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Abstract 

Discretion is exercised at every level of government; however, whether the underlying 
motivations of public employees as they exercise discretion is systematically unique remains an 
open question to some extent. Would public decisions be different if different people were 
employed in the public sector? Public Service Motivation (PSM) theory has demonstrated unique 
motivations for those who seek employment in the public sector, which would suggest that other 
decisions made by these individuals are rooted in unique motives and values. However, the 
assignment of values as predominantly public or private is largely arbitrary, which is one root 
cause of the fragmentation of debates on changes in public values. Public Service Values (PSV) 
theory adapts the methods of PSM, the Schwartz Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ), and 
Tetlock’s policy preference elicitation (1986) in an attempt to describe the impact of personally 
held values on public decision making.  

Drawing from a PSV survey of public and private employees, this study explores the 
influence of 36 public values on decision preferences in six substantive areas of public policy: 
business regulation, racial profiling, whistleblowing, collaborative planning, budgetary tradeoffs, 
and business subsidies. Little support emerges for traditional assumptions about the unique 
affinity of public employees for altruistic values. Overall the picture that emerges is complex and 
bolsters the contention that the activation of public values in decision-making is highly context 
specific and not amendable to universal hierarchical classification. Based on this analysis, self-
reported affinities for public service values appear to be of only moderate utility as predictors of 
public decision preferences.
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Introduction 

In the beginning, Western public administration scholars took democratic values as a given 

underlying all of their work. Woodrow Wilson, known to students of public administration 

primarily for his argument for a split between politics and administration—which he called a fact 

“too obvious to need further discussion” (Wilson 1887, p. 211)—did not in fact aim to create a 

positive science of administration devoid of the study of values but rather to promote schemes of 

organization that would protect the nascent American public administration from continued 

corruption by patronage politics (Lynn 2001). As Sayre argues, “the responsibility of 

administrative agencies to popular control was a value taken-for-granted [sic]” in the work of the 

early public administrationists such as Wilson, Goodnow, and Cleveland, and later White and 

Willoughby (Sayre 1958, see also Lynn 2001).  

The degree to which early scholars in the field ever really meant to remove values from 

the study of public administration is a matter of some debate. Dwight Waldo and Larry Lynn 

give convincing, divergent accounts (Waldo 1952, Lynn 2001). Yet however impenetrable the 

wall between administration and politics was meant to be, some later statements against a values-

infused study of public administration are striking. The dogmatism of “old public management” 

may not have been quite as lacking in nuance as we sometimes think, but the caricature is also 

not without foundation. If we take him at his written word, Luther Gulick believed that public 

administration was about “getting things done” and “the accomplishment of defined objectives.” 

In order to achieve any degree of scientific rigor, social sciences like the study of administration 

had to “put values and ends to one side, or assume them as constants.” Relationships must be 

separated from value judgments, except insofar as efficiency is the “basic good” or “axiom 

number one” of “the science of administration, whether public or private.” In the end we might 
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be forced to “mitigate the pure concept of efficiency in the light of the value scale of politics and 

the social order,” but the “continual intrusion” of such things can only serve to “hinder the 

development of the social sciences” (Gulick 1937). In short, the only value of administration is 

efficiency in dispatching an assigned task, and if we are to study administration, we must set 

aside questions of any other values in the body of our work. 

The scientific management of Taylor and Fayol, preached to a new generation in forms 

such as POSCORB by Gulick and Urwick, tempered but never extinguished an interest in public 

values. Even Gulick, whose statements are so easily maligned, acknowledged that value 

questions could not be wholly avoided. In 1947, Dahl wrote that “the great question of 

responsibility, certainly a central one to the study of public administration…hinges ultimately on 

some definition of ends, purposes, and values in society” (Dahl 1947, p. 3). Critiques of 

scientific management by Dahl, Simon (1946), and Waldo (1984) served gradually to move 

values—if not their active empirical study—back into the center of the field. 

The last two decades have seen a resurgence of interest in the topic of values in public 

administration, partly as an attempt to counter the “‘technocratic intent’ of recent administrative 

trends (i.e. New Public Management)” (Jørgensen and Rutgers 2014, p. 1). In other disciplines, 

the concept of values seems to be falling out of fashion (van der Wal, Nabatchi et al. 2013). As 

evidence of this resurgence, Van der Wal, Nabatchi et al. also note the addition of panels on the 

topic at major public management conferences, although they also point out that most studies 

that utilize the concept tend to have their primary focus elsewhere.  

In this recent boom of publication activity, at least three main streams of research are 

apparent: administrative ethics, including empirical research on moral values, the public value 
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management approach of Mark Moore in which “public managers create public value”1 (Moore 

1995, p. 57), and a diverse “Public Value Perspective” made up of attempts to connect 

theoretical and empirical perspectives on public administration conceived of as intrinsically 

normative (Jørgensen and Rutgers 2014). This study belongs to this third line of research: from 

the outset, I assume that the study of public administration is normative and can be benefited by 

the systematic study of the values used by public managers, public employees, politicians, and 

publics to make and evaluate decisions within and about the organizations and processes studied 

in the field. 

“There is no more important topic in public administration and policy than public values” 

(Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007, p. 335). However, as Jørgensen and Bozeman note, the defining 

importance of public values to public administration can easily make their study unmanageable. 

From the earliest days of the conscious study of public administration in America, this tension 

has defined central debates in the field—the place of the study of public values in our “science” 

of administration was at the heart not only of the politics-administration dichotomy but also 

Simon’s fact-value distinction and Waldo’s critique of both. Whether researchers have been 

attempting to insulate the study of administration from value questions or trying to assert the 

primacy of a certain value (usually efficiency) or set of values (e.g. market values, democratic 

values), the issue of public values has always loomed large. At its heart, the question is no less 

than this: What is the point of public administration and how do we tell when public 

administration is successful? Perhaps some studies will only ask “What do public managers do?” 

                                                 
1 “…The problem is that they cannot know for sure what that is.” 
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but the motivation for asking that question is “How can public managers better do what the 

public wishes them to do?”  

With certain caveats, we know that a private corporation is successful when income 

exceeds expenses. Yet with public administration, particularly in a pluralistic democratic context, 

we have no such simple metrics. Obvious alternatives such as “efficiency” died at the end of the 

rope with Eichmann.2 As Dwight Waldo explained, “An argument as to which of two institutions 

is ‘really’ democratic3 can be settled only by referring both to a common standard of 

measurement, which must be found in a value, or values. Agreement on values may not be 

possible. But only if such agreement is reached is it possible to test democracy empirically” 

(1952, p. 82). Even if we were to espouse a purely positive study of public administration, 

without any hint of whether the results of administration are “good” or “bad,” the initial question 

will remain: What are we going to measure? Budgetary account balances? Service output? 

Compliance with laws? Satisfaction of the electorate? Regime stability? In any of these cases, 

the study of administration begins with identifying the value (or thing which could be assigned 

value by a normative evaluation) to be measured. Values are a starting point, not a marginal 

consideration (Jørgensen and Rutgers 2014). 

The past two decades have seen a surge in publications on public values (van der Wal, 

Nabatchi et al. 2013). While most work on the subject focuses on single or small sets of public 

values, some efforts have attempted to construct exhaustive lists of public values (Rutgers 2008). 

                                                 
2 While profit can easily be taken as an inhumane metric, nevertheless a great deal of private managerial ethics can 
be built around the simple idea that in order to sell goods and services to people, one needs to avoid killing them. 
“Efficiency” as a measure of success implies no such constraints. If the purpose of public administration is simply to 
carry out “defined objectives” with “the least expenditure of man-power and materials” (Gulick 1937, p. 192), the 
result can easily be the faceless (perhaps monstrous) bureaucracy of political caricatures.  
3 Here we could easily insert “effective in a democracy” or some other generic idea of success—“empirically testing 
democracy” is synonymous with testing its constituent institutions. 
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However, as Rutgers’ catalogue of the catalogues reveals, “the means to establish the relation 

between values, in particular their compatibility, hierarchy, or priority, is still lacking” (p. 104). 

The years following this statement have not resolved the “age-old quest” Rutgers describes for a 

systematization and hierarchy of values, but progress has been made toward the creation of 

empirical tools for analyzing the sets of values employed by decision-makers in public-sector 

contexts.  

Public Service Values 

Public Service Values (PSV) is a novel approach to the empirical study of public values modeled 

after two distinct streams of research: public service motivation (PSM) and work on basic human 

values frameworks from social psychology, particularly that of Shalom Schwartz.  

PSM has developed independently from the public values (PV) literature and the two 

address values from different perspectives and for different purposes (Andersen, Jørgensen et al. 

2013). While PSM is primarily concerned with motivations—“psychological deficiencies or 

needs that an individual feels some compulsion to eliminate” (Perry and Wise 1990, p. 368)—to 

serve others by working for public organizations, PV looks at normative ideals held by those in 

the public sector to which they appeal in weighing the decisions they make. While PSM attempts 

to explain the motivations of public servants in their jobs—and to explain why they chose those 

jobs—using survey responses to questions about personal traits and values, PSV—the substream 

of PV research this study is concerned with—uses similar information to predict value-conflict 

decisions of public servants more broadly, applying their personal value preferences to a wide 

range of decision contexts beyond the choice to work or perform well in the public sector. 
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In order to establish a stable set of values for empirical analysis, social psychologists 

such as Hofstede, Rokeach, and Schwartz have taken various approaches to identifying minimal 

typologies that nevertheless capture all human values. While complete success in this endeavor is 

unlikely, each of these researchers has made significant contributions to our understanding of the 

values humans hold, particularly in terms of how values compare cross-culturally.4 Initially 

proposed in 1987 based on a values inventory from Rokeach (1973), the Schwartz typology of 

basic human values has been confirmed repeatedly across dozens of cultures (Schwartz and 

Bilsky 1987, Schwartz and Bilsky 1990, Schwartz 1992, Schmitt, Schwartz et al. 1993, Schwartz 

1994, Schwartz, Melech et al. 2001, Fischer and Schwartz 2011). This research also underlies the 

Schwartz Portrait Values Questionnaire utilized in the European Social Survey.  

Attempts to define universal hierarchies of values (e.g. Maslow) have tended to fall flat, 

victims of ethnocentricity (Hofstede 1984) or a simple lack of empirical evidence (Wahba and 

Bridwell 1976). However, work on universal typologies of values has been more fruitful. 

Cultural dimensions theory (Hofstede 1983) and the Schwartz theory of basic human values 

(Schwartz and Bilsky 1990, Schwartz 1992, Schwartz 1994) have offered widely-accepted 

typologies of values applicable across contexts and cultures. Rather than suggesting a universal 

hierarchy of values, social psychologists studying cross-cultural communication and 

international management have focused instead on exploring structural relationships of value 

constructs to establish their universality, which then allows for more consistency when including 

them as variables in empirical models addressing other questions. 

                                                 
4 The motivation for this stream of research is summed up by Fischer and Schwartz (2011): “Values are central to 
public discourse. Politicians and commentators alike use values to justify or criticize political actions and policy 
choices, people debate the values underlying political decisions, and countries fight wars over value conflicts…[but] 
[t]o what extent do values actually vary across societies and to what extent is there consensus?” 
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Figure 1 Theory of Universal Personal Values (Schwartz 1992) 

 

Recently this approach has been applied in public management research, initially in the 

compilation of various lists of public values (van der Wal, Huberts et al. 2006, Jørgensen and 

Bozeman 2007). Merging this cataloging approach with the more predictively-oriented public 

service motivation (PSM) framework, Eva Witesman and Lawrence Walters (2013, 2014) 

propose to create a typology of public values they describe as the public service values (PSV) 

framework. While PSM is primarily focused on the values and other characteristics of 

individuals that predispose them to work in the public sector, PSV attempts to use measurements 

of individuals’ values to predict the decisions they will make in a public sector setting. Following 

Schwartz, PSV does not attempt to provide a universal hierarchy of public values but rather a 

universal typology. Assuming this typology holds across contexts and populations, the values 
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contained in it may be employed in creating context-specific hierarchies (i.e. a list of values 

ordered by importance in a given decision context) to tell us what tradeoffs decision-makers are 

weighing and to predict their decisions. 

 

Figure 2 Public Service Values Framework (Witesman and Walters 2013) 

 

The PSV framework departs from the Schwartz human values framework by adding 

seven additional value sets presumed to manifest themselves in public-sector decision-making (a 

subset of all human decision-making): EQUITY, STABILITY, NEUTRALITY, SOCIAL JUSTICE, 

TRANSPARENCY/CITIZEN INFLUENCE, COMMUNITY/RESPONSIVENESS, and GROUP INTEREST 

(Witesman and Walters 2013). See Figure 1 and Figure 2 for visual representations of the two 
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value typologies. Witesman and Walters argue that these additional value sets are sufficiently 

distinct from the Schwartz sets (or distinct subsets of larger Schwartz value sets) to merit their 

inclusion in a public service value-specific typology. The authors use smallest-space analysis 

modeled after Schwartz’s techniques to expose the underlying structure of public service values, 

a typology that posits sets of compatible and conflicting values. This research program also 

suggests context-specific hierarchies of importance for values (2014), as well as predicting 

preferences for public decisions in a manner similar to PSM predictions about job choice and 

performance (2013).  

While these results have fallen short of the ideal notion of determining a single minimal 

set of values that significantly determine the behavior of any public employee exercising 

discretion in their work, progress has been made in developing a methodology for evaluating 

what values are likely to come into play in specific decision-making contexts (the 

aforementioned context-specific hierarchies). At the very least this type of analysis provides 

those dealing with similar decision contexts in the future with information about what values 

may be most likely to come into play. Going farther, however, researchers using these 

methodologies may be able to determine which aspects of decision contexts activate which 

values more generally. Knowing what values those exercising public discretion weigh could 

allow policy designers to head off misalignment between those values and other values more 

desired for consideration (e.g. due to statutory requirements, consequences not known to the 

person exercising discretion, or political mandates). Policy makers contribute to creating the 

contexts within which public servants exercise discretion, often with unintended consequences, 

and better understanding of decision context variables on the values of those making 

discretionary decisions could reduce such breakdowns in policy design.  
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However, more basic questions remain, chief among them being how unique the overall 

context of public decision making is vis-à-vis the activation of values. Are there systematic 

differences in the way public employees weigh values compared to employees in other sectors? 

If we identify contextual dimensions that influence value activation, will those contextual 

dimensions play out differently if those making the policy decision are public employees, private 

contractors, or the general voting public? 

Decision Making 

At the core of the study of public administration, public management, and policy analysis is the 

study of human decision making, whether that be at individual, group, institutional, or systemic 

levels of analysis. For Herbert Simon, decision making was the center of the study of 

administration (Simon 1997).  Personal, institutional, and societal values serve as evaluative 

criteria for decision options and frequently play an important role in the justification of decisions 

regardless of other considerations (e.g. budgets) that may, under empirical analysis, actually 

correlate better with the decisions taken. When embodied in repeated actions and formal 

structures, values can become powerful myths that demand attention and resources regardless of 

any particular benefits vis-à-vis the intended purposes of the organization (Meyer and Rowan 

1977). Decision-makers are always engaged in processes of interpretation and framing (Daft and 

Weick 1984, Pfeffer 1997), and in this sensemaking, values play an important role for actors in 

organizations. For public organizations this is particularly true given the inherent lack of a well-

defined value set to guide decision-making. Efficiency and profit-making dominate private sector 

values, but public values are widely variable and contestable (de Graaf and van der Wal 2010, 

Jørgensen and Rutgers 2014). Economic models, while useful in predicting highly quantifiable 



12 
 

outcomes, give us no theory about where people get their values related to the public interest, 

community, and the good life in general (Stone 1997). 

While various microeconomic and utilitarian theories have provided strong tools for 

predicting decision-making in the context of private markets, leading theories intended to 

address public decision-making, such as public choice theory, are often stymied by the 

multiplicity of values that come into play in public decisions. Absent a single overriding measure 

of utility (money), theories of public choice often devolve into an infinite regress of postulated 

utility maximization decisions that no one is actually making in real life (cf Amartya Sen as 

quoted in Poundstone 2008, p. 185). This is not to say that a theory of public values would be a 

replacement for e.g. public choice theory, but rather that a robust theory of public values is a 

prerequisite for avoiding conclusions of irrational choice (Caplan 2011). In order to model utility 

maximization in the public sector, the concepts actors in the public sector place value on and 

how those concepts interact must first be defined. 

While many public decisions involve significant input from affected groups—through 

elections, comment periods, and lobbying—public servants and others discharging public 

functions (e.g. contractors) exercise discretion constantly, often with a great degree of latitude 

and sporadic oversight (Pinkele and Louthan 1985). This applies equally to the impersonal 

federal official (Niskanen 1971, Migué, Bélanger et al. 1974, Calvert, McCubbins et al. 1989) 

and the street-level bureaucrats with whom the public interacts on a daily basis (Lipsky 1971, 

Riccucci 2005, Hupe and Hill 2007, Lipsky 2010). The actions of everyone from the heads of 

agencies to police officers and school teachers can fail to align with official mandates as these 

decision-makers are pulled by various political and managerial influences, as well as their own 

personal preferences and values (Gailmard 2002, May and Winter 2007). 
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 While some decisions made by individual public actors may be strictly determined by 

policies and procedures, value conflicts related to mutually exclusive legitimate courses of action 

are commonplace in public decision making (Tetlock 1986, Keeney, Detlof von et al. 1990, 

Tetlock 2000, de Graaf and van der Wal 2010). While Rohr (1988) argues that it is an ethical 

responsibility of public decision-makers to apply the values of the wider polity to their 

discretionary decisions, the reality that disagreement exists about the regime values of any given 

political unit will be clear to any observer. Others have made similar calls for the application of 

widely held public values, which is a self-conscious reflection of the normative character of 

public administration scholarship (Frederickson 1997, Adams and Balfour 2014). The existence 

of multiple stakeholders (with differing value sets and interests) is a common feature of public 

decision-making that bureaucrats must navigate as situations are framed and reframed from 

different perspectives (Gregory and Keeney 1994, Thomas 1995, Bryson 2004). This often 

collapses any semblance of distinction between fact and values as narratives compete (Lindblom 

1959, Etzioni 1967, Lindblom 1979, Etzioni 1986, Stone 1997, Jann 2003, Entman 2004), 

destroying any semblance of a linear decision-making process (Cohen, March et al. 1972, 

Kingdon 1984). 

