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ABSTRACT: The reward preference of public sector employees has often been
evaluated in terms of public service motivation (PSM). The present research,
utilizing survey data from 927 municipal employees in Mississippi, reevaluates the
importance of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards to employees in local government in
the light of changes in workforce composition, economic conditions, performance,
and accountability that have challenged traditional public management approaches
and techniques. PSM and employee position are found to be significantly related to
the level of importance currently assigned to reward factors and to extrinsic and
intrinsic reward variables in choosing to work for a local government. Minority
status is also an important determinant of both PSM and the reward preferences
of employees in this data set.
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S ignificant changes and challenges in the public sector workplace have emerged
over the past few decades as governments at all levels respond to the increased
emphasis on performance and results-oriented government services. The numerous
reform initiatives that have taken place have substantially moved public sector
management in an opportunistic direction for both scholars and practitioners.
These initiatives have influenced many core management functions of govern-
ment and highlight the need for public organizations to develop effective human
capital strategies that enhance government performance and accountability. Pub-
lic sector employees are assets to be valued and investments to be strategically
managed, because the most important function of these individuals is to provide
public service. With public management applying business concepts, private sector
practices, and technological innovations to enhance performance accountability
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and fiscal responsibility, the nature of the public employee’s relationship with
government is continually being redefined. Thus, it is relevant for the field to
explore why someone seeks government employment and what type of working
environments and incentive programs are essential for enhancing both individual
and organizational performance.

A substantial body of scholarly research in public administration has explored
why an individual chooses to work in the public sector. Much of this research is
grounded in the theory that public sector motivation differs substantially from
private sector motivation. In most studies, the public sector includes employees
of the federal, state, and local governments, public corporations, and other entities
providing extended public services, including education and health care. While
this sector may attract individuals who are interested in the job security, career
tenure, and retirement benefits often associated with government employment,
there are also individuals who exhibit behaviors and actions that are not prompted
solely by extrinsic motives and self-interest. Scholars have substantiated that these
employees are more altruistic than their private sector counterparts (Crewson,
1997; Rainey, 1982). Perry and Wise define this public service motivation (PSM)
as “an individual’s predisposition to respond to motives grounded primarily or
uniquely in public institutions and organizations” (1990, p. 368). Studies have
also confirmed that intrinsic motivational factors are correlated to an individual’s
decision to seek employment in the public sector (Lewis & Frank, 2002; Pandey
and Stazyk, 2008; Tschirhart, Reed, Freeman, & Anker, 2008). Often, nonfinancial
incentives may lead to better performance from certain individuals because they
have pursued public service employment to fulfill personal goals and intrinsic
needs. Job satisfaction can be an outgrowth of achievement, verbal recognition,
challenging work, and advancement (Miner, 2005).

The present research revisits the relationship between PSM and the preference
of public employees for extrinsic and intrinsic rewards as economic conditions,
workforce demographics, increased competition from the private sector, and tech-
nological innovations have changed the public sector work environment substan-
tially over the past several years. The focus is not on public versus private sector,
but rather on evaluating the differences that may exist between employee groups
working within the same public sector entity. Very little research has explored the
varying levels of public service motivation among public employees at the local
government level, including both antecedents and correlates to reward preference
(e.g., Bright, 2009; Jurkiewicz & Massey, 1997; Kim, 2005). The utilization of
financial and human resources has always been closely scrutinized in the public
sector, and administrators and employees are often tasked with doing more with
less. As a result, mayors, managers, and councils need to understand the types of
incentives that motivate employees. Thus, the study of PSM and its relationship
to intrinsic and extrinsic reward preference is of fundamental importance to the
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management of employees and the design and implementation of reward and
motivation systems that fulfill their individual needs.

Public Service Motivation

Self-determination theory substantiates that individuals exhibit different levels
of motivation and respond to motivations of different types that often vary with
organizational context and task characteristics (Frey, 1997; Koehler & Rainey,
2008; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Extrinsic factors such as pay and other material re-
wards are linked to the outcome of a task or activity, while intrinsic factors are
associated closely with the inherent satisfaction that derives from undertaking a
task. The public sector workplace differs from the private sector in many ways,
including the availability of resources, public scrutiny of budgetary decisions,
and greater limitations on the provision of extrinsic rewards. As a result, public
managers may encounter obstacles in the recruitment and retention of employees.
However, early research links the attractiveness of public sector employment
to rational, norm-based, and affective motives (Buchanan, 1975; Downs, 1967,
Frederickson & Hart, 1985; Kelman, 1987; Perry & Wise, 1990). Employees in
the public sector are often motivated by a desire to promote the public interest,
improve society, and bring about change (Crewson, 1997; Houston, 2000; Lyons,
Duxbury, & Higgins, 2006; Perry & Hondeghem, 2008; Rainey, 1982; Wittmer,
1991). The PSM construct was conceptualized by Perry to include four dimensions
that are grounded in these rational, norm-based, and affective motives: attraction
to policy-making, commitment to the public interest and civic duty, compassion,
and self-sacrifice (Perry, 1996). An increased level of PSM is associated with the
desire to serve the public interest and an orientation toward social equity (Perry
& Wise, 1990) and the impact of one’s preference for employment in the public
sector (Bright, 2001; Lewis & Frank, 2002; Steijn, 2008; Vandenabeele, 2008).
Vandenabeele (2008) also found that the utility of PSM as a predictor of public
employer preference was positively related to the degree of “publicness” of the
government organization. However, studies have found there are other factors
associated with employment in the public sector that are extrinsic in nature and
may appeal to certain individuals, including job security and tenure, career per-
spective, pension systems, and work-family balance (Buelens & Van den Broeck,
2007; Houston, 2000; Karl and Sutton, 1998; Lewis & Frank, 2002; Perry &
Hondeghem, 2008; Vandenabeele, Hondeghem, & Steen, 2004). In light of this,
public sector motivation may be distinguished from public service motivation
(Hondeghem, 1990; Perry & Hondeghem, 2008). Concurrent with these studies,
we expect that an individual’s level of public service motivation will correlate to
the level of importance the individual places on certain factors in the decision to
seek local government employment.
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Hypothesis 1: Individuals employed at the local government level who
exhibit higher levels of public service motivation will place greater
importance on intrinsic factors in choosing to work for their local
government.

