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Abstract: [n recent years, much research has been conducted on the relationship between public service motivation

(PSM) and various outcomes, including job satisfaction. This article presents a meta-analysis aggregating the effects of

PSM on job satisfaction. Meta-regression analysis is used to assess the impact of numerous study characteristics and to
identify potential issues of publication bias. The findings, based on 28 separate studies, show no evidence of publica-
tion bias and support the positive relationship between PSM and job satisfaction. Furthermore, the results support
the importance of providing individuals with the opportunity to serve the public within this relationship. Given

the organizational benefits that can be derived from improved job satisfaction and the focus of PSM research on its
implications for job satisfaction, these findings are of interest to both academics and practitioners in the field of public

administration.

Practitioner Points

¢ Activating PSM-related needs is a low-cost driver of job satisfaction.
* Managers aiming to increase job satisfaction in their organizational units through PSM should put particu-

lar emphasis on responding to individuals’ self-sacrifice and commitment to the public interest.

e Practitioners should actively seck and create opportunities to serve citizens directly when aiming to increase

the job satisfaction of their employees.

ublic service motivation (PSM) is often pro-

posed as a means to improve performance and

overcome incentive problems in the public sec-
tor. PSM is defined as “a particular form of altruism
or prosocial motivation that is animated by specific
dispositions and values arising from public institutions
and missions” (Perry, Hondeghem, and Wise 2010,
682). Introduced by Perry and Wise (1990), the con-
cept is based on the argument that the motivation of
public servants can be clustered into rational, norm-
based, and affective motives. Research on PSM is now
widespread (e.g., Andersen 2009; Coursey et al. 2011;
Leisink and Steijn 2009; Taylor and Westover 2011;
Vandenabeele 2009; Wright and Pandey 2008), and
the literature has developed several definitions for it
(see Brewer and Selden 1998; Perry and Wise 1990;
Vandenabeele 2007).

In this article, our main focus is the relationship between
PSM and job satisfaction, which was selected for several
reasons. First, the literature provides mixed and partly
conflicting findings regarding the positive effects of
PSM on job satisfaction (e.g., Gabris and Simo 1995;
Lewis and Frank 2002). Second, job satisfaction is one
of the most extensively researched areas in organizational
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behavior (Rainey 2003), and it has been linked to many
performance-related outcomes, including turnover (Eby
etal. 1999), commitment (Boardman and Sundquist
2009), and organizational citizenship behaviors (Organ
and Ryan 1995). Therefore, knowledge about what
drives job satisfaction is of interest not only to research-
ers but also to managers in the public sector. Third, the
specific field of PSM research has matured, resulting in
a significant number of studies that include correlations
between PSM, its dimensions, and job satisfaction. This
enables us to use meta-analysis to assess the overall effect
ascribed to PSM.

A range of studies have provided evidence for PSM
in single countries, including Denmark (Anderson
2009), Malta (Camilleri 2007), South Korea (Kim
2006), China (Liu, Tang, and Zhu 2008), Switzerland
(Ritz 2009), and Australia (Taylor 2007). More
recently, cross-country comparisons (Houston
2011) have also been conducted. In addition to its
traditional home in the field of public administra-
tion (Coursey et al. 2011; Leisink and Steijn 2009),
researchers in adjacent disciplines such as economics
(Delfgaauw and Dur 2008; Francois 2000; Francois
and Vlassopoulos 2008; Georgellis and Tabvuma
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2010) and human resource management (Carpenter, Doverspike,
and Miguel 2012; Liu, Tang, and Zhu 2008; Melnik, Petrella, and
Richez-Battesti 2013) have become interested in PSM.

Notwithstanding the bulk of research providing empirical sup-

port for PSM, the concept of PSM is not without challenge. For
example, Gabris and Simo (1995) failed to identify a difference in
the level of PSM between the public and private sector and suggest
abandoning the concept. Others have failed to find evidence for a
lower preference for extrinsic rewards among public sector employ-
ees (Lyons, Duxbury, and Higgins 2006). Similarly, the work of
Tschirhart et al. (2008) supports the idea that individuals who have
a preference for helping others (a key component of PSM) will self-
select into the public sector but fails to find any effect of salary pref-
erences in relation to sector preference. In contrast, Lewis and Frank
(2002) were unable to establish high levels of PSM as a predictor for
public sector employment. Another strand of research argues that
sector preference is an inadequate proxy for person—organization fit
and highlights the interplay between job characteristics and PSM
(Christensen and Wright 2011).

Several studies have provided narrative summaries of the existing
body of research on PSM. These reviews focus on international
research (Kim and Vandenabeele 2010), a comparison against Perry
and Wise’s (1990) original propositions for the outcomes of PSM
(Perry, Hondeghem, and Wise 2010), and a description of the
PSM field containing frequency counts and network analyses (Ritz,
Brewer, and Neumann 2013). Most recently, Perry (2014, 34) sum-
marized the development of PSM research

We apply meta-regression analysis (Stanley 2005) to assess the
impact of different study characteristics in order to detect a genuine
effect and analyze potential issues of publication bias (Doucouliagos
2005; Stanley 2008). Thus, the analysis follows explicit calls by
Ritz, Brewer, and Neumann (2013), who highlight a large num-
ber of positive significant findings in their narrative systematic
review of the PSM literature, acknowledging the possibility of
publication bias in the PSM literature and calling for meta-analytic
investigations.

