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Abstract: Efforts to enhance public-service pride and recognition are based in large 
part on three related propositions: that an increase in public servants’ pride will lead 
to improved performance; improved performance will lead to greater public recogni- 
tion of the public service; and greater public recognition will increase public servants’ 
pride. These propositions can be examined by relating the concepts of pride and rec- 
ognition to those of organizational commitment, job satisfaction, motivation and 
morale. Intrinsic incentives and less tangible extrinsic incentives are more important 
to public servants than to private-sector employees. Given the relative scarcity of tan- 
gible extrinsic rewards in the public sector, governments are well-advised to ensure 
adequate provision of less tangible rewards like appreciation and approval. Among 
the major future-oriented government initiatives affecting pride and recognition are 
measures to foster a learning organization, to promote citizen-centred service through 
effective use of information and communications technology, and to move the public 
service from a rules-based towards a values-based institution. 

An honour to be coveted: pride, 
recognition and public service 

Somrnaire : Les efforts visant a rehausser la fierte et la reconnaissance dans la fonction 
publique reposent sur trois propositions interreliees : I’accroissement de la fierte 
dans la fonction publique mPnera A I’amelioration de la performance; I’amelioration 
de la performance engendrera une plus grande reconnaissance envers la fonction 
publique ; une plus grande reconnaissance par le public menera A un accroissement 
de la fierte chez les fonctionnaires. On peut etudier ces propositions en reliant les 
concepts de fierte et de  reconnaissance aux concepts d’engagement de I’organisation, 
de la satisfaction au travail et de la motivation. Les stimulants intrinseques et les 
stimulants extrinseques, qui sont moins tangibles, sont plus importants pour les 
fonctionnaires que pour les employ& du secteur prive. fitant donne la rarete relative 
des recompenses extrinseques tangibles dans le secteur public, les gouvernements 
devraient faire appel A des recompenses moins tangibles, comme I’appreciation et 
I’approbation. Parmi les principales initiatives gouvemementales axees sur la fierte 
et la reconnaissance, nous trouvons les mesures visant I’adoption d‘une organisation 
intelligente, la promotion d’une prestation des services publics axes sur les citoyens 
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grlce A l’utilisation efficace des technologies de l’information et des communications 
et les interventions voulant transformer la fonction publique en une institution 
fond& sur des valeurs plut6t que sur des rhglements. 

The 1891-92 Royal Commission on the Civil Service of Canada recom- 
mended a merit-based public service in the hope that “the service will soon 
become attractive to many persons who now seek other avenues of employ- 
ment, and in general the title of public servant will be an honour to be cov- 
eted.“’ More than a century later, governments are taking special measures 
to make the public service more attractive, in part because they are in vigor- 
ous competition with the private sector for knowledge workers. In addition, 
efforts are being made to enhance the public’s appreciation of the public ser- 
vice and public servants’ pride in themselves. The 1996 federal deputy min- 
isters’ Task Force on Public Service Values and Ethics called for the future 
public service to be based on a solid foundation of ”values that help us to 
regain our sense of public service as a high calling”2 - as an honour to be 
coveted. 

The task force noted, however, that 

[plublic service is a special calling. It is not for everyone. Those who devote them- 
selves to it find meaning and satisfaction that are not to be found elsewhere. But the 
rewards are not material. They are moral and psychological, perhaps even spiritual. 
They are the intangible rewards that proceed from the sense of devoting one’s life to 
the service of the country, to the affairs of state, to public purposes, great or small, 
and to the public good.3 

Public service as a culling is certainly not for everyone. For many govern- 
ment employees, public service is an occupation rather than a vocation. It is 
not surprising that there is substantial variation among government 
employees in the extent of their commitment to the highest ideals of public 
service. The public service is an extremely heterogeneous institution. I t  is 
composed of persons of diverse backgrounds and skills working at different 
levels of the administrative hierarchy and at different levels of government 
and providing a remarkable array of programs and services through a wide 
assortment of organizations. Nonetheless, given the large number of gov- 
ernment employees (even after downsizing) and their central role in the 
political system, it is important that as many employees as possible are moti- 
vated to perform at a high level. 