Additional research studies have correlated PSM to sociodemographic charac-
teristics, including gender, age, education, management level, and tenure (Bright,
2001, 2005; Camilleri, 2007; Dehart-Davis, Marlowe, & Pandey, 2006; Naff &
Crum, 1999; Pandey & Stazyk, 2008; Perry, 1997; Vandenabeele, 2011). Schol-
ars have demonstrated that individuals who are female, older, highly educated,
in managerial positions, and employed longer in an organization often exhibit
higher levels of public service motivation. Local governments employ a variety
of individuals in numerous positions requiring varying levels of education, skills,
dedication, and expertise. Many of these positions are similar to blue-collar oc-
cupations in the private sector that require less education and encompass more
physical tasks, while others, being administrative in nature, require specific train-
ing and specialized education for certain areas of expertise relevant to the public
sector. In addition, police and fire personnel often encounter work conditions that
may put their own or others’ lives at risk. Understanding the motivation behind
the dedication to occupations that are not always appropriately compensated is
essential to the management of these employees; however, previous research has
rarely explored the different levels of PSM that are distributed within a public
organization from top to bottom (Bright, 2005). There are local government posi-
tions that offer opportunities to promote the public interest, improve society, and
bring about public change; and there are others that are relevant to the maintenance
of infrastructure and the delivery of routine services. Positions in administration,
community development, planning, and public safety often provide opportuni-
ties to have an impact on policy-making, promote the public interest, and offer
compassion and self-sacrifice. We hypothesize that individuals with higher levels
of PSM will be employed in administrative positions and other positions that are
engaged in promoting the public interest and societal benefits.

Hypothesis 2: An individual’s level of public service motivation
is positively correlated with the individual’s position in the local
government.

PSM and Reward Preference

Perry’s (1996) PSM construct has significantly broadened the field’s understanding
of why individuals pursue careers in public service. Over the past two decades,
correlations between PSM and employee reward preferences/incentives (Bright,
2001, 2005; Crewson, 1997; Houston, 2000; Perry & Wise, 1990; Rainey, 1982;
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Wright, 2004) and performance-related pay systems (Georgellis, lossa, & Tab-
vuma, 2010; Houston, 2009; Moynihan, 2008; Perry, Engers, & Jun, 2009; Stazyk,
2013) have been explored in the field’s quest to empirically define these relation-
ships. Specific research into the importance of intrinsic vs. extrinsic rewards among
public sector employees has most often compared and contrasted the public and
private sectors. While the present study focuses on municipal employees only,
much of this research is relevant to the formation of the hypotheses that seek to
understand the reward preferences of individuals employed in various positions
at the local government level, many of which entail tasks resembling those in the
private sector. Early studies found that public employees placed a higher value
on performing work that is useful to society or helps other individuals (Rainey,
1982; Wittmer, 1991). Also, intrinsic motivational factors incorporating work
ethic, the public interest, and service to society were reasoned to be valued higher
among public employees (Perry & Wise, 1990). Crewson (1997) researched the
differences between private- and public-sector employees concerning reward
preferences and found that employees in the public sector placed a significantly
higher value on work that provides a feeling of accomplishment and is helpful to
society. Houston (2000) confirmed that public employees are more likely to place
a higher level of importance on intrinsic reward factors, and he also reasoned that
higher levels of PSM are characteristic of the individuals working in this sector.
And in a comparison of the job values of public and private sector employees, Karl
and Sutton (1998) concurred that individuals in private sector positions place the
highest importance on good wages, while individuals in public sector positions
place the highest importance on interesting work. Consistent with these studies,
the following hypotheses are tested in this study:

Hypothesis 3a: Individuals employed at the local government level who
exhibit higher levels of public service motivation will place greater
importance on intrinsic reward factors.

Hypothesis 3b: Individuals employed at the local government level
who exhibit lower levels of public service motivation will place greater
importance on extrinsic reward factors.

