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Abstract 

In this paper we conduct a meta-analysis considering the extensive research concerning Public 

Service Motivation, and its effect on the performance of public sector employees. Much attention has 

been paid to public sector employees´ self-reported experiences, regarding the effect of diverse 

incentives, being PSM furthering or impeding, that they have been exposed to as a function of the 

organization of the task they perform. Not much attention has been paid to exactly how PSM interacts 

with job performance such as operationalized efficiency, productivity, the degree of user-satisfaction 

etc. Furthermore, several of the studies that do pay attention to this relationship rely upon non-

experimental methods, and/or self-reported job performance. First, we seek to shed light onto this, 

by examining the literature concerning Public Sector Motivation and determine the degree to which 

factors that relate to job performance have been included and measured appropriately to warrant 

inference. Second, we aim to estimate the effect of PSM on performance using the papers where the 

relationship between public service motivation and performance have been examined and accounted 

for properly. 
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Karsten Bo Larsen and Kathrine Elisabeth Skjoldborg  

  

I. INTRODUCTION 

Public Service Motivation (PSM) is motives of employees “to do good for others and shape the well-

beeing of Society” (Perry and Hondeghem, 2008). PSM is measured by employees answering 

questions about their attraction to public policy making, commitment to the public 

interest, compassion, and self-sacrifice.  It´s a rather well-established fact in the literature that some 

employees have more self-reported PSM than others (Perry, 1996), but what is the policy implication 

of PSM for recruitment and leadership in the public sector? Analyzing the effect from PSM on the 

efficiency of public production of service must be the first and most important step on the way to 

answering that question. Since the founding of the PSM measurement happened about 25 years 

ago, one would expect the relationship between PSM and performance to be analyzed in lots of peer 

reviewed studies, rendering it possible, and relevant for policy implications, to estimate 

the nature and size of the correlation between PSM and performance in a meta-analysis of the 

literature. This was our purpose and expected contribution when we started working on this 

paper. However, the literature looked a lot different from what we initially expected and based on the 

existing literature it was not possible to conduct a traditional econometric meta-analysis 

estimating neither the size nor the sign of the correlation between PSM and efficiency. Instead, the 

main results of this paper ended up being a mapping of what the existing literature is 

lacking to enable a solid meta-analysis of the nature and size of the correlation between PSM and 

performance, to appropriately warrant inference.  

  

 

II. THEORETICAL ELABORATIONS AND HYPOTHESES 

Intuitively one might expect an employee with a high degree of PSM to be more efficient than an 

employee with a lower degree of PSM, all else unchanged (ceteris paribus). In this section we are 

going to take a closer look at the PSM-concept from different theoretical viewpoints to establish 

a broad theoretically based set of hypotheses concerning the effect of PSM on performance.  



Side 3 af 27 

 

Furthermore, we are going to look at how performance should ideally be measured to qualify any 

valid conclusions including the possible correlation with PSM.    

  

The effect of PSM on Individual performance  

PSM is a theory of individuals’ work motivation (Perry and Wise, 1990; Perry et al., 2008), 

which consist of intrinsic and extrinsic components. Intrinsic motivation is associated with rewards 

inherent in the activity itself. The source of extrinsic motivation are external rewards, for example, 

monetary incentives (Herzberg, 1966; Cameron and Pierce, 2002). Self-determination theory 

suggests that intrinsic motivation increases in more autonomous work situations and results in more 

positive attitudinal and behavioral outcomes (Deci and Ryan, 1985; Ryan and Connel, 1989) because 

individuals distinguish to what degree an activity is initiated by themselves or to what degree an 

activity is forced upon them (De Charms, 1968; Weibel et al., 2010). PSM can be understood as the 

special type of intrinsic motivation associated with enjoying the activity of doing good for others in 

relation to delivering certain services. A positive effect of PSM on individual performance is 

expected if the employee considers their work as being an appropriate framework within which it is 

possible to do good for others. The more importance, significance and purpose the employee find in 

their work tasks, the higher motivation and thereby performance could thus be expected (Grant, 

2008, Perry et al, 2010).     

Based on self-determination theory employees’ perception of external interventions´ effect on their 

motivation could be expected to have a moderating effect on the relationship between 

their motivation and the following performance (Frey, 1997; Frey and Jegen, 2001). External 

interventions such as rewards, feedback, goals and characteristics of the work 

situation, could reduce PSM if employees perceive the interventions to be controlling or not in 

accordance with their own perception of “doing good for others”. On the contrary, 

external interventions can also increase PSM and thus enhance the employee’s effort if they find the 

external interventions to be supporting their perception of “doing good for others”. PSM 

affects which kind of external rewards that could be expected to increase intrinsic motivation to 

perform (Moynihan, 2008; Perry and Wise, 1990; Perry et al., 2006; Weibel et al., 2010).   

PSM is a special prosocial form of intrinsic motivation. Therefore, employees with high PSM have a 

higher risk of being demotivated by external interventions, which would otherwise not be expected 

to have a negative effect on the extrinsically motivated employees. It´s impossible to imagine 

employees performing their task with absolutely no external intervention from politicians in the 
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public sector or from the owners of the company in the private sector. Therefore, it´s not possible to 

say whom of the two we should expect to deliver the highest performance. It all depends on the 

organizational set-up which is the topic of the following subsection. On the individual level the 

only conclusion we can draw is that it will be hard to make both employees with high PSM 

and employees with high extrinsic motivation top performers in the same organization, since it 

demands a reward system with both monetary and another kind of reward, that fully supports the 

need to “do good for others” according to the perception of the employees with high PSM.  