 The goal sometimes bandied about early on as the ideal outcome of public values 

research—a comprehensive, hierarchical list of public values—conflicts starkly with the 

observations of scholars who have addressed decision-making ever since criticism began of the 

stop-watch administration of Frederick Taylor. This hypothetical goal is no different from the 

value inputs for the rational-comprehensive model of decision making discarded by Lindblom, 

which “assum[es] intellectual capacities and sources of information that men simply do not 

possess” (Lindblom 1959, p. 80, Lindblom 1979). In practice, value goals and means are 
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generally compared simultaneously in context-specific, successive limited comparisons, which 

yield “good enough” solutions that allow movement to the next limited comparison of some 

other set of values and means. While Lindblom’s application of the term “value” is decidedly 

less focused than that advanced by Rokeach, Schwartz and others, the observation still holds: 

decision-makers lack the capacity to compare all relevant values (of whatever kind), so the 

scholarly holy grail of a complete and universal hierarchy of values is a chimera.  

 This does not, however, rule out the possibility that certain public values may form a 

“core” within more or less broad contexts, or for certain interest groups. An individual decision-

maker may, out of necessity, focus on limited incremental comparisons and satisficing, but at 

another level is likely to maintain a “broad lens” awareness of core values along the lines of 

Etzioni’s mixed scanning model (Etzioni 1967, Etzioni 1986). Thus the analysis in this study is 

structured to analyze not only the values activated by context but also possibly consistent across 

certain groups of respondents.  

One critical element of the context that activates values in decision-making is decision 

content. Bozeman and Pandey (2004) suggest that decision content has been neglected in the 

study of decision-making out of conceptual and operational difficulties, with it being seen by 

many as a qualitative variable that is too difficult to operationalize without “relax[ing] some 

rigor in measurement” (p. 554). Decision content is dismissed as “merely a cover story” 

(Rettinger and Hastie 2001, p. 336) while in reality it may significantly change “judgments, self-

reported decision strategy, mental representations of the decisions, and the ultimate choice” 
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(ibid, p. 356).6 Some is known about how decision processes are chosen under certain 

circumstances such as high goal consensus and high technical knowledge or the converse (Daft 

2001, Bozeman and Pandey 2004), but generally this research has taken values as an input to the 

processes being studied rather than as the objects of study themselves.  

Whether we conceive of values broadly—as a basic determinant of all decision-making—

or narrowly—as a force at the margins of discretion tipping a balanced scale of political forces 

and policy prescriptions—they must be part of our attempts to understand better how decisions 

are made in the public sector, which is fundamental to improving the performance of public 

institutions.  

Definitions 

Values 

Because an emphasis on values unique to the public sector has historically played a key role in 

defining the sector and its study, the uses of various “value” terms are myriad. Setting 

boundaries around the terms we use is essential, as is precisely defining the scope and analytical 

approach of any inquiry regarding them. Both constituent elements of public values, “public” 

and “values” may be problematic.  

Most simply, values are “the criteria people use to select and justify actions and to 

evaluate people (including the self) and events” (Schwartz 1992). Thus, values are not qualities 

inherent to objects, events, or experiences but are rather subjective criteria individuals apply to 

those things in evaluating them.  

                                                 
6 Most interestingly Rettinger and Hastie found that the decision content of a casino gamble, which is widely used as 
a stand-in for any kind of decision making, was particularly distinct from other decision making contexts in terms of 
how participants in the study processed information to make choices. 
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According to Hitlin and Piliavin (2004), among the most influential definitions of the 

idea of values in sociological research have been those from Kluckhohn and Rokeach. According 

to Kluckhohn, “A value is a conception, explicit or implicit, distinctive of an individual or 

characteristic of a group, of the desirable, which influences the selection from available modes, 

means, and ends of action” (1951, p. 395). Rokeach focused less on motivation to action and 

more on the evaluation of actions and oppositional nature of values: Values are “enduring beliefs 

that a specific mode of conduct is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse 

mode of conduct or end-state of existence,” (1973, p. 5). As a summary and synthesis of 

definitions of values, Schwartz suggests that a “value is a (1) belief (2) pertaining to desirable 

end states or modes of conduct, that (3) transcends specific situations, (4) guides selection or 

evaluation of behavior, people, and events, and (5) is ordered by importance relative to other 

values to form a system of value priorities” (Schwartz and Bilsky 1990, Schwartz 1992, 

Schwartz 1994). Thus the range of potential values is as great as the variety of human desires and 

mores. As psychosocial phenomena, values are not directly observable. “[V]alues cannot actually 

be seen or heard, and can only be observed in the ways in which they manifest themselves…a 

choice of action such as a decision-making preference” (van der Wal, De Graaf et al. 2008, p. 

468). 

 Out of hundreds of values mentioned in the psychology literature, scholars such as 

Rokeach have attempted to construct comprehensive lists of values that are “maximally different 

conceptually and minimally intercorrelated empirically” (Schwartz 1994, p. 21). Rokeach 

narrows the universe of values to 36, which he doubted could be further reduced (Rokeach 

1973). Schwartz, however, argued that longer lists of values can be mapped onto ten universal 

value sets as illustrated in  (Schwartz 1992, Schwartz 1994, Schwartz, Melech et al. 2001). 
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Public 

The public delimiter may help us in narrowing the targets of our study, but this leaves us with the 

rather daunting task of settling on a precise definition of what is and is not public—and even 

then the resulting universe of values deemed to be public may still be unwieldy without further 

typological development.  

Early definitions of public relied on negative conceptions, with a “public” essentially 

being called into existence as a result of externalities. According to Dewey, “Indirect, extensive, 

enduring and serious consequences of conjoint and interacting behavior call a public into 

existence having a common interest in controlling these consequences” (1927, p. 314). While 

some, such as Grunig (1966, 1997) with his situational theory of publics and Sullivan (1986) 

have continued to focus on interdependency and “problems” as bringing publics and thus public 

things into existence, public administration scholarship has generally focused on defining 

“publicness” in terms of a distinction between what is public and what is private (Ventriss 2001). 

Traditional treatments of the uniqueness of public institutions centered around 

distinctions in legal status, meaning government ownership vs. private ownership, since the very 

concept of “public” first came into existence along with the increased limitations of sovereign 

authority over property (Horwitz 1982). Not until the nineteenth century did the importance of 

such a distinction grow with the advent of the market as a “legitimating institution” necessitating 

distinct systems of law for regulatory (public) situations and private transactions (ibid, p. 1425). 

With the establishment of legal distinctions between public and private activities, the concept of 

separate sectors solidified, with organizations operating within each sector (i.e. primarily subject 

to one or the other system of laws) being termed public or private organizations. Publicness 

defined in terms of ownership remains the most easily quantified definition, but is most 
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appropriate when comparing purely public and purely private organizations (Perry and Rainey 

1988). 

While the proponents of various reform movements from Taylor’s scientific management 

to New Public Management have argued that little significant difference exists between the 

functions of management in the public and private sectors, managers with experience in both 

sectors attest to obvious differences (Allison 1983). Empirical research has tended to confirm 

these suspicions (Rainey, Backoff et al. 1976, Perry and Rainey 1988), and the study of the 

“public/private distinction” has continued to gain sophistication (cf eg Lyons, Duxbury et al. 

2006, Nutt 2006, Buelens and Van den Broeck 2007). The inapplicability of private management 

principles to the public sector ought not be overstated, however. There is significant overlap 

(Murray 1975, Boyne 2002).  

Graham Allison points to the fundamental constitutional difference between public and 

private organizations: private CEOs are intentionally vested with a high degree of managerial 

authority and discretion in order to maximize efficiency. In contrast, one of the basic principles 

of government in the United States is to make ambition counteract ambition by placing 

authorities in competition with each other, a principle that extends beyond the constitutional 

separation of powers of the political branches of government to the interwoven web of public 

agencies (Hamilton, Madison et al. 1788, Allison 1983). This “horizontal” constitutional 

accountability, which may be present even in illiberal regimes, is augmented by the “vertical” 

accountability characteristic of democracies in which elections and other less formal forms of 

public pressure serve to constrain public actions (O'Donnell 1998). Compared to decision-

makers in the private economy, the authority of public leaders tends to be more limited by 

regulations, competing authorities, and the voice of the people (Perry and Rainey 1988). It 
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should be noted, however, that this tendency may vary considerably depending on national 

context—for example, private sector leaders in more highly regulated economies may have less 

discretion, and public sector leaders in more autocratic nations or those with less adherence to 

the rule of law may have more discretion. In political systems dominated by patronage, graft, and 

bribery, rent-seeking profit motives could easily dominate public decisions at all levels (Rose-

Ackerman 2013). “Corruption is bad not because money and benefits change hands, and not 

because of the motives of participants, but because it privatizes valuable aspects of public life, 

bypassing process or representation, debate, and choice” (Thompson 1993, as paraphrased in 

Lambsdorff 2002). 

Significant in the discussion of the nature of publicness and the public/private distinction 

is the theory of dimensional publicness, which has sought to enrich the traditional “core” 

ownership-based definition with measurements of external political authority (Bozeman and 

Bretschneider 1994, Moulton 2009). Under dimensional publicness, “an organization is ‘public’ 

to the extent that it exerts or is constrained by political authority…An organization is ‘private’ to 

the extent that it exerts or is constrained by economic authority” (Bozeman 1987, pp 84-85). In 

other words, an organization may be more or less public. Defined this way, the “degree of 

political authority constraints and endowments affecting the institution” (Bozeman 2007, p. 8) 

suggests the placement of that organization on a gradated scale of “dimensional publicness” 

somewhere between fully public (i.e. a government agency devoid of outsourcing, providing 

pure public goods) and fully private (i.e. a privately held company with no government funding 

or regulation producing pure private goods). The extremes of the scale would seem to be more 

theoretical than practical in democratic states where the rule of law holds sway. However, a 
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binary view of publicness is expedient and well-supported by previous literature as a meaningful 

distinction (Perry and Rainey 1988, Rainey 2014). 

As Bozeman admits, dimensional publicness is much more complex conceptually and 

thus difficult to operationalize elegantly (Bozeman and Bretschneider 1994). As shall be seen 

below in the description of the data for the current study, alternative approaches to the basic 

definition of publicness is beyond the scope of this study, which will focus on public vs private 

ownership of organizations. How precisely to operationalize dimensional publicness in a survey 

meant to target individuals at all levels of many organizations, who would often not know much 

about sources of funding or how much time is spent dealing with government regulators, is an 

open question. However, most everyone knows where their paycheck comes from. This 

expediency should not be taken as an indication of the potential theoretical relevance of 

alternative definitions of publicness for research into public values—indeed, what values weigh 

most heavily in decision contexts may reveal much more about how “public” people think 

functions of organizations are than what kind of organizations are carrying out those functions.  

Public Values 

The term public value(s) can be seen as an “essentially contested concept” in that there is a 

widespread agreement that such a thing exists and that it is important, but any given scholar 

using the term might mean very different things by it (Gallie 1955, van der Wal, Nabatchi et al. 

2013). The term has so much of common sense about it that various scholars all too readily 

assume they are writing about the same thing when in fact simply making the “value” part of the 

name plural indicates an entirely different stream of research.  
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At the outset it is important to distinguish public values from “public interest” or the 

“common good.” While no single definition of any of these concepts will capture all usages 

extant in the literature, for the purposes of this research I will generally follow the glossary 

offered by Barry Bozeman. In Bozeman’s view, “public interest” is a more expansive, 

aspirational ideal, while public values have “specific, identifiable content” (Bozeman 2007, p. 

12). “In a particular context, the public interest refers to the outcomes best serving the long-run 

survival and well-being of a social collective construed as a ‘public’.” Common good is 

synonymous.  

Further complicating the landscape is the concept of public value (no terminal “S”) as 

introduced by Mark H. Moore, in which organizations may produce value for the public 

analogous to the economic value produced by private-sector corporations for their shareholders 

(Moore 1995). Under Moore’s approach, if a public organization were to improve its operations 

and produce more of whatever it produces more efficiently, then its public value (i.e. value to the 

public) would be said to have increased.  

These concepts are further separate and distinct from public values. Bozeman offers two 

related definitions for public values, one for societal public values and one for individual public 

values: 

A society’s “public values” are those providing normative consensus about (a) the rights, 

benefits, and prerogatives to which citizens should (and should not) be entitled; (b) the 

obligations of citizens to society, the state, and one another; and (c) the principles on 

which governments and policies should be based. 
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Individual “public values” are the content-specific preferences of individuals 

concerning, on the one hand, the rights, obligations, and benefits to which citizens are 

entitled and, on the other hand, the obligations expected of citizens and their designated 

representatives. (Bozeman 2007, p. 13-14) 

Depending on the approach taken to delimiting the public values concept, major inventories of 

relevant public values have come back with lists ranging from 72 values (Jørgensen and 

Bozeman 2007) to 538 (Vermeulen 2003, van der Wal, Huberts et al. 2006)! 

Witesman and Walters develop a more narrowly focused concept of public service values 

(PSV) defined as the “the subset of social, professional, ethical, and other values that are related 

directly to a person’s role as a public servant, and would be acknowledged by that public servant 

as reasonable, legitimate, and relevant in carrying out the functions of a given position in the 

public sector” (Witesman and Walters 2013, p. 3). They distinguish this from public service 

motivation (PSM) by arguing that PSM research tends to focus on individuals’ motivation for 

their choice to work within the public sector rather than justifications for their actions as public 

servants. While Bozeman’s definition of individual public values applies to people generally, 

PSV applies specifically to individuals in the capacity of public servants, including others’ 

conceptions about public servants. However, this is merely adding a narrower context to 

Bozeman’s definition, telling us who the people are with the preferences concerning their rights, 

obligations, and benefits. Table 1 presents Witesman and Walters’ proposed set of public service 

values grouped by value set and value orientation, which will receive more detailed commentary 

below. 
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Table 1 Value Items by Value Goal/Set 

Value goal/set 
Value orientation 

Personal performance Role Expectations Role of government in society 
1. EQUITY 
Support of systems and actions that promote 
fairness and equality for individuals and 
groups 

He feels that impartiality is 
important. He believes that he 
should avoid preferential 
treatment of people or groups. 

He feels that equal treatment is 
important. He believes that civil 
servants should treat people the 
same regardless of individual 
circumstances.  

He feels that fairness is important. He 
believes that government should 
ensure that the acknowledged rights 
and privileges within a society are 
extended equally to all. 

2. BENEVOLENCE 

Preservation and enhancement of the 
welfare of people  

He feels that altruism is 
important. He believes that he 
should serve others and put the 
needs of others before his own 
needs.  

He feels that service is important. 
He believes that civil servants 
should strive to improve the lives 
of the public they serve. 

He feels that the public interest is 
important. He believes that 
government should contribute to the 
well-being of society. 

3. SOCIAL JUSTICE  

Preservation and protection of those who are 
at a disadvantage in society 

He feels that advocacy is 
important. He believes that he 
should promote the interests of 
society’s least advantaged.  
 

He believes that social justice is 
important. He believes that civil 
servants should seek justice for 
everyone, even people they do not 
know. 

He feels that protection of minorities 
is important. He believes that 
government should consider and 
protect the rights of those who do not 
have the greatest voice in society. 

4. TRANSPARENCY 

Providing visible, accurate and accessible 
information on all aspects of government 

He feels that openness is 
important. He believes that he 
should be open and public 
about the decisions he makes 
and the work he does.  

He feels that transparency is 
important. He believes that civil 
servants should provide 
information to the public that is 
complete, clear, and easy to 
understand. 

He feels that accountability is 
important. He believes that 
government should be accountable to 
society for its actions and the results it 
achieves. 

 5. SELF-DIRECTION 

Independent thought and action-choosing, 
creating, exploring 

He feels that independence is 
important. He believes that he 
should think and act for 
himself. 

He feels that self-motivation is 
important. He believes that civil 
servants should take the initiative 
in their work with minimal 
supervision. 

He feels that citizen autonomy is 
important. He believes that 
government should assure that 
individuals are free to pursue 
opportunity and happiness in their own 
way.  

6. STIMULATION/INNOVATION  

Excitement, novelty, and challenge in life 

He feels that innovation is 
important. He believes that he 
should always look for new 
ways to do his job better. 

He feels that learning is 
important. He believes that civil 
servants should always seek to 
improve their skills and abilities. 

He feels that continuous improvement 
is important. He feels that government 
should always use the newest and best 
approaches in getting a job done.  

7. CITIZEN INFLUENCE /RESPONSIVENESS 
 
Support of the right of individuals and 
groups to be heard by government and to 

He feels that responsiveness is 
important. He believes that he 
should respond promptly and 
attentively to requests from the 
public. 

He feels that listening to public 
opinion is important. He believes 
that civil servants should seek and 
respond to the views of the public. 
 

He feels that citizen involvement is 
important. He believes that 
government should ensure that the 
people affected by a public policy can 
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Value goal/set 
Value orientation 

Personal performance Role Expectations Role of government in society 
work together to influence the institutions 
and policies that affect them 

 influence how that policy is made and 
implemented. 

8. ACHIEVEMENT 

Personal success through demonstrating 
competence according to social standards 

He feels that efficiency is 
important. He believes that he 
should make good use of 
resources.  

He feels that having an impact is 
important. He believes that civil 
servants should make a positive 
difference in society. 

He feels that sustainability is 
important. He believes that current 
government action should continue to 
prove beneficial to society in the 
future. 

9. POWER 

Social status and prestige, control or 
dominance over people and resources 

He feels that leadership is 
important. He believes that he 
should play a principal role in 
his organization. 

He feels that influence is 
important. He believes that civil 
servants should be able to affect 
organizational outcomes.   

He feels that government effectiveness 
is important. He believes that 
government should have the capacity 
and power to implement its policies. 

10. SECURITY  

Safety, harmony, and stability of society, of 
relationships, and of self.  

He feels that confidentiality is 
important. He believes that he 
should respect and protect all 
privileged information.  

He feels that regime dignity is 
important. He believes that civil 
servants should treat the legal and 
political institutions of 
government with respect.  

He feels that national security is 
important. He believes that 
government should ensure that the 
country is safe from threats from 
within and without.  
 

11. TRADITION 

Respect, commitment, and acceptance of the 
customs and ideas that traditional culture or 
religion provide 

He feels that regime loyalty is 
important. He believes that he 
should support the political 
system.  

He feels that administrative 
structure is important. He believes 
that civil servants should act 
through proper channels of 
authority. 

He feels that customs are important. 
He believes that government should 
uphold the traditional beliefs and 
practices of society. 

12. CONFORMITY  

Restraint of actions, inclinations, and 
impulses likely to upset or harm others and 
violate social expectations or norms 

He feels that following rules is 
important. He believes that he 
should follow rules, laws, and 
procedures even when no one is 
watching.  

He feels that compliance is 
important. He believes that civil 
servants should enforce the rules 
when others challenge them. 