The turbulence that has swirled around the public service since the mid- 
1980s has strained the commitment of many public servants, even those for 
whom public service is a calling. The consequent decline in the morale of 
public servants, combined with the realization that they are central players 
in meeting government’s daunting challenges, has raised concern about the 
state of public-service pride and recognition. The recent response to this con- 
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cem, which is explained later in this article, has been unprecedented. How- 
ever, since relatively little thought or action has been devoted to this matter 
in the past, current efforts are building on a very small base. As noted below, 
scholarly writings and government reports on the public service have 
touched only lightly on issues of pride and recognition. 

The next section of this article explains the meaning and breadth of the 
term pride in public service. This is followed by an examination of the impli- 
cations for public-service pride of negative stereotyping and of key constitu- 
tional conventions. Then, attention is focused on three major propositions 
regarding the relationship between pride, performance and recognition. The 
final section draws out some learning points from the data presented and 
discusses initiatives to enhance public-service pride and recognition. The 
data are drawn from the federal sphere of government, but much of the 
analysis is pertinent to the provincial and municipal spheres as well. 

The meaning of pride 
Pride refers here to a proper sense of regard or respect, either for oneself or 
other entities. Used in this sense, pride is a virtue, not a sin. It does not refer 
here to feelings of inordinate self-esteem or conceit. Pride in the public service 
can be conceptualized as having two dimensions. The first is the pride of pub- 
lic servants themselves. The second is the pride in the public service of other 
political actors. The major focus of this study is on the first dimension. The sec- 
ond dimension is subsumed under the concept of recognition, which includes 
overt expressions of approval and appreciation as well as feelings of regard 
and respect. Recognition of public servants by a wide variety of political 
actors, especially politicians, the media, business people, and the general 
public, is widely viewed as an important source of public servants‘ pride. 

Brian Marson has suggested that public servants can feel pride in several 
directions. These range from a narrow focus on pride in oneself and one’s 
team through pride in one’s organization and in the public service as a 
whole to a broad focus on pride in one’s ~oun t ry .~  Pride in oneself(sometimes 
described as pride in one’s work) is largely a function of performing a mean- 
ingful job well and receiving recognition for it. Pride in one’s team results 
from contributing to successful collaborative work with recognized social 
value. Pride in one’s organization is closely tied to a sense of belonging to an 
organization that is successfully pursuing an important mission by serving 
well both the government and the citizenry while caring for its employees. 
Pride in the public service refers to high regard for the institution or the pro- 
fession of public service, or both.’ Finally, there is pride in one’s country. There 
are no hard data on the systemic relationships between these types of pride 
- on the correlation, for example, between pride in one’s team and pride in 
one’s organization or between pride in one’s organization and pride in the 
public service as a whole. 
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The importance that each public servant attaches to these different types 
of pride varies according to a wide range of factors, including his or her par- 
ticular organization and responsibilities. A small survey of federal managers 
(n = 88) conducted in 1997 by the Canadian Centre for Management Devel- 
opment suggested that these managers had the highest level of pride in sew- 
ing Canadians (88 per cent) followed by pride in work (86 per cent), pride in 
team (76 per cent), pride in the public service (61 per cent), and pride in 
department (45 per cent). Compared to the results of a similar survey five 
years earlier, pride in the public service was slightly lower, pride in depart- 
ment was significantly lower, and pride in work was significantly higher.6 
An earlier, large survey in 1986 that measured loyalty rather than pride 
showed that public managers felt greatest loyalty to the Canadian public (84.2 
per cent), followed by the person to whom they reported (74 per cent), the 
policy area in which they worked (71.2 per cent), their department (69.1 per 
cent), the local community (56.5 per cent), and their deputy minister (56.4 
per cent).7 

Pride and prejudice 
Negative stereotyping of the public service dates back as far as 1798, when 
the term bureaucratic was used to describe, among other things, "a regime 
where bureaux multiply without need."' Two centuries later, the invidious 
connotations attached to the term bureaucracy (a term commonly used 
interchangeably with the term public service) have done much to under- 
mine pride in public service, both as an institution and a profession. The 
impact of negative stereotyping on public servants' self-image can be illus- 
trated by the survey portion of the 1996 study done by the federal Task Force 
on Service Delivery Models. Almost eighty per cent of public servants 
believed that their clients think of them as lazy and uncaring when, in real- 
ity, fewer than twenty per cent of clients actually believe this.' 

