The University of San Francisco

USF Scholarship: a digital repository @ Gleeson Library |
Geschke Center
Doctoral Dissertations

Theses, Dissertations, Capstones and Projects

2014

A Comparative Study of Public Service Motivation
Among Organizational Units in a Public University
Demerris Rochelle Brooks-Immel
University of San Francisco, drbrooksimmel@usfca.edu

Follow this and additional works at: https://repository.usfca.edu/diss
Part of the Educational Leadership Commons, and the Organizational Behavior and Theory
Commons
Recommended Citation
Brooks-Immel, Demerris Rochelle, "A Comparative Study of Public Service Motivation Among Organizational Units in a Public
University" (2014). Doctoral Dissertations. 106.
https://repository.usfca.edu/diss/106

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses, Dissertations, Capstones and Projects at USF Scholarship: a digital
repository @ Gleeson Library | Geschke Center. It has been accepted for inclusion in Doctoral Dissertations by an authorized administrator of USF
Scholarship: a digital repository @ Gleeson Library | Geschke Center. For more information, please contact repository@usfca.edu.

The University of San Francisco

A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF PUBLIC SERVICE MOTIVATION AMONG
ORGANIZATIONAL UNITS IN A PUBLIC UNIVERSITY

A Dissertation Presented
to
The Faculty of the School of Education
Department of Leadership Studies

In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree
Doctor of Education

by
Demerris R. Brooks-Immel
San Francisco, CA
May 2014

THE UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Dissertation Abstract
A Comparative Study of Public Service Motivation Among Organizational Units
in a Public University
In the current economic climate of decreased utilitarian and extrinsic rewards,
public higher education organizations are challenged to identify low-cost yet satisfying
ways to motivate their employees. Previous researchers suggested that the motivation of
public employees is a significant aspect of job satisfaction and job choice, attendance,
retention, and performance, all of which impact organizational effectiveness. An
understanding of what aspects of the organization, its values, and its mission are
appealing to employees provides the organization with insight into how best to design
work to be meaningful and rewarding; therefore, public-employee motivation should
garner the attention of recruiters, managers, and organizations.
This study examined public service motivation (PSM) to determine if it differed
among the staff in the three units of the Division of Student Affairs in a large, public
university. Quantitative and qualitative methods were used to analyze differences in PSM
among the three work units: differences in PSM attributable to demographics; factors that
influenced employment attraction, selection, and retention decisions; and the extent to
which organizational socialization fostered PSM.
Data were collected through the administration of a survey to the sample
population. In addition to the 24 items on Perry’s PSM instrument, open-ended and
multiple choice questions were used to obtain information related to employee attraction,
selection, and retention decisions and organizational socialization.
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The results of the study did not demonstrate a difference in PSM of organizational
units, nor did it demonstrate a difference in PSM attributable to demographics or
employee socialization. The themes identified in employee attraction, selection, and
retention suggested that, whereas staff are drawn to their positions for practical reasons,
the public-service benefits of their positions became more evident and more appreciated
over time.
Although monetary bonuses, such as compensation and benefits, are not always
feasible or sustainable, the data collected in this study suggested that an investment in
training opportunities, varied work content, and activities that promote a sense of
affiliation with the institution contribute to staff motivation and support the employeeretention efforts of the organization.
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1
CHAPTER I
THE RESEARCH PROBLEM
Introduction
Over the last 32 years, state legislatures have reduced higher education funding by
40%. California, like many other states, has made drastic cuts to public higher education
that it has subsequently failed to restore (Mortenson, 2012). Along with the reduction in
resources available to academic programs, staff compensation has been adjusted and
benefits reduced or eliminated as colleges and universities explore new austerity
measures in a time of economic uncertainty and unprecedented budget reductions
(Ledford, 2003).
California reduced state operating support for 4-year public institutions by 22% in
2012 (Junn, 2012), following a $281 million reduction to California State University
(CSU) in the 2011–2012 California state budget (Harris, 2011). State support for higher
education has been on the decline since the 1980s (Mortenson, 2012). As a result,
funding of the CSU system has been incrementally reduced to its current level, which is
below the 1998–1999 allocation. The problem, however, is that the CSU system served
72,000 more students in 2010–2011 than it did in 1998–1999 (CSU, 2011b), and
approximately 76,000 more students in 2011–2012 (Carr, 2012).
The CSU Board of Trustees deemed student-fee increases necessary due to the
effects of declining state funding and voted, therefore, to raise them by an average of
10% each year from fall 2010 through fall 2012. Fee revenue, however, does not generate
enough money to cover the cost of increased enrollment and has not for many years
(Ledford, 2003). Additionally, the costs of running institutions of higher education

