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Abstract: Public adl11inistrators nowadays find thernselves in a
differentiated polity, which affects theln in nlany ways. lInages of the new
public adl11inistrator clash with the classic ilnages of the 'old' one: the
public ad111inistrator who neutrally and obediently carries out orders of
elected politicians. Since Weber, lnany interesting studies have been done
on the separation between adlninistration and politics. In this literature it
becolnes clear that public adnlinistrators today serve 111any rnasters, not
just politicians. Do any of the interests of their Inasters contradict each
other? Alnong the various objects of loyalty-colleagues, the public good,
adl11inistrators' consciences, adnlinistrators , organizations, the law, the
organizations' clients, and elected officials-where do the loyalties of
young public adl11inistrators lie? In this study we focus on the loyalties
young public adlninistrators, that is, 011 the future of governance.
Generational differences could have il71plications fOl~ for exal11ple,
recruitl11ent, training and develop171ent, rewards and working
arrangernents, and l11anagel11ent styles. To answer the research questions,
we conducted an international c0111parative study. Twenty young English
ad111inistrators and 20young Dutch ad111inistrators Qsorted staternents on
their loyalties. The answer to our l11ain research question turns out to be a
111ix ofall possible loyalties. Our results describe jive conceptions ofloyalty.
These results are C0111pared to previous Q studies 011 the loyalties ofolder
Dutch adl11inistrators and to a recent c0111parative Q study on English and
Dutch ad111inistrators , de1110cratic subjectivities. We found two typical
Dutch loyalty conceptions and two typical English loyalty conceptions.
Finally, we found that different loyalty conceptions lnean different loyalty
conflicts.
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Introduction
Today's public adlninistrators find thenlselves in an ever nlore
differentiated polity (Bevil", 2010) with rapid societal changes that
variously affect theln and their loyalties. Much has been written on the
lllodern, professional public adnlinistrator who enjoys considerable
discretionary freedonl (Meier, 1993). Partly influenced by the literature
on new public Inanagenlent (for instance, Maesschalck, 2004) or new
public service (for instance, Denhardt & Denhardt, 2000; Perry & Wise,
1990), public adnlinistrators are expected to provide value for nl0ney,
quality, responsiveness, strategic operation, an untainted organizational
reputation, and Inore (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2000).

The inlages of the new public adlninistrator clash with the classic
public servant (Weber, 1946) who neutrally and obediently carried out
elected politicians' orders. Alnong the Inany reports on the separation
between adlninistration and politics since Weber, Svara (1998, p. 51)
has clainled that 'One of the nlost inlportant and enduring theoretical
constructs in public adlninistration is the politics-adlninistration
dichotOllly Inodel'. In this literature it beconles clear that public
adlllinistrators today serve Inany nlasters, not just politicians.
Considering top adlninistrators in the Netherlands, De Graaf (2011)
found that although all adlninistrators see their elected lninisters as
important objects of loyalty, no type adheres to Weber's ideal of
unquestioned obedience and loyalty. De Graaf found differences in how
nlodern top public adlninistrators weigh their loyalties to the nlinister
vis-a-vis other loyalty objects and identified four particular loyalty
conceptions. In a conlparison of Dutch and English adlninistrators,
jeffares and Skelcher (2011) identified five delnocratic subjectivities.

In this study we focus on the loyalties of young public
adnlinistrators-the future of governance. Do their loyalties differ fronl
older adlninistrators? Are their loyalties affected by the constant
downsizing of which they are usually victinl? Generational differences
could have iInplications for recruitlnent, training and developnlent,
rewards, working arrangelnents and lllanagelnent styles, anlong other
things (Parry & Urwin, 2011). Alnong the various objects of loyalty­
colleagues, the public good, adlninistrators' consciences, adnlinistrators'
organizations, the law, the organizations' clients, and elected officials­
where do the loyalties of young public adnlinistrators lie?

Following jeffares and Skelcher (2011), we conducted an
international conlparative study on the loyalties of 20 English and 20
Dutch young adlllinistrators. We find that the answer to our lnain
research question turns out to be a Inix of all possible loyalties. Our
results describe five conceptions of loyalty.
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Young Administrators
Young public administrators conle in all shapes and sizes. They work in
areas ranging fronl national to local governnlents, policy Inaking to
inlplenlentation, urban planning to social security. Mir, Mir and Mosca
(2002 p. 193) clainl that waves of organizational downsizing have
weakened young enlployees' conlnlitnlent to their organization vis-a-vis
their older counterparts. Why be loyal to an organization that has
become less loyal to thenl? But if young enlployees are less loyal to their
organizations, then to what or whonl are they loyal?

