
 

 

ABSTRACT 

WEAVER, TORY LIN. Intent to Exit: What Factors Influence Federal Employees’ 

Decisions to Leave? (Under the direction of Dr. Jerrell Coggburn.) 

 Civil service reform has been a concern for many since the 1989 Volcker 

Commission reported that there was a quiet crisis within the civil service.  As such, several of 

the personnel programs that have been proposed and often implemented have focused on 

rewarding employees with extrinsic rewards.  However, much of the public management 

literature suggests that public employees are motivated primarily by intrinsic factors.  

 This study is designed to examine and identify factors that influence an employee to 

exit an organization.  The factors that are considered to influence exit are derived primarily 

from Hirschman’s model of exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect and Perry’s model of public 

service motivation (PSM).  Other variables considered are job satisfaction, pay satisfaction, 

gender, race, supervisory status, and agency.  The study evaluates the relationships between 

the variables and an employee’s intent to exit using data obtained from the 2010 Federal 

Employee Viewpoint Survey.  Intent to exit is a complex variable that provides the 

respondent with four reasons for exiting: exit for retirement; exit for another federal agency; 

exit the federal government completely; and exit for other reasons. 

The statistical analysis finds that employees that exhibit increased voice, loyalty, 

PSM, job satisfaction, and pay satisfaction are less likely to leave the organization at most 

levels of exit.  Additionally, the analysis partially supports the theory that employees that 

exhibit neglectful behaviors are more likely to exit the organization.  The data also suggests 

that there is a slight tendency of public employees to be more intrinsically motivated.  These 

results are substantiated by previous research and should prove to be a cautionary tale to 



 

 

those designing and transforming personnel systems.  The findings also have added to the 

overall understanding of public employee motivation. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 Public administration scholars and practitioners have long been concerned with 

questions about attracting, motivating, and retaining public sector employees.  Indeed, civil 

service reform has been on the agenda for more than a century and has been a focus of 

several commissions, such as, the Brownlow Commission and Volcker Commission.  In fact, 

the Volcker Commission was created solely to combat what was perceived as the “quiet 

crisis” of civil service (Cleary and Nelson 1993; Lewis 1991).  The commission proposed 

that the civil service was experiencing a shortage of high quality employees due to low pay 

compared to private sector and the poor reputation of government employers (Lewis 1991).  

It was once thought that each change was a passing fad, and while the current focus of the 

change or the latest catchy title may appear to be temporary`, the underlying message is that 

change is here to stay. Such buzz words as Total Quality Management, reengineering, and 

transformation do little to hide the fact that change is the rule not the exception within the 

public sector (Kearney and Hays 1998).  It is documented that there were no less than eleven 

major national civil service reform delegations in the twentieth century and numerous state 

level enterprises (Coggburn 200; Ingraham 1992; Kaufman 1969; Moe 2003; van Riper 

1983).   

Civil service reform has a rich and checkered past that has been attributed to officially 

beginning with President Garfield.  While there was an earlier attempt to reform the civil 

service under President Grant, Congress refused to act and fund such an initiative.  As a 
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result, the civil service remained a patronage system until 1883.  Garfield realized that reform 

was needed to protect the civil service from being completely tainted by the spoils of politics; 

however, he was still developing the plan when he was assassinated.  Ironically, his assassin 

was a disgruntled individual that had failed to obtain a position in Garfield’s administration.  

As a direct result of this focusing event, the 1883 Pendleton Civil Service Reform Act was 

passed (Hoogenboom 1959).  Since 1883, civil service reform has been a mainstay in the 

public sector. It often seems as if all of society’s ailments are solvable by “fixing” the 

government or reforming civil service.   

Most recently, the focus of public administration researchers has shifted slightly from 

civil service reform to that of human capital management; thereby, differentiating from 

studying the reforms themselves to studying the focus of the reforms.  A fraction of this 

research has shifted focus from the organization to the employee and their actions amidst 

these various reforms.  Inherent to this research is an assumption that this particular form of 

change may have more of a pro-management sentiment which in turn can be construed as 

anti-employee.  If these changes are interpreted as such, it is possible to negatively affect the 

civil servant core (Coggburn 2000; Ingraham 1992).  This is an important area for additional 

research.   

It is critical to focus on the employee for many reasons.  The first is simply to 

determine if constant change increases overall workplace dissatisfaction and, if so, if it 

inevitably increases turnover.  The second is to build on the overall theory of employee 

motivation and to possibly focus reformists on designing program initiatives for success.  

Most past civil service reforms have sought to alter employee performance or satisfaction 
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with the inherent assumption that all employees are motivated by extrinsic rewards.  It can be 

argued that many of these initiatives have been less successful than originally anticipated.  

Yet, research has demonstrated that public servants often have strong intrinsic motivators. 

(Perry 2007).  This is not to suggest that public employees are not influenced by monetary 

considerations; however, it does offer an explanation as to why employees might be attracted 

to, accept and remain in jobs that are considered to be undercompensated which in turn 

minimizes the effects of the “quiet crisis”.  

Albert O. Hirschman’s (1970) Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in 

Firms, Organizations, and States presents a model of individual behavior that consists of two 

possible actions – exit and voice.  Hirschman suggests that when an individual experiences 

dissatisfaction with a particular organization they will actively contemplate both options 

before reacting; however, neither exit nor voice can be understood apart from loyalty.  A 

number of studies that have attempted to operationalize the Hirschman model; however, a 

majority of those articles have focused on the private sector (Lee and Whitford 2007).  As 

Perry (1997) and others have argued, there are differences in employee motivation that have 

emerged in empirical studies between private sector and public sector employees.  At the 

heart of both the Hirschman and Perry models is the idea that employees often make complex 

decisions that weigh both the extrinsic and intrinsic motivators. 

 While there has been some interest regarding employee exit in the public sector, the 

empirical inquiries have been limited and diverse in nature (Lee and Whitford 2007).  Studies 

on public sector exit have focused primarily on organizational characteristics (Kellough and 

Osuna 1995), employee characteristics (Lewis 1991; Lewis and Park, 1989), and individuals’ 
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reasons for leaving (Kellough and Osuna 1995; Lewis 1991; Lewis and Park 1989; Selden 

and Moynihan 2000).  This research intends to expand on this literature by focusing on the 

employee and their exit intentions with current survey data.  The Hirschman model is 

evaluated using the 2010 Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey to demonstrate a relationship 

among exit, voice, and loyalty within the public realm.  Additionally, the research attempts to 

extend the findings of Lee and Whitford (2007) by adding the concept of neglect which was 

first introduced by Farrell (1983) and has since been validated by Rusbult and Lowery (1985) 

and Daley (1992).  This research also seeks to assess PSM as a variable influencing 

employees’ exit intentions.  Finally, these relationships are then used to demonstrate 

important considerations to the public manager and academicians.   

BACKGROUND 

Government employees have long been the source of jokes, puns, and myths 

(Goodsell 1983).  One such infamous proverb predicates that if the government only pays 

peanuts, they will only get monkeys.  Such a viewpoint is arguably barbaric; however, it 

highlights a valid concern.  If government jobs have historically been perceived as paying 

less than their private counterparts, how is it that they do not have a shortage of loyal 

employees?  In other words, what factors influence civil servants to continue their work 

within the public sector?  While civil service reform has been on the agenda for many years, 

it continues to disregard employee characteristics when designing a new system or even 

simply making significant changes.  
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Civil service reform initiatives have taken on many forms including deregulation, 

decentralization, privatization, redefining merit principles, and pay-for-performance policies 

(Coggburn 2001).  Many of these reforms represent incremental change to rules or how 

personnel policy is exercised.  In contrast, several initiatives like privatization and pay-for-

performance have more widespread ramifications:  both affect personnel policy, fiscal policy, 

and overall employee morale.  Because of their overarching implications, these reforms 

should be seen as fundamental changes to personnel policy rather than incremental changes 

that can simply be added to existing policies (Ingraham 1993).  Often, the authors of these 

reforms perceive that such initiatives have been successful in the private sector and that 

success would then convey to the public sector (Ingraham, 1993).  However, the same 

reforms have been miserable failures in the public sector context (Bowman 2010; Bullock 

1983; Heinrich 2007; Pearce and Perry 1983; Pearce et al. 1985; Perry et al. 2008).  How is 

this possible?  First, empirical evidence suggests that initiatives such as pay-for-performance 

systems are ineffective in public organizations for a plethora of reasons (Perry et al. 2008).  

Second, many of these reforms have been considered to be a patch to an existing personnel 

system rather than a complete overhaul (Swiss 2005).  Finally, and most important to this 

research, there is an inherent assumption that all employees are motivated by pay or other 

extrinsic rewards.   

 A substantial amount of literature has focused on employee motivation in the public 

sector and has revealed that pay is not as critical as is often assumed.  PSM theory grew out 

of Perry and Wise’s research (1990).  Since then, Perry specifically developed and tested a 

model of PSM spawning a growing line of public service motivation research (Perry, 1997).  
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The research examines the relationship between PSM and a number of organizational 

correlates, but, relatively few studies have focused on the factors influencing an employee’s 

decision to stay or leave civil service.  It is with this in mind that this research incorporates 

multiple concepts in an effort to better understand employee action.   

 Human capital is arguably one of the greatest and most important assets that an 

organization has, yet most organizations manage this asset reactively rather than strategically 

and proactively.  Given the public appetite for public services, demand for employees is 

immediate, yet the cumbersome costs of human resource process and practices have only 

recently forced federal agencies to strategically plan workforce acquisition and retention 

(GAO 2003).  Studies by the U.S. Bureau of Labor and Statistics suggest that turnover for the 

federal government is relatively low at 4%; however, with an estimated workforce of 2 

million that translates to about 80,000 federal vacancies annually.   And, there have been 

years where the turnover rate was more than double the most recently reported rate.  

Turnover costs are substantial: they have been estimated by some at 150% of salary for lower 

level employees and 200-250% for management (Bliss 2004).  Assuming an average salary 

of $75K in 2009 for federal employees, the best estimate of turnover costs range from $9 - 

$15 million per year (U.S. Bureau of Labor and Statistics 2011).  Such monetary costs 

include recruiting, training, separation costs, interviewing, hiring, and administrative costs 

just to name a few.  This is an enormous burden for both the agency and the taxpayer.  Yet, 

agencies continue to leave workforce planning underdeveloped, resulting in higher long term 

costs.   
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In addition to monetary costs, there are opportunity costs that are not as easily 

calculable but may be even more devastating and ruinous of the agencies reputation.  First, 

there is the loss of productivity which can also lead to the agency not attaining its goals.  This 

leads to a second loss, the loss of public trust if the goals of the agency are not met.  Then, 

there is the loss of expertise and resident knowledge that can typically not be replaced.  And, 

of course, there is always loss of morale within the organization when employees become 

overworked and underappreciated when having to cover vacancies. 

  It is with this all of this in mind that this research seeks to uncover any relationship 

between extrinsic influences and employee intent to leave within the public workforce.  This 

can be beneficial to workforce planning, as well as, consideration in future personnel 

initiatives and reforms. 

RESEARCH STATEMENT 

 According to Hirschman (1970), voice or exit can be used by an individual to 

demonstrate dissatisfaction with the organization.  According to this theory, when an 

individual has high stakes in the organization or when loyalty enters the picture, the 

individual is more likely to choose voice.  However, when the individual feels that they are 

out of options, they will choose to exit the organization sending a final message.  Hirschman 

suggests that this exit message often gets lost in the day-to-day noise of doing business. 

This research seeks to identify factors that may lead to voluntary employee exit.  It 

begins by probing the impact of organizational and personal attributes on the employee’s 

self-reported inclination to exit the organization.  Additionally, the concept of PSM will be 
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introduced to test the relationship alongside the Hirschman model.  In so doing, this study 

seeks to create better understanding of how two explanations of employee behavior- namely, 

PSM and Hirschman’s model- contribute to employee’s intent to leave.  Ultimately, this 

research attempts to help unpack a complex decision-making process. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS RESEARCH 

 As with any body of research, management literature has continued to evolve in 

complexity and focus.  It is no longer enough that we simply study management.  It has been 

shown repeatedly that it is important to consider context when designing a study.  As 

researchers have demonstrated, there is justification in differentiating between the public and 

private sectors (Desantis and Durst 1996; Perry 1996; Perry et al. 2008; Rainey 1982; Wright 

2001).  For example, Perry has consistently demonstrated that employees in the public sector 

exhibit a desire to serve the greater good.  As such, it becomes critical to study public 

employees in order to better understand their potentially unique motivations.  One benefit of 

understanding employee motivation is the increased likelihood for success when designing 

performance management systems that emphasizes public sector motivation.  Another 

advantage of examining employee motivation is its link to human capital management.  

Research has suggested that purposeful human capital management efforts have a positive 

influence on motivation (Cascio, 1991; Delaney & Huselid, 1996; Zhu et al 2005).  As such, 

human capital management has been defined as those efforts that are designed to manage 

employees in a methodical and strategic manner.  Such efforts include but are not limited to 

strategic planning, succession planning, and progressive management practices (Huselid 
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1995 and Zhu et al. 2005).  If this is the case, then, this may study may reveal a further 

relationship between employee motivation and employer recruitment, selection, and retention 

practices. 

 Additionally, understanding employee motivation as it pertains to exit benefits both 

academia and practice.  From an academic perspective, studying employee actions continues 

to build on the literature that seeks to understand the human component of organizations.  As 

Perry (2009) stressed in his article outlining a strategic agenda for public human resource 

research, motivation studies should be one of the priorities of such research agendas.  In the 

practitioner realm, accounting for employee turnover can benefit the strategic and workforce 

planning processes and assist in developing effective personnel systems.  This, in turn, stands 

to improve agencies’ capacity for attaining their missions.  Also, understanding employee 

turnover can be beneficial in succession planning and managing personnel.  Finally, 

managing to reduce employee turnover can reduce costs, increase agency morale, strengthen 

taxpayer trust, and improve the likelihood that goals are met.  Overall, understanding 

employee motivation is at the core of good, solid management. 

 Therefore, this research focuses on using Hirschman’s model to assess voice and 

loyalty of the civil servant on exit.  The current research incorporates lessons from earlier 

research (Lee and Whitford 2007), but goes beyond it in important ways.  First, this study 

expands consideration of the factors that influence an employee’s intent to leave by 

introducing four separate exit options: exit for retirement; exit for another federal agency; 

exit the federal government; and exit for other reasons.  Second, this research design 

introduces the concept of neglect as it is or is not exhibited in the survey as an alternative 
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explanation to voice or loyalty.  Third, this research assesses the effects of PSM on an 

employee’s intent to leave.  Finally, this research specifically examines the applicability of 

Hirschman’s model to dissatisfied and satisfied employees.  Ultimately, this research is 

designed to add to the growing body of literature in public management.  As such, it is 

designed in such a way as to help continue unpack the “black box” of public management. 

SUMMARY 

 This chapter has provided a brief overview of the research problem and questions that 

are to be addressed.  First, it provides the reader with a background of federal government 

personnel reforms that have been structured with the assumption that all employees are 

motivated by extrinsic factors.  This was followed by a discussion of human capital 

considerations such as motivation, reasons for exit, and turnover costs.  It is the merging of 

the theoretical and present day reality that is then addressed in the research statement.  The 

chapter concludes with a discussion of this research’s contribution to cumulative knowledge.  

The remaining chapters are arranged as follows. 

 Chapter 2 presents the theoretical framework upon which this research will be 

dependent.  As such, it provides a more detailed discussion of Hirschman’s model and 

variables.  Specifically, the dependent variable, intent to leave, will be highlighted.  The 

chapter also provides a review of the literature relevant to Hirschman’s model, as well as, a 

discussion of the literature that focuses on PSM and employee satisfaction.  This body of 

literature, while vast, provides an overview of each of the additional variables to be 
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considered.  Finally, the chapter concludes with a recap of the hypotheses used in this 

research. 

 The methodology and research design is the focus of Chapter 3.  The chapter 

discusses the data in further detail and outlines the approach used in sampling secondary data 

and operationalizing the variables.  Finally, the statistical approach used to test the data is 

detailed. 

 The results of the statistical approach are presented in Chapter 4.  The chapter 

reviews the hypotheses and the model as they were conceived.  Using statistical analysis, the 

concepts of exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect are discussed as tested.  Additionally, the concept 

of PSM is examined as an alternative explanation for employee exit. 

 Chapter 5 serves as the summary chapter.  It addresses the contribution of the 

findings of this research to the field of public administration and social science in general.  

The discussion encompasses the applications of the findings, as well as, the limitations of the 

study.  Finally, the conclusions offers suggestions for future research opportunities. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND 

DEVELOPMENT OF RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

 Employee motivation is one of the most intriguing yet elusive concepts in 

management.  One often wonders what drives an employee and what makes them choose 

inaction over action.  However, as most personnel initiatives today indicate, lack of time or 

money drives the employer to simply make decisions based on inherent assumptions or 

professional myth.  For example, pay-for-performance initiatives continue to be alive and 

well in both the public and private sectors despite data that suggests that such schemes are 

inherently dysfunctional.  Such programs take a narrow view of employee options.  The 

assumption is that federal employees value money and will work hard to earn it.  If the 

employee does not like the arrangement, they will simply leave.  However, this suggests that 

either every employee is earning more money or that they are leaving.  But, this makes one 

wonder why an employee that is not earning additional monetary rewards would stay.   

An alternate explanation that has been exhibited by Hirschman (1970) and his exit, 

voice, loyalty, and neglect model is that employees have multiple options that are not reliant 

simply on monetary gains.  First, they can perform as their inherent contract suggests which 

would be perceived as loyalty.  While pay-for-performance suggests that employees will 

work harder or leave, loyalty suggests that an employee may work at a level that is not 

eligible for additional rewards, but they are still committed to the organization at some level 

and will stay.  Second, they can be neglectful and perform at a less than acceptable level in 
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an effort to keep a job or to ride out the current leadership.  Pay-for-performance also 

inherently assumes that employees that are not happy with their rewards will just leave; 

however, the extended Hirschman model suggests that employees may be disappointed with 

pay or circumstances but will employ negative behaviors rather than leave.  Third, they can 

perform while voicing their concerns and taking an active role in their agency.  Once again, 

pay-for-performance initiatives assume that employees will work harder or leave.  However, 

this model demonstrates that employees who may or may not be satisfied may still be 

engaged by offering their insights into making the organization a better place.  Finally, they 

can choose to exit should they find any of these other options to be less than desirable. 

 As outlined in chapter 1, this research explores the options of career civil servants in 

the U.S. federal government with respect to motivation and turnover intent.  This chapter 

provides a review of the literature that is central to this research and which gives rise to the 

research hypotheses for the dissertation.  In an effort to organize the literature, the chapter is 

organized into several sections.  The first section discusses the background of the Hirschman 

model of exit, voice, and loyalty.  The second section provides a review of the literature that 

expands the exit, voice, and loyalty model to include the concept of neglect.  The third 

section discusses employee motivation and its influence on an employee’s intent to leave.  

This section also includes a discussion of Perry’s model of PSM.  The fourth and final 

section summarizes the chapter and highlights the importance of this research in light of the 

existing literature.  
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BACKGROUND 

Exit, Voice, and Loyalty form the basis of Hirschman’s framework (1970) describing 

societal decline.  As Hirschman explains it, employees have two choices when they perceive 

that an agency or business is in a state of decline: exit or voice.  Exit constitutes the client 

leaving the agency in question; whereas, voice indicates that the client is willing to remain 

but under the condition that their concerns can be vocalized and addressed.  The model at 

face value is deceptively simple, but it soon reveals a complexity that appears whenever 

humans are involved.  While Hirschman’s model initially focused on societies and agencies, 

research has demonstrated that this model can also be applicable to describing and, possibly, 

predicting individual action (Daley 1992; Farrell 1983; Lee and Whitford 2007; Rusbult and 

Farrell 1983; Rusbult and Lowery 1985; Rusbult, Zembrodt, and Gunn 1982; Withey and 

Cooper 1989.).  The linchpin of Hirschman’s model is simply the recognition that humanity 

is in a continuous state of decline.  This revelation is central to his proposal that if exit were 

the only option there would be minimal inefficiencies as a result of constant mass exodus.  

However, as Hirschman and numerous others since have observed, exit is erratic at best and 

is often not a true or reliable indicator of inefficiency.  As Hirschman demonstrates, exit may 

not fundamentally indicate inefficiency to the agency.  That is, the agency may not realize 

the exit, or they may perceive that the exit was out of their control.  This is where Hirschman 

develops the concept of voice whereby he contends that it is voice that may not only be more 

nuanced, but also more common.  Voice as Hirschman depicts it is any attempt to change an 

organization rather than simply leaving the organization to its own demise (1970).  In other 
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words, voice suggests that an individual will alert an agency to its faults and give it time to 

respond to these comments.  Because the cost of exercising voice is perceived to have a 

lower cost than exit to the individual, it is typically used more often.  Of note, one area where 

exercising voice may have a higher cost is in the case of whistleblowing whereby an 

employee reports wrongdoing in the organization.  This concept of voice suggests that the 

individual has a greater attachment to the organization and is the point at which Hirschman 

develops the theory of loyalty. 

The most difficult part of the model to explain and control for is loyalty.  Loyalty, as 

Hirschman describes it, is the allegiance or sense of duty that an individual may exhibit for 

an organization or agency.  Loyalty oftentimes excludes exit as an option and disguises 

overall dissatisfaction with the agency.  There are multiple forms of loyalty that may distort 

measures of dissatisfaction.  One form of loyalty that Hirschman mentions is “normal” 

loyalist behavior.  This form of loyalty will allow for more disagreement and may be 

exposed.  It is the loyalty that is formed as a rite of passage that is of major concern and will 

be most difficult to ascertain.  As a result, dissatisfaction within such a regime may never be 

identified and exposed. 

Exit and voice can both be indicators of a decline; however, voice is the most 

informative because it is imbued with more explanatory power than exit.  Exit will merely 

imply that a change has occurred and a member has been lost; whereas, voice may identify 

the root of the discontentment.  They both can be measured, but again, voice will be a bit 

more transparent.  Exit can often be a misleading measure because economic indicators or 

new members entering the agency may disguise the true effects of an exit triggered by 
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declining satisfaction.  Additionally, voice indicates a certain measure of loyalty which will 

allow the agency to rectify the situation.  The best way to hear the client’s voice is with the 

use of customer satisfaction surveys and listening.  The only way to measure exit is by 

examining membership or other indicators while controlling for other items that would 

normally disguise exit. 

In summary, exit and voice are both factors in identifying organizational problems.  

While it would appear that exit would be a most effective strategy, it may actually be 

confused with other factors and essentially escapes the attention of management.  Therefore, 

exit as it is theorized may not be as effective as voice if it is not recognized as a response to a 

declining organization.  Thus, it can be argued that voice is more valuable in that it explains 

the perception of decline and can be measured more effectively.  Voice essentially is the key 

to the management framework of information, capacities, and incentives whereby employee 

input is key (Swiss, 2005).  Both management and the vocal member will have more 

information that will lead to strengthened capabilities with inherent incentives of loyalty and 

success.  Good leaders will understand that a variety of options exist and will find a way to 

monitor both exit and voice. 

EXIT, VOICE, LOYALTY, AND NEGLECT 

Hirschman (1970) argues that an individual will be more likely to leave an 

organization when they feel that their ability to vocalize their dissatisfaction is not valued or 

nonexistent.  Since Hirschman introduced his framework, there has been some progress on 

expanding his model beyond that of exit, voice, and loyalty.  Several researchers have 
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identified a fourth dependent variable that they contend fits into the Hirschman model – 

neglect (Farrell, 1983; Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Rusbult and Lowery 1985; Rusbult, 

Zembrodt, and Gunn 1982; Withey and Cooper 1989).  This section provides a detailed 

description of each of these concepts as they are addressed in the literature. 

Exit 

As defined by Hirschman, exit is the most extreme option available to an individual 

whereby the employee decides that in the face of dissatisfaction and decline the only option 

to exercise is leaving.  For this option to be exercised, there first must be competition.  In this 

situation, competition represents itself in an employee having other employment options, and 

the employee must perceive that there is an overall benefit to leaving the agency.  Some 

would contend that the current level of unemployment and poor economic conditions might 

reduce the exit option.  This would result in an overall trend of reduced employee’s leaving 

the federal government during times of economic recession.  However, as demonstrated in 

Figure 2.1, the percent of employees exiting the federal government continues to remain at a 

significant level despite increasing levels of unemployment in the U.S.  Additionally, the 

figure shows that the quit rate for the US federal workforce trends with that of the entire US 

population (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2011 and OPM 2011).  Therefore, it would seem that 

even in a poor economy federal employees perceive that an option for exit exists.  It is argued 

that this voluntary exit may trigger a correction within the agency; that is, if the agency has 

registered the exit as a sign of dissatisfaction.  However, as large as most federal agencies 

are, they struggle to fill the vacancy rather than focusing on the explanation for the vacancy.  
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As research has suggested, exit has a negative relationship with voice and loyalty (Hirschman 

1970; Lee and Whitford 2007).   

Figure 2.1 Federal Unemployment and Quit Rates 

Exit continues to be the most consistent of the variables to define, test, and even 

predict (Farrell, 1983; Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Rusbult and Lowery 1985; Rusbult, 

Zembrodt, and Gunn 1982; Withey and Cooper 1989).  It may be that the exit variable is the 

easiest to define and capture in surveys and available data.  Beginning with Farrell (1983), 

most researchers treat exit as a dependent variable, typically using intent to exit as a proxy.  

This has been validated, first by Farrell (1983) and followed by various other researchers, 

and is now an accepted practice (Farrell 1983; Kellough and Osuna 1995; Lee and Whitford 
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2007; Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Rusbult and Lowery 1985; Rusbult, Zembrodt, and Gunn 

1982; Selden and Moynihan 2000; Withey and Cooper 1989).  Cho and Lewis (2011) 

provide interesting insight into turnover intention and actual turnover.  Their findings suggest 

that there is a correlation between the two, but they urge researchers to be cautious about 

how they interpret these findings.   Thus, intent to leave has been demonstrated to be an 

acceptable proxy for actual exit.   

Each study has varied slightly in the overall treatment of intent to leave as a variable.  

Some of the studies have modeled intent to leave as an independent variable affecting overall 

job satisfaction (Daley 1992; Farrell 1983; Rusbult and Lowery 1985; Withey and Cooper 

1989).  Farrell (1983) models the responses to job dissatisfaction and suggests that exit is an 

active and destructive response.  While Rusbult and Lowery (1985) take this model a little bit 

farther in order to show that job satisfaction does encourage voice and loyalty while reducing 

exit and neglect.  Daley (1992) adds to the research of Rusbult and Lowery (1985) and notes 

that job and environmental characteristics can be managed so as to reduce job dissatisfaction 

which in turn will combat the urge to exit.  Another example where exit is modeled as an 

independent variable is in Withey and Cooper (1989).  They found that exit was the most 

consistent predictor of employee behavior when costs of exit were considered low and costs 

of voice was high.  They also suggest that exit is a result of push and pull factors: push 

factors being those things such as better choices outside of the agency, and pull factors are 

job dissatisfaction, low commitment, low costs, or a belief that the organization is beyond 

repair. 
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Findings from other turnover studies have produced varied results.  One such study 

reported on diversity, job satisfaction, and turnover intention (Choi 2008).  Choi (2008) 

modeled this to find that diversity programs did influence job satisfaction but did not appear 

to have as much influence on turnover intention.  Meier and Hicklin (2007) measure actual 

turnover and find a negative relationship between turnover and performance.  Selden and 

Moynihan (2000) measure employee turnover at the state level finding that satisfaction with 

policies correlates with lower turnover.  Another article (Pitts, Marvel and Fernandez 2011) 

shows that age and job satisfaction have the most influence on turnover intent.  They 

conclude that work satisfaction is the greatest predictor of turnover intention. 

In an effort to find out what is a stronger predictor of turnover intention, Hirschman’s 

model suggests that voice and loyalty need to also be considered as variables.  Because 

Hirschman identifies the model in the context of dissatisfaction with the organization, much 

of the research has treated exit, voice, and loyalty as equal dependent variables.  However, 

Lee and Whitford (2007) have been one of the first to model exit as the only dependent 

variable that is dependent on voice and loyalty not being selected.  They operationalize exit 

by using the proxy of intent to leave.  They found that the concepts of voice and loyalty do 

limit an employee’s intent to leave, but that pay dissatisfaction is also a factor that increases 

the likelihood that an employee will express their intent to leave.  This suggests a more 

intricate connection between Hirschman’s variables. 
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Voice 

Voice is the variable that Hirschman favors for the health of the organization.  As 

defined, voice is any active attempt made at changing the unpleasant circumstances within 

the agency (Hirschman 1970).  It is voice that he suggests is the most constructive as it 

communicates the actual problem with the agency whereas exit can often be attributed to a 

fault within the actual employee that has exited.  In other words, voice -if heard- has the 

power to compel needed change and improve the quality of the organization.  At its purest 

form, voice is the antithesis of exit; however, as the literature continues to demonstrate, the 

concept of voice is actually more complicated and confounding because it lies on a 

continuum from high to low (Farrell 1983; Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Rusbult and Lowery 

1985; Withey and Cooper 1989).   