2
nationwide have been impacted by declining endowments, competitive faculty salaries,
tuition discounts for top students, and inevitable modernization associated with facilities,
equipment, and instructional materials (Ledford, 2003). As a result, faculty, staff, and
administrators have been forced to find ways to do more with less (Ledford, 2003),
which, in some instances, necessitates reductions in personnel.
In addition to the loss of smaller perks, such as coffee and meals provided at
meetings, campuses have experienced the end of travel, conference attendance, and
professional-development reimbursement, as well as the profound impact of furloughs,
layoffs, and reassignments. These factors have the potential to reduce the appeal of
employment in public organizations and institutions, causing some individuals to seek
employment in private organizations. For many, however, the motivation to seek and
maintain employment in public organizations and institutions may be tied to a preference
for rewards they generate themselves, such as a sense of helping or a feeling of
accomplishment, over rewards provided by someone else, like benefits, pay raises, and
promotions. The theory of public-service motivation (PSM) provides insight into the
types of rewards that motivate employees based on their levels of PSM, and organizations
that attract individuals with high PSM rely less on extrinsic motivations to manage
performance (Perry & Wise, 1990).
Statement of the Problem
In the current economic climate of decreased utilitarian and extrinsic rewards,
organizations are challenged to identify low-cost yet satisfying ways to motivate their
employees. The motivation of public employees is a significant aspect of job satisfaction,
attendance, and retention (Perry & Lee, 2007), as well as job choice and performance,
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which impact organizational effectiveness (Perry & Wise, 1990). Public-employee
motivation should garner the attention of recruiters, managers, and organizations. An
understanding of what aspects of the organization, its values, and its mission are
appealing to employees provides the organization with insight into how best to design the
work of the organization to be meaningful and rewarding.
Early research in PSM sought to identify differences in the motives of employees
in different work sectors (Naff & Crum, 1999). Rainey (1982) for example, surveyed
public- and private-sector managers concerning their need to engage in “meaningful
public service” (p. 291). Later supported by Brewer and Selden (1998), Rainey (1982)
found that an ethic of public service is not tied to a particular sector, but is rather a
behavior that individuals exhibit in public- and private-sector work environments. As
Rainey (1982) suggested, private managers may be motivated by public service, but may
not associate their attitudes or behaviors to public-service motives due to the nature of the
work. Brewer and Selden (1998), therefore, proposed that PSM is an individual rather
than a sector-based concept.
Perry and Wise (1990) studied the characteristics of PSM and its effects on
public-employee behavior, specifically an employee’s attraction to a particular type of
position, job performance, and how those factors contribute to the overall effectiveness of
the organization. The researchers identified three specific motives associated either
primarily or exclusively with public service: rational, norm-based, and affective. Perry
and Wise suggested a correlation between an individual’s PSM and the probability of
seeking membership in a public organization. Additionally, they concluded that a positive
relationship between PSM and performance in public organizations suggests
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organizations that attract individuals with high PSM rely less on extrinsic motivations to
manage performance.
Perry (1996) converted PSM theory into a measurement scale using dimensions of
PSM identified from the literature: attraction to public-policy making, commitment to the
public interest, compassion, and self-sacrifice. Perry’s (1996) measurement scale is the
quantitative instrument used in PSM research and has played an important role in
research (Jacobsen, 2011). Whereas Perry’s instrument measures PSM with 24 items
using four dimensions, Brewer, Selden, and Facer (2000) evaluated the items using Qmethodology. In their research on PSM, Brewer et al. (2000) instructed participants to
sort the 24 items from the PSM instrument according to how strongly they agreed or
disagreed with each. The result of their research is the categorization of PSM into four
“conceptions”: Samaritans, communitarians, patriots, and humanitarians.
Participants identified as Samaritans are intensely concerned with helping others
but hold high expectations for those they assist and are discouraged by individuals who
do not help themselves (Brewer et al., 2000). Communitarians are driven by a sense of
civic duty or service and believe that service is the most important way one demonstrates
social responsibility (Brewer et al., 2000). Patriots place duty before self, public over
personal interest, and view themselves as having a duty to protect the public and act in
the best interest of the entire community (Brewer et al., 2000). Humanitarians value
public causes and programs and believe that welfare and fairness concerns are the
responsibility of the government (Brewer et al., 2000). The researchers asserted that the
rational, norm-based, and affective motives first identified by Perry and Wise (1990) are
present in each of the conceptions of PSM.
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Brewer and Selden (1998) studied the behavior of organizational whistleblowers
to determine if whistleblower behaviors are consistent with high levels of PSM. The
researchers identified the similarities between whistleblowers and PSM and likened
whistleblowing to evidence of PSM in observable human behavior (Brewer & Selden,
1998). Consistent with Perry and Wise’s (1990) theory of PSM, respondents placed a low
value on job security and a high value on concern for public interests (Brewer & Selden,
1998). The researchers concluded that whistleblowers feel an obligation to report
activities and behaviors that have consequences for the public at large.
Bright’s (2011) research studied the effect that high levels of PSM have on job
selection, specifically the extent to which, if any, it leads individuals to choose publicservice occupations over other occupations. Bright (2011) suggested that PSM has
implications for recruitment, motivation, and retention in public organizations and
proposed that it is among the most important concepts studied in the last 20 years of
public-administration research. Although PSM research has been related to employment
sector, job preferences, altruism, organizational commitment, and job satisfaction, Bright
(2011) proposed it is a connected, yet separate and distinct concept.
Certain classes or categories of jobs may be more meaningful and satisfying to
employees with high levels of PSM and those individuals demonstrate more likelihood to
pursue and accept jobs associated with service based on prosocial or altruistic
motivations (Christensen & Wright, 2011). Findings in PSM research also suggest that
the importance of higher salaries correlates with weaker PSM (Christensen & Wright,
2011) and that public employees with high PSM are less inclined to be motivated by
monetary incentives (Bright, 2005). PSM, measured by Perry’s (1996) scale, had a
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positive relationship with job satisfaction and a positive and significant impact on
performance ratings (Naff & Crum, 1999). PSM can be fostered and developed by
organizations for their current employees and it may be valuable to organizations to
market public service as a recruitment strategy (Jacobsen, 2011).
Hackman and Oldham (1976) proposed a connection between employee attitude
and behavior related to their work content and design. Work designed to create enriching
opportunities for individual employees that lead to favorable outcomes consists of
meaningful tasks, opportunities to experience responsibility, and knowledge of the results
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Similarly, work content is attractive in positions in higher
education due to the likelihood of interesting and varied content, as well as high levels of
responsibility and autonomy (Ledford, 2003). The work of staff at a university is in
support of learning and knowledge, which is often perceived as supporting the growth
and development of individuals, as well as contributing to the social good (Ledford,
2003).
Background and Need
In 1960, the Donahoe Higher Education Act became the Master Plan for Higher
Education (Master Plan) in the State of California. The Master Plan consisted of four
major principles: (a) California’s system of higher education would emphasize
“exceptional quality” and far-reaching access for students; (b) create organization and
articulation between existing colleges and universities; (c) delineate the scope of the
University of California (UC), CSU, and California Community College systems by
identifying distinct responsibilities and measures of excellence for each; and (d) provide a
continuum of educational opportunities that acknowledged and included independent
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colleges and universities (UC, Office of the President, 2009). The role of CSU in the
Master Plan was defined as having the responsibility for providing undergraduate and
graduate education up to the level of master’s degree, professional, and teacher education
(UC, Office of the President, 2009). Although the Master Plan authorized faculty
research, it stated that instruction is the primary function of CSU.
The Master Plan also addressed issues of admission and access, creating specific
metrics to assess the eligibility of applicants. Whereas the UC system, the state’s
designated academic research institutions, were to select students from the top 13% of
high school graduates, CSU was prescribed selection criteria of the top 33% of high
school graduates (UC, Office of the President, 2009). That criterion was later modified to
specify that students meeting the aforementioned eligibility requirements, who applied on
time, were guaranteed a place in the UC or CSU, although not guaranteed to receive
placement at their campus or in their major of choice (UC, Office of the President, 2009).
The state’s commitment to provide funds to support the education of all eligible
California residents was affirmed through a 1991 amendment to the Education Code
(§66202.5):
The University of California and the California State University are expected to
plan that adequate spaces are available to accommodate all California resident
students who are eligible and likely to apply to attend an appropriate place within
the system. The State of California likewise reaffirms its historic commitment to
ensure that resources are provided to make this expansion possible, and shall
commit resources to ensure that students from enrollment categories designated
are accommodated in a place within the system. (Postsecondary Education
Commission, 1991)
The Master Plan, written in 1960, committed the state to tuition-free education for
California residents, but established the expectation that students, faculty, and staff, are
responsible for the costs of auxiliary services, such as housing, parking, and recreation
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(UC, Office of the President, 2009). In the 1980s and 1990s, however, reductions made
by the legislature to the general fund contribution to the UC and CSU systems required
both to increase student fees and use that revenue to fund the instructional program,
“effectively ending the no-tuition policy” (UC, Office of the President, 2009).
Since the start of fiscal year 2011–2012, the CSU base budget was reduced by
$750 million. Due to incremental reductions in state support, CSU is currently funded
below the 1998–1999 level, yet the system served 72,000 more students in 2010–2011
(CSU, 2011b) and 90,000 more students in 2011–2012 (San Jose State University [SJSU]
Budget Office, 2012). In 2011–2012, SJSU began the academic year with an $11.9
million deficit. An additional a $250 million base budget reduction was distributed to
campuses in July 2012, of which SJSU’s share was $16.2 million. The starting budget for
2012–2013 was, as a result, $-36.4 million (SJSU, 2012d).
CSU’s two main sources of funding are the general-fund appropriation provided
by the state legislature and the revenue from student fees. In the face of declining state
funding, one mitigating strategy has been the increase of student fees. The CSU Board of
Trustees deemed student-fee increases necessary due to the effects of reduced state
funding and voted, therefore, to raise fees. The fees of SJSU students increased by 7.7%
in 2010–2011, 26.2% for the 2011–2012 academic year, and an additional 9.1% for fall
2012 (San Jose State University, 2012).
Aside from the direct impact of the state budget on the experience of students in
CSU, employees have experienced a significant impact. For example, effective July 1,
2010, SJSU, eliminated 122.5 positions and laid off, reduced the time of, or reassigned,
an additional 99 employees (Academic Senate Blog, 2010). As a result of the July 1,
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2010 personnel reductions, a total of 51.5 full-time equivalent positions were eliminated
from the Division of Student Affairs (SJSU Academic Senate, 2010). Of those 51.5 fulltime equivalent positions eliminated, 28 positions were vacant and an additional 23.5
employees were laid off, experienced time reductions, or were reassigned to other
departments or divisions (SJSU Academic Senate, 2010).
The Division of Student Affairs is comprised of departments that provide
programs and services to support student growth, development, and academic success
such as university housing, counseling services, and financial aid. Among the
departments affected by personnel reductions were the Career Center, Counseling
Services, Registrar Services, Student Health Center, Testing, Admissions/Outreach and
Recruitment, and University Housing (SJSU Academic Senate, 2010). Those who were
fortunate to remain employed after the Spring 2010 layoffs and reassignments only
recently received a 1.34% merit salary increase after not receiving a cost of living
inflation adjustment since 2007 (CSU, 2011a).
Organizations that are able to fulfill their employees through PSM have to be less
concerned with utilitarian rewards and additional research on the subject of PSM may
help organizations develop opportunities for intrinsic rewards (Bright, 2005). A high
level of PSM and a low desire for monetary rewards demonstrated a strong relationship
between PSM and work preference (Bright, 2005).
PSM is a significant factor in person–job fit and that those with high PSM are
more likely to pursue jobs that concentrate on serving others (Christensen & Wright,
2011). Researchers found correlations between PSM, job satisfaction, and organizational
commitment when employees perceived their work as providing meaningful
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opportunities to contribute to society (Steijn, 2008; Taylor, 2008). Certain jobs may be
more appealing to individuals due to their own prosocial or altruistic motivations (Bright,
2011). Consistent with these findings, this study discerned if there is a relationship
between the work content and job characteristics of subunits in the Division of Student
Affairs and the attraction and retention of individuals with high PSM.
Theoretical Rationale
The theoretical rationale for this study is based on the research of Perry and Wise
(1990), who first defined PSM as “an individual’s inclination to respond to motives
grounded primarily or uniquely in public institutions and organizations” (p. 368). Brewer
and Selden (1998) later defined PSM as “the motivational force that induces individuals
to perform meaningful public service” (p. 417), whereas Rainey and Steinbauer (1999)
suggested it is “a general altruistic motivation to serve the interests of a community of
people, a state, a nation, or humankind” (p. 23). Vandenabeele (2007) defined PSM as
“the belief, values and attitudes that go beyond self-interest or organizational interest, that
concern the interest of a larger political entity and that motivate individuals to act
accordingly whenever appropriate” (p. 547). Despite these variations, PSM research
commonly focuses on the motives and actions of individuals that benefit others and the
betterment of society (Perry & Hondeghem, 2008).
Perry and Wise (1990) initially explained PSM by relating it to three types of
motives: rational, normative, and affective. Individuals with rational public-service
motives are attracted to public service or public organizations because of a personal
interest or the opportunity to advocate for public policies that align with this interest
(Brewer et al, 2000; Bright, 2005). Those with normative motives are attracted to public
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service or public organizations for ethical reasons, such as the opportunity to contribute
to social-justice efforts and the common good (Bright, 2005; Perry & Wise, 1990).
Persons with affective motives are attracted to public service or public organizations for
emotional reasons, such as patriotism or a desire to help others (Bright, 2005; Perry &
Wise, 1990).
Among the research questions Bright (2005) pursued in a study of PSM in public
employees was whether there is a relationship between PSM and certain demographic
features such as gender, age, and education level, and if the type of work desired is
related to PSM levels. Individuals with high PSM are commonly women, hold
management positions, and are highly educated (Bright, 2005). Additionally, Bright
(2005) identified a strong relationship between PSM and work preferences, specifically
that high levels of PSM correlated with low desire for monetary rewards. Bright (2005)
suggested that future research examine how PSM is distributed among subunits in an
organization to determine if PSM is related to the characteristics of organizational units.
Bright’s (2011) recent research sought to identify a relationship between high
levels of PSM and job selection, specifically the extent to which, if any, it leads
individuals to “choose public service occupations over non-public service occupations”
(p. 11). Bright (2011) suggested that PSM has implications for recruitment, motivation,
and retention in public organizations, consistent with previous research that demonstrated
“PSM is connected to the work preferences of public employees” (p. 12).
Bright’s study (2011) examined the relationship between PSM and job selection,
defining public-service occupations as those in the “operating core” of the organizations,
that have “direct contact with citizens” (p. 14), and that emphasize serving the public as
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the core function of the job. Individuals with high PSM select public-service jobs at a
higher rate, but PSM “did not determine the occupation choices of public employees
within public organizations” (Bright, 2011, p. 20). Education level and gender predicted
PSM and a negative relationship exists between an employee’s PSM and their tenure with
an organization, suggesting that the longer an employee works “in public organization,
the lower their levels of PSM” (p. 21). The availability of jobs and essential material
needs may be more basic considerations for many individuals and future research should
focus on employee’s occupation choices and organization socialization (Bright, 2011).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research study was to examine how PSM is distributed among
subunits in an organization, specifically how PSM is related to the characteristics of the
work units in the Division of Student Affairs (Campus Life, Enrollment Services, and
Student Services) at SJSU, controlling for job type (staff positions that are not managers
or administrators). PSM is measured on four scales: public-policy making, public interest,
compassion, and self-sacrifice (Perry, 1996). For this study, staff was defined as
nonmanagement, nonadministrative personnel in the Division of Student Affairs at SJSU,
employed in one of the following units: Campus Life (Lesbian, Gay, Bisextual,
Transgender [LGBT] Resource Center, Office of Student Conduct and Ethical
Development, Student Involvement, University Housing Services, Mosaic Cross-Cultural
Center, and Women’s Resource Center), Enrollment Services (Admissions, Enrollment
Operations and Communications, Financial Aid and Scholarships, Office of the Registrar,
Student Outreach and Recruitment, and Testing Services), and Student Services (Career
Center, Counseling Services, Accessible Education Center, and Student Health Center).
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The study employed a mixed-methods approach to collect data regarding the PSM
of staff in each work unit. I used Perry’s (1996) PSM survey instrument to collect
quantitative PSM data. Answers to open-ended questions yielded themes in the attraction,
selection, and retention of staff in their current positions in the organization.
Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study: (a) Does PSM differ among
Campus Life, Enrollment Services, and Student Services staff? (b) What are the
demographic differences in PSM level (age, race/ethnicity, gender, and education level)
of employees in and among organizational units? (c) What factors influence employment
attraction, selection, and retention decisions? and (d) To what extent does organizational
socialization foster PSM?
Limitations and Delimitations of the Study
A major limitation of this study is that the research was conducted using a sample
population from one institution. The rationale for this decision was that the placement of
units in an organization vary from one institution to another. For example, although
University Housing and the Accessible Education Center are Division of Student Affairs
departments at one institution (SJSU, 2012b), they may exist in the Division of
Administration and Finance in another (CSU, East Bay, 2013). The purpose of this study
is to compare the PSM of staff in different organizational units of the Division of Student
Affairs in an institution of public higher education. Comparing units at institutions with
incongruous structures may affect the generalizability of the findings. Additionally,
researcher bias is a limitation as I am employed at the institution that is the site for the
current study.
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Prior to the administration of the survey, the research setting experienced two
high-profile and disruptive events. The first occurred on November 18, 2013 when the
Academic Senate approved a Sense of the Senate Resolution (see Appendix A)
requesting that the system chancellor conduct a prompt review of university governance,
citing concerns about efficacy, transparency, and communication. Shortly thereafter, the
Santa Clara County District Attorney released the findings from an investigation related
to an ongoing hate crime that was alleged to have occurred in university housing (see
Appendix B). The District Attorney’s press release was the first information regarding
these events that was communicated to the campus community.
The study was delimited by the timing and location of the survey administration
and the sample population. Although researchers studied PSM in relation to employment
sector, work outcomes, and other motivation such as altruism or organizational
citizenship behavior, this study examined PSM for job preferences, job satisfaction, and
organizational commitment. Additionally, this research was limited to the staff
population at the institution and did not include faculty, administrators, or managers.
Significance of the Study
Although the core business of the university is research, teaching, and service
performed by the academic staff, the accomplishment of these functions requires the
support of highly skilled general staff who contribute significantly to teaching and
learning as well as to the strategic goals of the university (Conway & Dobson, 2003;
Graham, 2013). Research related to the higher education workforce focused primarily on
the instructional or academic staff, but a growing body of literature was written by and on
the topic of professional staff. In some academic communities the idea that academic and
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general staff serve different purposes is increasingly challenged (Conway, 2008). and the
ability to attract and retain skilled and knowledgeable staff is increasingly linked to
institutional performance (Ahern, 2008; Harrison & Rodriguez-Dehmer, 2013; Szekeres,
2011).
Whereas academic work is autonomous and self-directed and the independence of
this work is rewarded, general staff make up a large portion of the higher education
workforce and attend to a variety of diverse and comprehensive tasks that require
efficiency, professionalism, compliance, and collaboration (Ahern, 2008; Graham, 2013;
Szekeres, 2011). The difference in the independent versus collaborative nature of the
work of academic and general staff is a key difference in how they are perceived and why
the work of staff may appear unconnected to the academic mission of the institution
(Arnold & Kuh, 1999). The work of general staff, student affairs staff in particular, is
often regarded as anti-intellectual and extracurricular in institutions that esteem subjectarea knowledge and expertise over holistic student development and its contributions to a
comprehensive educational experience (Ahern, 2008). Institutions have increased student
success exponentially when they have found ways to connect and center academic and
general staff in “a culture focused on the mutual mission of student learning and success”
(Harrison & Rodriguez-Dehmer, 2013, p. 13)
Knowledgeable and experienced general staff contribute as partners with
academic staff to student learning (Graham, 2013); however, the retention of experienced
faculty is often prioritized and treated with more seriousness than the same retention
issues as they relate to general staff (Conway & Dobson, 2003; Graham, 2013). This
phenomenon contributes to the tension that exists between academic and general staff in
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many institutions and academic departments, and interferes with their ability to achieve
curricular integration (Ahern, 2008; Conway & Dobson, 2003).
General staff support university operations through the provision of support and
direct services to students and other professional staff (Graham, 2013) and educate
students on a variety of issues through experiences outside the classroom (Long, 2013).
Students often appeal to general staff as the first point of contact in their search for
information, making their knowledge a critical factor in establishing positive
relationships with students (Graham, 2013). The welcoming environment, efficient
processes, and timely and appropriate information provided by general staff impact
student retention, persistence, achievement (Graham, 2013), and institutional
performance; therefore, it is critical to maintain both instructional and general staff whose
practice contributes to positive student-learning outcomes (Graham, 2013). The morale of
the members of an organization will be higher when they feel they are making
meaningful contributions to a common purpose (Rosser, 2004).
The business of running a university requires the partnership of academic and
professional staff (Conway & Dobson, 2003; Graham, 2013) and management, and
therefore should explicitly recognize and value the contributions of both (Graham, 2013)
and structure rewards and incentives toward a culture of collaboration (Schroeder, 1999).
Each has a “separate but interdependent role” that is equally important to the success and
survival of the organization (Conway & Dobson, 2003). Concentrating workforce
reductions on staff may be equally detrimental to student success and the process of
teaching and learning as the reduction of faculty, and the recruitment and retention of
academic and professional staff are equally important.
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Definition of Terms
The list of terms used in this study includes pseudonyms, acronyms, and
educational or organizational terms that may be unfamiliar to readers; I define them here
to further understanding of the study.
Baby Boomers: Individuals born between 1946 and 1964 (Pew Research Center,
2010); characterized as spending their professional careers with one organization, being
highly competitive, and frustrated by the laziness of others (Barford & Hester, 2011).
Employee Value Proposition (EVP): “The sum of all the rewards offered by the
organization, both monetary and nonmonetary in exchange for membership in the
organization and employee effort and performance” or “‘the deal’ offered by the
organization to current and prospective employees” (Ledford, 2003, p. 22).
Executives, administrators, & managers: Includes executives, deans, and other
managers and supervisors (CSU, 2012).
Extrinsic rewards: “Rewards given to the individual by someone else” (Crewson,
1997, p. 501) including benefits, promotions, pay raises; the desire to expend effort to
obtain outcomes external to the work itself such as rewards or recognition (Grant, 2008).
Faculty: All regular instructional faculty, including department chairs and
lecturers; excluding librarians, coaches, counselors and other professionals (CSU, 2012).
Generation: A group born and living at approximately the same time (MerriamWebster, 2012).
Generation X: Individuals born between 1965 and 1980; (Pew Research Center,
2010); characterized as latch-key children with two working or divorced parents who
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were independent at a young age and “lacking solid social traditions” (Barford & Hester,
2011, p. 66).
Millennials: Individuals born after 1980 (Pew Research Center, 2010),
characterized as expecting to work for several organizations during their lifetimes,
collaborative, and confident “due to extensive protection and praise” (Barford & Hester,
2011, p. 67).
Intrinsic rewards: Rewards individuals generate themselves, yielding a feeling of
accomplishment (Crewson, 1997); the desire to expend effort based on interest in and
enjoyment of the work itself (Grant, 2008)
Other professional: Jobs that require a college education or comparable
experience, excluding faculty, executives, administrators, and managers (CSU, 2012).
Public service motivation (PSM): Motives and actions of individuals that are for
the benefit of others and the betterment of society (Perry & Hondeghem, 2008).
Silent generation: Individuals born between 1928 and 1945, characterized as
conformist and civic-minded (Pew Research Center, 2010).
Staff: All employees who are not faculty, executives, administrators, managers, or
other professionals whose job requires a college education or comparable experience
(CSU, 2012).
Summary
Chapter 1 of this study included the research problem, a brief review of existing
literature that examined PSM, the significance of the study, and the theoretical
framework. Additionally, Chapter 1 introduced the major variables of the study, the
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relationships being analyzed, and the research questions those analyses are intended to
address. Finally, I defined operational terms with which readers may not be familiar
Chapter 2 will provide a review of the literature on the PSM construct and
measurement, PSM as it relates to public- and private-sector employment, as well as
research on work motivation, employee characteristics, and the organizational
environment. In additional chapters, I describe the methodology of the current study
(Chapter 3), the results of the survey administration and data analysis (Chapter 4), as well
as the findings, implications for practitioners, implications for future research, and
conclusions (Chapter 5).
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
This review of PSM literature examines the origins of the construct and its
relationship to individual employees and the organizational environment. Although PSM
research has been linked to employment sector, job preferences, altruism, organizational
commitment, and job satisfaction, it is a related, albeit separate and distinct concept
(Bright, 2011). Information concerning employee PSM provides insight into how best to
design work to be meaningful and rewarding and what aspects of the organization, its
values, and its mission are appealing to its employees. Organizations that are able to
fulfill their employees through PSM have to be less concerned with tangible rewards,
therefore, a more complete understanding of PSM may assist organizations to develop
more meaningful reward opportunities (Bright, 2005).
Relative research for this study is presented under the following themes: construct
and measurement, employment-sector work motivation, employee characteristics, and
organizational environment. The notion that PSM may differ among subunits of
organizations and may be related to the characteristics of organizational units (Bright,
2005) will be introduced in a review of the literature and explored further below.
PSM Construct and Measurement
Rainey’s (1982) examination of the reward preferences of public and private
managers is the seminal work of the PSM construct (Brewer, 1998; Crewson, 1997; Kim,
2010; Moynihan & Pandey, 2007; Naff & Crum, 1999; Perry & Porter, 1982; Stazyk,
2009; Vandenabeele, 2007; Wright, 2003). Rainey (1982) hypothesized that reward
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preferences varied based on the type of work an individual performed and the type of
organization, public or private, with which an individual was affiliated. However, the
difference between public and private managers was not as significant as has been
suggested in previous studies. Work roles and attitudes of public and private managers
were similar, but participants responded differently to the item measuring “meaningful
public service” (Rainey, 1982, p. 288), previously defined by Hall, Schneider and Nygren
(1970). Whereas public managers identified social or public service as an important
aspect of the work they performed, private managers did not perceive the type of work
they performed as public service (Rainey, 1982). Private-sector managers could be
motivated by and interested in social or altruistic service; the differences identified
between the responses of public- and private-sector managers may be attributable to use
of the term “public service,” to which private-sector managers did not relate. Rainey
(1982), therefore, recommended that the concept of service motivation be more clearly
developed to include definitions and measures.
As Rainey (1982) suggested, Perry and Wise (1990) created an operational
definition of PSM. In their research on motivation and public service, Perry and Wise
defined PSM as “an individual’s predisposition to respond to motives grounded primarily
or uniquely in public institutions and organizations” (1990, p. 368) and provided an
analysis of rational, norm-based, and affective public-service motives. Rational motives
are those that yield a benefit for the individual and for society through tasks that serve
personal needs and social interests, such as policy formation or advocacy of a special
interest (Perry & Wise, 1990). Norm-based motives are those related to service to the
public interest through actions or tasks that allow individuals to express allegiance and
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citizenship, such as a public employee who acts in that capacity as a trustee of the state.
Affective motives are those that inspire individuals through a personal connection with a
program and a belief in its value. In their examination of public organizations, the
researchers concluded that individuals with high PSM were more likely to seek work in
public organizations, that PSM had a positive relationship to their performance in those
organizations, and that public organizations comprised of employees with high PSM are
more successful in motivating employees using intrinsic rather than extrinsic rewards.
For these reasons, PSM is an inextricable component of job choice, employee
performance, and organizational effectiveness (Perry & Wise, 1990).
Perry (1996) provided a significant advance in the study of PSM by translating it
into a measurement scale. Perry (1996) created Likert-type items for six dimensions of
PSM identified in previous research: attraction to public-policy making, commitment to
the public interest, democracy and the public service, social justice, compassion, and selfsacrifice. Perry (1996) created a 35-item instrument, based on the literature and the
feedback provided by focus groups. A series of modifications and testing resulted in a
final revision that produced a 40-item PSM survey instrument (see Appendix C). After
computing descriptive and reliability statistics, Perry (1996) elected to drop 16 items and
two of the six dimensions from the scale, resulting in the 24 items and four dimensions
that appear on the scale today (see Appendix D).
Brewer et al. (2000) took a different measurement approach to the study of PSM
using Q-methodology, which required participants to sort statements from Perry’s (1996)
PSM instrument by how strongly they agreed or disagreed with each. Whereas previous
PSM survey methods evaluated responses to items in four dimensions, this study required
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participants, 69 individuals employed in or studying public administration or government,
to evaluate each item relative to the others. After the Q sort, participants were asked to
provide explanations about which statements they agreed or disagreed with most, then
researchers invited additional general comments about PSM. The result of the research
was the categorization of PSM into four “conceptions”: Samaritans, communitarians,
patriots, and humanitarians, each differing in its “scope of concern” (Brewer et al., 2000,
p. 261). Samaritans’ primary concern was the individual, whereas communitarians
prioritized community interests, patriots focus was on the nation, and the efforts and
concentration of humanitarians was on humankind. The researchers concluded that
rational, norm-based, and affective motives (Perry & Wise, 1990) are present in each of
the conceptions of PSM and that future studies should examine the lifecycle of PSM, its
manifestation in nonprofit and private-sector organizations, and its origins and genetic
predisposition or environmental influences (Brewer et al., 2000).
Perry (2000) surveyed existing motivation theory and concluded that it provided
insufficient explanation of motivation in public and nonprofit organizations. The
researcher suggested that an important aspect of public and nonprofit institutions is that
they influence the individual values and identities of their members. Perry, therefore,
supported a theory of PSM as a process in which worker behavior is the result of rational
choice, affective bonding, and normative conformity. Perry maintained the importance of
a formal theory of PSM to identify who is best matched for work in the public sector and
to understand how to keep them motivated. Additionally, Perry (2000) expected that a
well-developed PSM theory would change the perception of public employees from lazy