De Graaf (2011, p. 300) points out that loyalty conceptions vary with
public adlninistrator groups: 'client loyalty seenlS to playa large role in
the loyalty conceptions of street-level adnlinistrators, whereas loyalty to
stakeholders in the policy field plays a slllall role in the loyalty
conceptions of top adlllinistrators'. There is reason to believe, therefore,
that young public administrators-as a group-have their own set of
loyalties as well:

They don't live for work, they work to live. Teenagers and young
adults-the so-called Generation Y-have watched with horror as
their parents worked punishing hours in their scranlble for
money and status. Now, as this group go in search of jobs, they
have different priorities. They care less about salaries, and more
about flexible working, tiIne to travel and a better work-life
balance. And elnployers are having to nleet their delnands.
(Asthana, 2008)
There is nluch discussion about whether generations vary

substantially in ternlS of work values and beliefs. SOllle researchers state
that generational differences do exist and, therefore, generations should
be treated differently. When elllployers fail to address the differences,
possible consequences are nlisunderstanding and Iniscomlllunication,
lower productivity, and poor wellbeing of enlployees (Snlola & Sutton,
2002, p. 380; Wong, Gardiner, Lang, & Coulon, 2008, pp. 878-879).
Those differences could also have inlplications for recruitnlent, training
and developnlent, rewards and working arrangelnents, and
nlanagelnent styles (Parry & Urwin, 2011, p. 80). Other researchers,
however, argue that generational differences should not be over­
generalized (Cennalllo & Gardner, 2008, p. 891), that generations are
more alike than different (Jurkiewicz, 2000, p. 63) and that generational
differences do not fully explain all work preferences of enlployees
(Bright, 2010, p. 11). Other factors like aging (that is, stage in life-cycle),
also play an inlportant role (Markides, 1978, p. 392; Macky, Gardner, &
Forsyth, 2008, p. 857).
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To young public adlllinistrators the content of work is the nlost
inlportant nlotive for working in the public sector. What they can learn
frolll their jobs is also illlportant to thelll (Dutch Ministry of the Interior
and Kingdolll Relations, 2010, pp. 66, 102). Young public adlllinistratofs
see thelllseives as lllore flexible, result-driven, creative, and
COllllllunicative than older public adlllinistrators (Ruig, Kelllper, &
Engelen, 2008, p. 17). They are lllore flexible because they shift lllore
rapidly between policy fields and governnlents, are lllore generalist than
specialist, are lllore adaptable to new situations, and like to work in a
project-based way. They are lllore result-driven because they consider
that results are lllore illlportant than rules and procedures, they dislike
slow procedures, they want to be held lllore accountable for their work,
and they value their elllployers' interests. They are nlore creative
because they bring new ideas to the organization and try to find better
ways of working, even if they lllay be disappointed by the non­
receptiveness of others to their new ideas. They are lllore
COllll11Unicative because they are lllore direct with colleagues, nlanagers,
and citizens (Ruig et al., 2008, pp. 17-19).

Such characteristics point to young public adlllinistrators'
professionallllethod of working. Older public adlllinistrators lllainly stay
with one successful nlethod of working; young public adnlinistrators
continue to try to find the best solution (Korsten, 2011, p. 4). Mir et al.
(2002, p. 196) have claillled that younger enlployees denlonstrate a
higher conll11itlllent to their work, but a lower conllllitlllent to their
organization. One reason is the lower level of conlnlitnlent of
organizations to their elllployees. Many organizations treat enlployees
as a llleans to an end, despite talk of 'the company fanlily' and 'loyalty to
elnployees' (Sllloia & Sutton, 2002, p. 379). Sinlilarly, Mir et al. note
(2002, p. 188): 'In the wake of waves of corporate downsizing, which are
on the rise throughout the public sector as well and are triggered not by
falling productivity but lllore by the exigencies of the stock nlarket,
workers are justifiably wary of their expectations fronl their elllployers'.
Elllployees have beconle disposable (Slllola & Sutton, 2002, p. 379).

Young elllployees-especially the lllore highly educated-are
attracted by varied work, a good work-life balance, good career
developnlent opportunities, an appealing corporate culture, and good
pay (Synovate, 2010, p. 6). They are, conlpared to older enlployees, less
likely to feel that work should play an inlportant role in life (Sllloia &
Sutton, 2002, p. 378), desiring a good work-life balance and placing a
higher value on leisure. This is in part due to increased work hours and
decreased vacation tinle (Twenge, Canlpbell, Hofflnan, & Lance, 2010, p.
1133).

Young elllployees are also eager to be prollloted (Sllloia & Sutton,
2002, p. 378). They wallt lllore freedolll and authority, and are nlore
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prepared to leave when their needs are not Inet (Cennamo & Gardner,
2008, p. 903; Steijn, 2008, p. 24) or upon winning the lottery (Snlola &
Sutton, 2002, p. 378). Young public adnlinistrators stand at the
threshold of their careers. Ainling for a good working life nlight nlean
loyalty to one's own anlbitions and values, perhaps even leaving the
organization for a different one.