As with exit, most of the studies treat voice as a dependent variable.  Farrell (1983) 

identifies voice as the most constructive of the responses to job dissatisfaction and 

encourages employers to encourage positive use of voice in their organization.  Withey and 

Cooper (1989) had very little success at predicting voice, thereby highlighting the complexity 

of the voice variable.  As such, voice has to be heard for it to be effective.  Therefore, 

surveys that have been used to capture items such as voice may have been unable to capture 

this essence of duplicity.  In another study, Rusbult and Lowery (1985) find that the voice 

option will be exercised among those that have higher levels of satisfaction and have a higher 

costs of exit from their jobs.  



 

22 

 

A variant on the theme of treating voice as a dependent variable is Lee and 

Whitford’s (2007) research which treats voice as an influence on intent to leave.  

Importantly, Lee and Whitford (2007) conclude that voice is more important than pay in 

explaining employee behavior.  Therefore, if an employee is dissatisfied with pay, it may be 

expected that an employee will exercise voice before choosing to leave.  

Essentially, voice is conceptualized as the ability of an individual to express their 

dissatisfaction with an organization in order to improve their standing and the overall 

organization.  Where voice is not an alternative, employees are more likely to express their 

intent to leave (Golden 1992; Lee and Whitford 2007).  This research on voice gives rise to 

the following expectation: 

H1: An employee that perceives that the opportunity to express voice is less practical 

will be more likely to express their intent to exit.   

Loyalty 

 The final element of the original Hirschman model is that of loyalty.  This, also, is the 

least defined and most difficult variable to account for as it appears to be more of a 

theoretical placeholder.  Hirschman introduces the concept of loyalty in an effort to provide 

explanatory power for situations where exit and voice seem to coexist in harmony.  Loyalty 

is that unique factor that can defer exit in order to make a change for the better.  However, 

does loyalty add scope to voice?  Hirschman suggests that those choosing to vocalize their 

dissatisfaction have vested interests in the organization and believe that the organization will 
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actually listen to their concerns.  In sum, he argues that loyalty strengthens voice.  However, 

while loyalty minimizes the likelihood that exit will be chosen, its ultimate strength lies in 

the availability of the exit option.   

Another point that Hirschman addresses is the cost of initiation or initial training.  As 

the costs of entering an organization increases, loyalty increases and hence the employee is 

more likely to use voice before considering exit in an effort to improve the organization in 

which they are invested.  Additionally, Hirschman suggests that a loyal employee that is 

ultimately driven to exit will do so in a private manner that fails to trash the employer.  This 

final act of loyalty is intended to improve the organization despite the parting of the ways 

(Hirschman 1970). 

 Research based on Hirschman’s model has often been less than successful in 

predicting or accounting for loyalty due to its theoretical complexity (Farrell 1983; Rusbult 

and Farrell 1983; Rusbult and Lowery 1985; and Withey and Cooper 1989).  More 

specifically, Farrell’s (1983) research indicates that loyalty is a negative and destructive 

behavior that coincides with neglect.  This is contrary to theory and to common sense, but 

Farrell suggests that this may be a result of conceptualization or varying employee 

expectations of loyalty.  However, of note, is Farrell (1983) models loyalty as an alternative 

choice to exit.  Rusbult and Lowery (1985) find that loyalist behaviors are more likely to be 

exhibited when job satisfaction is high, when costs are high, and when they have good 

alternatives.  This third factor is an anomaly because they had hypothesized that employee’s 

with good alternatives would be more likely to exit.  However, as Rusbult and Lowery 

(1985) have discussed this may indicate an underlying person-organization fit that is not 



 

24 

 

measured in this or most studies.  On the other hand, Withey and Cooper (1989) found that 

those employees that exhibited loyalty traits also tended to exhibit neglectfulness.  The 

researchers identified a need to capture both the behavioral and attitudinal factors of loyalty 

to be certain to measure the correct phenomena. 

While loyalty continues to be a difficult concept to model, most research has 

accounted for it and established a relationship between loyalty and voice as Hirschman had 

initially proposed (Daley 1992; Daley 2008; Farrell 1983; Lee and Whitford 2007; Rusbult 

and Farrell 1983; Rusbult and Lowery 1985; Withey and Cooper 1989). Because Lee and 

Whitford (2007) shift the focus on loyalty in order to treat it as an independent variable, they 

are able to establish the relationship that Hirschman first identified in 1970.  Therefore, Lee 

and Whitford’s (2007) research suggests that loyalty and voice are associated as they 

influence exit.  Therefore, loyalty will conceptually defer the exit option: 

H2: An employee that exhibits loyalty will be less likely to express their intent to exit. 

Neglect 

 While neglect is not an initial part of the Hirschman model, it has successfully 

been introduced as an addendum in several subsequent studies (Daley 1992; Daley 2008; 

Farrell 1983; Golden 1992;Kolarska and Aldrich 1980; Naus, Iterson, and Roe 2007; 

Rusbult, Zembrodt, and Gunn 1982; Rusbult et al. 1988;Withey and Cooper 1989; Turnley 

and Feldman 1999).  Specifically, neglect has been defined as an employee exhibiting 

dissatisfaction with an organization through lax or negligent behaviors (Farrell 1983).  In 
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other words, employees that may be dissatisfied may remain in the organization not out of 

loyalty but because they perceive that there are barriers to voice or exit.  Therefore, it is 

hypothesized that this category of disenchanted employee will tend to neglect their duties. 

Adding the concept of neglect has been shown to make the Hirschman model more robust by 

identifying an additional option that employees can pursue when dissatisfied.  Similar to 

loyalty, neglect has been shown to exist; yet, it remains an elusive variable to accurately 

predict and model (Farrell 1983; Rusbult et al. 1988) for a variety of reasons.  First, neglect 

has historically been operationalized as a dependent variable rather than an independent or 

mediating variable (Daley 1992; Farrell 1983; Rusbult et al. 1988).  This would suggest that 

neglect is a response to dissatisfaction that has the equal likelihood of being selected as exit, 

voice, or loyalty.  However, treating neglect as an independent variable that influences the 

employee’s intent to leave may produce different results.  Second, much of the research that 

has captured neglect has relied on self-reported survey data which can affect the accurate 

reporting of such negligent behavior.  Finally, some research has used secondary data that 

relies on proxies to capture neglect.  This is problematic for several reasons.  For one, the 

existing surveys that were used were originally not designed to measure neglect.  The 

Rusbult et al. (1988) and Daley (1992) studies rely on the Federal Employee Assessment 

Survey (FEAS) which is designed to assess federal employees attitudes about the federal 

government.  While the FEAS survey is designed to measure employee dissatisfaction, it 

inherently assumes that dissatisfied employees will continue to meet goals and perform their 

duties.  As such, the proxies that are used are rough estimations of the phenomena whereas, 
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data gathered specifically for the research at hand would be able to better capture the neglect 

aspect with targeted questions (Daley 1992).   

That being said, these studies have identified that neglect is a viable option for 

disgruntled employees and should be accounted for when considering the Hirschman model.  

Conceptually, neglect is an inattentiveness to detail that hinders the attainment of individual, 

team, and organizational goals.  This variable is accounted for in this research with the 

following hypothesis: 

H3: An employee that is more likely to exhibit neglectful behaviors is more likely to 

express their intent to exit. 

Summary: Exit, Voice, Loyalty, and Neglect 

The preceding review gives rise to a set of hypotheses that speak directly to the 

Hirschman framework.  Where exit is an option, voice is less powerful and may be used less 

than in circumstances where exit is limited or nonexistent.  Loyalty and neglect are both 

introduced as explanatory variables that attempt to explain why employees may choose voice 

over exit despite being dissatisfied.  Most studies to date have operationalized the Hirschman 

model as if exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect are all dependent variables (Daley 1992; Daley 

2008; Farrell 1983; Rusbult, Zembrodt, and Gunn 1982; Selden and Moynihan 2000; Withey 

and Cooper 1989).  In the case of Farrell (1983) and Rusbult et al. (1988), the purpose of the 

study was to predict each of the variables.  However, as they and other researchers have 

discovered, exit is the only variable that can be predicted with any certainty.  Withey and 
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Cooper (1989) and Daley (1992) suggest that this may be a result of the tautological 

relationship between the four variables.  As a result, Lee and Whitford (2007) model the exit 

proxy variable of “intent to leave” as the dependent variable while sublimating voice and 

loyalty to independent variables.  Lee and Whitford’s approach further demonstrates the 

complexity of the Hirschman model.  This theorizes that the presence of these variables will 

lessen the likelihood that an employee will exit the organization which provides  a more 

plausible explanation.   

The concepts of voice, loyalty, and neglect are difficult to capture; yet, they are 

important to model in an effort to provide a better understanding of human motive.  Exit and 

voice, while not mutually exclusive, can both result in improving the organization, that is, if 

management is aware of the employee dissatisfaction as Hirschman so pointedly argued.  

Hirschman advocates that employees will take noticeable action when they are highly 

dissatisfied with the organization which  is why it becomes important to  discuss employee 

motivation and satisfaction as it pertains to this research. 

EMPLOYEE MOTIVATION  

The employee motivation literature is vast and varied due to the complexity of human 

nature.  The literature reports numerous types of motivation and even specifically models the 

motivation of public employees (Bowman 2010; Green and Heywood 2008; Jurkiewicz and 

Brown 1998; Oh and Lewis 2009; Perry and Lewis 1990; Perry 1996).  Despite the variety of 

motivating factors, there are ultimately only two categories of employee motivations: 

extrinsic and intrinsic (Oh and Lewis 2009).  Extrinsic rewards are those rewards that are 
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bestowed on an employee from an external source.  Examples of extrinsic rewards are pay, 

time off of work with pay, plaques, and recognition.  Intrinsic rewards are those rewards that 

come from within the employee.  Examples of intrinsic rewards are a sense of 

accomplishment, satisfaction from a job well done, and a sense that the employee had a 

choice in the matter at hand (Oh and Lewis 2009).  Focusing on intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivators is helpful to organizations when considering reforms or strategic initiatives.  

Many such efforts assume that employees are driven primarily by extrinsic motivators.  Yet, 

as Perry (1996) and others have demonstrated, this is often not the case, especially, in the 

public sector.   

As previously discussed, Hirschman’s model assumes employee dissatisfaction and 

provides us with some concepts that may provide a partial explanation for an employee’s 

intention to leave an organization.  However, these measures are not the only considerations 

for employee action.  The literature on motivation provides additional variables to be 

considered.  First, Perry’s PSM model (1996) will be discussed in detail as it influences an 

employee’s actions.  Additionally, two more independent variables are drawn from the 

motivation literature that have been demonstrated empirically to influence the Hirschman 

model – job satisfaction and pay satisfaction.  Job satisfaction continues to demonstrate the 

concept that employees may be motivated more by intrinsic motivators.  Whereas, pay 

satisfaction will attempt to measure the level at which federal employees may be motivated 

by extrinsic motivators..   
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Public Service Motivation (PSM) 

 Public administration research has often argued that the public sector is separate and 

distinct from that of the private sector.  That is, researchers suggest that studies that primarily 

focus on private businesses are not representative of the public sector because of these 

significant differences between the two sectors.  There is not a more contentious issue than 

that of employee behavior.  In particular, public service motivation (PSM) is a theory that has 

been extended to offer a glimpse into public employee behavior (Perry and Wise 1990).  This 

theory suggests that public servants have a penchant towards public service that is aptly 

referred to as public service motivation.  Since Perry and Wise (1990) first introduced this 

concept, research centering around PSM has burgeoned into a popular field of study (Alonso 

and Lewis 2001; Anderson et al. 2011; Brewer et al. 2000; Coursey et al. 2011; Dehart-Davis 

et al. 2006; Houston 2000; Jung and Rainey 2011; Moynihan and Pandey 2007; Pandey et al.  

2008; Perry 1996; Perry 1997; Perry 2000; Perry and Hondeghem 2008; Steen 2006; Taylor 

and Taylor 2011; Vandenabeele 2011; Wright 2001).  Despite the inherent agreement among 

researchers that PSM is a promising field of study, considerable disagreement remains about 

its uses and application in research agendas.   

 The foundation of the PSM literature is the research that seeks to measure and 

document differences between the private and public sector employees (Crewson 1997; 

Gabris and Simo 1995; Houston, 2000; Jurkiewicz et al, 1998; Kilpatrick et al, 1964; Rainey 

1982; Schuster 1974).  Fundamentally, it was assumed that public employees were less 

motivated by financial rewards and other extrinsic motivators.  Initial forays into this field of 
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study by Kilpatrick et al (1964) and Schuster (1974) support this assumption.  In 1982, 

Rainey further demonstrated that public managers were less motivated by financial concerns.  

Much of the research since has continued to highlight these sector differences.  While recent 

research has been more divided in its results, it continues to underscore the importance of 

capturing the differences and similarities between the sectors.  In particular, Gabris and Simo 

(1995) and Crewson (1997) found no significant difference with respect to pay between 

public and private sectors.  However, Houston (2000) once again demonstrates that there are 

significant differences between the sectors.  His findings suggest that public sector 

employees feel more rewarded by a sense of accomplishment and a job worth doing while 

private sector employees feel more rewarded with higher pay and a shortened workday.  

Despite differences in findings, the preponderance of literature supports continued research 

in the arena of PSM. 

 Initially, Perry and Wise (1990) sought to unpack the concept of PSM by providing 

the researcher with a blueprint for examining and measuring intrinsic employee motives.  

They suggest that these motives are needs within the individual that must be met in order to 

provide ultimate satisfaction to the employee, something that pay or other external rewards 

cannot accomplish.  They outlined motives as they pertained to the rational, normative, and 

affective.  Rational motives in this scenario are those motives that are designed to bring the 

employee the most satisfaction from the job or mission of the organization.  As Perry and 

Wise (1990) outlined, they identified three rational motives for public servants which are 

participation in the policy making process, commitment to public program, and advocacy of 

special interests.  Normative motives are those motives that lead an employee to choose work 
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that conforms to the standards of society.  Normative motives that were outlined by Perry and 

Wise (1990) include an inherent wish to serve the public, loyalty to duty and the government, 

and social equity.  Finally, Perry and Wise (1990) identify a third set of motives within the 

PSM construct as that of affective motives.  Affective motives as they describe them are 

those emotional responses of an employee to various societal situations and inequities.  These 

motives were identified by Perry and Wise (1990) as a particular commitment to a program 

due to its perceived social importance and benevolence. 

 As a result of identifying these motives, Perry (1996) was able to design a pivotal 

construct whereby to test these concepts.  He began with 40 questions and 6 dimensions that 

had been identified in the literature.  Statistical analysis was able to pare this down to 24 

questions and 4 dimensions.  These 4 dimensions are attraction to policy making, self-

sacrifice, compassion, and public interest.  However, as Perry (1996) himself identified, the 

statistical analysis suggested that self-sacrifice and public interest dimensions be combined in 

order to have a 3 dimension model.  He overruled the more parsimonious model as being a 

bit too simplistic and maintained that theory suggested a 4 dimension model.  His seminal 

work in operationalizing PSM has spawned a growing literature devoted to measuring PSM 

and understanding its antecedents and correlates. 

In many personnel initiatives and systems implemented within the public sector, the 

underlying assumption is that pay is a motivator.  However, multiple studies and ongoing 

research continues to reveal that pay for public servants is not a primary motivator (Bowman, 

2010; Green and Heywood, 2008; Lee and Whitford, 2007; Oh and Lewis, 2009; Perry et al., 

2008).  Instead, Perry and Wise (1990) offer an alternate explanation for which Perry’s 
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model (1996) implies a much more intricate explanation.  Perry’s model of PSM identifies 

the four leading motivators for public servants as the desire to be involved in public policy-

making, a commitment to public interest, compassion, and self-sacrifice (Perry 1996).   

Each of these dimensions is unique and have all been tested with various rates of 

success.  The public policy-making dimension has been developed from researchers’ 

postulates that public servants are attracted to public service work so that they can influence 

public policy (Kelman 1987; Perry 1996).  This particular dimension is, perhaps, the most 

controversial as it at times appears to be a factor that is not important to public servants 

(Brewer et al. 2000), does not correlate well with the other dimensions (Wright and Pandey 

2008), and represents a more self-interested motive (Kim 2009).  The commitment to public 

interest dimension has been the least controversial as it suggests that an employee is 

interested in selflessly serving the public interest (Brewer et al. 2000; Perry 1996; Wright and 

Pandey 2008).  Serving the public interest has been shown to fulfill the individual’s sense of 

civic duty.  The third dimension, compassion, has also been demonstrated to influence 

overall PSM (Brewer et al. 2000; Perry 1996; Wright and Pandey 2008).  Compassion is 

defined as the factor that reflects the employee’s concern with the human plight (Perry 1996).  

The final dimension that constitutes the PSM model is that of self-sacrifice.  Self-sacrifice is 

defined by Perry (1996) as the penchant of the employee to forego personal rewards in an 

effort to help others.  This dimension is the most powerful as it pertains to the ongoing debate 

between extrinsic and intrinsic rewards as they influence PSM. 

 Since Perry developed his model in 1996, there has been continued interest in 

modeling and discussing PSM.  There are those researchers that advocate studying PSM in 
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its purest form to discover the correlations that exist and strengthen the overall PSM model 

(Bright 2005; Camilleri 2007; Dehart-Davis et al.2006; Perry 1997).  These studies model 

each of Perry’s (1996) four dimensions defined by 24 questions creating depth in the field.  

All of these studies have found support for the overarching concept of PSM; however, the 

number of dimensions continues to be controversial as do the results of the measures.  Bright 

(2005) suggests that factors such as gender, education, supervisor status, and monetary 

preferences are all significantly related to PSM.  Whereas, Dehart-Davis et al. (2006) focus 

specifically on gender and find that women are more attracted to the compassion and policy 

making dimensions.  Perry (1997) added to the original model by introducing the concept of 

antecedents. In particular, childhood socialization, religious associations, education level, and 

professional considerations have been identified as potential causalities of the PSM 

dimensions.  This suggests that PSM may be able to be identified in potential hires and 

influenced throughout employment which highlights the importance of recruitment and 

retention efforts.  Camilleri (2007) uses Perry’s 24 item scale to measure PSM but finds that 

organizational environment is one of the most dominant predictors of the PSM dimensions.   

Other studies suggest that the antecedents or precursors of PSM are significant and 

should be considered to strengthen and further extend the PSM model.  These studies have 

used the PSM model with some variation (Moynihan and Pandey 2007; Vandenabeele 2011).  

Moynihan and Pandey (2007) explore the influence of organizational factors on PSM and 

conclude that organizational factors such as red tape, length of time with the organization, 

authority, and reform efforts all influence PSM in various ways.  Vandenabeele (2011) also 

looks at the organizational factors that may influence PSM.  They conclude that 
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organizational identities do correlate with an individual’s PSM.  These studies suggest that 

the antecedents of PSM may be as important as the concept of PSM itself. 

A recent trend in the PSM literature is to study the concept of PSM as it moderates or 

mediates other relationships.  One such branch of this literature is the research that suggests 

that PSM correlates with the organization or job rather than the specific employment sector 

(Bright 2008; Carpenter et al. 2011; Wright and Pandey 2008).  This literature is commonly 

referred to as person-organization fit or person-job fit and has arguably developed out of the 

PSM literature and the attraction-selection-attrition literature (Carpenter et al. 2011).  The 

basic concept is that an individual may initially be attracted to a particular sector, but that it 

will be their identification with their job or their organization that will prevent their exit.  In 

other words, PSM is relevant, but not the only variable that influences employee satisfaction 

or even turnover intent (Bright 2008).  Therefore, an individual may exhibit PSM, but they 

may remain in an organization because they find satisfaction in their particular job or 

organization rather than the sector which they are located within.  Other studies model PSM 

as a variable that has a more intricate relationship than first proposed and may contribute to a 

mediated relationship with performance (Coursey et al. 2011; Perry and Vandenabeele 2008; 

Vandenabeele 2009).  This branch of literature suggests that PSM is a complex variable and 

that more variables should be considered when studying employee action.    

Much of the existing literature acknowledges the existence of PSM but for various 

reasons estimates the concept with reduced indicators or dimensions (Alonso and Lewis 

2001; Caillier 2011; Jung and Rainey 2011; Kim 2009; Taylor and Westover 2011).  This 

body of literature in particular is most pertinent for the study at hand.  Jung and Rainey 
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(2011) use one question to estimate PSM in an effort to test the relationship between PSM 

and goal ambiguity.  Goal ambiguity is a concept in the management literature that argues 

that unclear organizational goals can lead to lower productivity and overall employee 

dissatisfaction (Jung and Rainey 2011).  Therefore, Jung and Rainey propose that the higher 

the level of goal ambiguity the lower the employee’s PSM will be.  They are able to 

persuasively conclude that goal ambiguity may negatively affect overall PSM.  Taylor and 

Westover (2011) also choose to model PSM with fewer indicators, in this instance, two 

questions are used to create an index for this variable.  Their findings suggest that PSM is an 

influencer of job satisfaction but  other intrinsic factors may be more influential, such as 

organization fit.  On the other hand, Alonso and Lewis (2001) use several variables but do 

not adhere to the strict dimensions of PSM in order to conclude that PSM does inherently 

influence performance.  In fact, Alonso and Lewis select one question to represent the 

presence of PSM.  In another study, Kim (2009) challenges Perry’s 24 item scale and using 

statistical analysis validates a much more parsimonious 14 item model.  While in 2008, 

Wright and Pandey model PSM with 5 survey questions in an effort to measure job 

satisfaction and value congruence.  Most recently, Caillier (2011) has also chosen to use a 

reduced number of questions to represent PSM as it exists on a state level.  This is one of the 

relatively few studies that focus on the state employees which is significant in its own right; 

however, for the purposes of this study, it is most noteworthy that Caillier’s research 

demonstrates the existence of PSM without modeling the full 24 item scale.   

Each of these studies adds to the PSM literature, as such, it is the inherent concept of 

PSM that this study embraces.  PSM proposes that the agent will act on behalf of the public 
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good in an effort to satisfy intrinsic needs and goals.  While it can be argued that money and 

job stability are one set of factors that attract employees, it also can be hypothesized that it is 

an intrinsic set of values that cause civil servants to remain in governmental occupations.  

Thus, it is recommended that personnel systems be organized in such a way as to motivate 

employees both intrinsically and extrinsically.  Theoretically, those employees that have 

higher levels of PSM will first consider the public good before acting.  The following 

hypothesis seeks to establish the relationship of PSM to an employee’s intent to leave: 

H4: The higher a public employee’s level of PSM the less likely they are to express an 

intent to exit. 

Job Satisfaction 

Job satisfaction is often a variable identified in the personnel management literature 

as being a measurement of effect (Belfield and Heywood 2008; Wright 2001).  As a matter of 

fact, Hirschman’s model of exit, voice, and loyalty assumes that these actions are a response 

to a decline in satisfaction.  Particularly, many of the previous studies that employ 

Hirschman’s model inherently assume that exit or voice are responses to job dissatisfaction 

(Daley 1992; Daley 2008; Farrell 1983; Rusbult, Zembrodt, and Gunn 1982; Selden and 

Moynihan 2000; Withey and Cooper 1989; Wright and Davis 2003).  While many of these 

studies did not specifically model job satisfaction, the fact remains that it is an important 

variable. 



 

37 

 

Job satisfaction has been heralded as being the key to employee productivity, 

longevity, and organizational harmony (Wright and Davis, 2003).  If an organization can 

measure job satisfaction and what influences it, then it can become more efficient and 

effective at achieving its mission and goals.  However, there are a multitude of problems with 

this assumption.  First, measuring job satisfaction has proven to be complex and varied 

(Gabris and Simo 1995; Lewis 1991; Rainey 1989; Wright and Davis 2003).  Second, the 

organizations may measure job satisfaction, but it rarely completes the cycle by putting the 

findings into practice (Swiss 2005).  Third, as so many researchers have identified, variables 

that influence employee satisfaction in the private sector may often differ from that in the 

public sector (Crewson 1997; Gabris and Simo 1995; Houston, 2000; Jurkiewicz et al, 1998; 

Kilpatrick et al, 1964; Rainey 1982; Schuster 1974).  Therefore, job satisfaction becomes a 

variable that is widely studied. 

The exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect literature often introduces satisfaction as a 

variable that predicts employee behavior.  Daley (1992), Farrell (1983), and Withey and 

Cooper (1989) identify exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect as the four responses to job 

dissatisfaction.  They measure dissatisfaction using the concept of job satisfaction.  Their 

general finding is that the greater the dissatisfaction, the greater the possibility of turnover.  

Lee and Whitford (2007), in contrast, measure organizational satisfaction rather than job 

satisfaction, but they get similar results.  That is to say, as an employee’s satisfaction with the 

organization decreases, they become more likely to declare their intent to leave an 

organization.  This suggests a relationship between organizational and job satisfaction. 
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The motivation literature suggests that job satisfaction directly influences motivation 

which, by definition, will inspire employees to action (Wright 2001).  Some research 

suggests that public employees are more satisfied than their private counterparts (DeSantis 

and Durst 1996; Maidani 1991; Steel and Warner 1990) while some report that they are just 

as satisfied (Emmert and Taher 1992; Gabris and Simo 1995; Lewis 1991).  Other studies 

report that organizational context is a factor while yet others argue that employee 

characteristics factor into motivation (Wright 2001).  Additionally, PSM literature has 

addressed job satisfaction by measuring the relationship between PSM and satisfaction.  Naff 

and Crum (1999) found that PSM had a positive relationship with job satisfaction.  On the 

other hand, Bright (2008) found that job satisfaction had no significant relationship with 

PSM when considering person-organization fit.  These divergent findings continue to 

highlight the complexity of the relationship between job satisfaction and other phenomenon, 

such as, organizational outcomes. 

The turnover intention literature also depends heavily on modeling job satisfaction.  

Pitts and Marvel (2011) show that higher job satisfaction is likely to reduce the chances that 

an employee leaves the federal government, and the higher the job satisfaction the less likely 

they are to even leave the agency.  Choi (2008) also models job satisfaction and finds that it 

provides a mediating influence on the employee’s intent to leave.  In another study, Wright 

and Pandey (2008) find a correlation between PSM and job satisfaction that is mediated by 

the belief of the employee that their values are similar to that of the organization.  This 

presence of an intervening variable suggests that inconsistent findings are a result of 

unconsidered variables.   
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As mentioned previously, job satisfaction is a deceptively simple concept that most 

practitioners and academics seek to define; however, as the research suggests, it becomes a 

much more complex phenomenon when trying to measure and control.  Regardless of the 

results of the motivation study or the context, job satisfaction continues to be a common 

explanatory variable throughout the literature (Gabris and Simo 1995; Lewis 1991; Rainey 

1989).  Job satisfaction, as it is conceptualized in a preponderance of the management 

literature, is an influencer of employee action.  Therefore, the following hypothesis has been 

proposed in an effort to measure the influence of this variable on employee exit: 

H5: An employee that has high levels of job satisfaction is less likely to express their 

intent to exit. 

Pay Satisfaction 

 The most controversial variable in the motivation literature is quite possibly that of 

extrinsic rewards to include pay.  It is often assumed that all individuals are motivated by pay 

and other extrinsic rewards, and pay often becomes the target of many personnel reform 

initiatives.  As the study of organizational behavior documents, the beginning of the 20
th

 

century was defined by Frederick Taylor’s scientific management which embraced the 

concept that paying by the piece completed would improve productivity (Karl and Sutton 

1998).  However, as many psychologists and researchers continue to demonstrate, pay 

satisfaction does not always drive productivity or choices.  Arguably, the most discussed 

research that demonstrated this is the Hawthorne studies.  These studies were a series of tests 
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that were concerned with demonstrating that better work conditions could also improve 

productivity; however, the result was that productivity increased because of personal 

attention and observation (Karl and Sutton 1998; Mayo 1933; Roethlisberger and Dickson 

1939).  Additional research has suggested that employees may be aware of pay, but they are 

more likely to be driven by an internal need to make a difference (Oh and Lewis 2009).  

Research continues to uncover more relationships between pay, satisfaction, productivity, 

and the intrinsic drivers of the employee (Karl and Sutton 1998).  It is with this in mind that 

it is recommended that many personnel reforms should proceed with caution when 

emphasizing pay. 

There are those that assume that the preference for rewards will be best defined by the 

sector in which the individual is employed – private, public, or nonprofit.  However, 

empirical evidence is inconsistent at best (Wright 2001).  Some research reports that public 

servants place a lower value on rewards (Brewer et al. 2000; Jurkiewicz, Massey, and Brown 

1998; Rainey 1982; and Taylor and Taylor 2011) while other research shows that there is no 

difference between the sectors (Gabris and Simo 1995; Maidani 1991).  Once again, the 

research emphasizes the complexity of human nature and the problem with reliance on one 

indicator of satisfaction.   