24
bureaucrats to employees who remain motivated and persevere in hostile or low-reward
environments.
Brewer (2002) evaluated 21 principal texts published between 1992 and 2002 for
integration of PSM theory into the literature on public service, public/government
employees, and work motivation. In the 20 years of PSM research Brewer (2002)
evaluated, PSM has been related to motivation, productivity, improved management
practice, political accountability, and increased trust in government. Brewer (2002)
suggested PSM research provides a method of evaluating and understanding the national
response to the events occurring on and after September 11. The premise of Brewer’s
work is that certain individuals are attracted to government employment due to a “strong
public service ethic” (2002, p. 1) and public interest-related attitudes and behaviors.
Brewer (2002), however, identified the limitations of an otherwise promising theory and
research on PSM as the lack of a “widely accepted definition or measure” of the construct
and that levels of PSM have been “highly variable” (p. 1) across different samples and in
different time frames (p. 1). Brewer (2002) suggested that future study be devoted to the
relationship between organizational culture and PSM, as Rainey and Steinbauer (1999)
proposed that culture and motivation affect the performance of public agencies, and
Brewer and Selden (2000) concluded that culture and motivation are the most important
factors influencing performance in the 29 federal agencies they studied.
Kim and Vandenabeele (2010) examined the global application of PSM in support
of international research on the subject. Studies conducted outside of the United States
have produced results that support the general concept of PSM, as there is evidence of
similar constructs appearing under different names in Canada, Asia, and Europe. The
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researchers, however, identified the use of culturally specific language, social values, and
the overlap between rational, norm-based, and affective motives (Perry & Wise, 1990) as
significant concerns for making comparisons in worldwide research (Kim &
Vandenabeele, 2010).
Kim and Vandenabeele (2010) suggested that the conceptual framework of PSM
proposed by Perry and Wise (1990) is limited due to the amount of overlap between
motives, ambiguity of the concepts, and its basis in social values and emotional states.
Additionally, Kim and Vandenabeele concluded that rational motives, due to their focus
on personal gain and personal-need fulfillment, are not appropriate for inclusion in a
PSM construct. They contended that self-sacrifice is the foundation of any PSM construct
and from that basis, conceptual and operational definitions of PSM should be developed.
They submitted that studies of the antecedents and effects of PSM have demonstrated
limitations in Perry’s (1996) scale, but acknowledge that to modify the dimensions
compromises the generalizability of the findings (Kim & Vandenabeele, 2010). The
researchers, therefore, recommended cross-national testing of a new formative construct,
free of items and wording that are value- and case-specific. They also encouraged the
involvement of professional translators in the design of a measurement scale appropriate
for international comparison that would result in a more thorough understanding of the
concept.
Perry continued to participate in efforts to refine the definition and theory of PSM
and to revise the PSM instrument to address cultural and international concerns without
compromising its generalizability (as cited in Kim et al., 2013). As research continues to
identify a more accurate assessment method and measurement tool (Kim, 2010; Kim &
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Vandenabeele, 2010; Kim, et al., 2013) Perry’s scale, in whole or in part, continues to be
the instrument used to measure PSM (Belle, 2013; Brewer et al., 2000; Bright, 2005,
2007, 2011; Caillier, 2011; Camilleri, 2007; Christensen & Wright, 2011; Jacobsen,
2011; Moynihan & Pandey, 2007; Naff & Crum, 1999; Wright, 2003; Wright & Pandey,
2008).
Public Service Motivation and Employment Sector
A public-service ethic is a behavior that people exhibit in their work
environments; it is not tied specifically to the public, private, or nonprofit sector (Brewer
& Selden, 1998). PSM is a concept related to individuals and not, as previously
hypothesized, a concept related to employment sector (Brewer & Selden, 1998;
Christensen & Wright, 2011; Rainey, 1982).
In their study of the effects of PSM on job-choice decisions, Christensen and
Wright (2011) suggested PSM may have less to do with employee attitude and more to
do with the PSM values shared by the organization and employees, and the opportunities
the organization affords employees to act in congruence with those shared values. The
researchers examined PSM using an abbreviated version of Perry’s (1996) scale and
concluded that certain jobs may be more meaningful and satisfying to employees with
high levels of PSM. Whereas individuals with high PSM demonstrated more likelihood to
accept jobs that emphasized service, higher salaries were a more important factor in job
acceptance decisions for those who demonstrated low PSM. The researchers suggested
particular jobs or job classes may be more appealing to individuals based on their own
prosocial or altruistic motivations. The findings from this research supported the concept
that sector is not an appropriate proxy for the effect of PSM on organizational values or
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activities, and that PSM will be better understood and, thereby maximized by
understanding the intersection of individual and organizational values (Christensen &
Wright, 2011).
Maidani (1991) also compared private- and public-sector employees through the
lens of Herzberg’s two-factor theory of job satisfaction using a survey administered to
accountants and engineers in a private company and a local government agency. The first
section of the survey measured job factor importance and the second section measured
job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Maidani found no significant difference between the
value public- and private-sector employees placed on motivators (intrinsic rewards) and
suggested that hygiene factors (extrinsic rewards) are the source of satisfaction for
employees in both sectors.
Brewer and Selden (1998) cautioned that a strong focus on the public sector in
past research has detracted from the idea of PSM as a phenomenon that occurs across all
sectors of employment. Whereas Perry and Wise (1990) defined PSM as an individual
motivation related specifically to public institutions or organizations, Brewer and Selden
broadened the definition of PSM to describe “the motivational force that induces
individuals to perform meaningful public service”(Brewer & Selden, 1998, p. 417),
deemphasizing the work of or attraction to a particular sector. Brewer and Selden’s study
linked PSM to whistleblowing by suggesting that whistleblowing is behavioral evidence
of PSM. The researchers tested a set of hypotheses using the U.S. Merit Principles
Survey to determine if federal whistleblower behavior is consistent with high PSM.
Similar to Rainey’s (1982) findings, Brewer and Selden concluded that a public service
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ethic is a behavior exhibited by individuals in all work environments and is, therefore, not
a sector-based concept.
In a subsequent study, however, Brewer (2003) compared the civic mindsets and
behavior of public servants to other citizens using the responses of 1,714 participants in
the 1996 American National Election Study. Participants were sorted by public-service
experience with 80.2% of the sample population having none. Public servants scored
higher in social trust, social altruism, equality, tolerance, and humanitarianism than other
citizens (Brewer, 2003). In the humanitarian construct, public servants scored
significantly higher than did other citizens in their disagreement with the statements, “it is
best not to get too involved in taking care of other people’s needs” (Brewer, 2003, p. 15)
and “people tend to pay more attention to the well-being of others than they should”
(Brewer, 2003, p. 15). Public servants also selected “it is more important to be a
cooperative person who works well with others” (p. 15) to a statistically significant
degree over “it is more important to be a self-reliant person able to take care of oneself”
(p. 15) when compared to other citizens. Public servants reported a level of civic
participation more than one-third higher than other citizens and were more active in all 5
forms of civic affairs identified in the study: involved in, a member of, paying dues to,
and actively participating in activities in more groups, as well as belonging to more
groups that discuss politics. Public servants were found to be more actively civically
engaged that the rest of the population and demonstrated “more civic-minded norms”
(p. 19) and “civic-minded behaviors” (p. 19). Brewer (2003) concluded that public
employees play a particularly important role in building individual social capital, outside
of their formal job roles, and that their civic engagement is critical to society.
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Perry and Porter (1982) examined the motivational techniques applied in public
organizations to determine if they attract different types of employees than private
organizations. The researchers defined motivation as factors that galvanize, guide, and
maintain behavior, which have a direct influence on effort and quality (Perry & Porter,
1982). Perry and Porter concluded that the compatibility of the individual and the
organization, or individual–organization match, was a significant factor in motivation,
and that attitude with which an individual approaches the work content and the
organization impact motivation (Perry & Porter, 1982). The researchers believed this was
an important finding in support of the claim that public and private organizations attract
different types of people. Perry and Porter suggested that existing motivation research
was too heavily focused on the private sector and that future research should focus on
motivational factors in public organizations. Similarly, Crewson (1997) suggested that
the failure to understand what motivates public employees and use that knowledge
effectively results in poor performance by those employees and, over time, erodes their
public-service ethic. Crewson’s study proposed that civil servants were different from
private-sector employees, and therefore, would respond to different types of incentives.
Crewson (1997) evaluated the responses to questions addressing the importance
of work-related rewards on the General Social Survey, Federal Employee Attitude
Survey, and the survey of Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers to determine if
there was a difference in the reward motivations of public- and private-sector employees,
the consistency of those motivations over time, the relationship between rewards and
performance, and their effect on the attitudes of the employee toward the government.
Crewson found that federal employees rated a sense of accomplishment over monetary
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incentives (promotions, performance rewards), whereas their private-sector equivalents
responded oppositely. Crewson found that public employees’ reward orientations are
different from those of employees in the private sector and that public employees are
more likely to believe that intrinsic rewards are important. Based on these findings,
Crewson concluded there are differences in the motivation preferences of public-sector
and private-sector employees. Perry and Wise (1990) also suggested a motivational
difference between public- and private-sector employees and proposed that individuals
with higher PSM were more likely to pursue membership in public organizations and that
highly educated and more experienced workers valued the characteristics of public-sector
jobs over salary. The researchers found that graduate students entering nonprofit
employment valued helping positions more than their private-sector-bound classmates
(Perry & Wise, 1990).
Although PSM may not be unique to an employment sector, research has
demonstrated that the characteristics of public- and private-sector work are different and
these differences significantly influence motivation (Wright, 2001). Wright (2001)
suggested that the work motivation of public employees falls into two categories:
employee characteristics and the organizational environment. Employee motives and job
satisfaction (employee characteristics) provide information about what employees want
from their jobs and how satisfied they are with what they receive (Wright 2001).
Similarly, the characteristics of the task performed and of the organizational setting make
up the organizational environment (Wright, 2001).
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Work Motivation
Work motivation research (Caillier, 2011; Camilleri, 2007; Grant, 2008; Meglino
& Korsgaard, 2004 ; Paarlberg & Lavigna, 2010; Perry & Lee, 2007) contains many
references to the job characteristics model proposed by Hackman and Oldham (1976).
Hackman and Oldham suggested a connection between job characteristics and employee
attitude and behavior, and proposed a method of designing satisfying work and enriching
opportunities for individual employees. Hackman and Oldham created the jobcharacteristics model, which identifies three states of mind that are essential to employee
motivation and satisfaction: experiencing meaningfulness in their work, maintaining
responsibility for work outcomes, and receiving information regarding their work results.
The researchers proposed that these critical psychological states result from workers’
direct knowledge that they have done well on something in which they are personally
invested. In addition to these critical psychological states, Hackman and Oldham
proposed five core job dimensions (skill variety, task identity, task significance,
autonomy, and feedback) that contribute to worker satisfaction, and predicted that
individuals for whom personal growth and professional development are essential would
respond more positively to jobs that have the potential to satisfy these needs. The
researchers suggested that the cycle of motivation in jobs based on their model continues
until one or more of the critical psychological states is no longer present or until the
internal rewards they provided are no longer sufficient motivation (Hackman & Oldham,
1976). Subsequent research in the area of work motivation has studied employee
characteristics and the organizational environment (Wright, 2001) as they relate to PSM.
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Employee Characteristics
Wright (2001) suggested that employee characteristics, such as motives and job
satisfaction, provide information about what employees want from their jobs and how
satisfied they are with what they receive (Wright, 2001). In their early research on PSM,
Perry and Wise (1990) suggested that, because organizations rely on individuals to
participate and perform as members, organizations must provide those individuals with
meaningful work and responsibility to keep them motivated and engaged. Perry and Wise
suggested that individuals with high PSM value significant tasks and demonstrate high
levels of performance and are also highly committed, motivated, and likely to remain
with their organizations.
Perry and Wise (1990) examined the reward preferences of public employees and
concluded that emphasis on extrinsic rewards ignores what researchers have
demonstrated about public-sector employees and PSM: when rewards are ill designed to
fit employee motivation, organizations will see problems with performance (Perry &
Wise, 1990). Public employees and those who are drawn into public service for altruistic
reasons are likely to reevaluate their decision or choice and consider organizations with
the capacity to offer greater extrinsic rewards when they are disappointed or unfulfilled
(Perry & Wise, 1990). The researchers, therefore, concluded that PSM is an attribute that
can change over time as well as dissipate in response to turbulence, disappointment, and
dissatisfaction (Perry & Wise, 1990).
In their research on whistleblowing as behavioral evidence of PSM, Brewer and
Selden (1998) characterized whistleblowers as productive members of their organizations
who are valued and committed. The researchers associated whistleblowing to the public-
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service ethic in that both involve self-sacrifice; whistleblowing can result in punishment
and whistleblowers place themselves at risk for the good of the public. Whistleblowers
were also described as conscientious, high performing, and dedicated to the goals or their
organizations and, among their hypotheses, Brewer and Selden theorized that
whistleblowers would report high levels of job satisfaction.
Brewer and Selden (1998) used the 1992 Merit Principles Survey data to conduct
the study that examined the PSM of people who observed illegal or wasteful activity and
the differences between and those who did and did not report what they observed. The
researchers analyzed individual and organizational factors related to whistleblowing. The
theory of PSM suggests it is associated with “positive organizational conditions” (p. 431),
and similarly, Brewer and Selden’s findings showed that whistleblowers were both high
performing as well as high achieving, and reported greater job commitment and
satisfaction. Reporters placed a low value on job security and a high value on regard for
the public interest (Brewer & Selden, 1998). The research findings suggested that
personal rewards and complaint success were not significant motivators for
whistleblowing (Brewer & Selden, 1998). Brewer and Selden established a consistent,
positive association between whistleblowing and PSM, demonstrating that
whistleblowers have more PSM-related attitudes and qualities than inactive observers.
Naff and Crum (1999) examined PSM and the attitudes and behavior of federal
employees to determine if there is a positive relationship between PSM and the
performance, commitment, and retention of public-sector (federal) employees. The
researchers examined the correlation between PSM, job performance, and satisfaction by
analyzing the responses of 10,000 federal employees to the 1996 Merit Systems
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Protection Board Merit Principles Survey. they calculated a PSM score for each
respondent based on six items from Perry’s (1996) PSM scale. Employees with high PSM
expressed greater job satisfaction, a positive attitude toward government, and a greater
likelihood to recommend the federal government as a place to work, and were more
likely to believe that taxpayers were receiving a fair return on their investment (Naff &
Crum, 1999). Findings also suggested that employees with high PSM demonstrated
greater satisfaction with their salaries, were more positive about change efforts, and, on
average, received higher performance evaluations. Naff and Crum suggested that the role
of PSM be considered in the recruitment and retention of federal employees, as their
research demonstrated significant relationships between PSM and job satisfaction,
performance, innovation, and intent to remain with the organization.
Korsgaard, Meglino, Lester, and Jeong (2010) also studied employee
characteristics in three studies examining organizational citizenship behavior and the
likelihood that an individual will perform in a helpful or cooperative manner if there are
no rewards to be anticipated. The first study examined the individual responses to the
“obligation to reciprocate” benefits (p. 278) and hypothesized that “other orientation” or
“the extent to which individuals are concerned with the welfare of others” (Meglino &
Korsgaard, 2007, p. 59) moderates the obligation to reciprocate to the extent that it will
have a strong impact on those high in other orientation. The finding supported the
hypothesis that the obligation to reciprocate has a stronger impact on individuals higher
in other orientation (Korsgaard et al., 2010). In the second study, the researchers
observed helping behavior by examining the time and effort invested in actual helping.
The findings suggested that individuals high in other orientation are “more sensitive to
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the normative obligation to reciprocate” (Korsgaard et al., 2010, p. 283). The third study
examined expected reciprocity to determine if it has a greater effect on helping behavior
for individuals low in other orientation. The study found that although reciprocity did not
affect the rates at which those high in other orientation demonstrated helping behavior,
expected reciprocity did lead to higher levels of helping among those with low other
orientation (Korsgaard et al., 2010).
The Korsgaard et al. (2010) findings suggested that the types of relationships that
underlie organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) are influenced by normative
obligations and expectations for reciprocity and that, in the absence of some expectation
of a return benefit, those high in other orientation are more likely to reciprocate. When an
expectation to reciprocate was established, it did not affect the rates of helping among
those high in other orientation, but did lead to a higher level of helping among those low
in other orientation who demonstrated responsiveness to expected returns. These findings
suggested that those low in other orientation can be motivated to exhibit prosocial
behavior if they find the incentives attractive. Based on these findings the researchers
also suggested that human-resources policies should emphasize employee-friendly types
of benefits as a way for organizations to influence who they attract and retain. The
findings demonstrated that OCB can be encouraged through an established set of beliefs
and values and adoption of a visible obligation-oriented strategy (Korsgaard et al., 2010).
In a similar analysis, Piliavin (2009) related altruism to organizational citizenship
behavior (“doing more than is required by your job to help other workers or the company
itself” p. 218) and found that job satisfaction is the best predictor of altruistic and
conscientious behavior. Piliavin examined altruism and helping and suggested that
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helping behaviors provide emotional, psychological, and physical benefits for the helper
as much as the recipient. Helping makes helpers feel that they matter; mattering is
defined as “feeling noticed, important, and relied upon” (p. 220). Although previous
researchers suggested that all actions are grounded in self-interest, thereby suggesting
that all helping is egoistic (Cialdani & Kenrick, 1976), subsequent researchers contended
that the intervention itself may be attributable to empathy; when one empathizes with
another, the helping is altruistic and unrelated to or motivated by perceived rewards or
punishment (Piliavin, 2009).
Magnetic resonance imaging studies indicated that the act of giving stimulated a
particular reward area of the brain, as did “taking a moral stand” (Piliavin, 2009, p. 214).
Altruism is connected to “mammalian neural systems of reward, social attachment, and
aversion” and the brain is wired for empathy and other-oriented action (Piliavin, 2009,
p. 215). Piliavin (2009) suggested that much of the ability humans have acquired in
evolution is for the benefit of the group, but acknowledged that environmental and social
effects have a significant impact on human behavior. The researcher attributed other
orientation to socialization in early life and experiences related first to rewards and
consequences, and later to “values, norms, duties, and responsibilities” (Piliavin, 2009,
p. 215). Children can be raised with a prosocial foundation by emphasizing praise over
tangible rewards and encouraging empathy as behavioral norms. Adults can develop
prosocial behaviors through a process of character development that incorporates taking
cues from others. Organizational commitment and the perception of organizational justice
are important factors in fostering OCB (Piliavin, 2009).
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Organizations rely on employees to participate and perform (Perry & Wise, 1990)
in ways that are consistent with and supportive of the organizational mission and vision.
Understanding employee PSM can provide insight into how best to motivate employees
and keep them engaged and satisfied through meaningful work for which they feel
responsible (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Previous research has demonstrated that
individuals with high PSM are “other oriented” (Meglino & Korsgaard, 2007, p. 59)
invigorated by helping (Piliavin, 2009), and are inspired by membership in organizations
that demonstrate a culture of reciprocity (Meglino & Korsgaard, 2007) and a commitment
to justice (Piliavin, 2009).
Organizational Environment
Camilleri (2007) examined the relationship between the organization and the
employee, how they are formed, and how they impact the employee’s “behaviour, wellbeing, and contributions to organisational effectiveness” (p. 357) and suggested that the
PSM of public employees is, in large part, the result of the organizational environment.
Based on the literature and existing research, Camilleri suggested that the employee
perception of the organization, relationship with the leader, and specific job
characteristics have a positive effect on PSM, whereas conflict and ambiguity have a
negative impact on PSM.
Camilleri (2007) conducted a cross-sectional study of the survey responses of
3,400 public officers, using Perry’s (1996) scale to measure PSM. The survey also
measured employee perception of the organization, employee-leader relations, job
attributes, and personal attributes. Camilleri found that a positive perception of the
organization and job characteristics were positively related to employee PSM, as was a
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positive employee–leader relationship, and that age and gender were the personal
attributes most strongly related to PSM. Although job tenure was found to have no effect
on PSM, organizational tenure had a negative relationship with PSM, which is consistent
with previous findings (Bright, 2011; Moynihan & Pandey, 2007; Perry & Lee, 2007;
Perry & Wise, 1990).
Camilleri (2007) concluded that the PSM of public employees is most profoundly
impacted by the organizational environment, and suggested that providing employees
with clear, prioritized goals maximizes PSM. Additionally, employee–leader
relationships had a positive impact on PSM and these relationships can be strengthened
or improved through shared decision making, clarifying ambiguity, and providing
feedback. Employee perceptions of the organization had a direct positive impact on PSM;
therefore, Camilleri encouraged managers to foster creativity, demonstrate confidence
and trust, focus on customers rather than production, and remain flexible. The research
findings also demonstrated a positive link between job characteristics and PSM;
therefore, Camilleri suggested that employee job tasks should be evaluated for fit,
challenge, interest, and identifiable results.
Wright, Moynihan, and Pandey (2009) examined the ways transformational
leaders can leverage PSM to enhance an individuals’ connection to or acceptance of the
organizational mission. The researchers developed and tested a model to assess the extent
to which transformational leaders use PSM and goal clarity as mechanisms to foster
mission valence (Wright et al., 2009). They hypothesized that transformational leadership
behaviors, such as clearly articulating a vision and goals, encouraging intellectual
stimulation, and building confidence and pride in employees, will have direct, positive
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effects on employee mission valence, and that PSM and goal clarity will indirectly and
positively mediate that effect (Wright et al., 2009). Wright et al. also tested whether
transformational leadership behaviors can inspire employees to live the organizational
mission by appealing to their intrinsic motivation and increasing their PSM.
Wright et al. (2009) collected study data from a population 3,316 localgovernment general and functional managers in Phase 4 of the National Administrative
Studies Project (NASP-IV) web-based survey. The majority of respondents where White,
male, and highly educated with a mean age of 50, earning an average annual salary of
over $100,000. They measured PSM using five items adapted from Perry’s (1996) survey
instrument to measure commitment to the public interest, compassion, and self-sacrifice.
They omitted the fourth dimension, attraction to policy-making, because it was less
mission-specific (Wright et al., 2009).
Researchers found that transformational leadership can increase employee
mission valence by nurturing PSM and clarifying goals (Wright et al., 2009). They
encouraged leaders to cultivate PSM through their vision, pride in the organization,
positive example, and support of innovation, and that the benefits of the relationship
between leadership and PSM are experienced by the organization, not just the individual
(Wright et al., 2009). Wright et al. (2009) therefore suggested that organizational-reform
efforts should be as focused on identifying ways to foster and encourage PSM as they are
on identifying sources of extrinsic motivation.
The influence of transformational leadership on work-group effectiveness was the
subject of Hoffman, Bynum, Piccolo, and Sutton’s (2011) study of managers enrolled in
an executive Master of Business Administration (MBA) program. The researchers
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examined the effect of transformational leadership on work groups and the intervening
effect it has on value congruence between the individuals and the organization, and the
individual and the supervisor (Hoffman et al., 2011). The extent to which an individual’s
values match the values of the organization is referenced in the literature as value
congruence. Hoffman et al. suggested that transformational leaders are effective in
articulating organizational visions in such a way that individuals in the organization feel
pride in being part of something larger than themselves, and in exchange, behave in ways
that increase group productivity and organizational citizenship.
The study population was comprised of 140 managers, 420 of their direct reports,
and 140 higher level managers in a diverse group of organizations and industries
(Hoffman et al., 2011). Participants were mostly male Caucasians with an average of 9
years managerial experience, 12 direct reports, and a mean age of 41. The direct reports
completed a shortened online version of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire in
addition to value congruence and work-group effectiveness items. Transformational
leadership was positively related to person–supervisor value congruence and person–
organization value congruence. Additionally, person–organization value congruence was
found to significantly predict the effectiveness of work groups; however, when evaluated
with person–organization value congruence, person–supervisor value congruence was not
a significant mediator. The research findings suggested that employees must believe in
the organizational mission to be led by their supervisors and contribute effectively to
their teams (Hoffman et al., 2011).
Moynihan and Pandey (2007) examined the work environment in relation to
employee beliefs and the ways organizational influences shape PSM. The researchers
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contended that PSM may be shaped by an individual’s social history, such as religion,
education, and professional memberships, as well as the work-related procedures and
standards that shape organizational behavior and attitudes of public employees toward
public service (Moynihan & Pandey, 2007). Moynihan and Pandey (2007) used a data set
from the 2002–2004 NASP Phase II to examine employee perceptions of culture,
hierarchy, red tape, and reform, as well as the effects of length of membership in the
organization. The survey respondents (n = 274) reflected 53% of the population of
information managers at state health and human-services agencies. The average age of
the respondents, almost half of who were women, was 50 years old and their average
tenure with the organization was more than 15 years. The average respondent salary was
$50,000 to $75,000. The survey included three of Perry’s (1996) four dimensions of
PSM: attraction to public policy-making, commitment to the public interest, and
compassion, but excluded self-sacrifice. Moynihan and Pandey derived the measure of
