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ABSTRACT 

Examining how variations in crisis severity relate to public leaders’ and employees’ reactions in 

different phases of the COVID-19 crisis, this paper focuses on leadership behaviors and 

employee outcomes with relevance for citizen outcomes. We utilize panel data from surveys of 

employees in Danish police units, hospitals and assisted living facilities, while the crisis severity 

indicators (disease, citizen perceptions and government restrictions) are based on nationwide 

data and citizen surveys. When the crisis severity was high in the initial crisis phase, employees 

had higher public service motivation, user orientation and job satisfaction, and they experienced 

that their leader used more visionary transformational leadership. In the later phase, visionary 

transformational leadership was still perceived to be more prevalent, when the crisis was severe, 

while employees perceived less verbal transactional leadership and lower user orientation. Job 

satisfaction was still positively associated with the crisis severity. This implies that public leaders 

should be prepared to handle complex employee reactions when the next crisis happens.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Leadership is particularly important in situations of crisis and emergent change where 

uncertainty is high and there are few (or no) prior experiences to rely on (Kjeldsen & Van der 

Voet, 2021; Kuipers et al., 2014; Van der Voet et al., 2015). In these situations, leaders are 

expected to set direction, communicate and follow up in relation to the change to ensure 

continued organizational goal attainment. At the same time, leaders are expected to install 

motivation and commitment among the employees to perform in accordance with the new 

circumstances. Public organizations generally change very frequently due to the many 

stakeholders, different performance dimensions, and open nature of these organizations, and the 

changes take many forms (ibid.). Disruptions and sub-optimal performance often lead to top-

down initiated political reforms, but rarely have a situation called for such rapid and widespread 

changes, as it is the case for the emergent COVID-19 crisis. It arrived suddenly, developed 

slowly and has lasted for long time period (Boin et al., 2021). This case therefore provides us 

with a unique opportunity to study the dynamics of change in a crisis-situation and its relations 

with leadership behavior and employee outcomes over time.  

More specifically, COVID-19’s time-variant effects on life and death, sickness and 

health, and citizen interaction in private and public life allow us to estimate how variation in 

severity of a crisis relates with how leaders and employees react in different phases of the crisis. 

Do the leaders, for example, set a clearer direction and/or use more praise to motivate their 

employees? Are the employees more motivated by doing good for society and others through 

public service provision during severe crisis periods – and can they see their impact more 

clearly? These questions answer a call for more scholarly contributions within the public 

administration and public leadership literature that deals systematically with dynamics of change 
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and crises, leadership behavior and employee outcomes in public organizations (Fernandez & 

Rainey, 2006; Kjeldsen & Van der Voet, 2021).  

Examining how variation in crisis severity relates to how leaders and employees 

reacted in different phases of the crisis, we focus on several employee outcomes with clear 

relevance for citizen outcomes in public service provision and on leadership that (directly and 

indirectly) can support this. Employees are motivated by seeing their prosocial impact (Grant, 

2008) and especially the public service motivation (Perry, 1996) and orientation to do good for 

individual users (Høstrup & Andersen, 2020; Jensen & Andersen, 2015) have positive 

performance effects (Andersen et al., 2014; van Loon et al., 2018). These employee outcomes 

are especially relevant in a crisis such as COVID-19, because they can be seen as the basis for 

prosocial action (Kim & Vandenabeele, 2010). Moreover, we also consider employees’ job 

satisfaction as a key factor, because it is highly relevant for employee turnover (Mobley, 1977) 

and performance (Judge et al., 2001) and thus also for organizational goal attainment 

(Unterrainer et al., 2013). Finally, we investigate two types of leadership – visionary 

transformational leadership and the contingent verbal reward element of transactional 

leadership (Jensen et al., 2019). Both have been shown to lead to better results in public 

organizations (Jacobsen et al., 2021; Jacobsen & Andersen, 2015; Jacobsen & Bøgh Andersen, 

2017).  

Empirically, we systematically link these leadership behaviors and employee 

outcomes, measured in surveys within multiple Danish police, hospitals and assisted living 

facilities from October 2019 to July 2021, to different COVID-19 crisis indicators reflecting the 

dynamics of the crisis over time. In contrast to other societal crises (such as natural disasters or 

terrorist attacks), COVID-19 has stretched out over more than 1½ years with at least two ups and 
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downs with very interesting variation in different crisis indicators: An initial phase of crisis 

occurrence when COVID-19 broke out in the spring 2020 (phase 1) and a longer phase of crisis 

development from the summer of 2020 to the summer of 2021 (phase 2). During these two 

phases, we study three different crisis indicators. First, the number of citizens hit by the disease, 

which depicts how commonplace the pandemic is among citizens (disease indicator). Second, the 

number and stringency of government interventions, which captures the intensity and scope of 

state-sanctioned restrictions on public and private interactions (restriction indicator). Third, 

citizen perceptions of the severity of the crisis, which has followed its own pattern during the 

evolution of the pandemic (citizen perception indicator – only available in phase 2 of the crisis). 

This is relevant, because individuals can be expected to react based on their perceptions of crisis 

and not only on the more objective crisis indicators. These are the three important crisis 

indicators that we examine in relation to the different types of surveyed leadership behaviors and 

employee outcomes in police units, hospitals and assisted living facilities.  

The study makes two main contributions to public administration and leadership 

research regarding crisis management and organizational change. First, we reduce the existing 

gap in the literature as to how public sector leadership behavior and employee outcomes develop 

during crises and major changes (Fernandez & Rainey, 2006; Kjeldsen & Van der Voet, 2021). 

Although COVID-19 is in many senses a unique case, it offers an ideal testing ground for 

establishing links between societal changes and behaviors and attitudes inside public 

organizations. Second, we provide knowledge about the extent to which different dimensions of 

crisis and change severity are associated with leadership and employee outcomes. These insights 

are important in order to prepare public leaders for future crises with different responses 

according to (1) whether it is a citizen perceived crisis and/or an objective crisis with high 
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mortality, and (2) whether we are in the initial crisis occurrence or dealing with more lasting 

crisis impacts.  In the following, we provide a more in-depth presentation of the theoretical 

concepts and their expected relationships with crisis severity. Next, we outline how the COVID-

19 crisis unfolded in Denmark and in the investigated organizations followed by a description of 

data collection, methods and then the results. The paper closes with a concluding discussion of 

implications for practice and future research. 