In their recent research, Lee and Whitford (2007) discovered that dissatisfaction with 

pay influenced an employee’s intent to leave.  While this appears to be contrary to previous 

research, they also found that employees that were dissatisfied with their jobs were also more 

likely to express their intent to leave.  Therefore, an underlying theme may be overall 
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dissatisfaction.  While this research proposes to measure both of these items, it will also be 

interesting to observe the correlation between job satisfaction and pay satisfaction.  

 Despite the findings that pay may not be a critical motivator, most employers 

continue to design or redesign their personnel systems on the assumption that external 

rewards are the most manageable motivators for all employees.  The latest such phenomenon 

has been that of pay-for-performance which consistently has been tested with less than 

positive results (Binderkrantz and Christensen 2012; Bowman 2010; Bullock 1983; Condrey 

and Kellough 1993; Green and Heywood 2008; Heinrich 2007; Ingraham 1993; Pearce and 

Perry 1983; Pearce et al. 1985; Perry et al. 2008).  However, rewards must be considered 

when contemplating possible explanations for an employee indicating intent to leave.  

Rewards are conceptualized as external recognition of performance which may include base 

pay, bonuses, time-off awards, or any form of positive recognition. 

H6: An employee that is satisfied with pay is less likely to express their intent to exit. 

OTHER VARIABLES INFLUENCING EXIT 

 While exit, voice, loyalty, neglect, PSM, and satisfaction represent more well-

developed theoretical explanations of exit, the literature also suggests the importance of a 

number of other variables to consider.  In addition, previous research has demonstrated the 

importance of including other variables.   

Several variables are consistent within the literature.  In particular, the exit, voice, and 

loyalty literature, repeatedly demonstrates that supervisory status, race and gender have some 
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explanatory power on an employee’s actions (Dowding and John 2008; Lee and Whitford 

2007; Naus et al. 2007; Rusbult et al. 1988; Withey and Cooper 1989).  These same variables 

have also been substantiated within the PSM literature (Alonso and Lewis; Jung and Rainey 

2011; Vandenabeele 2011).  Each of these variables are discussed further in an effort to 

demonstrate their possible significance to the model. 

Supervisory Level 

The first variable that is the most widely used and agreed upon in the motivation and 

satisfaction literature is supervisory level.  The literature suggests that supervisors may 

exhibit a higher sense of loyalty than non-supervisors due to the fact that they have more 

invested in the agency (Hirschman 1970; Lee and Whitford 2007; Rusbult et al. 1988).  

Rusbult et al. (1988) choose to control for personal investment in the organization.  Personal 

investment is defined as a complex variable that includes the length of time with the 

organization and supervisory level of an employee.  They found that the higher the 

investment the more likely the individuals would be to select voice.  Lee and Whitford 

(2007) specifically note that there are a variety of differences as pertains to supervisory 

levels.  For example, they note that supervisors are more likely to rely on voice than loyalty, 

but that voice and loyalty are more important than pay for supervisors.   

Additionally, the supervisory status has been demonstrated as having a difference in 

PSM levels (Bright 2005).  In other words, employees with supervisory responsibilities did 

show a higher level of PSM.   This suggests that there is a complex relationship between 

PSM and possible time in service.  This also reinforces the previous hypothesis that 
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individuals with higher levels of PSM may be less likely to express their intent to leave.  The 

results of these studies would have been far different had these studies not controlled for 

supervisory status.  It can be argued that the nuances of PSM and voice may have been lost 

had the supervisory status not been included in the model. 

Gender 

Gender has been identified in the literature as being a variable that might provide 

additional explanatory power for understanding employee behavior (Alonso and Lewis 2001; 

Bright 2005; Dehart-Davis et al. 2006; Dowding and John 2008; Lee and Whitford 2007; 

Moynihan and Pandey 2007; Naff and Crum 1999; Naus et al. 2007; Vandenabeele 2011; 

Withey and Cooper 1989).  Males and females often have different frames of reference 

which can result in different values and reactions (Dehart-Davis et al. 2006).  Gender has 

often been demonstrated to influence a variety of data; although, it has been used in the 

public management literature with some mixed results.   

While Hirschman’s initial framework does not differentiate with respect to gender, 

research confirming this framework has often chosen to include gender (Dowding and John 

2008; Lee and Whitford 2007; Naus et al. 2007; Withey and Cooper 1989).  In some 

instances, females have been identified as less likely to exit (Lee and Whitford 2007).  

However, other research has found no statistical significance between gender and intention of 

exit (Dowding and John 2008). 

PSM has also been hypothesized to be influenced by gender and has been included as 

a variable in a number of studies (Alonso and Lewis 2001: Bright 2005; Dehart-Davis et al. 
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2006; Naff and Crum 1999; Vandenabeele 2011).  In two studies, females had a tendency to 

be more likely to exhibit dimensions of PSM such as compassion and public policy-making 

(Bright 2005; Dehart-Davis et al. 2006).  In 1997, Perry found that men were more likely to 

exhibit PSM attributes than women.  While in other articles, gender has shown little to no 

noticeable differences on various dimensions of PSM (Alonso and Lewis 2001; Dehart-Davis 

et al. 2006).   

Inherently, differences in gender will manifest themselves.  The question in this 

research is what influence, if any, will gender have on exit.  While gender continues to be a 

somewhat contentious variable within the public management literature, it has been 

demonstrated on a number of occasions to be influential, hence it is beneficial to include in 

the model. 

Race 

Race has also been identified in the literature as being important in understanding 

employee behavior.  Race is a category that can be contentious because it may indicate a 

difference in the outcomes, but the way that it is accounted for in surveys does not often have 

much explanatory power.  Most general surveys only capture minority or nonminority 

statistics that are not really helpful when considered.  Unfortunately, race is a sensitive issue 

that is often unable to be measured more accurately because of human resource regulations.  

However, it is a variable that continues to be included in research and has been shown to 

influence PSM (Bright 2005; Lee and Whitford 2007; Naff and Crum 1999).   
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Naff and Crum (1999) found that minority employees had a slightly higher mean 

PSM score than did non-minority employees.  However, while race has been used in 

numerous studies on the Hirschman model and Perry’s PSM model, it has yet to be 

substantiated as having significant influence on an employee’s intention to leave (Bright 

2005; Lee and Whitford 2007).  Despite the lack of statistical significance of race as a 

variable, it seems prudent to include it in the model. 

Agency 

Agency is a variable that has become a more recent addition to the motivation and 

satisfaction literature.  Management studies often focus on the employee or the organization, 

but they often do not account for both.  However, examining a relationship between 

employee action and the agency hints at person-organization fit which attempts to bridge the 

gap between personal and organizational literature.  Additionally, it can be hypothesized that 

a disproportionate number of dissatisfied employees within an agency may provide 

explanatory power.  This speaks directly to Hirschman’s model as it would be indicative of a 

declining agency . 

Lee and Whitford (2007) demonstrate through their research that agency is a factor 

that should be considered.  Their analysis suggests that employees of some agencies are 

172% more likely to state intent to leave while other employees of agencies are 60% less 

likely to leave (Lee and Whitford 2007).  While agency is not often a factor that is included 

in the PSM literature, it is an item that may influence employee action.  Therefore, this study 

has been designed to control for agency effects. 
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Summary Other Variables 

The literature has found a number of additional variables to be important to 

understanding employee behavior.  Essentially, these variables are included in the model but 

are secondary to the independent variables.  While they are treated similarly in the statistical 

procedure, they are not primary to the hypotheses.  However, through the literature, these are 

variables that have been found to influence the outcome of the research.  This study seeks to 

control for supervisory status, gender, race, and agency as these are the variables that have 

been substantiated as influencers in both the Hirschman model and the PSM model.   

SUMMARY 

 Previous research on the exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect framework has focused 

primarily on the private sector.  However, the past 20 years has seen an increase in these 

studies as they relate to the public sector.  These studies have focused on a variety of issues 

from examining the organization to studying employee behavior.  Some studies have chosen 

to be more descriptive while others have attempted to provide more of a predictive value 

(Farrell 1983; Kellough and Osuna 1995; Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Rusbult and Lowery 

1985; Rusbult, Zembrodt, and Gunn 1982; Selden and Moynihan 2000; Withey and Cooper 

1989).   

As Daley (2008) and Lee and Whitford (2007) have acknowledged, much of this 

research has focused on multiple dependent variables.  These studies have considered the 

concepts of exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect to be all influenced by other factors.  However, 
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this research seeks to create a model that is more interrelated by treating exit as the only 

dependent variable.  As it stands, the employee has multiple options; however, the exit option 

is the most definitive and contingent on the other choices not being selected.  Additionally, 

this research intends to expand on existing literature by linking Perry’s concept of PSM to 

Hirschman’s model both as a direct influencer on the intent to leave and as a mediating 

variable between voice, loyalty, and neglect as they relate to the intent to leave.  It is 

anticipated that PSM may be correlated with loyalty.  Rewards and job satisfaction have also 

been included in the model as they are arguably the two most common variables discussed 

and validated in the literature.  Finally, this research seeks to increase the overall knowledge 

of employee motivation and predilection for exit by using the 2010 Federal Employment 

Viewpoint Survey.  This survey provides an overview of the federal government at various 

locations throughout the United States, territories, and U.S. contingencies.  It is diverse and 

captures many levels of employees within a number of agencies.  This study is designed to 

combine the 2010 survey and variables in such a way that it will add to the existing body of 

literature. 

 This chapter provides a theoretical background for assessing the data in an effort to 

better understand an employee’s intent to leave.  Are public employees that feel that they 

have a voice less likely to express intent to exit?  Are the employees that have a higher level 

of PSM more likely to remain loyal and possibly less vocal?  Do employees neglect their 

duties rather than leaving an organization?  If so, why?  Do factors such as gender, 

supervisory level, and years of service lessen the likelihood of exit?   
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These and other questions demonstrated in the hypotheses are the focus of the remaining 

chapters.  These hypotheses are summarized in Table 2.1.  

Table 2.1: Hypotheses 

H1: An employee that perceives that the opportunity to express voice is less 

practical will be more likely to express their intent to exit. 

H2: An employee that exhibits loyalty will be less likely to express their 

intent to exit. 

H3: An employee that is more likely to exhibit neglectful behaviors is more 

likely to express their intent to exit. 

H4: The higher a public employee’s level of PSM the less likely they are to 

express an intent to exit. 

H5: An employee that has high levels of job satisfaction is less likely to 

express their intent to exit. 

H6: An employee that is satisfied with pay is less likely to express their 

intent to exit. 
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

 Chapter 3 provides a detailed discussion of the data that will be used to analyze the 

research question and hypotheses as they have been presented.  This chapter is divided into 

three sections.  The first section discusses the population, sampling, and the data 

instrumentation.  The second section presents the research design and measurement issues to 

include reliability and validity.  The third section addresses the preparation and initial 

analysis of the data.  The fourth and final section revisits the major hypotheses and 

operationalizes the variables. 

POPULATION, SAMPLING, AND DATA ACQUISITION 

 In an effort to test the expanded Hirschman model which includes PSM, it becomes 

imperative to look to the public sector for data.  As the largest employer in the United States, 

with over 2.7 million civilian employees, the federal government is a prime research 

laboratory for personnel initiatives (Damp 2010).  Additionally, in an effort to be more 

responsive and transparent to the taxpayer, the federal government administers their own 

employee surveys.  Therefore, the data that is used to further this research is garnered from 

the Federal Employment Viewpoint Survey (FEVS).  The FEVS was conducted by the 

United States Office of Personnel Management (OPM) online from February 22 through 

March 26, 2010.  Formerly known as the Federal Human Capital Survey, the FEVS 

instrument has been redesigned to focus on salient issues in order to provide information that 
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may be used to make more well-informed decisions that will create a better workplace (OPM 

2010).  For example, questions have been added to address satisfaction with telework, 

alternate work schedules, and other current issues in the federal workplace.  Additionally, 

OPM is now conducting the FEVS annually rather than the previous biennial approach.   

This survey was directed at full-time, permanent employees in an effort to capture 

federal employees’ perceptions of their work environment.  In order to accomplish this, OPM 

invited all federal agencies to participate to include both small, independent agencies and 

larger agencies.  In the end, 53 small, independent agencies and 13 large agencies chose to 

participate.  The survey was then distributed as a census to these agencies whereby a selected 

sample of employees was invited to take the survey.  These agencies comprise approximately 

97 percent of the federal workforce (OPM 2010). 

 The survey was administered electronically via the internet, and employees were 

notified of the survey via e-mail.  Those employees that did not have access to the internet 

were provided paper versions of the survey.  In an effort to increase response rates, OPM sent 

repeated follow-up e-mails and letters to the employees.  Additionally, OPM worked with 

agencies to develop internal communication plans regarding the survey.  Survey assistance 

was made available to employees via internet and telephone if there were questions about the 

survey itself.  The sum total of these efforts generated a good response rate.  Since the federal 

government has an estimated 2 million employees, a sample of 504,609 was targeted.  Of the 

employees receiving surveys, 263,475 completed the survey for an overall response rate of 

52 percent which is considered to be good for further analysis (OPM 2010). 
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The survey was designed to produce valid results that represented the employees and 

the agencies as a whole.  The survey was also developed to produce results by supervisory 

status (non-supervisor, supervisor, and executive), gender, minority status, tenure, and 

retirement eligibility.  Because of the differing response rates among the various 

demographic groups completing the survey, the data were weighted to further ensure that the 

results are statistically unbiased. In this way, adjustments to response rates could be made to 

account for over- and under-represented groups within the sample. For example, the gender, 

age, and agency of the respondents do not exactly reflect their actual distribution in the 

federal workforce. In the case of supervisors and executives, response levels tend to be over-

represented (OPM, 2010) 

The FEVS is unique because of its scope in covering both agencies and various levels 

within those agencies.  While many of the agencies may have their own survey system, this 

particular questionnaire allows for much broader analysis and comparison across the federal 

government.  Additionally, it provides the researcher with a standardized and validated 

format that is readily available.  It has become a standard dataset to use within the research 

community. 

RESEARCH DESIGN  

 This research employs a quasi-experimental design to test the relationships in the 

model.  More specifically, it relies on the one group posttest-only design that will use 

statistical analysis to determine the strength and significance of the hypothesized 

relationships (Garson 2012).  In other words, the respondents of this study were selected at 
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random to participate, but they were not assigned at random to groups nor were they 

subjected to a pre-test.  Therefore, there is no baseline to compare the data to; instead, the 

results of this study must be analyzed at face value. 

As discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, this research seeks to answer the question: What 

factors influence employees to state their intention to leave?  This model anticipates that 

there are definitive factors that will lead employees to believe that their only option is to 

leave the organization.  Therefore, this model tests the relationships between voice, loyalty, 

neglect, PSM, job dissatisfaction, and rewards as they influence the employee’s intent to 

leave controlling for gender, race, supervisory status, and agency affiliation. 

The unit of analysis in this study is the employee and their perceptions of their 

workplace.  The data source that is used to operationalize this study is the 2010 FEVS 

obtained from the U.S. Office of Personnel Management.  Additional discussions of the 

variables, hypotheses, and statistical methods are included in the following sections. 

VARIABLE OPERATIONALIZATION AND STATISTICAL PROCEDURES 

 The question becomes how best to capture each variable so that they may be 

analyzed.  Since the data in this instance are from a secondary source and not gathered by the 

researcher, it is necessary to note that very little of the data directly models the variables to 

be tested.  The survey itself was designed to measure employee satisfaction rather than their 

penchant for public service or their loyalty to their employer.  Therefore, it is essential to use 

theory and prior research to develop proxies for most of the variables.  A detailed discussion 

of this process follows. 
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Variable Operationalization: Dependent Variable 

 The dependent variable for this study is a proxy for exit.  As exhibited by Lee and 

Whitford (2007) and various other researchers, intent to leave is a reasonable predictor for 

exit.  An expressed intent to leave is used as a predictor of leave because it is strongly related 

to actual exit.  Once an employee leaves an organization, there is no standard way to capture 

their true reason for exit nor is there a continued vested interest to provide information that 

will improve the organization that they have left.  It is a substitute that has been shown to be 

a relatively accurate and timely predictor of actual turnover (Hom et al. 1984; Mobley 1977; 

Mowday et al. 1984; Steel and Ovalle 1984; van Breuklen et al. 2004).   

Mobley (1977) offers a model of the employee turnover decision-making process 

where an employee’s reaction to dissatisfaction is a decision-making process that is defined 

by stages.  First, the employee must register dissatisfaction.  They must then decide to take 

action or not; of which, their decision options are voice, neglect, and, ultimately, exit.  

However, as Mobley (1977) discusses, one of the steps prior to actual leaving is the 

employee contemplating exit and their alternatives prior to quitting.  In other words, Mobley 

argues that studying actual exit may provide much less explanation of the employee’s 

dissatisfaction since it is so far removed from the employee’s decision to consider exiting.   

Mowday et al. (1984) test Mobley’s model to find that intent to exit is a significant 

predictor of actual exit.  As a result, intent to leave is considered by many to be a valid proxy 

for actual exit (Hom et al. 1984; Steel and Ovalle 1984; and van Breuklen et al. 2004).  It is 

also important to note this approach is a common and accepted practice in the field of public 
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administration literature focusing on the Hirschman framework (Daley 2008; Farrell 1983; 

Kellough and Osuna 1995; Lee and Whitford 2007; Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Rusbult and 

Lowery 1985; Rusbult, Zembrodt, and Gunn 1982; Selden and Moynihan 2000; Withey and 

Cooper 1989). 

As such, similar to Lee and Whitford (2007), this dependent variable is 

operationalized with the question: “Are you considering leaving your organization within the 

next year, and if so, why?”  However, it is important to note that unlike Lee and Whitford’s 

research that had only two options of leaving, yes or no; the respondents of this iteration of 

the survey were provided with five options:  1) no, 2) yes for retirement, 3) yes for another 

federal job, 4) yes for another job outside of government, and 5) yes for another reason.  

Because the choices were more than just a simple yes or no, it seems practical to weigh all of 

the options.  While it can be argued that retirement is involuntary turnover, it may still 

provide some insight into retaining senior level employees.  Additionally, it will be 

interesting to note the relationships between the independent variables and the levels of 

leaving.  Considering the various types of exit allows for a closer examination of how 

employees behave.  For example, is PSM evident in those employees that responded yes for 

retirement or yes for another federal job?  Providing statistical analysis of all responses will 

provide a more complete picture of the phenomenon at hand. 

Variable Operationalization: Key Independent Variables of Interest 

 The independent variables that will be used in this analysis have been drawn from the 

literature and include: voice, loyalty, neglect, PSM, job satisfaction, and pay satisfaction.  
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Each one of these variables has been identified in various studies as influencing employee 

actions.  It is important to note that job satisfaction and pay satisfaction can be measured with 

one question that specifically captures the subject of interest.  Due to the nature of the survey, 

each variable that is not specifically identified in the survey has been subjected to theoretical 

analysis, panel review, and factor analysis in order to examine the relationships between the 

questions.   

 First, the literature review identified the significant variables that are included in this 

study.  From there, studies that used similar surveys and data were then examined to identify 

how the variables had been operationalized.  While the FEVS is an ongoing survey 

administered through OPM, its recent redesign altered the questions and the overall intent of 

the survey.  Therefore, none of the measurement approaches found in the literature could be 

used since the questions were not the same.  Instead, new indices had to be developed and 

assessed for reliability and validity. 

 Given the inability to replicate previously used measures, the next step in the process 

was to identify specific questions in the FEVS that would be appropriate for measuring the 

concepts of voice, loyalty, neglect, and PSM. Drawing on the literature, a pool of potential 

survey items that appeared, on their face, to be reflective of the concepts of interest were 

selected. These items were then submitted to a panel of experts for comment and 

confirmation. At this stage of analysis, it was determined that voice, loyalty and PSM would 

be best represented as indices (i.e., combining several survey items) while neglect would be 

best represented by a single question. After this check for face validity, additional analyses 

were performed to empirically validate the proposed indices. 
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To ensure the appropriateness of the proposed indices, they were submitted to factor 

analysis. Factor analysis is often used to reduce the number of items in a survey to a more 

manageable number of factors by measuring for association and to confirm the 

unidimensional nature of indices (Garson 2012).  This approach identifies specific items 

aligned with variables of interest.  Factor analysis is recommended in this situation to test for 

correlation among variables and is an important step in developing indexed variables. In this 

instance, this method is used to produce and empirically confirm and validate indices to 

represent variables not specifically measured in the original FEVS dataset.  The pool of items 

selected as indicators of the variables of interest were submitted to factor analysis to verify 

that they loaded on single factors (i.e., which could be interpreted as voice, loyalty, and PSM, 

respectively).  These factors were then analyzed for fit by looking at the rotated component 

matrix table to confirm that all of the items loaded on the appropriate factors (Garson 2012). 

The last step of the process was to assess the inter-reliability of the indexed items.  

Cronbach’s alpha is used to measure the strength of the relationship between the items in the 

index.  A Cronbach’s alpha score of .60 or higher is recommended for exploratory research 

as it suggests a consistency within the data (Garson 2012).  The Cronbach’s alpha for each 

dimension will be discussed by variable later in this section.  

The results are presented in Table 3.1 where it is demonstrated that the items loaded 

on separate factors that can be interpreted as representing loyalty, voice, and PSM are all 

separate factors represented my more than one question.  After the factor analysis was 

complete, the indexed data was then subjected to reliability analysis to test the strength of the 

relationship.   
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Survey Questions

Scaled 

Variable

Factor 

Loading

My supervisor/team leader listens to what I have to say Voice .909

My supervisor/team leader treats me with respect. Voice .915

Voice Cronbach's Alpha .916

I recommend my organization as a good place to work.  Loyalty .782

I have a high level of respect for my organization’s senior leaders.  Loyalty .844

Considering everything, how satisfied are you with your organization. Loyalty .843

Loyalty Cronbach's Alpha .857

I know how my work relates to the agency’s goals and priorities. PSM .791

The work I do is important.  PSM .891

PSM Cronbach's Alpha .701

Table 3.1 Scaled Variables

 

 The final step in preparing the data was transforming the variables to reflect the 

indexed concepts.  The indices were constructed using the SPSS transform and computer 

variable function.  In each of the instances, the responses were summed and divided by the 

number of items in the index to construct the indexed variable.  This is an acceptable method 

since the range of the variables was similar (Garson 2012).  The three variables that were 

transformed from multiple questions are voice, loyalty, and PSM and are depicted in Table 

3.1 along with the Cronbach’s alpha for the index.  

This approach is similar to Lee and Whitford’s (2007) research, but there are some 

unique differences.  While Lee and Whitford also use indexed data to represent the more 

complex variables of voice and loyalty, they do not submit their data to factorial analysis.  

Instead, they rely on theoretical underpinnings to suggest relationships between the survey 

questions.  It could be argued that the Lee and Whitford indices could be used since they had 

been empirically validated, that is, they operated in theoretically expected fashion.  However, 
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as with most surveys, the 2010 FEVS reflects changes from the 2002 Federal Human Capital 

Survey that Lee and Whitford (2007) use.  Therefore, questions that were included in the 

2002 survey were not available in 2010.  The best approach to creating indices for these 

variables was to submit the survey questions to both methodological and theoretical review.  

This results in a slightly different index for loyalty and voice.   

Factor analysis and face validity provide the foundation upon which the variables for 

this research were indexed.  Ultimately, the complexity of the variables and the availability 

of the data determined that voice, loyalty, and PSM were best modeled by using multiple 

questions to develop indices.  The data subsequently was transformed in SPSS to represent 

the indexed item.   

This additional step in the analytic process is necessary to strengthen the validity of 

the variables (i.e. to ensure the data are measuring respective concepts).  Because the data is 

from a secondary source that is in fact measuring satisfaction rather than motivation or 

loyalty, it becomes commonplace to consider combining questions to form indices for a 

particular variable.  This approach to measuring variables has been used in previous research 

in an effort to confirm reliability and has been demonstrated as beneficial to furthering theory 

(Daley 1992; Daley 2008; Lee and Whitford 2007).  While each study has used different 

approaches, it is the overall technique of indexing that has been considered standard within 

the public management literature.  A detailed discussion of each specific variable and the 

process for defining the individual variable follows. 
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Voice 

 As Albert Hirschman envisioned more than a quarter of a century ago, voice is the 

concept that can be the most useful in an organization.  Voice is an active expression of an 

employees’ dissatisfaction with the organization in an effort to improve the organization as a 

whole.  When an employee feels that their voice is no longer valued, they will be more likely 

to exit (Daley 2008; Hirschman 1970; Lee and Whitford 2007).   

The concept of voice is modeled in this study using a two question index.  These two 

questions are:  “My supervisor/team leader listens to what I have to say.” And, “my 

supervisor/team leader treats me with respect.”   Each item is measured by a Likert style 

scale from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree.  As seen in Table 3.1, this resulted in 

a Cronbach’s alpha of .916 which is considered a good index for confirmatory research 

(Garson 2012).  

This variable models the first independent variable voice.  As Hirschman proposed in 

1970, it is warranted that voice is the most beneficial of employee behaviors as it benefits the 

organization and provides the employee with an outlet to express their dissatisfaction with 

the organization.  It is the contention of this research that exit and voice have a direct 

relationship which is formalized in the hypothesis: 

Loyalty 

 Loyalty is Hirschman’s most intriguing, yet least defined, variable.  The concept 

makes sense in the conceptual realm but continues to elude researchers’ attempts at bringing 
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it into the empirical realm (Daley 2008; Hirschman 1970; Lee and Whitford 2007).  

However, it is imperative to theory to test the model in its entirety in an effort to continue to 

empirically define loyalty.   

The complexity of loyalty is compounded by the absence of questions in the FEVS 

that are directly measuring loyalty.  Instead, this research uses an index of items to construct 

loyalty.  For the purposes of this research, loyalty is modeled with a three item index.  The 

index includes the following items from the survey: “I recommend my organization as a good 

place to work”.  “I have a high level of respect for my organization’s senior leaders”.  And, 

“Considering everything, how satisfied are you with your organization.”    Each item is 

measured by a Likert style scale from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree.  This 

resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of .857 (see Table 3.1) which is considered a good index for 

confirmatory research (Garson 2012). 

Neglect 

 The concept of neglect has been attributed to Hirschman’s design, yet has been 

developed outside of Hirschman’s original model.  Neglect is considered to be an employee’s 

response to a perceived loss of exit and possibly voice.  This variable suggests that 

employees that stick around may just be biding their time by neglecting their duties in a 

careless way (Daley 2008; Farrell 1983; Rusbult et al. 1988).  As neglect has been modeled, 

it is an absence of performance. 

Unfortunately, the FEVS does not directly accounting for neglect.  To overcome this,   

the concept of neglect has historically been constructed from an index of survey questions.  
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However, only one question in the current FEVS has been identified as reflecting neglectful 

behavior, and that is, “when needed I am willing to put in the extra effort to get a job done”.  

This item is measured by a Likert style scale from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly 

Agree.   Because neglect is the flip side of performance, this survey item will be reverse 

scored so that higher scores represent greater levels of neglect.   

Neglect as it is posited in the literature is another darker alternative concept to 

Hirschman’s exit, voice, and loyalty model.  As such, it behooves the researcher to account 

for it.  This survey question will be used in an attempt to test the relationship between 

turnover intent and neglect with the following hypothesis: 

Public Service Motivation (PSM) 

 PSM as Perry modeled it suggests that public employees possess certain traits that 

imbue the employee with a sense of a greater purpose.  In other words, these employees 

consider the job to be the reward if it is for the betterment of society.  Inclusion of PSM in 

the model represents an inaugural attempt at linking this concept with Hirschman’s model.  

This will be accomplished by including PSM as a variable and hypothesizing how it will 

influence the intent to leave.  This complex relationship reflects the recent research that has 

demonstrated the complexity of PSM and its relationship with subsequent variables (Coursey 

et al. 2011; Perry and Vandenabeele 2008; Vandenabeele 2009). 

Since the survey was not originally designed to account for PSM, it will be 

impossible to measure the dimensionality of PSM.  However, in an effort to establish a 

relationship between the Hirschman model of exit, voice, and loyalty and Perry’s model of 
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PSM, this research suggests using an index of two questions to estimate the presence of 

PSM.  These items are also measured by a Likert style scale from (1) Strongly Disagree to 

(5) Strongly Agree.  Due to data availability, the questions used to model PSM are: “I know 

how my work relates to the agency’s goals and priorities.” And, “The work I do is 

important”.  This resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of .701 (see Table 3.1) which is considered 

acceptable for confirmatory research (Garson 2012).  This reflects the intent of Perry’s 

(1996) question “Meaningful public service is important to me” as it assumes that the 

“importance” of work is perceived as being public service.  This demonstrates an attempt to 

model PSM at the aggregate level as similar to Jung and Rainey’s efforts (2011) and Alonso 

and Lewis’ efforts (2001).  This is reflected in the subsequent hypotheses. 