Much of the damage to the reputation of the public service has been done 
out of ignorance or self-interest by journalists, politicians and the general 
public. However, informed criticism by some members of these groups has 
often been justified and has, especially in recent years, helped to promote 
public-service reform. In general, criticism of the public service has been 
excessive, and public servants have not received due recognition for their 
contributions to society, the economy and the polity. Gilbert Scott, a former 
federal public-service commissioner, has argued that "negative perceptions 
of public servants are essentially [a] function of social mythology, not of who 
we are or what we really do."" In some instances, pride has even been 
eroded by public-service leaders who have been unwilling or unable to 
defend public servants in public or who have treated them in an insensitive 
and uncaring manner inside government." 

Two decades ago, the Royal Commission on Financial Management and 
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Accountability (Lambert Commission) called for the restoration of the 
esteem and confidence of the federal public service so as to stop the decline 
in its “image, morale, and effectiveness.” The need for action was viewed as 
“critical, because the regard in which the public servant is held by those he 
serves - both the Government and the people - is, in the final analysis, the 
standard by which he measures the value of his contribution to society.”” 
Yet, by the time another decade had passed, David Zussman and Jak Jabes 
had documented the continuing and apparently worsening problem of low 
morale among senior public servants. They recommended dramatic action, 
especially by ministers and the heads of central agencies, to give public rec- 
ognition to the contributions of public servants to Canadian society.I3 The 
Public Service 2000 (PS 2000) initiative launched in 1989 to revitalize the 
public service was in art a response to these studies. One of the four pillars 
of the PS 2000 reportl’was a focus on people as the major asset of the public 
service. However, a nation-wide strike in the federal public service, followed 
by drastic and sometimes ruthless downsizing, worked against the effective 
implementation of the PS 2000 recommendations for enhancing human 
resource management. 

We cannot say to what extent improved performance in 
the way of better service to citizens will increase the pub- 
lic’s appreciation of the public service 

Then, in 1996, the federal government created La Releve, a long-term ini- 
tiative to improve its human resource management system. Part of the La 
Releve initiative was the creation in March 1997 of the Committee of Senior 
Officials (coso) Sub-committee on Pride and Recognition. This subcommit- 
tee recommended in July 1997 the integration of corporate and departmental 
programs on awards and recognition into the management culture of 
departments; an external effort to enhance pride in the public service, aimed 
at the general public and major stakeholder groups and supported by 
private-sector chief executive officers; and a vigorous infernal emphasis on 
fostering pride aimed at public servants them~e1ves.l~ In 1998, the federal 
Leadership Network was created as a “horizontal organization to promote, 
develop and support networks of leaders throughout the Public Service of 
Canada and to assist them in the ongoing challenge of public service 
renewal.”I6 This network has subsequently played the lead role in the fed- 
eral sphere in fostering public-service pride and recognition. 

Pride and propriety 
The subcommittee’s inclusion of an external effort to promote pride in public 
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service is a notable departure from past practice. Traditionally, it has been 
proper practice for public servants to be reticent about praising themselves, 
their departments or the public service - and encouraging others to do these 
things on their behalf. The primary bases for this tradition are the constitu- 
tional conventions of ministerial responsibility, political neutrality and 
public-service anonymity that underpin Canada’s parliamentary-cabinet 
system. According to these conventions, ministers answer to the legislature 
and the public for all of the acts of public servants, while public servants 
advise their ministers in confidence, act in a politically impartial manner 
and maintain a low level of public visibility. 