Our work complements but does not replicate that of Warren and
Chen (2013), who meta-analytically investigate the relationship
between PSM and performance. Another work that has similari-
ties to ours is the thesis by Behaj (2012), which analyzes PSM and
job satisfaction. However, the latter focuses exclusively on aggre-
gate PSM, whereas our work makes additional contributions by
investigating the individual dimensions of PSM, applying more
suitable techniques to investigate publication bias, and by employ-
ing meta-regression to explain heterogeneity between studies. Our
results provide support for the relationship between PSM and job
satisfaction and do not show evidence of publication bias. As such,
the findings provide a critical point of view on the PSM field and
are useful for academics and practitioners when confronted with the
results of primary studies.

PSM and Job Satisfaction

In line with the existing literature, we consider PSM a predictor of

job satisfaction. For example, Vandenabeele explains that “[iln PSM
research job satisfaction is considered to be

and identified possible foci for a “third wave
of PSM research.” The latter includes an
emphasis on robust research designs, multiple
incentives, improved measures, and a stronger
link between theory and practice. All of these
works point toward important gaps in the

Employees with a high level of
PSM are motivated by oppor-
tunities to serve the public
interest.

a consequence of PSM” (2009, 15) because
public sector employment helps satisfy
individuals’ prosocial needs. Employees with
a high level of PSM are motivated by oppor-
tunities to serve the public interest. Because
public sector organizations are best placed to

literature and help delineate a comprehensive
picture of PSM research.

Given that a large fraction of PSM research is quantitative in nature,
it is worthwhile to investigate these varying empirical findings
quantitatively using meta-analytic techniques. A body of literature
consisting of various and sometimes conflicting empirical find-

ings provides the ideal ground for meta-analysis: “If a number of
independent studies have been conducted on a particular subject,
using different data sets and methods, then combining their results
can furnish more insight and greater explanatory power than the
mere listing of the individual studies.” (Stanley 2001, 131). Meta-
analysis is a widely accepted technique in the management literature
(e.g., Joshi, Liao, and Roh 2011; Judge and Ilies 2002) and has

also provided meaningful insights in public administration research
(Ringquist 2013; Weibel, Rost, and Osterloh 2010).

Thus, it is our argument that a meta-analysis of the PSM—job satis-
faction link is well positioned to generate insights of relevance for
both academics and practitioners. Consequently, our contribution
is twofold. First, we contribute to the empirical assessment of PSM’s
capacity to influence job satisfaction. Second, on a theoretical level,
we contribute to a refinement of the transmission channels attrib-
uted to each PSM dimension in relation to job satisfaction.
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provide employees with an opportunity to
serve the public interest, we expect PSM to link with job satisfac-
tion among public sector employees (Andersen and Kjeldsen 2013;

Bright 2008; Naff and Crum 1999).

It has also been shown that the PSM—job satisfaction relationship
can be moderated by a job’s propensity to offer opportunities to
serve the public. When employees feel that their jobs give them the
opportunity to serve the public, a positive effect of PSM on job
satisfaction can be expected. According to Andersen and Kjeldsen,
“individuals with high PSM may be better able to act on their
motivation in the public sector (compared to the private sector) if
this environment is perceived as offering better opportunities for
serving the public and if public employees feel that they can ‘donate’
effort more directly to the ‘public’ rather than to a private residual
claimant” (2013, 253). At its core, this is a person—job fit argument
(Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, and Johnson 2005; Locke 1976;
Taylor 2007) showing that the better aligned a job is with a post
holder’s attitudes, values, and preferences, the higher job satisfaction
is likely to be.

PSM is not limited to public sector occupations. Although public
sector jobs historically were considered to provide opportunities to
serve the public by default, public sector reform has contributed to



increasingly blurred boundaries between the public and private sec-
tors. Recent studies have shown that some private sector firms offer
jobs that allow employees to satisfy their public service-motivated
needs (Andersen and Kjeldsen 2013), supporting the argument that
PSM is not limited to the public sector (Perry, Hondeghem, and
Wise 2010). On the other hand, employees may be driven by a need
to support individual clients as opposed to doing good for society.
This idea has given rise to the concept of “user orientation,” under-
stood as the opportunity to serve a specific individual (Andersen and
Kjeldsen 2013). However, it has been shown that user orientation has
a stronger relationship with job satisfaction in the private rather than
in the public sector (Andersen and Kjeldsen 2013). We reflect these
discussions in our analysis by coding studies according to whether the
respondents’ occupations offer opportunities to serve the public.

As mentioned in the introduction, mixed findings have been
produced regarding the PSM—job satisfaction relationship (Bright
2008; Steijn 2008; Taylor 2008). A number of studies have found a
positive relation between PSM and job satisfaction (Andersen and
Kjeldsen 2013; Stazyk 2012; Taylor 2008; Park and Rainey 2008).
In contrast, Wright and Pandey’s (2008) study does not support the
direct effect of PSM on job satisfaction but does provide evidence
for value congruence as a mediator. Similarly, in a later study,
Wright and Pandey (2011) failed to find a direct effect of PSM on
job satisfaction but instead found that the effect is mediated by their
measure of mission valence.