 

THEORETICAL EXPECTATIONS OF CRISIS DYNAMICS, LEADERSHIP AND 

EMPLOYEE OUTCOMES 

In many instances, the outbreak and long lasting impact of COVID-19 can be characterized as a 

radical third-order change (Bartunek & Moch, 1987; Kuipers et al., 2014) that altered the work 

tasks and the demands at work for almost all public employees. Many public service employees, 

like the ones within the police force, hospitals and social services studied in this paper, who 

continue working at their physical work places during societal lockdowns (Kramer & Kramer, 

2020), focused on continuing to perform the same tasks under shifting government interventions 

and restrictions. Their main tasks (taking care of highly psychologically or physically disabled 

citizens, treating patients, and securing the law and order in Denmark) were still very important 

during the crisis. We argue that the crisis attenuated these employees’ societal impact and thus 

also their perceptions of being able to contribute with something valuable to society. Having to 

go physically to work increased the risk of infection, and these public services are therefore 

particularly interesting to study with a view towards goal attainment during crisis. Moreover, by 

focusing on public organizations where employees and leaders continued to work at the same 

physical locations (and with the same main tasks) as before the crisis, we avoid confounding 
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from job design aspects (where the COVID-19 crisis could easily be different from future crises), 

which makes our results more generalizable to other change contexts. In the following, we 

outline the theoretical arguments and expectations for studying the relationships between crisis 

severity, leadership behavior and employee outcomes in these organizational units over time. 

Crisis severity, perceived prosocial impact and prosocial motivation 

‘Perceived societal impact’ and ‘Perceived user impact” concern individuals’ belief that they can 

contribute to the welfare of society at large and other people through their daily work activities 

(van Loon et al., 2018). Do the public employees believe that their job activities can have a 

positive on impact society and other people? This belief is captured by the concept of prosocial 

impact which describes an individual’s perceived opportunities to pursue prosocial ends in one’s 

job (Steijn, 2008) and it has been shown to be dynamic in terms of having a positive relationship 

with, for instance, transformational leadership (see Bro et al., 2017). We argue that especially the 

crisis severity indicator regarding citizen perceptions of crisis severity will be important to the 

perceived prosocial impact of the investigated public employees, because the citizens are the 

public employees’ key beneficiaries. Therefore, it is expected that citizens’ perceptions of the 

crisis make the public employees see their own impact more clearly – both with regards to 

society in general and in relation to specific users. Hence, we expect a positive relationship 

between the crisis severity and perceived prosocial impact of the investigated public employees 

in all phases of the crisis. 

In line with this, it is likely that employee prosocial motivation will increase when 

crisis severity makes the possible contributions from public employees more visible (Bro et al., 

2017; van Loon et al., 2018). We differentiate between prosocial motivation directed towards 

groups of others and towards specific other individuals. Public service motivation can thus be 
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defined as “an individual’s orientation to delivering services to people with a purpose to do good 

for others and society” (Hondeghem & Perry, 2008, p. vii), while user orientation “depicts an 

individualized concern for the well-being of specific users of public services” (Jensen & 

Andersen, 2015, p. 753). Highly public service motivated individuals are expected to prioritize 

doing good for society, while highly user oriented individuals are expected to prioritize doing 

good for the individual users (Jensen & Andersen, 2015, p. 755). If the behavioral implications 

of public service motivation and user orientation are similar (e.g., avoid that citizens are 

infected), we posit that the crisis severity indicators are likely to be positively correlated with 

both types of prosocial motivation.  

Bakker (2015) argues that highly motivated public servants will normally mobilize 

their job resources to stay engaged and perform well, but if job demands are consistently high 

and job resources are consistently low, highly motivated public servants will lose their 

psychological resources, resulting in lower public service motivation. A constant drain of energy 

will mean that public servants will become more and more exhausted because of high daily job 

demands, and the resulting and repeating daily exhaustion will have a negative influence on 

long-term public service motivation (Bakker, 2015, p. 729). Importantly, this suggests different 

associations over time between crisis severity, public service motivation and user orientation. 

The motivational development can be expected to be positive in the first phase of the crisis 

(especially for employees with high initial public service motivation), because employees with 

higher levels of public service motivation respond differently to daily demands and resources 

than those with lower levels of public service motivation. According to Bakker (2015, p. 727), 

”those who are prepared to make sacrifices for the good of society will be better able to deal with 

organizational stressors because they know that dealing with those stressors serves the higher 



8 
 

goal of helping others. They will not be upset by daily hassles because they find their work 

important and meaningful”.  However, if crisis severity continues, we expect the association to 

weaken or disappear in the second phase as highly employees with high prosocial motivation can 

lose their psychological resources over time when demands are continuously high and resources 

are low (Bakker, 2015, p. 730). In sum, we therefore expect the prosocial types of motivation 

(user orientation and public service motivation) to be positively correlated with all crisis 

dimensions, but only in the crisis occurrence phase (phase 1). 

Crisis dynamics and employee job satisfaction 

Another important factor that has consistently been positively associated with goal attainment 

and performance is job satisfaction (Judge et al., 2001; Petty et al., 1984). Job satisfaction 

designates a state of emotional (dis)pleasure based on an appraisal about whether one’s job meets 

expectations, need satisfaction or attainment of values (Locke, 1969). Employees appraise both 

specific aspects of a job (e.g., job characteristics, working conditions, leadership) and the job 

globally in an all-in-all assessment (Unterrainer et al., 2013). Based on Maslow’s need theory 

(1954), human needs has been grouped in existence, relationship and growth needs, and we 

argue that all of these needs must be fulfilled for public employees to maintain (and even 

increase) satisfaction during a demanding crisis.  

Existence needs pertains to what is physiologically and materially necessary for 

surviving as a human being (e.g., safety, food on the table). In terms of job satisfaction, working 

conditions and wages may (dis)satisfy this type of needs. Needs for positive social relationships 

may be (dis)satisfied by the quality of connections with others, such as co-workers and 

managers, who share thoughts and feelings, support, confirm and recognize one as a person. 

Growth needs are needs for using and expanding one’s capacities and creativity, learning and 
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intrinsic goal attainment on a job. According to the needs theory, factors satisfying existence 

needs are more tangible and specific to people than social needs, which are again more concrete 

than growth needs. Moreover, people try to compensate dissatisfaction of needs that are less 

tangibly satisfied by increasing more concrete needs (Alderfer, 1969; Caulton, 2012). A more 

global compensation hypothesis in job satisfaction research proposes that dissatisfaction in one 

domain (job vs. private life) will motivate people to compensate by seeking satisfaction in 

another domain (Rain et al., 1991).  

Generally, the COVID-19 crisis entailed potential frustration of all needs; existence 

needs were threatened by the possibility for infection, while relations and growth were 

constrained by societal lock downs and work place restrictions. However, we argue that in the 

longer run, workplaces may have been able to compensate for poorer possibilities for need 

satisfaction in people’s private life domain – given that we study employees who were still 

physically at their workplaces during the crisis. Specifically, stringent measures to ensure safety 

from the virus at the workplace may satisfy existence needs and hence se positively associated 

with job satisfaction. Work may also be an important source of social need satisfaction (vs. the 

harsh private life restrictions) and with respect to growth needs, the COVID-19 situation 

demanded creativity and learning for successful adaptation to new conditions and new types of 

job tasks. Therefore, while the private domain may have frustrated need satisfaction, workplaces 

likely offered possibilities for satisfaction in the longer run. In sum, we expect positive 

relationships between the crisis severity indicators and employee job satisfaction in the second 

phase of the crisis. The argument for not expecting this association in phase 1 of the crisis is that 

it is too short for the proposed dynamic with decreasing private life domain need satisfaction and 

workplace compensation linked to the severity of the crisis.  
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Crisis dynamics and leadership behavior  

As mentioned in the introduction, leadership is particularly important in situations of crisis and 

emergent change where uncertainty is high and employees strive to succeed in difficult 

circumstances (Kjeldsen & Van der Voet, 2021; Kuipers et al., 2014; Van der Voet et al., 2015). 