As mentioned previously, results are nlore inlportant than rules for
young public adnlinistrators, although this does not inlply that they do
not take rules seriously. Being relatively new in the organization, young
public adnlinistrators nlay not initially flout the rules. And, to earn their
spurs, they nlight adopt a reserved attitude and respect fornlal positions,
especially those toward the top of the hierarchy. It could be that young
public adnlinistrators do not dare to, or find it difficult to, illlpose their
will on others and therefore accept things-even when that will is well­
substantiated by, for exanlple, professional guidelines. Or perhaps they
just accept their roles as public adnlinistrators and reconcile thelllseives
to the decisions of the politicians.

Whether young public adnlinistrators vary in their loyalty
conceptions relllains a question. We used Q nlethodology to find out.

International Comparison: England and the Netherlands
Little international conlparative research has been done on
adnlinistrative loyalties. In a literature review, Parry and Urwin (2011,
p. 90) claim that as a result of the nUlllber of studies conducted in
western countries, particularly in the United States, the United Kingdonl
and Australia, there is a tendency to consider the conclusions obtained
about generations as global truths. Egri and Ralston (2004, p. 217),
however, clainl that generalizing such western observations has no
basis. Nor was support found for the clailn that the Inost recent
generations in China and the United States are lllore silllilar in their
value orientations than their predecessors. Parry and Urwin argue that
even results fronl one western country cannot be generalized to
another: 'on the surface, as these countries are culturally silnilar, this
nlay seenl valid, but if we consider historical, political, cultural and
technological events in these countries, this lllay give us more cause for
concern' (Parry & Urwin, 2011, p. 90). Further research on differences
between western countries is thus warranted.

Here we compare the youngest working generation of England with
its Dutch counterpart. More specifically, the cOlllparison is between
young English and Dutch public adlninistrators working for local
governments.

Design: Q Study on Loyalties
Following De Graaf (2011), we define loyalty as the willing and practical



78 Anneke Twijnstra and Gjalt De Graa!

dedication of a person to an object (based on Stoker, 2005, p. 273).
Anlidst all the concept's alubiguities, we agree with nlost organizational
scholars that the subject both identifies with the object of loyalty (the
cause) and promotes its interests (Fletcher, 1993).

The first consideration in selecting 20 English and 20 Dutch young
public adluinistrators was age (20 to 35). Although tyoung' varies from
study to study, our range is nl0st conlnl0n. Second, the respondents had
to have at least 12 nlonths work experience, so they would have an
understanding of their work environnlents and their loyalties. Third, the
respondents had to be working in nlanagelllent, policy developnlent, or
adlllinistration rather than in front-line service provision. The Dutch
salllple cOlllprised nlen and WOlllen equally, whereas the English sanlple
had 12 felnales. The average age of the English respondents was 27.8
years; the Dutch average was 28.9 years. Of the English respondents, 15
had a Bachelor's degree and three a Master's degree. Of the Dutch
respondents, six had a Bachelor's degree and 14 a Master's degree.
Finally, work experience of the English was on average 4.8 years,
cOlllpared 2.6 years for the Dutch.

To facilitate conlparison, we used De Graafs (2011) 42-statement Q
set (see Appendix). The set had been developed fronl an original list of
Inore than 600 statelllents of adluinistrators' loyalties according to a
salupling schelne based on Petter's (2005) responsibilities of
adnlinistrators' loyalties and Bovens' objects (1998), which partly
overlap Petter's distinctions. In the sanlpling schellle, for each of seven
loyalty categories (hierarchical, personal, social, professional, societal,
legal, and custoluer), both "thick" and "thin" concepts were salllpled.

We conducted Q-sort interviews in England between Novenlber 2010
and JanualY 2011, and in the Netherlands between April and June 2011.
The sorts were scaled fronl "lllOSt disagree" to "nlost agree" and took 20
to 30 Ininutes on average to cOlllplete. Sellli-structured interviews of 30
to 40 nlinutes followed the sorting.

The individual Q sorts were factor-analysed using PQMethod 2.11
(Schluolck & Atkinson, 2002), with centroid extraction and varimax
rotation. We chose a solution with five factors (loyalty conceptions) (see
Appendix). A possible sixth factor contained only one defining sort and
did not 11lake sense in our analysis.

Descriptions of the Loyalty Conceptions
Each factor is given a nalue that lends an overall iInpression of the
loyalty conception. For exaluple, respondents belonging to Factor A are
called legal llloralists. Thereafter, statelllents representing the
loyalty conceptions will be used to describe the loyalty conception
in nlore detail. The corresponding nUlllbers of the Q-set statelllents are
in parentheses. Finally, a sunlnlary of the loyalty conception is given.
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Quotations, shown in italics, are drawn fronl respondent interviews to
illustrate the points. The section ends with sonle descriptions of the
young administrators.

A: Legal Moralists
Serving society is not a basis for legal nloralists' work (7): I want to have
a job that lneans s0111ething and is ilnportant, but at the same tirne, I'ln
going to work to lnake lnoney for 111Y fa111ily and support lny fall1ily; that
comes first.