culture—group, developmental, hierarchical, rational—from Zammuto and Krakower
(1991), adapted for inclusion in NASP-II.
Results suggested the significance of sociohistorical context and offered support
for the influence of the organization on the dimensions of PSM tested (Moynihan &
Pandey, 2007). Although the measures of culture used in the study did not prove
significant, research findings suggested that the organization plays an important role in
shaping PSM and active organizational-reform efforts are positive and significant
predictors of PSM. The findings also suggested that the existence of bureaucratic
constraints or red tape reduces PSM, as does the length of membership with the
organization. The most significant predictors of PSM were higher levels of education,
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consistent with Perry’s (1996) findings on education and socialization, and membership
in professional organizations (Moynihan & Pandey, 2007).
Scott and Pandey (2005) examined the phenomenon of red tape in the work place
to determine if a relationship existed between PSM and the perception of unnecessary
bureaucracy. They defined red tape as practices perceived to waste organizational
resources, detract from accomplishments and objectives, and impose costs. The
researchers hypothesized that PSM may influence how an employee responds to the
frustrations of perceived red tape in an organization. The study population was comprised
of public-information managers employed in state-level health and humans services
agencies. The sampling frame consisted of 518 public managers from all 50 states and
Washington, DC; Researchers administered the survey to the entire population. They
distributed NASP-II by mail, obtaining 274 responses, resulting in a response rate of
53%. Scott and Pandy measured PSM using a modified 11-item version of Perry’s (1996)
PSM instrument, which included civic duty, attraction to policy making, and compassion,
but excluded self-sacrifice.
The researchers found a relationship between higher levels of PSM and the
reduced perceptions of red tape among public managers (Scott & Pandey, 2005). Those
with lower levels of PSM responded to perceptions of red tape with frustration and
resignation because they felt they had little or no control over burdensome, excessive, or
unnecessary policies. Individuals with higher levels of PSM, however, were more likely
to view procedures and polices as a legitimate means of reaching organizational
objectives, rather than being oppressive or excessive (Scott & Pandey, 2005). Similar to
Wright et al. (2009), Scott and Pandey (2005) suggested that employee motivation is
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increased when employees are able to identify a direct connection between their work
tasks and the goals of the organization, and when a clear link exists between performance
and rewards. Also, the perception of red tape can be minimized by empowering
employees, decentralizing decision making when possible, and encouraging professional
growth and autonomy (Scott & Pandey, 2005).
Jacobsen (2011) examined the organizational environment as it pertains to
upwardly mobile, midlevel managers at two federal agencies to evaluate the role
organizations play in fostering and developing the PSM of their employees, and the
extent to which PSM contributes to initial job selection by employees. Jacobsen
measured PSM using all four dimensions of Perry’s (1996) scale as well as open-ended
and semistructured interviews to collect data from each respondent.
Jacobsen’s (2011) research participants consisted of upper middle managers at the
Internal Revenue Service (IRS) and the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO), who
were predominantly accountants, scientists, and engineers. All participants were federal
workers/public servants in organizations characterized as performing nonsocial-service
functions. Additionally, all members of the sample were participants in executive training
programs in their organizations. Jacobsen’s research sample was not random in that any
upper middle-managers at the IRS or USPTO did not have equal probability of being
selected; the sample population of the study consisted of one USPTO and two IRS
executive training classes chosen by the researcher. Jacobsen indicated that although the
sampling was purposeful, participants varied in their levels of PSM, ideas of PSM, work
experience, and positions in their organizations. The PSM survey response rate was 92%
for the USPTO (n = 35) and 67.4% for the IRS (n = 55). In addition to their survey
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participation, 44% of the USPTO and 60% of the IRS participants agreed to participate in
the qualitative data collection.
Jacobsen (2011) found that research participants had high levels of PSM
compared to individuals in other federal agencies and that the PSM of IRS respondents
was higher than those of the USPTO except on the interest in policy-making scale.
Although the sample population demonstrated high levels of PSM, public service was not
found to be important in their initial job selection. PSM, however, was found to have
developed over time with the organization and was a factor in both retention and
performance (Jacobsen, 2011).
Jacobsen (2011) concluded that PSM can be developed by organizations for their
current employees and that it may be valuable for organizations to market public service
as a recruitment strategy, although in the current economy it is reasonable to anticipate
that economic reasons will remain the primary motivation for those seeking employment.
Jacobsen recommended that organizations find ways to increase PSM in their current
employees and suggested specific strategies for public-sector human-resources
departments such as emphasizing the value of public service in their recruitment efforts
or establishing mentoring programs to assist employees in discovering the public-service
benefits of their positions.
Caillier (2011) examined PSM in state employees by identifying factors
contributing to voluntary turnover intentions. Caillier referenced the job characteristics
model of Hackman and Oldham (1976) and suggested that job characteristics can reduce
turnover while increasing individual motivation, performance, and satisfaction. Caillier’s
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hypotheses suggested that job-satisfaction and job-performance levels would be
negatively related to turnover intentions, as would higher PSM.
Caillier (2011) surveyed state government employees using a systematic random
sample to determine their turnover intentions, not actual turnover, and included PSM
items from Perry’s (1996) scale. The researcher found that job satisfaction and high job
performance were negatively related to turnover. Employees were less likely to consider
leaving if they were satisfied; therefore, Caillier recommended managers become familiar
with motivation, satisfaction, and commitment theories and strategies, as well as exercise
job redesign as a means of providing opportunities for development and challenge. In
contrast to the research hypothesis, employees with high PSM were more likely to
express intention to leave. Caillier attributed this to the coding of turnover intentions or,
possibly, that individuals attracted to public agencies, because of their high PSM, are
more likely to leave when they feel that need is not or is no longer being met (Caillier,
2011).
The extent to which a public-service ethics endure was the subject of the study
undertaken by Perry and Lee (2007), who examined Americorps volunteers to determine
if the public service in which young people participated had long-lasting effects on their
commitments to civic engagement and public service. Their research results revealed that
although service was likely to influence a future commitment to public service, service
experiences that were deemed meaningless or failed to meet participants’ expectations
could have greater long-term effects (Perry & Lee, 2007). Perry and Lee applied the jobcharacteristics model, in which Hackman and Oldham (1976) suggested that jobs high in
variety, significance, task identity, autonomy, and feedback result in high intrinsic
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motivation, high job satisfaction, lower absenteeism, and low turnover, to evaluate the
work performed in civic service jobs and the gratification derived from it.
Perry and Lee (2007) surveyed Americorps participants three times over a 2-year
period using Perry’s (1996) PSM instrument with additional items to assess
psychological states (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). The results indicated that PSM is
stable over time and that the PSM that a member brings to an organization has the
greatest influence on the endurance of their PSM. However, the results of the second and
third administration of the survey demonstrated that although the effects of job design
may be significant, they may not be permanent or long lasting. Therefore, although
improvements may be made to jobs or tasks, those changes may require ongoing
modifications or maintenance to maintain a positive effect.
The organizational environment has a profound impact on PSM (Camilleri, 2007).
Researchers demonstrated that clear goals, shared responsibility, opportunities for
autonomy and creativity, and a common mission and vision are organizational factors
that play a role in shaping PSM. PSM can be developed by organizations (Jacobsen,
2011), can be lessened or damaged over time if organizations fail to address employees’
experiences with conflict or ambiguity (Camilleri, 2007), are ineffective in articulating
how jobs are connected to the organizational mission (Caillier, 2011; Moynihan &
Pandey, 2007), or cease to provide meaningful work that satisfies employees’ intrinsic
motivations (Perry & Lee, 2007).
Summary
Perry’s (1996) PSM scale remains the accepted tool for quantitative measurement
of PSM, although research to identify a method of measurement that is more appropriate
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for international application is ongoing. The current PSM scale was established using
Perry and Wise’s (1990) definition of PSM as “an individual’s predisposition to respond
to motives grounded primarily or uniquely in public institutions or organizations” (p.
368); subsequent research demonstrated that PSM may not be unique to a specific sector
of employment and is, more generally, the motives or actions of individuals that are for
the benefit of others or the betterment of society (Perry & Hondeghem, 2008).
PSM occurs across all work sectors and is evident in all work environments
(Brewer & Selden, 1998) and particular individuals are attracted to the service aspects of
jobs despite the employment sector. Although PSM may not be unique to public-sector
organizations or employees, Perry and Wise (1990) contended it should be a
consideration for public employers, as individuals with high PSM consistently
demonstrate motivation from intrinsic rewards and have been shown to value a sense of
accomplishment over money (Bright, 2005; Crewson, 1997). Individuals with high PSM
look for value congruence with organizations and opportunities to act in accordance with
those values, suggesting that PSM can be either nurtured or damaged by the
organizational culture. Job satisfaction and performance of individuals with high PSM
has also been positively linked to autonomy, feedback, mentoring, professionaldevelopment opportunities, shared decision making, and challenging work. Therefore,
PSM can be a consideration in the recruitment and retention efforts of public
organizations, providing valuable insight into who employees are and how best to
motivate them.
Researchers suggested that particular jobs or job classes may be more appealing
to certain individuals based on their levels of PSM (Christensen & Wright, 2011).
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Individuals with high levels of PSM would favor jobs at the operating core of public
institutions and organizations characterized as having direct contact with citizens and
emphasizing service (Bright, 2005). Future research should examine the distribution of
PSM in different types of public organizations and the subunits in those organizations
(Bright 2005). Bright (2011) subsequently conducted that study using a sample of city,
county, and public health employees in three states. The intent of the present study was to
examine the PSM of subunits in an organization using public-university employees as the
study population.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Restatement of the Purpose
PSM may differ between the subunits of organizations and may be related to the
characteristics of organizational units (Bright, 2005). Consistent with Bright’s (2005)
research, the current study examined if there is a difference in PSM levels of staff in the
three work units in the same division of an organization. The purpose of this research
study was to examine how PSM is distributed among the work units in the Division of
Student Affairs at a large public university. PSM was measured on four scales: publicpolicy making, public interest, compassion, and self-sacrifice.
Research Design
Quantitative researchers employ theories to suggest an explanation for the
relationship between the variables that are the subject of the study (Creswell, 2009). A
quantitative study is a deductive process by which the theory is then tested through the
use of research questions and the collection of data. The data are analyzed to determine if
the research findings support or refute the theory (Creswell, 2009).
Qualitative researchers study social problems by collecting data from individuals
to understand their perceptions of the issue being examined (Creswell, 2009). Participant
views, experiences, and perspectives are the main form of data and participants actual
words are used to identify general themes and obtain a full, rich understanding of the
phenomenon being studied. The themes become the basis for findings in the study, and
the researcher compares them with previous findings and to theoretical understandings of
the phenomenon being examined (Babb, 2011).
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The population selected to participate in a study provides the researcher with data
that can then be used to infer traits about the larger population (Groves et al., 2009). The
process of sampling determines which members of the study population will be selected
to participate. Samples are selected to represent the study population as closely as
possible so results of a study are generalizable and have implications for people beyond
those involved in it (Salkind, 2008). Probability sampling, the process by which each
member of the population has an equal chance of being included in the sample
population, provides the researcher with estimates of the characteristics in the population
and allows the researcher to make generalizations based on statistical inferences (Baab,
2012b). A stratified sample, the technique used in the current study, is one I established
sampling frames, partitioned into strata (Baab, 2012a) based on the distinction made
between members of subject population (the three work areas in the Division of Student
Affairs). The researcher determines a sample size, either proportional or equal, for each
stratum, and a simple random sample is conducted to identify participants in each (Baab,
2012a).
A survey provides a low-cost, high-access means of examining unobservable
characteristics, such as attitudes and opinions, of a large number of participants through
self-reports (Creswell, 2009; Groves et al., 2009; Orcher, 2007). I selected Perry’s (1996)
PSM instrument for use in this study because it provides a validated, reliable method of
collecting information related to the established theoretical construct. The use of an
existing instrument allows for consistency in the use of terms and previously validated
measurements, thereby contributing to the body of knowledge on a subject by providing
for reliable inferences from the resulting data (Creswell, 2009).
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The researcher analyzes data collected from a survey through the use of
descriptive and inferential statistics (Creswell, 2009; Salkind, 2008). Researchers use
descriptive statistics to explain the data through the use of frequencies, percentages,
summary statistics, and relationships (Baab, 2012a). The descriptive analysis of the data
includes means, medians, modes, ranges, standard deviations, and correlations. A
researcher uses inferential statistics to make inferences from the sample-group data to the
larger population (Creswell, 2009; Salkind, 2008). The inferential analysis involves
conducting group and relationship comparisons and making predictions through the use
of statistical tests (Baab, 2012a). Then, the researcher uses statistical analyses to interpret
the findings of the study in relation to the research questions and existing literature
(Creswell, 2009).
Research Setting
The research setting is a large public institution in northern California. The
campus is the oldest institution of higher education in the State of California and is
charged with providing undergraduate and graduate education up to the level of master’s
degree, professional, and teacher education (UC, Office of the President, 2009). Although
faculty research is authorized, teaching is the primary function of the CSU system. The
student-selection criterion is defined as the top 33% of high school graduates (UC, Office
of the President, 2009). The campus community consists of over 30,000 students, 93% of
whom are California residents and 83% are undergraduates (SJSU, 2012d). Employees
include 1,674 total faculty, 50% of whom are on a tenure-track (SJSU, 2012c); staff
positions make up 41% (n = 1276) of total employees (CSU, 2012); of the 334 staff
positions in the Division of Student Affairs, 205 (see Appendix E) are eligible for
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participation in this study based on the established criteria (S. Willey, personal
communication, August 12, 2013).
Population and Sample
The subject population for this research study were staff in the Division of
Student Affairs at SJSU, employed in one of the following units: Campus Life (LGBT
Resource Center, Mosaic Cross-Cultural Center, Office of Student Conduct and Ethical
Development, Student Involvement, Student Union, University Housing, and Women’s
Resource Center), Enrollment Services (Admissions, Enrollment Operations and
Communications, Financial Aid and Scholarships, Registrar, Student Outreach and
Recruitment, and Testing Services), and Student Services (Career Center, Counseling
Services, Accessible Education Center, and Student Health Center). For this study, staff
refers to employees who are not faculty, executives, administrators, managers, or other
professionals; other professionals are defined by the CSU as positions that require a
college education or comparable experience (i.e., counselors, physicians, nurses, or nurse
practitioners).
Departments in the Division of Student Affairs served as the survey population
and I selected a proportional stratified sample (see Appendix F) from the three units of
Student Affairs in the sampling frame: Campus Life (n = 38), Enrollment Services
(n = 68), and Student Services (n = 28). Probability sampling was the preferred sampling
method in that it allowed for generalizations and estimates regarding characteristics of the
target population, which for this study is the Student Affairs staff of a large public
institution of higher education. Participants (N = 134) were identified based on humanresources staff census data.
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Instrumentation
Perry authorized the use of the PSM instrument for this study (see Appendix G).
The PSM survey (Perry, 1996) measures four dimensions of PSM: attraction to publicpolicy making, commitment to the public interest, compassion, and self-sacrifice. I
measured these four dimensions of PSM using responses to 24 items on a 5-point Likert
scale.
Perry’s (1996) study, “Measuring Public Service Motivation: An Assessment of
Construct Reliability and Validity,” provided a clear and concise description of the theory
Perry intended to translate into a PSM measurement scale and detailed the steps to
designing the instrument. Perry’s (1996) main design considerations were to produce a
one-dimensional, efficient instrument with construct validity established using the
dimensions of PSM Perry identified from the literature: attraction to public-policy
making, commitment to the public interest, democracy and the public service, social
justice, compassion, and self-sacrifice. Perry (1996) then created Likert-type items for the
six dimensions that included reverse coding of some items. Perry (1996) convened a
focus group of Master of Public Administration (MPA) students to share their thoughts
about the meaning and importance of public service. From the literature and focus
groups, Perry (1996) created a 35-item instrument.
The 35-item pilot instrument provided reponse options on a 5-point Likert scale
and was adminsitered to MPA students. After participating in the survey, Perry (1996)
asked students to identify the items they thought were most relevant or accurate
descriptions of their PSM and to point out items they found vague or confusing. Based on
this feedback, the author modified the pilot instrument and administered it to MPA and
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MBA students. Perry (1996) selected these two groups for the pilot study because they
were, given the nature of their disciplines, presumed to have different attitudes toward
public service than other graduate students or the population in general.
Perry (1996) then revised the instrument and tested it again in another comparison
of MPA and MBA students. Perry (1996) conducted “inter-item and item-total
correlations” (p. 8) for the revised study and computed Cronbachs’s alpha for the six
subscales: attraction to public-policy making, commitment to the public interest,
democracy and the public service, social justice, compassion, and self-sacrifice. This
measurement of internal consistency resulted in a final revision that produced a 40-item
PSM survey instrument. After computing descriptive and reliability statistics for the
individual items and the instrument as a whole, Perry (1996) elected to delete five items
with low variances and weak correlations (ranging from .11 to .26) from the scale. Use of
confirmatory factor analysis led to the elimination of 11 additional items on the
instrument and two of the six dimensions, resulting in a PSM scale consisting of four
dimensions (public-policy making, commitment to the public interest, compassion, and
self-sacrifice) and 24 items that make up the PSM scale used and frequently cited in
extant research (Brewer et al., 2000; Bright, 2011; Caillier, 2011; Christensen & Wright,
2011; Naff & Crum, 1999; Perry 1997; Wright & Pandey, 2008), as well as in the current
study.
In addition to the 24 questions on the PSM instrument, I asked open-ended and
multiple-choice questions to obtain information related to employee attraction, selection,
and retention decisions, and organizational socialization. I analyzed the quantitative data
collected using the survey instrument for frequency and occurrence using descriptive
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statistics; I identified and analyzed themes in the qualitative responses for frequency and
occurrence. I then compared the statistical trends to the qualitative themes.
Data-Collection Procedures
The current study employed a mixed-methods approach, collecting qualitative and
quantitative data concurrently. I gathered data through the administration of a survey to
the sample population using stratified sampling (N = 134). I identified a proportional
random sample from Campus Life (n = 38), Enrollment Services (n = 68), and Student
Services (n = 28) using data generated from the university data-management system. I
sorted the eligible staff in each sampling frame alphabetically by department and
identified participants in each frame using a random-number generator (see Appendix F).
I obtained the e-mail address for each participant from the university directory with the
exception of maintenance staff in the area of Campus Life. Campus Life maintenance
staff received a copy of the survey in English and Spanish for completion in writing, as
they are not required to use nor do they have regular access to computers in their work
areas.
I sent each online participant an introductory e-mail (see Appendix H) explaining
the survey, its approximate launch date, an assurance of anonymity, and an invitation to
participate. I sent an online survey consisting of 39 items (see Appendix I) to participants
4 days later using SurveyMonkey. The e-mail contained an introductory message (see
Appendix J) restating the purpose of the survey and encouraging participation. The first
item in the survey provided information explaining informed consent, which participants
were required to acknowledge before advancing.
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I presented the 24-item PSM to participants using a 5-point Likert scale in the
order administered by Perry (1996) and Perry and Lee (2007) in groups of six, so as not
to overwhelm participants. A prompt appeared at the top of each set of items indicating
the percentage of the survey the participant had completed. The page following the last
PSM item asked two questions related to knowledge of work results and employee
socialization. The subsequent page included three open-ended questions related to
employee attraction, selection, and retention decisions. The remaining nine questions
were designed to collect demographic data.
One week after the launch of the survey, I sent those who had not responded a
reminder e-mail (see Appendix K) requesting they take the survey and sent a second
reminder 3 days later (see Appendix L). At the end of the 2-week period, I closed the
survey to further participation.
Although e-mail addresses were listed in the university directory for maintenance
staff in Campus Life (groundkeepers, housekeepers, locksmiths, custodians, electricians,
and service engineers), these employees are not required to use, nor do they have regular
access to e-mail. I also determined that the language preference of some maintenance
staff is Spanish. I identified campus mail addresses for maintenance staff participants (n =
19) and sent them a printed copy of the survey in English and Spanish (see Appendix M).
I also sent each participant taking the written survey an introductory message in both
languages (see Appendix N) stating the purpose of the survey, encouraging participation,
and informing them of their right to decline participation. I gave participants taking the
written survey a 1-week period to complete the survey and return it in the preprinted
envelope provided.
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Data-Analysis Procedures
I analyzed means and standard deviations for each PSM scale (attraction to policy
making, commitment to the public interest, compassion, and self-sacrifice) and conducted
a correlation analysis to identify correlations between the scales. I evaluated skewness
and kurtosis to determine the asymmetry of the value distributions. I conducted the
following data analyses to address each of the research questions:
1. Does PSM differ between Campus Life, Enrollment Services, and Student
Services staff?
The first research question sought to determine if there is a difference in the PSM of
employees in the three units in the Division of Student Affairs. I used the data from the
24 PSM items to answer this question. This analysis required an examination of the
differences between groups on one or more variables using one test. Given that more than
two groups were being compared, the analysis was conducted using a simple analysis of
variance (ANOVA; Salkind, 2008).
2. What are the demographic differences in PSM level (age, race/ethnicity,
gender, and education level) of employees in and among organizational units?
I used an ANOVA to determine if there was a difference in the level of PSM reported by
different demographic groups, and to analyze the variance between the individuals in the
groups and the differences among the groups themselves. I then compared the two types
of variance.
3. What factors influence employment attraction, selection, and retention
decisions?
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The survey instrument included three open-ended questions, the responses to which were
coded to identify themes in job attraction, selection, and retention decisions.
4. To what extent does organizational socialization foster PSM?
I conducted independent t-tests to determine if there was a difference in the PSM
of employees who were involved in university, division, or department-orientation
programs and those who were not. I tested the independent dichotomous variable of
participation in each type of orientation using the dependent variables of PSM total and
subscale levels.
Protection of Human Subjects
I obtained permission to conduct this research study from the Institutional Review
Boards at the University of San Francisco (see Appendix O) and SJSU (see Appendix P).
I advised participants of the measures taken to maintain confidentiality, as participant
anonymity may be a concern in less diverse groups when detailed demographic
information is collected. To this end, I asked participants not to identify their specific
departments of employment, only the unit in which they are employed (Campus Life,
Enrollment Services, or Student Services). The focus on units, rather than departments,
affords less likelihood that any individual will be identified by years of service, age,
race/ethnicity, or gender. Additionally, I kept the data confidential during the collection
process. At its conclusion, the results of the research study will be made available to the
study participants as well as the university that served as the research setting.
Background of the Researcher
I am a native Californian who completed an undergraduate degree in English
literature at UC, Berkeley; a master’s degree in Education and teaching credential at
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Stanford University; and a second master’s degree in Educational Administration at Santa
Clara University. Trained as a secondary teacher, I began a career as a high school
English teacher before being recruited by a colleague into K–12 administration. I spent
13 years serving in various administrative capacities, from Assistant Principal to Director
of Student Services, in a traditional district and in a charter-school management
organization, before leaving secondary for a career in higher education. Although initially
hired as a project specialist at SJSU, I served as University Ombudsperson for the past
several years. While at SJSU, I served as the Division of Student Affairs liaison to
Human Resources, participated in a number of hiring committees as a member and as
chair, and cofacilitated the Transition to Management program for staff who aspire to
management positions. I also participated on the Office for Equal Opportunity Advisory
and Campus Climate Committees, and currently serve the Academic Senate as the
Student Affairs representative on the Instruction and Student Affairs committee and as an
ex officio member of the Student Fairness Committee. I was also appointed by the
university president to the Gender Equity and Diversity Committee and by the provost to
the Accommodations Review Board. I continue to work with charter-school management
organizations as a consultant on student-conduct issues and disciplinary processes
including suspension and expulsion.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
Introduction
I analyzed the quantitative and qualitative data to test the relationships between
the independent variables (age, race/ethnicity, gender, education level, organizational
unit, and organizational socialization) and the dependent variable of PSM. First, I
describe the demographic information of the respondents, followed by the analysis of
each research question. Finally, I detail and summarize the findings of the study.
Participant Profile
I describe participant demographics in this chapter, illustrated in the tables that
follow. Of the 134 surveys distributed, 52 were completed, representing a response rate
of 39%.
Age, Race/Ethnicity, Gender, and Education Level
The largest percentage of respondents (34.6%) were Millennials, born after 1980,
followed by Baby Boomers (25.0%) born between 1946 and 1964, and Generation X
(21.2%) born between 1965 and 1980. In response to the request to report their birth year,
a total of 10 participants (19.2%) declined to state (see Table 1).
Table 1
Age of Respondents
Age of respondents by generation