Here, it is even more important that leaders are able to set a clear direction, communicate it and 

make sure that employees follow this direction by appreciating effort and results related to 

achieving the organizational goals in the new (crisis) context. Specifically, we focus on 

dynamics of the crisis in relation to employee perceived visionary transformational leadership 

and verbal transactional leadership as existing research shows that these two types of leadership 

have positive motivation and performance effects in public organizations (Jacobsen et al., 2021; 

Jacobsen & Andersen, 2015; Jacobsen & Andersen, 2017). 

With regards to transformational leadership, the visionary element of this 

leadership behavior in terms of efforts to “seek to develop, share, and sustain a vision” (Jensen et 

al., 2019, p. 10) seems particular relevant in all phases of a crisis in order to guide employees to 

transcend their own self-interests and maintain focus on the common and important goals. 

Related with this, previous research has shown that visionary transformational leadership is more 

strongly associated with both public service motivation and user orientation when initial levels of 

employee perceived prosocial impact is low (Bro et al., 2017). Likewise, it is important that 

leaders remember to reward “employees for high effort and/or good performance” (Jensen et al., 

2019, p. 5) if they are to continue performing their work tasks at a high level during a crisis.  The 

verbal reward element of transactional leadership is important for employees’ incentives to keep 

contributing to reach organizational goals, contribute to the vision, and stay motivated – 

particularly in the long run. Accordingly, we therefore expect both visionary transformational 
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leadership and verbal transactional leadership to be positively related to increasing severity on 

the crisis indicators. The reason to focus on verbal rewards rather than material rewards (or 

sanctions) is that the material rewards are only to a very low degree available to the investigated 

leaders. We focus on employee perceived leadership behavior because existing research shows 

that this is more relevant for organizational performance than leader-self-reports (Jacobsen & 

Andersen, 2015). Table 1 gives an overview of the studied concepts, employee outcomes and 

leadership behaviors, and our expectations in relation to dynamics of the crisis. 

[TABLE 1 HERE] 

 

THE COVID-19 CRISIS IN DENMARK AND IN THE INVESTIGATED PUBLIC 

ORGANIZATIONS 

Compared with most OECD-countries, Denmark did fairly well during the COVID-19 crisis in 

terms of avoiding excess mortality and very strict lockdowns with curfews etc. Furthermore, the 

economy was relatively stable and the Danish Government enjoyed widespread public support 

for their COVID-19 responses (Jørgensen et al., 2021). Regarding the dynamics of the COVID-

19 outbreak in Denmark, the first infected Danish citizen was detected on February 27, 2020. 

Numbers increasing rapidly during the following days, and the Danish prime minister announced 

a lockdown of all public activities (including schools, stores and restaurants, cultural institutions 

and all other “non-essential” activities) on March 11, 2020. The lockdown lasted until Mid-April 

2020 and a number of restrictions were lifted during the summer 2020 including working-from-

home requirements. During late autumn 2020, the number of COVID-19 cases increased again, 

and a second wave of the crisis including reintroduction of public and private behavioral 

restrictions as well as lockdown of public institutions and restaurants etc. in the winter 2020/21. 
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With the extensive roll-out of vaccines and a high take-up rate during the spring 20211, the crisis 

gradually faded and all restrictions in Denmark were – unlike in most other OECD countries – 

lifted during the summer 2021. This short summary of the unfolding of the COVID-19 crisis in 

Denmark is reflected in Figures 1a-1c, which show the variation in our three investigated crisis 

indicators over time from October 2019 (the start of our survey data collection) and until July 

2021. The data are from publicly available time-series and special acquired time series and the 

operationalizations of these variables are further described in the section on data and methods. 

Figure 1a shows the number of citizens directly hit by the virus (number of 

infected; number of hospitalized; and number of reported deaths of infected citizens). Figure 1b 

shows the severity of government interventions in societal activities and thus the degree to which 

the government during the period restrained citizen behavior in public and private life. Figure 1c 

shows Danish citizens’ perceptions of the severity of the crisis. As it is evident from these 

figures, the COVID-19 crisis in Denmark had two waves, and that is the basis for our analytical 

strategy of looking at employee outcomes and leadership during the initial crisis occurrence in 

phase 1 from October 2019-July 2020 and a long-term crisis development in phase 2 from 

August 2020-July 2021. Most notably, a comparison of Figures 1b and 1c shows that although 

many restrictions were still in place during spring 2021, citizens’ perceptions of the severity of 

the crisis declined quite rapidly in this period. This could indicate that people already knew what 

to expect as a result of the first wave in the spring 2020, i.e. they had learned to live with 

COVID-19. This is reflected in our theoretical arguments regarding development of motivation 

and job satisfaction in relation to the crisis. 

                                                           
1 By June 29, 2021, Denmark acquired 1.17 mill. extra vaccines which were enough to vaccinate the rest of the 
entire adult population. By July 10th, 2021, everyone who wanted it could sign up for vaccination. 
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[FIGURE 1a, 1b AND 1c HERE] 

 

The investigated police unit, hospital wards and assisted living facilities continued 

to perform their normal tasks during the entire period of investigation. In the assisted living 

facilities, the units continuously cared for their citizens; though with some nuances. For instance, 

personal hygiene tasks were affected by the guidelines issued by the government in order to 

restrain the virus (e.g., social distancing using facemasks) and in some facilities, citizens were 

afraid to participate in social events and common activities due to risk of getting the virus. The 

same conditions applies to the organizational units from the police force and the hospitals. The 

main tasks of the police units were the same; theft, traffic surveillance and crime in general still 

had to be taken care of.  However, the biggest change for these units was the change in crime 

patterns in society. For example, the amount of violence in the nightlife was heavily reduced, 

since public social life was restricted/shut down. On the other hand, COVID-19 gave rise to new 

tasks in the police force, for example, ensuring that companies and citizens complied with 

restrictions, and that the national border control was effective. The hospitals still treated patients, 

but less urgent medical examinations etc. were postponed, and some units (not the ones 

examined in the present study) were under pressure due to a high intake of COVID-19 patients. 

Still, the Danish hospital sector did not reach its capacity limit during the crisis. In summary, the 

main tasks were the same during COVID-19 in the investigated assisted living facilities, 

hospitals and police units, but the conditions for performing the tasks changed to varying 

degrees2. In the following section, we describe our data collection in these units in more detail 

and present the methods and measures. 