Legal moralists obey the law. When elected officials ask something of
them that is against the law, and elected officials do not heed their
protests, legal llloralists will not concede (2): It's a lnatter oflaw. I'ln not
going to break the law no Inatter what anybody asks ofnle, no Inatter who
asks me either. Legal l1loralists feel responsible for their actions and are
the only group distinguished here to agree with statenlent 17, "Public
administrators should be accountable to crinlinal law for their public
actions, even when doing exactly what their political superiors expect or
want them to do".

Nor will legal moralists act against their own 1110ral principles. They
have opinions on the lllorality of their actions at work and cannot leave
that up to their political superiors (15). Because if it is against your own
conscience then . .. personal principles do have to be in there. YOLI can't sell
your soul down the river.

Legal nloralists are not public adll1inistrators 24 hours a day (24). It
doesn't define l11e as a person. I don't think about it all the tilne. I have a
social life, I have a fal11ily. Work is part ofyou, but it's not about who I arne
Nor do legal nloralists, as young public adll1inistrators, feel strongly
connected to other young public adnlinistrators (38): There is no
connection with other young public adll1inistrators, there isn't any. Good
personal relations with their superiors, however, will nlake them nlore
conllllitted to their work (42): The better you can get on with your
lnanagers, the 1110re you like to do, the happier you feel about work, and
the better you do work. YOli feel de1110tivated when you can't get on with
your lnanager.

To SUnll1larize, legal nloralists do not work for the government
because they want to serve society. They work for a living; a nleaningful
job is a bonus. They are law-abiding and will not act against their own
moral principles.

B: Obedient Freethinkers
Obedient freethinkers disagree with statell1ent 21, "I know what is legal,
not what is right. I stick to what is legal": I believe that yOli have to do
your job in such a way thatyOli think is right, then yOli know yourselfwhat
is right or wrong. They like to have roonl to express their creativity:
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YOll can COlne llP with initiatives )lourself and decide that is what we
should do. / like that we can have SOlne spontaneity, that we can choose
what to do, rather than do the saIne thing over and over again or have
your work directed all the tirne. Creativity is also reflected in their ideas
on professionalisnl. Obedient freethinkers do not believe that
professionalisnl and loyalty to professional rules are leading values in
their work (32): / think that you can be unique in these things. /t is about
what the organization needs, not what a profession says about it. Results
are nlore iluportant than rules: People focus too lnuch on Olltput instead
ofresults and societal effects.

Of all the loyalty conceptions, obedient freethinkers disagree nl0st
with the stateluent that public adluinistrators should be accountable to
crinlinal law for their public actions, even when doing what their
political superiors expect or want thenl to do (17): As a public
adl11inistrator you S0l11etirnes write advice according to the will of the
cOllncil. /f that turns out to be a col11plete fiasco . .. irllagine if they shift the
blanle for that fiasco onto you, then you are penalized for sOI11ething you,
as a public adlninistratol~ aren't responsible for.

Like the legal nloralists, obedient freethinkers will not act against
their own consciences. Obedient freethinkers very much agree with
stateluent 25, til should be able to live with nlyself, which is why being
loyal to IllY own conscience is the nlost illlportant thing for nle". When
they find an assignnlent irresponsible, loyalty to their own consciences
and identities is the deciding factor (34): / have to live with l11yself / don't
want to do things that don't feel right. If / think an assignrnent
irresponsible, then loyalty to l11Y own conscience and identity is decisive.

Obedient freethinkers feel like the same person whether at work or
not. / think the person you are olltside of work is the person you are at
work as well. That is why obedient freethinkers agree very much with
statenlent 14, "How I look at things in IUy work is partly deternlined by
the people who surround nle in private life; a discussion with friends can
influence IUY judgluent": How you look at things is influenced by your
whole enVir0l11nent, not only by YOllr working environl11ent where YOll
spend eight hours a day. But obedient freethinkers do not feel like public
administrators outside of work. / realo' do love l11Y job, bllt when / go
horne, when / leave work, /'rn certainly not a public adl11inistrator
anY'11ore. Then /'111 just [nalne] who is doing her own things.

To sUl1lluarize, obedient freethinkers want to be free in their work;
they do not like to be bound by rules and regulations. Rules and
regulations are fine as long as they do not get in the way of results. In
addition, obedient freethinkers decide for thenlselves what is right
and wrong. They accept their role as executors, however, and will thus
comply with councillors' or elected officials' decisions except when they
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are against their consciences.