Findings show that national context may also play a role in the posi-
tive association between PSM and job satisfaction, which, although
present in Danish, Australian, U.S., and Dutch samples, was not
supported in two other U.S.-based studies. These findings highlight
that there may be important country effects when investigating
PSM and job satisfaction. Our meta-analysis accounts for these
aspects by controlling for the country of origin for each study and
ultimately comparing between U.S.- and non-U.S.-based works.

Measurement

At the core of PSM is the idea that individual behavior is driven
by a desire to help others and contribute to society (Perry and
Hondeghem 2008). Early on, Perry (1996) validated a 24-item
PSM scale, and the concept emerged as a construct consisting of
four dimensions: attraction to public policy making, commitment
to the public interest, compassion, and self-sacrifice.

The measurement debate triggered a set of studies assessing the
psychometric properties of PSM measures (Coursey et al. 2008;
Kim 2009a, 2009b; Kim et al. 2013). One difficulty identified

is the analysis of PSM in different cultural contexts in which the
original U.S. conceptualization and measure may not be appro-
priate. Consequently, Giauque et al. (2011) and Liu, Tang, and
Zhu (2008) have highlighted the need to adapt existing measures
based on different cultural contexts, and Kim et al. (2013) have
developed a measure that can be applied internationally. However,
the “attraction to public service” dimension in Kim et al. (2013)
has been criticized for not being sufficiently derived from theory
(Perry 2014).

Although many researchers have used at least some of these dimen-
sions, Wright, Christensen, and Pandey (2013) point toward the

difficulties of measuring PSM using the original 24-item scale. In
particular, they highlight the use of long questionnaires, low reli-
abilities of some dimensions in different contexts, and potential
redundancies between dimensions. This has led to the development
of shorter scales that Wright, Christensen, and Pandey (2013) refer
to as “global measures” of PSM. These global measures include
indications of reward preferences, single-item measures contained
in panel data sets (Georgellis and Tabvuma 2010), and a five-item
measure containing some of the items used in Perry’s original scale,
all of which are frequently used in PSM studies (e.g., Moynihan and
Pandey 2010). This state of the literature creates problems for inter-
preting the available evidence because “we have only indirect evi-
dence that these different measures can be used interchangeably to
produce consistent and trustworthy results” (Wright, Christensen,
and Pandey 2013, 199). Our meta-analysis is particularly well
positioned to contribute to this discussion because it allows us to
conduct moderation analyses on the type of measure employed in
each primary study. To achieve this, we follow Wright, Christensen,
and Pandey’s (2013) distinction between global and multidimen-
sional measures of PSM.

Method

We employ meta-analysis as a systematic and rigorous quantita-
tive approach to reviewing empirical findings (Borenstein et al.
2009; Hunter and Schmidt 2004; Lipsey and Wilson 2001). With
a growing number of journals, online platforms for the publication
of working papers, and the general increased availability of research
results through the Internet, meta-analysis is an ideal tool to aggre-
gate empirical results and assess the current state of knowledge of

a given subject (Stanley 2001). Its ultimate goal is to identify and
calculate the underlying empirical effect of a certain treatment or
relationship across numerous studies. As a second step, we apply
meta-regression analysis (Stanley 2005). Its strength is its ability to
assess the impact of varying study characteristics, detect a genuine
effect, and analyze potential issues of publication bias (Doucouliagos
2005; Stanley 2008).

Sample

We systematically searched EBSCOhost, Web of Science, and
Google Scholar using the keywords “public service motivation,”
“PSM,” “motivation in public service,” “public sector motivation,”
and “civil service motivation.” Our search covered the time period
from 1990 to 2013. The start date for the search was selected to
coincide with Perry and Wise’s (1990) seminal publication, which
laid the groundwork for much future PSM research. We double-
checked manually by searching the key journals in the field: journal
of Public Administration Research and Theory, Public Administration
Review, American Review of Public Administration, International
Public Management Journal, Public Administration, and Review of
Public Personnel Administration. We then cross-checked the refer-
ences listed in the studies included in our database.

To complement the database of published studies, we included
working paper drafts presented at the 2013 annual meeting of

the Academy of Management and the 2013 conference of the
International Research Society for Public Management, as well as
those submitted to a special issue devoted to work motivation in the
public sector (Homberg, Tabvuma, and Heine 2014). By includ-
ing these working papers, we are taking a pragmatic stance and
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acknowledge that most of them are likely to be published by the
time this meta-analysis appears. We have not taken working papers
from earlier years into consideration. Rather, we only include the
ones that we could reasonably expect were working through the
publication system at the point of coding. Thus, we consider our
approach a viable starting point that follows standard guidelines for
meta-analysis. The inclusion/exclusion decision can be considered
a limitation of meta-analyses (and probably of any research and the
delays introduced by the publication system), as time for coding is
required, and data collection must be stopped at some point. We
excluded conceptual papers, as they cannot be integrated into a
meta-analysis. For the purposes of this article, we limit the analysis
to papers written in English.