                                                           
2 One of the investigated units were required to work from home during the lockdowns in the spring 2020 and 
winter 2021. This unit have been excluded from this study. 
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DATA AND METHODS 

Data collection 

As mentioned above, we analyze the relationships between three crisis severity indicators and 

key leadership and employee outcome variables in a Danish context from October 2019 to July 

2021. As part of a large scale field experiment running in 2019-23 (Gregersen et al., 2021), we 

have continuously collected survey data during the crisis on leadership and employee outcomes 

from employees in police units, hospitals3 and assisted living facilities before and after a 

common leadership training activity involving both leaders and employees. These survey data 

are matched with data from the publicly available time series, and special acquired time series, 

on a day-to-day basis on how the severity of the crisis develops as outlined in the section above. 

The combined dataset consists of 1,715 observations of 920 different employees working in 45 

different organizational units and it has a panel structure as we surveyed each employee at 1-3 

different points in time. 18.2 percent of the employees have only answered one survey (see 

Appendix A, Table A1 and Appendix B). Due to the field experimental nature of the project with 

pre- and post-intervention surveys, each organizational unit and their employees answered the 

surveys at various times. This provides us with unique opportunities to examine the development 

of crisis-severity alongside with developments in employee outcomes and leadership behavior 

both short term and long term. 

Figures 2a-c visualize the matched data for the three crisis severity indicators and 

the data collection points of the survey data. The dots in the figures represent the dates at which 

the employees in the different organizational units answered the surveys. When comparing these 

                                                           
3 By the summer 2021, only one hospital unit had participated in the project. 
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figures to the development in the crisis severity indicators shown in Figures 1a-c, it becomes 

evident that the survey data are collected relatively continuously during the pandemic, but with 

gaps in the spring of 2020 and in the winter of 2021 since the government restrictions hindered 

the field experiment to go ahead as planned. Still, there is variation in the three crisis severity 

indicators in the periods we have answers from the employees. Furthermore, there were at least 

six weeks between each survey meaning that we have variation in the crisis severity indicators 

between each survey round. 

[FIGURE 2a, 2b AND 2c HERE] 

   

Operationalization of crisis severity 

The three crisis severity indicators are measured at the national level and combine several data 

sources. The disease index captures how many people who were directly hit by the virus at a 

given point in time. The three elements included in the disease index are the number of 

confirmed COVID-19 cases, the number of patients hospitalized due to COVID-19, and the 

number of COVID-19 related deaths. This data is public available from the Danish Ministry of 

health (SSI), which registered COVID-19 related statistics during the crisis, and the media 

reported these numbers every day during the pandemic. Based on these three elements a 

formative, additive index was constructed. This index is rescaled from 0-1 with 1 being the 

maximum observed level of crisis severity in relation to the disease. Data before the first 

reported cases for each variable is recoded as 04. 

                                                           
4 This replacement of missing data is done both in order to have observations over the same period of time, so that 
we can use them in the same index, and to make sure the index covers the entire period. 
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The restriction index captures the strictness of the Danish governments’ limitations 

on everyday activities and is based on the COVID-19 Government Response Stringency Index, 

which is publicly available at Oxford COVID-19 Government Response Tracker (Hale et al., 

2021). The original stringency index is a predefined scale with a numerical value of the 

government imposed restrictions due to the pandemic and it ranges between 0-100. In Denmark, 

the maximum observed value is 72. Like the disease index, we recoded the restriction index to 

vary from 0-1, which implies that the maximum observed value corresponds to 1 in the final 

index. Observations are coded as 0 (no government restrictions due to COVID-19) before the 

period classified in the original stringency index. We received aggregated data concerning the 

citizens’ perception index from the HOPE-project. We focus on two survey items that are 

measured from March 13, 2020 to July 2021 and capture Danish citizens’ perceived optimism 

and fear in regards to the COVID-19 crisis. These two items are combined into an additive 

citizens’ perception index. Once again, we recode the index to range between 0-1. 1 corresponds 

to the highest observed value of the index and 0 to the lowest. For the disease and restriction 

indicators, we have observations for each day during the crisis (the restriction indicator only 

changed when the government changed the strictness of the restrictions). The citizens’ 

perception indicator was updated at a varying frequency. See Appendix, Table A2, for a detailed 

description of all the measures in our study. 

Besides our three crisis severity indicators, we introduce a fourth independent 

variable: the national-wide lockdown in Denmark, which occurred on March 11, 2020. The 

lockdown variable is coded as a dummy variable, where 0 indicates the time period before the 

lockdown, and 1 indicates the time period after the lockdown. This dummy is meant to roughly 

capture the change of not being in a crisis to being in a crisis. 
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Operationalization of leadership behavior and employee outcomes 

All measures of leadership behavior and employee outcomes are all based on previously 

validated scales and are constructed as unweighted, additive indexes (except from job 

satisfaction, which is a single item measure). These measures have been validated in the context 

of the full field experiment (Gregersen et al., 2021), and a more detailed presentation of the 

survey questions and items used to construct the measure can be seen in Table A2 in the 

Appendix. More specifically, our measure of prosocial impact is based on two items regarding 

perceived societal impact (Steijn, 2008) and perceived user impact (Taylor, 2008). The reported 

Cronbach’s alpha is 0.70, indicating an acceptable internal reliability for this measure. Public 

service motivation is measured on a short scale containing five items (Wright et al., 2013) with 

one additional item concerning the policy making dimension (Kim et al., 2013). Cronbach’s 

alpha for public service motivation is 0.77. User orientation is measured using four items. Three 

items have previously been tested in a Danish context (Andersen et al., 2011; Andersen & 

Pedersen, 2012) and the fourth item was developed for this particular field experiment 

(Gregersen et al., 2021). User orientation has acceptable internal reliability with Cronbach’s 

alpha being 0.72. Job satisfaction is measured with a single item asking the employees to report 

their overall satisfaction with their jobs on a 0-10 point scale (Boye et al., 2015). All measures 

have been rescaled to range from 0-1 with 1 being the maximum level of perceived impact, 

motivation or satisfaction. Regarding the measures of leadership behavior, visionary 

transformational leadership is measured by four items modified and tested by Jensen et al., 

(2019). Likewise, we measure verbal transactional leadership by three items modified and tested 

by Jensen et al., (2019). For both visionary transformational leadership and verbal transactional 
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leadership, we see high internal reliability with Cronbach’s alpha being 0.92 and 0.95 

respectively, and the final scales are rescaled to range from 0-1. 

Estimation strategy  

As mentioned in the introduction and reflected in the theoretical arguments, we investigate the 

relationships between the severity of the COVID-19 crisis and leadership behavior and employee 

outcome by distinguishing between the sudden emergence of the pandemic and the slow but 

continuous development of the crisis that followed (denoted phase 1 and phase 2, respectively). 

The analysis is therefore conducted in two steps. In the first step, we analyze data collected from 

October 2019-July 2020, and in the second step we analyze data collected from August 2020-

July 2021. Given that it is unrealistic to assume that the error terms from different time periods 

are uncorrelated, OLS estimation is not the optimal estimation technique. The estimated OLS 

standard errors are based on the assumption that error terms are independent and identically 

distributed, which is not the case when having multiple observations of the same employee. 