He feels that the rule of law is 
important. He believes that 
governments should enforce the laws 
adopted by society. 
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At this point we should be careful, however, not to conflate “public servant” with “civil 

servant.” Following Bozeman’s idea of dimensional publicness, individuals may serve the public 

while not actually being employed by traditional government organizations. Having a “role as a 

public servant” can be a matter of degrees, one often difficult to quantify in individual-level data 

collection. Matching value surveys conducted with the unit of analysis being individuals who are 

public servants with detailed information about the publicness of their employers or duties, 

capturing wide enough variation in publicness to tease out real gradations, is likely to be 

prohibitively difficult in most cases. It is worth noting, however, that a horizon exists beyond the 

dichotomous public/private distinction whenever we approach any “public” concepts. 

The contestation of concepts extends to individual public values as well. In constructing 

their “public values universe” of seven “constellations” (categories) of affected aspects of public 

administration, Jørgensen and Bozeman “set [the public values] free” of their context to avoid 

pesky differences in the concepts the words used in the studies they survey actually refer to 

(Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007, van der Wal, Nabatchi et al. 2013). The disadvantages of such an 

approach are obvious to the authors as well, who admit that they are “robbing [the values] of 

specific meaning” along with the historical background, political culture, and philosophical 

pedigree necessary to know what the original authors meant by them. What we are left with is at 

best an “impression of the scope of public values (Jørgensen and Bozeman 2007, p. 358). 

Public sector decision-makers may be more acutely aware of questions of values than 

some others due to elevated ethical standards (implicit or explicit), complex environments, and 

the personal motivations studied in the public service motivation literature (Van Wart 1998, 

Lyons, Duxbury et al. 2006). Public managers are subject to a wide range of constraints and 

pressures that may be absent in other sectors of the economy, including greater legal and 
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bureaucratic requirements (Rainey, Backoff et al. 1976, Allison 1983, Baldwin 1990, Bozeman 

1993, Rainey and Bozeman 2000, Rainey 2014). Public managers may have less clear goals or a 

wider range of competing goals assigned to their work (Allison 1983).  

Broad social movements and reform movements within public administration such as the 

New Deal and New Public Management have often resulted in wholesale shifts in prevailing 

values within public organizations. Schmidt and Posner found generational differences between 

American managers who preferred a return to what they perceived as traditional values of rugged 

individualism and younger managers who placed more importance on developing new 

cooperative systems of values (1986). While public values are changeable and may be applied 

inconsistently, they cannot be completely unstable or “continuity of human personality and 

society would be impossible” (Rokeach 1976, p. 345). 

The personal values of public administrators derive from cultural environments, 

institutions, and individual characteristics. Values of personal character and virtue—morality—

are sometimes codified in codes of ethics and underpin many legal requirements in the public 

sector, but may also be taken for granted, whether or not they are actually shared in practice. 

“Typically they are asserted by tradition, culture, religion, community, organization, or family as 

simply what is right” (Cooper 2012, p. 2). Cooper does note, however, that postmodern thought 

has significantly weakened the continuity of “soft” values such as virtue and morality that rest 

heavily on history, tradition, and religion. Establishing authoritative normative approaches to 

values in any sphere of life is more complex in a philosophical environment based on relativity 

of values. Even assumptions and information based on science tend to enjoy less importance or 

even be questioned as a matter of course in the postmodern cultural climate (Jun and Rivera 

1997, Cooper 2012). In contemporary society, individuals identify with more roles, shifting 
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between several roles in a single day, often without clear boundaries when work is fragmented 

by asynchronous communication, complicating any attempt to identify clear sources of values 

based on roles or identities. Robert Lifton (1999) argues that this “Protean self” is remarkably 

resilient—rather than being left a quivering mass of insecurities by shifting roles, changing task 

environments and goal complexity, public managers continue to make decisions. 

Purpose of the Study 

While advancing a number of theory development concerns for the Public Service Values 

approach, this study focuses primarily on the question of whether public employees weigh 

different values in public decision-making than individuals not employed in the public sector. 

This is approached from two different angles: first, does sector of employment predict public 

decision preferences and, second, for each sector of employment, do employees tend to appeal to 

some values rather than others regardless of decision context. Peripheral questions addressed 

include the soundness of a priori assumptions made about the decision scenarios presented in the 

data, which speaks to how targeted such questions can really be, and what values best predict 

respondent answers in each decision scenario context. While some key hypotheses are presented 

related to differences in the role of values in determining public decision preferences, context-

specificity cannot be ignored, which makes much of this analysis exploratory and many of the 

results potentially applicable only to the decision contexts in question. 

Hypotheses 

It is very important to remain clear on the “values” addressed in this study. Indeed, conflating 

values with other social psychological phenomena is common across the social sciences (Hitlin 

and Piliavin 2004). As addressed in this study, public service values are justifications used for 
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decisions taken by those working in the public sector.7 Thus much of the literature that might 

seem applicable since it uses the words “value” or “public value” may be addressing something 

else entirely, often (public service) motivation, work values, or (public service) ethics.8 In the 

following I draw from this related literature in constructing hypotheses for differences in public 

service values as predictors of the public decision preferences of various groups, but ultimately 

the applicability of the findings of these other literatures may well turn out to be limited. 

  Van der Wal et al argue that there is much that is arbitrary about the assignment of values 

as predominantly public or private (e.g. “efficiency” as a private sector value and “service to the 

public” as a public sector value) and that this is one of the root causes of the fragmentation of 

debates on changes in public sector values, turning a highly relevant issue into a “rather 

unsatisfying clash of ideological stances” (van der Wal, De Graaf et al. 2008). In that study on 

public vs private organization values, the authors found that publicness correlated positively with 

values of lawfulness, incorruptibility, and impartiality (PSV value sets conformity and 

transparency), while profitability, innovativeness, and honesty were more uniquely private (see 

also van der Wal, Huberts et al. 2006, van der Wal and Huberts 2008, van der Wal, Pevkur et al. 

2008). However, managers’ rankings of the importance of values tended to be quite similar, with 

accountability, reliability, effectiveness, and efficiency all receiving similar high rankings. While 

a study like this may give hints about differences we may expect to see in public and private 

respondents’ affinities for public service values, by its own definition it fails to actually measure 

values, which “cannot actually be seen or heard, and can only be observed in the ways in which 

they manifest themselves…a choice of action such as a decision-making preference” (Van Der 

                                                 
7 For a more detailed definition, refer back to the section Public Values beginning on page 20. 
8 As it has gained increasing popularity, Public Service Motivation theory has experienced similar challenges as 
researchers pile on additional topics. See Bozeman and Su (2014).  
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Wal, De Graaf et al. 2008, p. 468). However, others claim that values reported as important are 

predictors of behavior (England 1967, Agarwal, Dhingra et al. 1974, England and Lee 1974, 

Whitely and England 1977, Schmidt and Posner 1986). 

In a study largely on work values, Lyons, Duxbury et al (2006) found that when the 

Schwartz Value Survey was administered to public, parapublic, and private sector respondents, 

no difference in general values was detected. Translating this study’s other findings regarding 

work values (which relate to the choice to take or continue working a job) into predictions about 

public service values (justifications for decisions made in a job) could be misleading, but it 

should be noted that the results did find limited support for the idea that public employees are 

more altruistically motivated than those in the private sector. More narrowly, “doing work that 

makes a helpful contribution to society” (similar to PSV impact [ACHIEVEMENT value set], 

service and public interest [both BENEVOLENCE value set] values) was found to have some 

significance in predicting respondent sector. In their analysis of intrinsic and extrinsic work 

values, they found that while once again differences were slight, public employees placed more 

significance on certain intrinsic work values such as intellectual stimulation, which would fall 

under the PSV STIMULATION/INNOVATION value set. However, under the PSV value set 

framework (see Table 1 on page 23), of these three value sets (ACHIEVEMENT, BENEVOLENCE, 

and STIMULATION/INNOVATION), only BENEVOLENCE (comprised of the values altruism, service, 

and public interest) does not also include values traditionally associated with private 

entrepreneurship (ACHIEVEMENT is made up of efficiency, impact, and sustainability and 

stimulation/innovation is made up of innovation, learning, and continuous improvement). While 

these factors may play into work motivation in the public sector, PSV is far enough removed 

conceptually that only the most solid findings seem likely to carry over. 
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Both the Lyons and Van der Wal approaches measure something akin to public service 

motivation: the values that those working in the sectors claim to hold, whether the sector 

influences them or they self-select into the sector based on an affinity for the values they 

perceive the sector to embody. Previous work about how sector and values interact to guide on-

the-job decision-making is sparse, so inferences about what to expect from the current study 

must be drawn indirectly and considered tentative. As previously noted, this stream of research is 

also plagued by constantly changing definitions and instrumentation (Schmidt and Posner 1986, 

van der Wal and Huberts 2008).  

Turning to the PSM camp, Legrand concludes that “altruistic motivations are prevalent 

among the providers of public services” (Le Grand 2006, p. 35, see also Perry and Hondeghem 

2008) but also notes interactions between altruism and other more self-interested motivations. 

For example, many are motivated by altruism but only if they are personally the ones doing the 

good deed. 

Others have specifically demonstrated higher levels of public service motivation among 

public sector employees than private sector employees across locations and organizations 

(Rainey 1982, Lyons, Duxbury et al. 2006, Wright and Grant 2010). However, when PSM is 

narrowed to a technical definition such as a “predisposition to respond to motives grounded 

primarily or uniquely in public institutions and organizations,” (Perry and Wise 1990, p. 368) the 

connection to specific values as considered in this study is unclear. That is, which values in the 

PSV inventory are primarily or uniquely grounded in public institutions and organizations? 

While some of the PSV items include modifiers that indicate a public context (e.g. “citizen” 

involvement or “government” effectiveness), private correlates are easy to construct (e.g. 

“shareholder” involvement or “organizational” effectiveness). Following the more general 
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association of altruism with public service, perhaps the most reasonable translation of PSM 

findings into the language and purposes of PSV is to look to the core self-transcendence value 

sets of BENEVOLENCE (altruism, service, and public interest) and SOCIAL JUSTICE (advocacy, 

social justice, and protection of minorities). Indeed, Rainey (Rainey 1982, Rainey 2009) comes 

to similar conclusions to Lyons, Duxbury et al (2006), namely that public sector employees are 

more motivated by altruism and “the sense of being involved in worthwhile public or social 

service” (Rainey 1982, p. 298) than private sector employees. Other differences seemed “small” 

in that particular analysis though. In another study on motivation, Crewson (1997) finds that 

service-oriented personnel (those with high PSM) do not have significantly different policy 

preferences from those less service oriented. In terms of the current research, this would lead us 

not to expect much difference in decision preferences along the public/private division. This 

essentially echoes the arguments of Goodsell (2003), Seitz (1978), and Lewis (1990) that 

bureaucrats are not particularly different from “ordinary people” in their views of and 

preferences for government. This of course is the normative ideal espoused by the concept of 

representative bureaucracy. 

Drawing from these previous results, in which the only recurring theme in terms of 

differences is that public employees have an affinity for benevolence values, I hypothesize: 

H1 BENEVOLENCE values will more consistently show significance in the decisions of 
public sector respondents than private sector respondents. 

but  

H2 The differences in significance of PSV values between public and private sector 
respondents will be limited.  

and 

H3 Both respondent groups will assign similar importance to core management values 
such as accountability, effectiveness, and efficiency. 
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In H1 I focus on the value set (BENEVOLENCE) rather than individual values (e.g. 

altruism) in order to compensate for differences in terminology in previous studies and 

conceptual distance between their objects and PSV. I also do not indicate a sign for the role this 

value set will play in decision-making since the point is not that public or private respondents 

always attach a certain positive or negative attitude to certain values in certain contexts but rather 

that they consistently weigh them (rather than others) in their decision-making. 

 H2 will be approached in two different ways, both in terms of the simple significance of 

sector in predicting affinities for values and patterns of significance for values when predicting 

decision preferences.  

Additional hypotheses 

Much of this research is exploratory since the set of values posited in the PSV project are not 

chosen only to predict decisions in the specific decision-making contexts presented but rather to 

capture a complete structure of values. It should be expected that some PSV variables will show 

no significance in any of the example contexts used in this study. Others may be significant in 

ways no predicted by theories that attempt to apply across decision contexts. Detailed hypotheses 

about which values will play into the decisions of respondents in each individual scenario are not 

possible. 

 However, for each decision scenario there is an underlying hypothesis related to the value 

conflict of the scenario. Each scenario can thus be seen as an assumption that some people will 

prefer one of the values presented in the question prompt to the other. Thus, in each case we 

expect that respondent affinity for the public service values or value sets embodied in the conflict 

posited will be significant predictors of the decision. If the two conflicting values in a scenario 
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map directly to items in the PSV inventory, then we would expect one or both of those values to 

be significant, but the scenarios also include more ambiguous cases in which some intuition must 

be used in deciding which values are in conflict. These results can suggest which of the 

conflicting values are important to the various respondent groups, as well as indicating other 

values that may relate to decision-making in these contexts, which is the more exploratory 

aspect. These hypotheses can be expressed as follows: 
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Table 2 Decision Scenario Value Conflict Hypotheses 

Decision scenario Hypothesized conflicting values 

 
Positive 

coefficient 
Negative 

coefficient 

H4 Should the federal government limit certain practices by 
private businesses to protect the public interest even if it 
results in higher consumer prices and slower economic 
growth overall? 

Public interest Citizen 
autonomy 
Efficiency 

H5 Should the use of racial or ethnic characteristics by law 
enforcement officials be prohibited even if it reduces 
crime overall? 

Equal treatment 
Fairness 

Impartiality 
Protection of 

minorities 
Social justice 

Advocacy 

Efficiency 
National security 

Impact 

H6 Should a mid-level public manager publicly reveal 
previously overlooked illegal behavior in his department 
even if doing so will reduce the effectiveness of his 
department’s efforts to serve the public?10 

Accountability 
Continuous 

improvement 
Rule of law 

Transparency 
Following rules 

Regime loyalty 
Efficiency 

Government 
effectiveness 

Confidentiality 
Impact 

H7 Should a city agree in advance to support the outcome 
of a citizen-driven collaborative planning process even 
if the resulting plan might require the city to change its 
funding priorities? 

Citizen 
involvement 

Public opinion 
Openness 

Regime dignity 
Customs 

H8 Should a financially strapped city close its recreation 
center to save money even if many citizens cannot 
afford the private fitness facilities in the area? 

Efficiency 
Sustainability 
Government 
effectiveness 

Responsiveness 
Service 
Fairness 

H9 Should a city invest public funds to attract a new retail 
superstore even if the new outlet will directly compete 
with existing businesses? 

Continuous 
improvement 

Impartiality 
Fairness 
Citizen 

autonomy 
Sustainability 

 

                                                 
10 Brewer and Selden (1998) find a connection between high PSM and whistleblowing, so we might also assume to 
see core self-transcendence values show up as significant positive predictors for this decision scenario. 
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Data and Methods 

Data are drawn from a random national survey administered through Qualtrics in 2013 of public 

and employees. Some 6000 partial responses were obtained before reaching the desired 

minimum quota of approximately 400 public and 400 private sector respondents. 

Value Items (Independent Variables) 

The Public Service Values Questionnaire (PSVQ) is modeled after the Schwartz Portrait Values 

Questionnaire (2001) but includes public sector value sets, along with a series of simulated 

value-trade-off scenarios consistent with the work of Tetlock (1986). Value elicitation questions 

ask the respondent to indicate how alike they are to a hypothetical public servant guided by a 

certain value, using the following prompt: ‘Each of the following statements indicates a value 

that is often associated with the role of a public servant. Imagine a public official who is guided 

by the value indicated in their role as a public employee. Please indicate how much that public 

servant is like you.’ Then the respondent is given a series of statements, customized according to 

the respondent’s sex:  

Template  

He/she believes that [value] is important. He/she believes that public servants should 

[operational definition of value]. 

Example 

He feels that political loyalty is important. He believes that public servants should 

support the political system and implement the policies of those in political authority. 
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Responses are solicited on a 7-point ordinal scale from ‘not at all like me’ (1) to ‘just like me’ 

(7). Table 1 beginning on page 23 presents all PSVQ value items, grouped by a priori value goal 

(value set). These groupings generally hold up under the empirical analysis used to create the 

typology presented in Figure 2 on page 9, although this is an area of PSV theory in need of 

further refinement. Table 3 provides summary statistics for the value items, sorted by signal-to-

noise ratio, which can be taken as a rough measure of the importance of the value. A more 

complete table of value item summary statistics broken out by sector is presented in Appendix A 

beginning on page 77. One notes the lack of parsimony in the current instrument, another matter 

for future theory development. PSM has undergone a similar process, originally with 40 items 

later narrowing to 24 to address each dimension of the overall construct (Perry 1996). That 

theory also continues to see extension and refinement in terms of items included in the survey 

instrument (Kim, Vandenabeele et al. 2013). 
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Table 3 Elicited Values from All Respondents (n = 803) 

Value M1 SD SNR2 
SNR 
Rank 

Δ3 

Efficiency 6.40 0.81 7.94 0 

Responsiveness 6.19 0.89 6.98 3 

Following rules 6.37 0.92 6.89 2 

Learning 6.25 0.92 6.77 -7 

Accountability 6.34 0.94 6.76 -2 

Transparency 6.29 0.93 6.74 6 

National security 6.24 0.96 6.48 -4 

Equal treatment 6.23 0.99 6.32 -3 

Innovation 6.10 0.97 6.29 4 

Confidentiality 6.29 1.01 6.21 0 

Impact 5.99 1.02 5.87 -9 

Impartiality 6.19 1.06 5.86 1 

Service 6.05 1.05 5.78 1 

Openness 6.40 0.81 7.94 7 

Fairness 6.19 0.89 6.97 3 

Rule of law 6.37 0.92 6.89 -8 

Sustainability 6.24 0.92 6.76 1 

Public opinion 6.34 0.94 6.76 18 

Self-motivation 6.28 0.93 6.73 -6 

Continuous 
improvement 

6.24 0.96 6.47 -6 

Value M1 SD SNR2 
SNR 
Rank 

Δ3 

Citizen 
involvement 

6.23 0.99 6.31 6 

Public interest 6.10 0.97 6.29 -6 

Leadership 6.29 1.01 6.21 6 

Administrative 
structure 

5.99 1.02 5.86 -2 

Government 
effectiveness 

6.18 1.06 5.85 -10 

Social justice 6.05 1.05 5.77 2 

Citizen 
autonomy 

5.96 1.05 5.67 2 

Regime dignity 6.13 1.09 5.60 0 

Compliance 5.94 1.07 5.55 1 

Altruism 5.97 1.09 5.50 1 

Influence 6.00 1.09 5.49 -4 

Advocacy 5.97 1.09 5.49 4 

Protection of 
minorities 

5.93 1.08 5.48 1 

Independence 5.91 1.09 5.44 -1 

Customs 5.98 1.11 5.39 -1 

Regime loyalty 5.87 1.13 5.21 0 

1. Scale of 1 (“Not at all like me”) to 7 (“Just like me”).  
2. Values sorted by signal-to-noise ratio (SNR; mean 
divided by SD), an indication of how uniformly the value is 
held in the sample. 
3. Positive numbers indicate a higher ranking in the private 
sample.  
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Decision Items (Dependent Variables) 

Responses to decision scenario questions serve as the main dependent variables in PSV research 

and can be tailored to the interests of the researcher. Scenarios are designed to present conflicts 

with significant value tradeoffs and about which broad disagreement is likely. The decision 

scenarios presented in the 2013 PSVQ survey include trade-offs between public interest and 

economic growth, equal treatment for ethnicities and crime rates, whistleblowing and agency 

efficiency, citizen-driven collaborative planning and city budgets, public amenities and public 

financial solvency, and incentives for new business and the health of existing businesses in the 

community. 