This search procedure yielded 79 studies that potentially qualify for
integration into a meta-analysis because of their quantitative nature
and focus on PSM. We then excluded studies that did not report a
bivariate correlation between PSM (or one of its dimensions) and
job satisfaction and those using a single-item measure of PSM. The
remaining 28 studies displayed a correlation between an aggregate
PSM measure and job satisfaction or dimensions of PSM and job
satisfaction (or both), thus generating 43 effect-size observations.
Appendix A and Appendix B list the studies in the two subsamples.
Subsample 1 (V = 20) consists of studies reporting a correlation
between an aggregate PSM measure and job satisfaction. Subsample
2 (N = 8) consists of studies reporting a correlation between PSM
dimensions and job satisfaction.

Procedures

Effect size (ES). Meta-analysis relies on the comparability of
empirical findings. In order to make results from different quan-
titative primary studies comparable, the collected estimates need
to be transformed into effect sizes that represent the effects on a
common scale. Meta-analysts have developed a range of effect sizes
for different purposes (Ellis 2010; Lipsey and Wilson 2001). We
followed the approach described in Weibel, Rost, and Osterloh
(2010) and coded the zero-order correlations from the primary
studies in order to achieve a maximum level of comparability,
that is, £S = r.

This approach allows for correction of measurement errors follow-
ing the Hunter and Schmidt (2004) procedures. Original correla-
tions were corrected for measurement reliability using equation (1).
Missing data were substituted by the mean reliability of the sample
(see also Ellis 2010, 103).

rc=ES/\/0‘psm *\/ Ysat > 1)

where ES is the effect size (7); 7 is equal to the corrected correlation;
and 0 and o areequal to the Cronbach’s alphas for PSM (or its
dimensions) and job satisfaction, respectively.

Following common conventions (Ringquist 2013, 109), these
corrected correlations were transformed into Fisher’s Z, which

is the effect size used in the subsequent analyses. For effect size
transformations, we use the software Comprehensive Meta-Analysis
(Borenstein et al. 2009), which allows for conversion between dif-
ferent effect sizes. Regression analyses were carried out using Stata.
Fisher’s Z is computed according to equation (2):
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Z=05In[(1+7)/(1-71)], )

where Z is Fisher’s Z and 7 is the corrected correlation.

Moderators. We coded a series of potential categorical moderating
variables. First, we distinguish between published and unpublished
studies. Second, we record whether a study employed a dimensional
or global measure. Third, we control for the origin of the data set,
distinguishing between studies using U.S. data and data from the
rest of the world.

Fourth, and most complicated, we aim to capture information on
whether a particular job offers the opportunity to serve the public.
Unfortunately, the concept of “user orientation” (Andersen and
Kjeldsen 2003) has been developed only recently, and only one of
the studies included in our sample used a comparable construct.
Thus, we had to carefully read through the details of the sample
description in each primary study and apply the approach sug-
gested by Weibel, Rost, and Osterloh (2010) in order to code

the studies into two groups. The first group consists of studies

that provide opportunities to serve (coded as 1) and the second

of studies that did not (coded as 0). However, it should be noted
that most studies did not provide sufficient information on this
issue, as they simply report on whether they surveyed “agencies”

or “public sector organizations.” Thus, for the purposes of coding,
we made a number of assumptions. First, when students in master
of public administration programs were surveyed, we coded this as
0. Second, when we had a clear indication that there is very little
contact with the public and limited opportunity to contribute to
society, we coded it as 0 (e.g., one study looked at “office workers”).
Third, a few studies used larger surveys capturing a variety of public
sector agencies. We took a conservative standpoint here and coded
these cases as 0. While we acknowledge that it is unlikely that all of
them will be without opportunities to serve the public, we pre-
ferred to err on the side of caution rather than include a moderator
that is not there.

Meta-regression. The second step of the analysis explores the
sources of heterogeneity among the included primary studies, that
is, those study-level factors that may affect the results of primary
studies. In meta-regression analysis, the dependent variable is the
effect size, and the independent variables are study characteristics.
Their coefhicients reflect distortions that have been introduced by
characteristics of primary studies (Stanley and Jarrel 1989). A stand-
ard meta-regression model, equation (3), can be specified as follows
(e.g., Stanley and Jarrel 1989; Ringquist 2013):

ES; = a+ Xi—1 BiXwi + € )

where ES is the effect size (r); ot is the true effect; Xis the vector of
the independent variables (e.g., study characteristics); B3, is the esti-
mated coefficient of the study characteristic; and € is an error term.

For the meta-regression analysis, we coded a set of study charac-
teristics. We recorded the year of publication and the origin of the
data set. From the latter, we computed a dummy variable indicating
U.S.-based studies and others. Additionally, we used a dummy vari-
able to capture the publication status, with all working papers being
coded as “unpublished.” Furthermore, we tried to capture the various



analytical approaches that the authors of primary studies used by
distinguishing between global and dimensional measures of PSM.