Frequency

Percent

Baby Boomer (1946–1964)

13

25.0

Generation X (1965–1980)

11

21.2

Millennial (born after 1980)

18

34.6

Declined to state

10

19.2
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The majority of respondents identified as White (37.3%; see Table 2).
Table 2
Race/Ethnicity of Respondents
Racial/ethnic identity

Frequency

Percent

Asian or Pacific Islander

5

9.8

Black of African American

4

7.8

14

27.5

2

3.9

19

37.3

Biracial or Multiracial

3

5.9

Other

4

7.8

Hispanic or Latino
Native American or American Indian
White

I asked respondents to identify their gender. Although the organization reports
gender in two categories, male and female, this research used more inclusive language
and provided the option of reporting gender in one of four categories (see Table 3).
Table 3
Gender of Respondents
Gender identity
Female

Frequency

Percent

42

80.8

Gender Nonconforming

0

0.0

Male

9

17.3

Transgender

1

1.9

The majority of respondents (73.1%) reported a bachelor’s (46.2%) or master’s
Degree (26.9%) as the highest level of education completed (see Table 4).
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Table 4
Education Level of Respondents
Highest level of education completed

Frequency

Percent

High School diploma or equivalent

3

5.8

Some college credit, no degree

7

13.5

Trade/technical/vocational training

2

3.8

Associate degree

2

3.8

Bachelor’s degree

24

46.2

Master’s degree

14

26.9

Doctoral degree

0

0.0

Organizational Unit and Tenure
All participants were employed in staff positions in the Division of Student
Affairs. Campus Life staff comprised a quarter of respondents, whereas Enrollment
Services staff were a third (see Table 5).
Table 5
Respondents by Organizational Unit
Area of employment in student affairs

Frequency

Percent

Campus life

12

23.1

Enrollment services

17

32.7

Student services

23

44.2

I asked participants to identify the number of years they have been employed in
their current unit. The largest percentage of respondents (34.6%) indicated that they have
been employed in their current unit of Student Affairs for 5 to 10 years (see Table 6).
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Table 6
Years of Service in Organizational Unit
Years in current area of Student Affairs

Frequency

Percent

8

15.4

1 to 4 years

13

25.0

5 to 10 years

18

34.6

11 to 15 years

8

15.4

16 to 20 years

1

1.9

21+ years

4

7.7

Less than 1 year

Findings: Research Question 1
Does PSM differ between Campus Life, Enrollment Services, and Student
Services staff? This research question sought to determine if there is a difference in the
PSM of employees in the three units in the Division of Student Affairs. I report means
and standard deviations for each subscale and the PSM total (see Table 7). The
Compassion scale for the Campus Life unit (.787) and the Policy Making scale for the
Enrollment Services unit (.756) have the largest standard deviations but in both instances
it is a standard deviation of less than one. It can, therefore, be concluded that there is little
spread from the mean for any of the values.
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Table 7
Public Service Motivation Levels by Organizational Unit
Scale
Public interest

Self-sacrifice

Compassion

Policy making

PSM total

Campus life

Enrollment services

Student services

Division

Mean

3.80

3.49

3.76

3.68

SD

.699

.510

.485

.547

Mean

3.81

3.48

3.81

3.70

SD

.645

.357

.533

.523

Mean

3.78

3.30

3.88

3.68

SD

.787

.502

.484

.613

Mean

3.12

2.82

2.87

2.91

SD

.671

.756

.744

.727

Mean

3.62

3.25

3.60

3.48

SD

.639

.366

.438

.486

Note. PSM = public service motivation.