Job Satisfaction 

 Job satisfaction is one of the more straightforward of the variables, as it seeks to 

model an employee’s overall satisfaction (Daley 1992; DeSantis and Durst 1996; Emmert 

and Taher 1992; Farrell 1983; Green and Heywood 2008; Lewis 1991; Maidani 1991; 

Rusbult et al. 1988).  This can be modeled with one question: “Considering everything, how 

satisfied are you with your job”.  This item is also measured by a Likert style scale from (1) 

Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree.  As such, it is hypothesized that job satisfaction will 

influence an employee’s decision to act.  Whereby, this concept is captured in the following 

hypothesis. 
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Pay Satisfaction 

 Rewards are contentious at best, but they are key to any discussion of motivation.  

Rewards can be any range of external factors that include but are not limited to pay, 

recognition, and time-off (Bowman 2010; Brewer et al. 2000; Condrey and Kellough 1993; 

Gabris and Simo 1995; Green and Heywood 2008; Jurkiewicz et al. 1998; Maidani 1991; 

Rainey 1982; Taylor and Taylor 2011).  For the purposes of this study, pay satisfaction is the 

reward that will be modeled.  As such, the following question will be used to represent the 

pay satisfaction variable: “considering everything, how satisfied are you with your pay.”  

This item is also measured by a Likert style scale from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly 

Agree.  This concept of pay satisfaction is captured in the subsequent hypothesis. 

Variable Operationalization: Control Variables 

 Four control variables identified in the literature are included in the model: gender, 

race, supervisory status, and agency affiliation (Alonso and Lewis 2001; Dowding and John 

2008; Jung and Rainey 2011; Lee and Whitford 2007; Naus et al. 2007; Rusbult et al. 1988; 

Vandenabeele 2011; Withey and Cooper 1989).  Control variables are items that are held 

constant within the model in order to determine if there is a significant relationship or if the 

item influences the outcome (Lee and Whitford 2007).  These are items that have been 

observed to alter the results of a study but are often secondary to the nature of the research 

question at hand. 
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Gender and supervisory status have both proven to be explanatory variables in the 

exit literature.  Gender is captured in a classification question that asks: “are you male or 

female?”  While supervisory status comes from the response to “what is your supervisory 

status?”  There are three options to this question which are non-supervisor, supervisor, and 

executive.   

Race is included as a control variable, but its influence has been less than robust in 

the studies of employee exit.  However, that being said, it is a reasonable factor to include.  

Race is also derived from a classification question that asks the respondent if they consider 

themselves to be a minority or a nonminority.  The final variable to include in the model is 

agency affiliation.  Lee and Whitford (2007) find that agency affiliation may mediate the 

relationship as it pertains to job satisfaction.  This item will be captured by the question: 

“Considering everything, how satisfied are you with your job?”  Essentially, these variables 

are included to control for any variation in the model that is actually influenced by gender, 

race, supervisory status, or agency affiliation. 

Statistical Procedures 

 Given the polytomous nature of the dependent variable, the model of employee exit 

will be tested using multivariate logistic regression to assess the relationship between the 

independent and dependent variables.  Regression analysis is used to test the fit of a 

predictive model.  Multiple regression allows for the operationalization of multiple 

independent variables to predict the outcome of a dependent variable.   
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Threats to Validity 

Another challenge inherent to studies using extant data is validity.  In other words, 

ensuring that the data is measuring what the researcher is studying (Garson 2012).  Validity 

is defined as the ability of the study or concept to measure what it is intended to measure.  

Often in the social sciences, measurement is problematic.  This study is not without threats to 

validity.  There are three types of validity that are of greatest concern to this research: content 

validity, construct validity, and internal validity. 

 Content validity references the notion that a measurement truly measures what it was 

intended to measure.  Subject matter experts are often used to combat content validity.  For 

this study, the data was from a secondary data source that was validated by OPM human 

resource specialists and psychologists before being administered.  The FEVS has been 

validated by other researchers and is documented as such.  It primarily is measuring the 

satisfaction of employees which is inherent to this study.  The FEVS is scheduled to be 

conducted on an annual basis and is designed to monitor employee satisfaction, commitment, 

and engagement (OPM 2011).  As a result, this survey is best suited to meet the needs of the 

federal government as it focuses on achieving its goals.   

The second form of validity to be concerned with is construct validity.  Construct 

validity advocates that a researcher needs to be cautious in developing variables from 

constructs or indices.  Instead, where a specific variable is not clearly measured, it requires 

the researcher to methodically consider how best to represent that variable for the research at 

hand.  This can often be done with using multiple questions to create indices that estimate 
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that variable.  While indicators are imperfect measures, assuming that errors in the 

measurement are random, summary indicators tend to create better measures (Jacoby 1991).  

For this research, several variables are reasonably captured by specific survey questions: 

intent to leave, job satisfaction, pay satisfaction, gender, minority status, supervisory status, 

and agency.  Other variables that were not captured so succinctly were those derived from 

Hirschman and Perry’s models: exit, voice, loyalty, neglect, and PSM.  This form of validity 

can be best addressed by monitoring for internal consistency through statistical techniques 

such as factor analysis and the use of Cronbach’s alpha (Garson 2012).  As described earlier 

in this chapter, this research employs the use of such techniques to reduce the threat of 

construct validity. 

 Finally, internal validity is a concern in studies that pose a causal relationship.  The 

key concern is whether the observed phenomenon can be attributed to the proposed program 

or cause or if it might be attributable to another cause.  For this study, internal validity was 

addressed by examining the literature and past research in depth.  The variables were then 

chosen based on theory and empirical data. 

SUMMARY 

 The purpose of Chapter 3 has been to provide a summary of the process used by the 

researcher when considering how best to analyze the data at hand.  It provides the reader with 

a detailed discussion of the research design and methodology that was selected and used for 

this particular study in some detail.  Additionally, it documents the operationalizing of the 

variables.  This is key since the data is from an existing dataset, and it becomes necessary for 
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each variable to be constructed from multiple survey items.  The remainder of the chapters 

will discuss the results of the statistical analysis directly and will propose future research 

opportunities. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

 The previous three chapters provided the background for this research that seeks to 

better understand what motivates federal employees to express their intent to exit an 

organization.  This chapter then further documents the analysis process in detail.  As 

discussed in chapter 3, multinomial logistic regression is employed in the statistical analysis 

process.  Specifically, multinomial logistic regression is used to capture the polytomous 

nature of the dependent variable: Intent to Exit.  The six hypotheses developed in the 

previous chapter are tested in an effort to best address the question of what affects federal 

employees’ expressed intent to exit.  These hypotheses are: 

H1: An employee perceiving less opportunity to express voice will be more likely to 

express their intent to exit. 

H2: An employee that exhibits loyalty will be less likely to express their intent to exit. 

H3: An employee that is more likely to exhibit neglectful behaviors is more likely to 

express their intent to exit. 

H4: The higher a public employee’s level of PSM the less likely they are to express 

an intent to exit. 

H5: An employee that has high levels of job satisfaction is less likely to express their 

intent to exit. 

H6: An employee that is satisfied with pay is less likely to express their intent to exit. 
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Chapter 4 presents the process and the results of the regression in the following two 

sections.  The first section discusses the multinomial logistic regression in detail as it pertains 

to the hypotheses and associated variables.  The second reports the findings from the 

statistical analysis that interprets and summarizes the results of the regression. 

MODELS 

 As laid out in Chapters 2 and 3, the primary model to be tested incorporates various 

theories and concepts.  The first theory to be included in the model is that most attributed to 

Hirschman which proposes the concepts of exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect.  Hirschman’s 

initial theory of exit, voice, and loyalty assumed that these were actions taken by dissatisfied 

individuals in response to a declining organization (Hirschman 1970).  While this research 

has proposed to include all employees in the model, a preliminary step is to test a “pure” 

Hirschman model whereby the study will take a detour and first test the basic assumption that 

dissatisfied employees will respond differently when stating their intention to leave.  

Previous literature has not taken this additional step.  Either the studies have primarily 

examined dissatisfied employees, or they have included all employees without testing this 

inherent assumption.  In 1983, Farrell begins to model the responses to job dissatisfaction, an 

approach followed by Rusbult and Lowery (1985) and Daley (1992).  Other research, such as 

Lee and Whitford (2007), has included all of the satisfaction levels when employing the 

Hirschman model.  This research presents an initial model that tests this basic assumption by 

separately estimating results for employees levels of satisfaction as Hirschman theorized.  
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The first model to be presented will actually be one that examines exit, voice, loyalty, and 

neglect as they pertain to satisfied, dissatisfied, and neutral employees, respectively. 

 The subsequent model posits the intent to leave as the dependent variable that is 

subject to numerous influences.  This research hypothesizes that all employees –not just 

those that are dissatisfied– will state their intention to leave for a variety of reasons, not just 

dissatisfaction.  The remaining independent variables to be incorporated into the principal 

model are not primarily concerned with one faction of employee (i.e., dissatisfied 

employees); instead, they apply to all employees.  The explanatory variables include PSM, 

job satisfaction, and pay satisfaction.  Finally, the model controls for gender, minority, 

supervisory status, and agency.  Ultimately, this model is designed to examine the 

characteristics of employees that have expressed their intention to leave.  

MULTINOMIAL LOGISTIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

As stated previously, multinomial logistic regression was the primary method of 

analysis for the existing data due to the polytomous nature of the dependent variable.  For the 

variable intent to leave, the respondents had five choices which consist of the following: 0) 

No, I do not intend to leave; 1) Yes, I intend to leave for retirement; 2) Yes, I intend to leave 

for another agency within the federal government; 3) Yes, I intend to leave the federal 

government; and 4) Yes, I intend to leave for other.  Each of these options was evaluated in 

order to capture any nuances in the employee characteristics.  This section will discuss the 

two models that were tested in more detail.  The first model tests the underlying assumption 

of dissatisfied employees that Hirschman’s theory emphasizes.  This will be followed by a 
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detailed analysis of the principal model that tests the Hirschman theory along with PSM, job 

satisfaction, and pay satisfaction for all respondents, controlling for levels of satisfaction.  

One challenge to be addressed is that of missing values.  One of the assumptions of 

regression is that there are no missing values in the data.  With such a large set of questions 

and pool of respondents, there were a number of missing values.  These missing values are 

considered missing at random and simply dropping them would result in a considerable loss 

of data.  Dropping the values inherently assumes that there is no pattern in the missing 

values; however, in many research settings, this is not the case and dropping the data would 

ultimately introduce bias into the study (Garson 2012).  Additionally, dropping the values 

would result in a substantial loss of sample size which reduces the power of the statistical 

analysis (Garson 2012).  Because of the nature of the missing values throughout the dataset, 

it was decided to impute the missing data through the use of expectation maximization as is 

recommended (Garson 2012).  This approach is used which applies maximum likelihood 

algorithms in order to account for the missing values (Garson 2012).
1  

This estimates the 

missing values while minimizing the potential of introducing additional bias into the study 

and maintaining the statistical power of the analysis. 

1 
It is important to note that data imputation may overcorrect the data and begin to model the

 
insignificant details 

of the data; however, this is preferable to losing statistical power (Garson 2012). 
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Multinomial Logistic Regression: Dissatisfied Employees Model 

 Hirschman’s theory of exit, voice, and loyalty has been researched in a variety of 

formats.  These studies have tested the theory from the point of view of the organization and 

the employee.  Also, they have differentiated between the type of organization, as well as, the 

employee.  In particular, the preponderance of the research has modeled the inherent 

assumption that only dissatisfied employees will express their intent to leave.  However, this 

basic assumption has recently been challenged by Lee and Whitford (2007) who demonstrate 

that it is beneficial to examine employees expressing all levels of satisfaction.  Their findings 

suggest that exit, voice, and loyalty are concepts that influence satisfied employees as well as 

dissatisfied employees. 

  This research proposes to analyze all levels of satisfaction of employees.  In an effort 

to substantiate the appropriateness of such an approach, an initial multinomial logistic 

regression is run that separates respondents by levels of satisfaction.  This will identify any 

critical differences in employees that were satisfied or dissatisfied.  The survey asked 

employees to define their level of satisfaction on a scale from 1-5 where 1 was “very 

dissatisfied” and 5 was “very satisfied”.  In an effort to fully capture these levels yet run a 

more parsimonious model, 1 and 2 came to represent dissatisfied employees, 3 represents 

neutral employees, and 4 and 5 represent satisfied employees.  From there, the model was run 

in SPSS to include intent to leave as the dependent variable while voice, loyalty, and neglect, 

were included as independent variables.
2
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 The results can be seen in Table 4.1 (a-d).  Tables 4.1a, b, and c report the model fit 

statistics which are not strong, but they are not the focus of this analysis.  Table 4.1d reflects 

the three models within one table.  While there are some differences in significance levels 

and coefficients, the overall result is that separating estimation results according to 

satisfaction level does not inherently influence these variables.  In fact, it can be argued from 

the intercept only coefficient that satisfied employees are more likely to leave for retirement 

and to leave the federal government than are those that are neutral or dissatisfied.  Further 

analysis suggests that where the coefficients are significant, the sign predominantly remains 

the same.  For example, consider the concept of loyalty and the option of leaving to retire.  

The satisfied, neutral, and dissatisfied employees that exhibit loyalty are less likely to leave 

for retirement.  In other words, even satisfied employees exhibit loyalty.  This model is 

designed to see if voice, loyalty, and neglect affect the intent to exit differently in satisfied 

and dissatisfied employees.  The analysis suggests that there is no difference in how the 

variables influence an employee’s intent to exit.  Therefore, these results call into question a 

fundamental assumption of Hirschman’s model –namely that it only applies to dissatisfied 

employees– and supports the decision to shift from the stricter interpretation of the 

Hirschman model and examine all employees not just the dissatisfied employees.  Additional 

discussion of the implications of this finding will be reported later in this chapter. 

2
 The preliminary analysis reported has been limited to the pure Hirschman model.  A full model was tested; 

however, there was no significant difference. 
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AIC BIC

-2 Log 

Likelihood Chi-Square df Sig. AIC BIC

-2 Log 

Likelihood Chi-Square df Sig. AIC BIC

-2 Log 

Likelihood Chi-Square df Sig.

Intercept Only 11365.487 11406.159 11357.487 2486.614 2520.955 2478.614 2725.538 2758.954 2717.538

Final 3729.170 3891.860 3697.170 7660.316 12 .000 1886.318 2023.680 1854.318 624.296 12 .000 2176.415 2310.080 2144.415 573.123 12 .000

Model Fitting Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests

Satisfaction Model Fitting Criteria Neutral Model Fitting Criteria Dissatisfaction Model Fitting Criteria

Table 4.1a Satisfaction Model Fitting Information

Model Fitting Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests

Model

Model Fitting Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests

 

Satisfaction Neutral Dissatisfaction

Cox and Snell .039 .016 .018

Nagelkerke .049 .017 .019

McFadden .025 .007 .007

 Table 4.1b Satisfaction Pseudo R-Square

 

AIC of 

Reduced 

Model

BIC of 

Reduced 

Model

-2 Log 

Likelihood of 

Reduced Model Chi-Square df Sig.

AIC of 

Reduced 

Model

BIC of 

Reduced 

Model

-2 Log 

Likelihood of 

Reduced 

Model Chi-Square df Sig.

AIC of 

Reduced 

Model

BIC of 

Reduced 

Model

-2 Log 

Likelihood of 

Reduced 

Model Chi-Square df Sig.

Intercept 4437.866 4559.883 4413.866134 716.696 4 ##### 2314.948 2417.969 2290.94771 436.630 4 0 3341.413 3441.662 3317.413308 1172.998 4 0

Voice 4653.810 4775.828 4629.810 932.640 4 .000 1915.181 2018.203 1891.181 36.863 4 .000 2222.482 2322.730 2198.482 54.067 4 .000

Loyalty 8131.704 8253.721 8107.704 4410.533 4 .000 2222.430 2325.452 2198.430 344.112 4 .000 2530.678 2630.926 2506.678 362.262 4 .000

Neglect 3983.542 4105.559 3959.542 262.372 4 .000 2120.041 2223.062 2096.041 241.722 4 .000 2275.401 2375.649 2251.401 106.985 4 .000

Satisfaction Likelhihood Ratio Tests

Model Fitting Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests Model Fitting Criteria

Table 4.1c  Satisfaction Likelihood Ratio Tests

Neutral Likelihood Ratio Tests Dissatisfaction Likelihood Ratio Tests

Likelihood Ratio Tests

Effect

Model Fitting Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests

 



 

75 

 

Intercept .003 .959 -1.335 .000 -.569 .000

Voice -.270 .000 .763 -.030 .117 .970 -.036 .037 .964

Loyalty -.222 .000 .801 -.167 .000 .847 -.261 .000 .771

Neglect .134 .000 1.144 .142 .000 1.152 .064 .005 1.066

Intercept 1.462 .000 .504 .000 1.248 .000

Voice -.203 .000 .816 -.016 .217 .984 -.047 .000 .954

Loyalty -.638 .000 .528 -.246 .000 .782 -.253 .000 .777

Neglect -.167 .000 .846 -.225 .000 .798 -.120 .000 .887

Intercept -1.090 .000 -1.759 .000 -.825 .000

Voice -.059 .061 .942 .100 .002 1.105 .040 .048 1.041

Loyalty -.686 .000 .504 -.396 .000 .673 -.342 .000 .711

Neglect -.247 .000 .781 -.196 .000 .822 -.044 .111 .957

Intercept -.431 .001 -.865 .000 -.283 .001

Voice -.214 .000 .807 -.112 .000 .894 -.102 .000 .903

Loyalty -.633 .000 .531 -.292 .000 .747 -.292 .000 .747

Neglect -.039 .274 .962 -.058 .078 .944 .014 .536 1.015

Exp(B)B

Leave, Other

Table 4.1d Satisfaction Parameter Estimates

Leave For Other Fed Agency

Leave Fed Government

Sig.

Leave to Retire

Sig.Exp(B)

Table 4.1d Satisfaction Parameter Estimates

B

Dissatisfaction

LEAVING B Sig.

Satisfaction Neutral

Exp(B)

 

Multinomial Logistic Regression: Intent to Exit Model 

 The following provides a detailed discussion of the intent to leave model.  The first 

part of the section presents the assumptions, descriptives, and frequencies of the model and 

the variables that were used.  The second part of the discussion presents the results of the 

model and an analysis of the results as they pertain to each variable. 
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Multinomial Logistic Regression: Assumptions, Descriptives, and Frequencies 

 The principal model to be analyzed is the intent to leave model.  This model 

incorporates all five levels of the variable intent to leave.  As a result, multinomial logistic 

regression was used to test the relationships between voice, loyalty, neglect, PSM, job 

satisfaction, and pay satisfaction and the employee’s intent to leave.  Finally, control 

variables were introduced to provide additional explanatory power.  Table 4.2 provides the 

descriptive statistics of each of the independent variables considered along with two of the 

control variables.   

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Leaving 263475 0 4 .62 1.024

Voice 263475 1 5 4.15 .948

Loyalty 263475 1 5 3.66 1.020

Neglect 263475 1 5 1.38 .601

PSM 263177 1 5 4.38 .728

Job Sat 263475 1 5 3.83 1.016

Pay Sat 263475 1 5 3.76 1.055

Gender 263475 0 1 .45 .497

Minority 263475 0 1 .69 .462

Valid N (listwise) 263177

Descriptive Statistics

Table 4.2 Variable Descriptive Statistics

 

 

As mentioned previously, the dependent variable had 5 potential outcomes where the 

reference category is 0 = No (I am not considering leaving the organization within the next 

year).  Each of the predictor variables also had multiple outcomes and for the purposes of this 

analysis are modeled as ordinal covariates.  The control variables had fewer categories and 
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were treated as factors.  Gender and minority are both dichotomous variables where 1 

becomes the reference category in SPSS.  Gender was coded as 0= male and 1= female 

where female is referent.  Minority was coded as 0= minority and 1= nonminority where 

nonminority is referent.  Supervisor and agency are not included in the descriptive statistic 

table because they are variables that have multiple categories for which the mean and 

standard deviation are arbitrary.  Supervisor is a trichotomous variable with 0= 

Manager/Executive; 1= Supervisor; and 2= nonsupervisory where 2 is the reference category.  

Finally, the agency category was grouped into larger departmental categories that resulted in 

15 groupings from 0-14 where 14 (Department of Defense) becomes the reference category.  

A more detailed discussion of agency and the referent category is provided in the discussion 

of the frequencies. 

Multinomial logistic regression was selected to test the model because it inherently 

does not assume normality, linearity, nor homogeneity of variance in the dependent or 

independent variables (Garson 2012).  As a result, a basic assumption of multinomial logistic 

regression is that the dependent variable is polytomous, precisely the case with the intent to 

leave variable.  Additionally, multinomial logistic regression does not require the 

independent variables to be interval or unbounded (Garson 2012).   

Prior to running the regression, the data was assessed for multicollinearity and for 

goodness-of-fit.  The test for multicollinearity relies on the Pearson correlation analysis to 

test if the independent variables differ from each other and the dependent variable (see Table 

4.3).  The Pearson r
2
 correlation essentially measures the relationship between the dependent 

variable and each independent while allowing the other independents to vary (Garson 2012).  
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The results of this test indicate that none of the variables have a higher correlation than the 

recommended .9 threshold for correlation.  Loyalty and job satisfaction are considered 

closely correlated at .734, but this is still an acceptable level for the purposes of this study 

(Garson 2012).  Neglect is the only variable that is positive with respect to the dependent 

variable of intent to exit.  However, for the most part, these preliminary findings support 

many of the hypotheses. 

The final step in the preliminary analysis is the analyzing of the variable frequencies 

(Table 4.4).  Frequencies are the most basic statistic, but they can still convey concerns to be 

addressed.  It is encouraging to note in Table 4.4 that 67.8% of those surveyed did not 

express any intention to leave their organization.  However, the reverse consideration of this 

is that 32.2% of the population surveyed did express their intent to leave the organization.  Of 

these, 34.4% indicate that if they do leave that they will do so by retirement.  It can be argued 

that these individuals could be excluded from the study seeing as they technically are not 

going to leave the organization other than by the rite of passage that has been earned.  On the 

other hand, there is no formal retirement requirement in the federal government, and as such, 

retirement is still representative of intentional exit.   
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No Intent 

to Exit

Intent to 

Retire

Intent to Exit 

for Other Fed 

Agency

Intent to Exit 

Fed 

Government

Intent to Exit, 

Other Voice Loyalty Neglect PSM

Job 

Satisfaction

Pay 

Satisfaction

Pearson Correlation 1 .512
**

.634
**

.206
**

.259
**

-.239
**

-.329
**

.087
**

-.177
**

-.365
**

-.185
**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475

Pearson Correlation .512
** 1 -.154

**
-.050

**
-.063

**
-.035

**
-.019

**
.037

**
-.030

**
-.009

**
.020

**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475

Pearson Correlation .634
**

-.154
** 1 -.062

**
-.078

**
-.202

**
-.294

**
.049

**
-.134

**
-.335

**
-.182

**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475

Pearson Correlation .206
**

-.050
**

-.062
** 1 -.025

**
-.063

**
-.115

**
.023

**
-.075

**
-.132

**
-.082

**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475

Pearson Correlation .259
**

-.063
**

-.078
**

-.025
** 1 -.103

**
-.136

**
.045

**
-.078

**
-.152

**
-.084

**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475

Pearson Correlation -.239
**

-.035
**

-.202
**

-.063
**

-.103
** 1 .524

**
-.228

**
.313

**
.538

**
.278

**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475

Pearson Correlation -.329
**

-.019
**

-.294
**

-.115
**

-.136
**

.524
** 1 -.262

**
.434

**
.734

**
.384

**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475

Pearson Correlation .087
**

.037
**

.049
**

.023
**

.045
**

-.228
**

-.262
** 1 -.383

**
-.271

**
-.141

**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475

Pearson Correlation -.177
**

-.030
**

-.134
**

-.075
**

-.078
**

.313
**

.434
**

-.383
** 1 .456

**
.190

**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475

Pearson Correlation -.365
**

-.009
**

-.335
**

-.132
**

-.152
**

.538
**

.734
**

-.271
**

.456
** 1 .417

**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475

Pearson Correlation -.185
**

.020
**

-.182
**

-.082
**

-.084
**

.278
**

.384
**

-.141
**

.190
**

.417
** 1

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475 263475

Job Satisfaction

Pay Satisfaction

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).


Intent to Exit 

Fed 

Government

Intent to Exit, 

Other

Voice

Loyalty

Neglect

PSM

Table 4.3 Pearson Correlations

 

No Intent to Exit

Intent to Retire

Intent to Exit for 

Other Fed 

Agency
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 The next category of those that express their desire to exit are those that wish to stay 

in the federal government but leave their current agency for a different agency.  This 

population accounts for 50% of those that expressed their intent to leave.  These individuals 

are of particular interest because of their desire to leave their current agency but stay in the 

government.  This is an encouraging statistic as it indicates that half of those individuals that 

are desiring to exit are not looking to leave the federal government.  In turn, this suggests that 

there is an underlying explanation for them wishing to leave their current agency.   

 The last two categories are of particular interest.  These are the individuals that have 

expressed their interest to leave the government.  The first category expresses the employee’s 

desire to leave the government all together, and these individuals account for 6% of those 

that have expressed their intent to leave.  While this may seem like a low percentage, it still 

accounts for 5,231 employees.  The final category is basically a “miscellaneous category” 

that has not been examined heretofore.  This category accounts for the respondent that 

expresses a desire to leave but for some reason will not express why they are planning on 

leaving.  It could be that they do not want to be pigeonholed into an answer, or it could be 

that their reason for leaving is not included in their available choices.  Whatever reason they 

selected this option remains unclear; however, this is included in the model as it includes 

9.6% of the individuals expressing their intent to leave.  In other words, 8,163 employees 

have expressed a desire to leave for unidentified reasons.  This will be a difficult category to 

interpret since there is no indication as to why they are leaving; however, the large number of 

respondent’s that selected this option warrants separate inclusion of this group in the model.  

That is to say that 65.6%, or 55,711, of those employees that are expressing their intent to 
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leave their agency, the federal government, or for miscellaneous reasons are doing so at an 

overall cost to their agency and the government.  This is quite a large number of voluntary 

turnovers.  This research is unique in that it accounts for the multiple categories of exit 

whereas previous studies such as Lee and Whitford (2007) have combined all forms of exit, 

in essence treating them equally.   

 The independent variables that specifically demonstrate the Hirschman model (voice, 

loyalty, and neglect) also provide some insight simply by looking at their frequency of 

occurrence.  Each of these variables has several levels to consider.  Voice has those that 

strongly agree that they have “voice” of 41.6% and those that agree 40.9% (Table 4.4).  

Those that are neutral account for 10.5%.  Those that disagree and strongly disagree that they 

have “voice” account for 4.7% and 2.3%, respectively.  As Hirschman postulated, it is crucial 

to examine all levels of voice to understand exit.  As with the other independent variables, 

there are 5 levels of loyalty.  There are those that strongly agree (19.9%); agree (43.6%); 

neither agree nor disagree (22.7%); disagree (10.2%); or strongly disagree (3.6%) that they 

are satisfied with their organization, respect their leaders, and recommend their organization 

to others.  There is a range of loyalty, but, unlike voice, a preponderance of the loyalty 

answers lie in the midrange.  The five levels of what is modeled as neglect are strongly 

disagree (.4%); disagree (.8%); neither agree nor disagree (1.7%); agree (30.3%); and 

strongly agree (66.8%).  This would suggest that less than 2% of people are unwilling to put 

forth the extra effort to get a job done.  This is an extremely low number (see Table 4.4). 

 The three remaining independent variables are PSM, job satisfaction, and pay 

satisfaction.  PSM initially had six categories: no opinion (01%); strongly disagree (.6%); 
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disagree (1.4%); neither agree or disagree (6.7%); agree (41.7%); and strongly agree 

(49.5%).  The responses of no opinion have been dropped from consideration in an effort to 

better model the data.  It is assumed that a no opinion is an absence of any opinion at all and 

should not be modeled.  Also, these frequencies are higher on the agree end than previous 

variables to total 91.2%.  This may be of interest in the analysis stage (see Table 4.4).  Job 

satisfaction reflects that while a majority of the employees are satisfied (47.8%) and very 

satisfied (25.3%); there are still a sizable number of people that are dissatisfied (8.3%) and 

very dissatisfied (3.6%).  Just as with job satisfaction, there is a preponderance of people that 

are either satisfied with pay (47.9%) or very satisfied with pay (23.7%), but there are also a 

number that are either dissatisfied with pay (10.5%) or very dissatisfied with pay (4.2%). 

 The control variables were selected from the literature and the availability of the 

items.  The following variables are included: gender, minority, supervisory status, and 

agency.  Each of these variables has been demonstrated as being possibly significant in 

mediating the effects of employee motivation and behavior.  However, there has not been a 

consensus that any one of these items actually influences employee behavior.  Therefore, the 

items are relegated to control variable status.  These variables have also been analyzed for 

frequency as well as influence on the model.  The frequencies of these variables are 

examined in more detail and represented in Table 4.4.  Survey respondents with respect to 

gender were split fairly evenly where males represented 55.1% and females represented 

44.9%.  This response rate is similar to that of current employment levels by gender (OPM 

2010).  With respect to ethnicity, respondents predominantly classified themselves as non-

minorities at 69.2% with minorities self-identifying at 30.8%.  This also similarly aligns to 
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the actual representation by minority (OPM 2010).  Supervisory status captured the feedback 

from non-supervisors at the rate of 73%, supervisors at 16.7%, and managers/executives at 

the rate of 10.4%.  This appears to be consistent with the distribution of supervisory status 

(OPM 2010).   