Publication bias. Ultimately, meta-analytic techniques allow for
the investigation of publication bias (Doucouliagos 2005; Stanley
2008). Publication bias refers to the possibility that the published
literature is an inaccurate reflection of knowledge. According to
Stanley, “publication bias, or the ‘file drawer problem,’ is the conse-
quence of choosing research papers for the statistical significance of
their findings. ‘Statistically significant’ results are often treated more
favorably by researchers, reviewers and/or editors; hence, larger,
more significant effects are over-represented” (2008, 104).

However, alternative drivers for the existence of publication bias need
to be considered. Rost and Ehrmann (2015) discuss that authors

may be reluctant to submit papers containing nonsignificant find-
ings to journals; that editors and reviewers may have a preferences for
a certain paradigm, methodological approach, or significant results;
and that authors may be less inclined to submit when their results run
contrary to standard theory. Recently, researchers have called for the
inclusion of publication bias analyses in meta-analyses because data
on this matter are needed, and only a small number of meta-analyses
(particularly in organization research) investigate it (Kepes et al.
2012). Most recently, Moynihan invoked the “file drawer” problem to
justify his “meaningful nonfinding” (2013, 190) on the relationship
between PSM and budget maximization. It is particularly important
for the field of PSM to investigate potential issues of publication bias
because, notwithstanding the growth of PSM studies in recent years,
it is still relatively small compared with other research areas in man-
agement, organizational behavior, and public administration. Fields
such as PSM that are characterized by small groups of researchers are
more prone to publication bias.

Publication bias can be analyzed graphically using funnel plots. In

a funnel plot, the y-axis plots a measure of precision such as sample
size or the inverse of the standard error (Kepes et al. 2012; Stanley
and Doucouliagos 2012), and the x-axis displays the chosen effect
size metric. The plot should be symmetrical if the literature is unbi-
ased. In the unbiased case, it will also contain a low number of very
precise estimates at the top and a large number of not so precise esti-
mates at the bottom. This gives it the shape of an inverted funnel.

In addition to the visual interpretation of the funnel plot, we use
Egger’s test of the intercept (Egger et al. 1997) to assess publica-
tion bias. This requires estimating a regression equation with pre-
cision as predictor of the standardized effect size measure. In this
case, a significant intercept indicates the presence of publication
bias, as in the absence of publication bias, a symmetrical funnel
plot would cause the regression to intersect with the origin (Egger
et al. 1997; Kepes et al. 2012; Stanley and Doucouliagos 2012).
Equation (4) displays the Egger test regression. While there are
various procedures to investigate publication bias, we use the test
of the intercept because it has been recommended as an advanced
approach to the analysis of publication bias (Kepes et al. 2012),
whereas, failsafe-/V techniques have been shown to produce biased
results (Banks, Kepes, and McDaniel 2012; McDaniel, Rothstein,
and Whetzel 20006).

ES; = a+ B(1/SE;) + &, (4)

where ES is the effect size (7); 0. is a constant; 1/SE denotes preci-

c
sion (inverse of standard error); P is the estimated coefficient; and €
is an error term.

In meta-analysis, fixed or random effect models can be computed.
Fixed-effect models assume that the overall effect size is identi-

cal across all studies. This is a conservative assumption that we
consider unlikely to hold in the field of PSM. Instead, the random-
effects model—which allows for variance of effect sizes between
studies—is deemed more appropriate. Following Ringquist, who
states that “[i]n virtually all cases meta-analysis in public manage-
ment, public policy and the social sciences will be conducted using
the random effects framework” (2013, 118), all results presented
in the next section have been computed using the random-effects
model.

Results

We begin by presenting the results for the aggregate PSM measure
and job satisfaction. This subsample consists of estimates from 20
studies displaying a correlation between an aggregate PSM measure
and job satisfaction. We also consider a number of moderators.
First, we analyze whether there is a different effect between pub-
lished (14 studies) and unpublished studies (6 studies). Second,

we compare the estimates between studies applying dimensional
and global measures of PSM. Third, we check the effect of country
origin by comparing studies using U.S. data to the remainder of the
sample. Fourth, we assess the opportunity to serve the public as a
potential moderator in the PSM—job satisfaction relationship.

Table 1 summarizes the results for the effect of aggregate PSM on
job satisfaction. Several findings emerge. First, and most important,
the analysis reveals that PSM has a moderate and significant effect
on job satisfaction when aggregating the various studies. Second,
the results show that studies using U.S. data do not display stronger
effects on aggregate compared with works based on non-U.S. data.
Third, the results relating to publication status and the measures
employed appear to fall within normal expectations. Both dimen-
sional measures and published studies” effects are associated with
slightly stronger effect sizes as opposed to global measures or work-
ing papers. Fourth, applying the “opportunity to serve” moderator