I examined participant responses to the 24 PSM items and the items in each subscale to
determine if differences exist among and between the groups on one or more variables
using an ANOVA. I then compared the two types of variance (see Table 8). Levene’s
Test of the homogeneity of variances indicated that the variability between the groups is
not significantly different; therefore, no difference can be assumed between the Campus
Life, Enrollment Services, and Student Life units on the PSM scale or any of the
individual subscales.
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Table 8
Public Service Motivation Total and Subscale Levels
Levene’s test
Scale

F

Sig.

Equal variances

Sig.

Public interest

.191

.826

Assumed

.226

Self-sacrifice

.531

.591

Assumed

.006

Compassion

1.172

.319

Assumed

.483

Policy Making

.171

.844

Assumed

.801

PSM total

.581

.564

Assumed

.114

Note. PSM = public service motivation.

Findings: Research Question 2
What are the demographic differences in the PSM level (age, race/ethnicity,
gender, and education level) of employees? I used an ANOVA to determine if there was a
difference in the level of PSM reported by different demographic groups. I used a oneway ANOVA to analyze the variance between the individuals in the groups and the
differences between the groups themselves. I then compared the two types of variance
(see Table 9).
Table 9
Analysis of Variance of Public Service Motivation Total and Subscale Levels by
Race/Ethnicity and Gender
Race/ethnicity
Levene’s test
F

Sig.

Equal
variances

Gender
Levene’s test
Sig.

F

Sig.

Equal
variances

Sig.

Public interest

0.191

.826

Assumed

.226

2.030

.161

Assumed

.107

Self-sacrifice

0.531

.591

Assumed

.006

0.534

.468

Assumed

.357

Compassion

1.170

.319

Assumed

.483

0.701

.407

Assumed

.118

Policy
making

0.171

.844

Assumed

.801

1.270

2.650

Assumed

.520

PSM Total
0.581
.564
Assumed
Note. PSM = public service motivation.

.114

2.920

.095

Assumed

.164
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Levene’s Test of the homogeneity of variances indicates that the variability
between the groups is not significantly different; therefore, no difference in PSM can be
attributed to race/ethnicity or gender (see Table 10). Levene’s Test of the homogeneity of
variances indicates that the variability between the groups is not significantly different;
therefore, no difference in PSM can be attributed to generation or education level.
Table 10
Analysis of Variance of Public Service Motivation Total and Subscale Levels by
Generation and Education Level
Generation
Levene’s test

Equal
variances

Education level
Levene’s test
Sig.

F

Sig.

Equal
variances

F

Sig.

Sig.

Public interest

2.020

.148

Assumed

.548

1.420

.251

Assumed

.548

Self-sacrifice

0.323

.726

Assumed

.469

1.980

.131

Assumed

.964

Compassion

1.620

.211

Assumed

.859

0.939

.450

Assumed

.943

Policy
making

0.023

.977

Assumed

.889

1.800

.131

Assumed

.334

PSM total

1.490

.240

Assumed

.752

1.070

.371

Assumed

.766

Note. PSM = public service motivation.

Findings: Research Question 3
What factors influence employment attraction, selection, and retention decisions?
The survey instrument included three open-ended questions, the responses to which I
coded to identify themes in job attraction, selection, and retention decisions. I asked
participants to identify the primary reason each chose to apply for their current position,
primary reason for accepting the position, and primary reason for remaining in it. In
response to attraction motivations, staff responses included three broad themes:
employment and benefits, training and growth, and supporting student success.
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Many respondents indicated they pursued their current positions because they
were seeking work in general. Although some respondents replied that the position they
chose to pursue offered more pay, others cited “benefits” and, in some instances,
specifically the “staff fee waiver” program which covers the cost of up to six units per
semester ($1,587 for undergraduates) and can be extended to the children or spouse of the
employee. Several respondents cited “family” as their primary reason for seeking their
current position, which could refer to the overall need to provide for others, the ability to
provide benefits such as health, dental, and vision coverage, or the opportunity to
partially subsidize the pursuit of a degree at the institution.
Several respondents indicated they pursued their current position because it was
related to their degree, training, or field of interest. Some of those respondents
specifically stated they wanted to work in higher education, which may suggest that their
field of training or expertise is one that may be applicable in other organizations or work
sectors such as information technology, communications, or counseling. Several
respondents indicated the position provided opportunities to expand knowledge and skills
and gain experience, whereas one respondent believed that the institution provided “an
environment in which to use my maintenance skills and be appreciated for it.” Others
were attracted to the job because it entailed work that was “more interesting and varied”
than their previous position or provided an opportunity to add a personal touch to the job;
as one respondent stated, “I was excited to take the position and make it my own.”
Some respondents indicated they were initially interested in their positions for
reasons related to the institution itself such as size, diversity, reputation, and location, but
many included an interest in student support or student success and giving back. Some
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respondents expressed a desire to work with specific student populations served by the
university. One participant was attracted to the “opportunity to assist all students, mainly
1st generation college students, to navigate postsecondary institutions and to provide
options to pay for school” whereas another wanted “to gain experience and to continue …
helping special populations in need.”
Other participants identified themselves as alumni, provided reasons they wanted
to give back to the university community, and believed the position they applied for
would allow them to do so. One alumnus described the position as offering, “an
opportunity to give back to SJSU students, in the same manner in which contributions
were made to me.” After working at the university as a student assistant for 5 years,
another “wanted to give back as a professional staff member.” A third alumnus
responded,
I applied for my current position because I am a San Jose State Alumni and I love
the atmosphere of the University. … When I first started at San Jose State I had
different people and programs that assisted me and it made a huge difference.
In the theme of supporting students emerged the idea of using one’s own cultural
capital to assist students in navigating the bureaucratic institution and its processes. As
one respondent indicated, “I enjoy working with students and helping them navigate
through the university system which can sometimes be confusing and complicated.”
Another staff member explained, “I wanted to further work with students with disabilities
focusing on how to help them not only academically succeed but to learn how to navigate
the SJSU campus and climate.” A third respondent addressed the value of working
“hands on with students” to “assist them on the administrative level.”
A comparison of the reasons for job attraction between Campus Life, Enrollment
Services, and Student Life staff indicated that that most Campus Life respondents
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identified the need for employment and to support their families as their primary reason,
whereas Enrollment Services staff replied that the position was a good match for their
training and skills and would allow them to support student success. Student Services
respondents indicated a desire to support student success as their primary attraction to the
position.
I asked participants to identify the motivations in their job-acceptance decisions.
Whereas some participants indicated they accepted this position to satisfy basic needs in
the sense that the position provided reliable employment, pay, and benefits, many
respondents addressed the nature and characteristics of the job or department, the
opportunity to give back, and their role in supporting student success.
Some respondents indicated they accepted their current position because it
provided “health benefits,” “retirement benefits,” or “steady work.” One participant
desired, “Job stability after experiencing lack of job stability in non-profit sector for
many years.” Another participant indicated that accepting the position was a way of
“getting into” the university to “work my way up,” whereas a second simply accepted the
first offer of employment made, and a third “needed the change.” These responses
suggest that, for some staff, more emphasis was placed on acquiring “a position” than an
identifiable attraction to the specific position.
Other respondents identified the nature of the work and the opportunities the job
provided as their primary motivation to accept their current positions. Participants
identified opportunities to “revitalize the program,” bring “fresh ideas and positive
change to the department” and “job variety” as reasons that excited or intrigued them
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about the job when it was offered. One respondent identified a fit between personal
“values, goals, and aspirations” and those of the department.
Many respondents identified “students” and opportunities to “give back” or
“make a difference” as their reason for accepting their current position. Some
respondents identified a specific interest in working with first-generation college students
and others stated a desire to help students who demonstrate a general “need” or the need
for specific services. Several respondents expressed a desire to have a direct impact on
student achievement and success through “helping others achieve their goals,” “making a
difference in the lives of our students,” and the opportunities the work affords to help
“students grow personally and professionally.”
The final open-ended question addressed staff retention, specifically asking
participants to identify the primary reason they remain in their current positions.
Although the satisfaction of basic needs through benefits, pay, and job security were
among the responses, the most common word contained in responses was “students.” The
three main themes in participant responses related to retention were employment and
benefits, the work itself, and relationships with students and colleagues.
Some staff indicated they remain in their jobs because of the health and retirement
benefits. One respondent, who has been with the organization for 20 years, identified the
retirement benefit as the reason for remaining with the department despite involuntary
reassignment. Two participants indicated they are enrolled as students under the feewaiver program. Several staff indicated they remain in their current position due to
flexibility in their scheduling and the guarantee of steady work, but some of those
respondents also cited “room for growth” and relationships as factors in their retention.
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Although two respondents attribute their retention to limited opportunities to change jobs,
one did suggest that the pursuit or other opportunities would be in the organization.
Many staff indicated they find satisfaction in the work they do with students and
colleagues. Respondents reported student growth, development, and transformation as the
inspiration to perform their work. Others reported a sense of job satisfaction that results
from assisting students with the clarification of ambiguous or incorrect information
related to administrative processes or university forms that impact student success.
Several participants reported feeling a sense of pride in providing a critical service, such
as financial aid or health care, in a quality manner. Many respondents indicated they
“enjoy,” “love,” or “have a passion for” their work and feel a sense of responsibility for
doing it well in service to their constituents.
Included in many responses was the sense of pride and duty that participants feel
in serving students and the respect and dedication they feel for their colleagues.
I enjoy my job, my co-workers, San Jose State University, and the management
team in my department. Whenever I have an issue or concern, I feel comfortable
bringing those to my boss. Her door is always open and I feel that having a voice
and an opinion at work is important. Feedback is always welcome.
One respondent indicated that the work is enjoyable, in part due to the opportunity
to “contribute creatively to make processes better for students and faculty.” Some
respondents addressed the satisfaction that is gained by knowing how their work impacts
others, the opportunities they have to affect change, and the interactions that allow them
to feel personally satisfied (“I always feel as though my personal needs are being met”).
As one participant shared, “Daily I see what I do makes a difference.” Others recognized
their supervisors, directors, teams, colleagues, and an overall supportive environment as
the reasons they are content in their current positions.
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A comparison of the reasons for job retention between Campus Life, Enrollment
Services, and Student Life staff indicated that respondents in all three areas identify the
work that they do and the role it plays in supporting student success as a reason for
remaining in their current position.
Findings: Research Question 4
To what extent does organizational socialization foster PSM? I conducted
independent t-tests to determine if there is a difference in the PSM of employees who
were involved in university, division, or department-orientation programs and those who
were not. I tested the independent dichotomous variable of participation in each type of
orientation using the dependent variables of the PSM total and subscale scores. The t-test
results indicated no difference in the PSM of staff who participated in an orientation
program at the university, division, or department level and those who did not (see Table
11).
Table 11
Independent T-test of PSM by Orientation Participation
University

Division

Department

F

Sig.

F

Sig.

F

Sig.

Public interest

0.208

.871

0.078

.497

0.005

.947

Self-sacrifice

0.303

.585

1.480

.229

0.995

.324

Compassion

0.397

.531

0.302

.585

0.914

.344

Policy making

1.360

.249

0.280

.599

0.253

.617

PSM total

0.026

.871

0.468

.497

0.477

.493

Note. PSM = public service motivation.

Summary
I conducted a comparative analysis of the levels of PSM in different units of an
organization to determine if PSM levels differed by work unit (Campus Life, Enrollment
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Services, and Student Services) or demographics (age, race/ethnicity, gender, and
education level). ANOVAs indicated no difference between Campus Life, Enrollment
Services, and Student Life in total level of PSM or any subscale, nor was there any
difference attributable to demographics (race/ethnicity, gender, age, or education level).
This research study also sought to determine if PSM plays a role in job attraction,
selection, or retention, and if organizational socialization fosters PSM. An analysis of the
qualitative data suggested that staff were attracted to their positions due to a need for
employment and benefits, the opportunity for training and growth, and to support student
success. Qualitative data suggested that staff accepted their current positions due to the
nature and characteristics of the job or department, the opportunity to give back, and the
role of the position in supporting student success. Finally, qualitative data related to staff
retention suggested respondents choose to remain in their positions due to reliable
employment and benefits, the nature and characteristics of the work, and relationships
with students and colleagues. An independent t-test conducted to examine organizational
socialization indicated no significant difference in the PSM levels of those who
participated in a university, division, or department orientation for new employees and
those who did not.
Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the research findings and conclusions. It
includes implications of the study and provides recommendations for future research and
professional practice.

74
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The purpose of this research study was to examine how PSM is distributed among
units in an organization, specifically, how PSM is related to the characteristics of the
units in the Division of Student Affairs at SJSU, controlling for job type. As discussed in
Chapter 2, researchers suggested that certain categories or classes of jobs may be more
attractive to certain individuals based on their PSM level (Christensen & Wright, 2011)
and that PSM may differ between and be related to the characteristics of organizational
units (Bright, 2005, 2011). The work-motivation research reviewed in Chapter 2 also
suggested a connection between job characteristics, work design, and employee attitude
and behavior; work that provides satisfaction through meaningful tasks, enriching
opportunities, and responsibility for work outcomes plays an important role in employee
motivation and engagement (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Perry & Wise, 1990). Another
area for consideration identified in the research was socialization practices or
environmental influences of organizations that serve to facilitate or impede a publicservice ethic (Brewer et al., 2000; Bright, 2011).
This chapter details the findings presented in Chapter 4, provides a summary, and
addresses the implications of the study. Chapter 5 also offers recommendations for future
research and practice. This study employed a mixed-methods research model to answer
the following research questions: (a) Does PSM differ between Campus Life, Enrollment
Services, and Student Services staff? (b) What are the demographic differences in PSM
level (age, race/ethnicity, gender, and education level) of employees in and among
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organizational units? (c) What factors influence employment attraction, selection, and
retention decisions? and (d) To what extent does organizational socialization foster PSM?
I used Perry’s (1996) PSM survey instrument to collect quantitative PSM data and
used open-ended questions to identify themes in the attraction, selection, and retention of
staff to their work units in the organization. I collected the majority of the data (89%)
through SurveyMonkey; however, a small number of participants (11%) responded using
paper surveys, as the nature of their work does not involve or require the use of
computers.
Discussion of Findings
Research Question 1
Does PSM differ between Campus Life, Enrollment Services, and Student
Services staff? Previous research suggested that PSM may be related to the characteristics
of organizational units (Bright, 2005) and that particular job classes or categories are
more fulfilling to employees with high levels of PSM (Christensen & Wright, 2011). A
comparison of the Public Interest, Self-Sacrifice, Compassion, and Policy Making scales
and PSM totals of respondents in the current study indicated no significant difference in
the PSM of the three units in the Division of Student Affairs.
The organizational units in the Division of Student Affairs perform different
student-service functions and may appeal to individuals based on attraction to the nature
of the work completed by the department. Campus Life staff, for example, work closely
with students in on-campus housing, conduct, student government and organizations, and
resource centers related to diversity, LGBT, and women’s issues. Enrollment Services
staff serve what may be perceived as more of a business function, overseeing the
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processes related to admission, financial aid and scholarships, enrollment, and
registration. Student Services staff provide support through career advising, health
services, mental health and academic counseling, and academic support for disabled
students. Brief descriptions of the work performed by each unit may suggest that some
have more direct contact with students and a greater influence on student academic
success and personal growth than others. Each of the units and its individual departments,
however, employ staff with a wide variety of work tasks and job responsibilities; some
having more direct contact with students than others, but all having an impact, either
direct or indirect, on student success.
Although no difference was found in the PSM of staff based on their work unit
affiliation, they may differ based on job type and classification. Student Services
Professionals, for example, provide information and guidance to students, coordinating
programs, events and projects, facilitating involvement in campus activities, and
providing advocacy and support (CSU, 2013b). Administrative Support Assistants and
Administrative Support Coordinators provide clerical or general office support and
coordination and perform work that is operational, procedural, and analytical in nature
(CSU, 2013a). Whereas the job of an Student Services Professional primarily involves
contact with students, an Administrative Support Assistant performs tasks that are
typically administrative. Additionally, in Campus Life, for example, student engagement
and residential life coordinators work directly with students, but plumbers, electricians,
and custodians are responsible for repairs and maintenance, and do not interact directly
with students but provide critical indirect support to student success. Although the current
study did not demonstrate a difference in the PSM of staff by organizational unit, future
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research might examine jobs in work units to determine if there is a difference in PSM
based on job type and classification.
Research Question 2
What are the demographic differences in the PSM level (age, race/ethnicity,
gender, and education level) of employees? PSM research has produced mixed results in
assessing the relationship between demographic characteristics and PSM. Researchers
studying the relationship between PSM and personal characteristics identified significant,
positive relationships between PSM and education level, and PSM and gender (Bright,
2005, 2011). Specifically, the mean PSM score was slightly higher for minorities than
White employees, women than men, and those with bachelor degrees over those without
(Naff & Crum, 1999). A difference in the work values and attitudes of different
generations of workers (Baby Boomer, Generation X, and Millennial) has also been
established (Barford & Hester, 2011). Other researchers, however, concluded that age
and gender are the strongest predictors of PSM (Camilleri, 2007), or positively associated
civic engagement and participation with affluence, but found no difference attributable to
gender, minority status, or marital status (Brewer, 2003). A comparison of the Public
Interest, Self-Sacrifice, Compassion, and Policy Making scales and PSM totals of
respondents in the current study indicated no significant difference in the PSM of
respondents when disaggregated by age, race/ethnicity, gender, or education level.
It remains unclear from the current study the degree to which, if any, certain
demographics are accurate predictors of PSM. The respondent pool was not large enough
to make significant determinations about PSM as it relates to race/ethnicity due to the
size of some of the reporting groups (API, n = 5; Black/African American, n = 4; Native