  

The effect of PSM on organizational performance 

The theoretical based expectations about an employee’s level of PSM and their performance cannot 

be directly transferred to the organizational level because the actions of a given individual 

only have a limited effect on overall organizational performance and because the expected 

performance of the individual depends on the organizational set-up. People with high PSM are more 

likely to end up in a job where they provide public services such as healthcare, teaching, elder-care 

etc. which is often – but not always and everywhere – also a job in the public sector. Individuals with 

high PSM could be attracted to the public sector since in a private firm one of their work-goals would 

be to earn money for the investors of the firm as well as “doing good for others”, whilst in the public 

sector their official work-goals would be more primarily focused on just “doing good for others”. 

Even if performance assessment is perfectly feasible, it can be optimal not to impose the necessary 

control and reward systems on employees with high PSM to avoid crowding out their PSM 

(Deelfgaauw and Dur, 2007; Fransois, 2007, Dur and Zoutenbier, 2014). 

Unfortunately, organizations with little control of performance and weak incentives for their 

employees to perform will also be a very attractive employer for lazy people (Deelfgaauw and Dur, 

2007; Dur and Zoutenbier, 2014). As a result, there could be a tradeoff between improving 

performance among the lazy employees with control, monetary reward systems etc. and running the 

risk of crowding out PSM, when it comes to maximizing organizational performance. Therefore, its 

questionable whether the organizations with the highest degree of PSM should also be expected to 

have the highest organizational performance.  

Another critical perspective on the relationship between Public Service Performance 

and performance, concerns the possibility of negative effects on performance, due to the specific 

policy preferences of the PSM employees (Gailmard 2010). The standard argument concerning the 

relationship, put into the formula of principal-agent theory, expects the PSM employees to help 
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overcome some the moral hazard problems that might arise as a result of the delegation 

of competence, from the principal to the agent. Moral Hazard problems arise, due to the agent, being 

presumably self-interested and utility maximizing, lacking the incentive to fulfil all assignments 

expected by the principal, if the principal has no way of knowing whether the assignments 

were fulfilled or not (asymmetric information).  

This happens as the self-interested and utility maximizing agent, prefers spending the least amount 

of time and effort, whilst still securing the same amount to resources from the principal. Thus, if there 

are no immediate consequences, the agent might shirk a responsibility or lie about details concerning 

assignments in order to minimize the time and effort they spend solving the objective given to them 

by the principal.   

The PSM employees are expected to help solve this particular problem as these employees have a 

personal interest in solving the assignments given to them by the principal, to a satisfactory degree. In 

other words, by hiring PSM employees the principal is “bringing in individuals who want to work on 

the mission of a public organization and are self-sacrificing or altruistic” (Gailmard 2010: 40). It thus 

seems straightforward, that PSM employees are more trustworthy when carrying out assignments, 

whose fulfilment cannot easily be measured. However, one must not negate the components of the 

PSM employee's motivation. Employees who are strongly motivated by doing good for others and 

who are therefore attracted to policy, are likely to have strong beliefs regarding how one does good 

for others. They are likely to have very specific preferences regarding the execution of their 

work assignments, as the work in itself is so intrinsically important to them. This would also entail 

self-selection of the PSM employees into the (often) public organisations that they deem most 

important. Thus, individuals with high PSM who are employed within the elderly care sector, are 

likely very concerned with the responsibility that is elderly care and believes this to be a very vital 

responsibility of the state, thus probing them to have certain ideas about how the responsibility is best 

handled (Gailmard 2010: 40). It is, however, not given that the policy preferences of the PMS 

employees are optimal for the organization, due to differences in personal beliefs and the limited 

information regarding the workings of the organization that characterises being an employee 

as opposed to managers at different levels.   

Thus, the policy preferences of the PSM employee, or the agent, and the manger/politicians, or the 

principal are not aligned, it could prove very difficult to manage a high PSM employee as the benefits 

regarding the moral hazard problem, as mentioned above, are thus counteracted. In sum, PSM 

employees can be expected to be willing to “go the extra mile”, but if their preferences do not align 
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with those of the manager regarding the workings of the organization, it can be very hard to control 

in which direction, possibly lowering the organizational performance. In this case you can´t say 

whether it would the best for the organizational performance to hire as many employees with 

high PSM as possible.  

 In an organization with no asymmetric information and therefore no moral hazard issues the PSM 

employee would be forced to work totally in accordance with the preferences of the manager which 

will reduce the employee’s PSM. In this case it could very well best for the organizational 

performance to hire extrinsically motivated employees because their performance can be improved 

by using financial incentives.    

  

How should performance be measured? 

The correlation between PSM and performance could be evaluated at the individual 

or the organizational level. Therefore, in this section we are going to take a closer look 

at how performance is measured at these two levels. We are going to start with the latter to ensure as 

rigorous and clear a presentation as possible. Public service organizations often 

have multiple goals; thus, the fulfillment of the objectives subjugate to these goals will often be hard 

to measure precisely. This is often due to the fact that the purpose of the organization is to 

achieve some kind of general societal impact. Public service organizations also 

often manage multiple activities, produce multiple outputs, and use multiple inputs to achieve 

their multiple goals. The optimal measure of performance for a public service organization would be 

a measure of the total societal outcome of their activities divided by the total cost of these activities. 

This perfect measure of performance could be broken down into the multiplication of three 

(imperfect) performance indicators.  

 

 

  

It´s almost always impossible in practice to measure the societal outcome of the activities of a public 

service organization. Therefore, performance measurement on the organizational level focus on level 

of productivity (output divided by input) and efficiency (output divided by cost). High productivity 

and efficiency are thus necessary but not sufficient for an organization to be a top 

performer, according to the above definition of performance.   
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A lot of organizations providing public service are tax financed monopolies. Therefore, one often 

won´t have access to market prizes when one tries to calculate a weighted measure of the multiple 

outputs. On the contrary one would normally always have access to the cost of the production in the 

financial accounts. Therefore, to estimate the resources available to produce public service would be 

a minimum requirement when analyzing the correlation between performance and PSM. 