Table 1 Overall and Moderating effects of PSM on Job Satisfaction

Random effects Number Point  Lower Upper

analysis Studies estimate  limit limit ~ Z-value P-value Sig.
PSM 20 0.3424 0.2287 0.4562 5.8986 0.0000 ***
Moderators

unpublished 6 0.3156 0.0800 0.5512 2.6250 0.0087 ***
published 14 0.3541 0.1994 0.5087 4.4875 0.0000 ***
dimensional 8 0.3849 0.1790 0.5908 3.6635 0.0000 ***
global 12 0.3144 0.1468 0.4820 3.6765 0.0000 ***
other 12 0.3772 0.2486 0.5059 5.7473 0.0000 ***
us 8 0.2892 0.1303 0.4481 3.5678 0.0000 ***
Opportunity to 4 0.6151 0.3756 0.8546 5.0342 0.000  ***

serve
No opportunity 16 0.2741 0.1542 0.3940 4.4807 0.000  ***

to serve

Note: All effect sizes displayed as Fisher’s Z; effect size across all 43 studies is 0.267.
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has a strong effect. The relationship between
PSM and job satisfaction becomes increas-
ingly pronounced and is stronger when jobs
explicitly offer individuals opportunities to
serve the public. These results have impli-
cations for the interpretation of findings
presented in primary studies. At least from

a practitioner’s point of view, achieving an
increase in job satisfaction by either providing
individuals with an opportunity to contribute
to society or recruiting individuals who score
high on PSM may be a desired, cost-effective
strategy for public sector managers.

We now turn our attention to the dimensional
aspect of PSM: attraction to policy making
(ATP), commitment to the public interest
(CPI), self-sacrifice (SS), and compassion
(Comp). In addition to the 20 studies investi-
gating aggregate PSM and job satisfaction, 8
studies focused on the dimensional aspects of

PSM and produced 23 correlations suitable for meta-analysis.

The relationship between PSM
and job satisfaction becomes
increasingly pronounced and

is stronger when jobs explicitly

offer individuals opportunities
to serve the public.

Achieving an increase in job
satisfaction by either providing
individuals with an opportu-
nity to contribute to society or
recruiting individuals who score
high on PSM may be a desired,
cost-effective strategy for public
sector managers.

influence job satisfaction. Forest plots summa-
rizing both data sets are displayed in Appendix
C (available as an online supplement).

Analysis of Publication Bias

As outlined in the Method section, several
approaches for assessing publication bias are
available. As a first step to examine publica-
tion bias, we produced the funnel plot for
subsample 1, as displayed in panel A of
figure 1 (available online). The results fail to
show strong signs of publication bias as the
graph appears symmetrical. Similarly, panel B
of figure 1 displays the funnel plot for all sub-
samples, and again the graph does not provide
evidence of publication bias.

However, the graphical assessment has a sub-
jective component. In order to double-check
this result, we ran the Egger test of the inter-
cept, which is displayed in figure 2 (available

online). As expected, the absence of bias is indicated by the nonsig-

nificant constant (coef. 2.91, SE 3.84, p= .45 n.s.).

The results displayed in table 2 show that the ATP and Comp dimen-

sions appear problematic. ATP displays a much smaller and less sig-
nificant effect than CPI and SS, while Comp is not significant. These
results raise concerns about the capability of these dimensions to

Table 2 PSM Dimensions effects on Job Satisfaction

Second, we used the full sample of 43 effect sizes to investigate
publication bias. Because some effect sizes are taken from the same
study data, dependence may lead to biased results. According to

Stanley and Doucouliagos (2012), appropriate weighting of the

effect sizes addresses this problem. Thus, we ran the Egger test again,

Random effects Number  Point  Lower  Upper , but this time specified as a weighted least squares regression, using
analysis Studies estimate  limit limit ~ Z-value P-value Sig. L. K K i
precision squared as weights and study ids as clusters. Again, the
ATP 5 0.1051 0.0087 0.2007 2.1374 0.0326 ** . . .. .
results fail to show signs of publication bias.
Comp 4 0.0463 -0.0593 0.1520 0.8592 0.3902 ns.
CPI 8 0.2932  0.2177 0.3686 7.6181 0.0000 *** Analysis of Study Heterogeneity
SS 6 0.2343  0.1456 0.3229 5.1815 0.0000 ***

The next step is to compute full meta-regression models in order to

Notes: ATP — Attraction to Policy Making; Comp — Compassion; CPI — Commitment
to Public Interest; SS — Self-Sacrifice; all effect sizes displayed as “Fisher's Z".

Table 3 Results of Meta-Regression of PSM and Job Satisfaction

investigate the sources of heterogeneity present in primary studies.
Table 3 displays the results of the meta-regression models. Models

Fisher's Z (Std)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Precision 0.250%** 0.0904** 0.258%** 0.248%** 0.255%** 0.268*** 0.309*** 0.192%**
(0.0805) (0.0421) (0.0841) (0.0825) (0.0819) (0.0797) (0.0929) (0.0459)
us 2.503 4.704 33.37**
(5.381) (7.648) (12.39)
Dimensional -2.295 8.096 -1.911
(5.283) (10.97) (4.128)
Published 3.883 10.63 -6.117*
(5.604) (10.06) (3.314)
Opportunity 8.543 11.60 13.99*
(6.245) (6.945) (7.742)
Constant 2.912 8.474 1.622 3.913 0.0392 0.565 -14.09 1.441
(3.844) (6.738) (4.810) (4.559) (5.693) (4.128) (14.52) (5.149)
Observations 20 43 20 20 20 20 20 43
Adjusted R-squared 0.314 0.012 0.282 0.281 0.293 0.345 0.289 0.099

Notes: Effect Size (DV): Fisher’s Z, standardized; Models 2 & 8 specified as weighted least squares with study clusters to account for multiple estimates per study,

Standard errors in parentheses,*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 relate to subsample 1 (i.c., studies investigating
aggregate PSM and its effect on job satisfaction). It represents a
one-study, one-estimate sample. This helps

attributable to slightly different interpretations of the items used to
measure PSM between the United States and other countries.

avoid the issues of data dependency that arise
when multiple estimates are taken from the
same study. However, the number of effect
sizes included in the regression is rather low. In
order to avoid overspecification of the regres-
sion models, we include only one predictor
variable per model.