C: Democratic Servants
Compared to the other loyalty factors, denlocratic servants disagree less
with statenlent 35, "I feel a stronger connection to governl1lent than to
nlY own organization": You cOIn111it yourself to the public sectol~ not to a
particular organization or council. In essence} yOlI have chosen for the
public secto~ notfor a cOllncil. Denlocratic servants want to serve society
(7): That is the essence ofthe whole thing. That's whyyou're going to work
for the governnlent and not for the private sectol~ because you want to
serve society. Consequently, denlocratic servants believe that, in their
work, public values conle before their own political values (13): I have
my own opinions. But 1'111 a public adl11inistratol~ not a politician or a
councillor} so I believe yOlI can't take that position. I should look at things
objectively. Moreover, del1l0cratic servants believe that public
adnlinistrators should not base their decisions on personal values
because in such a case citizens can no longer trust that policies and rules
are followed uniforlnly (41). As such, and unlike other loyalty types,
denlocratic servants disagree with statelnent 15, "I have nlY own
opinions on the Ill0rality of Illy actions when at work-I cannot leave
that up to nlY political superiors": YOLI can't Pllt the e111phasis on your
personal values; they can't be leading.

Although denlocratic servants work for the governnlent because they
want to serve society, loyalty to their councillors can be l1l0re important
than serving the public interest (26): If a resident calls who disagrees
with a certain choice . .. if I Pllt l11yself in his shoes, then I can ilnagine how
he disagrees. Howeve/~ YOll've got an organization, one that l11ade that
decision. It's difficult to handle sllch a situation. Such loyalties towards
both society and council cause conflict.

In line with the foregoing, when denlocratic servants disagree with a
policy, they do not tell the concerned parties of their organization (31):
Politicians are elected del11ocratically, they 111ake decisions . .. 1'111 the face
of the organization. If I abandoned the policies . .. that's a rnatter of
integrity. Consequently, delllocratic servants strongly disagree with
statel1lent 5: "In any lllature delllocracy, young public adlninistrators
should be allowed to say what they want to in public. That's simply
freedol1l of speech": SOI11eti111es [reed0111 ofspeech goes velY far. ... As a
representative of a public institution} yOlI have to adopt an independent
position. It's si111ply not possible to say anything yOlI want in public.

To SUl1lnlarize, denlocratic servants work for the government
because they want to serve society, and do so in a democratic way. They
will not go against the will of the councillors or elected officials, and they
nlinilnize their own personal and political values at work.
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D: Strict Supporters
Strict supporters find it iInportant to know all the rules and regulations
and to stick to theln (11): /n local govern111ent that is probably the rnost
;,nportant thing. All these rules are put in place for a reason. And: That's
just part ofyour working life really, to know what the rules are and to
stick to thel11. Consequently, strict Suppolters believe that
professionalisnl and loyalty to professional rules are the leading values
in their work (32): / believe when you work for a local governlnent'l you
need to be professional at all ti111es and loyal to your organization. Do the
bestyou can, applying professional values to yourjob.

Strict supporters are Blore internally, rather than externally,
oriented. They definitely feel a stronger connection to their own
organization than the governnlent in general (35): My connection is to
who / work fOl~ so it is the local goverl1111ent. It is likely, therefore, that
strict supporters find that loyalty to the organization and public
discretion are iInportant features of good public adnlinistrators (19):
SOI11eti111es custol11ers will 1110an about the council in general. They l11ay be
people / know and / always defend what we do as an organization, because
/ don't think the public realize how l1UICh we actually do. In addition, strict
supporters will not easily betray their colleagues, even when it could get
theln into deep trouble (33). / wouldn't ever betray a colleague. These are
the people that you work with five days out of SeVel1- You probably see
thel11 l110re often than you see your loved ones. So you've got to stay loyal
to thel11.

The internal orientation of strict supporters also influences their
ideas about conlnlitnlent. Good personal relations with their superiors
will nlake thenl nlore conunitted to their work (42): / think that your
work suffers if you have bad relationships with your lnanagers and
colleagues. As a result, strict supporters believe their nlain duty is to do
what Inanagelnent expects of thenl (18): / think they're on a higher level
for a reason, and /'111 on this level for a reason. So when they tellll1e to do
sOI11ething / will do it. Relnarkably, under Inanagers' orders, strict
supporters nlight even play ganles with the law. As it happens, strict
supporters disagree with statelnent 2, "When elected officials ask
sonlething of Ine that is against the law, and despite nlY warnings they
do not listen to Ine, I will not do what they ask". Like types A and B, strict
supporters do not feel like public adnlinistrators 24 hours a day (24):
You've got to have that work-life balance.

To sunlnlarize, strict supporters strictly obey the orders of their
superiors. They also strictly follow the rules and regulations of the
organization, Ineaning they do what they are told or are expected to do
and support their organization. They would not nlalign the council.
Although they feel a stronger connection to their organizations than to
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the governnlent in general, the loyalty is directed nlore to their
nlanagers and colleagues rather than the elected nlenlbers of the
council.