Gabris and Simo (1995), however, concluded that there were very few differ-
ences between public, nonprofit, and private sector employees regarding perceived
needs that motivate and are satisfied by their particular sector of employment.
The participants in this study exhibited similar ratings of individual needs for job
security, income/salary, responsibility, and making a difference. The importance of
job security to public sector employees was also reported by Jurkiewicz, Massey,
and Brown (1998) and by Houston (2000), even though the respondents in these
two studies also placed great emphasis on intrinsic reward factors. Gabris and
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Simo surmised that as employees reach their career potential, only those in the
highest echelons would “remain imbued with public motivation need,” and the
lower-level employees would become more concerned with monetary incentives,
job security, and other extrinsic factors (1995, p. 40).

Few studies have focused on the differences in reward preferences exhibited by
individuals solely employed in the public sector. Jurkiewicz and Massey (1997)
found numerous similarities between supervisory and nonsupervisory personnel in
the ranking of 15 extrinsic and intrinsic work-related motivational factors. Bright
(2005), however, reasoned that management level was a strong predictor of higher
levels of PSM and positively related to employee preference for nonmonetary
incentives. He also determined in a study of local government employees that
PSM was significantly correlated to the intrinsic nonmonetary preferences of these
employees, including personal recognition, task meaningfulness, and professional
growth, but he acknowledged that both intrinsic and extrinsic reward systems can
be important in public organizations. Contingent on the findings from this study,
it is here premised that variations between employee positions within the local
government will also influence the level of importance each employee currently
places on intrinsic and extrinsic reward factors. This relationship is evaluated in
terms of whether the individual is employed in a managerial or nonmanagerial
position as explored in these previous studies. In addition, we investigate whether
variations occur between individuals employed in public safety, administrative,
and service/maintenance positions that have not been evaluated in other studies.
In line with our previous reasoning that individuals employed in positions that
promote the public interest and societal change will exhibit higher levels of PSM,
we also anticipate that these individuals will place greater importance on the op-
portunities they have to perform work that provides a feeling of accomplishment
or helps other individuals. Thus the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4a: Individuals employed in management and public safety
positions will place greater importance on intrinsic reward factors.

Hypothesis 4b: Individuals employed in nonmanagement and non—public
safety positions will place greater importance on extrinsic reward factors.

Crewson (1997) concluded that public sector employees have a unique ethic
that makes them value intrinsic over extrinsic rewards and cautioned against using
private-sector incentive structures in public sector settings. Additional studies have
shown that monetary rewards can affect intrinsic motivation negatively (Deci &
Ryan, 1985; Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999; Houston, 2006; Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Subsequent research evaluating public employees has shown that performance-
related pay systems focusing on extrinsic rewards often fail to enhance employee
motivation and performance (Houston, 2009; Kellough & Lu, 1993; Kellough &
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Nigro, 2009; Perry et al., 2009; Sanders, 2004; Weibel, Rost, & Osterloh, 2009) and
may crowd out or even diminish intrinsic motivation in the public sector (Georgel-
lis et al., 2010; Houston, 2009; Moynihan, 2008; Weibel et al., 2009). However,
in a recent study of the relationship between variable pay systems, public service
motivation, and job satisfaction at the local government level, Stazyk found no
evidence that public service motivation was crowded out by performance-related
pay systems and cautions against treating the two as “inherently conflicting or
seemingly dichotomous concepts” (2013, p. 265).

As evidenced by the literature, the relationships between level of PSM, intrinsic/
extrinsic reward preference, and employee performance and compensation are
truly complex, often problematical, and certainly worthy of continued study (Perry
et al., 2010). The present research is designed to assess the relationship between
PSM and intrinsic/extrinsic reward preference at the local government level from
a perspective that evaluates possible antecedents and correlates of intrasectoral
variation. A case study of 927 local government employees from 10 municipali-
ties in the state of Mississippi provides the opportunity to evaluate the importance
to these individuals of extrinsic factors, including job security, high income, and
chance for promotion, and intrinsic factors, such as work that is important and a
job that is useful to society. The study also examines individual level of PSM and
the relationship between PSM and preference for intrinsic and extrinsic rewards.
Data from this survey allow for comparisons between departments, management/
nonmanagement, public safety/non—public safety, and other demographic catego-
ries that are well represented at this level of government operations. In addition, all
24 measures of Perry’s PSM scale are included to further weigh the efficacy of this
multidimensional measure. The findings revealed very little variation in the mean
levels of PSM exhibited by the various demographic groups, but differences were
seen across the sample population, and significant contrasts were evident in the
relative importance of several intrinsic and extrinsic reward preference variables
to individuals in the study.