Public servants have been required to refrain from both public praise and 
criticism of policies, programs and politicians. As part of their effort to 
adhere to these requirements, they have abstained from speaking out pub- 
licly to commend or defend themselves - or the public service. Moreover, 
ministers have often been lukewarm in their defence of public servants, and 
praise for the public service as a whole has rarely been heard from politi- 
cians on either side of the legislature. Other political actors have been 
equally stinting in their support of public servants. The media, for example, 
tend to focus on “bureaucratic mistakes,” and many business people cling to 
the oversimplified and unsophisticated view that ”government should be 
run like a business.” 

Historically, these various factors have diminished the public’s respect for 
public servants and, therefore, public servants’ pride in themselves and in 
the public service as a whole. Criticism of the public service escalated con- 
siderably in the mid-1980s and was especially vigorous in the 1990s. The 
long tradition of berating the public service was reinforced during these 
tough economic times by the increasing public perception that governments 
were not providing sufficient value for money. 

During the same period, another tradition - that of public-service ano- 
nymity - began to be interpreted and applied less strictly than in the past. 
The tradition of anonymity helps to protect the neutrality of public servants 
and the authority of ministers. However, public servants have become more 
visible to the public as a result of a variety of factors, including increased 
scrutiny by the media and closer contact with the public resulting from 
efforts to improve service delivery. There is considerable uncertainty as to 
the propriety of public servants speaking or writing in public to praise or 
defend themselves, other public servants, or the public service as a whole. 
The 1996 federal Task Force on Public Service Values and Ethics concluded 
that the heightened visibility of public servants need not undermine the 
principles of neutrality and ministerial authority so long as public servants 
adhere to fundamental public-service values when they are in the public 
spotligh t.I7 
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Pride and propositions 
Efforts to enhance pride in the public service are based in large part on belief 
in a “virtuous circle” whereby an increase in public servants’ pride will lead 
to improved performance; improved performance will lead to greater public 
recognition of the public service; and greater public recognition will increase 
public servants‘ pride. Ideally, this circle will become an ascending spiral of 
reciprocal relationships among pride, performance and recognition. 
Remarkably little has been written on public-service pride and recognition 
or on their relation to the complex series of linkages among the related con- 
cepts of organizational commitment, job satisfaction, motivation and 
morale.” Most of the scholarly literature on these latter concepts focuses on 
the internal management of business organizations where there is less con- 
cern than in public organizations about external sources of pride (e.g., politi- 
cians, the media). 

The relationships among pride, performance and recognition can be 
expressed in the following three propositions. 

Increasing the pride of public servants 
leads to improved performance 

In the absence of solid data on the direct relationship between pride and 
performance, it is helpful to examine data on the relationship between per- 
formance and concepts that are closely related to pride. The concepts exam- 
ined in this section are organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and 
motivation. 

Performance and organizational commitment 
Organizational commitment can be viewed as a combination of three sepa- 
rate elements: dedication to the organization’s goals and values, a desire to 
work hard for the organization, and a desire to stay in the organization.” A 
1999 study of federal knowledge workers2’ in Canada notes that “[elmploy- 
ees who are highly committed to the organization work harder, are absent 
less often and are less likely to leave the organization.”21 The survey portion 
of this study found that only thirty-two per cent of these knowledge work- 
ers were highly committed to the public service, and forty-two per cent were 
highly committed to their department. These figures are much lower than 
those reported for other employee groups (typically as high as fifty-five 
to sixty-six per cent). The interview portion of the study found that three- 
quarters of the respondents had thought about leaving the public service. On 
a positive note, the 1999 federal survey of all public servants reported that 
eighty-six per cent of respondents were proud of the work carried out in 
their work unit, and seventy-five per cent said that their department/ 
agency was a good place in which to work. 

The importance of these findings lies in the fact that persons with high 
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organizational commitment are more likely to work hard for the organiza- 
tion’s success even if they are unhappy with their pay, their benefits or their 
supervisors.22 Levels of organizational commitment can be conceptualized 
from low to high along a continuum running from the alienated, the margin- 
ally committed, the moderately committed and the highly committed to the 
zealots.23 The challenge is to strengthen the major elements of organizational 
commitment so as to move public servants towards the highly committed 
pole of the continuum and, thereby, to foster higher performance. 