E: Independent Professionals
Independent professionals believe that political officials often have an
interest in the short ternl only, which leads to ad-hoc decision nlaking. It
is the task of public adnlinistrators to also look at the long ternl (40):
Having worked in local governrnent, there's a sort ofunderstanding of the
way decisions are lllade at the political level, particularly when elections
at the council happen pretty 111llCh every two years, if not Inore. There's
always half an eye on being re-elected which doesn't always lead to the
most strategic decision. My particular area ofwork needs a velY long-terrn
view. And: SOlllet;'11es you can get people frol11 the local political parties
that just want to lllake an instant ;'11pact. They work for thelnselves really.
Their agreenlent with statenlent 2, "When elected officials ask
something of nle that is against the law, and despite Iny warnings they
do not listen to nle, I will not do what they ask", illustrates that
independent professionals do not always have a good opinion of elected
officials: SOI11et;'l1es elected officials or councillors ask us to break a rule,
to do it not by the book, because there are interests involved. Then I think
it's our job to say (That's not right' because we've agreed on these rules
and regulations. It is, therefore, not surprising that independent
professionals also disagree with statenlent 23, Even when Iny personal
convictions about the public good are at odds with instructions of the
elected official, I should follow his or her instructions: It's what's fair in
the end. It's better to be fair and do the things right than just be led by
s0111ebody who's got his own track. Independent professionals thus seenl
strongly driven by the idea of iInpartiality and fairness, seeing theln as
nlore inlportant than efficiency in their work (4). You have got to judge
each case on its own values. SOll1eti,11es it takes longer or different routes,
rather than efficiency. To have fairness is 111uch l110re ;'l1portant than
having things done efficiently.

Independent professionals agree with the statenlent that
professionalisnl and loyalty to professional rules are the leading values
in their work (32). They want to be seen as professionals and fear that
their professionalisnl would be questioned if their own beliefs and
values prevailed. They believe that public adnlinistrators should not
base their decisions on personal values because, in such a case, citizens
can no longer trust that policies and rules are followed uniforlnly (41):
You've got to think of how del110cracy works. Consequently, independent
professionals do not want to blend their private and professional life.
They totally disagree with statelllent 14, "How I look at things in my
work is partly deternlined by the people who surround nle in private
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life; a discussion with friends can influence Iny judgnlent": /n a personal
setting, sure. But when it C0l11eS to work, I thinkyou have to separate those
ties.

Finally, independent professionals place a high value on their
working life. Of all types, they are the only ones who disagree with
statelnent 1, ItIn the end, Iny private life is nlore inlportant than Iny
work": That's just totally not true. They are equally i111portant. Work isn't
l110re i111portant than IllY private life, l11y private life isn't rnore ill1portant
than work. Care should be taken to balance the two."

In SUl111nary, to ensure that all people have the sanle rights and are
treated equally, independent professionals base their decisions on
professional, rather than personal, values.

The Young Administrators
What kinds of people constitute the factors? Although generalization to a
wider population is not our research ainl, we nlake sonle cautious
C0l1111lents about the loyalty factors on the basis of respondents'
characteristics (Table 1).

Table 1. Number ofSignificant LoadersJ By Country and Gender
Factor A Factor B Factor C Factor D Factor E

English Women 5 1 3
English Men 3 1 1 2

Dutch Women 4 4 1
Dutch Men 5 3 1

As Table 1 shows, Factor A describes English respondents only and
Factor ( describes Dutch respondents only. We can thus say that 'legal
1110ralists' are typically English and 'delllocratic servants' are typically
Dutch. Furtherl1lore, Factors 8 and D describe 1110stly Dutch and mostly
English respondents, respectively. Although not as strongly as A and (,
we can say that 'obedient freethinkers' tend to be Dutch and 'strict
supporters' tend to be English. Factors A, 8, and ( (legal nl0ralists,
obedient freethinkers, and del1locratic servants) are evenly distributed
with respect to gender. Factor D (strict supporters) has nlore WOl1len
and Factor E (independent professionals) describes only nlen.

There were no iInportant differences between factors in age or years
of work experience. The functions or job titles of the respondents are
diverse (for exalnple, civil engineer, advisor, project 111anager, policy
officer, legal officer, coordinator), as are their work fields (for exanlple,
engineering, regeneration, c0l111nunication, social security, culture,
education). Only factor D (strict supporters) reveals job sinlilarity: most
of its respondents have back office jobs and do not deal directly with the
public or elected nlelnbers. Such an internal position perhaps explains
their internal orientation (that is, they are 1110St loyal to their colleagues
and Inanagers). This Seel1lS logical since they work with colleagues and



Young Public Adlninistrators' Loyalty Conceptions 85

nlanagers on a daily basis, not with the public or elected llleillbers.
As Factors A and D (legal llloralists and strict supporters) describe

only and 1110Stly English respondents respectively, and Factors Band C
(obedient freethinkers and denlocratic servants) describe only and
nlostly Dutch respondents respectively, we can postulate that there are
not only differences between the English and Dutch respondents, but
also within the English and Dutch respondents.