The final variable to be considered was agency.  Lee and Whitford (2007) indicate 

that agency may provide some explanatory power and recommended inclusion of agency in 

future research.  Respondents to the 2010 survey were drawn from more than 53 smaller 

agencies and 13 large agencies (OPM 2010).  In an effort to make the model more succinct, 

the agency data has been reduced in a methodical manner.  Initially, the large number of 

agencies represented resulted in zero cell frequencies in the model which weakened the 

model.  While reduction of the data can result in attenuation of the data and can influence 

reliability, it is acceptable to overcome zero cell frequencies (Garson 2012).  The agencies 

were reduced to department level with one exception.  Independent agencies that directly 

report to the president of the United States were condensed into one larger group.  This puts 

focus on the larger contingents which include the Department of Defense at a 19.8% 

response rate, Department of Interior at a 10.8% response rate, Health and Human Services at 

a 9.7% response rate, and the Independent Agencies at a 25.8% response rates (see Table 

4.4).  This data provides a good overview of the government as a whole (OPM 2010).  As a 

result, each of these variables should represent the overall population relatively well.  The 

next section presents the results of the model by variable.  
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent

No Intention to Exit 178583 67.8 67.8 67.8

Yes, Intend to Retire 29181 11.1 11.1 78.9

Yes, Intend to Exit for Other  Fed Agency 42317 16.1 16.1 94.9

Yes, Intend to Exit Government 5231 2.0 2.0 96.9

Yes, Intend to Exit Other 8163 3.1 3.1 100.0

Total 263475 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree 6165 2.3 2.3 2.3

Disagree 12420 4.7 4.7 7.1

Neither 27566 10.5 10.5 17.5

Agree 107820 40.9 40.9 58.4

Strongly Agree 109504 41.6 41.6 100.0

Total 263475 100.0 100.0

Strongly Disagree 9401 3.6 3.6 3.6

Disagree 26760 10.2 10.2 13.7

Neither 59911 22.7 22.7 36.5

Agree 114891 43.6 43.6 80.1

Strongly Agree 52512 19.9 19.9 100.0

Total 263475 100.0 100.0

Strongly Agree 176072 66.8 66.8 66.8

Agree 79799 30.3 30.3 97.1

Neither 4532 1.7 1.7 98.8

Disagree 2075 .8 .8 99.6

Strongly Disagree 997 .4 .4 100.0

Total 263475 100.0 100.0

No Opinion* 298 .1 .1 .1

Strongly Disagree 1669 .6 .6 .7

Disagree 3714 1.4 1.4 2.2

Neither 17558 6.7 6.7 8.8

Agree 109870 41.7 41.7 50.5

Strongly Agree 130366 49.5 49.5 100.0

Total 263475 100.0 100.0

Very Dissatisfied 9576 3.6 3.6 3.6

Dissatisfied 21807 8.3 8.3 11.9

Neither 39543 15.0 15.0 26.9

Satisfied 125936 47.8 47.8 74.7

Very Satisfied 66613 25.3 25.3 100.0

Total 263475 100.0 100.0

Very Dissatisfied 11025 4.2 4.2 4.2

Dissatisfied 27579 10.5 10.5 14.7

Neither 36231 13.8 13.8 28.4

Satisfied 126285 47.9 47.9 76.3

Very Satisfied 62355 23.7 23.7 100.0

Total 263475 100.0 100.0

Male 145097 55.1 55.1 55.1

Female 118378 44.9 44.9 100.0

Total 263475 100.0 100.0

Minority 81188 30.8 30.8 30.8

Non Minority 182287 69.2 69.2 100.0

Total 263475 100.0 100.0

Supervisor/Manager/Executive 71210 27.0 27.0 27.0

Nonsupervisor 192265 73.0 73.0 100.0

Total 263475 100.0 100.0

Ind Agencies 67984 25.8 25.8 25.8

Dept of Veterans Affairs 2537 1.0 1.0 26.8

Dept of Interior 28373 10.8 10.8 37.5

Dept of Agriculture 13911 5.3 5.3 42.8

Dept of Transportation 9716 3.7 3.7 46.5

Department of Commerce 14956 5.7 5.7 52.2

Dept of Justice 18357 7.0 7.0 59.1

Dept of Labor 4273 1.6 1.6 60.8

Dept of Energy 7335 2.8 2.8 63.6

Dept of Education 2350 .9 .9 64.4

Housing & Urban Develop 3882 1.5 1.5 65.9

Dept of State 1960 .7 .7 66.7

Health and Human Services 25601 9.7 9.7 76.4

Dept of Homeland Security 10189 3.9 3.9 80.2

Dept of Defense 52051 19.8 19.8 100.0

Total 263475 100.0 100.0

* Note: No opinion will be dropped from the regression model as it does not reflect negative or positive opinions.

PSM

Job Satisfaction

Loyalty

Neglect

Intent to Exit

Voice

Agency

Minority 

Pay Satisfaction

Gender 

Table 4.4  Frequency Table

 

Supervisor

Multinomial Logistic Regression: Intent to Exit Model Results 
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The multinomial logistic regression results generate tests of goodness-of-fit and 

significance in addition to modeling the relationship between the variables.  These tests are 

helpful in selecting a model and determining its significance over that of the null model, or 

the intercept only model.  In this case, it is common to look at the AIC, BIC, or -2 Log 

Likelihood and the significance level for the entire model, as well as, for each variable.  The 

lower the model fitting criteria is the better the fit of the model (Garson 2012).  The overall 

model is represented in Table 4.5.  This table indicates that the final model 

(AIC=237782.528) is a better fit than the intercept only model (AIC=291172.962). 

AIC BIC

-2 Log 

Likelihood Chi-Square df Sig.

Intercept Only 291172.962 291214.885 291164.962

Final 237782.528 238830.586 237582.528 53582.435 96 .000

Table 4.5 Model Fitting Information

Model

Model Fitting Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests

 

The Pseudo R-Square table is also included with the model and is reported in Table 

4.6.  It is common in linear regression to interpret the R
2
 statistic as the amount of variation 

that is defined by the model.  However, this is consistent with a dichotomous dependent 

variable.  Due to the polytomous nature of the variables used in this model, it is not 

recommended to interpret the R
2 
in a similar manner since the attempt to model the variance 

is problematic.  That being said, the common remedy is to report the value but to rely on 

other measures of effect size.  Effect size measures the strength of the relationship between 

variables which becomes complex with the introduction of more variables.  As a result, this 
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research relies on the comparison of the AIC measures for each variable.   For this model, the 

Nagelkerke Pseudo R-Square is .214. 

Cox and Snell .184

Nagelkerke .214

McFadden .103

Table 4.6 Pseudo R-Square

 

The final output that will be discussed with regard to model fit is the likelihood ratio 

test that specifically tests the fit of each of the components of the model (Table 4.7).  While 

some of the AICs may be lower than others and it can be argued that the model might be 

strengthened by removing them, it is important to note that the AIC of the reduced model is 

still lower than that of the overall model with no variables.  Therefore, the decision to keep 

all of the variables in the model is ultimately grounded in theory.  The model is supported by 

a theoretical framework where to omit any of the variables risks misspecification of the 

model.  Also, noteworthy is that the control variable that measures supervisory capacity is 

not significant in this model.  This is an interesting finding that contrasts with Lee and 

Whitford’s (2007) earlier research and will be discussed in detail later in the chapter.  All 

other variables are significant as they relate to an employee’s intent to leave. 
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AIC of Reduced 

Model

BIC of Reduced 

Model

-2 Log 

Likelihood of 

Reduced 

Model Chi-Square df Sig.

Intercept 237782.528 238830.586 237582.528a .000 0 .

Voice 238236.650 239242.786 238044.650 462.122 4 .000

Loyalty 240088.618 241094.753 239896.618 2314.090 4 .000

Neglect 238320.869 239327.005 238128.869 546.341 4 .000

PSM 237901.149 238907.285 237709.149 126.621 4 .000

JobSat 246780.775 247786.911 246588.775 9006.247 4 .000

PaySat 238967.971 239974.107 238775.971 1193.443 4 .000

Gender 237792.774 238798.910 237600.774 18.247 4 .001

Minority 237800.963 238807.099 237608.963 26.435 4 .000

Supervisor 237773.022 238737.235 237589.022 6.494 8 .592

Agency 241212.549 241673.694 241124.549 3542.021 56 .000

Table 4.7 Likelihood Ratio Tests

Effect

Model Fitting Criteria Likelihood Ratio Tests

 

It is important to note that all effects represented in the model are reported as odds 

ratios.  This is due to the complexity of the variables and the relationship between the 

variables.  Odds ratios are a type of effect size measure, and they indicate the likelihood of an 

event occurring.  An odds ratio of 1 indicates that there is no effect; essentially, this indicates 

that there is no chance of the event occurring.  An odds ratio>1 indicates an increase in the 

likelihood of the event occurring while an odds ratio<1 reduces the likelihood of the event 

occurring.  The odds ratios for this model are represented in the column Exp (B) and will be 

reported for each value.  The logistic regression equation can be expressed as  

z=b0+b1x1+b2x2….bkxk. 

In this equation, z represents the employee’s intent to leave, b0 represents the intercept, the 

other b terms are the log odds of an event occurring, and the x terms are the independent 
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variables.  This equation demonstrates the complexity of the model while reinforcing the 

effects of the independent variables on the dependent variable.   The B coefficients and the 

significance estimates will also be discussed as they pertain to the model.  The following 

sections present in-depth analysis of each of the variables, primarily the independent 

variables and control variables as they relate to the intent to leave variable as is exhibited in 

Table 4.8.   

 



 

89 

 

Lower 

Bound

Upper 

Bound

Lower 

Bound

Upper 

Bound

Intercept .075 .060 1.564 1 .211 Intercept 3.756 .051 5371.360 1 .000

Voice -.151 .008 345.629 1 .000 .860 .846 .874 Voice -.067 .007 96.257 1 .000 .935 .923 .948

Loyalty -.144 .010 226.143 1 .000 .865 .849 .882 Loyalty -.364 .008 1908.163 1 .000 .695 .684 .707

Neglect .072 .011 41.477 1 .000 1.075 1.052 1.099 Neglect -.193 .010 361.638 1 .000 .825 .808 .841

PSM -.069 .010 43.599 1 .000 .933 .914 .953 PSM .021 .009 5.987 1 .014 1.022 1.004 1.039

JobSat -.174 .010 290.849 1 .000 .840 .823 .857 JobSat -.718 .008 7248.683 1 .000 .488 .480 .496

PaySat .070 .007 97.804 1 .000 1.072 1.058 1.087 PaySat -.141 .006 602.899 1 .000 .868 .859 .878

Male .050 .013 14.338 1 .000 1.051 1.024 1.079 Male 0.030 0.012 6.106 1 0.013 1.031 1.006 1.056

Minority -.007 .014 .205 1 .651 .994 .966 1.022 Minority 0.058 0.013 19.538 1 0.000 1.060 1.033 1.088

Manager/Executive -.018 .021 .682 1 .409 .982 .942 1.025 Manager/Executive 0.034 0.020 3.057 1 0.080 1.035 0.996 1.075

Supervisor .003 .017 .033 1 .856 1.003 .969 1.038 Supervisor 0.003 0.016 0.035 1 0.852 1.003 0.972 1.035

Ind Agencies .124 .018 45.713 1 .000 1.132 1.092 1.174 Ind Agencies -0.684 0.018 1449.286 1 0.000 0.505 0.487 0.523

Dept of Veterans Affairs -.010 .065 .024 1 .876 .990 .871 1.125 Dept of Veterans Affairs -0.314 0.061 26.601 1 0.000 0.731 0.648 0.823

Dept of Interior -.361 .026 199.648 1 .000 .697 .663 .733 Dept of Interior -0.464 0.022 461.745 1 0.000 0.628 0.602 0.656

Dept of Agriculture -.337 .033 106.163 1 .000 .714 .670 .761 Dept of Agriculture -0.648 0.029 492.993 1 0.000 0.523 0.494 0.554

Dept of Transportation -.268 .038 50.352 1 .000 .765 .710 .824 Dept of Transportation -0.521 0.034 238.613 1 0.000 0.594 0.556 0.635

Department of Commerce -.353 .032 120.558 1 .000 .703 .660 .749 Department of Commerce -0.585 0.029 415.908 1 0.000 0.557 0.526 0.589

Dept of Justice -.443 .031 206.377 1 .000 .642 .604 .682 Dept of Justice -0.546 0.027 413.393 1 0.000 0.579 0.550 0.611

Dept of Labor -.086 .052 2.737 1 .098 .917 .828 1.016 Dept of Labor -0.243 0.046 28.129 1 0.000 0.784 0.717 0.858

Dept of Energy -.258 .043 36.817 1 .000 .772 .711 .840 Dept of Energy -0.486 0.038 166.117 1 0.000 0.615 0.571 0.662

Dept of Education -.359 .077 21.554 1 .000 .699 .600 .813 Dept of Education -0.116 0.058 4.015 1 0.045 0.891 0.796 0.997

Housing & Urban Develop .381 .046 69.855 1 .000 1.464 1.339 1.601 Housing & Urban Develop -0.574 0.052 123.366 1 0.000 0.563 0.509 0.623

Dept of State .319 .065 24.265 1 .000 1.376 1.212 1.562 Dept of State -0.681 0.080 72.883 1 0.000 0.506 0.433 0.592

Health and Human Services -.344 .027 162.294 1 .000 .709 .673 .748 Health and Human Services -0.342 0.022 233.886 1 0.000 0.710 0.680 0.742

Dept of Homeland Security -.391 .040 97.030 1 .000 .677 .626 .731 Dept of Homeland Security -0.159 0.030 27.848 1 0.000 0.853 0.804 0.905

Table 4.8 Independent and Control Variable Parameter Estimates

df Sig. Exp(B)

95% Confidence 

Interval for 

Exp(B)

Parameter Estimates

INTENT TO LEAVE B Std. Error Wald

Parameter Estimates

Sig. Exp(B)

95% Confidence 

Interval for 

Exp(B)

INTENT TO LEAVE Wald

Leave 

For 
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dfB Std. Error
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Lower 

Bound

Upper 

Bound

Lower 

Bound

Upper 

Bound

Intercept 2.123 .107 396.420 1 .000 Intercept 2.347 .089 701.734 1 .000

Voice .053 .015 12.329 1 .000 1.055 1.024 1.087 Voice -.122 .012 98.063 1 .000 .885 .864 .907

Loyalty -.393 .020 402.293 1 .000 .675 .649 .701 Loyalty -.384 .016 573.222 1 .000 .681 .660 .703

Neglect -.212 .022 92.253 1 .000 .809 .775 .845 Neglect -.074 .017 18.279 1 .000 .929 .898 .961

PSM -.136 .018 57.620 1 .000 .872 .842 .904 PSM -.038 .015 6.157 1 .013 .963 .934 .992

JobSat -.783 .019 1680.840 1 .000 .457 .440 .474 JobSat -.699 .016 1986.170 1 .000 .497 .482 .513

PaySat -.248 .013 376.148 1 .000 .780 .761 .800 PaySat -.160 .011 224.627 1 .000 .852 .834 .870

Male 0.037 0.030 1.558 1 0.212 1.038 0.979 1.100 Male 0.010 0.024 0.171 1 0.679 1.010 0.963 1.059

Minority -0.049 0.032 2.265 1 0.132 0.952 0.894 1.015 Minority 0.039 0.026 2.318 1 0.128 1.040 0.989 1.094

Manager/Executive -0.034 0.049 0.495 1 0.482 0.966 0.878 1.063 Manager/Executive -0.020 0.039 0.263 1 0.608 0.980 0.908 1.058

Supervisor -0.007 0.040 0.034 1 0.854 0.993 0.919 1.073 Supervisor 0.021 0.032 0.461 1 0.497 1.022 0.960 1.087

Ind Agencies -0.064 0.046 1.889 1 0.169 0.938 0.857 1.027 Ind Agencies -0.425 0.035 146.384 1 0.000 0.654 0.610 0.700

Dept of Veterans Affairs -0.126 0.171 0.541 1 0.462 0.882 0.630 1.233 Dept of Veterans Affairs -0.357 0.129 7.666 1 0.006 0.700 0.544 0.901

Dept of Interior -0.069 0.056 1.512 1 0.219 0.933 0.836 1.042 Dept of Interior -0.384 0.043 79.304 1 0.000 0.681 0.626 0.741

Dept of Agriculture 0.030 0.068 0.198 1 0.656 1.031 0.902 1.177 Dept of Agriculture -0.466 0.057 67.267 1 0.000 0.628 0.562 0.702

Dept of Transportation -0.193 0.088 4.791 1 0.029 0.825 0.694 0.980 Dept of Transportation -0.443 0.068 43.003 1 0.000 0.642 0.562 0.733

Department of Commerce 0.097 0.067 2.110 1 0.146 1.102 0.967 1.256 Department of Commerce -0.294 0.054 29.664 1 0.000 0.745 0.671 0.829

Dept of Justice 0.113 0.064 3.104 1 0.078 1.120 0.987 1.271 Dept of Justice -0.364 0.053 47.141 1 0.000 0.695 0.626 0.771

Dept of Labor 0.237 0.107 4.872 1 0.027 1.268 1.027 1.565 Dept of Labor -0.392 0.098 15.923 1 0.000 0.676 0.557 0.819

Dept of Energy 0.490 0.076 41.577 1 0.000 1.632 1.407 1.895 Dept of Energy -0.176 0.069 6.583 1 0.010 0.838 0.732 0.959

Dept of Education 0.294 0.133 4.927 1 0.026 1.342 1.035 1.741 Dept of Education -0.305 0.122 6.215 1 0.013 0.737 0.580 0.937

Housing & Urban Develop -0.456 0.142 10.301 1 0.001 0.634 0.480 0.837 Housing & Urban Develop -0.478 0.101 22.520 1 0.000 0.620 0.509 0.756

Dept of State 0.235 0.164 2.037 1 0.154 1.265 0.916 1.746 Dept of State -0.343 0.150 5.253 1 0.022 0.710 0.529 0.952

Health and Human Services 0.119 0.057 4.333 1 0.037 1.126 1.007 1.259 Health and Human Services -0.236 0.044 28.456 1 0.000 0.790 0.725 0.862

Dept of Homeland Security -0.021 0.080 0.071 1 0.790 0.979 0.836 1.146 Dept of Homeland Security -0.339 0.064 28.117 1 0.000 0.713 0.629 0.808

Leave, 

Other

Leave 

Fed 

Governm

ent

Sig. Exp(B)

95% Confidence 

Interval for 

Exp(B)

Parameter Estimates

INTENT TO LEAVE B Std. Error Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

95% Confidence 

Interval for 

Exp(B)

Parameter Estimates

INTENT TO LEAVE B Std. Error Wald df

Table 4.8 continued
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Intent to Exit 

 Intent to exit is the dependent variable under consideration.  In most scenarios, the 

intent to exit will be discussed as it correlates to the other variables.  Respondents that have 

indicated that they have no desire to leave have been made the reference category to which 

all other categories will be compared.  It is anticipated that each of these categories have 

explanatory power as it pertains to employee action.  As such, all categories will be 

specifically discussed in each of the independent variable and control variable discussions.   

One additional item of interest in Table 4.8 is the overall view of coefficients as they 

pertain to the intent to leave.  As mentioned earlier in the chapter, the coefficients can be 

loosely interpreted as the likelihood that an event will occur.  As such, a larger coefficient 

exhibits a greater likelihood of the event occurring.  This can also be reflected in the odds 

ratio which measures the effects of the relationship.  The greater the distance from 1, the 

stronger relationship is assumed and the greater the likelihood that the event will occur. Since 

the independent variables are measured on similar Likert scales, the variables can be 

compared with some reservations (Garson 2012).  Looking at the table, it is interesting to 

note that job satisfaction appears to be the most important variable within the model across 

all four levels of exit.  Pay satisfaction is another consistently important variable across three 

levels of intent to leave.  This approach is similar to that of Lee and Whitford (2007), but it 

results in slightly different findings.  This research controls for supervisor effects while Lee 

and Whitford estimate separate models that posit supervisory status as a dependent variable.  
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Lee and Whitford conclude that voice and loyalty are possibly more important than pay.  

However, this study posits that loyalty is possibly more important than pay but pay is more 

important than voice at most levels.  Yet, their focus is on the supervisory level whereas this 

research focuses on all employees.  These two studies align on the importance of intrinsic 

rewards and the extrinsic Hirschman behavioral variables of voice, loyalty, and neglect 

which serves to reinforce the importance of these variables.  This also supports the concept 

that intrinsic motivators are more influential than extrinsic motivators within the public 

sector (Lee and Whitford 2007; Perry 1990).   

Voice 

 Voice measures the relationship between an employee’s perception of their ability to 

speak up about problems in the organization which, in turn, should have some impact on 

their stated intent to leave the organization.  The hypothesis for this variable is: 

H1: An employee perceiving less opportunity to express voice will be more likely to 

express their intent to exit. 

In other words, an inverse relationship is anticipated where an increase in voice is associated 

with a simultaneous decrease in the employee expressing their intent to leave.  This is true 

for the opposite where a decrease in voice would be associated with an increase in an 

employee expressing their intent to leave.  

As mentioned previously, voice is modeled as an indexed independent variable.  We 

find that there is partial support for the hypothesis as it is presented (Table 4.8).  In particular, 
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those employees that were satisfied with their ability to voice their opinions were less likely 

to express their intent to exit for retirement (Exp B= .860), for another federal agency (Exp 

B=.935), and for other reasons (Exp B =.885).  In other words, the odds ratios indicate that a 

1 unit increase in voice decreases the relative risk of falling into the “intend to exit category” 

for retirement by a factor of .860; for another federal agency by .935; and for other reasons 

.885.  While the category for intent to exit the federal government completely was not 

supported (Exp B=1.055).  Instead, the odds ratio (Exp B) is greater than 1 suggesting that 

these employees are satisfied with their ability to voice their opinion but they are still likely 

to leave.  In other words, employees that are considering leaving the federal government are 

leaving for other reasons that are not related to voice.   

This finding is consistent with the findings of existing research that indicates the 

significance of voice (Daley 1992; Farrell 1983; Golden 1992; Lee and Whitford 2007; 

Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Rusbult and Lowery 1985; Withey and Cooper 1989).  The 

partially supported hypothesis highlights the importance of the Hirschman model and the 

concept of voice.  Voice is a valid option for employees to use; however, these findings 

suggest that it is important to differentiate between the types of exit.  For employees 

indicating their intent to leave the federal government completely, voice appears to influence 

their intentions differently than for those employees that are leaving for retirement, another 

agency, or other reasons that are not specified.  In other words, employees that exhibit high 

levels of voice may still choose to leave the federal government.  This seems counterintuitive 

to Hirschman’s theory that those individuals that exhibit higher levels of voice will be less 

likely to exit.  However, Hirschman maintains that there will be a point of utter 
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organizational decline and dissatisfaction when an employee will leave despite their level of 

voice or loyalty.  This research demonstrates the depth of voice when the varying levels of 

exit are modeled.   

Loyalty 

 Loyalty is the concept that Hirschman developed that might provide explanatory 

power for an employee that experiences dissatisfaction or lack of voice but will not leave an 

organization.  As a result of Hirschman’s theory and literature, the following hypothesis was 

developed: 

H2: An employee that exhibits loyalty will be less likely to express their intent to exit. 

This suggests that loyalty and leaving are inversely related.  That is to say as loyalty 

increases, intent to exit decreases, or as loyalty decreases, intent to exit increases.  This 

hypothesis is fully supported by the data found in Table 4.8.  Each category of the 

independent variable confirms that loyalty and an expressed intent to leave are inversely 

related.  Employees that are higher in loyalty are less likely to express their intent to exit the 

organization for retirement (Exp B=.865), for another agency (Exp B=.695), to leave federal 

service (Exp B=.675), and to leave for other reasons (Exp B=.681).  While these all support 

the hypothesis, it is interesting to note that those individuals that have expressed an intent to 

leave for retirement have the highest odds ratio (Exp B=.865) which is closer to 1.  The 

closer that an odds ratio is to 1, the less likely that an event will occur.  Loyalty decreases 

one’s intent to exit, but this effect is less pronounced among those indicating an intent to exit 
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for retirement.  This research suggests that the nearer that an employee gets to retirement, the 

less likely that they are to exhibit higher levels of loyalty; however, they may not retire as 

soon as they are eligible due to their sense of loyalty.  This is interesting since loyalty does 

decrease the employee’s intent to exit, even those that are retiring.  Almost by definition, 

someone with a career in the federal government who is eligible for retirement has shown 

loyalty; however, it still decreases their intent to exit.  These findings fully support the 

Hirschman model. 

This is an interesting finding as this is possibly the most contentious of the Hirschman 

variables.  Much of the literature can agree that loyalty exists, but Farrell (1983) suggests that 

it has a negative connotation and Daley (2008) concludes that loyalty is passive.  However, 

this research most closely aligns with Lee and Whitford’s (2007) study that indicates that 

those employees that exhibit loyalty will defer the exit option.  This suggests that 

Hirschman’s concept of loyalty exists despite the mixed results that have been encountered in 

previous research.  This finding also continues to underscore the complexity of the loyalty 

variable and may account for some of the mixed results in previous studies. 

Neglect 

 While neglect is not part of the original Hirschman model, it has been demonstrated 

to fit within the scope of the existing model.  It has become apparent that employees have 

multiple options when they encounter problems.  Subsequently, the concept of neglect has 

been captured in the following hypothesis: 
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H3: An employee that is more likely to exhibit neglectful behaviors is more likely to 

express their intent to exit. 

This is one of the variables that is hypothesized to have a directly proportional relationship.  

Therefore, if an employee exhibits neglectful behaviors, it is hypothesized that they will also 

be more likely to express intent to leave. 

 Neglect, as such, is not a variable that is directly captured in this survey.  Instead, it is 

a variable that is created from an existing question which is simply reverse scored.  This 

question is “when needed I am willing to put forth the extra effort to get a job done”.  This 

item is also measured by a Likert type scale from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly 

Agree.  In order to capture the negative connotation of the neglect variable, the scale was 

reversed for the model so that higher scores reflect neglect where (1) became Strongly Agree 

to (5) Strongly Disagree.   

 The hypothesized relationship between neglect and intent to leave is only partially 

supported as evidenced in Table 4.8.  The only relationship that is significant and positive is 

that of those that have expressed their intent to exit through retirement (Exp B= 1.075).  The 

other three relationships have inverse relationships as evidenced by their odds ratios (Exp B) 

of less than one.  This would indicate that employees that are neglectful in their duties are 

more likely to express an intent to leave to retire.  While employees that are less likely to 

exhibit a tendency towards neglecting duties are less likely to leave for another agency, the 

federal government completely, and to leave for other reasons. 
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This is an unexpected result.  First, the only relationship that supports the hypothesis 

is that of potential retirees.  This may appear to be counterintuitive; however, it may indicate 

that retirees will do their job but will not go above and beyond for the cause.  An alternative 

explanation could be that these same retiree candidates have a different interpretation of the 

question as asked.  Due to the inherent problems in measuring neglect with this particular 

survey and the low numbers of people actually reporting neglect, it is best to be cautious with 

the interpretation of data for neglect. 

Despite the relatively weak support for this hypothesis, the findings are consistent 

with Daley’s (2008) findings that indicate that neglect and exit are inversely related.  The 

main difference in these studies is that Daley operationalized neglect as a dependent variable 

while this study has operationalized it as an independent variable.  This is promising in that 

these results highlight the presence of negative behaviors and may indicate that neglect is an 

additive concept within the Hirschman structure.  However, this calls for additional research 

that better measures neglect.  In other words, neglect needs to be directly addressed through a 

survey instrument or other research avenue in an effort to more accurately capture the 

negative connotation of the variable.  Such corroborating evidence would lend support to this 

preliminary finding.   

Public Service Motivation (PSM) 

 Since Perry developed the framework for PSM that constitutes 4 dimensions with 24 

questions, the concept of PSM has become widely used and accepted in the public 
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administration literature.  The FEVS does not include PSM full measures.  However, as 

several studies have suggested, it is possible to capture the essence of PSM with fewer 

questions in order to study the concept as it pertains to other theories.  This is the essence of 

the following hypothesis: 

H4: The higher a public employee’s level of PSM the less likely they are to express 

an intent to exit. 

This research proposes that PSM may be an alternative explanation for an employee 

expressing their intent to exit.  It also suggests that PSM may be a variable that can be linked 

to the Hirschman framework.  As such, it posits that there is an indirect relationship with the 

intent to leave where the higher the level of PSM, the less likely that the employee will leave 

an organization. 