Furthermore, one must also consider that the technology used for production of public services might 

provide different possibilities for minimizing cost and maximizing output – par example economics 

of scale could render it irrelevant to compare organizations with a large production with organization 

with a small production. In short, when measuring performance, one should of course only compare 

organizations that are comparable according to available resources, output and production 

technology. For this purpose, the discipline of production economics and performance benchmarking 

have developed advanced methods (DEA – data envelopment analysis and SFA – stochastic frontier 

analysis) to handle the problems regarding the comparability of organizations (Bogetoft, 2013; 

Bogetoft and Otto, 2011).   

It could also be fruitful to analyze the correlation of performance and PSM at the individual level. 

One of the challenges to this approach is, that most of the employees producing public service are 

almost never working alone. Instead, the public service is produced in cooperation with co-workers, 

which can make it very hard to measure their individual performance. When employees are primarily 

working alone the individual performance is easier to measure, although one must of course take the 

resources and technology available into account as described above for the organizational level. Par 

example if a nurse is reported to be delivering better service than another nurse, and you don´t know 

whether the former gets a higher wage than the latter, then you´re not able to conclude anything about 

their economic performance – cost per unit of service (bang for the buck). Furthermore, if the nurse 

with the high performance both has a higher PSM and gets a higher wage than another nurse, then 

it’s probably also nearly impossible to say whether the higher level of service is due to the higher 

PSM or the motivation from the higher wage.   

One could also utilize the employee’s own evaluation of their performance. But even in an 

experimental setting it has been difficult to show whether a higher self-reported PSM leads to an 

actual increase of prosocial behavior in a real-life setting (Awan, Esteve and Witteloostuijn, 

2020). Furthermore, the individual should ideally be able to evaluate their own performance 

compared to all their colleagues, which could prove a rather difficult task especially in organizations 

where the fulfillment of multiple goals is already difficult to estimate precisely.   
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Another problem concerning self-reported performance measures, is the probability that social 

desirability bias (SDB) skews the relationship between PSM and performance (Kim and Kim 2016). 

Social desirability affects how the individual reports their own performance, as they are prone to 

answer in a way that is socially desirable according to some social norm or ideal, that the individual 

seeks to live up to. If the individual is very public service motivated, it would be socially desirable 

for the individual to deliver service of the highest quality, simply because the individual considers 

the delivery of the service in question to be of paramount importance. Social desirability bias can be 

split up into two categories 1.) self-deceptive enhancement and 2.) impression management (Paulhus 

1984). The self-deceptive enhancement refers to individuals' tendency to want to see themselves as 

the best versions of themselves, thereby making them enhance their performance subconsciously 

whilst impression management is the conscious act of trying to present oneself as being more 

competent than one actually believes oneself to be. Which of these mechanisms that are most 

prominent in relation to PSM is not known, but the self-deceptive enhancement seems most likely. 

As the PSM individual recognizes the importance of the work they perform, they would be biased 

towards believing that they fulfill their assignments to a very satisfactory degree, as they believe all 

their colleagues should as well. Thus, SDB could work as a moderating factor, explaining at 

least some of the correlation between PSM and self-reported performance, as high PSM employees 

simply want to see themselves as high performers, probing them to report higher performance, than 

other employees. Therefore, individuals´ own evaluation of their performance could be expected to 

be encumbered with considerable uncertainty.   

Lastly, when utilizing performance measures conceived from the same survey as the PMS measure, 

as these self-reported performance measures often are, one must consider the possibility of “common 

sources bias”. The problem concerning this type of bias arises when two variables share 

a common measurement method, for example due to both variables stemming from the same survey, 

as the measurement error becomes nonrandom and covaries between the two variables (Meier and 

O’Toole jr 2013). This would typically happen as an individual who overestimates or answers a 

question in an overtly confirmatory or positive manner, is expected to be more likely to do the same 

in relation to other questions, especially if these questions are presented in the same survey, possibly 

even directly following each other. Normally, when measurement errors are random, they tend to help 

further the possibility of a false negative, as randomness can disguise or blur the nature of an actual 

relationship between two variables. When dealing with the possibility of common source bias 

however, it's more likely to result in a false positive, as the nonrandom measurement error correlates 
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between the two variables, simply due to the fact that they were measured using the same source of 

data (Meier and O’Toole jr.  2013: 14).   

Also, worth noting in relation to utilizing a self-reported performance measure, from the same data 

source as the explanatory variable, being PSM, as well as other possible mediating, moderating, or 

otherwise interfering variables, is that the possibility of reversed causality must be considered. There 

could inarguably be talk of covariation between PSM and performance, but alas that does not 

necessitate causation. Public service motivation is only theoretically argued to be the explanatory 

variable, and as there is no separation of time in relation to the measuring of the variables, it is entirely 

possible that at least some of the variation in public service motivation is actually a result 

of performance. If this possibly of reversed causation is to be written off, a setting, preferably an 

experimental one, where the explanatory variable is measured independently is necessary as to 

ensure the expected timeline.   

Due to the above-mentioned concerns regarding subjective performance measures, it is the argument 

of the article that papers utilizing objective performance measures to examine the PSM/performance 

relationship are needed in order to enable more trustworthy conclusions. In this regard organizational 

studies could be useful as opposed to individual studies, as the former circumvents some of the issues 

regarding isolating the performance of the individual employee, thus creating less static and 

measuring problems. Furthermore, public service is only very seldom delivered to the citizen in 

a comlete and islotaed one to one relationship with the employee. Instead in most cases the 

citizen will receive public services produced by several employees in the organization. Thus, studies 

based at the individual level are not optimal due to, both the trouble regarding isolation of 

performance to the individual service provider, but also due the fact that even if such isolation was 

possible, it is not certain that the positive individual effect will result in an overall positive effect in 

the organization. Therefore, we would expect studies of performance on the organizational 

level to be overrepresented in the literature.  