Performance, motivation and work satisfaction 
Public servants are motivated by a complex mix of intrinsic rewards (from 
within themselves) and extrinsic rewards (from outside themselves). A 1990 
study by the Office of the Auditor General of Canada suggested that public 
servants are motivated largely by three work-related aspirations: they “want 
to do a decent job; they want to be appreciated; and they want to be proud of 
their ~rganizat ion.”~~ For those who view public service more as a calling 
than an occupation, the intrinsic rewards (e.g., a sense of accomplishment) 
flowing from opportunities to contribute “to public purposes, great or small, 
and to the public good” may, in normal times, provide strong incentive for 
high performance. Many public servants, however, are motivated largely by 
extrinsic rewards - either tangible ones like pay raises or less tangible ones 
like public appreciation of their contributions, or both. 

Whether public servants view their work as a calling or 
as an occupation, recognition of their performance is 
important to high morale 

Zussman and Jabes reported in 1989 on the relationship between intrinsic 
motivational factors and work satisfaction for Canada’s public and private 
senior managers. Public-sector managers were found to be less motivated 
than their private-sector counterparts by extrinsic factors such as salary and 
pr~motion.~’ They were motivated primarily by intrinsic factors: the amount 
of job challenge was the most important factor, followed by feelings of 
accomplishment, independent thought and action on the job, respect 
received from superiors, and satisfaction with their department.26 For both 
the public and private sectors, a linear relationship was found between man- 
agers’ work satisfaction and their perception that the organization cared 
about its employees.27 For public managers, this perception was especially 
important in respect of intrinsic satisfaction, departmental satisfaction, and 
job satisfaction. In terms of rewards received for outstanding performance, 
recognition (23 per cent) and promotion (18.2 per cent) ranked high in the 
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public sector compared to the private sector where monetary rewards were 
most important (41.8 per cent) followed by promotion (26.3 per cent).28 

A decade after the Zussman-Jabes study on senior managers, similar find- 
ings were reported for federal knowledge workers. The interview portion of 
the 1999 study of knowledge workers mentioned earlier found that by far 
the most rewarding aspect of working in the public service is the ability to 
make a contribution to society (fifty-nine per cent), followed by the variety 
of challenging work available (nineteen per cent) and work providing a 
sense of accomplishment and self-esteem (sixteen per cent).29 A 1999 survey 
of all federal employees provided data pertinent to these sources of job satis- 
faction. Eighty-eight per cent of respondents said that their immediate supe- 
rior allowed them to determine how to d o  their work, fifty-one per cent 
received feedback from their immediate superior on their job performanc-, 
and sixty-six per cent got ade uate recognition from their immediate supe- 
rior when they did a good job’ However, fifty per cent of respondents said 
that they were not encouraged to be innovative or take initiative in their 
work, and fifty-six per cent had no say in decisions and actions that have an 
impact on their work. 

These Canadian findings on organizational commitment are generally 
supported by research in the United States. On the basis of an analysis of 
three secondary data sources, Philip Crewson concluded that the “reward 
orientations” of public servants differ from their private-sector counterparts. 
”Whether as a result of recruitment, self-selection, or socialization through 
cultural effects and rewards structures, public-sector employees are less 
likely to be interested in economic rewards than private-sector employees 
and more likely than private-sector employees to perceive intrinsic service 
rewards as important.”31 

Improved performance leads to increased 
public recognition 

Data on the direct relationship between performance and recognition are 
scarce. We cannot say to what extent improved performance in the way of 
better service to citizens will increase the public’s appreciation of the public 
service. The report of the 1998 Citizens First federal survey came to the cau- 
tious conclusion that “[ilt seems obvious that some service improvements 
would affect some opinions to some degree. ... Measuring how strong and 
direct these links actually are will establish the importance of service quality 
in the public sector.”32 