78
American/ American Indian, n = 2, Bi-/Multiracial, n = 3; Other, n = 4). The staff in the
Division of Student Affairs (see Appendix Q) is predominantly female (74.3%) as were
the survey respondents (80.8%) but no difference in PSM was attributable to gender.
Although age may not have been a factor in PSM, it was a consideration in the retention
decisions addressed in Research Question 3, as it related to benefits; although an
employee of 20 years may not be completely satisfied with their current position in the
organization, the retirement benefit was reason enough to remain. Education level has
been associated with high PSM in previous studies (Putnam, 1995; Perry, 1996;Brewer,
2004, Bright, 2005; Moynihan & Pandey, 2007; Bright, 2011), however, the extent to
which increased motivation is associated with the higher salaries and management
opportunities that often accompany higher levels of education is unclear. It stands to
reason that those who feel less burdened by basic needs may be more able to find
motivation and sufficient satisfaction in the public-service aspects of their work.
Research Question 3
What factors influence employment attraction, selection, and retention decisions?
Previous researchers suggested that job availability and material needs are basic
considerations in occupation choices and that PSM does not determine the occupation
choices of employees in public organizations (Bright, 2011). Respondents in the current
study identified employment, pay, and benefits as motivating factors in attraction,
selection, and retention decisions. Many respondents indicated they applied for and
accepted their current positions because they were in need of employment. They also
referenced benefits, specifically, the staff fee-waiver program, under which the fees for
six units are waived each term for staff employees, their spouse, domestic partner, or
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dependent child. Nonwage benefits are often a consideration for individuals in
application and acceptance decisions because they may be more generous than
comparable benefits in the private sector (Llorens & Stazyk, 2010). Because public
higher education institutions are uniquely limited in their ability to pay for performance,
other perceived benefits such as tuition-fee waivers, retirement plans, and health benefits
become the tools with which organizations must motivate and incentivize prospective and
current staff (Ledford, 2003).
Work content, autonomy (Hackman & Oldham, 1976), and affiliation with the
organization (Ledford, 2003) have been cited as reasons staff willingly accept university
positions for salaries lower than those available in the corporate or private sector. Early
research on public-employee work motivation suggested it is influenced by a variety of
factors including job characteristics and the work environment (Perry & Porter, 1982).
Participants in the current study similarly indicated that the work itself, the nature of the
job, and the characteristics of the department and organization, were factors in job
attraction, acceptance, and retention.
Some respondents indicated an initial and ongoing interest in their positions based
on training or expertise in a field directly associated with the work they perform and the
opportunity to learn and advance in the organization. Others indicated an interest in the
ability to influence job design, which has been demonstrated to impact retention by
providing opportunities for development and challenge (Caillier, 2011; Hackman &
Oldham, 1976). Researchers suggests employees who are provided with opportunities to
participate in decision making and contribute to the organizational mission are less likely
to leave the organization (Caillier, 2011) and that feeling connected and purposeful
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makes the work more meaningful and motivates employees to be productive and loyal
(Hill & Tande, 2003).
Student success was a theme in attraction, selection, and retention decisions but
was most often citied in staff responses to why they remain in their current positions.
Researchers demonstrated that employees are more motivated when they are able to
identify a direct connection between their work and the goals of the organization (Scott &
Pandey, 2005). Similarly, respondents identified barriers to retention and graduation and
expressed a sense of pride and accomplishment in removing or reducing those barriers for
students and simplifying bureaucratic processes for colleagues.
The effect of PSM on employee retention is stronger when the employee believes
their work is beneficial to society (Steijn, 2008) and the connection between PSM and
helping behaviors is well documented throughout PSM research. Studies have
demonstrated that individuals with high PSM are other-oriented (Meglino & Korsgaard,
2007), motivated by helping (Piliavin, 2009), and inspired by membership in
organizations that demonstrate a culture of reciprocity (Meglino & Korsgaard, 2007) and
a commitment to justice (Piliavin, 2009). Findings have also established that public
employees value helping behaviors over financial rewards (Alonso & Lewis, 2001;
Crewson, 1997; Stazyk, 2009) and that individuals with high levels of PSM find
satisfaction in public-service work that is unmatched by financial reward (Bright, 2005;
Llorens & Stazyk, 2010).
Staff responses to the questions related to attraction, selection, and retention
decisions in the current study suggest both utilitarian and altruistic motivations. However,
more than in the attraction and selection decisions, staff reasons for retention suggested
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they are motivated to continue in their current positions because they recognize the
important roles they play in supporting student success. These responses suggest that
intrinsic-reward opportunities (Bright, 2005; Crewson, 1997) are critical factors in the
motivation of many staff and that the organization might benefit from increased
marketing or emphasis on the significance of public-service work to current and
prospective employees, as well as how the work contributes to organizational mission
and values (Jacobsen, 2011).
Respondents also cited colleagues (managers, department peers, and faculty) as a
reason for remaining in their current positions. Early PSM research suggested that the
two most important work-environment characteristics related to employee motivation are
the peer group and the supervisor, as they have the greatest impact on the creation of a
rewards system, the distribution of rewards, and the organizational climate (Perry &
Porter, 1982). The peer group and supervisor comprise the work group and a significant
predictor of work group effectiveness is the value congruence between an individual and
an organization; individuals must believe in the organizational mission to be led and to
contribute effectively to their teams (Hoffman et al., 2011). The emphasis that the work
group places on the work, how it is to be performed, and recognition of exemplary
performance in and by the group shape the work environment for each individual. An
individual who is attracted to a position, work unit, or organization due to perceived
value congruence finds satisfaction in the job when that value congruence is validated or
confirmed in practice.
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Research Question 4
To what extent does organizational socialization foster PSM? Research has
established that social learning influences individual behavior in organizations (Perry,
2000; Piliavin, 2009). Early PSM research identified organizational socialization as an
antecedent of PSM (Perry, 1996) and subsequent research has examined the impact of
organizational practices on the inhibition or socialization of a public-service ethic
(Bright, 2011). Job tenure had no effect on PSM; however tenure with the organization
has been found to have a negative effect (Bright, 2007; Camilleri, 2007) and no effect
(Naff & Crum, 1999) on PSM.
Because the compatibility of the individual and the organization is a significant
factor in motivation, organizations should actively socialize new employees by
emphasizing the intersection of individual and organizational values (Christensen &
Wright, 2011). The purpose of this research question was to identify differences in PSM
that may be attributable to structured attempts at organizational socialization. A
comparison of staff involvement in university, division, and department orientation
events or programs indicated no significant difference between those who participated
and those who did not.
Although researchers suggested the socialization fostered by organizational
practices impacts employee PSM, they also suggested PSM would decrease and turnover
intentions would increase when individuals feel that their needs are not being met
(Caillier, 2011; Perry & Lee, 2007). I was unable to determine the impact that campus
climate had on the current study but it is important to note that a number of significant,
high-profile incidents occurred in the 6 weeks prior to the administration of the survey.
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On November 18, the SJSU Academic Senate passed a resolution asking that the
CSU Chancellor undertake a review of SJSU governance based on concerns from the
“faculty and student constituents and … some administrative officers” (see Appendix A)
regarding transparency in decision making and resource allocation. The following week,
the campus community learned of the alleged racial bullying and battery of an African
American freshman at the hands of the student’s roommates, which had taken place in
university housing early in the semester. Since that incident came to light, there has been
contentious debate about how campus officials handled the situation and the delayed
notification to the campus community.
As a result of the alleged hate incident, the university commissioned an
independent investigation and the results of that investigation were turned over to the
Special Task Force on Racial Discrimination, which held a series of public working
sessions and submitted recommendations for the president’s consideration and possible
implementation (SJSU, 2014). The State Assembly has also appointed an Assembly
Select Committee on Campus Climate to examine state college and university
discrimination and harassment policies to prevent future incidents of harassment on
campuses. The first public hearing of the Assembly Select committee was held at SJSU
in March, 2014 (see Appendix R).
Although I was unable to specify the effects of these events, research on
organizational socialization would suggest that the stress and frustration experienced by
members of the campus community since November 2013 may have increased their
dissatisfaction and discontent with the organization. It is possible that these events
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affected employee PSM but, in the absence of previous surveys or baseline data collected
at the time of hire, it is unclear if or how these events impacted staff motivation.
Conclusions
Research outlined in Chapter 2 suggested that PSM may differ among the
subunits of organizations and may be related to the characteristics of organizational units
(Bright, 2005). The findings from the current study, however, suggest that there is no
difference in the PSM of members of organizational units in the Division of Student
Affairs and PSM levels are consistent between staff in Campus Life, Enrollment
Services, and Student Services. The current study also failed to demonstrate a difference
in PSM attributable to staff demographics.
The main finding of this research study suggested that whereas the primary
motivation of staff to apply for and accept employment may be related to the satisfaction
of basic needs such as pay and benefits, the public-service aspects of their positions,
particularly supporting student success, became a significant factor in retention
motivations. This is consistent with previous findings indicating that organizations that
are able to fulfill their employees through PSM will have to be less concerned with
utilitarian rewards (Bright, 2005) and that public servants value service and achievement
over economic rewards (Crewson, 1997).
Although no significant differences in PSM surfaced between organizational
units, and no distinctions could be attributed to demographic differences, PSM themes
were present in staff responses to attraction, selection, and retention decisions. Responses
acknowledged giving back to the community; the importance of the organizational
mission; the opportunity to build, shape, and contribute to that mission; and the support
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of first-generation college students. These motivations are consistent with items on the
PSM scales used to measure Commitment to the Public Interest, Compassion, and SelfSacrifice.
Finally, although participation in organizational socialization efforts in the form
of university, division, and department orientations made no significant difference in
PSM, questions arose about the effects of the campus climate in which the current study
was conducted and the negative impact that it may have had on PSM. However, I was
unable to identify the effects of the alleged hate crime and the subsequent responses on
staff PSM.
In continuing efforts to refine PSM theory, Perry (2000) asserted that a formal
theory of PSM is important to identify who are best matched for work in the public sector
and to understand how to keep them motivated. Perry (2000) suggested that a welldeveloped PSM theory will “change the perception of public employees from lazy
bureaucrats to motivated employees who persevere in hostile or low-reward
environments” (p. 486). Although the PSM items assessed in Research Questions 1 and 2
of the current study were inconclusive, the information identified in Research Question 3,
coupled with the climate issues identified in the study, demonstrated that public
employees are motivated by the service aspects of their jobs. Previous PSM research
suggested an association between high PSM and willingness to persevere in hostile or
low-reward environments (Perry, 2000). Despite a difficult economy and a challenging
climate, staff responses suggested that they are motivated to persevere if they believe
they make a difference and contribute personally and directly to student retention and
graduation which, in higher education, is the definitive measure of student success.
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Implications
The chi-square analysis testing the sample distribution indicated a favorable
response rate between the total population (N = 205) and the sample population
(n = 134), however, the total population and responses by work unit indicated a different
pattern in that there were too few Enrollment Services respondents and too many Student
Services respondents (Appendix S). The statistically significant chi-square indicated a
limitation in the ability of this study to generalize from the respondents to the population.
Therefore, although the results are meaningful, they may not be indicative of the
perceptions of the broader group.
The findings of the current study have implications for SJSU and its legacy of
social justice. Originally named Minns’ Evening Normal School, SJSU was founded in
1857 and is the oldest institution of higher education in the State of California. At its
inception, Minns’ was located in San Francisco and specialized in teacher training. The
discovery of gold in California in 1848 brought an influx of prospectors and their families
to California and the nonnative population of California, particularly in San Francisco
and the surrounding area, grew by 100% by the end of 1949, from less than 1,000 people
to an estimated 100,000 (History.com, 2012a). Normal schools such as Minns’ provided a
means of employment to the many Californians who were trained as teachers to educate
the state’s growing population. In 1862, Minns’ became the California State Normal
School and granted degrees to 54 graduates of its teacher training program, all of whom
were women (SJSU, 2012a). Due to increasing demand for teacher-training programs
throughout the state, San Jose State Normal School, which later became San Jose State
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College, then SJSU, opened a Los Angeles branch in 1882, which would go on to become
UCLA in 1927.
One of the largest Vietnam War protests was organized by students and faculty on
the San Jose State College campus in 1967 against Dow Chemical Company, the
producers of napalm, who were recruiting employees on campus (History.com, 2012b).
In 1968, Olympic medal winners Smith and Carlos gained worldwide attention for San
Jose State College and the Civil Rights Movement when they each donned one black
glove and raised their fists on the podium at Olympic Stadium in Mexico City during the
National Anthem after placing first and third in the 200 meter race. The silent gesture was
a tribute to human rights and was motivated by the work of San Jose State College
instructor Edwards’ Olympic Project for Human Rights. Most recently a sociology class
at SJSU proposed Measure D, a ballot initiative in the November 2012 local election,
which sought to raise the minimum wage in San Jose from $8 to $10. Measure D was
approved by 60% of voters and implemented in March 2013, leading the way for a $10
minimum wage in other California cities and states across the country (Myers-Lipton &
Quyo, 2014).
Given the rich history of the institution, it would not be unreasonable to conclude
that SJSU is an encouraging, supportive, and innovative community in which all
constituents are afforded the collaboration, cooperation, and resources they require to
develop and thrive. The findings of the current study, however, raise issues of social
location as it pertains to university staff, in how they experience their individual and
group identities as members of the SJSU community.
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Social location shapes how people and groups are perceived by others in the
workplace and influences the relationships that either empower or disempower. The
current study demonstrated that, at the micro level at which individuals define themselves
and structure their choices and activities (Kirk & Okazawa-Rey, 1998), staff experiences
empowerment to meet the standards that have been set forth by the organization in
accordance with its values. At the meso level, in which individuals identify community or
group affiliations (Kirk & Okazawa-Rey, 1998), staff suggested they experience
connections with their workgroup, managers, and constituents and are motivated by a
sense of team and the satisfaction of the team’s accomplishments. SJSU staff identities as
valued employees who make significant contributions to student success are affirmed at
the micro and meso levels.
At the macro level, however, staff feel disconnected, as many of their expressed
attraction, selection, and retention motivations suggested the institution is an intractable
bureaucracy that requires expertise to understand and navigate. Staff have a deep
understanding of the organization and its structures due to the diverse and comprehensive
tasks and functions they perform; however, they work in a system that does not place
equal emphasis on academic- and general-staff contributions, thereby hindering staff’s
ability to participate in organizational-transformation efforts or affect change at a macro
level. General staff responses do not indicate a belief that they have the social capital in
the organization to initiate or bring about lasting or significant change, only that they
have identified ways to overcome obstacles in the system and hope to use the social
capital they have acquired to assist others who are similarly located. Evidence of practice
that serves to reinforce this perception is the Sense of the Senate Resolution (see
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Appendix A) requesting that the CSU Chancellor conduct a prompt review of university
governance. This resolution was adopted by the SJSU Senate on behalf of faculty and
student constituents and some administrative officers. It does not mention staff, which
highlights the lack of staff participation and consideration in the current structure of
shared governance.
Recommendations for Future Research
The failure of organizational leaders to understand what motivates public
employees results in poor performance and erodes their public-service ethic over time
(Crewson, 1997). Although an employee may come to an organization with high PSM
and altruistic motivations, the environmental and social effects of an organization
significantly impact human behavior (Piliavin, 2009) to cause PSM to dissipate over
time. The PSM that a member brings to the organization has the greatest influence on the
endurance of that PSM over time (Perry & Lee, 2007); however, in the absence of
ongoing changes to jobs or tasks (Perry & Lee, 2007), or in the presence of conflict and
ambiguity (Camilleri, 2007), PSM will be profoundly and negatively impacted by the
organizational environment (Camilleri, 2007). The attitude with which an individual
approaches the work content and the organization impact motivation (Perry & Porter,
1982) but it is incumbent on the organization to assess and take measures to sustain that
motivation at regular intervals.
The current study was neither able to identify a difference in PSM based on an
individuals’ work unit in the organization nor to discern a difference in PSM attributable
to participation in an orientation program for new employees. It is also unclear the extent
to which staff came to their current positions with altruistic intentions and motivations, or
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if a desire to give back developed or became more distinct over time as they realized the
public-service benefits of their positions (Jacobsen, 2011). I recommend future studies
undertake a longitudinal design to assess PSM. The initial assessment would be
administered as a component of new-employee orientation, readministered at the 1-year
mark of employment at which time a staff member achieves permanent status, and again
at the 5-year mark when staff become vested in the Public Employees Retirement
System. These data would allow managers to identify any changes to PSM over time and
the use of open-ended questions or interviews may aid in identifying helpful and harmful
social elements.
The recommendations from the Special Task Force on Racial Discrimination
suggested that periodic campus climate surveys be conducted to determine the need for
diversity programs (Cordell, 2014). Incorporating specific items or timing surveys on
employee motivation and satisfaction to coincide with climate assessment may provide
the organization with a sense of how staff PSM relates to campus climate. Climate is
intended to measure not only the interpersonal and academic environment of the campus,
but also the professional environment. A staff survey that incorporates PSM items may
identify ways for managers to improve the work environment beyond diversity by
providing satisfaction through increased responsibility, work design, and opportunities
for staff to experience work results.
Recommendations for Future Practice
Emphasis on reward opportunities that public-service work provides may assist
organizations to attract staff with high levels of PSM. Benefits, monetary and
nonmonetary, provide organizations with incentives to attract and retain staff (Korsgaard
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et al., 2010), but increased value congruence and contentment may be gained by placing
greater emphasis on the satisfaction attained through intrinsic rewards. Motivation can be
found and further emphasized in the work of student retention and graduation. SJSU,
however, also faces a challenging and unique opportunity to involve staff in the
implementation of recommendations from the Task Force on Racial Discrimination, the
State Assembly Select Committee on Campus Climate, and the CSU Chancellor’s inquiry
into the leadership and governance at SJSU. Requiring staff involvement in equal
proportion to faculty and students in the planning and implementation of the
recommendations and resulting initiatives will offer opportunities for staff to demonstrate
leadership and responsibility, as well as to engage in challenging work and shared
decision making. The organization has a unique opportunity to mobilize a highly skilled
staff in support of the university goals and challenge the perception that academic and
general staff serve different purposes (Conway, 2008; Conway & Dobson, 2003; Graham,
2013).
Finally, the organization may benefit from clear and consistent messaging about
principles, beliefs, and standards, as understanding maximizes the intersection of
individual and organizational values (Christensen & Wright, 2011). For staff to be
committed to and motivated by their membership in the organization, they must
understand how their jobs contribute to the organizational mission and experience how
their individual contributions impact the organization (Caillier, 2011; Steijn, 2008;
Taylor, 2008). To this end, organizations should provide employees with opportunities to
act in congruence with shared values (Christensen & Wright, 2011) either in their
assigned job tasks or through involvement in special projects. This work may allow staff