 

    

III. COLLECTION AND ANALYISIS OF DATA 

The papers included in the first part of this meta-analysis, have been selected via examination of 

already existing meta-analyses, as well as an independent google scholar search. First three papers 

concerning metanalysis of the relationship between Public Service Motivation and performance, were 

identified (Petrovsky 2009, Petrovsky 2013, Warren and Chen 2013, Brewer 2008, Brewer 
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2010, Vogel et al 2021). The papers included in their analyses was thus used as the baseline of this 

analysis, and as the studies contained many of the same papers, they were cross referenced as to 

ensure inclusion of all relevant papers. This led to an initial 29 papers. To ensure that no papers had 

been wrongly overlooked, an independent Google scholar search for articles that fit the criteria of 

concerning the effect of PSM on some kind of performance measure was also conducted.    

For the Google scholar search, the terms: "Public Service Motivation" "organizational performance" 

"performance measure" was used. The lead to the discovery of 6 more relevant articles. The Specific 

search term were chosen as the ensure 1.) that Public Service motivation was included as an attribute 

2.) that some kind of performance measure was included and 3.) that the article at least acknowledged 

the distinctness of organizational performance, as opposed to for example individual performance. 

All in all, 35 articles where PSM was the independent variable, and some kind of performance 

measure was the dependent variable were identified.  

The articles where first coded in accordance with standard categories of identification such 

as, country of origin and the size of the sample utilized in the study. Then the indicator of 

performance and the measure of performance was determined. The indicator of performance refers 

to whether self-reported/subjective measures or objective measures were utilized, and the measure 

refers to how the paper understands performance, whether it being efficiency in problem solving, the 

amount produced, quality of product or service etc. Then it was determined whether the papers 

concerned individual or organizational performance, as in accordance with earlier arguments, there 

are serious concerns connected to measuring individual performance in the public sector. Then it 

is taken into account whether and how the papers handle the resources that the individuals partaking 

in the analysis where able to utilize. Input is important to take into consideration, as it is 

first of all impossible to assess whether a product or service is produced efficiently without taking 

into account what was needed to create the product or service and secondly, as the measure of 

performance could surely be influenced by the amount of resources available to produce said 

performance, making resources a possible mediating factor between PSM of performance.   

It is then determined whether the papers are compliant with the standard of measuring performance 

in economics, taking the performance indicator, whether organizational or individual performance is 

measured as well as whether and how resources are considered, into account. In order to meet 

economic minimum standard described in subsection II.3, the papers would have to utilize an 

objective performance measure, such as absence or amount produced of some measurable product, 

thus enabling and analysis of individual performance, and the amount of resources available would 
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have to be either fixed or measured and included into the analysis. If a direct isolation 

of performance and used resources (cost) is not possible, organizational performance should be 

analyzed instead, as argued earlier, and again resources would have to be taken into account, but in 

this instance organizational resources are of interest.   

Next, it is also considered where the papers where published, so as to highlight possible systematic 

tendencies in relation to what kind of papers are published were. Finally, it is determined whether the 

papers conclude with a positive find, meaning a positive relationship between PSM and performance 

and the following recommended policy, being for example to hire PSM individuals, to hire PSM 

individuals under certain circumstances or not to hire PSM individuals.    

It is however entirely possible that articles concerning what we understand as PSM and some kind of 

performance measure exists, albeit without directly mentioning the term PSM. This could be due the 

fact that the term PSM has proven rather difficult to clearly and effectively distinguish from 

other similar terms such as Pro Social Motivation and general altruistic behavior/motivation 

(Bozeman and Su 2015). If such articles exist, we could surely benefit from including these in our 

analysis as well, especially since such a large amount of the already discovered literature does not 

utilize objective performance measures, but instead relies upon self-evaluation. If some of these 

overlooked articles concerning types of motivation, that could be argued to be, if not exactly the 

same, then at least very similar, do indeed rely upon some kind of objective performance measure, 

this could help shed more light upon the PMS/performance relationship.  As we could therefore 

surely benefit from including these articles as well, this marks the second part of the literature search, 

where the focus is specifically on finding these hitherto undetected articles.   

These articles have been found via two methods. The first method mirrors the google scholar method 

used to find the papers containing the PSM term in the first place, only this time the term “Public 

Service Motivation” was exchanged with the terms “pro social motivation”, “altruistic behavior” or 

“altruistic motivation”. This resulted in 7 more papers, that needs to be assessed according to the 

same categories as the PSM papers.   

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Originally it was the intent to assess not only the nature of the established (or not established) 

relationship between PSM and performance, in the selected articles, but also to assess the size of the 

correlation, thus enabling comparisons of not only if but also how effective PSM has been argued to 

be in relation to improving performance in different studies. However, upon assessing the articles it 

became evident that no such comparison is possible, as the vast majority of the papers did not even 
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remotely live up to the economic standard of measuring performance, thus rendering it futile to assess 

the size of the correlation. As a result, the following analysis of the selected papers focuses solely on 

whether the papers report a relationship between PSM and performance, no relationship, or some 

kind of mixed result.   

In this section, the results from the meta-analysis are presented in tables demonstrating different 

interesting points. The entire meta-analysis including all categorizations and findings regarding the 

papers are summarized in one complete table in the appendix. The first table summarizes the 

connection between papers that report an entirely positive result between PSM and Performance 

and an array of other interesting characteristics, such as whether individual performance I measured, 

or whether the paper is compliant with the economic standard. The second table summarizes what 

appears to be a systematic difference in relation to where papers are published depending on whether 

they confirm a positive relationship between PSM and performance, or not. The third table concerns 

the nature of the performance measure in relations to whether or not a positive relationship between 

PSM and performance was established and finally, the fourth table, much like the third, concerns 

the nature of the correlation between PSM and performance and whether the papers are compliant 

with the economic standard.  