Template 

Should [action to be taken, including some justification] even if/though [value tradeoff 

consequence of action to be taken]? 

Example 

Should the federal government limit certain practices by private businesses to protect the 

public interest even if it results in higher consumer prices and slower economic growth 

overall? 

Answers to decision-scenario questions are a binary yes or no with an accompanying rating of 

confidence in the decision on a 7-point scale labeled at the extremes from “Not at all sure” to 

“Very sure.” Table 4 summarizes responses to the 2013 PSVQ decision scenario items. 
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Table 4 Decision Scenario Responses for All Respondents  

Decision scenario 

% “Yes” (SD)1 

All 
(n=803) 

Public 
(n=397) 

Private 
(n=406) 

D1 Should the federal government limit certain practices 
by private businesses to protect the public interest even 
if it results in higher consumer prices and slower 
economic growth overall? 

48% 
(0.50) 

51% 
(0.50) 

46% 
(0.50) 

D2 Should the use of racial or ethnic characteristics by law 
enforcement officials be prohibited even if it reduces 
crime overall? 

50% 
(0.50) 

50% 
(0.50) 

50% 
(0.50) 

D3 Should a mid-level public manager publicly reveal 
previously overlooked illegal behavior in his 
department even if doing so will reduce the 
effectiveness of his department’s efforts to serve the 
public? 

75% 
(0.43) 

75% 
(0.43) 

75% 
(0.43) 

D4 Should a city agree in advance to support the outcome 
of a citizen-driven collaborative planning process even 
if the resulting plan might require the city to change its 
funding priorities? 

55% 
(0.50) 

51% 
(0.50) 

59% 
(0.49) 

D5 Should a financially strapped city close its recreation 
center to save money even if many citizens cannot 
afford the private fitness facilities in the area? 

47% 
(0.50) 

48% 
(0.50) 

46% 
(0.50) 

D6 Should a city invest public funds to attract a new retail 
superstore even if the new outlet will directly compete 
with existing businesses? 

45% 
(0.50) 

44% 
(0.50) 

45% 
(0.50) 

 

One immediately notes the near even split in affirmative and negative responses to all but the 

whistleblowing question. This is an intentional result of the PSVQ 2013 survey design, in which 

decision scenarios were specifically chosen to represent strongly conflicting preferences.  

Respondent confidence in their answers to the decision scenarios is also quite similar 

across groups, as illustrated in Table 5. 
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Table 5 Decision Scenario Response Confidence 

Decision scenario 
Confidence (SD)1 

All Public Private 

D1 Regulation 5.04 (1.53) 4.95 (1.53) 5.12 (1.53) 

D2 Profiling 5.43 (1.51) 5.33 (1.6) 5.53 (1.42) 

D3 Whistleblowing 5.46 (1.52) 5.41 (1.58) 5.51 (1.45) 

D4 Collaborative Planning 4.59 (1.58) 4.54 (1.61) 4.64 (1.54) 

D5 Rec Center 5.36 (1.5) 5.31 (1.52) 5.4 (1.47) 

D6 Subsidies 5.17 (1.41) 5.1 (1.45) 5.23 (1.38) 

1. Confidence in correctness of decision indicated by respondent on a 7-point scale from “Not at 
all sure” to “Very sure” 

Note: Public vs Private mean differences are not significant in a two-tailed t-test at α=0.05. One-
tailed test finds D2 difference > 0.  

 

Just as the overall population and both subgroups see revealing wrongdoing as more important 

than maintaining government departmental effectiveness in the whistleblowing scenario, 

respondent confidence in their answers to this question is also highest or next highest (private 

group) among the decision scenarios. 

In the analysis that follows, two different conceptions of the dependent variables will be 

utilized. First, the binary responses to each decision scenario will be predicted using binary 

logistic regression models utilizing sample weights that adjust for gender and ethnicity in the 

public and private workforces. Second, binary decision scenario responses are combined with 

response confidence ratings to produce a twelve-point scale ranging from -13 to 13, placing high 

confidence “no” answers at -13 and high confidence “yes” answers at 13 with uncertain answers 

toward the middle of the scale and no zero point. This maintains equal spacing between points on 

the scale, unlike simply substituting -1 for 0 for “no” responses and multiplying by the 

confidence value, which would create a scale with single unit spaces between all values except -1 
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and 1. Table 6 provides a summary of this confidence-modified decision variable, which will be 

treated as an interval level variable and predicted using ordinary least squares with sample 

weights as for the logit models. 

An inspection of Table 6 reveals some interesting aspects of the decision responses. For 

example, both the regulation and racial profiling questions show spikes in highly confident 

negative responses (meaning that they oppose government regulation that would lead to higher 

consumer prices and that they support racial profiling that reduces crime) for private 

respondents. This is most pronounced for the regulation scenario, which is the only scenario that 

explicitly pits the interests of the private sector against the public interest. It should be noted, 

however, that the scenario does not define the public interest and yet gives specific examples of 

the tradeoff—higher consumer prices and lower economic growth. For the profiling scenario, 

both sectors show fewer moderately confident responses than other scenarios, particularly so for 

positive response (opposing profiling). As revealed earlier, all respondents tend to support 

whistleblowing, with the highest number of respondents rating their answer with the highest 

confidence of any decision scenario. For the subsidies scenario, there is a clear gap in confidence 

between positive and negative answers, with those supporting subsidies being less likely to give 

the highest confidence to their decision than those who oppose subsidies.
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Table 6 Confidence-modified Decision Scale Summary 

 D1 Regulation D2 Profiling D3 Whistleblowing 
D4 Collaborative 

Planning D5 Rec Center D6 Subsidies 
Scale Private % Public % Private % Public % Private % Public % Private % Public % Private % Public % Private % Public % 

-13 15.3 7.6 16.5 11.3 3.7 4.5 3.2 5.3 15.3 14.4 13.8 12.8 
-11 7.9 9.6 9.4 10.8 4.9 4.8 4.2 8.1 9.4 11.3 10.1 11.8 
-9 10.1 11.1 11.3 11.8 5.9 4.5 7.6 10.3 13.3 10.3 12.8 15.1 
-7 12.8 10.8 8.4 7.8 4.9 3.5 13.1 11.6 8.9 7.8 10.8 7.8 
-5 5.2 5.8 2.7 4 2.5 4 5.4 6 4.9 5.5 3.9 5.3 
-3 2 2 2 3 1.2 2 3.7 2.3 1.5 0.5 3.2 1.8 
-1 1.2 2.3 0.2 1.5 1.5 1.3 3.4 5.3 1.2 2 0.2 1 
1 1.2 0.5 0 0.5 0.5 1 1.5 1.8 1 1.3 0 0.8 
3 1 1 0.7 2.5 0.7 1.5 0.7 1.5 0.2 1.3 0.5 1.8 
5 2.2 5.8 3.7 2 1.2 3 4.7 4.8 1 1.5 3.2 3 
7 8.6 8.3 6.4 6 10.3 10.6 12.1 13.9 6.2 6.3 6.7 8.8 
9 13.5 13.9 9.6 8.1 17.7 13.4 17 14.1 11.3 12.8 14.3 13.6 

11 9.4 9.6 10.8 11.1 14 16.6 15 8.3 10.3 12.6 11.6 9.6 
13 9.6 11.8 18.2 19.4 30.8 29.2 8.4 6.8 15.5 12.3 8.9 6.8 
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Demographics and Behavioral Variables 

Table 7 provides an overview of the demographic makeup of those sampled in this survey. 

Presumably as a result of Internet-based sampling, the racial makeup of the sample does not 

match that of the general population or sector subsets. For example, federal workforce 

participation data for the latest year available from the Equal Employment Opportunity 

Commission report a racial makeup of 7.95% Hispanic or Latino, 65.20% White, 17.97% Black 

or African American, 5.95% Asian, 0.38% Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and 1.56% 

American Indian or Alaska Native; 56.19% were men and 43.81% were women (EEOC 2011). 

At the very least we see that whites are overrepresented in this sample by around twenty percent, 

and women underrepresented by eleven, suggesting the need for sample weighting. Data for 

sample weighting with regard to sex and race is drawn from census, EEOC, and Bureau of Labor 

Statistics sources and applied to all subsequent regression analysis. However, summary statistics 

are presented unweighted to reflect the actual samples. Sample weights used in subsequent 

regression analyses are detailed in Appendix B. 
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Table 7 General Demographics (n = 803) 

 Sector of Employment 

 Public Private Total 

Age    

 Mean 41.6 40.6 41.2 

 Range 18-69 20-70 18-70 

Sex    

 Female 66.8% 57.4% 62% 

 Male 33.2% 42.6% 38% 

Race    

 White 80.4% 78.1% 79.2% 

 Black or African American 6.8% 5.4% 6.1% 

 Hispanic 4.5% 9.1% 6.8% 

 American Indian or Alaska 
 Native 

2.5% 1.2% 1.9% 

 East Asian or Indian 5% 5.4% 5.2% 

 Pacific Islander or Native 
 Hawaiian 

0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 

Income    

 Less than $25,000 5.3% 6.4% 5.9% 

 $25,000 to $34,999 13.1% 11.8% 12.5% 

 $35,000 to $49,999 18.9% 18% 18.4% 

 $50,000 to $74,999 29.7% 28.8% 29.3% 

 $75,000 to $99,999 17.9% 16.7% 17.3% 

 $100,000 or more 15.1% 18.2% 16.7% 

Level of Education    

 High School  10.1% 13.8% 12% 

 Some college 15.1% 18.5% 16.8% 

 Associate's degree 10.3% 12.1% 11.2% 

 Bachelor's degree 37.8% 41.9% 39.9% 

 Graduate or professional 26.7% 13.8% 20.2% 
 

Table 8 provides a more detailed breakdown of respondent sector of employment, including level 

of government and whether private employees are self-employed. Private non-profit employees 

have been excluded from this analysis since they do not fit neatly into the public or private 
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categories. This betrays a fundamental weakness in this and most data sets that hope to measure 

distinctions between public and private decision-making—under the theory of dimensional 

publicness, private non-profit employees should generally fall between public and private 

employees on a continuum of publicness. But how to quantify the “distance” between the poles? 

Going one step farther, we must even consider the public vs private employment measured in 

this survey to be a simplification. While each respondent identifies him/herself as employed in 

the public or private sector, the publicness or privateness of each organization in which the 

respondents are employed would be assumed to vary under dimensional publicness. The nature 

of the data collected for this survey, however, constrains our definition of publicness: 

respondents identify their position on the publicness continuum based strictly on the ownership 

of the organization in which they work. Their paychecks come from a government entity, and 

thus they are employed in the public sector. 

Table 8 Sector Breakdown 

Sector of Employment 

 Freq. % 

Private 352 43.62 

Self employed 57 7.06 

Local Gov 136 16.85 

State Gov 199 24.66 

Federal Gov 63 7.81 

   
 Table 9 presents a summary of behavioral variables related to charitable activities and 

civic engagement hypothesized to have bearing on opinions regarding public decisions. 

Percentages of those answering “yes” to each question are given for  public and private 

respondents. When included in the regression models, these variables are intended to account for 
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personal tendencies toward altruism and aspects of intensity of civic involvement not otherwise 

captured by the PSV variables and political liberalness variable. 

Table 9 Charitable Behavior and Civic Engagement (n = 803) 

Survey question (variable) Public Private All 

Within the past MONTH, respondent has:    

Donated money to a charity (charity) 49.1% 46.3% 47.7% 

Volunteered time to an organization (volunteer) 36.5% 32.5% 34.5% 

Helped a stranger or someone you didn't know who 
needed help (stranger) 

53.7% 54.9% 54.3% 

I have not participated in any of these activities 
(notnice) 

19.6% 21.4% 20.5 

    

Within the past YEAR, respondent has:    

Voted in a local election (votelocal) 77.8%* 71.2%* 74.5% 

Donated blood (blood) 23.4% 22.9% 23.2% 

Attended a public meeting (such as a city council 
meeting or public hearing) (pubmeet) 

27% 23.4% 25.2% 

I have not participated in any of these activities 
(notengage) 

17.4% 20.4% 18.9% 

*=significant difference in means at α=0.05 for a two-tailed proportion test 
 

 

Respondents’ political leanings are summarized in Table 10. 

Table 10 Political Leanings 

    
 Public Private All 
Extremely Liberal 5.3% 6.9% 6.1% 
Liberal 13.4% 18% 15.7% 
Slightly Liberal 11.6% 11.3% 11.5% 
Moderate, middle of the 
road 35% 32% 33.5% 
Slightly Conservative 13.6% 12.1% 12.8% 
Conservative 14.6% 13.8% 14.2% 
Extremely Conservative 6.5% 5.9% 6.2% 
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Limitations of the Study 

The PSVQ 2013 data suffers from a number of limitations in terms of the hypotheses presented 

in this study. First, the method for eliciting respondent affinities for public service values limits 

variation in responses. Essentially, all of the values are presented in a positive normative light—

they are all good things for which almost all people will have some affinity. On a seven-point 

scale, only one value (regime loyalty) has a full sample mean below 5, and most land above 6. 

Six values (impartiality, equal treatment, openness, responsiveness, efficiency, and national 

secutiry) receive no scores of 1 (“Not at all like me”) and the lowest value any respondent gave 

efficiency was 3 (“Not much like me”). Every value variable is negatively skewed, violating 

basic assumptions of normality. While non-normality in the predictor variables is not necessarily 

a major concern even for OLS, residual plots and Shapiro-Wilk W tests for residual normality 

suggest that this challenge in the PSVQ data carries forward into the modeling.11 For the OLS 

models that follow, this may call into question the reliability of tests of significance (although 

not the coefficients themselves) and should shift our attention more to the logit results, which do 

not assume normality in the residuals. 

 Beyond the issue of skewness, the object of this research, the influence of individually 

held public service values on public decision making, may be obscured by a lack of variation in 

self-reported affinity responses. One could reasonably assume that some values receive lip 

service but do not in fact predict behavior and thus are not really values in any meaningful way. 

However, this is something of a chicken-and-egg problem, since to truly measure the importance 

                                                 
11 However, inter-quartile range testing for outliers beyond the third quartile in the residuals of the OLS models that 
follow do not show severe outliers, although in logit models, the Whistleblowing scenario does (Hamilton 1992). 
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of values for respondents, we must observe how those values influence their decisions. In 

practical terms, the PSVQ data contains sufficient variation for standard regression techniques to 

find significant correlations between the dependent and independent variables of interest in this 

study. 

 An even less easily quantifiable challenge is the potential for respondent groups 

systematically to understand PSV variables differently both in semantic and normative terms. 

While it is assumed that respondents will attach different normative understandings to values and 

hypothesized that public and private respondents will do so as groups, the possibility that 

question wording may activate entirely different associations (e.g. political) in the minds of 

different kinds of respondents cannot be entirely ignored. This could lead to the respondent 

groups responding as if two different questions were being asked. Similarly, the words used in 

labeling and explaining the values may themselves have different meanings to different types of 

respondents. One example that will be discussed below is the variable government effectiveness, 

which may, for example, be synonymous with effectiveness for public respondents yet refer more 

to government power for private respondents. This is precisely the challenge that the Schwartz 

and Witesman and Walters frameworks presented above tackle using multi-dimensional scaling 

techniques and is a topic for further research currently being carried out on the PSVQ data. For 

the time being, we must simply keep in mind that the uniqueness and the stability of the semantic 

relationships between the PSV variables, while supported by previous PSV research, are still 

preliminary assumptions and that the PSVQ instrument is subject to future revision. 
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Findings 

Value Affinities 

Table 3 sorts PSVQ value items for all respondents by signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), the mean 

divided by the standard deviation. This gives a rough indication of which values respondents 

identify with most strongly and consistently—a higher mean identification score can be defeated 

by large variation in responses (i.e. lack of consensus). Since higher numerical responses indicate 

a positive identification with the value in question, this can also be taken as a measure of the 

relevance of the value for the respondents. This provides a general collective-level hierarchy of 

values. When the sample is divided between public and private respondents, the sort by signal-

to-noise ratio changes, as represented in Table 3 by the SNR Rank Δ column and more explicitly 

in Appendix A on page 77. An examination of SNR rankings provides some insight into a 

number of issues of interest related to the hypotheses outlined above. 

 Private sector employees appear to believe more strongly and more consistently that 

listening to public opinion should be an important public service value. While most SNR 

rankings between the public and private groups seem quite similar, one difference stands out. In 

the public sample, public opinion ranks at 25th of 36 values, while in the private sample it ranks 

at 7th. This difference is nearly double the nearest rank difference, where government 

effectiveness places ten spots higher for the public sample. For the public sample, the mean 

affinity for public opinion is 5.81 and the SD is 1.18 while for the private sample the mean is 

6.19 and the SD 0.96.  

In comparing these rankings more generally, the incidence of differences greater than 6 

drops off precipitously, which could warrant greater attention being paid to the values with 
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greater differences, openness (TRANSPARENCY), learning (INNOVATION), rule of law 

(CONFORMITY) and impact (ACHIEVEMENT), in addition to government effectiveness (POWER) and 

public opinion (RESPONSIVENESS). 

Of the value items that make up the BENEVOLENCE type referenced in H1, only public 

interest shows much difference in ranking between the public and private groups, and as 

predicted, it does indeed rank higher for public respondents. This provides some initial support 

for H1 in the sense that this value is considered more important by public than private 

respondents, although this does not necessarily mean that respondent affinity for the value will 

be significant in predicting decision preferences. 