There is cause for both caution and optimism. Caution is justified by data 
showing that many Canadians have an unfavourable image of the public 
service as a whole, despite their satisfaction with the personal service they 
have received from public servants. Following two early studies33 of public 
perceptions of the federal public service, David Zussman observed in 1982 
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that the public seems to weigh “more heavily media and other reports of 
government inefficiencies than their own experiences with government ser- 
vices and with public Similarly, a 1996 federal study showed 
that Canadians “were more likely to describe specific transactions with fed- 
eral public servants in more positive terms, compared to their general nega- 
tive impression of government services and public servants.”35 

A broad range of other factors can affect adversely the public’s view of the 
public service. Many of these factors are beyond - or largely beyond - the 
control of public servants, especially in the short run. While the public’s 
respect for public servants is considerably more positive than for politicians, 
questionable decisions by politicians can have a negative effect on the repu- 
tation of public servants. Citizens are often uncertain as to the locus and 
division of responsibility if, for example, downsizing the public service con- 
tributes to lax administration of government grants or poor water quality. 
The political milieu within which public servants work, with its heavy 
emphasis on values like accountability, fairness and transparency, helps to 
explain why public organizations cannot be run like a business. In addition, 
the news media both feeds - and feeds on - critical comments about the 
public service expressed by the various other political actors. 

I f  recognition, in the sense of appreciation and approval, 
can increase morale, then criticism and censure can 
reduce it (and pride as well) 

There are, however, substantial grounds for optimism. Scholarly writings 
have documented both the traditional and contemporary ability of the pub- 
lic service to adapt successfully to social, political, economic and technologi- 
cal change. Over the past decade in particular, public servants in all spheres 
of Canadian government have implemented a remarkable number and vari- 
ety of innovations in organization and management. In addition, the perfor- 
mance and integrity of the public service compare extremely well to other 
countries. Stephane Dion, a federal cabinet minister and a former professor 
of public administration, has noted the following: 

According to the most recent data, the OECD ranks Canada third (out of 21 countries) 
with respect to management of senior public service officials, ... a Harvard University 
study ranks it fifth (out of 150 countries) with respect to government effectiveness, 
and Transparency International ranks it sixth (out of 54 countries) with respect to 
honesty in government and business practices.36 

In recent years, both political and business 1ead.ers have begun to speak out 
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in praise of the public service, and there seems to have been a modest 
increase in favourable media coverage. 

The negative image of the public service has been reinforced over the 
years by surveys purporting to demonstrate that the public perceives busi- 
ness organizations as more efficient and more service-oriented than public 
 organization^.^^ Many of these surveys have had a significant methodologi- 
cal deficiency in that they have compared particular business organizations 
(e.g., banks, supermarkets, department stores) to such broad entities as “the 
government” or “the provincial government” rather than to specific public 
organizations (e.g., a municipal fire department, a provincial social services 
department). Studies in other countries have shown that government ser- 
vice ranks much higher when specific public organizations are compared to 
specific private-sector  organization^.^' 

The findings of these studies were confirmed in Canada by Citizens First, 
a major study carried out for the federal government in 1998. A comparison 
of specific public- and private-sector organizations permitted the conclusion 
that “the negative view of government service quality is not justified, or is at 
least ~ v e r s t a t e d . ” ~ ~  For example, in terms of service quality, fire departments 
and public libraries ranked more highly than supermarkets and private mail 
carriers, and several public services ranked more highly than insurance 
agencies and banks. The study also found that ninety-five per cent of Cana- 
dians think that, compared to the private sector, governments should pro- 
vide either better service (forty-two per cent) or about the same level of 
service (fifty-three per cent) and that fifty-four per cent of Canadians agreed 
that governments “have a more difficult task than the private sector does - 
they must protect the public interest as well as meet the needs of  citizen^."^' 

Increased public recognition leads 
to increased public-service pride 

There are few empirical data on the relationship between public recognition 
and public-service pride. There are, however, some data on the relationship 
between public recognition and public-service morale - a concept that is 
closely related to pride. 