  

Table 1: Positive findings in relations to other characteristics  

  

Objective 

performance 

measure   

Individual 

performance   

Some 

measure of 

resources   

Compliant 

with 

economic 

standard   

Originated 

in the 

west   

Amount 

of 

papers   

Entirely 

positive find   3  23  6  1  23  25  

Not entirely 

positive find 

(Mixed and no 

correlation)  3  14  6  1  16  17  

Amount of 

papers   6   37   12  2    39  42  
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In table 1, is becomes evident that a plethora of interesting observations can be made based on this 

meta-analysis. First and foremost, there is a larger amount of papers that support a positive correlation 

between PSM and performance, than the contrary – which is not surprising based on previously 

mentioned reviews. Secondly, most of the research has been conducted in the west and the amount of 

papers compliant with the economic standard is very scarce, amounting to respectively 39 and 2 out 

of 42 papers. Following the same trend, it's also apparent that the inclusion of some measure of 

resources is not very common but that the overwhelming majority of the papers still only concern 

individual performance ignoring the cost, this being problematic as it makes it impossible 

to measure and compare performance across individuals and organizations. Lastly, only 6 papers 

include some kind of objective performance measure. Also worth noting, is that there's the exact 

same amount of papers not supporting an entirely positive correlation between PSM 

and performance who utilizes some measure of resources, as there are papers supporting a positive 

correlation whilst also accounting for some resource measure. Another interesting pattern is that half 

of the only 6 papers that includes an objective performance does not find an entirely positive 

correlation, corresponding to 50 %. Comparatively, the amount of papers that supports an entirely 

positive correlation and uses a self-reported or otherwise subjective performance measure is 63 %. 

Keeping in mind that the remaining 37 % of papers includes both papers reporting mixed finding as 

well as no correlation at all, it can be argued that when using objective performance measures, the 

relationship between PSM and performance becomes more questionable and less convincing, than 

otherwise. As it is more favourable to use objective measures, and as they are usually omitted solely 

due to scarcity and trouble attaining them, the questionable relationship between PSM and 

performance, that is based on papers including these, should be given considerable weight. Also 

worth noting is the very apparent lack of organizational studies. Only 5 papers in our sample of 42, 

concern the organizational level. Thus, the vast majority of papers does not circumvent the problems 

discussed earlier regarding the near impossibility and lack of appropriateness in relation to isolating 

individual performance. 
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Table 2: Journals and findings  

  

PSM effects 

performance 

positively  

PSM does not 

affect 

performance 

positively   

Mixed 

findings  In sum   

The American Review of 

Public Administration  2  1  1  4  

Journal of Public 

Administration and Research 

Theory  7  1  1  9  

Public Administration Review  1  0  0  1  

Review of Public Personnel 

Administration  2  1  1  4  

Public Performance and 

Management Review  1  0  0  1  

International Review of 

Administrative Sciences  3  0  0  3  

Canadian Social Science  0  1  0  1  

International Public 

Management Journal  4  0  1  5  

International Public Service 

Motivation Research  0  1  0  1  

International Journal of 

Manpower  1  0  0  1  

Administration & Society  0  0  1  1  

Socio-Economic Planning 

Sciences  1  0  0  1  

International journal of 

organization theory 

and behavior  0  0  1  1  
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Society for Personality 

Research  0  1  0  1  

Journal of Public Economics  0  0  2  2  

German Economic Review  0  1  0  1  

CESifo Economic Studies  0  1  0  1  

Other  3  1  0  4  

In sum   25  9  8  42  

  

Table 2 concerns the reported findings of the papers, categorized in relation to what journal the papers 

was published in. It appears that some journals are more likely to publish negative findings than 

others. Indeed, most of the papers reporting no relationship or mixed findings are not published in the 

journals who most frequently publish PSM and performance articles. In this study we encountered 17 

different known journals, as well as some other ways of publishing, put into the category of “other”. 

The four journals who published the most papers included in our study, are the Journal of Public 

Administration and Research Theory, International Public Management Journal, Review of Public 

Personnel Administration and The American Review of Public Administration. Together they 

amassed 22 papers corresponding to about half of all papers assessed in this study. Of these 22 papers, 

15 where entirely positive, 4 reported mixed findings and 3 reported no relationship between PSM 

and performance. Thus, only about 13 % of the papers published in these journals reported no 

relationship, whilst 25 % of the rest of the papers, who were published in one of the remaining 13 

journals reported no relationship. It can thus be argued that some journals favor papers reporting 

certain results or using certain methods and data, consequently skewing the image of the relationship 

between PSM and performance.   

 

Table 3: Performance measure and effect of PSM  

  

PSM effects 

performance 

positively  

PSM does not 

affect performance 

positively   

Mixed 

findings  In sum   

Utilizes objective 

performance measure  3  1  2  6  

Relies upon self-

reported performance  22  8  4  33  
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Mixed measure (both 

objective and subjective 

components)  0  0  2  2  

In sum   25  9  8  42  

   

In table 3 the papers are categorized in relation to what kind of performance measure they apply and 

what the papers conclude in relation to the effect of PSM on performance. The apparent pattern is 

one of self-reported performance being very dominant as 33 out of the 42 papers rely solely on a self-

reported performance measure. Only 6 out of 42 papers uses some kind of objective performance 

measure, and of those 6, half report a positive effect of PSM on performance, whilst the other half 

report mixed findings or no evidence of a relationship.  Of the 33 self-reported performance papers, 

22 where positive, 8 reported no relationship, and 4 reported mixed findings. Thus about 66% of the 

self-reported performance papers concluded that PSM positively effects performance, whilst only 50 

% of the papers utilizing an objective performance measure reached the same conclusion. This 

apparent difference in relation to the results reported by papers utilizing objective and subjective 

performance measures, further begs the question: if more papers were based on objective performance 

measures, would the often-assumed positive relationship between PSM and performance be more 

contested? Findings like the ones presented here, would suggest so.   