H3, however, is strongly supported by respondent rankings of values as expressed by 

SNR. Of the three values identified as core, shared management values in previous research (van 

der Wal, Huberts et al. 2006, van der Wal, De Graaf et al. 2008, van der Wal and Huberts 2008, 

van der Wal, Pevkur et al. 2008), efficiency ranks first by SNR for both public (SNR 7.6, mean 

6.36, SD 0.84) and private respondents (SNR 8.33, mean 6.45, SD 0.7716), and accountability 

ranks third for public (SNR 6.74, mean 6.32, SD 0.94) and fifth for private respondents (SNR 

6.77, mean 6.36, SD 0.94), with the closely related value of transparency (accountability and 

transparency are both in the same PSV value set, TRANSPARENCY) landing ninth for public (SNR 

6.15, mean 6.16, SD 1.00) and third for private (SNR 7.57, mean 6.40, SD 0.85). While the value 

reliability identified by this same previous research as a shared management value does not 

appear as such in the PSV instrument, we could perhaps relate it to responsiveness, which ranks 

fifth for public (SNR 6.5, mean 6.09, SD 0.94) and second for private respondents (SNR 7.6, 

                                                 
16 Note the difference in SNR, mean, and SD for efficiency between the two groups—the mean affinity for private 
respondents for efficiency is higher, with higher consensus. 
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mean 6.29, SD 0.83). However, the PSV effectiveness value, government effectiveness, ranks 

nineteenth for public (SNR 5.55, mean 5.84, SD 1.05) and twenty-ninth for private respondents 

SNR 4.74, mean 5.71, SD 1.2), ranking both below the mean in the list for both groups and 

holding the second greatest difference in SNR between groups. These results provide support for 

H3 insofar as efficiency and accountability are concerned yet contradict the hypothesis for 

effectiveness. Public and private employees attach similar importance to core management values 

of efficiency and accountability relative to other public service values, but are split on the 

importance of effectiveness, both assigning it relatively low importance, with private employees 

assigning it relatively much lower importance.  

This latter result should perhaps not be taken terribly seriously, however, due to the way 

the government effectiveness variable is explained for respondents in the survey. As the question 

prompt clarifies, this variable focuses not so much on government being effective but rather 

having “capacity and power to implement [government] policies.” Thus, if respondents believe 

that government policies being implemented is often detrimental in some way, or view 

government power in a negative light, they would have less affinity for this value. This interplay 

of the question wording with broader normative ideas of effectiveness could explain the low 

ranking government effectiveness receives for the private group. 

Conflicting Values 

For each decision scenario, a list of values was identified a priori that were believed the scenario 

would put in conflict. We hypothesize that affinity for at least these values will show significant 

correlations with decision scenario responses. In the following sections, the results of logit and 

OLS regressions are presented and compared to these a priori hypotheses. The focus here is on 

significance and sign rather than on coefficients or effect magnitudes. Each model includes a full 
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complement of demographic variables, two aggregate behavioral variables addressing civic 

engagement and charitable activities, and all value variables. Logit models were used to predict 

raw decision scenario responses and OLS models were used to predict decision scenario 

responses adjusted for responder answer confidence. In the tables and discussion that follows, 

logit and OLS results are combined, with significance in either modeling approach counting in 

terms of matching a priori assumptions. The intent is to favor Type I errors. Each scenario will 

now be discussed in turn. Full model results are presented in Appendix C and Appendix D 

beginning on page 80. Bolded values/sets indicate matches between hypothesizes and findings, 

and italics indicate matches with mismatched signs. 

H4 Regulation vs Economic Growth 

Should the federal government limit certain practices by private businesses to protect the public 
interest even if it results in higher consumer prices and slower economic growth overall? 

 
Hypothesized conflicting values 

(goals) 
Significant values (goals) 

Positive 
coefficient 

Public interest (Benevolence) Public interest2,3,4 (Benevolence) 
 

Following rules1,3 (Conformity) 
Regime loyalty3 (Tradition) 
Rule of law2,4 (Conformity) 

Social justice1,3 (Social Justice) 
Sustainability2,4 (Achievement) 

Negative 
coefficient 

Citizen autonomy (Self-direction) 
Efficiency (Achievement) 

Accountability2 (Transparency) 
Administrative structure2,4 (Tradition) 

Customs1,3 (Tradition) 
Learning2,4 (Innovation) 

Responsiveness1,3 (Responsiveness) 
Rule of law1 (Conformity) 

1. Public logit (pseudo-R2 0.290, BIC 649.5) 
2. Private logit (pseudo-R2 0.234, BIC 690.3) 
3. Public OLS (R2 0.368) 
4. Private OLS  (R2 0.302) 

See Table 12 on page 80 for complete results. 
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For the scenario involving government regulation of private business, we see no negative 

coefficient matches between a priori values and model values, but the positive coefficient value 

public interest is significant as predicted. Interestingly, all but one CONFORMITY and all 

TRADITION variables are significant, either as positive or negative predictors. H4 is partially 

borne out, and it would seem reasonable to conclude that conformity and tradition values are 

activated in the context of a conflict between regulation in the public interest and economic 

benefits.  

In the demographic variables, politically conservative respondents in both the public and 

private groups were more likely to oppose regulation of private business. Among public 

respondents, Hispanic and black respondents were more likely to favor regulation compared to 

white respondents, as were respondents with higher incomes. Among private employees, older 

and more educated respondents were more likely to favor regulation. The behavior variables 

show no significance.   

R2 for the OLS and BIC for the logit models suggest somewhat greater ability of this set 

of independent variables to explain the decision preferences of public than of private employees. 
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H5 Profiling vs Reducing Crime 

Should the use of racial or ethnic characteristics by law enforcement officials be prohibited even 
if it reduces crime overall? 

 Hypothesized conflicting values (goals) Significant values (goals) 

Positive 
coefficient 

Advocacy (Social Justice) 
Protection of minorities (Social 

Justice) 
 

Equal treatment (Equity) 
Fairness (Equity) 

Impartiality (Equity) 
Social justice (Social Justice) 

Advocacy1,3 (Social Justice) 
Protection of Minorities2,4 (Social 

Justice) 
 

Accountability1,3 (Transparency) 
Citizen Involvement1(Responsiveness) 

Public Interest1 (Benevolence) 
Transparency1,3 (Transparency) 

Negative 
coefficient 

National security (Security) 
 

Efficiency (Achievement) 
Impact  (Achievement) 

 

National Security1,3 (Security) 
 

Citizen Autonomy1,3 (Self-direction) 
Learning1,3 (Innovation) 

Sustainability1,3 (Achievement) 

1. Public logit (pseudo-R2 0.298, BIC 641.7) 
2. Private logit (pseudo-R2 0.102, BIC 758.2) 
3. Public OLS (R2 0.368) 
4. Private OLS (R2 0.155) 

See Table 13 on page 83 for complete results. 

 

The racial profiling vs crime reduction scenario has been considered by this researcher as 

something of a test case for the methods employed here—the value conflicts involved seemed 

clear and the semantic connection between the value variable protection of minorities and the 

scenario so strong that if it were not to turn out significant much doubt would be cast on these 

models. And in fact protection of minorities is the only value that predicts decision responses for 

private respondents. For public respondents, protection of minorities is not significant in the full 

model, but in many alternate specifications it is highly significant, suggesting either an issue with 

multicollinearity. The postestimation VIF of 2.15 for protection of minorities for the public OLS 

model suggests only moderate correlation with other predictors, but in practice the significance 

of this variable is unstable under alternate model specifications (i.e. when other semantically 
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related values are removed from the model). Advocacy, also in the SOCIAL JUSTICE value set is 

significant in the full public models, as are public interest, transparency and accountability.   

Interestingly, for this decision scenario, the regression models seem to predict respondent 

preferences much better for public than for private respondents. Under OLS, the models account 

for 36.8% of variation in responses for public respondents but only 15.5% for private. 

McFadden’s pseudo R2 gives a similar result, although this should be taken as a suggestive result 

only due to the difficulties of comparing pseudo R2s for categorical models. However, the much 

lower BIC of 447 for the public logit model vs 558 for private points very strongly towards the 

conclusion that the public model is describing much more of the variation in the decision data 

(Raftery 1995). 

H5 assumptions about SOCIAL JUSTICE variables and the value national security were 

borne out, although assumptions about EQUITY variables were not, with additional positive 

coefficient values coming from TRANSPARENCY, RESPONSIVENESS, and BENEVOLENCE. 

For public group, conservative respondents were more likely to favor racial profiling, 

while blacks and Pacific islanders were more likely to oppose it compared to whites. Among 

private respondents, higher levels of education are associated with reduced support for racial 

profiling to reduce crime rates. The behavior variables again show no significance.   
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H6 Whistleblowing vs Effectiveness 

Should a mid-level public manager publicly reveal previously overlooked illegal behavior in his 
department even if doing so will reduce the effectiveness of his department’s efforts to serve the 
public? 

 
Hypothesized conflicting values 

(goals) 
Significant values (goals) 

Positive 
coefficient 

Transparency (Transparency) 
 
 

Accountability (Transparency) 
Continuous improvement 

(Innovation) 
Following rules (Conformity) 

Rule of law (Conformity) 

Transparency1,3 (Transparency) 
Efficiency2,4 (Achievement) 

 
Openness2 (Transparency) 

 

Negative 
coefficient 

Confidentiality (Security) 
Government effectiveness 

(Power) 
Efficiency (Achievement) 

 
Impact (Achievement) 

Regime loyalty (Tradition) 

Confidentiality1,3 (Security) 
Government effectiveness1,3 (Power) 

 
 

Altruism4 (Benevolence) 
Learning2,4 (Innovation) 

Responsiveness1,2,3,4 (Responsiveness) 

1. Public logit (pseudo-R2 0.181, BIC 628.3) 
2. Private logit (pseudo-R2 0.206, BIC 627.2) 
3. Public OLS (R2 0.204) 
4. Private OLS (R2 0.208) 

See Table 14 on page 85 for complete results. 

 

As noted previously, the whistleblowing scenario is unique in the degree of agreement among 

respondents that revealing previous illegal behavior is more important that current effectiveness 

at serving the public. What would seem like the core assumptions from H6 are borne out, with 

higher affinities for transparency correlating with support for whistleblowing and affinity for 

confidentiality and government effectiveness correlating with opposition to whistleblowing that is 

detrimental to department effectiveness. Contrary to expectations, private respondents who value 

efficiency tended to support whistleblowing. Assumptions about CONFORMITY values were not 

borne out, meaning that a respondent’s affinity for conforming to established norms had little to 
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do with their decision between whistleblowing and effectiveness. Of note is the value 

responsiveness, which was negatively correlated with support for whistleblowing in all models. 

Public and private respondents who more highly value public servant responsiveness to public 

requests were more likely to allow past illegal behavior to remain unreported if it meant 

preserving department effectiveness. 

Turning to demographics, for the public group, higher income respondents were more 

likely to consider revealing illegal behavior to be more important than maintaining effectiveness, 

as were Hispanic respondents compared to whites. Among private respondents, higher levels of 

education were associated with increased support for whistleblowing, but black respondents were 

less likely to support whistleblowing than whites. The behavior variables once again showed no 

significance.  R2 for the OLS and BIC for the logit models suggest very little difference in the 

ability of this set of independent variables to explain the decision preferences of public vs private 

employees. 
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H7 Collaborative Planning vs City Funding Priorities 

Should a city agree in advance to support the outcome of a citizen-driven collaborative planning 
process even if the resulting plan might require the city to change its funding priorities? 

 Hypothesized conflicting values (goals) Significant values (goals) 

Positive 
coefficient 

Citizen involvement 
(Responsiveness) 

 
 

Openness (Transparency) 
Public opinion (Responsiveness) 

Citizen involvement2 (Responsiveness) 
Customs2,4 (Tradition) 

 
Compliance2 (Conformity) 

Influence1 (Power) 
Leadership1 (Power) 

Negative 
coefficient 

Customs (Tradition) 
 

Regime dignity (Security) 

 
 

Government effectiveness1 (Power) 
National security1,3 (Security) 

Self-motivation2 (Self-direction) 

1. Public logit (pseudo-R2 0.168, BIC 712.4) 
2. Private logit (pseudo-R2 0.112, BIC 727.7) 
3. Public OLS (R2 0.209) 
4. Private OLS (R2 0.121) 

See Table 15 on page 87 for complete results. 

 

In the models testing H7, we see sex as a significant demographic variable for the first time, with 

male private sector respondents more likely to favor binding collaborative planning processes 

than females. Pacific islander respondents in the private sample are more likely than whites to 

favor collaborative planning. The behavioral variables were not significant. 

 Looking both at the limited range of significant variables in the models and the lower R2 

and higher BIC results, these models seemed the poorest of the six decision scenarios at 

explaining respondent preferences. The most obvious potential positive predictor, affinity for the 

value citizen involvement, is significant in one model, and customs also showed up in two 

models, albeit with the opposite sign from what was predicted. The value sets from the 

hypothesis generally show up in the model, so the a priori assumptions were in the right ballpark, 

and the absence of more distantly related value sets (e.g. BENEVOLENCE or SOCIAL JUSTICE) 
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suggest that the modeling approach has not broken down completely despite the low predictive 

power. Quite telling are the low confidence ratings respondents gave their answers for this 

decision scenario (overall sample mean 4.59 vs next lowest mean of 5.04 and highest mean of 

5.46; see Table 5). Although there is no way of determining this definitively based on the data 

collected, it is possible that respondents either did not fully understand what was being proposed 

in this scenario or simply had little opinion about the issue. 

H8 City Budget vs Public Recreation 

Should a financially strapped city close its recreation center to save money even if many citizens 
cannot afford the private fitness facilities in the area? 

 
Hypothesized conflicting values 

(goals) 
Significant values (goals) 

Positive 
coefficient 

Efficiency (Achievement) 
Government effectiveness (Power) 

 

Impartiality1,2,3 (Equity) 
Leadership2 (Power) 

National security2,4 (Security) 
Rule of law1,4 (Conformity) 

Self-motivation1,3 (Self-direction) 
Social Justice2 (Social justice) 

Negative 
coefficient 

Service (Benevolence) 
 

Fairness (Equity) 
Responsiveness (Responsiveness) 

Service1,2  (Benevolence) 
 

Advocacy2 (Social justice) 
Compliance3 

Learning1,2,3 (Innovation) 
Openness1,2,4 (Transparency) 

Protection of minorities2,3 (Social justice) 
Public interest2,4 (Benevolence) 

Regime loyalty1,3 (Tradition) 

1. Public logit (pseudo-R2 0.199, BIC 697.7) 
2. Private logit (pseudo-R2 0.161, BIC 724.5) 
3. Public OLS (R2 0.260) 
4. Private OLS (R2 0.204) 

See Table 16 on page 89 for complete results. 

 

H8 was among the poorest performing hypotheses, with only one correct prediction about 

significance and sign and a large number of significant variables from a wide range of value sets. 

The correct prediction about the negative significance of affinity for the value service variable 
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did apply across both groups, although only in the logit models. For private respondents, all 

SOCIAL JUSTICE variables were significant, although with varying signs, which might suggest 

some that these values lack sufficient similarity for inclusion in the same value set for these 

respondents.  

In the recreation center models we again see sex as significant, with private male 

respondents less likely than female to favor closing the center for budgetary reasons. This is also 

the only set of models in which one of the aggregate behavior variables comes into play, with 

those not engaging in any of the listed charitable activities being more likely to favor closing the 

recreation center, although this only applies to private sector respondents. In the OLS models, 

public respondents with higher incomes were also more likely to favor closing the recreation 

center. 

H9 Superstore Subsidies vs Existing Businesses 

Should a city invest public funds to attract a new retail superstore even if the new outlet will 
directly compete with existing businesses? 

 
Hypothesized conflicting values 

(goals) 
Significant values (goals) 

Positive 
coefficient 

Continuous improvement 
(Innovation)  

Continuous improvement2,4 (Innovation) 
 

Innovation1,3 (Innovation) 
National security2,4 (Security) 

Public interest1,2,3 (Benevolence) 
 

Negative 
coefficient 

Citizen autonomy (Self-direction) 
Fairness (Equity) 

Impartiality (Equity) 
Sustainability (Achievement) 

Accountability1,2,3,4 (Transparency) 
Confidentiality2,4 (Security) 
Efficiency1 (Achievement) 

 

1. Public logit (pseudo-R2 0.163, BIC 715.3) 
2. Private logit (pseudo-R2 0.176, BIC 719.1) 
3. Public OLS (pseudo-R2 0.214) 
4. Private OLS (pseudo-R2 0.232) 

See Table 17 on page 91 for complete results. 
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For H9 we again see relatively poor success for a priori assumptions about value significance, 

with only one correct prediction. Judging simply from which values appear as significant 

predictors in the most models, respondents seemed to see this scenario as a tradeoff between 

public interest and accountability. 

For the public group, blacks were more likely to support subsidies for a superstore than 

whites and native American respondents were less likely to support them. For the private group, 

men were more likely than women to support subsidies. For public and private, income becomes 

a positive predictor of support for subsidies in the OLS models, which might be interpreted as 

higher income individuals who support subsidies being more confident in their preference. The 

behavioral variables were not significant. 

 Considering H4-H9 overall, a priori assumptions about which public service values 

respondents would weigh in each scenario—more precisely which value affinities would 

correlated with decision preferences—were only moderately successful. In scenarios with the 

most explicit value tradeoffs, especially when there were semantic connections in the scenario 

text and the value inventory, core predictions were largely accurate, but there were always 

incorrect predictions. This is partially a result of an explicit attempt to list all values that might 

reasonably be expected to be significant (as opposed to restricting predictions to a smaller 

number of core scenario values) but also makes clear that researchers are unlikely to be able to 

know precisely which values the scenarios they are creating will activate. Cases in which 

predictions were more parsimonious (such as H7 and H8) and yet still showed unpredictable 

patterns of value significance further bolster this conclusion. 

Sector Differences 
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The logit and OLS models for the six decision scenarios, presented in Appendix D beginning on 

page 93, allow us to test our hypotheses of systematic differences between the influence of 

personal value affinities on the decisions of public and private employees. To review, we posit: 

H1: BENEVOLENCE values will more consistently show significance in the decisions of 
public sector respondents than private sector respondents. 
but  

H2: The differences in significance of PSV values between public and private sector 
respondents will be limited.  
and 

H3:Both respondent groups will assign similar importance to core management values 
 such as accountability, effectiveness, and efficiency. 