English young public adnlinistrators are lllore loyal to their
adnlinistrative superiors, whereas Dutch young public administrators
are nlore loyal to their political superiors. The loyalty of the English
respondents is lTIOre with the law, rules and regulations, and with the
orders fronl those who stand above thelll. The loyalty of the Dutch
respondents, on the other hand, is lllore with the elected Ineillbers of the
council and nlenlbers of the public. Factor A types (legal nloralists) are
1110re loyal to the law and their own llloral principles, whereas the
respondents of Factor D (strict supporters) are 1110re loyal to the
organization's rules and regulations and their superiors' orders. Factor B
(obedient freethinkers) differs frolll Factor C (denl0cratic servants) in
that the first are 1110re loyal to their own beliefs and values.

Due to the English ultra vires systell1, local governlllent is largely in
the control of central governnlent. In the Netherlands, conversely,
steering is not based on hierarchy but lllutual adjustment. Dutch local
governments have substantial discretion in the execution of national
prograll1s. Dutch public adlllinistrators' can thus better take local
priorities into account. That, in turn, is likely to lead to lllore loyalty to
elected members and the local COlll111Unity.

Comparison of Younger with Older Administrators
What can we say about the loyalties of young adlllinistrators? Because
the sall1e Q set was used in three other studies involving older
adnlinistrators, the outconles can be conlpared. The earlier studies
involved top Dutch adlllinistrators who work for the national
governll1ent (De Graaf, 2011), a top Dutch Illunicipal adlllinistrators (De
Graaf, 2010), and Dutch street-level bureaucrats (to be l1l0re precise:
local-license providers) (De Graaf & van der Wal, 2012). We are
particularly interested in conlparing the young adlllinistrators and the
top nlunicipal adnlinistrators in our previous study, where the youngest
respondent in the top adlllinistrator group was older than any
respondent of this study.

For young adnlinistrators, as for participants in earlier studies, all
loyalty objects play a distinguishing role. But the administrators'
conceptions of loyalties clearly differ fronl each other, also as in
previous work. Most notable, and perhaps nlost surprising, is that
young adlllinistrators have the strongest loyalty towards the law, as
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exenlplified by the legal Bloralists (A) distinguished here. Young
adnlinistrators find it nlost ilnportant to know and stick to the rules.

Also surprisingly-despite younger enlployees' lesser job security­
we did not find a lower conUllitnlent to their own organization al110ng
young adlninistrators. On the contrary, young adlninistrators disagree
strongly, and nlore strongly than groups in earlier studies, with the
statenlent about feeling a stronger connection with governnlent in
general than with their own organization. This could also indicate, of
course, that their public service nlotivation is lower than anlong older
adnlinistrators.

As expected based on the literature, the loyalty towards their private
lives is the strongest alnong young adnlinistrators. They do not feel like
an adl11inistrator 24 hours a day. Young adnlinistrators have the
strongest personal loyalty, including their own conscience.

Stakeholder loyalty seenlS to play a large role in the loyalty
conceptions of young adlninistrators, yet this loyalty is highest anlong
street-level adnlinistrators. Loyalty to stakeholders in the policy field
(the equivalent of client loyalty for top-level adnlinistrators) plays a
slnall role in the loyalty conceptions of top adlninistrators. It is the
sl1lallest of all distinguished objects of loyalty anlong the top l1lunicipal
adnlinistrators (De Graaf, 2010). So the stakeholder loyalty of young
adlninistrators probably has a lot to do with their place in the hierarchy.
SOl1le types of street-level license providers express an even stronger
loyalty to their clients, consistent with types that have been identified in
the literature (for exanlple, Lipsky, 1980). In the case of street-level
bureaucrats, therefore, dealing with governll1ent clients on a daily basis
has a significant illlpact on loyalty and engenders a type of loyalty not
seen in top-level adlninistrators. And young adlllinistrators are nlore
likely to deal directly with clients than older, nlore senior,
administrators.

Hierarchical loyalty seelllS to be the B10st inlportant object of loyalty
in all four studies of adlninistrators. To this generalization we
inunediately add that the hierarchical loyalty is interpreted differently
within each group (see for exanlple the results section) as well as
between the groups, and is contextually dependent. Furthermore,
hierarchical loyalty is clearly weakest in street-level bureaucrats
compared to the other groups; indeed, the hierarchical loyalty of several
types of l1lunicipal license providers is relatively weak. An explanation
for this could be that street-level bureaucrats, unlike top adll1inistrators,
rarely deal directly with elected political superiors, which influences the
way they interpret hierarchical loyalty. Since they also have the
strongest loyalty to clients they have day-to-day contact with, we can
hypothesize that, in general, the higher the frequency of contact with
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specific stakeholders, the stronger the loyalties towards thell1. This is
not a 111atter of age or experience. Notably, young English adnlinistrators
find good personal relations with their superiors very inlportant for
their conlnlitnlent to their work, 111uch nlore so than any other group we
studied.