 

Table 4: Effect of PSM and compliance with economic standard  

  

Compliant with the 

economic standard  

Not compliant 

with the economic 

standard  In sum   

PSM effects performance 

positively  1  24  25  

PSM does not affect performance 

positively   0  9  9  

Mixed results  1  7  8  

In sum   2  40  42  

  

Table 4 compares whether the papers comply with the economic standard of measurement and 

whether the papers report a positive effect of PSM on performance, no effect or a mixed result. What 
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emerges is a vast majority of papers that are not compliant with the economic standard, as 40 out of 

42 papers either does not take resources into account or relies upon subjective performance measures. 

24 out of the 40 papers who does not comply with the economic standard, nevertheless, report a 

positive effect of PSM on performance. Of the two papers that does live up to the standard, one 

reports a positive effect, and one reports a mixed result, hence the picture still seems very muddy and 

not at all straightforward when only considering the papers compliant with the standard, as one 

should according to this paper.   

 

V. CONCLUSION AND PERSPECTIVES FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

It was our intent to assess both the nature of the established (or not established) relationship between 

PSM and performance as well as the size of the correlation. However, the vast majority of the 

papers analysing the relationship between PSM and performance did not even remotely live up to the 

economic standard of measuring performance, thus rendering it futile to assess the size of the 

correlation.  

We analysed the nature of the relationship between PSM and performance based on 42 articles 

published in peer review journals or accepted as doctorates. 25 of the studies found a positive 

relationship between PSM and performance, and the remaining 17 studies found no relationship or 

mixed results. However, 22 of the 25 positive findings were based on self-reported performance 

which is very problematic in terms of the credibility of the results. Only 6 out of all 42 papers uses 

some kind of objective performance measure, and of those 6, half report a positive effect of PSM on 

performance, whilst the other half report mixed findings or no evidence of a relationship. This 

indicates that a more widespread use of objective performance measurements in the 

literature could prove the relationship between PSM and performance to be more questionable and 

less convincing.    

The results of the meta-analysis points to three main conclusions regarding the state of the literature 

in relation the effect of PSM on performance. Firstly, alarmingly few studies investigate the effect of 

PSM on an organisational level, thus most studies cease to omit problems regarding isolation of 

performance, as well as the aggregation of the individual effect to the entire organization. Secondly, 

most studies do not utilize objective performance measures, consequently endangering them to the 

possibility of common source bias, social desirability bias and reverses causality. Thirdly, very few 

papers included some measure of resources as part of their analysis, which is troubling, from an 

economic point of view, as efficiency and therefore performance, cannot be assesses without 
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knowledge of input. These three main observations lead to the conclusion that in order for the 

academic field of PSM and performance to grow new studies must 1.) focus on the organizational 

level 2.) use objective performance measures and 3.) incorporate some measure of resources. Over 

the last 30 years, a comprehensive literature regarding objective measurement of performance at the 

organizational level in the public sector has been published – just to give a few examples one could 

mention Andersson et al. (2014); Blackburn et al. (2014); Buleca & Mura (2014); and Stefko et 

al. These papers are all excellent examples of how one could use DEA (Data Envelopment Analysis) 

and SFA (Stocastic Frontier Analysis) combined with traditional statistical methods to analyze and 

measure performance in the public sector. Using similar methods seems to be a fruitful and obvious 

path to follow in future research regarding the, not so straightforward, relationship between PSM and 

performance.  
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VII.APPENDIX  
  

Studies using the 
PSM-concept  

Cou-
ntry  

sampl
e 
size   

Indicator of 
Performance (self-
reported or 
objective datasourc
e)  

Measure of 
performance. General 
efficiency, production, 
quality etc.  

Individual 
or 
organizat
ional 
performa
nce  

Measure of 
resources - 
wage, grants 
etc.  

Compliant 
with the 
standard of 
measuring 
performance/e
fficiency in 
economics 
(DEA, SFA, 
etc.)  

Published 
in  Positive find?  

Policy: Hire 
people with high 
PSM? (yes/no/mi
xed)  

Petrovsky 2013  USA  
14.83

5  Self reported  Procedural efficency   both  no  no  

Emerald 
Group Publi
shings  

No. Positive 
correlation 
between PSM 
and individual as 
well 
as agregated perf
ormance, but 
when controlled 
for Common 
method bias, the 
correlation 
disappears  no  

Alonso and Lewis 
2001  USA  

27.12
5 - 
27.32
0 in 
1991 
and 
7.329 
in 
1996  

Supervisor reported 
and pay  

Supervisor reports of 
overall employee 
performance and pay as 
proxy for quality of 
work.   

Individual
  no  no  

AMERICAN 
REVIEW OF 
PUBLIC 
ADMINISTR
ATION  Mixed  Mixed  

Andersen og Serri
tzlew 2012  DK  556  

Fraction of time 
spent on difficult 
cases  Time spent  

Individual
  no  no  

Journal of 
Public 
Administrat
ion and 
Research 
theory  yes  Yes  

Bellé 2013  IT  90  

Amount, quality, 
time spent and the 
productivity af surgi
cal kits assembled 
by 90 italien nurses. 
the 
nurses where assign
ed to one of three 
groups, of which to 
where subjected to 
PSM inducing 
treatment.   