92
to feel connected to the organizational mission and the values of the institution with
which they feel the most connected or passionate. An important aspect of public and
nonprofit institutions is that they influence the individual values and identities of their
members (Perry, 2000), it is therefore anticipated that through involvement in work,
projects, and activities that emphasize organizational values, staff will develop a stronger
affiliation with and affinity to the organization, which, in turn, will strengthen
organizational citizenship for the benefit of their teams and constituents.
Concluding Thoughts
Managers in the organization are often frustrated by the intractability of union
contracts and position descriptions, and the limitations they place on compensation and
innovation. It seems, however, that even in the current structure, staff have identified
ways to challenge themselves and are finding satisfaction in their positions. Leaders,
therefore, should understand that, when seeking or selecting employment, or choosing to
either leave or remain employed with an institution of higher education, staff assess the
monetary and nonmonetary rewards the organization has to offer. Although monetary
bonuses, such as compensation and benefits, are not always feasible or sustainable, the
data collected in this study suggested that an investment in training opportunities, varied
work content, and activities that promote a sense of affiliation with the institution
contribute to staff motivation and support the employee-retention efforts of the division
and the university.
As stated by other researchers, individuals are social creatures who develop
values and identities, in part, through exposure to institutional mechanisms of social
development (Perry, 2000).It is important, therefore, for institutions to be intentional
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about values and expectations, and to provide opportunities for employee
operationalization of those values. Strong teams develop an understanding of group
expectations by participating in the recognition of others and by receiving recognition for
performance that reinforces group and organizational values and expectations. Previous
research and the data collected in this study suggested that an investment in individual
staff- and team-recognition programs, and the resources to maintain and support such
recognition, could strengthen the connection between staff and organizational values
while providing opportunities to also strengthen work-group values and expectations.
Individuals who seek out and are willing to accept and remain in university
positions for salaries lower than those available in the corporate or private sector do so
from a desire for fulfilling work that includes opportunities for enrichment, involvement,
and growth. When individuals sense value congruence with an organization, they feel
pride in being a part of something larger than themselves, and behave in ways that
increase group productivity and organizational citizenship.
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APPENDIX B
SANTA CLARA COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY STATEMENT REGARDING
ALLEGED HATE CRIME
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APPENDIX C
PERRY’S ORIGINAL 40-ITEM PUBLIC SERVICE MOTIVATION
MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENT ORGANIZED BY SUBSCALE
Table C
Perry’s Original 40-Item Public Service Motivation Measurement Instrument
Attraction to Policy Making (5 items)
11. Politics is a dirty word. (Reversed)
15. I respect public officials who can turn a good idea into law.
22. Ethical behavior of public officials is as important as competence.
27. The give and take of public policy making doesn’t appeal to me. (Reversed)
31. I don’t care much for politicians. (Reversed)
Commitment to the Public Interest (7 items)
7. People may talk about the public interest, but they are really concerned only about their self-interest.
(Reversed)
16. It is hard for me to get intensely interested in what is going on in my community. (Reversed)
23. I unselfishly contribute to my community.
30. Meaningful public service is very important to me.
34. I would prefer seeing public officials do what is best for the whole community even if it harmed my
interests.
37. An official’s obligation to the public should always come before loyalty to superiors.
39. I consider public service my civic duty.
Social Justice (5 items)
18. I believe that there are many public causes worth championing.
20. I do not believe that government can do much to make society fairer. (Reversed)
32. If any group does not share in the prosperity of our society, then we are all worse off.
33. I am willing to use every ounce of my energy to make the world a more just place.
38. I am not afraid to go to bat for the rights of others even if it means I will be ridiculed.
table continues
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Civic Duty (7 items)
14. When public officials take an oath of office, I believe they accept obligations not expected of other
citizens.
21. I am willing to go great lengths to fulfill my obligations to my country.
25. Public service is one of the highest forms of citizenship.
28. I believe everyone has a moral commitment to civic affairs no matter how busy they are.
29. I have an obligation to look after those less well off.
35. To me, the phrase “duty, honor, and country” stirs deeply felt emotions.
36. It is my responsibility to help solve problems arising from interdependencies among people.

Compassion (8 items)
2. I am rarely moved by the plight of the underprivileged. (Reversed)
3. Most social programs are too vital to do without.
4. It is difficult for me to contain my feelings when I see people in distress.
8. To me, patriotism includes seeing to the welfare of others.
10. I seldom think about the welfare of people whom I don’t know personally. (Reversed)
13. I am often reminded by daily events about how dependent we are on one another.
24. I have little compassion for people in need who are unwilling to take the first step to help themselves.
(Reversed)
40. There are few public programs that I wholeheartedly support. (Reversed)
Self-Sacrifice (8 items)
1. Making a difference in society means more to me than personal achievements.
5. I believe in putting duty before self.
6. Doing well financially is definitely more important to me than doing good deeds. (Reversed)
9. Much of what I do is for a cause bigger than myself.
12. Serving citizens would give me a good feeling even if no one paid me for it.
17. I feel people should give back to society more than they get from it.
19. I am one of those rare people who would risk personal loss to help someone else.
26. I am prepared to make enormous sacrifices for the good of society.
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APPENDIX D
PERRY’S 24-ITEM PUBLIC SERVICE MOTIVATION MEASUREMENT
INSTRUMENT ORGANIZED BY SUBSCALE
Table D
Perry’s 24-Item Public Service Motivation Measurement Instrument
Attraction to Policy Making (3 items)
10. Politics is a dirty word. (Reversed)
19. The give and take of public policy making doesn’t appeal to me. (Reversed)
20. I don’t care much for politicians. (Reversed)
Commitment to the Public Interest (5 items)
12. It is hard for me to get intensely interested in what is going on in my community. (Reversed)
15. I unselfishly contribute to my community.
21. Meaningful public service is very important to me.
23. I would prefer seeing public officials do what is best for the whole community even if it harmed my
interests.
24. I consider public service my civic duty.
Compassion (8 items)
2. I am rarely moved by the plight of the underprivileged. (Reversed)
3. Most social service programs are too vital to do without.
4. It is difficult for me to contain my feelings when I see people in distress.
7. To me, patriotism includes seeing to the welfare of others.
9. I seldom think about the welfare of people whom I don’t know personally. (Reversed)
16. I have little compassion for people in need who are unwilling to take the first step to help themselves.
(Reversed)
17. I am often reminded by daily events about how dependent we are on one another.
22. There are few public programs that I wholeheartedly support. (Reversed)
Self-Sacrifice (8 items)
1. Making a difference in society means more to me than personal achievements.
5. I believe in putting duty before self.
6. Doing well financially is definitely more important to me than doing good deeds. (Reversed)
8. Much of what I do is for a cause bigger than myself.
11. Serving citizens would give me a good feeling even if no one paid me for it.
13. I feel people should give back more to society than they got from it.
14. I am one of those rare people who would risk personal loss to help someone else.
18. I am prepared to make enormous sacrifices for the good of society.
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APPENDIX E
NUMBER OF ELIGIBLE STUDENT AFFAIRS EMPLOYEES IN EACH
DEPARTMENT BY UNIT
Table E
Number of Eligible Student Affairs Employees

Student affairs unit and reporting departments

Number of employees in each
department

Enrollment Services
Early Assessment Program

1

Enrollment Services

2

Enrollment Services Systems

5

Financial Aid and Scholarships

21

Office of the Registrar

12

Operations and Communications

15

Student Outreach and Recruitment

8

Testing

2

Undergraduate and Graduate Admissions and Evaluations

31

Registrar Services

7
10
4

Campus Life
Housing Business Services

10

Housing Coordination

6

Housing Maintenance

27

Housing Organization

2

Housing Services

1

Mosaic Cross Cultural Center

2

Orientation

0

Student Conduct and Ethical Development

1

Student Involvement

7

Women’s Resource Center/LGBT Center

1
57
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Student affairs unit and reporting departments

Number of employees in each
department

Student Services
Accessible Education Center

13

Career Center

9

Career Center—Job Location Development

1

Counseling

7

Student Health Center

13

Student Services

1
44
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APPENDIX F
RANDOM NUMBER GENERATOR RESULTS USED TO IDENTIFY SAMPLE
POPULATION
Table F
Random Number Generator
Enrollment services

Campus life

Student services

1 Set of 68 Unique Numbers

1 Set of 38 Unique Numbers

1 Set of 28 Unique Numbers

Range: From 1 to 104—Sorted

Range: From 1 to 57—Sorted

Range: From 1 to 44—Sorted

1

49

1

51

1

2

50

3

52

2

4

51

4

53

3

6

53

6

55

4

7

54

7

56

6

8

55

8

7

9

57

9

9

10

58

13

10

11

60

15

12

14

62

16

16

15

66

17

17

16

67

20

18

18

68

22

19

19

70

24

22

21

72

25

24

23

73

26

25

25

77

28

26

26

78

29

27

30

80

30

29

31

82

31

30

32

84

32

34

33

85

33

36

34

86

34

37

35

87

35

38

36

90

36

39

37

92

37

40
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Enrollment services

Campus life

Student services

1 Set of 68 Unique Numbers

1 Set of 38 Unique Numbers

1 Set of 28 Unique Numbers

Range: From 1 to 104—Sorted

Range: From 1 to 57—Sorted

Range: From 1 to 44—Sorted

38

93

40

42

41

94

41

44

42

98

42

44

99

43

45

101

47

46

102

48

47

103

49

48

104
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APPENDIX G
PERMISSION FROM DR. PERRY FOR USE OF THE PSM INSTRUMENT IN
THE CURRENT STUDY
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APPENDIX H
INTRODUCTORY EMAIL TO IDENTIFIED SURVEY PARTICIPANTS
Dear Student Affairs Professional,
In a few days you will receive an email asking you to participate in a survey designed to
evaluate beliefs, values, and attitudes associated with public service and social
responsibility. James L. Perry at Indiana University, Bloomington, created this survey
and permission to conduct this study was granted by Dr. Perry, as well as the Institutional
Review Boards (IRB) at the University of San Francisco and SJSU.
Participation is completely voluntary and, although your responses will remain
completely anonymous, you may choose not to answer any question with which you are
uncomfortable. Broad and complete participation, however, will greatly improve the
usefulness of the survey data.
At the end of the survey, you will be given the opportunity to enter a drawing in which
you could win 1 of 20 GoldPoints gift cards valued at $25 each.
I sincerely appreciate the time from your busy schedule to complete this brief survey.
Please watch for an email in the next few days that will contain instructions and a link to
the web survey.
If you have questions or concerns about this process or the survey itself, please contact
me at (408) 687-0887 or demerrisb@gmail.com .

Sincerely,

Demerris R. Brooks
Doctoral Candidate
University of San Francisco
Department of Leadership Studies
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APPENDIX I
SURVEY INSTRUMENT USED IN THE CURRENT STUDY
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117

118

119
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APPENDIX J
WELCOME LETTER AND SURVEY LINK
To: [email]
A few days ago you received an email from me indicating that you would be asked to
participate in a survey designed to evaluate beliefs, values, and attitudes associated with
public service and social responsibility.
Here is a link to the survey:
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx
Please do not forward this message.
Upon completion of the survey, you will be automatically entered into a drawing to win 1
of 20 GoldPoints gift cards valued at $25 each.
Thank you in advance for your participation in this research study.
Sincerely,
Demerris

Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from SurveyMonkey, please
click the link below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.
http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx
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APPENDIX K
SURVEY REMINDER #1 TO PARTICIPANTS WHO WERE INVITED BUT
HAVE NOT RESPONDED
To: [email]
This is a reminder that you still have an opportunity to participate in the Public Service
and Social Responsibility research study. Your participation is greatly appreciated.
Here is a link to the survey:
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx
Please do not forward this message.
Upon completion of the survey, you will be automatically entered into a drawing to win 1
of 20 GoldPoints gift cards valued at $25 each.
Thank you in advance.
Sincerely,
Demerris

Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from SurveyMonkey, please
click the link below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.
http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx
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APPENDIX L
SURVEY REMINDER #2 TO PARTICIPANTS WHO WERE INVITED BUT
HAVE NOT RESPONDED
To: [email}
The Public Service and Social Responsibility research study will close at midnight
tonight. If you have an opportunity to participate before it closes, please take a few
minutes to complete the survey today.
Here is a link to it:
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx
Please do not forward this message.
Upon completion of the survey, you will be automatically entered into a drawing to win 1
of 20 GoldPoints gift cards valued at $25 each.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Demerris

Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from Survey Monkey, please
click the link below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list.
http://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx
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APPENDIX M
PSM SURVEY IN ENGLISH AND SPANISH FOR WRITTEN
ADMINISTRATION
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APPENDIX N
PSM SURVEY INTRODUCTION IN ENGLISH AND SPANISH
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APPENDIX O
USF IRB PROTOCOL EXEMPTION NOTIFICATION

Protocol Exemption Notification

To:

Demerris Brooks-Immel

From:

Terence Patterson, IRB Chair

Subject:

Protocol #206

Date:

10/28/2013

The Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects (IRBPHS) at the
University of San Francisco (USF) has reviewed your request for human subjects
approval regarding your study.
Your project (IRB Protocol #206) with the title A Comparative Study of Public Service
Motivation Among Organizational Units in a Public University has been approved by
the University of San Francisco IRBPHS as Exempt according to 45CFR46.101(b). Your
application for exemption has been verified because your project involves minimal risk to
subjects as reviewed by the IRB on 10/28/2013.
Please note that changes to your protocol may affect its exempt status. Please submit a
modification application within ten working days, indicating any changes to your
research. Please include the Protocol number assigned to your application in your
correspondence.
On behalf of the IRBPHS committee, I wish you much success in your endeavors.
Sincerely,
Terence Patterson,
Chair, Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects
IRBPHS - University of San Francisco
Counseling Psychology Department
Education Building - Room 017
2130 Fulton Street
San Francisco, CA 94117-1080
(415) 422-6091 (Message)
IRBPHS@usfca.edu
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APPENDIX P
SJSU IRB PROTOCOL EX
EXEMPTION
EMPTION NOTIFICATION
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APPENDIX Q
SJSU DIVISION OF STUDENT AFFAIRS DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
Table R1
Age
Age of respondents by generation

Frequency

Percent

Baby Boomer (1946–1964)

71

28.1

Generation X (1965–1980)

105

41.5

Millennial (Born after 1980)

74

29.2

3

1.2

Other

Table R2
Race/Ethnicity
Racial/ethnic identity

Frequency

Percent

Asian or Pacific Islander

73

28.9

Black of African American

17

6.7

Hispanic or Latino

74

29.2

White

79

31.2

Biracial or Multiracial

1

0.4

Other

9

3.6

Table R3
Gender
Gender identity
Female
Male

Frequency

Percent

188

74.3

65

25.7

134
Table R4
Education Level
Highest level of education completed
No High School

Frequency

Percent

2

0.8

High School diploma or equivalent

33

13.0

Some college credit, no degree

66

26.1

Trade/Technical/Vocational training

5

1.2

Associate Degree

9

3.6

Bachelor’s Degree

76

30.0

Master’s Degree

49

19.4

Doctoral Degree

9

3.6

Other/Not Indicated

4

1.6
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APPENDIX R
NOTICE OF ASSEMBLY SELECT COMMITTEE ON CAMPUS CLIMATE
INFORMAL HEARING
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APPENDIX S
COMPARISON OF THE EXPECTED AND OBSERVED POPULATION
VALUES
Table S
Comparison
Total
Campus life
Enrollment services
Student services
Total

Percent

Sample

Percent

Responses

Percent

57

27.8

38

28.4

12

23.1

104

50.7

68

50.7

17

32.7

44

21.5

28

20.9

23

44.2

205

100

134

100

52

100