 This hypothesis is primarily supported by the basic model as proposed with one 

exception, those that have indicated a desire to exit for another agency.  As seen in Table 4.8, 

employees that have higher levels of PSM are less likely to express their intent to leave for 

retirement (Exp B=.933), the federal government (Exp B= .872), and to leave for other 

reasons (Exp B=.963).  In contrast, those that exhibit higher levels of PSM are more likely to 

express their intent to exit for another agency (Exp B= 1.022).  This suggests that while these 

employees have expressed an intent to leave, their basic intent is to stay within the 

government. 

While this seems contrary to the hypothesis on the surface, it underscores the 

differences in the actual categories of exit.  Additionally, it highlights the complex nature of 
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PSM and its potential influence on other variables.  This is encouraging as it implies that 

those with higher levels of PSM will choose to remain within the federal government which 

is in keeping with Perry’s initial concept.  These findings are somewhat consistent with 

Caillier (2011) who demonstrates that as PSM increases, a stated intent to leave is also likely 

to increase.  The underlying theory of PSM is that those that are motivated by more intrinsic 

factors and are drawn to the government will be more likely to remain in the federal 

government.  As such, this research has demonstrated the existence of PSM in an attempt to 

focus on intrinsic motivators of the employees. 

Job Satisfaction 

 Job satisfaction is possibly the most common explanatory variable within the public 

management literature.  It is often used to measure the success of an organization.  There is 

no better proof of this than the inclusion of satisfaction within the federal survey.  As a result, 

this is one of the variables that can actually be captured with one question specifically 

intended to capture job satisfaction.  This concept translated into the following hypothesis:  

H5: An employee that has high levels of job satisfaction is less likely to express their 

intent to exit. 

In other words, the more satisfied that an employee is with their job, the less imaginable it is 

that they will look for opportunities to exit the organization.  While several studies measure 

organizational satisfaction, this study uses organizational satisfaction when constructing 
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loyalty.  It is the researcher’s contention which is confirmed by factor analysis that 

satisfaction with the organization is different than job satisfaction.  Additionally, Lee and 

Whitford (2007) demonstrated that job satisfaction is a viable alternative to organizational 

satisfaction.  In fact, it may be argued that an employee that is satisfied with their 

organization may still seek to exit if they are dissatisfied with their job.  This can be modeled 

with one question: “Considering everything, how satisfied are you with your job?”.  This 

item is also measured by a Likert style scale from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly 

Agree.   

 This hypothesis is supported across all categories of intended exit as evidenced in 

Table 4.8.  As employees display higher levels of job satisfaction, they are less likely to 

express their intent to exit for retirement (Exp B= .840); to leave for another federal agency 

(Exp B= .488); to leave the federal government (Exp B= .457); and to leave for other reasons 

(Exp B= .497).  Job satisfaction appears to be the most influential of variables as it exhibits 

the most extreme odds ratios.  This highlights the importance of job satisfaction and 

underscores the importance of including it in future research and management considerations.  

This is consistent with existing research that examines job satisfaction as an influencer of 

exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect (Choi 2008; Daley 2008; Farrell 1983; Lee and Whitford 

2007; Pitts and Marvel 2011; and Withey and Cooper 1989).  Though not the focus of this 

dissertation, this observation also provides support for the concept of person-job fit which 

contends that individuals that find personal satisfaction in their job will be less likely to be 

absent, problematic, or to quit (Bright 2008; Carpenter et al. 2011; Wright and Pandey 2008).   
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Pay Satisfaction 

 The previous variables have all dealt with the intrinsic behaviors of employees.  

However, practical applications of personnel systems often rely on the concept that 

employees are extrinsically motivated by rewards such as pay.  Pay-for-performance is one 

initiative that comes to mind that assumes that higher levels of performance are achievable 

by increase in pay.  Therefore, the following hypothesis was designed to capture the extrinsic 

component of employee motivation: 

H6: An employee that is satisfied with pay is less likely to express their intent to exit. 

This indicates that pay has an inverse relationship with exit, and that employees that are 

satisfied with pay will be less likely to consider leaving the organization.  Fortunately, pay 

satisfaction is also directly captured in the survey and provides a more robust variable.  As 

such, the following question will be used to represent the pay satisfaction variable: 

“considering everything, how satisfied are you with your pay.”  This item is also measured 

by a Likert style scale from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree.   

This hypothesis is partially supported by the results found in Table 4.8.  As 

employees have higher levels of pay satisfaction, they are less likely to express their intent to 

exit for another federal agency (Exp B= .868); exit the federal government (Exp B= .780); 

and exit for other reasons (Exp B= .852).  However, federal employees’ increase satisfaction 

as their pay increases the likelihood that they will express an intent to retire (Exp B= 1.072).  

This is in keeping with the findings in the literature that individuals that are older or about to 
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retire are typically satisfied with pay (Perry et al. 2008).  The findings that support the 

hypothesis is also consistent with the research of Lee and Whitford (2007) who find that 

there is an inverse relationship between pay satisfaction and exit.  Once again, the intent of 

the hypothesis is met.  Additionally, this research underscores the importance of separating 

out the intent to leave options lest researchers confound results or miss obscured findings.   

This has only served to demonstrate the oversimplified nature of the hypothesis as it pertains 

to multiple dependent variables. 

Control Variables 

 Table 4.8 also shows the results of the regression as it pertains to the control 

variables.  The results of the control variables are mixed which is encouraging as these are 

factors that were not hypothesized to influence the model.  Gender is only significant for 

those that have indicated interest in retirement and leaving for another agency.  The model 

suggests that males are more likely to exit for retirement (Exp B= 1.051) and to exit for 

another federal agency (Exp B=1.031).  This is in keeping with Lee and Whitford’s (2007) 

findings that females are less likely to exit.  This may be a result of a history of male 

dominance in federal government employment or that females are slightly more likely to be 

motivated by intrinsic factors than their male counterparts (Davis et al. 2005).  

The minority variable provides an interesting result.  Minority status is only 

significant in leaving for another federal agency (Exp B= 1.060).  This indicates that 

individuals that identify themselves as minorities are more likely to leave for another agency 
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than are non-minorities.  Once again this presents a challenge to understand the effect under 

observation.  Naff and Crum (1999) suggest that minorities tend to exhibit higher levels of 

PSM than do non-minorities.  Displaying higher levels of PSM would suggest that 

individuals that are dissatisfied may opt to stay in the federal government but switch 

agencies.  However, this interpretation suggests a mediating effect that this study does not 

pursue.  Additionally, it may be argued that while minorities may have easier initial access to 

the federal government through social equity programs, advancement is not always available, 

and they may be transferring agencies in search of advancement opportunities (Ricucci 

2009).  Of course, these are only suppositions as these effects are of secondary importance to 

the model. 

 Supervisory status is the only variable that was not found to be significant on any 

level.  This is an interesting finding when considering Lee and Whitford’s (2007) research 

that assesses the Hirschman model across supervisory levels.  Lee and Whitford examine 

intent to exit through the lens of the supervisor, nonsupervisor, and manager/executive while 

this research simply controls for supervisory effects on intent to leave.  This research has 

similar findings to that of Lee and Whitford, yet, the nonsignificant finding of supervisory 

status raises multiple questions.  However, those questions are not fundamental to this 

research, and, this finding is interesting because it suggests that there is not one particular 

subset of the supervisor subpopulation that is more or less likely to leave the federal 

government.   

Finally, the agency results are presented but are difficult to interpret.  A simple 

explanation for this could possibly be a result of the differences in sample size for each 
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agency and department.  Additionally, SPSS treats the last group as the referent group which 

was set to be the Department of Defense as it is the largest group but otherwise is a relatively 

random group for comparison.  It is important to note that the findings may change if the 

agencies are organized differently.  However, there are some significant findings to discuss 

which suggests that there may be some agency effects in the model.  Findings reported 

suggest that there are differences in employee’s intent to exit when compared to employees 

in the Department of Defense. There are several agencies that have significant results; 

however, there are only two agencies that are significant across all four categories of intent to 

leave: the Department of Transportation and the Department of Energy.  In most cases, 

employees of the agencies that are not the Department of Defense are less likely to express 

their intent to exit as exhibited by the odds ratio of greater than 1.  However, there are a few 

agencies that reflect a positive coefficient as it pertains to employees leaving the federal 

government.  This indicates that the employees of these agencies are more likely to leave the 

federal government than the employees of the Department of Defense.  There is data to 

suggest that there are different levels of employee satisfaction across government agencies 

(Lee and Whitford 2007).  Therefore, it is not surprising that there are differences in intent to 

leave across agencies.  However, this variable simply controls for the effects of agency in the 

main independent variables since the focus of this research is not to explain such differences.  

Although offering a full explanation of interagency differences is beyond the scope of this 

research, it does mirror the findings of Lee and Whitford (2007) that identifies that may be 

agency effects to model.  This arguably provides enough evidence to suggest future 

consideration of agency effects. 
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DISCUSSION 

 This analysis of the extended Hirschman model has evaluated a dependent variable 

that has multiple options and a variety of independent variables that attempt to capture the 

relationship between the intrinsic and extrinsic behaviors of federal employees.  Blending 

major theoretical approaches to study employee behavior has provided some interesting 

results. 

One such result stems from the polytomous nature of the dependent variable.  

Differentiation of the level of intent to leave has provided unique insight into the complexity 

of this phenomenon.  As such, it becomes apparent that employees that indicate intent to 

leave for retirement are particularly different.  It may be that retirement is perceived more 

positively than other forms of leaving.  Also, it might be that those that are contemplating 

retirement are completing a satisfying career while those that are leaving for other reasons 

are doing so for career advancement, personal reasons, better rewards, lack of voice, 

decreased loyalty, or job/organization alignment. 

This model has also demonstrated the explanatory power of the Hirschman and PSM 

models.  Variables that were identified by Hirschman more than 40 years ago continue to be 

demonstrated as being statistically significant when researching employee motivation and 

behaviors.  However, as Lee and Whitford (2007) remind us, there other variables to be 

considered.  As such, the concepts of neglect, PSM, and pay satisfaction have been added to 

Hirschman’s theory for the purposes of this research.  Each one of these items are significant  

to leaving which indicates a complex relationship between the variables.   
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This study also demonstrates that satisfied employees are just as likely to exhibit 

voice, loyalty, and neglect as those that are dissatisfied.  This is an important finding that 

proposes to expand the Hirschman model to other categories of employees, not just those that 

are dissatisfied and disgruntled.  Therefore, it appears that it has benefitted the research to 

test these variables among all employees.  This similarly emphasizes the complexity of 

public management and encourages future researchers to consider levels of satisfaction when 

designing models that embrace the Hirschman theory. 

 Finally, another finding that is secondary yet inherent to this study is that employees 

in the federal government have a slight tendency to be motivated more by intrinsic rewards 

than extrinsic behaviors.  This study purposively introduced extrinsic behaviors along with 

intrinsic rewards in order to better model the full consideration of satisfaction.  This 

reinforces previous studies that indicate that public employees are often motivated by a sense 

of purpose and influence on the greater good rather than monetary wealth.  Each of these 

findings are applicable to both the academic and practitioner field of study. 

SUMMARY 

 This research finds that there is statistically significant support for extending the 

Hirschman model.  Historically, the Hirschman model has been used to test the significance 

of exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect as they pertain to dissatisfied employees.  This research 

suggests that it is beneficial to extend the model to include neutral and satisfied employees.  

This research also demonstrates the importance of differentiating among reasons for an 

employee stating their intent to leave.  In other words, there are various categories of exit that 
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can be voluntary or non-voluntary, and future research needs to consider and account for the 

types of leaving.  Additionally, this study advances the linking of the Hirschman model to 

PSM, along with job satisfaction and pay satisfaction.  The findings have underscored the 

associations between these concepts that have initially been considered separately and have 

demonstrated the complex nature of the relationships.  Finally, this research has 

demonstrated that public employees may be slightly more influenced by intrinsic rewards.  

The academic and practical applications of these findings will be discussed in greater detail 

in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 This research was designed to isolate characteristics of federal employees that express 

their desire to exit the federal government. In other words, it seeks to explain why federal 

employees voluntarily express their intent to leave the government.  In so doing, this research 

has combined Hirschman’s concepts of exit, voice, and loyalty with the additional concepts 

of neglect, PSM, job satisfaction, and pay satisfaction.  Additionally, the research has 

controlled for gender, minority status, and supervisory roles.   

Public employee motivation has been of particular interest in both the academy and in 

practice since the advent of the “quiet crisis” in 1989 (Cleary and Nelson 1993; Lewis 1991).  

The Volcker commission suggested that there was a crisis in federal service that needed to be 

prioritized and addressed by incorporating accountability and responsibility into the 

personnel system (Cleary and Nelson 1993).  Since that time research has focused on what 

motivates employees and influences their behaviors while practitioners have been making 

changes to personnel systems.  However, it appears that research and practice are still at odds 

with one another.  Pay-for-performance is a trend that continues to be pursued despite the 

cautionary tale that researchers have painted.  Bowman (2010) provides some insight into 

this phenomenon whereby he highlights the positives of such a program and admits that 

researchers do not contend that such programs will not work.  Instead, he suggests that pay-

for-performance programs are often introduced into a less than ideal format.  Primarily, 

within the federal government, pay-for-performance is a patch that is intended to “fix” 
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existing personnel systems rather than to completely overhaul the current system (Bowman 

2010).  Additionally, researchers continue to demonstrate that such programs are often 

underfunded which is an inherent demotivator and will ultimately result in less than desirable 

results (Condrey and Kellough 1993; Bowman 2010; Swiss 2005). The recent National 

Security Personnel System effort that has since been recalled attempted to reform the 

Department of Homeland Security and Department of Defense personnel systems. This most 

recent pay-for-performance effort is particularly disturbing as it assumes that civil servants’ 

performance levels are not where they should be and that in turn the employee can be 

motivated by pay to increase their overall performance.  Yet, research continues to 

demonstrate that public employees are more influenced by intrinsic motivators.  These 

competing explanations for motivation inspired this research. 

As outlined in Chapter 2, the model used to test these competing theories is derived 

from the literature.  Most influential have been the Hirschman model of exit, voice, loyalty, 

and neglect and Perry’s PSM model.  Job satisfaction and pay satisfaction, while not directly 

attributable to these models, are inherently linked to them.  Six hypotheses were proposed of 

which four were partially supported and two were fully supported (see Table 5.1).  These 

findings and recommendations will be discussed further in this chapter. 

This chapter is divided into three major sections.  First, it discusses the results in the 

context of existing theory and identifies the theoretical and practical implications.  Second, 

this chapter outlines the limitations of the study.  Finally, the chapter concludes with a 

discussion of future considerations, both theoretical and practical. 
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IMPLICATIONS 

 This research combined the Hirschman model with Perry’s PSM, as well as the public 

management concepts of job satisfaction and pay satisfaction, to understand employee 

behaviors as it pertains to the 2010 federal workforce.  How would the findings from 2010 

compare to earlier studies using federal survey data?  Have employees changed as recent 

popular opinion may indicate?  These and other considerations are underscored by this study 

and are discussed as they pertain to theory and practice. 

Hypotheses

Hypotheses 

Supported?

Leave 

Retire

Leave 

Other 

Agency

Leave 

Gov't

Leave 

Other

H1: An employee perceiving less opportunity to express voice will be more likely to 

express their intent to exit. Partial Yes Yes No Yes

H2: An employee that exhibits loyalty will be less likely to express their intent to exit.

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

H3: An employee that is more likely to exhibit neglectful behaviors is more likely to 

express their intent to exit. Partial Yes No Yes Yes

H4: The higher a public employee’s level of PSM the less likely they are to express 

an intent to exit. Partial Yes No Yes Yes

H5: An employee that has high levels of job satisfaction is less likely to express their 

intent to exit. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

H6: An employee that is satisfied with pay is less likely to express their intent to exit.

Partial No Yes Yes Yes

Table 5.1 Hypotheses Recap

 

Theoretical Implications 

This research has five substantive implications as it pertains to theory.  First, the 

concept of satisfaction is tested as it pertains to the Hirschman model.  Hirschman’s (1970) 



 

111 

 

model predicts the actions that dissatisfied and disenfranchised employees will take when 

they perceive that the organization is in decline.  Much of the research to date has modeled 

the dissatisfied employee in keeping with a strict interpretation of the model (Daley 1992; 

Farrell 1983; Rusbult and Lowery 1985; Withey and Cooper 1989).  What such an approach 

may miss is the applicability of Hirschman’s model to all employees.  In other words, the 

counterpart to a dissatisfied employee is a satisfied employee.  Specifically, this research 

tested the Hirschman model across different categories of job satisfaction and found no 

significant difference.  Ultimately, this indicates that satisfaction has a relationship with exit; 

however, there is no evidence that voice, loyalty, or neglect operate differently within 

dissatisfied subgroups.  In other words, these options are not isolated to dissatisfied 

employees, but rather provide important understanding about employee attitudes and 

behaviors across all levels of satisfaction.  Thereby, this study has demonstrated that looking 

at all employees is warranted.  More directly, all employees have the options set out by 

Hirschman, and if all employees are included in the study, the concepts of exit, voice, 

loyalty, and neglect can have more explanatory power.  That is to say, that understanding 

what motivates satisfied employees can provide a broader perspective on the uses of voice, 

loyalty, and neglect, and their influence on satisfaction.  Whereas, studying dissatisfied 

employees may only allow for us to capture and possibly mirror the already dissatisfied and 

dysfunctional. 

 A second theoretical implication of this research is linked to the first but is broader as 

it applies to the entire model.  This study attempts to integrate competing models of 

employee behavior in order to assess their respective explanatory strength.  There are 
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numerous models and factors that have been developed to model employee motivation and 

behavior within the public sector.  In an effort to select the best one, it became evident that 

there were underlying commonalities among these theories.  This study has advanced the 

notion of combining theoretical management models in an effort to offer a more 

comprehensive approach to studying turnover intent.  It can be argued that combining models 

will only serve to confuse and confound the matter.  Not to mention, that a simpler model is 

heralded as the best model.  However, the literature and subsequent research has inherently 

linked these concepts.  This study simply formalized and tested the relationships between 

Hirschman’s model, Perry’s concept of PSM, job satisfaction, and pay satisfaction.  In 

particular, PSM suggests that employees are motivated by intrinsic factors.  While some of 

the literature has reinforced that public employees are not motivated by pay, the fundamental 

tests of PSM often measure the existence of PSM but do not measure how it is influenced by 

extrinsic factors (Bright 2005; Camilleri 2007; Dehart-Davis et al.2006; Perry 1996; Perry 

1997).  This research is designed to test this fundamental assumption by examining both 

intrinsic and extrinsic behaviors.   

Another inherent assumption that is being refuted with this study is that Hirschman’s 

model, Perry’s concept of PSM, and job satisfaction are all separate concepts to be examined 

in different models and contexts.  It has highlighted the importance of considering the 

connections between various theories and models.  Research models are often narrowly 

defined and represented in research.  However, the backbone of management research is the 

exchange of theories and concepts.  As such, it is recommended that future studies that 

incorporate Hirschman’s model also incorporate other theories such as PSM, pay satisfaction, 
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or job satisfaction.  Such an integrative approach provides a more holistic assessment of 

employee behaviors.  Future research may want to consider Hirschman’s model along with 

PSM and the person-job fit model that Bright (2008) and others have introduced.  

Most researchers assess one of these theories at a time.  However, fundamental to 

much of the previous research on the Hirschman model and PSM is job satisfaction.  

Hirschman’s model specifically addresses satisfaction as it pertains to actions taken while 

PSM assumes that employees are driven by intrinsic factors such as job satisfaction.  This 

approach suggests that each of these theories and models may actually be intrinsically linked, 

and as such, has inherently tested this.  The findings suggest that this approach is valid as all 

of the items are significant to the model.  This method has also demonstrated that extrinsic 

motivators are less important to public employees than job satisfaction, loyalty, and PSM.  

This last finding is in keeping with the most recent trend in the literature that advances the 

perspective of person-job fit (Bright 2008; Carpenter et al. 2011; Wright and Pandey 2008).  

That is to say that employees are more influenced by satisfaction with the job rather than the 

organization, pay, or PSM.  They can be attracted to the public sector as a result of their 

increasing levels of PSM, but Bright (2008) argues that retention is actually driven by job 

satisfaction. 

 A third, and arguably, the most important theoretical implication of this research is 

the importance of examining different types of exit.  Much of the research that has employed 

the Hirschman model has used a dichotomous variable that simply measures if an employee 

intends to leave or not.  This combines all forms of intended exit and treats them the same.  

This study has shown that using such broad categories runs the risk of confounding results 
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that mask important differences in how PSM, voice, loyalty, and neglect influence an 

employee’s intent to exit the federal government.  Fortunately, for the purpose of this 

research, the 2010 FEVS captured several levels of the employee’s intent to leave.  This has 

provided several items of interest.  Considering the mixed results of the hypotheses, this 

research has demonstrated a difference between the concepts of pay satisfaction, neglect, 

voice, and PSM as it pertains to various forms of exit (Table 5.1).   

More specifically, the results have identified that higher levels of pay satisfaction 

actually increase the likelihood that an individual will leave for retirement.  However, pay 

satisfaction reduces the likelihood that individuals will leave for any other reason.  Second, 

the data differentiates between levels of leaving for voice.  Those that feel that they have 

voice are less likely to leave except when it is leaving the federal government.  This may be 

that employees may feel that the organization is in such a state of decline that they will 

operationalize voice but will leave just the same (Hirschman 1970).  This may be as Bright 

(2005) has suggested that those individuals did not fit with the organization or job.  This 

provides an interesting perspective, but unfortunately, it brings more questions than it 

answers.  Finally, the data only supports the hypothesis for neglect in the exit for retirement 

category.  As for those individuals that are ready to retire, this makes sense as the indicator 

for voice spoke to going above and beyond to accomplish the mission.  However, for this 

research to be consistent with other studies on neglect, it was anticipated that there would be 

some other indications that neglectful behaviors would indicate a desire to exit.  Indeed the 

survey item that was used was a broad indicator, but it provides the best approximation of 

neglect that is captured within the FEVS.  While this demonstrates that neglectful behaviors 
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exist, it does not function as hypothesized for the most part.  This may be a result of the 

secondary data that was not designed to capture negative behavior.   

Future research should no longer assume that all levels of exit are equal.  Instead, 

future research should account for these differences as they pertain to satisfaction, voice, 

loyalty, and neglect.  There are mixed results when it comes to these variables (Daley 2008; 

Hirschman 1970; Lee and Whitford 2007).  It can be presumed that accounting for the type 

of intent to exit may be a significant variable in future studies.  Also, additional information 

can be obtained by examining each group separately.  For example, the “leaving to retire” 

category can be assessed to provide assistance in the matter of succession planning.  That is 

to say that examining those employees that plan to retire may provide a better estimate of 

when and for what reasons an employee will retire rather than age.  Of course, this is 

research that is also actionable by the practitioner.  Additionally, leaving the federal 

government and leaving for other reasons can provide further explanatory power of true 

attrition than can leaving for another federal agency.  Although, as this study has also 

demonstrated, it is still important to compare across levels of intent to leave that may provide 

understanding how the different factors operate among the different categories.  This will be 

discussed further as it pertains to study limitations.  Overall, this research that considers 

multiple levels of exit documents additional depth for analysis and consideration as it 

pertains to the Hirschman model. 

 A fourth implication of this research is the modeling of PSM with a reduced 

construct.  Since the intent of this project was to assess PSM along with other intrinsic 

factors, strict interpretation of the model did not warrant inclusion of the entire dimensional 
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model.  There is also a practical reality that the four dimensions of PSM were not all found in 

the FEVS.  Instead, PSM indicators were selected and indexed to test for the presence of this 

variable.  This is in direct contrast to Perry’s (1996) vision for this model; however, it does 

support the more recent efforts of Bright (2008) and Caillier (2011) that use PSM as only one 

variable out of a group that define employee motivation and behaviors.  This study advocates 

that the concept of PSM be used to measure an individual’s preference for intrinsic 

behaviors.  It also lends support to the notion that PSM can be adequately assessed with 

proxies. 

 A fifth and final theoretical implication of this research is the possibility that there are 

agency effects to be accounted for.  Similar to Lee and Whitford (2007) this research affirms 

that there are agency effects that are significant to understanding federal employee turnover 

intentions.  While this is secondary to the study at hand, it is noteworthy as it may provide 

additional insight into employee behavior within particular agencies.  It can be debated that 

agency factors are not influential to the study of the individual; however, it has been 

demonstrated that person-organization fit may be an important factor to employee motivation 

(Bright 2008).  As such, it is a notable finding and should be considered in future research. 

Practical Implications 

 This study also offers four specific considerations for practical applications for 

administrators of personnel systems, senior executives, and managers.   The first of these 

implications for the practitioner is to note that public employees continue to demonstrate a 

desire for intrinsic rewards, and as such, personnel systems should be designed to capitalize 
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on such motivators.  In particular, it is important to realize that a personnel system cannot be 

simply altered by a change of pay structure or added accountability that is grafted into the 

current system (Swiss 2005).  Instead, it is first critical to understand how employees are 

motivated and to design a system that fundamentally taps into these motivators.  As this and 

previous studies have demonstrated, employees are motivated intrinsically and are more 

influenced by satisfaction and the opportunity to make a difference in their community 

(Bright 2008; Lee and Whitford 2007;Perry 1996).  In other words, this research finds that 

intrinsic motivation is more important to understanding intent to leave.  Therefore, it is 

recommended that personnel systems address the intrinsically motivated nature of the public 

employee. 

 The avenue for future research that has developed from this study is to find a way to 

assess personnel systems in the framework of these models.  Lee and Whitford (2007) are 

reluctant to recommend the “best” personnel system, but they do suggest that these factors be 

considered when designing or implementing a new system.  Considering these findings may 

avoid costly experimentation such as the recent Department of Homeland Security and 

Department of Defense reforms.  Such reforms were based on reasoning that has been 

soundly questioned in the academic literature and might have been avoided (Bowman 2010; 

Condrey and Kellough 1993; Green and Heywood 2008).  This research also has produced 

similar results.  However, it would be beneficial for future research to embrace the 

Hirschman and Perry models of behavior and study personnel systems in action.  This would 

give insight into the personnel system as perceived by the employee.  In other words, any 

future transformation of the personnel system include the consideration that public 
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employees are often motivated by intrinsic factors, and that it would be beneficial for 

personnel systems to be completely overhauled rather than simply patched.   

 The second practical implication of this study is to note the differences in motivation 

for exiting the organization.  This research only captures those that are expressing intent to 

leave, but it stands to reason that the organization should be capitalizing on their access to the 

employee that is actually exiting the organization and capturing their true reason for leaving.  

While it has been previously suggested that employees are given an exit survey (Lefkowitz 

and Katz 1969), it is unclear as to the how consistently that this recommendation is pursued.  

Additionally, it is recommended that this exit survey should be documented and standardized 

across the federal government in an effort to provide a better understanding of employees’ 

true reasons for leaving.  In an effort to make this data more anonymous and less volatile, 

standardization and central responsibility for designing and implementing this survey should 

be considered.  Just as the Office of Personnel Management captures the existing employee 

viewpoint, it would be appropriate for an independent organization to conduct such a survey.  

As such, much of the current research can only speak to the explanations of potential exit 

rather than the explicit reason that an employee chose to leave the organization.  This would 

give managers, executives, and personnel system designers much to consider when 

implementing new programs.  Thus, it is important to document the exit of employees in a 

formal and consistent manner that can be analyzed across the federal government.   

 A third practical implication of this study is similar to the second: this study 

demonstrates that there is a possible agency effect that may actually influence an employee to 

indicate their intent to leave.  Previous research has established that some organizations have 
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higher levels of exit than others (Kellough and Osuna 1995).  While this research only 

controls for agency effects, it does demonstrate that there is value in considering the agency 

level when identifying personnel concerns and designing personnel initiatives.  High levels 

of exit or neglect may actually result in the agency not accomplishing its mission which is 

tantamount to failure in the eyes of the taxpayer.  Therefore, it is beneficial to the federal 

government to examine the variables that influence exit for agency effects.  A significant 

agency effect may indicate that an agency needs to evaluate their management behaviors and 

redesign them to better align with employee motivations including, as suggested by the 

findings, offering voice and capitalizing on PSM and loyalty.  On a more positive note, it 

might also point to practices and cultural characteristics in certain agencies that could be 

emulated by other agencies.   

 A fourth and final practical implication of this study is for managers and supervisors 

to be aware that satisfied employees and dissatisfied employees are motivated by similar 

factors.  This becomes important in management because it becomes important to evaluate all 

employees and understand what motivates them.  This research has identified that satisfied 

employees are motivated by similar mechanisms.  For managers, this finding is important 

because it underscores the importance of considering a common set of factors regardless of 

an employee’s level of satisfaction.  In an effort to manage accordingly, the manager must 

consider that the employees highly value job satisfaction, loyalty, and whether or not they 

make a difference (PSM).  Also, they need to be aware that public employees are motivated 

by an internal need to serve the public good (PSM), an opportunity to be heard (voice), and 

an intrinsic need to be part of something larger than themselves (loyalty).  Each of these 
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factors should influence the overall management style and should be directed at both satisfied 

and dissatisfied employees.  Ultimately, management should be aware that a majority of the 

federal employees are motivated intrinsically, and as such, should manage accordingly.  This 

is an old lesson.  It could be that voice and loyalty exist where agencies do a better job of 

managing their employee’s need for intrinsic motivations, and such models should be 

emulated.  As this study has demonstrated, management styles that focus on all employees’ 

behaviors can ultimately reduce exit. 