Productivity, quality, 
amount and time spent 
solving a task  

Individual
  

Yes (resources 
are fixed as 
the nurses are 
all given the 
same 
potential 
timeframe 
and tools to 
assembly the 
medical kits).  yes  

Public 
Administrat
ion Review  Yes  Yes  

Bellé 2014  IT  138  

Nurses were 
assigned to six 
groups, 5 of 
which recieved som
e kind od PSM 
inducing treatment. 
the amount of 
correctly assembled 
surgical-kits was 
used as meaure of 
performance.    Productivity and quality  

Individual
  

Yes (resources 
are fixed as 
the nurses are 
all given the 
same 
timeframe 
and tools to 
assembly the 
medical kits).  yes  

Journal of 
Public 
Administrat
ion and 
Research 
theory  Mixed    

Brewer and 
Selden 1998  USA  1.708  

The amount 
of illigal or wastful a
ctivety that 
a respondent 
reports having 
observed 
(whistleblowing)  

Organizational/job 
task loyality. (lack of 
shirking)  

Individual
  no  no  

Journal of 
Public 
Administrat
ion and 
Research 
theory  yes  Yes  

Brewer and 
Selden 2000  USA  2.290  

Respondents assese
ment of 
organizational 
performance  

6 items where used to 
measure 
the organizationa perfor
mance. the questions 
related 
to percieved qulity, effic

Organizat
ional   no  no  

Journal of 
Public 
Administrat
ion and 
Research 
theory  yes  Yes  
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ency, utilization of 
available knowledge.   

Bright 2007  USA  205  Self-reported  
scale of 1-5, where 5 is 
"Excellent".  

Individual
  no  no  

Review of 
Public 
Personnel 
Administrat
ion  no  not nescesarily  

Camilleri and van 
der Heijden 2007  MT  1.217  Self-reported  

scale of 1-10. Self 
reported performance 
and self 
reported suporvisor perf
ormance rating.  

Individual
  no  no  

Public 
Performanc
e & 
Manageme
nt Review  yes  yes  

Kim 2005  KR  1.739  

Respondents assese
ment of 
organizational 
performance  

efficiency, effectiveness 
and fairness.   

Organizat
ional   no  no  

Journal of 
Public 
Administrat
ion and 
Research 
theory  yes  yes  

Leisink and Steijn 
2009  NL  4.130  Self-reported  

1 item: Evaluation of 
work job performance 
relative to that of 
coworkers.   

Individual
  no  no  

Internation
al Review of 
Administrat
ive 
Sciences  yes  yes  

Li 2008  CN  319  Self-reported  
Dedication, quality of 
work ect.   

Individual
  no  no  

Canadian 
Social 
Science  no  no  

Naff and Crum 
1999  USA  8.086  Self-reported  

Scale of 0-5, where 5 is 
"outstanding 
performance".  

Individual
  no  no  

Review of 
Public 
Personnel 
Administrat
ion  yes  yes  

Park 
and rainey 2007  USA  6.957  Self-reported  

Job 
satisfaction, percieved p
erformance, 
and percieved quality of 
work.  

Individual
  no  no  

Review of 
Public 
Personnel 
Administrat
ion  

yes (but a long 
causal chain..)  yes  

Park 
and rainey 2008  USA  

5.282 
- 
5.911  Self-reported  Productivity  

Individual
  

Somewhat, 
salary is taken 
into account  no  

Internation
al Public 
Manageme
nt Journal  Yes  yes  

Ritz 2009  CH  
10.76

3  Self-reported  
Effiency with a focus on 
cost reduction  

Individual
  

Yes, salary as 
well as the 
size of the 
organization  no  

Internation
al Review of 
Administrat
ive 
Sciences  Yes  yes  

Vandenabeele 
2009  BE  3.506  Self-reported  

four 
item percived performa
nce  

Individual
  no  no  

Internation
al Review of 
Administrat
ive 
Sciences  yes  yes  
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Paine 2009  USA  1.069  

Objetive measure. 
Hours devoted to 
government duties 
and volunteer 
activities  Time spent  

Individual
  no  no  

Internation
al Public 
Service 
Motivation 
Research  no  no  

Palmer 2005   USA  425  

Employees inovativ
e behavior reported 
by supervisors.  

Inovative behavour (qual
ity/devotion)  

Individual
  no  no  Doktorat  yes  yes  

Moynihan 
and pandey 2010  USA  1.538  

Performance 
information by local 
government 
managers  Quality   

Individual
  

Somewhat, 
salary is taken 
into account  no  

Journal of 
Public 
Administrat
ion and 
Research 
theory  

Yes (but the 
dependent 
variable i "use of 
performance 
indicators. The 
authors argue 
that "The results 
here find that 
PSM is positively 
associated with a 
form of behavior 
that is a logical 
contributor to 
both higher 
individual and 
organizational 
performance".)  yes  

Bright 2008  USA  205  Self-reported  
job satisfaction and 
turnover intentions  

Individual
  no  no  

The 
American 
Review of 
Public 
Administrat
ion  Yes  yes  

Crewson 1997  USA  9.907  Self-reported   
Commitment to 
the organisation  

Individual
  no  no  

Journal of 
Public 
Administrat
ion and 
Research 
theory  yes  yes  

John og johnson 2
008  UK  

348-
352  Self-reported  job satisfaction  

Individual
  

Somewhat, 
salary is taken 
into account  no  

Report 
from: britis
h Social 
Attitudes  yes  yes  

Kim 2006  KR  1.584  Self reported  
commitment to the 
organization  

Individual
  no  no  

Internation
al Journal 
of 
Manpower  yes  yes  

Pandey et al 
2008  USA  173  Self reported  

Interpersonal 
citizenship behaviour (p
ersonal interest in 
coworkers)  