Methods

A random sample was chosen from 3,698 municipal employees from 10 cities
across the state of Mississippi that were selected by the authors based on their
demographic locations, economic conditions, and population distribution.! The
research survey was administered to 1,159 public employees over a seven-month
period in 2012.2 Employees in all city departments were given the opportunity to
complete the survey anonymously during paid working hours. The authors were on
site at different municipal locations to oversee administration of the survey instru-
ment and answer any questions from the city’s employees. The mayors, managers,
and senior management teams had given approval for the project and encouraged



French & Emerson / REWARD PREFERENCE FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 559

all municipal employees to participate. All told, 927 surveys were completed, for a
79% response rate. Respondents represented all municipal departments, including
public safety, administration, public works, and parks and recreation.

The survey was designed to collect information concerning employee motiva-
tions, incentive preferences, and personal demographics. Respondents were also
asked to indicate the importance of intrinsic and extrinsic reward factors to them
both at present and as factors in choosing to work for their local government
employer. A five-point Likert scale was used, ranging from 1 (unimportant) to
5 (very important).® An additional survey question asked employees to rank five
specific intrinsic and extrinsic items in numerical order of importance in order to
directly measure their relative values. These five motivation rewards were work
that is important, chances for promotion, no danger of termination, short working
hours, and high income.

Variables

Data from this survey allowed the authors the opportunity to explore reward prefer-
ences in terms of employee demographics and level of public service motivation at
the local government level. Six dependent variables were used to test the hypotheses
in this study. Extrinsic and intrinsic reward preference variables were derived from
an average score for each set of extrinsic and intrinsic reward factors explored in
previous studies (Crewson, 1997; Houston, 2000). The five extrinsic reward factors
were chance of getting a promotion, amount of job security, chance for receiving
a performance award, status/prestige, and high income/salary. The four intrinsic
reward factors were the chance to accomplish something worthwhile, a job that
allows you to help other people, a job that is useful to society, and getting a feeling
of accomplishment from your job. The choice to work (CTW) extrinsic and CTW
intrinsic variables were also derived from the average score for each set of extrinsic
and intrinsic reward preferences on a separate question that asked respondents to
indicate the level of importance of those items in choosing to work for their local
government employer. This question included 11 extrinsic items and six intrinsic
items. Utilizing data from this same question, we created the CTW public sector
index, which represents the average level of importance for five extrinsic items
previously cited in the literature that may be associated with certain individuals’
attraction to public sector employment, namely prestigious employer, fast promo-
tion, nonmonetary fringe benefits, equal opportunity for men and women, and job
security (Buelens & Van den Broeck, 2007; Houston, 2000; Karl & Sutton, 1998;
Lewis & Frank, 2002; Perry & Hondeghem, 2008; Vandenabeele et al., 2004).
We also created a CTW public service index representing the average level of
importance of five intrinsic items associated with an individual’s motives to serve
the public good. Items in this index were personal development, responsibility,
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social orientation, challenging work, and personal interest (Hondeghem, 1990;
Perry & Hondeghem, 2008; Perry & Wise, 1990). Cronbach’s alphas for these
indexes ranged from 0.72 to 0.87, all of which were above the 0.70 level for ac-
cepted reliability suggested by Nunnally and Bernstein (1994).

Four independent variables—management/nonmanagement, public safety/non—
public safety, position (public safety/administration/service-maintenance), and
PSM— were correlated to the intrinsic and extrinsic reward preferences of respon-
dents. Two demographic factors were assessed by binary variables—management
and public safety. The 11 department response designations were grouped into
an additional variable with three categories depending upon the administrative/
professional orientation, public safety classification, and service/maintenance
provision. Responses from administrative, community development, human
resources/personnel, planning and development, and “other” departments were
categorized as administrative. Responses from police and fire were subgrouped into
the public safety category. Survey responses from individuals employed in parks
and recreation, public works, electrical, and airport departments were categorized
as service/maintenance. Gender, race, age, education, tenure, and salary were
utilized as control variables.* The public service motivation measure was derived
using Perry’s 24-item PSM scale. Respondents indicated their level of agreement
to questions measuring the original four subscales—attraction to policy-making,
commitment to public interest, self-sacrifice, and compassion—using a five-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The study
utilized an aggregate measure of public service motivation derived from the aver-
age score on the set of 24 items (Brewer & Selden, 2000; Kim, 2005; Lewis &
Frank, 2002; Naff & Crum, 1999; Vandenabeele, 2011). The 24-item PSM scale
achieved a very good measure of internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of
0.82. Reliability estimates for the four subscales ranged from 0.65 to 0.76.°

Descriptives and Regression Models

Table 1 summarizes the descriptive data for many of the categorical variables. The
majority of respondents in this study were male (73%), and the highest percent-
age were between the ages of 35 and 44 (32%). Minorities and females were also
represented, as almost 32% of those in the study were nonwhite, and approximately
27% were female. Most of the respondents (50.3%) had a high school education,
and the largest percentage (36%) had worked for their municipality five years or
less. Slightly more than half (54%) of the group were fire and police personnel;
and a majority of respondents (66%) were employed in nonmanagement positions.
Most employees in the study earned less than $40,000 per year.