Therefore, we use estimation methods for panel data (Verbeek, 2012; Wooldridge, 2015). 

Specifically, we use random effects (RE) estimation, as it accounts for correlation over time in 

the error term.  Using a fixed effects (FE) estimation would have meant we would not utilize 

nearly 20 percentage of the observations (because at least two observations for each individual 

would be necessary). Furthermore, RE allows us to include time invariant explanatory variables 

such as sector (police, hospital or social services). The assumption for using RE is that the time-

constant part of the error term is uncorrelated with all explanatory variables in all time periods. 

We acknowledge that this assumption could be questioned, especially in regards to a variable 

such as service area/sector. However, the RE approach is still considered appropriate in order to 
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maximize our sample size.5 In order to account for the fact that the same individual has 

responded to more than one survey, all of our regressions use clustered standard errors. 

We examine the three crisis severity indicators in separate analysis for each 

dependent variable to avoid multicollinearity, because they capture aspects of the same crisis. 

Moreover, we test for an association between our dependent variables and the national-wide 

lockdown in Denmark. In all our regressions, we control for sector specific effects, employee 

characteristics such as gender and age, and whether the observations are made before or after the 

intervention in the field experiment. For phase 1 analyses, we also controlled for the employee 

response rate. After March 11, 2020, all survey reminders were cancelled as Denmark entered 

lockdown and the field experimental training days were postponed. Thus, response rates vary 

quite substantively between units and may be negatively correlated to the proportion of 

resourceful employees (especially after March 11, 2020, where employees with fewer resources 

may have skipped the survey). Finally, we made a robustness test, in both phases, by controlling 

for leader absence during the crisis, as this can potentially influence leadership behavior. This 

analysis did not change our conclusions. 

 

                                                           
5 Multiple Hausman tests between RE and FE estimation showed mixed results, depending on the different 
specification.    
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RESULTS 

This section presents the results from a series of regression analyses of the proposed 

relationships between the examined crisis indicators (measured by the disease, restriction and 

citizens’ perception indicators), leadership behavior and employee outcomes. Tables 2-3 show 

the results for phase 1 of the crisis, and Tables 4-5 show the results for phase 2.  

First, looking at the analyses for phase 1 covering the initial break out of the 

COVID-19 crisis, Table 2 reveals several positive relationships between the lockdown variable 

and the measured employee outcomes. Public service motivation, user orientation, and job 

satisfaction are significantly higher among employees surveyed after the lockdown on March 11, 

2020, compared to employees surveyed before the lockdown. This is not the case for employee 

perceived prosocial impact. The same relationships are found when looking at the restriction 

index (only very few restrictions were in place before March 2020). For example, employee user 

orientation is 8.3 percentage points higher when comparing a situation with no restrictions to the 

maximum level of restrictions (cf. Model 2.5). Also for the disease index, we see that employee 

public service motivation, user orientation and job satisfaction are all positive and significantly 

related to this crisis severity indicator with the coefficients being 0.487, 0.522 and 0.679, 

respectively. These coefficients seem very large. However, it is important to note that in phase 1, 

the maximum value of the disease index is 0.29 (cf. Figure 2a). This means that a change from 

no COVID-19-related disease to the highest level of disease in the Danish society is associated 

with an increase in user orientation of 15.1 percentage points in phase 1.   

[TABLE 2 HERE] 

 

 

Second, looking at the relationships between the crisis severity indicators and 

leadership behavior in the first phase of the crisis as displayed in Table 3, employee perceived 

visionary transformational leadership behavior is significantly related to all the crisis severity 
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indicators. Going from a no-lockdown to a lockdown situation, employee perceived visionary 

transformational leadership in the examined units increased with 7.2 percentage points (cf. 

Model 3.1). Likewise, the severity of the crisis in terms of restrictions and disease measures are 

also positively related to employee perceived visionary transformational leadership (as 

expected). In contrast, this is not the case for employee perceived verbal transactional leadership. 

These results are robust when controlling for the leader’s physical presence at the surveyed 

workplaces during phase 1. 

[TABLE 3 HERE] 

 

Turning to phase 2 of the crisis covering the more long-lasting unfolding of 

COVID-19 from the summer 2020-21, Table 4 shows the relationship between the three crisis 

severity indicators and the measured employee outcomes. Contrary to our expectations and the 

results from phase 1, public service motivation is not significantly associated with any of the 

three crisis severity indicators and nor is user orientation. However, the citizens’ perception 

index is significantly negative related to employee user orientation meaning that the more 

citizens perceived the COVID-19 situation to be severe, the less the surveyed public employees 

were motivated to do good for individual users at a given point in time during phase 2 (cf. Model 

4.6). We will return to this surprising result in the discussion section. Regarding employee 

prosocial impact, we see that this measure is positive and significantly related to the citizen 

perception index in phase 2 (as expected). Furthermore, job satisfaction is positively related to 

the crisis severity indicators in phase 2 as expected – albeit only significant for the restriction 

index (cf. Model 4.10). 

[TABLE 4 HERE] 
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  Finally, we examine the relationships between the crisis severity indicators and 

employee perceived leadership during phase 2. In line with the results from phase 1 (Table 3) 

and our expectations, Table 5 shows that restrictions and citizen perceived severity of the crisis 

are positively associated with employee perceived use of visionary transformational leadership 

(both significant at a 10% level). In contrast, the relationship between the disease index and 

verbal transactional leadership is negative (cf. Model 5.5). The relationship is significant at a 

10% level with the coefficient being -0.072, meaning that the employees in phase 2 experienced 

less verbal transactional leadership behavior from their leaders, when COVID-19 was more 

severe. This runs contrary to our expectations and will be discussed below. 

[TABLE 5 HERE] 

 

In sum, looking at the initial phase of the COVID-19 crisis, employees had higher 

public service motivation, user orientation and job satisfaction, when the severity of the crisis 

was higher, and they experienced that their leader used visionary transformational leadership to a 

larger extent. This pattern changed in phase 2. Visionary leadership was still perceived to be 

more prevalent, when the crisis was severe, while employees (surprisingly) perceived less verbal 

transactional leadership. Moreover, user orientation was also lower during the severe stages of 

phase 2 of the crisis, while the prosocial impact of the public service employees’ work was more 

evident. Job satisfaction was still positively associated with the crisis severity in phase 2. These 

results confirm that dynamics of radical changes and crisis are linked to employee outcomes and 

leadership behaviors in very distinct ways, which we will now discuss further.  

 

CONCLUDING DISCUSSION 

The worldwide COVID-19 crisis has offered a unique opportunity to examine how societal 

changes and crisis dynamics matter to employee attitudes and leadership behaviors within 
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organizations delivering vital public services. Using time-variant crisis severity indicators 

regarding the scope and magnitude of restrictions, the disease itself, and citizen perceived 

severity of the crisis, this paper has examined whether and how crisis severity is associated with 

important employee outcomes and leadership behavior in different phases.  