Whether public servants view their work as a calling or as an occupation, 
recognition of their performance is important to high morale. A 1996 survey 
found that only thirty-five per cent of federal public servants thought that 
morale in their departments was good; the survey found also that the 
morale of middle managers was considerably lower than that of both front- 
line employees and senior  manager^.^' Focus groups conducted at the same 
time confirmed these findings and identified one of the major causes of low 
morale as the fact that employees do not feel valued. The 1997 report of the 
Advisory Committee on the Workforce of the Future, based on extensive 
consultations with federal employees below the executive level, concluded that 
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they “want to feel valued, respected and involved in their institution”; 
moreover, they “want managers to be accountable for creating conditions 
that can build employee morale.”42 The federal coso Sub-committee on 
Pride and Recognition observed that pride in the public service is linked to 
its ability both to motivate and retain current employees and to recruit new 
ones of high quality.43 

There is substantial evidence to indicate that intrinsic 
incentives and less tangible extrinsic incentives (e.g., 
recognition rather than money) are more important to 
public servants than to private-sector employees 

If recognition, in the sense of appreciation and approval, can increase 
morale, then criticism and censure can reduce it (and pride as well). The La 
Relkve initiative was a response to a perceived “quiet crisis” in the federal 
public service resulting from, among other things, “constant criticism of the 
public sector which seriously affected morale.”44 Similarly, a 1996 federal 
task force identified public denigration and critical comments from legisla- 
tors and some cabinet ministers as major reasons for public servants feeling 
~ n d e r v a l u e d . ~ ~  Forty-five per cent of the large number of knowledge work- 
ers who, as mentioned above, had thought about leaving the public service 
mentioned job frustrations (not rewarding, no growth, etc) as the reason; 
thirty-one per cent mentioned money and benefits; and twenty-nine per cent 
mentioned the work culture and work environment (lack of respect for public 
servants, pay freeze, bureaucracy, e t ~ ) . ~ ~  

Prospects for pride 
The data related to the third proposition, combined with evidence presented 
in other sections of this article, suggest that external recognition of the per- 
formance of public servants is an important source of public-service pride. 
As noted earlier, public servants assigned the highest priority to pride in 
serving Canadians as opposed to other objects of pride, to loyalty to the 
Canadian public as opposed to such other entities as supervisors and their 
department, and to making a contribution to society as the most rewarding 
aspect of being a public servant. There is also evidence, mostly of an indirect 
nature, to provide modest support for the first two propositions - that 
increased pride fosters increased performance and that increased perfor- 
mance leads in turn to heightened public recognition. It is risky, however, to 
draw firm conclusions on the basis of surveys conducted for a variety of 
purposes under a variety of auspices, especially when only some of these 
surveys are accompanied by use of the more subtle and probing instruments 
of interviews or focus groups. 
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While one can conclude that both internal recognition and external recog- 
nition are important to public-service pride, it is difficult to assess their rela- 
tive significance. The consensus of participants in a series of roundtable 
discussions, ”Rediscovering Public Service,” held across Canada in 1999, was 
that action on both fronts is required. There was a consensus also that all sec- 
tors of society had contributed to the unduly negative image of the public ser- 
vice - and that all sectors should, therefore, contribute to the solution.47 

The roundtable participants expressed specific concern about the negative 
impact that politicians can have on public-service pride and recognition. 
Politicians in general and political leaders in particular were viewed as 
undermining pride and recognition by such means as making appointments 
to senior public-service posts on the basis of partisanship rather than merit, 
criticizing public servants in public, failing to celebrate public servants’ 
achievements, and discouraging the risk-taking that is central to innovation 
and improved performance: ”There must be a change in the political culture 
towards greater tolerance of mistakes to support a shift in the public-service 
culture towards greater empowerment and i n n ~ v a t i o n . ” ~ ~  On the positive 
side, there appears to have been a recent increase in political leaders’ praise 
for public servants, and, in several governments, political leaders are 
actively involved in bestowing awards on public servants, either on a 
departmental basis or across the public service as a ~ h o l e . ~ ’  