Researchers benefit from the
fact that a positive association
between PSM and job satisfac-
tion is not an artifact but holds

across studies.

There are three main implications of these
findings. First, researchers benefit from the
fact that a positive association between PSM
and job satisfaction is not an artifact but holds
across studies. However, the aggregate effect
may appear smaller than expected consider-
ing the strong effects of PSM found in some

In contrast, models 2 and 7 include all 43 estimates from the
combined subsamples. This aggregation can be challenged on the
grounds of comparability among the measures. However, all dimen-
sions make a contribution to PSM, and therefore we conclude

that this estimation strategy is viable and consider it an additional
robustness check. In this case, data dependency is an issue because
several estimates are taken from the same primary study. Thus,
weighted least squares models are specified.

Models 1 and 2 are simple replications of Egger’s test of the inter-
cept, as described earlier. Model 3 assesses whether U.S. samples
have a distorting effect on the results of primary studies. Model 4
includes a dummy variable for studies employing a dimensional
PSM measure. Model 5 compares published and unpublished
studies. Model 6 includes all study characteristics simultaneously.
Finally, model 7 combines the set of studies using the aggregate
PSM measure with the set of studies focusing primarily on the
dimensions including all study characteristics.

Overall, it appears that the study characteristics do not exhibit any
distortion effect on the results of primary studies. Only in model
7 is the U.S. dummy significant in indicating an upward bias of
effects for PSM on job satisfaction. The constant remains nonsig-
nificant across specifications. Thus, the analysis provides support
for the existence of a genuine effect of PSM under the absence of
publication bias.

Discussion

This meta-analysis investigated the relationship between PSM,
including its dimensions, and job satisfaction. There is some debate
in the literature as to whether this relationship is direct or medi-
ated by other variables such as value congruence (Wright and
Pandey 2008). However, aggregating the available evidence meta-
analytically reveals the presence of a direct relationship between the
two variables. Additionally, we find strong support for the idea that
when public service—motivated individuals are given more oppor-
tunities to serve the public, they report higher levels of job satisfac-
tion. Furthermore, our results indicate the absence of publication
bias in this particular field of literature.

While the field of PSM has grown steadily over the past two
decades, it is still dominated by a small set of core contributors.
Under these circumstances, publication bias becomes more likely.
Therefore, our results are good news for the PSM community,
acknowledging explicitly the authors’, reviewers’, and editors’
unprejudiced approaches. Finally, the study characteristics included
in this analysis do not exhibit any distorting effect on primary
studies, with the exception of the U.S. data sets. This may be

primary studies (e.g., Kim 2005; Liu and
Tang 2001; Wright, Christensen, and Pandey 2013). This implies
that researchers should actively investigate mechanisms that poten-
tially strengthen the aggregate effect. Some studies focusing on the
organizational and institutional antecedents of PSM have already
contributed to this discussion (e.g., Moynihan and Pandey 2007;
Vandenabeele 2011). The findings of such research may also provide
grounds to develop guidelines for practitioners, allowing them to
exploit the effect of PSM on job satisfaction to a larger extent. For
the PSM research community, the analysis provides clear results on
the effect of PSM on job satisfaction across studies. These results
force practitioners and academics to seek ways that enable the acti-
vation of the PSM in their employees.

The second implication of this study is the strength of the link
between PSM and job satisfaction, which varies considerably
depending on the dimension being examined. Our analysis of the
dimensions of PSM shows that commitment to the public interest
(CPI) and self-sacrifice (SS) contribute to job satisfaction, whereas
the aggregated effect of attraction to policy making (ATP) and
compassion (Comp) dimensions are tiny and only weakly (former)
or not significantly (latter) related to job satisfaction. Thus, we
stipulate that these two dimensions do not contribute much to the
relationship between PSM and job satisfaction. Consequently, it
becomes more important for PSM researchers to investigate the
distinct effects of the dimensions of PSM. Similarly, practition-
ers have higher chances of reaping the positive effects of PSM in
relation to job satisfaction when responding to the CPI and SS
dimensions.

One way to isolate the effects of the PSM dimensions is through
experimental research designs, which, as Wright and Grant (2010)
argue, have the advantage of disentangling the cause and effect
relations. A number of researchers have followed this call and have
used experimental designs to investigate PSM (e.g., Bellé 2013;
Brewer and Brewer 2011; Carpenter, Doverspike, and Miguel 2012;
Christensen et al. 2013; Moynihan 2013). Despite the limited
amount of experimental studies that are available to date, a variety
of variables have been studied. However, there are few opportunities
to compare results on a common variable of interest. While we have
not included experimental studies in our meta-analysis, they do
provide the ideal setup for such an approach.