 

A major difficulty in evaluating both H1 and H2 is the need to identify, more or less arbitrarily, a 

standard for what will constitute “consistency” of significance across the models. From previous 

research (Witesman and Walters 2014), we know that public service values are sensitive to 

decision context, so our standard for consistent significance across contexts cannot be overly 

stringent. For the purposes of this study, any individual value that shows significance across 

three or more of the six decision scenarios (either logit or OLS model) will be deemed to be 

consistently important for employees in that sector. These lists of consistently important 

variables will then be compared. If more BENEVOLENCE values show significance for public than 

private employees, this is evidence in favor of H1. Evaluation of H2 is more subjective, although 

the same comparison of counts between value sets can be employed. 
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Table 11 Consistently Significant Values 

Value Goals 
Public Private 

Count1 Values (Scenarios)2 Count1 Values (Scenarios)2 
EQUITY 1 Impartiality (5) 1 Impartiality (5, V) 

BENEVOLENCE 5 Public Interest (2,6, I,VI) 
Service (5) 

7 Public Interest (1,5,6,I,V) 
Service (5) 
Altruism (III) 

SOCIAL JUSTICE 5 Social Justice (1, I) 
Advocacy (2, II) 
Protection of Minorities (V) 

5 Social Justice (5) 
Advocacy (5) 
Protection of Minorities 
(2,5, II) 

TRANSPARENCY 9 Openness (5) 
Accountability (2,6, II, VI) 
Transparency (2,3, II, III) 

6 Openness (3,5,V) 
Accountability (1,6,VI) 

 SELF-DIRECTION 4 Self-Motivation (5, V) 
Citizen Autonomy (2, II) 

1 Self-motivation (4) 

STIMULATION/ 
INNOVATION  

6 Learning (2,5, II, V) 
Innovation (6, VI) 

7 Learning (1,3,5,I,III) 
Continuous Improvement 
(6,VI) 

CITIZEN INFLUENCE 

/RESPONSIVENESS 
5 Responsiveness (1,3, I, III) 

Citizen Involvement (2) 
2 Responsiveness (3,III) 

Citizen Involvement (4) 

ACHIEVEMENT 3 Sustainability (2, II) 
Efficiency (6) 

2 Sustainability (1,I) 
Efficiency (3,III) 

POWER 5 Leadership (4) 
Influence (4) 
Government Effectiveness 
(3,4, III) 

1 Leadership (5) 

SECURITY  3 National Security (2,4, II, IV) 
Confidentiality (3, III) 

6 National Security 
(5,6,V,VI) 
Confidentiality (6,VI) 

TRADITION 5 Customs (1, I) 
Regime Loyalty (5, I, V) 

4 Customs (4,IV) 
Administrative Structure 
(1,I) 

CONFORMITY  7 Compliance (3, V) 
Rule of Law (5, I, V) 
Following Rules (1, I) 
 

3 Compliance (4) 
Rule of Law (1,I) 

 58 total values 45 total values 
 

1. How many times a value in the value set shows up as significant in a model, logit or OLS. 
2. Logit model numbers listed first, OLS in Roman numerals. 

  

Following these standards and looking at both the logit and OLS results, only public interest is 

consistently significant for the public respondent group, and this only due to a difference in the 
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pattern of significance in the logit and OLS results. In terms of value sets, BENEVOLENCE, SOCIAL 

JUSTICE, TRANSPARENCY, STIMULATION/INNOVATION, CITIZEN INFLUENCE/RESPONSIVENESS, 

POWER, SECURITY, TRADITION, CONFORMITY all contained variables that were significant in three 

or more scenarios. For the private respondents, consistently significant values include public 

interest and learning. For value sets, only BENEVOLENCE, SOCIAL JUSTICE, TRANSPARENCY, 

STIMULATION/INNOVATION, and SECURITY contained significant values in three or more decision 

scenarios for the private group.  

 These modeling results directly contradict H1: BENEVOLENCE values do not more 

consistently show significance in the decisions of public sector respondents than private sector 

respondents. If anything, these models demonstrate the opposite, with altruism correlating in one 

model for the private group but never for the public group, along with service and public interest, 

which show similar correlations for both groups. However, consistent with H2, any differences 

are limited. 

 Evidence for H3 is better, with accountability significant in two scenarios for each group 

and efficiency significant in one scenario for each group, but government effectiveness is only 

significant for the public group, in two scenarios. However, as discussed above during the 

analysis of value affinities and SNR ranks, we should perhaps expect to see this difference in 

significance for government effectiveness due to the wording of the question prompt, which 

emphasizes government capacity and power to implement its policies (regardless of whether they 

are beneficial). A more neutral wording of the effectiveness question would be desirable in 

future iterations of the PSVQ.  

Overall more values showed significant correlations with decision preferences for the 

public group, and this is accentuated when the logit and OLS counts are combined, which 
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penalizes values that do not retain their significance when respondent confidence is 

operationalized in the dependent variable. For logit only, the total counts are 33 vs 30 values, but 

when the OLS counts are combined, the difference jumps to 58 vs 45 total significant values 

across the six decision scenarios. How to interpret this difference is unclear, but when combined 

with the model fit measures discussed during the analysis of the individual decision scenario 

models, where we occasionally saw better fit in the public vs private models (but never vice 

versa), we can at least say that public service values are more predictive of public employee 

decision preferences than private employee decision preferences for this set of scenarios. A 

wider range of public service values correlate with public employee preferences, and these 

values tend to explain these preferences slightly better. This could be taken to mean that public 

service values play a larger role in public decision making for those employed in the public 

sector than for those in the private sector. 

 Perhaps equally as interesting are the values that show no significance in any model: 

equal treatment, fairness, independence, having an impact, listening to public opinion, and 

regime dignity. For the public sample, additional no-significance variables include altruism, 

continuous improvement, and administrative structure. For the private sample, additions include 

transparency, citizen autonomy, innovation, influence, government effectiveness, regime loyalty, 

and following rules. Going back to the approach of ranking variables by signal-to-noise ratio, the 

mean SNR rank of these no-significance variables for each group or only for those shared by 

both groups, ranges between 19.9 and 21.8, ranking them slightly below the midpoint of 18 one 

would expect if the SNR ranking were irrelevant to the values weighed in decision making. 

However, the value the SNR rankings pointed to as held more frequently and more strongly by 

the largest margin by public respondents, listening to public opinion, shows up on the no 
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significance list for both groups. Listening to public opinion may be a value public employees 

have a greater affinity for than private employees, but in these six contexts it does not correlate 

with their decision preferences. Of the six values identified as deserving greater attention based 

on SNR rank difference, having an impact also shows up as insignificant for both groups. This 

casts some doubt on the connection between self-reported affinities for values and the role those 

values play in actual decision making. 

Demographic and Behavioral Variables 

While the demographic and behavioral variables were not a primary focus of this research, some 

interesting patterns did emerge. For public respondents, Hispanic race (vs non-Hispanic white) 

was a consistently significant predictor of decision preference (Regulation, Profiling, and 

Subsidies scenarios), as was Pacific Islander (Regulation, Profiling, and Whistleblowing 

scenarios). Most interestingly, income was a significant predictor in nearly all OLS models for 

public respondents yet in no logit models, and the sign of the coefficient was always positive, 

despite quite different implications for a “yes” answer across the scenarios. Since the dependent 

variable in the OLS models combines yes/no response with respondent confidence in their 

response, this means that higher income public sector employees tended to give higher 

confidence affirmative answers across five of the six scenarios (all but the racial profiling 

scenario). Using response confidence alone (no interaction with decision response) as the 

dependent variable in ordered logit models with the same set of independent variables utilized 

thus far, this pattern largely continues, with income significant for the Whistleblowing, 

Collaboration, and Subsidies scenarios and marginally significant (α<0.10) for the Regulation 

and Rec Center scenarios. Applying the same ordered logit models to the private group, income 

shows marginal significance and only in the Collaboration and Subsidies scenarios. Both 
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modeling approaches suggest that public sector respondents with higher incomes are more 

confident in their decision making.  

 For the private group, education (Regulation, Profiling, Whistleblowing), sex 

(Collaboration, Rec Center, Subsidies), and civic engagement (Collaboration, Rec Center, 

Subsidies) are all consistently significant decision predictors, and these results hold for education 

and sex across the logit and OLS models, meaning that introducing response confidence to the 

dependent variable does not affect their significance. Civic engagement, however, is only 

significant in logit versions of the models. The coefficient sign for education in the three models 

in which it is significant is always positive, indicating that more education correlates with a 

higher probability of a “yes” answer, which in these scenarios corresponds to what might be 

considered more stereotypically politically liberal responses, favoring government regulation, 

opposing racial profiling, and supporting whistleblowing. Spearman non-parametric correlation 

also suggests a positive relationship between education and political liberalness for private 

respondents (rho = -0.151423, p = 0.0022), but not for public respondents (rho = -0.0288, p = 

0.5669). 

Conclusion 

Self-reported affinities for public service values appear to be of some usefulness in explaining 

the public decision preferences of public and private sector employees. However, along with 

demographics attributes such as race, income, political preference, and education, as well as 

behavioral variables related to civic engagement and charitable activities, they cannot be viewed 

as primary determinates of decision preferences due to their inability to explain the 

                                                 
23 As this scale is constructed, lower numbers indicate liberalness and higher numbers conservatism. 
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preponderance of decision preference variability. More complete models of public decision 

preferences would have to look elsewhere. 

When asked about the normative values that should be held by government workers, 

public and private employees attach similar importance to core management values of efficiency 

and accountability relative to other public service values, and these values also demonstrate 

similar correlations with decision preferences. However, public and private respondents are split 

on the importance of effectiveness, both assigning it relatively low importance, with private 

employees assigning it relatively much lower importance. Similarly, this research found that 

effectiveness was only ever a significant predictor of decision preferences for public employees. 

The modifier “government” in the value label government effectiveness and the explanation of 

government effectiveness in terms of capacity and power may have muddied this result. 

Of BENEVOLENCE values such as altruism, service, and public interest, only public 

interest received higher rankings for public than for private employees, and none of these values 

appeared to be more consistently important in the decision preferences of employees from either 

sector. This research finds no compelling evidence of greater influence of BENEVOLENCE values 

on the decisions of public employees.  

Overall, evidence of any specific values playing a greater role in decision making 

preference based on respondent sector seems weak. Public employees may pay greater lip 

services to some values such as listening to public opinion, but this does not correspond with 

significant correlations between such values and decision preferences. This research does not 

allow us to label any values as predominately public or private. However, public employee 

decision preferences appear to be influenced by a wider range of values across and within 
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contexts, and these values explain public employee decision preferences better than those of 

private sector employees. 

Peripheral findings unrelated to the main hypotheses of this research include greater 

confidence in the decision making of higher income public employees and a positive relationship 

between education and political liberalness for private employees, both in their decision 

preferences and political self-identification. 
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Appendix A Summary Statistics of Value Items, Public vs Private 

Public N=397  Private N=406 
SNR 
Order 

Variable Mean SD SNR SNR 
rank Δ1 

SNR 
Order 

Variable Mean SD SNR 

1 Efficiency 6.36 0.84 7.60  0 1 Efficiency 6.45 0.77 8.33 
2 Learning 6.30 0.87 7.22  -7 2 Responsiveness 6.29 0.83 7.6 
3 Accountability 6.32 0.94 6.74  -2 3 Transparency 6.4 0.85 7.57 
4 National 

security 
6.26 0.96 6.54  -4 4 Following rules 6.41 0.86 7.45 

5 Responsiveness 6.09 0.94 6.50  3 5 Accountability 6.36 0.94 6.77 
6 Following rules 6.32 0.98 6.43  2 6 Innovation 6.19 0.95 6.52 
7 Equal treatment 6.20 0.99 6.27  -3 7 Public opinion 6.19 0.96 6.44 
8 Impact 5.97 0.96 6.23  -9 8 National 

security 
6.22 0.97 6.39 

9 Transparency 6.16 1.00 6.15  6 9 Learning 6.18 0.97 6.39 
10 Innovation 6.02 0.98 6.11  4 10 Equal treatment 6.26 0.99 6.35 
11 Confidentiality 6.31 1.03 6.11  0 11 Confidentiality 6.28 1 6.31 
12 Rule of law 5.94 1.04 5.74  -8 12 Impartiality 6.25 1.05 5.98 
13 Impartiality 6.11 1.07 5.74  1 13 Service 6.13 1.03 5.92 
14 Service 5.96 1.06 5.64  1 14 Openness 6.06 1.03 5.9 
15 Self-motivation 6.04 1.07 5.64  -6 15 Fairness 6.19 1.1 5.65 
16 Continuous 

improvement 
5.95 1.06 5.63  -6 16 Citizen 

involvement 
6.03 1.07 5.63 

17 Public interest 6.00 1.06 5.63  -6 17 Impact 6 1.08 5.55 
18 Fairness 6.08 1.09 5.56  3 18 Leadership 5.91 1.07 5.5 
19 Government 

effectiveness 
5.84 1.05 5.55  -10 19 Sustainability 5.99 1.1 5.46 

20 Sustainability 5.95 1.08 5.52  1 20 Rule of law 5.94 1.1 5.37 
21 Openness 5.86 1.07 5.50  7 21 Self-motivation 5.91 1.1 5.37 
22 Citizen 

involvement 
5.79 1.09 5.31  6 22 Continuous 

improvement 
5.9 1.11 5.33 
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23 Administrative 
structure 

5.81 1.12 5.18  -2 23 Public interest 5.97 1.15 5.18 

24 Leadership 5.83 1.18 4.94  6 24 Social justice 6.11 1.2 5.11 
25 Public opinion 5.81 1.18 4.91  18  25 Administrative 

structure 
5.84 1.15 5.08 

26 Social justice 5.91 1.21 4.89  2 26 Citizen 
autonomy 

5.96 1.21 4.93 

27 Regime dignity 5.68 1.16 4.88  0 27 Regime dignity 5.87 1.2 4.89 
28 Citizen 

autonomy 
5.73 1.18 4.85  2 28 Compliance 5.74 1.19 4.82 

29 Compliance 5.59 1.22 4.58  1 29 Government 
effectiveness 

5.71 1.2 4.74 

30 Influence 5.20 1.31 3.98  -4 30 Altruism 5.56 1.38 4.03 
31 Altruism 5.27 1.38 3.82  1 31 Advocacy 5.37 1.4 3.85 
32 Independence 5.22 1.39 3.74  -1 32 Protection of 

minorities 
5.48 1.56 3.51 

33 Protection of 
minorities 

5.43 1.47 3.69  1 33 Independence 5.16 1.5 3.44 

34 Customs 5.23 1.43 3.67  -1 34 Influence 5.02 1.47 3.41 
35 Advocacy 5.15 1.48 3.47  4 35 Customs 5.2 1.56 3.33 
36 Regime loyalty 4.34 1.61 2.70  0 36 Regime loyalty 4.74 1.68 2.83 
           
1. positive numbers indicate higher ranking in private sample 
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Appendix B Sample Weights 

Sex Private Public Sample  EEOC  Sample Weight 

White No. No. 
% of 
Private 

% of 
Public 

% of Private 
Employment 

% of Public 
Employment Private Public 

Female 202 231 49.75% 58.19% 30.09% 27.09% 0.604689 0.465553 
Male 154 111 37.93% 27.96% 34.03% 38.17% 0.897249 1.365205 
Black         
Female 18 20 4.43% 5.04% 7.75% 10.42% 1.747937 2.068185 
Male 5 11 1.23% 2.77% 6.37% 8.10% 5.168812 2.922485 
Hispanic         
Female 22 10 5.42% 2.52% 6.06% 4.64% 1.117642 1.843263 
Male 17 11 4.19% 2.77% 7.53% 5.51% 1.797522 1.98888 
Asian         
Female 10 12 2.46% 3.02% 2.78% 2.17% 1.129443 0.717288 
Male 12 8 2.96% 2.02% 3.10% 2.45% 1.048259 1.217683 
Native American        
Female 4 4 0.99% 1.01% 0.26% 0.51% 0.265905 0.509814 
Male 1 6 0.25% 1.51% 0.29% 0.47% 1.162462 0.311669 
Pacific Islander        
Female 2 3 0.49% 0.76% 0.21% 0.06% 0.422435 0.075555 
Male 1 0 0.25% 0.00% 0.21% 0.07% 0.870266 1 
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Appendix C Logit and OLS Models by Decision Scenario 

Table 12 Decision 1--Regulation vs Economic Growth Logit/OLS Public/Private Comparison 

 Public Private Public 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 

Private 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 
main     
male 0.398 0.276 1.115 0.978 
liberal -0.395*** -0.154 -1.378*** -0.849* 
notnice 0.153 -0.562 0.588 -2.317 
notengage -0.101 0.197 -0.365 0.672 
age 0.00916 0.0368* 0.0560 0.123* 
education 0.0868 0.322** 0.385 1.117** 
hispanic 2.338** 0.595 5.981** 1.822 
raceblack 0.962* 1.045 2.352 3.874 
racenative -0.789 -0.643 -1.851 -5.005 
raceindian -0.332 0.140 -0.0313 -0.664 
raceasian 0.955 1.100 3.350 4.249 
raceisland -0.850 -0.716 -3.986 0.361 
income 0.326** -0.0563 0.987** -0.197 
impartiality -0.0136 0.219 0.133 0.719 
equal_treatm
ent 

-0.130 0.00157 0.146 0.151 

fairness -0.0719 -0.249 -0.860 -0.809 
altruism -0.169 -0.0373 -0.428 -0.175 
service 0.175 0.150 0.148 0.892 
public_intere
st 

0.433 0.497** 1.582* 1.411* 

advocacy 0.247 0.0944 0.420 0.805 
social_justice 0.333* 0.356 1.362** 1.042 
protection_of
_minorities 

-0.0481 -0.0247 -0.0563 -0.509 

openness 0.236 0.00912 0.790 -0.483 
transparency 0.202 0.0532 0.535 0.161 
accountabilit -0.178 -0.437* -0.784 -1.178 
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 Public Private Public 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 

Private 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 
y 
independenc
e 

0.0113 -0.0109 0.240 0.0568 

self_motivati
on 

0.0177 -0.00376 -0.0159 -0.0789 

citizen_auton
omy 

-0.0143 0.0277 -0.0532 -0.0969 

innovation -0.341 -0.219 -0.973 -0.731 
learning -0.380 -0.506** -1.278 -1.349* 
continuous_i
mprovement 

-0.135 -0.0554 0.0685 0.143 

responsivene
ss 

-0.623** 0.277 -1.788** 1.059 

listening_to_
public_opini
on 

0.125 0.0409 0.871 0.478 

citizen_invol
vement 

-0.0614 0.0592 -0.134 0.0623 

efficiency 0.275 -0.225 0.234 -1.083 
having_an_i
mpact 

0.0557 -0.0945 0.545 -0.125 

sustainability -0.0827 0.720*** -0.507 1.890** 
leadership 0.0574 -0.103 -0.157 -0.316 
influence 0.222 -0.149 0.319 -0.378 
government_
effectiveness 