LIMITATIONS 

 There are several limitations to this study.  One of the limitations is the use of 

secondary data.  This study relies solely on the results of the 2010 FEVS.  However, it is 

important to note that this survey was initially designed to measure satisfaction.  It was not 

designed to be used for this particular study in that voice, loyalty, neglect, and PSM were not 

explicitly incorporated into the survey.  Instead, these items were indexed using a rigorous 

and methodical approach to simulate the variable rather than measuring the variable directly.  

While these items were found to be significant to the model, the results must be interpreted 

with some caution as to the relative power of effect and face validity.  The concept of face 

validity assumes that the item is measuring what it is designed to, but in this instance, a 

proxy measure was used.  This limits the strength of results of the study.  

This study demonstrates the importance of considering neglect, loyalty, voice, and 

PSM when considering employee behaviors.  Research that intends to capture such 

conceptual items should consider developing surveys and survey items that are intentionally 
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designed to capture these effects without having to use indexed data that serves as a proxy of 

the concept.  The OPM FEVS is often redesigned to focus on different areas of interest as 

such it may be prudent to redesign it to intentionally capture voice, loyalty, and neglect.  

These variables provide important insights into understanding federal employee’s actions.  

As such, these concepts should be incorporated into future surveys.  While arguably the 

sample size of an independent survey would not be as large as the existing OPM FEVS, the 

results would be more direct and the findings will be stronger and more representative.   

 Second, the study relies on cross-sectional, post-test data to test the model.  However, 

many of the variables that are being examined, including intent to leave, are variables that 

may change over time.  Therefore, the complexity of the model would benefit from a pre-test 

and post-test scenario whereby the respondent is examined for changes in their satisfaction 

levels.  Additionally, a time-series design would be beneficial in that satisfaction levels could 

be measured over multiple time periods.  This would provide insight into how the variables 

influence changes over time and the course of a federal employee’s career, including changes 

in administration and overall satisfaction levels.  Since the federal employee survey is 

anonymous, this cannot be accomplished since the respondents would differ from year to 

year, and their responses are not consistent.  Therefore, using the existing survey is 

acceptable but the results are limited with respect to generalizability outside of the federal 

government.  Because the survey covers such a large sample of individuals representative of 

numerous agencies, the results can be generalizable to the federal government.  Future 

studies might seek to replicate these findings at state, local, or even possibly, international 

levels of government to see if the theory holds when in different contexts.  It is important to 
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note, however, that the survey is representative of the United States federal government, and 

as such, are significant for the federal population. 

 This research may be extended by testing the variables in other settings and 

expanding the variables.  While this research controlled for agency effects, it has 

demonstrated a potential research agenda which assesses variables across agencies.  Agency 

level effects have been evidenced which suggests that there is some explanatory power.  As 

previously mentioned, it would also benefit the academy for researchers to extend these 

elements to the local, state, and international level.  This would create depth to the study of 

public management theory.  Additionally, this study has linked PSM with voice, loyalty, and 

neglect in a straightforward manner without introducing interaction effects.  However, as 

some research is now indicating, PSM may moderate employee actions to include voice, 

loyalty, and neglect (Bright 2008; Carpenter et al. 2011; Wright and Pandey 2008).  Future 

studies may want to consider a more complex relationship between these factors. 

Third, the data that is used is self-reported.  One must be cautious when using self-

reported data as the responses may not always capture the data that the survey is attempting 

to measure.  For example, the respondent may be unsure that the survey is anonymous, they 

may have no opinion but still answer the question, or they have other motives when 

answering the questionnaire than the designer had intended.  Additionally, the respondent 

may interpret the questions in a manner other than was initially intended.  This may not be as 

much of a problem given OPM’s independence and the fact that the federal surveys have 

been conducted for many iterations over a number of years.  Additionally, these concerns are 

lessened as the sample size should be large enough to account for such biases. 
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 A fourth limitation of this research is that of the dependent variable of intent to leave 

rather than true exit.  While this is an acceptable procedure as demonstrated by numerous 

studies for the purpose of research, this still is a rough estimate for actual exit (Farrell 1983; 

Kellough and Osuna 1995; Lee and Whitford 2007; Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Rusbult and 

Lowery 1985; Rusbult, Zembrodt, and Gunn 1982; Selden and Moynihan 2000; Withey and 

Cooper 1989).  It provides the researcher with an account of what might be but may never 

become.  Whereas, actually studying exit is preferable because it describes the action as it 

occurred.  This limitation also reduces the overall strength of the findings in that it can 

suggest that increased job satisfaction may reduce the likelihood of exit; however, this cannot 

be asserted as factual.   

 A fifth limitation of this study lies in the inconsistency of the data that was captured 

throughout the survey.  As was demonstrated in the case of the PSM items, some of the 

questions were allowed to have a non-response where others items were not.  This is 

arguably forcing some respondent’s answers to be specific while others allow for non-

specificity which could ultimately impact the survey results.  While research suggests that a 

having a no opinion option provides more accurate data, the underlying assumption is that all 

of the indexed questions should have a no opinion option or none of them should have it for 

the sake of internal consistency (Andrews 1984).  This type of changes in the question will 

ultimately have an influence on measurement.  Additionally, the reporting of the data by 

agency was varied.  While there are some agency effects, some of the larger agencies were 

reported by department while others were reported by agency.  For example, the Department 

of State was reported as one entity while the Department of Defense was broken out into 
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subsequent Departments.  Therefore, while it might have been interesting to further pursue 

agency effects, it was not feasible due to the data not being consistent across the sample.  

Additionally, it would be ideal if the agency data was recorded by the nature of the work or 

the cabinet level, for example, regulatory versus non-regulatory or only reported by the 

cabinet level departments.  Both of these might provide additional explanatory power.  As 

such, this variance in the data ultimately weakens the effect of the control variable of agency. 

 A sixth and final limitation of this study to be addressed is that of limited causality 

between the model and any future personnel action.  Similar to Lee and Whitford (2007), the 

findings of this study suggest that employees are motivated by intrinsic factors.  However, as 

a result of the limited availability of data, it is cautionary to make sweeping claims for 

particular forms of human resource management or to suggest or recommend specific 

personnel actions or systems.  Instead, it extends the literature in such a manner as to 

recommend that intrinsic behaviors be considered when fundamentally altering or designing 

any personnel system. 

SUMMARY 

 This research was designed to provide insight into public management by examining 

the characteristics of federal employees that express their intent to leave.  The hypotheses 

were such that the higher the employee’s level of voice, loyalty, PSM, job satisfaction, and 

pay satisfaction are, the lower their intent to leave.  Additionally, it was hypothesized that the 

higher that the neglectful behaviors were that the higher the intent to leave.  While only two 

of these hypotheses was fully supported, the additional hypotheses were at least partially 
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supported.  This is due to the  polytomous nature of the dependent variable. This research 

actively demonstrates the importance of delineating levels of personnel action, such as, exit 

and satisfaction.  This study has also demonstrated that the primary characteristics of the 

employee are more intrinsically focused and dependent on the level of intent to leave.  

Additionally, this research has exhibited that there are potential agency effects that may 

influence the overall model.   

Finally, this research has demonstrated that there is a link between the Hirschman and 

PSM model that may benefit future research by identifying potential moderating variables.  

As such, this study has suggested it is beneficial to consider all levels of employee 

satisfaction.  In other words, satisfied, dissatisfied, and neutral employees may all just as 

likely to exhibit signs of voice, loyalty, neglect, and PSM.  It is proposed that this research 

has advanced the public management and motivation literature; yet, at the same time, 

realizing that there remains much to be discovered about employee motivation. 



 

126 

 

REFERENCES 

Alonso, Pablo and Gregory B. Lewis. 2001. Public Service Motivation and Job Performance:  

Evidence From the Federal Sector. The American Review of Public Administration, 

31, 363-380. 

 

Anderson, Lotte Bogh, Thomas Pallesen, and Lene Holm Pederson. 2011. Does Ownership  

Matter? Public Service Motivation Among Physiotherapists in the Private and Public 

Sectors in Denmark, Review of Public Personnel Administration, 31:3, 10-27. 

 

Andrews, Frank M. 1984. Construct Validity and Error Components of Survey Measures: A  

Structural Modeling Approach. The Public Opinion Quarterly, 48:2, 409-442. 

 

Ban, Carolyn. 1998. Reinventing the Federal Civil Service: Drivers of Change. Public  

 Administration Quarterly 22:1, 21-34. 

 

Belfield, Clive R. and John S. Heywood. 2008. Performance Pay for Teachers: Determinants  

and Consequences. Economics of Education Review, 27, 243–252. 

 

Bertelli, Anthony M. 2007. Determinants of Bureaucratic Turnover Intention: Evidence  

from the Department of the Treasury. Journal of Public Administration Research and 

Theory, 2: 235–258. 

 

Binderkrantz, Anne S. and Jørgen G. Christensen. 2012. Agency Performance and Executive  

Pay in Government: An Empirical Test. Journal of Public Administration Research 

and Theory, 22, 31-54. 

 

Bliss, William G. 2011. Cost of Employee Turnover.  The Advisor, Retrieved September  

10, 2011 from http://isquare.com/turnover.htm. 

 

Bowman, James S. 2010. The Success of Failure: The Paradox of Performance Pay. Review  

of Public Personnel Administration, 30, 70-88. 

 

Brewer, Gene A. and Sally C. Selden. 1998. Whistle Blowers in the Federal Civil Service: 

New Evidence of the Public Service Ethic. Journal of Public Administration 

Research and Theory, 8, 413-439.   

 

Brewer,Gene A., Sally C. Selden, and Rex L. Facer II. 2000. Individual Conceptions of  

Public Service Motivation. Public Administration Review, 60, 254-264. 

 

Brewer, Gene A. 2011. A Symposium on Public Service Motivation: Expanding the Frontiers  

http://isquare.com/turnover.htm


 

127 

 

of Theory and Empirical Research.  Review of Public Personnel Administration, 31:3, 

3-9. 

 

Bright, Leonard. 2005. Public Employees With High Levels of Public Service Motivation :  

Who Are They, Where Are They, and What do They Want? Review of Public 

Personnel Administration 25, 138-154. 

 

Bright, Leonard. 2008. Does Public Service Motivation Really Make a Difference on the Job  

Satisfaction and Turnover Intentions of Public Employees? The American Review of 

Public Administration, 38:2, 149-166. 

 

Bullock , R. J. 1983 . Participation and Pay. Group and Organization Studies, 8:1, 127–136. 

 

Caillier, James Gerard. 2011.  I Want to Quit: A Closer Look at Factors That Contribute to  

the Turnover Intentions of State Government Employees. State & Local Government 

Review, 43:2, 110-122. 

 

Camilleri, Emanuel. 2007. Antecedents Affecting Public Service Motivation. Personnel  

Review, 36:3, 356-377. 

 

Carpenter, Jacqueline, Dennis Doverspike, and Rosanna F. Miguel. 2011. Public Service  

Motivation as a Predictor of Attraction to the Public Sector.  Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 1-15. 

 

Cascio, Wayne F. 1991. Costing human resources: The financial impact of behavior in  

organizations, 3rd ed. Boston, MA: PWS-Kent. 

 

Cho, Yoon Jik and Gregory B. Lewis. 2011. Turnover Intention and Turnover Behavior:  

Implications for Retaining Federal Employees. Review of Public Personnel 

Administration, 1-20. 

 

Choi, Sungjoo. 2008. Diversity in the US Federal Government: Diversity Management and  

Employee Turnover in Federal Agencies. Journal of Public Administration Research 

and Theory, 19, 603-630. 

 

Cleary, Robert E. and Kimberly Nelson. 1993.  The Volcker Commission Report Fades  

Away: A Case Study in Non-Implementation. Policy Studies Review, 12, 55-75. 

 

Coggburn, Jerrell D. 2000. Personnel Deregulation: Exploring Differences in the American  

 States.  Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory. 11:2, 223-244. 

 

Condrey, Stephen E. and J. Edward Kellough. 1993. Pay for Performance in the Public  



 

128 

 

Sector: Assessing the Evidence: [Introduction]. Public Productivity & Management 

Review, 17:2, 113-115. 

 

Coursey, David H. and Sanjay K. Pandey. 2007. Public Service Motivation Measurement:  

Testing an Abridged Version of Perry's Proposed Scale. Administration & Society, 

39, 547-568. 

 

Coursey, David H., James L. Perry, Jeffrey L. Brudney and Laura Littlepage. 2008. 

Psychometric Verification of Perry's Public Service Motivation Instrument : Results 

for Volunteer Exemplars. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 28, 79-90. 

 

Coursey, David, Jeffrey L. Brudney, Laura Littlepage, and James L. Perry. 2011.  Does  

Public Service Motivation Matter in Volunteering Domain Choices? A Test of 

Functional Theory.  Review of Public Personnel Administration, 31:3, 48-66. 

 

Crewson, Philip E. 1997. Public Service Motivation: Building Empirical Evidence of  

Incidence and Effect. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 4, 499-

518. 

 

Daley, Dennis. 1992.  When Bureaucrats Get the Blues: A Replication and Extension of the  

Rusbult and Lowery Analysis of Federal Employee Responses to Job Dissatisfaction. 

Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 2:3, 233-246 

 

Daley, Dennis.  2008.  The Burden of Dealing with Poor Performers: Wear and Tear on  

Organizational Engagement.  Review of Public Personnel Administration, 28:1, 44-

59. 

 

Damp, Dennis V. 2010. Career Center from Federal Jobs Net Career Center. Retrieved  

 05/09/2010 from http://www.federaljobs.net/. 

 

DeHart-Davis, Leisha Justin Marlowe and Sanjay K. Pandey. 2006. Gender dimensions of  

public service motivation. Public Administration Review, 66, 873-887. 

 

Delaney, John. T. and Mark A. Huselid. 1996.  The impact of human resource management  

practices on perceptions of organizational performance.  Academy of Management 

Journal, 39, 949–969. 

 

DeSantis, Victor S. and Samantha L. Durst. 1996. Comparing Job Satisfaction Among Public  

and Private Sector Employees. American Review of Public Administration, 26:3, 327-

343. 

 

Dowding, Keith and Peter John. 2008. The Three Exit, Three Voice and Loyalty Framework:  

A Test with Survey Data on Local Services.  Political Studies, 56, 288-311. 

http://www.federaljobs.net/


 

129 

 

 

Emmert, Mark A. and Walied A. Taher. 1992. Public Sector Professionals: The Effects of  

Public Sector Jobs on Motivation, Job Satisfaction and Work Involvement. American 

Review of Public Administration, 22:1, 37-48. 

 

Farrell, Dan. 1983. Exit, Voice, Loyalty, and Neglect as Responses to Job Dissatisfaction: A  

Multidimensional Scaling Study.  Academy of Management Journal, 26:4, 596-607. 

 

Gabris, G. T., & Simo, G. 1995. Public Sector Motivation as an Independent Variable 

Affecting Career Decisions. Public Personnel Management, 24, 33-51. 

 

Garson, G. David. 2012. Quantitative Methods. Statnotes: Topics in Multivariate Analysis.  

Retrieved 02/18/2012 from http://faculty.chass.ncsu.edu/garson/pa765/statnote.htm. 

 

Golden, Marissa M.  1992.  Exit, Voice, Loyalty, and Neglect: Bureaucratic Response to  

Presidential Control During the Reagan Administration.  Journal of Public 

Administration and Theory, 2:1, 29-62. 

 

Goodsell, Charles T. 1983. The Case for Bureaucracy: A Public Administration Polemic.   

Chatham, NJ: Chatham House Publishers. 

 

Government Accountability Office (GAO).  2003.  Succession Planning and Management Is  

Critical Driver of Organizational Transformation.  Testimony J. Christopher Mihm, 

Washington, DC, October 1, 2003.  

 

Green, Colin and John S. Heywood. 2008. Does Performance Pay Increase Job Satisfaction?  

Economica, 75, 710-728. 

 

Heinrich , Carolyn J . 2007 . False or Fitting Recognition? The Use of High Performance 

Bonuses in Motivating Organizational Achievements . Journal of Policy Analysis and 

Management 26 :2, 281–304. 

 

Hirschman, Albert O.  1970.  Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms,  

Organizations, and States. Massachusetts: Harvard University Press. 

 

Hom, Peter W., Rodger W. Griffeth, and C. Louise Sellaro. 1984. The validity of Mobley’s  

(1977) model of employee turnover.  Organizational Behavior and Human 

Performance, 34, 141–74. 

 

Houston, D. J. 2000. Public Service Motivation: A Multivariate Test. Journal of Public 

Administration Research and Theory, 4, 713-727. 

 

Huselid, Mark A. 1995.  The Impact of Human Resource Management Practices on  

http://faculty.chass.ncsu.edu/garson/pa765/statnote.htm


 

130 

 

Turnover, Productivity, and Corporate Financial Performance.  Academy of 

Management Journal, 38:3, 635-672. 

 

Ingraham, Patricia W. 1993. Of Pigs in Pokes and Policy Diffusion: Another Look at Pay- 

for-Performance. Public Administration Review , 53:4, 348-356 

 

Jacoby, William G. 1991. Data Theory and Dimensional Analysis. Newbury Park, California:  

Sage Publications. 

 

Jung, Chan Su and Hal G. Rainey. 2011. Organizational Goal Characteristics and Public  

Duty Motivation in U.S Federal Agencies.  Review of Public Personnel 

Administration, 31:3, 28-47. 

 

Jurkiewicz, Carole L.; Massey, Tom K.; and Brown, Roger G. 1998. Motivation in Public  

and Private Organizations: A Comparative Study. Public Productivity and 

Management Review, 21:3, 230-250. 

 

Jurkiewicz, Carole L. and Roger G. Brown.  1998.  Generational Comparisons of Public  

Employee Motivation. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 18:4:19-37. 

 

Karl, Katherine A. and Cynthia L. Sutton. 1998. Job Values in Today’s Workforce: A  

Comparison of Public and Private Sector Employees. Public Personnel Management, 

27:4, 515-527. 

 

Kaufman, Herbert. 1969. Administrative Decentralization and Political Power. Public  

Administration Review, 29:1, 3-15 

 

Kellough J. Edward and Will Osuna. 1995. Cross-Agency Comparisons of Quit Rates in the  

Federal Service: Another Look at the Evidence. Review of Public Personnel  

Administration, 15: 58-68. 

 

Kelman, Steven. 1987. 'Public Choice' and Public Spirit. Public Interest 87, 80-94. 

 

Kettl, Donald F.  2000.  Public Administration at the Millennium: The State of the Field.   

Journal of Public Administration Theory and Research, 10, 7-34. 

 

Kilpatrick, Franklin P., Milton C. Cummings, and M. Kent Jennings. 1964. The Image of the  

Federal Service. Washington, DC: Brookings. 

 

Kim, Sangmook. 2005. Individual Level Factors and Organizational Performance in  

Government Organizations.  Journal of Public Administration Theory and Research, 

15, 245-261. 

 



 

131 

 

Kim, Sangmook. 2006. Public service motivation and organizational citizenship behavior in  

Korea. International Journal of Manpower, 27:8, 722-740. 

 

Kim, Sangmook. 2009.  Revising Perry's Measurement Scale of Public Service Motivation.   

The American Review of Public Administration, 39, 149-165. 

 

Kolarska, Lena and Howard Aldrich.  1980.  Exit, Voice, and Silence: Consumers’ and  

Managers’ Responses to Organizational Decline.  Organization Studies, 1,41-58. 

 

Lee, Soo-Young and Andrew B. Whitford.  2007.  Exit, Voice, Loyalty, and Pay: Evidence  

from the Public Workforce.  Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 

18, 647-671. 

 

Lefkowitz, Joel and Myron L. Katz.  1969.  Validity of Exit Interviews.  Personnel  

Psychology, 22, 445-455. 

 

Lewis, Gregory B. 1991 Pay and Job Satisfaction in the Federal Civil Service. Review of  

Public Personnel Administration, 11:3, 17-31. 

 

Lewis, Gregory B. 1991. Turnover and the Quiet Crisis in the Federal Civil Service. Public  

Administration Review, 51:2, 145-155 

 

Lewis, Gregory B. and Sue A. Frank. 2002. Who Wants to Work For the Government?  

Public Administration Review, 62:4, 395-404. 

 

Lynn, Laurence, Carolyn Heinrich, and Carolyn Hill. 2000.  Studying Governance and Public  

Management: Challenges and Prospects.  Journal of Public Administration Research 

and Theory, 10:2, 233–62. 

 

Maidani, Ebrahim A. 1991 Comparative Study of Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory of Job 

Satisfaction Among Public and Private Sectors. Public Personnel Management, 20:4, 

441-448. 

 

Mayo, Elton. 1933. The Human Problems of an Industrialized Civilization. New York: 

Macmillan, 1993. 

 

Meier, Kenneth J. and Alisa Hicklin. 2007. Employee Turnover and Organizational 

Performance: Testing a Hypothesis from Classical Public Administration. Journal of 

Public Administration Research and Theory, 18:573-590. 

 

Mobley, William H. 1977. Intermediate linkages in the relationship between job satisfaction 

and employee turnover.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 62, 237–240. 

 



 

132 

 

Moe, Ronald C. 1994. The 'reinventing government' exercise: Misinterpreting the problem, 

misjudging the consequences.  Public Administration Review, 54, 111-122. 

 

Moe, Ronald C. 2003. Administrative Renewal: Reorganization Commissions in the 20
th

 

Century.  Maryland: University Press of America, Inc. 

 

Moe, Ronald C. and Robert Gilmour. 1995. Rediscovering Principles of Public 

Administration: The Neglected Foundation of Public Law.  Public Administration 

Review, 55, 135-146. 

 

Mowday, Richard T., Christine S. Koberg, and Angeline W. McArthur. 1984. The 

Psychology of the Withdrawal Process: A Cross-Validational Test of Mobley's 

Intermediate Linkages Model of Turnover in Two Samples. The Academy of 

Management Journal, 27:1, 79-94 

 

Moynihan, Donald and Sanjay Pandey.  2007. The Role of Organizations in Fostering Public 

Service Motivation.  Public Administration Review. 67:1, 40-53. 

 

Moynihan, Donald P. and Noel Landuyt. 2008. Explaining Turnover Intention in State 

Government Examining the Roles of Gender, Life Cycle, and Loyalty.  Review of 

Public Personnel Administration, 28:2, 120-143. 

 

Naff, Katherine C. and John Crum. 1999.  Working for America:  Does Public Service 

Motivation Make a Difference?  Review of Public Personnel Administration 19, 5-16.  

 

Naus, Fons, Ad van Iterson, and Robert Roe.  2007.  Organizational Cynicism: Extending the  

Exit, Voice, Loyalty, and Neglect Model of Employees’ Responses to Adverse 

Conditions in the Workplace.  Human Relations, 60:5, 683-718. 

 

Nigro, Lloyd G. and J. Edward Kellough. 2008.  Personnel Reform in the States: A Look at  

Progress Fifteen Years After the Winter Commission. Public Administration Review, 

68, S50-S57. 

 

Pandey, Sanjay. K., Bradley Wright, and Donald P. Moynihan. 2008. Public service  

motivation and interpersonal citizenship behavior in public organizations: Testing a 

preliminary model. International Public Management Journal, 11(1), 89-108. 

 

Pearce , Jone L. and James L. Perry . 1983 . Federal Merit Pay: A Longitudinal Analysis . 

Public Administration Review, 43:4, 315-325 . 

 

Pearce , Jone L., William B. Stevenson , and James L. Perry. 1985. Managerial  

Compensation Based on Organizational Performance: A Time Series Analysis of the 

Effects of Merit Pay. Academy of Management Journal, 28:2,: 261–278 . 



 

133 

 

 

Perry, James L. and Lois R. Wise. 1990. The Motivational Bases of Public Service.  Public  

 Administration Review, 50, 367-373. 

 

Perry, James L., Trent Egbers, and So Yun Jun. 2008.  Back to the Future? Performance- 

Related Pay, Empirical Research, and the Perils of Persistence.  Public 

Administration Review, 69:1, 39-51. 

 

Perry, James L.  1996.  Measuring Public Service Motivation: An Assessment of Construct  

Reliability and Validity.  Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 6:1, 

5-22. 

 

Perry, James L. 1997. Antecedents of public service motivation. Journal of Public  

Administration Research and Theory, 7, 181-197. 

 

Perry, James L. 2000. Bringing society in: Toward a theory of public-service motivation.  

Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 10, 471. 

 

Perry, James L. and Annie Hondeghem. 2008. Building theory and empirical evidence about  

public service motivation. International Public Management Journal, 11:1, 3-12. 

 

Perry, James L. 2009.  A Strategic Agenda for Public Human Resource Management  

Research.  Review of Public Personnel Administration, 30:1, 20-43. 

 

Perry, James and Wouter Vandenabeele. 2008. “Behavioral Dynamics: Institutions, 

Identities,and Self-Regulation,” in Perry, J, and Hondeghem, A., (eds.) Motivation in 

Public Management: The Call of Public Service. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

Ping, Robert A. Jr.  1993.  The Effects of Satisfaction and Structural Constraints on Retailer 

Exiting, Voice, Loyalty, Opportunism, and Neglect.  Journal of Retailing, 69:3, 320-

352. 

 

Pitts, David, John Marvel, and Sergio Fernandez. 2011. So Hard to Say Goodbye? Turnover 

Intention of U.S. Federal Employees. Public Administration Review, 751-760. 

 

Rainey, Hal G. 1979.  Perceptions of Incentives in Business and Government: Implications 

for Civil Service Reform.  Public Administration Review, 39:5, 440-448 

 

Rainey, Hal G. 1982.  Reward Preferences Among Public and Private Managers:  In Search 

of the Service Ethic.  American Review of Public Administration, 16:4, 288-302.    

 

Rainey, Hal G. 1989. Public Management: Recent Research on the Political Context and 

Managerial Roles, Structures and Behaviors. Journal of Management, 15:2: 229-250. 



 

134 

 

 

Rainey, Hal G.  1997.  Understanding and Managing Public Organizations, 2nd Ed.  San 

Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.  

 

Rainey, Hal G. and Paula Steinbauer. 1999.  Galloping Elephants: Developing Elements of a 

Theory of Effective Government Organizations.  Journal of Public Administration 

Research and Theory, 9:1, 1-32. 

 

Riccucci, Norma. 2001. The "Old" Public Management Versus the "New" Public 

Management: Where Does Public Administration Fit In?  Public Administration 

Review, 61, 172-175. 

 

Ricucci, Norma. 2009. The Pursuit of Social Equity in the Federal Government. Public 

Administration Review, 69, 373-382. 

 

Roberts, Nancy & King, Paula. 1996. Transforming Public Policy: Dynamics of Policy 

Entrepreneurship and Innovation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

 

Roethlisberger, Fritz J. and William J. Dickson. 1939. Management and the Worker: an 

Account of a Research Program Conducted by the Western Electric Company, 

Hawthorne Works, Chicago. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press. 

 

Rosenbloom, D. 1993. Have an Administrative RX? Don't Forget the Politics! Public 

Administration Review, 53, 503-507. 

 

Rubin, Irene S. 1992.  Budget Reform and Political Reform: Conclusions from Six Cities.  

Public Administration Review, 52:5, 454-466. 

 

Rusbult, Caryl E. and Isabella M. Zembrodt.  1983.  Responses to Dissatisfaction in  

Romantic Involvements: A Multi-Dimensional Scaling Analysis.  Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology, 19, 274-293. 

 

Rusbult, Caryl E. and David Lowery. 1985. When Bureaucrats Get the Blues: Responses to  

Dissatisfaction Among Federal Employees.  Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 

15:1, 80-103. 

 

Rusbult, Caryl E., Dan Farrell, Glen Rogers, and Arch G. Mainous III.  1988.  Impact of  

Exchange Variables on Exit, Voice, Loyalty, and Neglect: An Integrative Model of 

Responses to Declining Job Satisfaction.  Academy of Management Journal, 31:3, 

599-627. 

 

Schuster, Jay A. 1974. Management Compensation Policy and the Public Interest. Public  



 

135 

 

Personnel Management, 3, 510-523. 

 

Scott, P. G., and Sanjay Pandey. 2005. Red tape and public service motivation: Findings  

from a national survey of managers in state health and human services agencies. 

Review of PublicPersonnel Administration, 25, 155-180. 

 

Selden, Sally Coleman and Donald P. Moynihan. 2000. A Model of Voluntary Turnover in  

State Government. Review of PublicPersonnel Administration, 20, 63-74. 

 

Selden, Sally Coleman, Patricia Wallace Ingraham, and Willow Jacobson. 2001. Human  

Resource Practices in State Governments: Findings from a National Survey.  Public 

Administration Review 61:5, 598–607.  