The third implication highlights our moderator analyses, which
show that effect sizes do not vary strongly between published

and unpublished papers. This further corroborates the absence of
publication bias. Studies based on non-U.S. data, and those based
on dimensional measures of PSM as opposed to global measures,
displayed stronger effects. While stronger effects of dimensional
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measures may be expected because of a more precise measurement,
the stronger effects in non-U.S. samples come as a surprise. These
effects may be attributable to slightly different interpretations of the
PSM items in different national contexts.

Fourth, the PSM—job satisfaction relationship can be strengthened
when individuals are given opportunities to serve the public through
their daily jobs. Unfortunately, very few studies in our sample
included such measures when assessing PSM and job satisfaction.
Therefore, we were not able to analyze this effect at the dimen-
sional level, only on the aggregate PSM level. Also, we were unable
to distinguish “user orientation” from an opportunity to serve the
public in general. Nevertheless, the strong effect generated by the
latter makes it plausible that user orientation is also an important
element to consider in the PSM—job satisfaction relationship, and
we encourage future research to include this construct.

Taking all the results into account, our work builds a more nuanced
understanding of the overall impact of PSM on job satisfaction. As
such, it forms another piece in recent efforts to generate an overview
of the PSM knowledge base complementing the works of Perry
(2014) and Ritz, Brewer, and Neumann (2013). Finally, we contrib-
ute to the literature by focusing on the dimensions of PSM. Our
results raise questions about the contribution made by ATP and
Comp, providing ample opportunities for further research.

Limitations

Although we followed best-practice recommendations in meta-
analysis, a significant number of judgment calls are involved in
this study (Aguinis et al. 2011). Beginning with the selection of
the search terms used to identify studies and including the choice
of study characteristics used for the more refined meta-regression
analyses, we hope that our justifications for those choices provided
previously mitigate this issue to some extent. Nonetheless, we
acknowledge that a few limitations exist.

First, we decided to consider studies only that are available in the
English language. This approach enabled us to double-check coding
within the research team without major problems. Additionally, the
academic discourse on PSM takes place mainly in English, encom-
passing studies from various countries in North America, Europe,
and Asia. Thus, while we cannot overcome this limitation, we deem
it acceptable.

Second, we did not include a quality indicator for the studies
included in the meta-analysis. The main reason for this decision is
that those indicators that are commonly used, such as the journal
impact factor, Google Scholar citations, or SSRN download pat-
terns, have severe limitations. The impact factor can be artificially
driven by citation cartels and is flawed in the sense that all articles
in a given journal share the same impact factor regardless of natural
variations in quality. Google Scholar citations and downloads in
web repositories can be manipulated in similar ways (for a recent
discussion, see Davis 2014). All of these measures are indicators of
popularity or influence rather than indicators of quality contained
in any given paper. Instead of using readily available indicators,

we could have created our own scheme for quality assessment

of studies. However, this would be similarly arbitrary, and there

is no guarantee that our assessment would be shared by others.
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Therefore, we refrained from including a quality assessment.
However, if other authors feel the need to invent a quality scor-
ing scheme for PSM research, we deem this a valuable avenue for
future research.

Third, we limit our analysis to the relation between PSM and job
satisfaction. This choice was made because this is a widely inves-
tigated relation that gave us an acceptable number of studies and
estimates to be integrated into the meta-analysis. Even so, from our
point of view, it is worthwhile extending the scope to other con-
structs of interest in relation to PSM. With an increasing number of
studies becoming available on this matter, we think an investigation
of PSM and red tape is a worthwhile endeavor.

Fourth, while the focus of this article has been on PSM, future
research may wish to consider the case of other forms of proso-
cial motivation such as public values (Bozeman 2007; Jorgensen
and Rutgers 2015) that have received a considerable amount of
attention in the public administration literature (see Van der Wal,
Nabatchi, and de Graaf 2013 for a recent review of the litera-
ture). PSM concerns the desire of individuals to serve the public
interest, whereas public values focus on the sector’s normative
ideals (Andersen et al. 2013). While both of these concepts of
prosocial motivation have been linked to improved job satisfac-
tion (Andersen and Kjeldsen 2013), it is not possible to integrate
the findings for studies on public values with those emerging from
the PSM literature. While a number of PSM dimensions imply
and correlate with public values, the focus of public values at

the systemic level and the inclusion of issues outside motivation
makes integration of the concepts neither possible nor desirable
(Andersen et al. 2013).

Conclusion

Our study contributes to the growing body of literature exploring
the relationship between PSM and job satisfaction by showing that
the positive relationship between PSM and job satisfaction is present
across studies. According to our analyses, the PSM—job satisfaction
literature does not suffer from publication bias. Additionally, our
findings provide strong support for the concept of opportunities to
serve the public as a moderator in this relationship.

Our findings have important implications for managers and prac-
titioners in the public sector, calling for a redirection of resources
toward selecting individuals predisposed to PSM, especially those
with a strong commitment to public interest and sense of self-sacri-
fice. A second implication is that practitioners should try to actively
seek and create opportunities to serve citizens directly when aiming
to increase the job satisfaction of their employees.
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