Individual
  no  no  

Internation
al Public 
Manageme
nt Journal  yes  yes  

Steijn 2008  NL  4.116  Self reported  job satisfaction  
Individual
  no  no  

Internation
al Public 
Manageme
nt Journal  yes  yes  

Taylor 2008  AU  688  Self-reported  
job satisfaction and 
commitment  

Individual
  

Somewhat, 
salary is taken 
into account  no  

Internation
al Public 
Manageme
nt Journal  yes  yes  
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Wright 
and pandey 2008  USA  206  Self-reported  job satisfaction  

Individual
  

Somewhat, 
salary is taken 
into account  no  

Administrat
ion & 
Society  Mixed    

Andersen et al 
2014  DK  

85 
school
s with 
5.631 
pupils  

Students academic 
performance   academic performance  

Individual
  no  no  

Journal of 
Public 
Administrat
ion 
Research 
and theory  Yes  yes  

Loon 2016  NL  1.723  
Reported by 
supervisors  

Quality, safety, 
efficiency, time spent  

Unit 
based  no  no  

Internation
al Public 
Manageme
nt Journal  Mixed    

Palma et al 2017  IT  618  self reported  
Quality, efficiency, time 
spent  

Individual
  no  no  

Global 
Forum for 
Empirical 
Scholarship  yes  yes  

Palma et al 2021  IT  

618 
teach
ers 
and 
156 
school 
princi
pals  Self reported  

Quality, efficiency, time 
spent  

Individual
  no  no  

Socio-
Economic 
Planning 
Sciences  yes  yes  

Lauridtzen, 
Grøn og Kjeldsen 
2021  DK  498  

Self reported and 
objective (user 
satisfaction, 
sick days )  

Four performance 
measures: sick days, 
user satisfaction, self 
reported performance 
and intention to quit.  

Individual
  no  no  

Review of 
Public 
Personnel 
Administrat
ion  

Mixed. positiv cor
relations with 
self percieved per
formance, but 
not 
with obejtive mea
sures, such as 
user satisfaction  yes  

Edwards 2014  USA  1.220  Self reported   Sick days  
Individual
  no  no  

Internation
al journal of 
organizatio
n theory 
and behavi
our  Mixed  no  

Loon 2017  NL  1.031  

Self reported in-role 
and ekstra-role 
performance  

In role behaviour: does 
the employee perform 
the expected 
tasks? ekstra role: does 
the emlpoyee perform 
tasks other than the 
expected ones? late 
hours, helping co-
workers ect.  

Individual
   no  no  

The 
American 
Review of 
Public 
Administrat
ion  yes  yes  

2. part                       
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Studies of related 
topics - but not 
using the PSM-
concept directly  

Count
ry of 
origin
  

sampl
e 
size   

Indicator of 
Performance (self-
reported or 
objective datasourc
e)  

Measure of 
performance. General 
efficiency, production, 
quality etc.  

Individual 
or 
organizat
ional 
performa
nce  

Measure of 
resources - 
wage, grants 
etc.  

Compliant 
with the 
standard of 
measuring 
performance/e
fficiency in 
economics 
(DEA, SFA, 
etc.)  

Published 
in  Positive find?  

Policy: Hire 
people with high 
PSM? (yes/no/mi
xed)  

Baruch 2004  UK  846  Self reported  

Combination of manager 
and employee 
"appraisal" on a score 
from 0-100  

Individual
   

Somewhat, 
salary is taken 
into account  No  

Society for 
Personality 
Research  

No (no direct link 
between pro-
social behaviour a
nd performance 
when controlling 
for need for 
control and need 
for 
achievement).   Complicated   

Frank og Lewis 
2004  USA  1.418  Self reported   

Self sacrifice in relation 
to work load. letting 
work interfere with 
private life.   

Individual
   No  No  

The 
American 
Review of 
Public 
Administrat
ion  

No. When they 
included control 
variables, the 
public/private 
difference in 
reported work 
effort was 
eliminated.   Complicated   

Gregg et al 2011  UK  6.061  Self reported   Amount of work hours  
Individual
   

Yes. Measure 
of wage and 
size of the 
company   No  

Journal of 
Public 
Economics  

Mixed. Positive 
result in the non 
profit-caring 
sector, but 
negative result in 
the non-
profit, non 
caring sector 
compared to 
the for 
profit caring 
sector.  yes  

Tonin og Vlassopo
ulos 2010  UK  71  

Objective 
measure. Productivi
cy in relation to 
typing data into an 
excel file.   

Productivity. Amount of 
data typed into a 
worksheet in excel.   

Individual
   

Yes. 
Same enviorn
ment. 
Same opportu
neties in 
relation to 
computing 
data.   No  

Journal of 
Public 
Economics  

Mixed. Women 
respond to Warm 
glow altrusim ind
ucing treatment, 
as reflected in 
productivity. No 
effect of pure 
altruism 
treatment, and 
men are never 
response.  

Hire women for 
jobs relating to a 
cause they care 
about.   

Mastekaasa 2020  
Norge
  

59.35
5 - 
67.99
8  Self reported   Absenteeism  

Individual
   No  No  

Journal of 
Public 
Administrat
ion 
Research 
and theory  no  

People with lower 
attendance mtoiva
tion select into the 
public sector  

Dur og Zoutenbier
 2014  

Germ
any  

ca. 
20.00
0  Self reported   Laziness on a 1-7 scale  

Individual
  No  No  

German 
Economic 
Review  

no, public sector 
employees er 
more altruistic 
and more lazy. 
The more 
altruistic 
employees are 
only found within 
the caring 
industry of the 
public sector.   Mixed  

Böhim og Riedel 
2013  

Germ
any  5.832  Self reported  Absenteeism  

Organizat
ional 
(sector)  

Somewhat, 
salary is taken 
into account  No  

CESifo Econ
omic 
Studies  

no. The Public 
sector atracts em
ployees who are 
have 
more sickdays, 
due to the 
employment 
protection  Not sure  

  

 