  Regarding prosocial motivation (public service motivation and user orientation), 

we expected that higher crisis severity would stimulate the employees’ motivation to do good for 

citizens and society. In line with previous research highlighting the importance of employee 

public service motivation and particularly self-sacrifice in circumstances of reforms and 

organizational changes (Bakker, 2015; Moynihan & Pandey, 2007), our results show that at 

points in time where the COVID-19 crisis was relatively more severe, the public service 

employees experienced higher public service motivation and user orientation. As the crisis 

became long-lasting, these positive associations diminished and user orientation even became 

negatively related to citizen perceived  crisis severity. That employees have a hard time keeping 

motivation high as a crisis continues was expected from the theory of job demand-resources 

(Bakker, 2015). Public servants can lose their psychological resources over time when demands 

are continuously high and resources become lower – particularly when they, as in our case, 

experience reoccurring ups and downs of the crisis while still having to deliver high quality 

services despite the pandemic. Furthermore, it may take time to grasp the magnitude of the 

crisis, and the different relationships between crisis severity and user orientation may be linked 

to employee perceptions that individual citizens’ needs cannot always be accommodated under 

these new circumstances if services are to be upheld in the long run. It is noteworthy that it is the 

citizen perceived crisis, i.e. their potential service recipients’ perceptions that are negatively 

related to user orientation and not the more objective restriction and disease indicators.  

  That it takes time to adjust to the long term circumstances of the crisis – and that 

government restrictions, disease measures and citizen perceptions do not always spark similar 
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reactions among public service employees – is also relevant for the findings in relation to 

prosocial impact (Steijn, 2008; van Loon et al., 2018). It is only significantly related to the 

citizen perceived crisis in the second phase of the COVID-19 pandemic. The difference between 

lowest and highest public concern towards COVID-19 corresponds to 3.4 percentage points 

higher employee perceived prosocial impact (cf. Table 4). The citizen perceived crisis indicator 

was not available in the first phase of the crisis (cf. Table 2), so we cannot know whether the 

same could also be the case in initial phase. But the result fits our expectations that when the 

surveyed public employees experience that citizens are worried by the COVID-19 situation, they 

feel they can contribute more. In other words, the circumstances highlight their prosocial impact. 

  To our surprise, job satisfaction turned out to be the employee outcome most 

consistently being positively related to the crisis indicators across the two examined phases. 

According to the needs theory (Maslow, 1954) and previously hypothesized dynamics of need 

compensation (Alderfer, 1969; Caulton, 2012; Rain et al., 1991), we expected that the public 

employees’ workplaces would compensate in the second phase for satisfaction of individual 

needs that were otherwise neglected in private life due to restrictions etc. Yet, we also found 

positive associations between crisis severity and job satisfaction in the first phase (cf. Table 2). 

This result is in line with another COVID-19 related study of job satisfaction in public services 

(e.g., Giménez-Espert et al., 2020) and a study showing that job satisfaction mediated the 

association between the workload of Iranian nurses during March 2020 and their prosocial 

behaviors when caring for the patients (Sharif Nia et al., 2021).  

  Our research showed that the employees perceived more visionary 

transformational leadership behavior in severe periods during both crisis phases, while they 

perceived less verbal transactional leadership when the disease level was at its worst. In 

accordance with our expectations and the generic literature on leadership and change, visionary 

transformational leadership is particularly important in times of change and crisis in order to 
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guide employees to transcend their own self-interests and focus on the common goals (Kotter, 

2012). Strong vertical leadership is usually promoted for dealing with radical, planned changes 

(Kjeldsen & Van der Voet, 2021; Kuipers et al., 2014), but previous research also shows that 

transformational leadership can play a vital role in emergent change contexts (Van der Voet et 

al., 2014). Our negative findings regarding the perceived use of verbal transactional leadership 

indicate that this leadership behavior is hard to exercise when the crisis is very severe. Effective 

use of verbal transactional leadership requires that the leader interacts closely with the 

employees in order to be able to give them relevant feedback on their efforts and results (Jensen 

et al., 2019). This might not be possible during the Covid-19 crisis. 

  By examining the relationships between different crisis indicators, employee 

outcomes and leadership behaviors, this paper has contributed with important new knowledge 

regarding the dynamics of radical societal changes and its relations with vital factors within 

public organizations that determine their performance. Notably, the results span across such 

diverse sectors as police, hospitals and social services, while public sector crisis research 

typically only studies one public service at a time (e.g., Azizaha et al., 2020; Giménez-Espert et 

al., 2020; Sharif Nia et al., 2021). The present paper’s results are situated in a Danish public 

sector context, and the crisis severity was higher in other countries including USA, Brazil and 

Italy. Still, this may make Denmark a hard case for testing dynamics of crisis development, 

employee outcomes and leadership behavior. If significant changes are seen in Danish public 

organizations, they may be even more profound in countries that experienced a more severe 

crisis. Our results therefore indicate that public leaders should pay particular attention to the 

general public opinion for nurturing the prosocial impact perceptions of public employees, while 

objective crisis indicators and visible government responses are important to public employee’ 

motivation and job satisfaction. 
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Table 1: Studied crisis dynamics, concepts and expectations 

Concept Source of conceptualization 

and measurement 

Main expectations for crisis 

dynamics 

Employee outcomes:   

Prosocial impact (Van Loon et al., 2018)  Positive association with citizen 

perception of severity 

Prosocial motivations:   

Public service motivation  (Andersen & Pedersen, 2013; 

Perry, 1996; Perry & 

Hondeghem, 2008; Perry & 

Wise, 1990) 

Positive associations with all 

crisis indicators (only first phase) 

User orientation (Jensen & Andersen, 2015) Positive associations with all 

crisis indicators (only first phase) 

Job satisfaction (Unterrainer et al., 2013) Positive association with all crisis 

indicators (only second phase) 

Leadership behaviors:   

Visionary transformational 

leadership 

(Jensen et al., 2019) Positive association with all crisis 

indications 

Verbal transactional 

leadership 

(Jensen et al., 2019) Positive association with all crisis 

indicators 
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Figure 1a: Development in disease index 

 

Source: #.  

 

 

Figure 1b: Development in restriction index 

 

Source: (Hale et al., 2021) 
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Figure 1c: Development in citizens’ perception index 

 

Source: (Carlsberg Foundation, Denmark). 

 

 

Figure 2a: Development in disease index for days with survey data 

 

Source: #. Note: March 11, 2020 is marked with a blue line. 
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Figure 2b: Development in restriction index for days with survey data 

 

Source: (Hale et al., 2021). Note: March 11, 2020 is marked with a blue line 

 

 

 

Figure 2c: Development in citizens’ perception Index for days with survey data 

 

Source: (Carlsberg Foundation, Denmark). Note: March 11, 2020 is marked with a blue line 
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Table 2: Relationships between employee outcomes and crisis severity indicators in phase 1. 