 

Selden, Sally Coleman, Salwa H. Ammar, Ronald H. Wright, and Willow Jacobson. 2000  

Forthcoming. A New Approach to Assessing Performance of State Personnel 

Management Systems: A Multi-Level Fuzzy Rule-Based System.  Review of Public 

Personnel Management 20:3, 58–74.  

 

Steel, Robert P., and Nestor K. Ovalle II. 1984. A Review and Meta-Analysis of Research on 

the Relationship Between Behavioral Intentions and Employee Turnover. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 69, 673–686. 

 

Steen, Trui. 2006. Public Service Motivation:  Is There Something to Learn from the Study 

of Volunteerism.  Public Policy and Administration, 21, 49-62. 

 

Stone, Deborah A. 2002. Policy paradox: the art of political decision making. Rev. ed. New 

York: Norton. 

 

Streib, Gregory and Lloyd G. Nigro. 1993. Pay for Performance in Local Governments: 

Programmatic Differences and Perceived Utility.  Public Productivity & Management 

Review, 17:2, 145-159. 

 

Swiss, James E. 2005. A Framework for Assessing Incentives in Results-Based Management.  

Public Administration Review, 65:5, 592-602. 

 

Taylor, Jeannette. 2007. The Impact of Public Service Motives on Work Outcomes in 

Australia: A Comparative Multidimensional Analysis.  Public Administration, 85:4, 

931-959. 

 

Taylor, Jeannette and Jonathan Westover. 2011. Job Satisfaction in the Public Service: : The 

Effects of Public Service Motivation, Workplace Attributes and Work Relations.  

Public Management Review, 13:4, 1-21. 



 

136 

 

 

Taylor, Jeannette and Ranald Taylor. 2011. Working Hard for More Money or Working Hard 

to Make a Difference? Efficiency Wages, Public Service Motivation, and Effort.  

Review of Public Personnel Administration, 31:3, 67-86. 

 

Turnley, William H. and Daniel C. Feldman. 1999. The Impact of Psychological Contract 

Violations on Exit, Voice, Loyalty, and Neglect.  Human Relations, 52, 895-922. 

 

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2011. Databases, Tables & Calculators by Subject.  

Washington D.C.: Author.  www.bls.org 

 

U.S. Office of Personnel Management (OPM). 2010. Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey.   

Washington DC: Author. 

 

van Breukelen, Wim, Rene´ van der Vlist, and Herman Steensma. 2004. Voluntary employee 

turnover combining variables from the traditional turnover literature with the theory 

of planned behavior.  Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25, 893–914. 

 

Vandenabeele, Wouter, Annie Hondeghem, and Trui Steen. 2004. The Civil Service as an 

Employer of Choice in Belgium : How Work Orientations Influence the 

Attractiveness of Public Employment. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 

24, 319-333.   

 

Vandenabeele, Wouter. 2009. The Mediating Effect of Job Satisfaction and Organizational 

Commitment on Self-Reported Performance: More Robust Evidence of the PSM—

Performance Relationship. International Review of Administrative Sciences, 75, 11-

34. 

 

Vandenabeele, Wouter. 2011. Who Wants to Deliver Public Service? Do Institutional 

Antecedents of Public Service Motivation Provide an Answer?  Review of Public 

Personnel Administration, 31:3, 87-107. 

 

van Riper, Paul P. 1983. The American Administrative State: Wilson and the Founders-An 

Unorthodox View. Public Administration Review, 43:6, 477-490. 

 

Wilson, Woodrow. 1887. The Study of Administration. Political Science Quarterly, 2, 197-

222. 

 

http://www.bls.org/


 

137 

 

Withey, Michael J. and William H. Cooper. 1989. Predicting Exit, Voice, Loyalty, and 

Neglect. Administrative Science Quarterly, 34:4, 521-539. 

 

Wright, Bradley E. 2001. Public Sector Work Motivation: Review of Current Literature and a 

Revised Conceptual Model.  Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 

11:4, 559-586. 

 

Wright, Bradley E. and Brian S. Davis. 2003. Job Satisfaction in the Public Sector: The Role 

of the Work Environment. The American Review of Public Administration, 33:1, 70-

90. 

 

Wright, Bradley E. and Sanjay K. Pandey. 2008.  Public Service Motivation and the 

Assumption of Person-Organization Fit: Testing the Mediating Effect of Value 

Congruence.  Administration & Society, 40:5, 502-521. 

 

Zhu, Weichun, Irene K. H. Chew, and William D. Spangler. 2005. CEO transformational 

leadership and organizational outcomes: The mediating role of human–capital-

enhancing human resource management.  The Leadership Quarterly, 16:1, 39-52. 



 

138 

 

APPENDIX 



 

139 

 

2010 Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey Codebook 

 

Q1-Q78 

1. I am given a real opportunity to improve my skills in my organization. 

2. I have enough information to do my job well. 

3. I feel encouraged to come up with new and better ways of doing things. 

4. My work gives me a feeling of personal accomplishment. 

5. I like the kind of work I do. 

6. I know what is expected of me on the job. 

7. When needed I am willing to put in the extra effort to get a job done. 

8. I am constantly looking for ways to do my job better. 

9. I have sufficient resources (for example, people, materials, budget) to get my job 

done. 

10. My workload is reasonable. 

11. My talents are used well in the workplace. 

12. I know how my work relates to the agency’s goals and priorities. 

13. The work I do is important. 

14. Physical conditions (for example, noise level, temperature, lighting, cleanliness in the 

workplace) allow employees to perform their jobs well. 

15. My performance appraisal is a fair reflection of my performance. 

16. I am held accountable for achieving results. 

17. I can disclose a suspected violation of any law, rule or regulation without fear of 

reprisal. 
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18. My training needs are assessed. 

19. In my most recent performance appraisal, I understood what I had to do to be rated at 

different performance levels (for example, Fully Successful, Outstanding). 

20. The people I work with cooperate to get the job done. 

21. My work unit is able to recruit people with the right skills. 

22. Promotions in my work unit are based on merit. 

23. In my work unit, steps are taken to deal with a poor performer who cannot or will not 

improve. 

24. In my work unit, differences in performance are recognized in a meaningful way. 

25. Awards in my work unit depend on how well employees perform their jobs. 

26. Employees in my work unit share job knowledge with each other. 

27. The skill level in my work unit has improved in the past year? 

28. How would you rate the overall quality of work done by your work unit? 

29. The workforce has the job-relevant knowledge and skills necessary to accomplish 

organizational goals. 

30. Employees have a feeling of personal empowerment with respect to work processes. 

31. Employees are recognized for providing high quality products and services. 

32. Creativity and innovation are rewarded. 

33. Pay raises depend on how well employees perform their jobs. 

34. Policies and programs promote diversity in the workplace (for example, recruiting 

minorities and women, training in awareness of diversity issues, mentoring). 

35. Employees are protected from health and safety hazards on the job. 
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36. My organization has prepared employees for potential security threats. 

37. Arbitrary action, personal favoritism and coercion for partisan political purposes are 

not tolerated. 

38. Prohibited Personnel Practices (for example, illegally discriminating for or against 

any employee/applicant, obstructing a person’s right to compete for employment, knowingly 

violating veterans’ preference requirements) are not tolerated. 

39. My agency is successful at accomplishing its mission. 

40. I recommend my organization as a good place to work. 

41. I believe the results of this survey will be used to make my agency a better place to 

work. 

42. My supervisor supports my need to balance work and other life issues. 

43. My supervisor/team leader provides me with opportunities to demonstrate my 

leadership skills. 

44. Discussions with my supervisor/team leader about my performance are worthwhile. 

45. My supervisor/team leader is committed to a workforce representative of all segments 

of society. 

46. My supervisor/team leader provides me with constructive suggestions to improve my 

job performance. 

47. Supervisors/team leaders in my work unit support employee development. 

48. My supervisor/team leader listens to what I have to say. 

49. My supervisor/team leader treats me with respect. 
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50. In the last six months, my supervisor/team leader has talked with me about my 

performance. 

51. I have trust and confidence in my supervisor. 

52. Overall, how good a job do you feel is being done by your immediate supervisor/team 

leader? 

53. In my organization, leaders generate high levels of motivation and commitment in the 

workforce. 

54. My organization’s leaders maintain high standards of honesty and integrity. 

55. Managers/supervisors/team leaders work well with employees of different 

backgrounds. 

56. Managers communicate the goals and priorities of the organization. 

57. Managers review and evaluate the organization’s progress toward meeting its goals 

and objectives. 

58. Managers promote communication among different work units (for example, about 

projects, goals, needed resources). 

59. Managers support collaboration across work units to accomplish work objectives. 

60. Overall, how good a job do you feel is being done by the manager directly above your 

immediate supervisor/team leader? 

61. I have a high level of respect for my organization’s senior leaders. 

62. Senior leaders demonstrate support for Work/Life programs. 

63. How satisfied are you with your involvement in decisions that affect your work? 
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64. How satisfied are you with the information you receive from management on what’s 

going on in your organization? 

65. How satisfied are you with the recognition you receive for doing a good job? 

66. How satisfied are you with the policies and practices of your senior leaders? 

67. How satisfied are you with your opportunity to get a better job in your organization? 

68. How satisfied are you with the training you receive for your present job? 

69. Considering everything, how satisfied are you with your job? 

70. Considering everything, how satisfied are you with your pay? 

71. Considering everything, how satisfied are you with your organization? 

72. Please select the response below that BEST describes your teleworking situation. 

73. How satisfied are you with the following Work/Life programs in your agency...

 Telework? 

74. How satisfied are you with the following Work/Life programs in your agency...

 Alternative Work Schedules (AWS)? 

75. How satisfied are you with the following Work/Life programs in your agency...

 Health and Wellness Programs (for example, exercise, medical screening, quit 

smoking programs)? 

76. How satisfied are you with the following Work/Life programs in your agency...

 Employee Assistance Program (EAP)? 

77. How satisfied are you with the following Work/Life programs in your agency...

 Child Care Programs (for example, daycare, parenting classes, parenting support 

groups)? 
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78. How satisfied are you with the following Work/Life programs in your agency...

 Elder Care Programs (for example, support groups, speakers)? 

 

VALUE LABELS 

Q1 TO Q8   

 5 "Strongly Agree" 

   4 "Agree" 

 3 "Neither Agree nor Disagree" 

 2 "Disagree" 

 1 "Strongly Disagree" 

Q9 TO Q18     

 5 "Strongly Agree" 

 4 "Agree" 

 3 "Neither Agree nor Disagree" 

 2 "Disagree" 

 1 "Strongly Disagree" 

 X  "Do Not Know " 

Q19     

 5 "Strongly Agree" 

 4 "Agree" 

 3 "Neither Agree nor Disagree" 

 2 "Disagree" 
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 1 "Strongly Disagree" 

 X  "No Basis to Judge " 

Q20    

 5 "Strongly Agree" 

 4 "Agree" 

 3 "Neither Agree nor Disagree" 

 2 "Disagree" 

 1 "Strongly Disagree" 

 

  

Q21 TO Q27     

 5 "Strongly Agree" 

 4 "Agree" 

 3 "Neither Agree nor Disagree" 

 2 "Disagree" 

 1 "Strongly Disagree" 

 X  "Do Not Know " 

Q28 

 5 " Very Good" 

 4 " Good" 

 3 " Fair" 

 2 " Poor" 
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 1 " Very Poor" 

Q29 TO Q39     

 5 "Strongly Agree" 

 4 "Agree" 

 3 "Neither Agree nor Disagree" 

 2 "Disagree" 

 1 "Strongly Disagree" 

 X  "Do Not Know " 

Q40     

 5 "Strongly Agree" 

 4 "Agree" 

 3 "Neither Agree nor Disagree" 

 2 "Disagree" 

 1 "Strongly Disagree" 

Q41 TO Q47     

 5 "Strongly Agree" 

 4 "Agree" 

 3 "Neither Agree nor Disagree" 

 2 "Disagree" 

 1 "Strongly Disagree" 

 X  "Do Not Know " 

Q48 TO Q51     
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 5 "Strongly Agree" 

 4 "Agree" 

 3 "Neither Agree nor Disagree" 

 2 "Disagree" 

 1 "Strongly Disagree" 

Q52 

 5 " Very Good" 

 4 " Good" 

 3 " Fair" 

 2 " Poor" 

 1 " Very Poor" 

  

Q53 TO Q59     

 5 "Strongly Agree" 

 4 "Agree" 

 3 "Neither Agree nor Disagree" 

 2 "Disagree" 

 1 "Strongly Disagree" 

 X "Do Not Know " 

Q60 

 5 " Very Good" 

 4 " Good" 
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 3 " Fair" 

 2 " Poor" 

 1 " Very Poor" 

X “Do Not Know” 

 

Q61 TO Q62     

 5 "Strongly Agree" 

 4 "Agree" 

 3 "Neither Agree nor Disagree" 

 2 "Disagree" 

 1 "Strongly Disagree" 

 X  "Do Not Know " 

Q63 TO Q71 

 5 "Very Satisfied" 

 4 "Satisfied" 

 3 "Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied" 

 2 "Dissatisfied" 

 1 "Very Dissatisfied" 

Q72   

 1 “I telework on a regular basis (at least one entire work day a week).” 

 2 “I telework infrequently (less than one entire work day a week).” 
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3 “I do not telework because I have to be physically present on the job (e.g., Law 

Enforcement Officers, Park Rangers, Security Personnel).” 

4 “I do not telework because I have technical issues (e.g., connectivity, inadequate 

equipment) that prevent me from teleworking.” 

5 “I do not telework because I am not allowed to, even though I have the kind of job where I 

can telework.” 

6 “I do not telework because I choose not to telework.” 

 

Q73 TO Q78 

 5 "Very Satisfied" 

 4 "Satisfied" 

 3 "Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied" 

 2 "Dissatisfied" 

 1 "Very Dissatisfied" 

 X “No Basis to Judge” 

  

DLOC 

79. Where do you work? 

[A] Headquarters 

[B] Field 
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DSUPER 

80. What is your supervisory status? 

[A] Non-Supervisor/ Team Leader 

[B] Supervisor 

[C] Manager/Executive 

 

DSEX 

81. Are you:  

[A] Male 

[B] Female 

 

DMINORITY 

[1]   Minority 

[2]   Non-minority 

 

DAGEGRP 

84. What is your age group? 

[B] 29 and under  

[C] 30-39 

[D] 40-49 

[E] 50-59 

[F] 60 or older 
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DPAYCAT 

85. What is your pay category/grade? 

[A] Federal Wage System 

[B] GS 1-12 

[C] GS 13-15 

[D] SES/SL/ST/Other 

  

DFEDTEN 

86. How long have you been with the Federal Government (excluding military service)?   

[A] Less than 1 year 

[B] 1 to 3 years 

[C] 4 to 5 years 

[D] 6 to 10 years 

[E] 11 to 14 years 

[F] 15 to 20 years 

[G] More than 20 years 

 

DAGYTEN 

87. How long have you been with your current agency (for example, Department of 

Justice, Environmental Protection Agency)? 

[A] Less than 1 year 
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[B] 1 to 3 years 

[C] 4 to 5 years 

[D] 6 to 10 years 

[E] 11 to 20 years 

[F] More than 20 years   

 

DLEAVING 

88. Are you considering leaving your organization within the next year, and if so, why?  

[A] No 

[B] Yes, to retire 

[C] Yes, to take another job within the Federal Government 

[D] Yes, to take another job outside the Federal Government  

[E] Yes, other 

 

DRETIRE 

89. I am planning to retire: 

[A] Within one year 

[B] Between one and three years 

[C] Between three and five years 

[D] Five or more years 
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Additional Variables: 

POSTWT: Weight applied to each respondent. 

  

Agency:  

AB American Battle Monuments Commission 

AF Department of the Air Force 

AG Department of Agriculture 

AJ National Endowment for the Arts 

AK National Endowment for the Humanities 

AL Institute of Museum and Library Services 

AM U.S. Agency for International Development 

AR Department of the Army 

AU Federal Labor Relations Authority 

BD Merit Systems Protection Board 

BF Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 

BG Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation 

BO Office of Management and Budget 

BT U.S. Access Board 

CC Commission on Civil Rights 

CM Department of Commerce 

CT Commodity Futures Trading Commission 

CU National Credit Union Administration 
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DD OSD, Joint Staff, Defense Agencies, and DoD Field Activities 

DJ Department of Justice 

DL Department of Labor 

DN Department of Energy 

DR Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

ED Department of Education 

EE Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

EP Environmental Protection Agency 

EW Trade and Development Agency 

FC Federal Communications Commission 

FJ Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board 

FM Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service 

FQ Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 

FT Federal Trade Commission 

FY Federal Housing Finance Agency 

GS General Services Administration 

GW International Boundary and Water Commission 

HB Committee for Purchase from People Who Are Blind or Severely Disabled 

HE Department of Health and Human Services 

HP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

HS Department of Homeland Security 

HU Department of Housing and Urban Development 
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IB Broadcasting Board of Governors 

IF Inter-American Foundation 

IG National Indian Gaming Commission 

IN Department of the Interior 

KS Corporation for National and Community Service 

LF Federal Election Commission 

MC Federal Maritime Commission 

MR U.S. Marine Corps 

NF National Science Foundation 

NL National Labor Relations Board 

NM National Mediation Board 

NN National Aeronautics and Space Administration 

NP National Capital Planning Commission 

NQ National Archives and Records Administration 

NU Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

NV Department of the Navy 

OM Office of Personnel Management 

OS Occupational Safety and Health Review Commission 

PJ Postal Regulatory Commission 

RE Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation 

RF Federal Retirement Thrift Investment Board 

RR Railroad Retirement Board 
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SB Small Business Administration 

SE Securities and Exchange Commission 

SI Small independent agencies 

SK Consumer Product Safety Commission 

SN National Gallery of Art 

SS Selective Service System 

ST Department of State 

SW Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars 

SZ Social Security Administration 

TB National Transportation Safety Board 

TC International Trade Commission 

TD Department of Transportation 

TN Office of the U.S. Trade Representative 

TR Department of the Treasury 

TX Surface Transportation Board 

VA Department of Veterans Affairs 

 

SubElem: 

AB99  American Battle Monuments Commission 

AF0B  U.S. Air Force Academy 

AF0D  U.S. Air Forces, Europe 

AF0J  Air Education and Training Command 
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AF0M  Headquarters, Air Force Reserve 

AF0R  Pacific Air Forces 

AF0U  Air Force Intelligence, Surveillance, & Reconnaissance Agency 

AF0V  Air Force Special Operations Command 

AF1C  Air Combat Command 

AF1L  Air Mobility Command 

AF1M  Air Force Materiel Command 

AF1S  Space Command 

AF99  U.S. Air Force, Other 

AFNG  Air National Guard Units (Title 32) 

AG03  Agricultural Research Service 

AG07  Rural Development 

AG08  Risk Management Agency 

AG10  Foreign Agricultural Service 

AG11  Forest Service 

AG16  Natural Resources Conservation Service 

AG20  National Agricultural Statistics Service 

AG23  Office of the Inspector General 

AG30  Food and Nutrition Service 

AG37  Food Safety and Inspection Service 

AG90  Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

AG91  Marketing and Regulatory Programs 
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AG98  Combined Research, Education, and Economic Services 

AG99  USDA, Other 

AGDA  Departmental Administration 

AGFA  Farm Service Agency 

AJ99  National Endowment for the Arts 

AK99  National Endowment for the Humanities 

AL99  Institute of Museum and Library Services 

AM00  U.S. Agency for International Development 

AR99  Department of the Army, Other 

ARAC  U.S. Army Contracting Command 

ARAE  U.S. Army Acquisition Support Center 

ARAS  U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command 

ARAT  U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command 

ARBA  U.S. Army Installation Management Agency 

ARCE  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

ARCS  Immediate Office of the Chief-of-Staff of the Army 

ARE1  Immediate Office of the Commander in Chief of the U.S. Army 

ARFC  U.S. Army Forces Command 

ARG6  U.S. Army NetCommand/9th Army Signal Command 

ARHR  U.S. Army Reserve Command 

ARJA  Joint Activities 

ARMC  U.S. Army Medical Command 
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ARMM U.S. Army Materiel Command 

ARNG  Army National Guard Units (Title 32) 

ARSB  Field Operating Offices of the Office of the Secretary of the Army 

ARSE  HQDA Field Operating Agencies and Staff Support Agencies 

ARSP  U.S. Special Operations Command (Army) 

ARTA  U.S. Army Accession Command 

ARTC  U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command 

ARTM  U.S. Military Entrance Processing Command 

AU99  Federal Labor Relations Authority 

BD99  Merit Systems Protection Board 

BF99  Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 

BG99  Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation 

BO00  Office of Management and Budget 

BT99  US Access Board 

CC99  Commission on Civil Rights 

CM54  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

CM55  International Trade Administration 

CM56  U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

CM57  National Institute of Standards and Technology 

CM63  Bureau of the Census 

CM99  Department of Commerce, Other 

CT99  Commodity Futures Trading Commission 
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CU99  National Credit Union Administration 

DD01  Office of the Secretary of Defense 

DD04  Defense Information Systems Agency 

DD07  Defense Logistics Agency 

DD10  Defense Contract Audit Agency 

DD16  Department of Defense Education Activity 

DD21  Washington Headquarters Services 

DD27  Missile Defense Agency 

DD34  Defense Commissary Agency 

DD35  Defense Finance and Accounting Service 

DD60  TRICARE Management Activity 

DD63  Defense Contract Management Agency 

DD99 Department of Defense (except Departments of the Air Force, Army, and Navy), 

Other 

DEA  Drug Enforcement Administration 

DJ02  Federal Bureau of Investigations 

DJ03  Bureau of Prisons/Federal Prison System 

DJ07  Office of Justice Programs 

DJ08  U.S. Marshals Service 

DJ09  Executive Office U.S. Attorneys and U.S. Attorneys’ Office 

DJ10  Department Of Justice - Office Of The Inspector General 

DJ11  U.S. Trustees Program 
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DJ12  Executive Office for Immigration Review 

DJ15  Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives 

DJ99  Department of Justice - Other 

DJFF  Justice Management Division 

DJGG  Anti-Trust Division 

DJHH  Civil Division 

DJJJ  Civil Rights Division 

DJKK  Criminal Division 

DJLL  Environment and Natural Resources Division 

DJMM  Tax Division 

DJNN  National Drug Intelligence Center 

DL99  Department of Labor Other 

DLAM  Office of the Assistant Secretary for Administration and Management 

(OASAM) 

DLES  Employment Standards Administration (ESA) 

DLET  Employment & Training Administration (ETA) 

DLLS  Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 

DLMS  Mine Safety & Health Administration (MSHA) 

DLPW  Employee Benefits Security Administration (EBSA) 

DLSH  Occupational Safety & Health Administration (OSHA) 

DN_1  DOE HQ Program Offices 

DN_2  DOE HQ Staff Offices 
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DN_3  DOE Field Locations 

DN_4  NNSA HQ Offices 

DN_5  NNSA Field Sites 

DN_6  Power Marketing Administrations 

DN_7  Bonneville Power Administration 

DR99  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

ED99  Department of Education, Other 

EDEC  Office for Civil Rights 

EDEF  Office of the Inspector General 

EDEH  Office of Special Education & Rehabilitative Services 

EDEL  Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

EDEN  Federal Student Aid 

EDEP  Office of Postsecondary Education 

EDES  Office of Elementary & Secondary Education 

EE99  Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

EP01  EPA - Office of the Administrator 

EP02  EPA - Office of Enforcement Compliance Assurance 

EP03  OGC, OIG, CFO, Offices of International Affairs and Environmental 

Information 

EP04  EPA - Office of Administration and Resources Management 

EP05  EPA - Office of Water 

EP06  EPA - Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response 
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EP07  EPA - Office of Air and Radiation 

EP08  EPA - Office for Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances 

EP09  Office of Research and Development 

EP10  Region 1 - Boston 

EP11  Region 2 - New York 

EP12  Region 3 - Philadelphia 

EP13  Region 4 - Atlanta 

EP14  Region 5 - Chicago 

EP15  Region 6 - Dallas 

EP16  Region 7 - Kansas City 

EP17  Region 8 - Denver 

EP18  Region 9 - San Francisco 

EP19  Region 10 - Seattle 

EP99  EPA - Other 

EW99  Trade and Development Agency 

FC99  Federal Communications Commission 

FJ99  Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board 

FM99  Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service 

FQ99  Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency 

FT99  Federal Trade Commission 

FY99  Federal Housing Finance Agency 

GS03  Public Buildings Service 
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GS11  Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

GS16  Federal Acquisition Service 

GS99  General Services Administration, Other 

GW99  International Boundary and Water Commission 

HB99  Committee for Purchase from People Who Are Blind 

HE10  Office of the Secretary 

HE12  Administration on Aging 

HE32  Substance Abuse & Mental Health Services Administration 

HE33  Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality 

HE34  Health Resources and Services Administration 

HE36  Food and Drug Administration 

HE37  Indian Health Service 

HE38  National Institutes of Health 

HE39  Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 

HE70  Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services 

HE90  Administration for Children and Families 

HP99  Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

HS99  Department of Homeland Security, Other 

HSAB  Citizenship and Immigration Services, United States 

HSAC  Coast Guard, United States 

HSAD  Secret Service, United States 

HSAE  Office of the Inspector General 
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HSBB  Immigration and Customs Enforcement, United States 

HSBC  Transportation Security Administration 

HSBD  Customs and Border Protection, United States 

HSBE  Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 

HSCB  Federal Emergency Management Agency 

HSFA  Science and Technology 

HU00  Department of Housing and Urban Development 

IB99  Broadcasting Board of Governors 

IF99  Inter-American Foundation 

IG99  National Indian Gaming Commission 

IN01  Office of the Secretary (incl. NBC) 

IN05  Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

IN06  Bureaus of Indian Affairs and Education 

IN07  Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) 

IN08  United States Geological Survey (USGS) 

IN10  National Park Service (NPS) 

IN15  Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 

IN21  Office of the Solicitor (SOL) 

IN22  Office of Surface Mining (OSM) 

IN23  Minerals Management Service (MMS) 

IN24  Office of Inspector General (OIG) 

IN26  Office of Special Trustee (OST) 
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KS99  Corporation for National and Community Service 

LF99  Federal Election Commission 

MC99  Federal Maritime Commission 

NF00  National Science Foundation 

NL99  National Labor Relations Board 

NM99  National Mediation Board 

NN10  NASA Headquarters 

NN21  Ames Research Center 

NN22  John Glenn Research Center 

NN23  Langley Research Center 

NN24  Dryden Flight Center 

NN51  Goddard Space Flight Center 

NN62  George C. Marshall Space Flight Center 

NN64  John C. Stennis Space Center 

NN72  Lyndon B. Johnson Space Center 

NN76  John F. Kennedy Space Center 

NP99  National Capital Planning Commission 

NQ99  National Archives and Records Administration 

NU99  Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

NV11  Immediate Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 

NV12  Assistant for Administration, Under Secretary of the Navy 

NV14  Office of Naval Research 
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NV15  Naval Intelligence Command 

NV18  Naval Medical Command 

NV19  Naval Air Systems Command 

NV22  Bureau of Naval Personnel 

NV23  Naval Supply Systems Command 

NV24  Naval Sea Systems Command 

NV25  Naval Facilities Engineering Command 

NV33  Military Sealift Command 

NV39  Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 

NV52  Commander, Navy Installations 

NV60  U.S. Atlantic Fleet, Commander in Chief 

NV70  U.S. Pacific Fleet, Commander in Chief 

NV76  Naval Education and Training Command 

NV99  Department of the Navy, Other 

NVMR U.S. Marine Corps 

OM21  Employee Services 

OM22  Federal Investigative Services 

OM23  HR Solutions 

OM24  Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

OM25  Office of the Inspector General 

OM99  Office of Personnel Management, Other 

OS99  Occupational Safety and Health Review Commission 
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PJ99  Postal Regulatory Commission 

RE99  Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation 

RF99  Federal Retirement Thrift Investment Board 

RR99  Railroad Retirement Board 

SB00  Small Business Administration 

SE99  Securities and Exchange Commission 

SK99  Consumer Product Safety Commission 

SN99  National Gallery of Art 

SS99  Selective Service System 

ST00  Department of State 

SW99  Woodrow Wilson International Center For Scholars 

SZ00  Social Security Administration 

TB99  National Transportation Safety Board 

TC99  International Trade Commission 

TD02  Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

TD03  Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 

TD99  Department of Transportation, Other 

TN99  Office of the U.S. Trade Representative 

TR35  Office of Thrift Supervision 

TR40  Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade 

TR91  Departmental Offices 

TR93  Internal Revenue Service 
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TR95  Office of Inspector General 

TRAA  Financial Management Service 

TRAB  Bureau of Public Debt 

TRAD  U.S. Mint 

TRAF  Financial Crimes Enforcement Network 

TRAI  Bureau of Engraving and Printing 

TRAJ  Office of Comptroller of Currency 

TRTG  The Inspector General for Tax Administration 

TX15  Surface Transportation Board 

VA99  Other VA 

VAEB  Deputy Assistant Secretary for Information and Technology 

VALA  Veterans Benefits Administration 

VAPA  National Cemetery Administration 

VATA  Veterans Health Administration 

 