0.0619 0.0623 0.575 0.0968 

confidentialit
y 

0.131 -0.0918 0.314 -0.678 

regime_digni
ty 

0.193 -0.0586 0.545 -0.301 

national_sec
urity 

-0.265 0.0753 -0.718 0.394 

regime_loyal 0.182 0.107 0.830* 0.457 
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 Public Private Public 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 

Private 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 
ty 
administrativ
e_structure 

-0.263 -0.628*** -0.939 -1.873*** 

customs -0.259* -0.102 -1.075** -0.550 
following_ru
les 

0.445* 0.0312 1.923** 0.00575 

compliance 0.129 0.0200 0.235 -0.0723 
rule_of_law -0.278 0.342* -1.370* 1.048* 
_cons -1.473 -3.053 -4.932 -6.049 
N 397 406 397 406 
R2   0.368 0.302 
pseudo R2 0.290 0.234   
AIC 450.3 490.0 2841.1 2964.0 
BIC 649.5 690.3 3040.3 3164.3 
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Table 13 Decision 2--Profiling vs Reducing Crime Logit/OLS Public/Private Comparison 

 Public Private Public 
w/Confiden

ce in 
Decision 

Private 
w/Confiden

ce in 
Decision 

main     
male -0.213 -0.161 -0.742 -0.790 
liberal -0.535*** -0.130 -2.073*** -0.656 
notnice -0.559 -0.107 -1.715 0.208 
notengage 0.189 0.0509 0.353 0.159 
age 0.00508 0.00942 0.0176 0.0376 
education -0.0311 0.269* -0.151 1.187* 
hispanic -0.420 0.399 -1.226 2.762 
raceblack 1.142* -0.223 4.516* -1.047 
racenative -0.304 0.907 0.347 4.564 
raceindian 1.343 -0.728 0.961 -4.190 
raceasian 0.885 0.444 4.407 2.907 
raceisland . -1.511 8.531* -8.707 
income 0.0565 0.000726 0.0682 0.162 
impartiality -0.0601 -0.0980 -0.565 -0.480 
equal_treatment 0.0409 0.118 0.356 0.0669 
fairness 0.193 0.0311 0.617 0.224 
altruism -0.202 0.0500 -0.367 0.000106 
service 0.157 -0.0782 0.293 -0.160 
public_interest 0.448* 0.0732 0.940 -0.217 
advocacy 0.431** 0.0829 1.177* 0.744 
social_justice -0.133 -0.199 -0.268 -0.521 
protection_of_minorities 0.0280 0.249* 0.223 1.224* 
openness -0.0702 0.181 -0.356 0.760 
transparency 0.480** 0.0243 1.541* -0.0357 
accountability 0.468* -0.154 1.751** -0.480 
independence -0.0323 0.0268 0.181 0.114 
self_motivation 0.354 -0.0741 0.608 -0.0491 
citizen_autonomy -0.365* -0.0900 -1.491** -0.308 
innovation -0.218 -0.114 -0.940 -0.388 
learning -0.620** 0.109 -1.929* 0.0483 
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 Public Private Public 
w/Confiden

ce in 
Decision 

Private 
w/Confiden

ce in 
Decision 

continuous_improvement -0.322 -0.0274 -0.675 0.00138 
responsiveness -0.251 0.0500 -0.552 1.142 
listening_to_public_opinion -0.00525 0.1000 0.00599 0.885 
citizen_involvement 0.339* -0.117 1.225 -0.733 
efficiency 0.0177 -0.118 -0.0575 -1.187 
having_an_impact -0.0934 0.0211 0.00165 -0.306 
sustainability -0.518** 0.0323 -1.507* 0.238 
leadership 0.159 0.111 0.328 0.105 
influence -0.0525 0.0107 -0.232 0.0539 
government_effectiveness 0.197 -0.0663 0.674 -0.0207 
confidentiality -0.0468 0.00162 -0.0306 -0.122 
regime_dignity 0.0249 0.121 -0.286 0.300 
national_security -0.605*** 0.107 -2.067*** 0.699 
regime_loyalty 0.0973 0.0962 0.579 0.524 
administrative_structure 0.0278 -0.228 0.0473 -1.088 
customs -0.142 -0.0301 -0.0932 -0.161 
following_rules 0.299 0.254 1.333 1.323 
compliance -0.106 -0.0725 -0.540 -0.463 
rule_of_law 0.107 -0.163 0.210 -0.739 
_cons 1.944 -1.870 9.073 -8.153 
N 394 406 397 406 
R2   0.368 0.155 
pseudo R2 0.298 0.102   
AIC 446.9 557.9 2900.8 3105.4 
BIC 641.7 758.2 3100.0 3305.8 
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Table 14 Decision 3--Whistleblowing Logit/OLS Public/Private Comparison 

 Public Private Public 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 

Private 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 
main     
male -0.638 0.625 -1.385 1.518 
liberal -0.0770 -0.0646 -0.282 -0.247 
notnice 0.340 -0.341 0.257 -0.372 
notengage -0.340 -0.377 -0.822 -0.648 
age 0.0279 0.0176 0.0907 0.0546 
education 0.0826 0.342** 0.381 0.985* 
hispanic 1.946* -0.597 4.478* -0.325 
raceblack 0.0760 -1.140* 0.433 -3.349 
racenative 1.255 1.313 3.032 3.308 
raceindian . -0.296 -1.169 -0.831 
raceasian -0.197 -0.811 -0.388 -2.689 
raceisland 0.304 . 1.878 0.671 
income 0.251* -0.111 1.125** -0.236 
impartiality 0.0178 -0.263 0.553 -0.734 
equal_treatment 0.0823 -0.204 0.898 -0.565 
fairness -0.00607 0.0274 -0.518 -0.148 
altruism 0.0134 -0.292 -0.00679 -0.933* 
service -0.276 -0.439 -1.112 -0.765 
public_interest -0.294 -0.0135 -0.879 0.228 
advocacy 0.0181 -0.0799 -0.0800 -0.292 
social_justice -0.0326 0.0873 0.141 0.116 
protection_of_minorities -0.118 0.00567 -0.351 -0.0441 
openness 0.122 0.416* 0.0103 1.226 
transparency 0.436* 0.500 1.610* 1.678 
accountability 0.305 -0.0208 0.693 -0.447 
independence 0.0774 0.0514 0.465 0.106 
self_motivation 0.00270 0.0847 -0.141 0.128 
citizen_autonomy -0.264 0.160 -0.206 0.447 
innovation 0.0249 -0.0902 -0.157 -0.303 
learning -0.176 -0.584* -0.467 -1.382* 
continuous_improvement -0.172 0.119 -0.0553 0.209 
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responsiveness -0.446* -0.631* -1.476* -1.675* 
listening_to_public_opinion -0.0309 0.0667 -0.136 0.264 
citizen_involvement 0.296 0.277 0.589 0.641 
efficiency 0.415 1.013*** 1.139 2.797** 
having_an_impact 0.312 0.145 1.414 0.315 
sustainability 0.295 0.163 0.987 0.768 
leadership 0.135 -0.327 0.204 -0.798 
influence 0.0594 -0.0187 0.292 -0.325 
government_effectiveness -0.483* 0.00439 -1.278* 0.539 
confidentiality -0.428* -0.333 -1.072* -0.760 
regime_dignity -0.0841 -0.0549 -0.518 -0.180 
national_security 0.0643 0.0787 -0.243 0.378 
regime_loyalty -0.0436 0.127 0.0627 0.186 
administrative_structure 0.183 0.128 0.228 0.488 
customs -0.171 -0.0499 -0.552 0.130 
following_rules 0.265 0.159 0.851 0.760 
compliance -0.239 0.116 -0.658 -0.0346 
rule_of_law 0.310 -0.000430 0.901 -0.0246 
_cons -2.050 -1.822 -10.21 -10.90 
N 393 403 397 406 
R2   0.204 0.208 
pseudo R2 0.181 0.206   
AIC 433.6 431.2 2871.3 2933.0 
BIC 628.3 627.2 3070.5 3133.4 
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Table 15 Decision 4--Collaboration Logit/OLS Public/Private Comparison 

 Public Private Public 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 

Private 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 
main     
male 0.316 0.657* 1.542 2.205* 
liberal -0.181 0.0165 -0.662 -0.144 
notnice -0.655 -0.353 -2.464 -0.506 
notengage 0.0330 0.0131 0.846 -0.207 
age 0.0182 -0.00975 0.0397 0.00348 
education -0.114 0.0870 -0.361 0.124 
hispanic 0.603 -0.346 1.530 -0.715 
raceblack -0.486 0.257 -1.529 1.694 
racenative 0.571 0.203 2.216 -0.229 
raceindian 0.290 0.802 -1.992 3.372 
raceasian 0.0188 -0.340 0.553 -0.298 
raceisland -0.102 . 1.274 9.193*** 
income 0.196 -0.127 0.837* -0.428 
impartiality -0.201 -0.0641 -0.351 0.242 
equal_treatment -0.00751 0.141 0.416 0.490 
fairness 0.0654 0.122 0.211 0.150 
altruism -0.0710 0.0142 -0.370 0.101 
service 0.210 -0.353 0.458 -1.374 
public_interest 0.192 0.182 0.737 0.705 
advocacy 0.132 0.0883 0.493 0.399 
social_justice -0.170 -0.0175 -0.368 0.120 
protection_of_minorities -0.106 -0.0129 -0.674 0.00345 
openness 0.167 0.0150 0.726 -0.548 
transparency 0.109 0.148 0.202 0.776 
accountability 0.0363 -0.194 -0.0684 -0.535 
independence -0.113 0.0553 -0.152 0.221 
self_motivation -0.0756 -0.355* -0.667 -1.058 
citizen_autonomy -0.0618 -0.0191 0.0445 -0.110 
innovation -0.271 0.169 -0.516 0.572 
learning -0.135 0.0947 -0.439 0.283 
continuous_improvement -0.0907 0.0877 -0.470 -0.0148 
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 Public Private Public 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 

Private 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 
responsiveness 0.0260 -0.171 0.258 -0.761 
listening_to_public_opinion 0.0617 0.0400 0.404 0.177 
citizen_involvement 0.240 0.306* 0.772 0.766 
efficiency 0.145 0.429 0.304 0.972 
having_an_impact -0.107 0.0746 -0.0297 0.577 
sustainability 0.242 -0.201 0.986 -0.613 
leadership 0.344* -0.249 0.874 -0.655 
influence 0.420*** 0.0427 0.787 0.0476 
government_effectiveness -0.470* -0.0109 -1.361 0.0354 
confidentiality 0.0467 -0.0836 -0.567 -0.326 
regime_dignity 0.108 0.0476 0.608 0.0625 
national_security -0.507** -0.135 -1.428* -0.447 
regime_loyalty 0.0694 0.0745 0.754 0.262 
administrative_structure -0.301 -0.0686 -0.598 -0.404 
customs 0.161 0.276** 0.542 1.009* 
following_rules 0.277 -0.129 1.112 -0.0770 
compliance -0.186 0.308* -0.992 0.636 
rule_of_law 0.0814 -0.168 -0.535 -0.344 
_cons -1.434 -1.738 -5.091 -3.523 
N 397 403 397 406 
R2   0.209 0.121 
pseudo R2 0.168 0.112   
AIC 513.2 531.8 2871.8 2928.4 
BIC 712.4 727.7 3071.0 3128.8 
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Table 16 Decision 5--Rec Center Logit/OLS Public/Private Comparison 

 Public Private Public 
w/Confidence 
in Decision 

Private 
w/Confidence 
in Decision 

main     
male -0.154 -0.626* -0.330 -2.461* 
liberal 0.0821 0.0785 0.444 0.204 
notnice 0.0399 0.725* 0.182 2.803* 
notengage -0.175 -0.205 0.0327 -0.704 
age -0.00421 -0.0189 -0.0378 -0.0693 
education 0.0753 0.201 0.306 0.673 
hispanic 0.804 -0.0711 2.097 -0.635 
raceblack -0.448 0.591 -2.180 0.968 
racenative -0.555 1.156 -1.696 5.366 
raceindian 0.330 -0.867 0.491 -3.398 
raceasian -0.234 0.494 -1.670 1.827 
raceisland 1.493 -1.385 1.505 -3.671 
income 0.207 0.127 0.990* 0.515 
impartiality 0.412* 0.306* 1.233 1.209* 
equal_treatment 0.104 0.137 0.380 0.496 
fairness -0.0862 -0.0325 -0.280 0.246 
altruism 0.112 0.0888 0.497 0.430 
service -0.473* -0.452* -1.587 -1.438 
public_interest 0.141 -0.356* 0.716 -1.617* 
advocacy 0.0793 -0.269* 0.409 -1.233 
social_justice -0.225 0.305* -1.098 1.096 
protection_of_minorities -0.199 -0.220* -1.009* -0.878 
openness -0.437* 0.374* -1.338 1.526* 
transparency -0.0957 -0.121 0.0144 -0.583 
accountability -0.251 -0.0162 -0.631 -0.310 
independence -0.0901 -0.0174 -0.247 -0.118 
self_motivation 0.346* -0.0256 1.242* 0.253 
citizen_autonomy -0.0642 0.0846 -0.278 0.389 
innovation -0.178 -0.191 -0.789 -0.874 
learning -0.611* -0.458* -1.940* -1.591 
continuous_improvement 0.0697 0.0355 0.708 0.258 
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responsiveness 0.292 0.0339 0.910 0.0474 
listening_to_public_opinion -0.205 0.0544 -0.923 0.251 
citizen_involvement 0.235 -0.00312 0.992 0.0652 
efficiency 0.151 -0.00353 -0.185 0.0221 
having_an_impact 0.0741 0.00786 0.103 -0.193 
sustainability -0.326 0.0704 -1.451 0.0774 
leadership 0.0223 0.407* 0.185 1.087 
influence 0.230 0.0210 0.774 -0.0243 
government_effectiveness 0.246 -0.00149 1.336 0.103 
confidentiality 0.0761 -0.0938 0.269 -0.541 
regime_dignity 0.182 -0.103 1.109 -0.528 
national_security 0.108 0.395* 0.487 1.547* 
regime_loyalty -0.246* 0.0798 -0.963* 0.313 
administrative_structure 0.0450 0.0770 -0.525 0.238 
customs 0.0334 -0.0144 0.0633 -0.116 
following_rules -0.380 -0.0497 -0.699 0.258 
compliance -0.254 0.0120 -1.380* 0.144 
rule_of_law 0.549** -0.0496 1.743* -0.331 
_cons 2.357 -0.966 7.060 -0.959 
N 397 406 397 406 
R2   0.260 0.204 
pseudo R2 0.199 0.161   
AIC 498.5 524.2 2957.9 3058.0 
BIC 697.7 724.5 3157.1 3258.3 
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Table 17 Decision 6--Subsidies Logit/OLS Public/Private Comparison 

 Public Private Public 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 

Private 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 
main     
male -0.0304 0.641* 0.341 2.428* 
liberal 0.140 0.143 0.784 0.616 
notnice 0.478 -0.0549 1.731 -0.122 
notengage 0.266 0.106 1.005 0.179 
age -0.00450 -0.0108 -0.00578 -0.0309 
education -0.0180 -0.0960 -0.140 -0.379 
hispanic 0.187 0.250 0.597 1.240 
raceblack 1.196** 0.122 4.668* 0.333 
racenative -2.924* 1.278 -9.870** 7.024 
raceindian 0.858 0.649 3.422 2.104 
raceasian -0.406 0.234 -1.625 1.959 
raceisland -0.0466 -0.548 -0.489 -0.932 
income 0.173 0.184 0.918* 0.889* 
impartiality -0.142 0.192 -0.681 0.846 
equal_treatment 0.0533 0.172 -0.0582 0.257 
fairness 0.0550 -0.262 -0.119 -1.151 
altruism 0.0453 0.122 0.434 0.411 
service -0.172 -0.300 -0.531 -0.905 
public_interest 0.510* 0.330* 1.957** 0.964 
advocacy 0.0192 0.194 -0.246 0.696 
social_justice 0.0724 0.0849 0.855 0.533 
protection_of_minorities 0.104 -0.0371 0.402 -0.0594 
openness 0.271 -0.235 0.743 -0.969 
transparency -0.170 -0.0449 -0.765 0.0654 
accountability -0.526** -0.614** -2.063** -2.044** 
independence -0.0163 0.130 0.166 0.502 
self_motivation -0.110 -0.163 -0.428 -0.715 
citizen_autonomy -0.101 0.133 -0.565 0.210 
innovation 0.804*** -0.177 2.558*** -0.726 
learning -0.199 -0.164 -0.647 -0.243 
continuous_improvement 0.100 0.649*** 0.544 2.517*** 
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 Public Private Public 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 

Private 
w/Confidence 

in Decision 
responsiveness 0.0468 0.215 0.297 1.103 
listening_to_public_opinion -0.239 -0.296 -0.478 -1.244 
citizen_involvement -0.204 -0.132 -0.872 -0.612 
efficiency -0.593* 0.301 -1.687 0.240 
having_an_impact -0.0937 -0.210 -0.528 -0.929 
sustainability -0.0116 0.0115 0.220 0.363 
leadership 0.0838 0.109 0.698 0.521 
influence -0.171 0.161 -0.847 0.732 
government_effectiveness 0.0380 -0.216 0.0682 -0.642 
confidentiality 0.166 -0.448** 0.776 -1.667** 
regime_dignity -0.0275 0.0664 -0.0951 0.314 
national_security 0.0365 0.427* -0.308 1.607* 
regime_loyalty -0.0855 0.133 -0.233 0.430 
administrative_structure 0.308 0.132 0.732 0.442 
customs 0.174 -0.0295 0.672 0.00897 
following_rules -0.151 -0.121 -0.812 -0.230 
compliance 0.0931 0.143 0.367 0.215 
rule_of_law -0.244 0.102 -0.967 0.446 
_cons 0.644 -2.413 2.436 -9.784 
N 397 406 397 406 
R2   0.214 0.232 
pseudo R2 0.163 0.176   
AIC 516.2 518.8 2946.5 3012.9 
BIC 715.3 719.1 3145.7 3213.2 
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Appendix D Logit and OLS Models Across Decision Scenario 