As can be seen in Table 2, survey responses from the group demonstrated that
local government employees tend to place greater emphasis overall on intrinsic
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Categorical Variables

Variable N Percent Variable N Percent
Gender Education
Male 679 73.3 Less than high school 32 35
Female 247 26.7 High school/GED 464 50.3
2 years college 238 25.8
4 years college 151 16.4
Master’s degree 32 3.5
Law degree 3 0.3
Doctorate degree 3 0.3
Race
White 632 68.4 Public safety 502 54.2
Nonwhite 292 31.6 Non—public safety 425 45.8
Age
<24 48 5.2 Management 319 344
25-34 206 222 Nonmanagement 608 65.6
35-44 292 31.5
45-54 29 26.9
55-64 118 12.7
>65 13 14
Tenure Administrative (Adm) 195 21.0
0-5 years 329 35.5 Public safety (PS) 502 54.2
6-10 years 227 24.5 Service/maintenance (S/M) 230 24.8
11-15 years 124 13.4
16-20 years 128 13.8
> 20 years 118 12.7
Salary N Total Salary Adm Salary PS Salary S/M
$0-19,999 66 7.2 8.3% 1.8% 18.0%
$20,000— 529 57.8 55.7% 55.0% 65.4%
39,999
$40,000— 262 28.6 25.5% 37.7% 11.4%
59,999
$60,000— 31 34 5.7% 3.2% 1.8%
69,9999
$70,000— 23 2.5 3.1% 2.0% 3.1%
99,999
> $100,000 5 0.5 1.6% 0.2% 0.4%

reward factors than on extrinsic reward factors when asked about the importance
of several items related to their work. The mean for the combined intrinsic reward
factors variable, including the chance to accomplish something worthwhile, a job
that allows you to help other people, a job that is useful to society, and a feeling of
accomplishment, was 4.44. The mean for the combined extrinsic reward variable in
the study, including chance of getting a promotion, amount of job security, chance
for receiving a performance reward, status/prestige, and high income/salary, was
3.79. When survey responses to the nine intrinsic and extrinsic variables were
ranked individually based on mean level of importance, the data revealed that job
security (4.62), an extrinsic factor, was most important to survey respondents, with
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Table 3. Numerical Order Ranking of Level of Importance (in %)

1 2 3 4 5 Avg.
Work that is important 41.0 15.8 17.1 15.9 10.0 2.38
High income 253 255 23.8 14.6 10.7 2.60
No danger of being fired 23.1 254 21.0 20.0 10.5 2.69
Chances for promotion 42 23.1 27.7 31.0 14.1 3.28
Short working hours 7.0 9.8 9.5 18.3 554 4.05

getting a feeling of accomplishment from your job (4.53) as next important. The
majority of employees (71%) considered job security to be very important in their
employment, and 23% considered this factor important or moderately important;
63% of respondents considered getting a feeling of accomplishment from your
job as very important, and an additional 30% considered this factor important or
moderately important.

Respondents were also asked to rank five job characteristics in numerical order
of importance from 1 (most important) to 5 (least important). Table 3 shows that
work that is important exhibited the highest mean rank at 2.38, followed by high
income at 2.60. No chance of being fired (2.69) was considered third in numeri-
cal order of importance, with chances of promotion (3.28) and free time (4.05)
fourth and fifth, respectively. Importance of the combined extrinsic and intrinsic
reward variables and rank of these five job characteristics was initially evaluated
utilizing t-tests to determine whether responses varied significantly according to
the nature of the employee’s position within the municipality. There were no sig-
nificant differences between the responses of management and nonmanagement
employees in this study regarding the importance of the combined extrinsic and
intrinsic reward variables. Significant differences were demonstrated by the data
in comparing the responses of public safety and non—public safety personnel.
Non—public safety employees considered the combined extrinsic reward variable
significantly more important than public safety employees; however, there was no
difference in level of importance assigned to the combined intrinsic reward vari-
able by the two groups. Non—public safety employees also ranked high income as
most important, as compared to public safety employees, who ranked work that
is important as number one.

Classification of the non—public safety responses into administrative and service/
maintenance categories in addition to the public safety employees allowed us to
examine these findings more closely. As seen in Table 4, respondents in positions/
departments associated with the maintenance/delivery of services to citizens con-
sidered extrinsic reward factors significantly more important than respondents in
administrative and public safety positions/departments. These individuals ranked
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high income as most important, while administrative and public safety personnel
ranked work that is important as their most important job characteristic.

Participants in the study were also asked to indicate the level of importance of 17
items in choosing to work for their local government employer. Interestingly, three
of the top five were extrinsic factors. Once again, job security exhibited the highest
mean level at 4.57, with responsibility averaging a mean level of importance of
4.41. Personal development (4.21), wages/salary (4.18), and fringe benefits (4.18)
rounded out the top five in terms of importance in this set of employees choos-
ing to work for their municipality. Also, 16 of 17 items were considered at least
moderately important by respondents in the survey based on the mean response for
each item. Nonmanagement employees considered job security and lack of stress
as significantly more important factors in choosing to work for their local govern-
ment employer; while employees in management positions considered challenging
work as significantly more important in their initial employment decisions. Several
differences emerged between non—public safety and public safety employees, as the
respondents in nonsafety positions noted that seven of 11 extrinsic reward factors
were significantly more important in choosing to work for their local government
employer—the two types of fringe benefits, wages, a successful employer, lack of
stress, easy promotion, and equal opportunity for men and women. These findings
were further clarified when the differences between public safety, administrative,
and service/maintenance personnel were evaluated. Service/maintenance employ-
ees valued wages/salary significantly more important and personal development
and responsibility significantly less important factors in choosing to work for the
local municipality than both administrative and public safety employees. These
individuals also considered fringe benefits, including bonuses, as a significantly
more important reason in their initial employment decision.