Dependent variable Public service motivation User orientation Prosocial impact Job satisfaction 

 Model 2.1 Model 2.2 Model 2.3 Model 2.4 Model 2.5 Model 2.6 Model 2.7 Model 2.8 Model 2.9 Model 2.10 Model 2.11 Model 2.12 

                          

Lockdown 0.064**   0.077***   0.020   0.090***   

 (0.027)   (0.025)   (0.027)   (0.028)   
Restriction index  0.083**   0.083***   -0.015   0.105***  

  (0.033)   (0.029)   (0.032)   (0.033)  
Disease index   0.487***   0.522***   -0.150   0.679*** 

   (0.189)   (0.169)   (0.184)   (0.189) 

             
Constant 0.663*** 0.658*** 0.664*** 0.831*** 0.830*** 0.834*** 0.779*** 0.789*** 0.790*** 0.676*** 0.672*** 0.677*** 

 (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.030) (0.030) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) 

              
Controls             

Response rate             

Sigma_u 0.137 0.136 0.137 0.106 0.106 0.105 0.117 0.117 0.117 0.143 0.142 0.142 

Sigma_e 0.0840 0.0842 0.0842 0.0971 0.0974 0.0974 0.0967 0.0969 0.0969 0.0927 0.0929 0.0929 

Rho 0.726 0.724 0.724 0.541 0.540 0.539 0.595 0.594 0.593 0.704 0.701 0.701 

Observations 695 695 695 712 712 0.137 712 712 0.117 712 712 0.142 

Individuals 519 519 519 527 527 0.0842 528 528 0.0969 529 529 0.0929 

Notes: All regressions are RE. Cluster robust standard errors in parentheses. Level of significance: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  

Control variables used in all models: sector and a dummy variable indicating whether the respondents has received treatment or not. 
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Table 3: Relationships between leadership behavior and crisis severity indicators in phase 1. 

Dependent variables Visionary transfomational leadership Verbal transactional leadership 

 Model 3.1 Model 3.2 Model 3.3 Model 3.4 Model 3.5 Model 3.6 

              

Lockdown 0.072***   0.008   

 (0.025)   (0.040)   
Restriction index  0.077**   0.070  

  (0.034)   (0.047)  
Disease index   0.368*   0.062 

   (0.192)   (0.264) 

       
Constant 0.612*** 0.613*** 0.621*** 0.660*** 0.661*** 0.643*** 

 (0.041) (0.041) (0.040) (0.049) (0.049) (0.049) 

        
Controls       

Response reate       

Sigma_u 0.113 0.114 0.115 0.192 0.191 0.192 

Sigma_e 0.171 0.170 0.170 0.161 0.160 0.160 

Rho 0.305 0.311 0.313 0.588 0.588 0.591 

Observations 733 733 733 727 727 727 

Individuals 542 542 542 539 539 539 

Notes: All regressions are RE. Cluster robust standard errors in parentheses. Level of significance: *** p<0.01, ** 

p<0.05, * p<0.1. Control variables used in all models: sector and a dummy variable indicating whether the 

respondents has received treatment or not. 
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Table 4: Relationships between employee outcomes and crisis severity indicators in phase 2. 

Dependent variables Public service motivation User orientation Prosocial impact Job satisfaction 

 Model 4.1 Model 4.2 Model 4.3 Model 4.4 Model 4.5 Model 4.6 Model 4.7 Model 4.8 Model 4.9 Model 4.10 Model 4.11 Model 4.12 

                          

Restriction index 0.032   0.068   0.038   0.082**   

 (0.043)   (0.046)   (0.039)   (0.040)   
Disease index  -0.024   -0.016   0.004   0.027  

  (0.025)   (0.021)   (0.022)   (0.023)  
Citizens´ perception index   0.010   -0.045***   0.034**   0.012 

   (0.018)   (0.016)   (0.017)   (0.019) 

             
Constant 0.654*** 0.680*** 0.669*** 0.764*** 0.815*** 0.847*** 0.866*** 0.893*** 0.868*** 0.754*** 0.809*** 0.803*** 

 (0.031) (0.010) (0.018) (0.035) (0.009) (0.015) (0.028) (0.009) (0.016) (0.031) (0.010) (0.017) 

                          

Controls             

Sigma_u 0.118 0.118 0.118 0.0935 0.0936 0.0927 0.110 0.110 0.111 0.138 0.138 0.138 

Sigma_e 0.105 0.105 0.105 0.107 0.107 0.107 0.0982 0.0982 0.0977 0.0859 0.0858 0.0861 

Rho 0.559 0.556 0.557 0.433 0.434 0.429 0.558 0.558 0.562 0.720 0.721 0.720 

Observations 860 860 860 871 871 871 875 875 875 874 874 874 

Individuals 595 595 595 597 597 597 599 599 599 598 598 598 

Notes: All regressions are RE. Cluster robust standard errors in parentheses. Level of significance: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Control variables used in all models: 

sector and a dummy variable indicating whether the respondents has received treatment or not. 
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Table 5: Relationships between leadership behavior and crisis severity indicators in phase 2. 

Dependent variables Visionary transformational leadership Verbal transactional leadership 

 Model 5.1 Model 5.2 Model 5.3 Model 5.4 Model 5.5 Model 5.6 

              

Restriction index 0.100*   0.010   

 (0.060)   (0.068)   
Disease index  0.023   -0.072*  

  (0.032)   (0.040)  
Citizens´ perception index   0.041*   0.001 

   (0.024)   (0.028) 

       
Constant 0.667*** 0.736*** 0.708*** 0.725*** 0.743*** 0.732*** 

 (0.047) (0.013) (0.020) (0.051) (0.016) (0.024) 

       
Controls       

Sigma_u 0.145 0.145 0.145 0.193 0.194 0.193 

Sigma_e 0.150 0.151 0.151 0.160 0.158 0.159 

Rho 0.484 0.480 0.480 0.595 0.599 0.595 

Observations 897 897 897 896 896 896 

Individuals 611 611 611 610 610 610 

Notes: All regressions are RE. Cluster robust standard errors in parentheses. Level of significance: *** p<0.01, ** 

p<0.05, * p<0.1. Control variables used in all models: sector and a dummy variable indicating whether the 

respondents has received treatment or not. 
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APPENDIX A 

Table A1: Descriptive statistics of study variables 

Variable Source 
Update 

frequency 
Obs. Mean 

Std. 