Table 18 Public Sector, All Decisions, Logit Results 

 Regulation Profiling Whistleblowing Collaboration Rec Center Subsidies 
male 0.398 -0.213 -0.638 0.316 -0.154 -0.0304 
liberal 0.153 -0.559 0.340 -0.655 0.0399 0.478 
notnice -0.101 0.189 -0.340 0.0330 -0.175 0.266 
notengage 0.00916 0.00508 0.0279 0.0182 -0.00421 -0.00450 
age 0.0868 -0.0311 0.0826 -0.114 0.0753 -0.0180 
education 2.338** -0.420 1.946* 0.603 0.804 0.187 
hispanic 0.962* 1.142* 0.0760 -0.486 -0.448 1.196** 
raceblack -0.789 -0.304 1.255 0.571 -0.555 -2.924* 
racenative -0.332 1.343 . 0.290 0.330 0.858 
raceindian 0.955 0.885 -0.197 0.0188 -0.234 -0.406 
raceasian -0.850 . 0.304 -0.102 1.493 -0.0466 
raceisland 0.326** 0.0565 0.251* 0.196 0.207 0.173 
income 0.398 -0.213 -0.638 0.316 -0.154 -0.0304 
Equity       
impartiality -0.0136 -0.0601 0.0178 -0.201 0.412* -0.142 
equal_treatment -0.130 0.0409 0.0823 -0.00751 0.104 0.0533 
fairness -0.0719 0.193 -0.00607 0.0654 -0.0862 0.0550 
Benevolence       
altruism -0.169 -0.202 0.0134 -0.0710 0.112 0.0453 
service 0.175 0.157 -0.276 0.210 -0.473* -0.172 
public_interest 0.433 0.448* -0.294 0.192 0.141 0.510* 
Social Justice       
advocacy 0.247 0.431** 0.0181 0.132 0.0793 0.0192 
social_justice 0.333* -0.133 -0.0326 -0.170 -0.225 0.0724 
protection_of_minorities -0.0481 0.0280 -0.118 -0.106 -0.199 0.104 
Transparency       
openness 0.236 -0.0702 0.122 0.167 -0.437* 0.271 
transparency 0.202 0.480** 0.436* 0.109 -0.0957 -0.170 
accountability -0.178 0.468* 0.305 0.0363 -0.251 -0.526** 
Self-direction       
independence 0.0113 -0.0323 0.0774 -0.113 -0.0901 -0.0163 
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 Regulation Profiling Whistleblowing Collaboration Rec Center Subsidies 
self_motivation 0.0177 0.354 0.00270 -0.0756 0.346* -0.110 
citizen_autonomy -0.0143 -0.365* -0.264 -0.0618 -0.0642 -0.101 
Stimulation/Innovation       
innovation -0.341 -0.218 0.0249 -0.271 -0.178 0.804*** 
learning -0.380 -0.620** -0.176 -0.135 -0.611* -0.199 
continuous_improvement -0.135 -0.322 -0.172 -0.0907 0.0697 0.100 
Citizen Influence/Responsiveness       
responsiveness -0.623** -0.251 -0.446* 0.0260 0.292 0.0468 
listening_to_public_opinion 0.125 -0.00525 -0.0309 0.0617 -0.205 -0.239 
citizen_involvement -0.0614 0.339* 0.296 0.240 0.235 -0.204 
Achievement       
efficiency 0.275 0.0177 0.415 0.145 0.151 -0.593* 
having_an_impact 0.0557 -0.0934 0.312 -0.107 0.0741 -0.0937 
sustainability -0.0827 -0.518** 0.295 0.242 -0.326 -0.0116 
Power       
leadership 0.0574 0.159 0.135 0.344* 0.0223 0.0838 
influence 0.222 -0.0525 0.0594 0.420*** 0.230 -0.171 
government_effectiveness 0.0619 0.197 -0.483* -0.470* 0.246 0.0380 
Security       
confidentiality 0.131 -0.0468 -0.428* 0.0467 0.0761 0.166 
regime_dignity 0.193 0.0249 -0.0841 0.108 0.182 -0.0275 
national_security -0.265 -0.605*** 0.0643 -0.507** 0.108 0.0365 
Tradition       
regime_loyalty 0.182 0.0973 -0.0436 0.0694 -0.246* -0.0855 
administrative_structure -0.263 0.0278 0.183 -0.301 0.0450 0.308 
customs -0.259* -0.142 -0.171 0.161 0.0334 0.174 
Conformity       
following_rules 0.445* 0.299 0.265 0.277 -0.380 -0.151 
compliance 0.129 -0.106 -0.239 -0.186 -0.254 0.0931 
rule_of_law -0.278 0.107 0.310 0.0814 0.549** -0.244 
_cons -1.473 1.944 -2.050 -1.434 2.357 0.644 
N 397 394 393 397 397 397 
pseudo R2 0.290 0.298 0.181 0.168 0.199 0.163 
AIC 450.3 446.9 433.6 513.2 498.5 516.2 
BIC 649.5 641.7 628.3 712.4 697.7 715.3 
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Table 19 Private Sector, All Decisions, Logit Results 

 Regulation Profiling Whistleblowing Collaboration Rec Center Subsidies 
male 0.276 -0.161 0.625 0.657* -0.626* 0.641* 
liberal -0.154 -0.130 -0.0646 0.0165 0.079 0.143 
notnice -0.562 -0.107 -0.341 -0.353 0.725* -0.055 
notengage 0.197 0.0509 -0.377 0.0131 -0.205 0.106 
age 0.0368* 0.00942 0.0176 -0.0098 -0.019 -0.011 
education 0.322** 0.269* 0.342** 0.0870 0.201 -0.096 
hispanic 0.595 0.399 -0.597 -0.346 -0.071 0.250 
raceblack 1.045 -0.223 -1.140* 0.257 0.591 0.122 
racenative -0.643 0.907 1.313 0.203 1.156 1.278 
raceindian 0.140 -0.728 -0.296 0.802 -0.867 0.649 
raceasian 1.100 0.444 -0.811 -0.340 0.494 0.234 
raceisland -0.716 -1.511 . . -1.385 -0.548 
income -0.0563 0.000726 -0.111 -0.127 0.127 0.184 
Equity       
impartiality 0.219 -0.0980 -0.263 -0.0641 0.306* 0.192 
equal_treatment 0.00157 0.118 -0.204 0.141 0.137 0.172 
fairness -0.249 0.0311 0.0274 0.122 -0.0325 -0.262 
Benevolence       
altruism -0.0373 0.0500 -0.292 0.0142 0.0888 0.122 
service 0.150 -0.0782 -0.439 -0.353 -0.452* -0.300 
public_interest 0.497** 0.0732 -0.0135 0.182 -0.356* 0.330* 
Social Justice       
advocacy 0.0944 0.0829 -0.0799 0.0883 -0.269* 0.194 
social_justice 0.356 -0.199 0.0873 -0.0175 0.305* 0.0849 
protection_of_minorities -0.0247 0.249* 0.00567 -0.0129 -0.220* -0.0371 
Transparency       
openness 0.00912 0.181 0.416* 0.0150 0.374* -0.235 
transparency 0.0532 0.0243 0.500 0.148 -0.121 -0.0449 
accountability -0.437* -0.154 -0.0208 -0.194 -0.0162 -0.614** 
Self-direction       
independence -0.0109 0.0268 0.0514 0.0553 -0.0174 0.130 
self_motivation -0.00376 -0.0741 0.0847 -0.355* -0.0256 -0.163 
citizen_autonomy 0.0277 -0.0900 0.160 -0.0191 0.0846 0.133 
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 Regulation Profiling Whistleblowing Collaboration Rec Center Subsidies 
Stimulation/Innovation       
innovation -0.219 -0.114 -0.0902 0.169 -0.191 -0.177 
learning -0.506** 0.109 -0.584* 0.0947 -0.458* -0.164 
continuous_improvement -0.0554 -0.0274 0.119 0.0877 0.0355 0.649*** 
Citizen 
Influence/Responsiveness 

      

responsiveness 0.277 0.0500 -0.631* -0.171 0.0339 0.215 
listening_to_public_opinion 0.0409 0.1000 0.0667 0.0400 0.0544 -0.296 
citizen_involvement 0.0592 -0.117 0.277 0.306* -0.00312 -0.132 
Achievement       
efficiency -0.225 -0.118 1.013*** 0.429 -0.00353 0.301 
having_an_impact -0.0945 0.0211 0.145 0.0746 0.00786 -0.210 
sustainability 0.720*** 0.0323 0.163 -0.201 0.0704 0.0115 
Power       
leadership -0.103 0.111 -0.327 -0.249 0.407* 0.109 
influence -0.149 0.0107 -0.0187 0.0427 0.0210 0.161 
government_effectiveness 0.0623 -0.0663 0.00439 -0.0109 -0.00149 -0.216 
Security       
confidentiality -0.0918 0.00162 -0.333 -0.0836 -0.0938 -0.448** 
regime_dignity -0.0586 0.121 -0.0549 0.0476 -0.103 0.0664 
national_security 0.0753 0.107 0.0787 -0.135 0.395* 0.427* 
Tradition       
regime_loyalty 0.107 0.0962 0.127 0.0745 0.0798 0.133 
administrative_structure -0.628*** -0.228 0.128 -0.0686 0.0770 0.132 
customs -0.102 -0.0301 -0.0499 0.276** -0.0144 -0.0295 
Conformity       
following_rules 0.0312 0.254 0.159 -0.129 -0.0497 -0.121 
compliance 0.0200 -0.0725 0.116 0.308* 0.0120 0.143 
rule_of_law 0.342* -0.163 -0.000430 -0.168 -0.0496 0.102 
_cons -3.053 -1.870 -1.822 -1.738 -0.966 -2.413 
N 406 406 403 403 406 406 
pseudo R2 0.234 0.102 0.206 0.112 0.161 0.176 
AIC 490.0 557.9 431.2 531.8 524.2 518.8 
BIC 690.3 758.2 627.2 727.7 724.5 719.1 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  
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Table 20 Public Sector, All Decisions, OLS Results 

 Regulation Profiling Whistleblowing Collaboration Rec Center Subsidies 
male 1.115 -0.742 -1.385 1.542 -0.330 0.341 
liberal -1.378*** -2.073*** -0.282 -0.662 0.444 0.784 
notnice 0.588 -1.715 0.257 -2.464 0.182 1.731 
notengage -0.365 0.353 -0.822 0.846 0.0327 1.005 
age 0.0560 0.0176 0.0907 0.0397 -0.0378 -0.00578 
education 0.385 -0.151 0.381 -0.361 0.306 -0.140 
hispanic 5.981** -1.226 4.478* 1.530 2.097 0.597 
raceblack 2.352 4.516* 0.433 -1.529 -2.180 4.668* 
racenative -1.851 0.347 3.032 2.216 -1.696 -9.870** 
raceindian -0.0313 0.961 -1.169 -1.992 0.491 3.422 
raceasian 3.350 4.407 -0.388 0.553 -1.670 -1.625 
raceisland -3.986 8.531* 1.878 1.274 1.505 -0.489 
income 0.987** 0.0682 1.125** 0.837* 0.990* 0.918* 
Equity       
impartiality 0.133 -0.565 0.553 -0.351 1.233 -0.681 
equal_treatment 0.146 0.356 0.898 0.416 0.380 -0.0582 
fairness -0.860 0.617 -0.518 0.211 -0.280 -0.119 
Benevolence       
altruism -0.428 -0.367 -0.00679 -0.370 0.497 0.434 
service 0.148 0.293 -1.112 0.458 -1.587 -0.531 
public_interest 1.582* 0.940 -0.879 0.737 0.716 1.957** 
Social Justice       
advocacy 0.420 1.177* -0.0800 0.493 0.409 -0.246 
social_justice 1.362** -0.268 0.141 -0.368 -1.098 0.855 
protection_of_minorities -0.0563 0.223 -0.351 -0.674 -1.009* 0.402 
Transparency       
openness 0.790 -0.356 0.0103 0.726 -1.338 0.743 
transparency 0.535 1.541* 1.610* 0.202 0.0144 -0.765 
accountability -0.784 1.751** 0.693 -0.0684 -0.631 -2.063** 
Self-direction       
independence 0.240 0.181 0.465 -0.152 -0.247 0.166 
self_motivation -0.0159 0.608 -0.141 -0.667 1.242* -0.428 
citizen_autonomy -0.0532 -1.491** -0.206 0.0445 -0.278 -0.565 
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 Regulation Profiling Whistleblowing Collaboration Rec Center Subsidies 
Stimulation/Innovation       
innovation -0.973 -0.940 -0.157 -0.516 -0.789 2.558*** 
learning -1.278 -1.929* -0.467 -0.439 -1.940* -0.647 
continuous_improvement 0.0685 -0.675 -0.0553 -0.470 0.708 0.544 
Citizen Influence/Responsiveness       
responsiveness -1.788** -0.552 -1.476* 0.258 0.910 0.297 
listening_to_public_opinion 0.871 0.00599 -0.136 0.404 -0.923 -0.478 
citizen_involvement -0.134 1.225 0.589 0.772 0.992 -0.872 
Achievement       
efficiency 0.234 -0.0575 1.139 0.304 -0.185 -1.687 
having_an_impact 0.545 0.00165 1.414 -0.0297 0.103 -0.528 
sustainability -0.507 -1.507* 0.987 0.986 -1.451 0.220 
Power       
leadership -0.157 0.328 0.204 0.874 0.185 0.698 
influence 0.319 -0.232 0.292 0.787 0.774 -0.847 
government_effectiveness 0.575 0.674 -1.278* -1.361 1.336 0.0682 
Security       
confidentiality 0.314 -0.0306 -1.072* -0.567 0.269 0.776 
regime_dignity 0.545 -0.286 -0.518 0.608 1.109 -0.0951 
national_security -0.718 -2.067*** -0.243 -1.428* 0.487 -0.308 
Tradition       
regime_loyalty 0.830* 0.579 0.0627 0.754 -0.963* -0.233 
administrative_structure -0.939 0.0473 0.228 -0.598 -0.525 0.732 
customs -1.075** -0.0932 -0.552 0.542 0.0633 0.672 
Conformity       
following_rules 1.923** 1.333 0.851 1.112 -0.699 -0.812 
compliance 0.235 -0.540 -0.658 -0.992 -1.380* 0.367 
rule_of_law -1.370* 0.210 0.901 -0.535 1.743* -0.967 
       
_cons -1.473 1.944 -2.050 -1.434 2.357 0.644 
N 397 397 397 397 397 397 
R2 0.368 0.368 0.204 0.209 0.260 0.214 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001  
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Table 21 Private Sector, All Decisions, OLS Results 

 Regulation Profiling Whistleblowing Collaboration Rec Center Subsidies 
male 0.978 -0.790 1.518 2.205* -2.461* 2.428* 
liberal -0.849* -0.656 -0.247 -0.144 0.204 0.616 
notnice -2.317 0.208 -0.372 -0.506 2.803* -0.122 
notengage 0.672 0.159 -0.648 -0.207 -0.704 0.179 
age 0.123* 0.0376 0.0546 0.00348 -0.0693 -0.0309 
education 1.117** 1.187* 0.985* 0.124 0.673 -0.379 
hispanic 1.822 2.762 -0.325 -0.715 -0.635 1.240 
raceblack 3.874 -1.047 -3.349 1.694 0.968 0.333 
racenative -5.005 4.564 3.308 -0.229 5.366 7.024 
raceindian -0.664 -4.190 -0.831 3.372 -3.398 2.104 
raceasian 4.249 2.907 -2.689 -0.298 1.827 1.959 
raceisland 0.361 -8.707 0.671 9.193*** -3.671 -0.932 
income -0.197 0.162 -0.236 -0.428 0.515 0.889* 
Equity       
impartiality 0.719 -0.480 -0.734 0.242 1.209* 0.846 
equal_treatment 0.151 0.0669 -0.565 0.490 0.496 0.257 
fairness -0.809 0.224 -0.148 0.150 0.246 -1.151 
Benevolence       
altruism -0.175 0.000106 -0.933* 0.101 0.430 0.411 
service 0.892 -0.160 -0.765 -1.374 -1.438 -0.905 
public_interest 1.411* -0.217 0.228 0.705 -1.617* 0.964 
Social Justice       
advocacy 0.805 0.744 -0.292 0.399 -1.233 0.696 
social_justice 1.042 -0.521 0.116 0.120 1.096 0.533 
protection_of_minorities -0.509 1.224* -0.0441 0.00345 -0.878 -0.0594 
Transparency       
openness -0.483 0.760 1.226 -0.548 1.526* -0.969 
transparency 0.161 -0.0357 1.678 0.776 -0.583 0.0654 
accountability -1.178 -0.480 -0.447 -0.535 -0.310 -2.044** 
Self-direction       
independence 0.0568 0.114 0.106 0.221 -0.118 0.502 
self_motivation -0.0789 -0.0491 0.128 -1.058 0.253 -0.715 
citizen_autonomy -0.0969 -0.308 0.447 -0.110 0.389 0.210 
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 Regulation Profiling Whistleblowing Collaboration Rec Center Subsidies 
Stimulation/Innovation       
innovation -0.731 -0.388 -0.303 0.572 -0.874 -0.726 
learning -1.349* 0.0483 -1.382* 0.283 -1.591 -0.243 
continuous_improvement 0.143 0.00138 0.209 -0.0148 0.258 2.517*** 
Citizen 
Influence/Responsiveness 

      

responsiveness 1.059 1.142 -1.675* -0.761 0.0474 1.103 
listening_to_public_opinion 0.478 0.885 0.264 0.177 0.251 -1.244 
citizen_involvement 0.0623 -0.733 0.641 0.766 0.0652 -0.612 
Achievement       
efficiency -1.083 -1.187 2.797** 0.972 0.0221 0.240 
having_an_impact -0.125 -0.306 0.315 0.577 -0.193 -0.929 
sustainability 1.890** 0.238 0.768 -0.613 0.0774 0.363 
Power       
leadership -0.316 0.105 -0.798 -0.655 1.087 0.521 
influence -0.378 0.0539 -0.325 0.0476 -0.0243 0.732 
government_effectiveness 0.0968 -0.0207 0.539 0.0354 0.103 -0.642 
Security       
confidentiality -0.678 -0.122 -0.760 -0.326 -0.541 -1.667** 
regime_dignity -0.301 0.300 -0.180 0.0625 -0.528 0.314 
national_security 0.394 0.699 0.378 -0.447 1.547* 1.607* 
Tradition       
regime_loyalty 0.457 0.524 0.186 0.262 0.313 0.430 
administrative_structure -1.873*** -1.088 0.488 -0.404 0.238 0.442 
customs -0.550 -0.161 0.130 1.009* -0.116 0.00897 
Conformity       
following_rules 0.00575 1.323 0.760 -0.0770 0.258 -0.230 
compliance -0.0723 -0.463 -0.0346 0.636 0.144 0.215 
rule_of_law 1.048* -0.739 -0.0246 -0.344 -0.331 0.446 
_cons -6.049 -8.153 -10.90 -3.523 -0.959 -9.784 
N 406 406 406 406 406 406 
R2 0.302 0.155 0.208 0.121 0.204 0.232 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 