Zero-order correlations for the study variables appear in Table 5. The bivariate
correlations show that extrinsic reward preference is related to several personal
attribute antecedents that are utilized as control variables, including tenure, age,
minority status, and salary level. In accord with previous research findings, the
data demonstrate that employees who are white, older, employed longer, and
earn higher salaries tend to place less importance on the extrinsic reward factors.
This reward preference is also significantly correlated to whether the employee
is employed in a public safety, administrative position, or service/maintenance
position. The results also show that PSM has a positive correlation with extrinsic
reward preference, indicating that a higher employee PSM score is related to the
level of importance placed upon the combined extrinsic reward variable. Three
dimensions of PSM (attraction to policy-making, commitment to public interest,
and compassion) are also positively correlated to the level of importance placed
on extrinsic reward factors in this study. As this is contrary to the extensive litera-
ture showing a negative effect of PSM on preference for extrinsic rewards, this
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relationship was reevaluated using tenure, age, education, sex, minority status,
and salary as control variables. PSM was again positively correlated to the mean
level of importance of the extrinsic reward variable, confirming that individuals
in this study with higher levels of PSM still place a greater level of importance
on extrinsic reward factors than individuals with lower levels of PSM. Preference
for the combined intrinsic reward variable is only correlated to PSM, its four
dimensions, and minority status. Data indicate that nonwhite respondents also
place significantly greater importance on the combined intrinsic reward variable
than white respondents, and individuals with higher levels of PSM consider the
combined intrinsic reward variable of greater importance than do those with lower
levels of PSM.® There are no significant differences in the level of importance
placed on the combined intrinsic reward variable due to an employee’s manage-
ment status or position within the local government.

Results from these correlations also demonstrate several significant relationships
between employee position and management status and level of total PSM and
many of its subdimensions. The mean PSM level of administrative employees is
significantly higher than the mean PSM level of both public safety and service/
maintenance employees. Also, significantly higher mean scores for attraction to
policy-making and compassion were exhibited by non—public safety employees,
whereas public safety employees demonstrated significantly higher mean levels for
commitment to public interest and self-sacrifice. Both administrative and service/
maintenance employees had significantly higher levels for attraction to policy-
making and compassion than employees in public safety positions. However,
there was no significant difference in mean level for attraction to policy-making
and self-sacrifice when administrative and service/maintenance positions were
compared. Administrative employees did have a significantly higher mean score
for the compassion dimension than service/maintenance employees. In revaluating
the difference in mean levels of commitment to public interest, significant differ-
ences were found between public safety and service/maintenance employees and
administrative and service/maintenance employees, but there was no significant
difference in the data between the mean levels of commitment to the public inter-
est of public safety and administrative employees. Last, public safety employees
exhibited a significantly higher mean level for the self-sacrifice dimension than
either administrative or service/maintenance employees.

Table 6 presents the findings from ordinary least squares regression for six
models.” One employee position variable and PSM are significant predictors of
respondent preference for extrinsic rewards. Model 1, although statistically sig-
nificant, explains only 1.8% of the variance in extrinsic reward preference. Model
2 for the intrinsic reward variable demonstrates that only PSM is a significant
predictor for this variable. Individuals who exhibit higher levels of PSM place a
greater level of importance on the intrinsic reward factors, as anticipated. This
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model explains 20.7% of the variance in the intrinsic reward preference variable in
this study. When the relationship between the importance of the extrinsic reward
variables is again evaluated with the independent variables to determine importance
in choosing to work for a local government employer, PSM and one variable for
employee position are significant predictors. Model 3 explains only 4.0% of the
variation seen in this dependent variable. The same independent variables are also
regressed to the importance of intrinsic reward factors in choosing to work for
the local government employer; and again PSM is the only significant predictor
for intrinsic reward preference in this model. Higher levels of PSM have positive
effects on the CTW intrinsic reward variable. Results for Model 6 show that PSM
and one variable for position are significantly correlated to the importance of the
items included in the CTW public sector index; while only PSM is significantly
correlated to the variables in the CTW public service index in Model 5.