There is substantial evidence to indicate that intrinsic incentives and less 
tangible extrinsic incentives (e.g., recognition rather than money) are more 
important to public servants than to private-sector employees. The impor- 
tance of this difference should not, however, be overstated. In the late 1980s, 
Zussman and Jabes “detected a malaise resulting from the absence of signif- 
icant rewards in the public sector. Praise does not seem to be enough; recog- 
nition is often seen as empty rhet~ric.”~’ This suggests that even at senior 
levels of the public service the less tangible rewards of praise and recogni- 
tion have to be adequately supplemented by more tangible ones. 

Given the relative scarcity of tangible extrinsic rewards (i.e., economic 
ones) in the public sector, governments are well-advised to ensure adequate 
provision of less tangible rewards like appreciation and approval: “It is 
almost a no-brainer that pride and recognition for one’s work is a central 
issue in creating the environment necessary for successful recruitment, 
retention and renewal.”’l Yet, politicians, the media and business people 
have traditionally been more inclined to criticize than to compliment public 
servants. The Rediscovering Public Service roundtables, which included 
participants from all of these groups, as well as public servants, made rec- 
ommendations to foster public-service pride and recognition. 

These recommendations called for collaborative efforts such as the cre- 
ation of a representative body to foster pride and performance on a continu- 
ing basis and joint research projects to promote understanding and 
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appreciation of the public service. Other recommendations were more tar- 
geted. For example, leaders of business and voluntary organizations were 
encouraged to speak publicly in defence of the public service, to foster toler- 
ance of mistakes arising from risk-taking, and to support appropriate com- 
pensation for public servants. Public servants themselves and especially 
public-service leaders were urged to improve their performance in such 
areas as recruitment and retention, empowerment, innovation, and telling 
the public-service story - a story of achievements and contributions as well 
as challenges and diff i~ul t ies .~~ 

To help meet the challenges and difficulties of the early decades of this 
new century, governments are taking initiatives to promote pride, perfor- 
mance and recognition. Three related future-oriented initiatives deserve 
special attention. The first is the effort to foster a learning ~ r g a n i z a t i o n . ~ ~  In 
the federal sphere, for example, the 2000 deputy ministers’ Learning and 
Development Committee noted that a shift is taking place “from the mostly 
bureaucratic management model of the past to a learning organization man- 
agement model.’” The committee proposed a major federal initiative to 
foster a public-service learning organization with six main attributes: i t  pro- 
motes learning, it learns for experience, it values people and diversity, i t  
integrates learning into management practices, it evaluates processes and 
outcomes, and it learns for serving. 

The concept of learning for serving is closely related to a second major ini- 
tiative - learning how to use information and communications technology 
to promote citizen-centred service. Public servants are playing the key role 
in meeting the federal government’s goal to be known around the world, by 
2004, “as the government most connected to its citizens, with Canadians 
able to access all government information and services on-line at the time 
and place of their choosing.”55 Similar efforts are under way in provincial 
and municipal governments. To the extent that high-quality performance 
leads to increased public recognition, these efforts to enhance service deliv- 
ery may help to improve the public’s image of the public service and, 
thereby, public servants’ self-image. 

The third notable future-oriented initiative is the effort, now in its prelimi- 
nary stages in several spheres of Canadian government, to move the public 
service from a rules-based institution towards a values-based one. The 
Learning and Development Committee recognized that the anticipated shift 
to the learning organization management model must respect core public- 
service values such as the rule of law, integrity and political neutrality.” A 
similar concern was expressed by the Task Force on Public Service Values 
and Ethics, which called for balancing such “new“ values as service with 
traditional values and for enshrining ”the great principles of public service” 
in a service-wide statement of values. The task force concluded that the 
rewards of public service as a special calling, have a price - the requirement 

www.irpublicpolicy.ir



PRIDE, RECOGNITION A N D  PUBLIC SERVICE 81 

to become part of a community that cherishes certain core values “as the 
foundations of good overnment. The values of public service are both its 
price and its reward. A 
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