Dev 
Min Max 

Public service motivation Survey data Various 1,555 0.661 0.159 0 1 

User orientation Survey data Various 1,583 0.745 0.163 0 1 

Prosocial impact Survey data Various 1,587 0.867 0.152 0 1 

Visionary Leadership Survey data Various 1,630 0.727 0.206 0 1 

Verbal transactional Leadership Survey data Various 1,623 0.710 0.253 0 1 

Job satisfaction Survey data Various 1,586 0.787 0.164 0 1 

        
Lockdown (1= lockdown;  

0=  no lockdown) Survey data na 1,715 0.575 0.494 0 1 

        
Disease indexa   1,715 0.133 0.216 0 1 

  Corona related deaths The Danish  

Ministry of Health  

Daily 

1,715 0.066 0.152 0 0.974 

  Hospitalized The Danish  

Ministry of Health  

Daily 

1,715 0.111 0.177 0 1 

  Confirmed cases The Danish  

Ministry of Health  

Daily 

1,715 0.134 0.214 0 1 

  
 

     
Restriction indexa (Hale et al., 2021) Dailyb 1,715 0.428 0.346 0 1 

        
Citizens' perception indexa   964 0.679 0.272 0 1 

  Fear in regards to COVID-19 (Carlsberg Foundation) Variousc 964 0.703 0.094 0.443 0.865 

  Optimism in regards to COVID-19 (Carlsberg Foundation) Variousc 964 0.796 0.081 0.675 0.949 
a Statistics presented is for the matched data       
b The stringency is updated on a daily basis, but only if changes happen in the index      
c In the beginning data was updated on a daily basis, then weekly, then every other week and from December 2020, data was updated on a 

monthly basis.  
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Table A2: List of measures 

 

Measure Items 

Prosocial impact  1. My job is useful to society. 

(Mit arbejde gavner samfundet.)  

2. In my job I can help other people. 

(Jeg kan hjælpe andre mennesker i mit arbejde.) 

Response scale: ‘Strongly disagree’(1), ‘Disagree’(2), ‘Neither disagree 

nor disagree’(3), ‘Agree’(4), ‘Strongly agree’(5). 

Public service 

motivation 

1. It motives me to help improve the public services.  

(Det motiverer mig at hjælpe med at forbedre de offentlige 

ydelser.) 

2. Meaningful public service is very important to me.  

(Det er meget vigtigt for mig, at de offentlige ydelser er i orden.) 

3. It is difficult for me to contain my feelings when I see people in 

distress.  

(Jeg bliver personligt berørt, når jeg ser mennesker i nød.) 

4. I consider public service my civic duty.  

(Det er min borgerpligt at gøre noget, der tjener samfundets 

bedste.) 

5. Making a difference in society means more to me than personal 

achievements.  

(Jeg sætter samfundsmæssige forpligtelser over hensynet til mig 

selv.) 

6. I am prepared to make enormous sacrifices for the good of 

society.  

(Jeg er klar til at yde store ofre for samfundets skyld.) 

Response scale: ‘Strongly disagree’(1), ‘Disagree’(2), ‘Neither disagree 

nor disagree’(3), ‘Agree’(4), ‘Strongly agree’(5). 

User orientation 

 
1. It gives me energy to know that I helped the “recipient”. 

(Det giver mig energi at vide, at jeg har gjort det godt for 

”modtageren”.) 

2. The individual is more important than formal rules. 

(Hensynet til den enkelte er vigtigere end hensynet til formelle 

regler.) 

3. If the “recipient” is satisfied – the job is done. 

(Hvis ”modtageren” er tilfreds – så er opgaven løst.) 

4. In the task solution, I believe it is important to take individual 

considerations into account.  



41 
 

(Jeg synes, det er vigtigt at tage individuelle hensyn i 

opgaveløsningen.) 

Response scale: ‘Strongly disagree’(1), ‘Disagree’(2), ‘Neither disagree 

nor disagree’(3), ‘Agree’(4), ‘Strongly agree’(5). 

 

Visionary 

Leadership 
My leader … / Min leder...: 

1. … concretizes a clear vision for the [ORGANIZATION TYPE] 

future.  

(... konkretiserer en klar vision for enhedens fremtid) 

2. … seeks to make employees accept common goals for the 

[ORGANIZATION TYPE].  

(... forsøger at få medarbejderne til at acceptere fælles mål for 

enheden.) 

3. … strives to get the [ORGANIZATION TYPE] employees to 

work together in the direction of the vision.  

(... gør en løbende indsats for at få enhedens medarbejdere til at 

arbejde sammen i retning af visionen.) 

4. … strives to clarify for the employees how they can contribute to 

achieving the [ORGANIZATION TYPE’S] goals.  

(... bestræber sig på at gøre det klart for medarbejderne, hvordan 

de kan bidrage til at opnå enhedens mål.) 

  

Response scale: ‘Strongly disagree’(1), ‘Disagree’(2), ‘Neither disagree 

nor disagree’(3), ‘Agree’(4), ‘Strongly agree’(5). 

 

Verbal 

transactional 

Leadership 

My leader … / Min leder…: 

1. Gives individual employees positive feedback when they perform 

well.  

(Giver individuelle medarbejdere positiv feedback, hvis de 

præsterer godt.) 

2. Actively shows his/her appreciation of employees who do their 

jobs better than expected.  

(Viser aktivt sin påskønnelse af medarbejdere, der gør deres 

arbejde bedre end forventet.) 

3. Personally compliments employees when they do outstanding 

work.  
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(Roser personligt medarbejdere, når de gør deres arbejde særlig 

godt.) 

 

Response scale: ‘Strongly disagree’(1), ‘Disagree’(2), ‘Neither disagree 

nor disagree’(3), ‘Agree’(4), ‘Strongly agree’(5). 

 

Job satisfaction Overall, on a scale from 0-10 how satisfied are you with your current 

job? (Samlet set, på en skala fra 0-10, hvor tilfreds er du med dit 

nuværende job?) 

 

Response scale: Job satisfaction is measured on a scale ranging from 0 

(‘very usatisfied’) to 10 (‘very satisfied’). 

Citizen perception 

index 

 

Fear in regards to COVID-19: To what degree do you fear the 

consequences of the current situation with the Corona virus?  

(I hvilken grad frygter du konsekvenserne af den nuværende situation 

med corona-virussen?)  

Optimism in regards to COVID-19: How optimistic are you that your 

country will be able to get the Corona virus under control in the near 

future? (I hvilken grad er du optimistisk i forhold til at Danmark 

indenfor den nærmeste fremtid kan få kontrol over coronavirussen?) 

Response scale: ‘Not at all’ (1), ‘Low degree’(2), ‘Neither/or’(3), 

‘Certain degree’ (4), ‘High degree (5). 
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APPENDIX B: 

 

Table B1: Background information on respondents 

Variable Observations Mean. Std. dev Min Max 

Gender 901 0,6503885 0,477 0 1 

Age 882 47,145 11,96729 21 67 

Experience 885 10,06215 10,43129 0 42 

 

 

Table B2: Respondents according to sector 

Sector Freq. Percent Cum. 

Assisted living facility 982 57,26 57,26 

Hospital 58 3,38 60,64 

Police 675 39,36 100,00 

Total 1.715 100,00  

 

 

Table B3: Number of survey participations for each employee in the field experiment 

Survey Freq. Percent Cum. 

1 312 18,19 18,19 

2 842 40,10 67,29 

3 561 32,71 100,00 

Total 1.715 100,00  

 