Discussion

In this study, it was anticipated that level of PSM would be correlated to the level
of importance an individual placed on intrinsic motivational factors in choosing
to work for the local government. This hypothesis was confirmed, but the data
demonstrated that PSM was also positively correlated to the level of importance
respondents placed on extrinsic motivational factors in choosing to work for the
local government. Similar results were evidenced in the two models that were in-
cluded to further distinguish between public service motivation and public sector
motivation. While Model 6 explained only a very small amount of the variation
seen in the CTW public sector variable, employee position and level of PSM were
once again demonstrated to be significant factors in the amount of importance
employees in the survey assigned to this index. Almost 21% of the variation seen
in the CTW public service variable was explained in Model 5, which also demon-
strated that PSM was significantly related to the level of importance placed on the
five intrinsic reward factors comprising this index. These findings yield support
to the conclusion that public sector employment is expected to attract individuals
who are seeking opportunities to fulfill higher-level needs and altruistic motives
(Camilleri, 2007; Wright & Davis, 2003). However, the study also substantiates
that there are certainly individuals who seek employment in this sector for other
reasons that may be self-interested or rational, including job security, fringe ben-
efits, and the prestige historically associated with government employment.

H2 anticipated that level of PSM would be positively correlated to an individual’s
position within the local government. Results from this study demonstrate that
significant differences in PSM and its subscales are seen between positions, but
several nuances emerge with the interpretations. Administrative employees exhibit
significantly higher PSM levels; however, the mean scores for each of the four di-
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mensions certainly come into play when further evaluating the relationship between
PSM and an employee’s position. While very few differences are seen between
management and nonmanagement employees, significant differences between the
dimension means for the three position groups, as evidenced and reviewed in the
previous section, lend support to the argument that the relative importance of each
subdimension might vary within an organization. However, it should be emphasized
that the three groups of administrative, public safety, and service/maintenance ex-
hibit much higher mean scores for self-sacrifice and commitment to public interest
than compassion and attraction to policy-making, thus demonstrating that they find
greater motivation from these two dimensions.

This study also confirmed that an employee’s level of public service motivation
is significantly related to reward preference. However, with this data set, employees
exhibiting higher levels of PSM considered both intrinsic (confirming H3a) and
extrinsic reward variables significantly more important than those exhibiting lower
levels of PSM (rejecting H3b). In further exploration of this finding, we examined
variations in employee levels of PSM due to the four demographic variables of
age, tenure, minority status, and salary. The zero-order correlations had shown
that the variations seen with age, tenure, and salary were expected and in the
anticipated direction, as previously documented in the literature. However, the
nonwhite respondents in this study exhibited significantly higher means levels of
PSM than the white respondents. Since nonwhite individuals comprised almost
32% of the respondents in this study, we revisited the extrinsic and CTW extrinsic
reward variables to determine whether there were significant differences between
the mean levels of importance assigned by these two groups. Evaluation of the
means utilizing #-tests demonstrated that nonwhite respondents placed greater
importance on both these two variables. Interestingly, nonwhite respondents also
placed significantly more importance on the intrinsic reward and CTW intrinsic
reward variable. However, this did not change the expected direction for the rela-
tionship between PSM and intrinsic reward preference, since nonwhite respondents
exhibited higher levels of PSM overall.

Analyses of the data revealed a significant relationship between employee
department/position and reward preference in this study, but also demonstrated
that a significant variation in reward preference did not exist between manage-
ment- and nonmanagement-type employees. H4 anticipated that individuals in
the study who were employed in management positions would place greater im-
portance on intrinsic rewards than those employed in nonmanagement positions.
However, management and nonmanagement employees did not vary significantly
regarding the importance they placed on either intrinsic or extrinsic reward fac-
tors. We also anticipated that employees in public safety positions would place
greater importance on intrinsic rewards than individuals employed in non—public
safety positions. Our analysis of the survey results confirmed that there were
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significant differences between these two groups regarding both intrinsic and ex-
trinsic rewards. Results showed that non—public safety employees placed greater
importance on extrinsic reward factors, while public safety employees placed
greater importance on intrinsic reward factors.

Further evaluation of survey data regarding employee position with the mu-
nicipality substantiated that this variable significantly influences an employee’s
preference for extrinsic rewards but not intrinsic rewards. Individuals who are
employed in positions engaged in the maintenance and provision of services to
residents placed greater importance on extrinsic reward factors than individuals
in administrative or public safety positions. However, no significant differences
were seen between these three groups in the level of importance employees place
on the intrinsic reward factors.

Conclusion

Data from this study show that level of PSM and reward preference can vary
within a public sector organization, and that both intrinsic and extrinsic rewards
are important to specific employees. While public service motivation is certainly
related to intrinsic and extrinsic factors, it is not an all-encompassing answer
as to why individuals choose to work in the public sector and how they can be
motivated. Public sector employment is expected to attract individuals who are
seeking opportunities to fulfill higher-level needs and altruistic motives (Camilleri,
2007; Wright & Davis, 2003). However, there are individuals who seek employ-
ment in this sector for other reasons that may be self-interested or rational. Job
security, wages/salary, and fringe benefits were considered very important to a
number of respondents in this study. These results lend support to Gabris and
Simo’s (1995) conclusion that certain factors motivate employees regardless of
their sector of employment. As there are many core functions of government that
employ individuals in positions that are similar to blue-collar occupations in the
private sector, it is vital for public organizations to analyze and implement reward
structures that are effective with a variety of employees whose motives and needs
are ever-changing. This research has shown that employees at the local government
level value intrinsic rewards significantly more than extrinsic rewards. However,
job security is of the utmost importance to them, and there are employees at this
level who also place significant importance on extrinsic factors as a source of their
motivation. Stazyk (2013) suggests that in some cases employees are motivated by
the tandem of PSM and performance-related pay. The results of the study support
this conclusion. Government officials who are able to design incentive structures
around both intrinsic and reward systems have a greater opportunity to satisfy
the personal motives of their employees throughout their careers and in times of
increased financial scrutiny.
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This research is not without limitations. Although the survey utilized different
measures for PSM and several variables related to intrinsic motivation, the mea-
sures were conceptually difficult to separate and could offer an alternative expla-
nation for the significant relationships seen in the models. While these constructs
were based on previous studies of PSM and reward correlates, our results should
be interpreted cautiously. Also, the study was designed to evaluate variations in
employee PSM at the local government level. As very few studies have utilized
Perry’s full 24-item scale and provided mean levels of PSM for public sector
respondents, we are unable to determine if the mean levels of PSM exhibited by
these individuals are truly above the norm for public employees. This research
focused on determining factors of intrasectoral variation but was limited to local
government. Future evaluations of PSM in the public sector would benefit from a
study evaluating intrasectoral variation among local, state, and federal employees.
The nature of the public employee’s relationship with government is continually
being redefined. Thus future research exploring additional factors affecting intrinsic
and extrinsic reward preference is needed to contribute to the field’s understanding
of the type of incentive programs that are essential for enhancing both individual
and organizational performance.
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Notes

1. The 10 cities selected in this study were Biloxi, Greenville, Gulfport, Hernando, Mc-
Comb, Meridian, Natchez, Pascagoula, Starkville, and Tupelo. Populations ranged from 12,790
to 67,793, with the average population 31,069.

2. Authors desired a 95% confidence interval with a 3% margin of error for the population
of interest.

3. In this study, steps were taken to reduce the threat of biased self-reports. The survey posed
anumber of questions designed to elicit information on incentives, motivation, job satisfaction,
empathy, prosocial behaviors, organizational commitment, and respondent demographics. Also,
individuals were requested to respond to the survey anonymously to mitigate the potential of
social-desirability bias. We tested for common source bias using Harman’s single-factor test.
Factor analysis of the variables in all six models resulted in four factors, with the biggest factor
explaining no more than 37% of the covariance of among the measures.

4. The gender of participants was determined by the following multiple-choice question:
What is your gender? The response categories were male, coded as 0, and female, coded
as 1. Respondents were also asked: What is your race; multiple-choice responses were
Caucasian/white, African American/black, Hispanic/Latino, Asian, Native American, and
Other. White/Caucasian respondents were classified as white and coded as 1, while all other
respondents were considered nonwhite and coded as 0. The age variable was determined
from survey responses to the following question: What is your age range? There were six
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possible responses: 24 or younger, 25 to 34, 35 to 44, 45 to 54, 55 to 64, and 65 or older.
These responses were coded from 1 (24 or younger) to 6 (65 or older). Education level was
also measured categorically, and possible responses included less than high school (coded as
1), high school/GED (coded as 2), 2 years college (coded as 3), 4 years college (coded as 4),
master’s (coded as 5), law degree (coded as 6), and doctoral degree (coded as 7). Manage-
ment/nonmanagement was a dichotomous variable derived from the survey question: Are
you classified as a department head, manager, or supervisor? No was coded as 0; yes was
coded as 1. The public safety/non—public safety variable was collected from the survey’s
request to indicate the participant’s department. Responses from individuals in police and
fire departments were noted as public safety (coded as 1). and all others were considered
non—public safety (coded as 0). The tenure variable was derived from an open-ended survey
question: How many years have you worked for this city? The salary variable was measured
categorically, and possible responses were: $0 to $19,999 (coded as 1), $20,000 to $39,999
(coded as 2), $40,000 to $59,999 (coded as 3), $60,000 to $69,999 (coded as 4), $70,000 to
$99,999 (coded as 5), and $100,000 and above (coded as 6).

5. Cronbach’s alphas for the four subscales in Perry’s original research ranged from 0.69
to 0.74. As we utilized the same 24-item measures based on Perry and Wise’s (1990) concep-
tualization and operationalization (Perry 1996) and in agreement with the anonymous reviewer,
we felt that including those measures at or near the 0.70 level of reliability would provide ad-
ditional substance to the study.

6. In addition to its original construct, the combined intrinsic variable was evaluated as
two other indexes. One was derived from the mean level of importance for the chances you
have to accomplish something worthwhile, a job that allows you to help other people, and get-
ting a feeling of accomplishment from your job. The other was derived from the mean level of
importance assigned to the chances you have to accomplish something worthwhile, a job that
is useful to society, and getting a feeling of accomplishment from your job. Intrinsic reward
importance was only correlated to PSM, the four dimensions, and minority status regardless
of which construct was used in the evaluation.

7. Results from variance inflation factor (VIF) tests for these models revealed no indication
of significant problems with multicollinearity.
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