Conclusions and Discussion
Conlpared to the Dutch Factors 8 and C (obedient freethinkers and
denlocratic servants), which are I1lore loyal to their political superiors,
the English Factors A and D (legal llloralists and strict supporters) are
lTIOre loyal to their adnlinistrative superiors. Young English public
adnlinistrators, however, vary. The English Factor A respondents (legal
moralists) are nlore loyal to their own nloral principles than English
Factor D respondents (strict supporters). Dutch young public
adnlinistrators also vary as a group. The respondents of the Dutch
Factor 8 (obedient freethinkers) are lllore loyal to their own consciences
than the respondents of the Dutch Factor C (democratic servants).

We found differences in how young adlllinistrators weigh their
loyalties to councillors vis-a-vis other loyalty objects and identified five
different loyalty types. Since the sanle Qset was used, this study can be
conlpared with three other studies involving older Dutch participants:
top Dutch adlllinistrators who work for the national government (De
Graaf, 2011), top Dutch nlunicipal adlninistrators (De Graaf, 2010) and
Dutch street-level bureaucrats (De Graaf & van del" Wal 2012). The
hierarchical loyalty seenlS to be the nlost illlportant object of loyalty in
all studies. However, hierarchical loyalty is interpreted differently
within and between the groups, and is contextually dependent. Young
adnlinistrators are, conlpared to the other groups, lllore loyal towards
the law and their private life. On the other hand, young administrators
disagree strongly and lllore than any other group with the statenlent
about feeling a stronger connection with governnlent in general than
with their own organization.

It is, nevertheless, not clear whether the sinlilarities and differences
stenl fronl the different positions within the groups, or from the fact that
the top public adnlinistrators were all Dutch, whereas the young public
adnlinistrators were Dutch and English, or froll1 the age differences
between the studies. Further research is thus needed to explore
sinlilarities and differences in loyalty conceptions between people with
different jobs, people frolll different countries and younger and older
public adlllinistrators.
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Appendix: Factor Array

No
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

Statements
In the end, Iny private life is Inore itnportant
than OlY work.
When elected officials ask sOlnething of nle that
is against the law, and despite nlY warnings they
do not listen to Ine, I will not do what they ask.
COllunitting to obligations towards colleagues
can lead to cronyisnl.
In IUy work, efficiency is nlore illlportant than
itnpartiality and fairness.
In any Iuature deillocracy, young public
adluinistrators should be allowed to say what
they want to in public. That's silnply freedonl of
speech.
It is IUY nlain duty to Inediate between
conflicting interests and to find solutions
everybody can live with.
I work for the govenuuent because I want to
serve society.
I try to Initigate extrelne resistance fro III

societal partners of our organization.
SOlnetioles elected officials want sOlnething that
is practically itupossible. What I notice in those
cases is that we as public adnlinistrators have a
very hard titne saying 'no'.
In Illy work, I worry about the wellbeing of less
privileged citizens.
I find it very itnportant to know all the rules and
regulations and to stick to thenl.
The public adlninistrator whose actions are
deterluined by party political considerations
underluines essential principles and procedures
of deolocracy.

A

2

3

o

-3

-2

o

-1

o

-1

o

1

2

B

2

o

-1

-2

"1

1

o

1

o

o

-1

o

c
1

1

-2

-2

-3

-1

3

1

o

-1

o

2

D

1

-2

-1

-1

o

1

o

-1

-1

1

2

-1

E

-2

3

-1

-3

o

o

1

1

1

o

1

1



Young Public Adlninistrators' Loyalty Conceptions

No Statements
13 In IllY work, I should apply public values over

my own political values.
14 How I look at things in IllY work is partly

deternlined by the people who surround Ole in
private life; a discussion with friends can
influence my judgeolent.

15 I have OlY own opinions on the Illorality of IllY
actions when at work-I cannot leave that up to
my political superiors.

16 Even without religious or philosophical nlotives,
administrators should be allowed to refuse a
task if their conscience dictates so.

17 Public adolinistrators should be accountable to
crinlinal law for their public actions, even when
doing exactly what their political superiors
expect or want thenl to do.

18 It is Illy nlain duty to do what Illanagelllent
expects me to.

19 The nlost illlportant features of good public
adolinistrators are that they are loyal to their
organization and discreet in the outside world.

20 A public adlllinistrator works in public service.
The political official should be his/her first
client, but public adnlinistrators should decide
for thenlselves what they think the best option
is.

21 I know what is legal, not what is right. I stick to
what is legal.

22 Good public adlllinistrators focus on societal
effects. Bad public adnlinistrators focus on
bureaucratic output.

23 Even when OlY personal convictions about the
public good are at odds with instructions of the
elected official, I should follow his or her
instructions.

24 I feel like a public adlllinistrator 24 hours a day.
25 I should be able to live with Iuyself, which is

why being loyal to IUy own conscience is the
nlost illlportant thing for Ole.

26 Loyalty to IllY councillor/cabinet can be less
inlportant than serving the public interest.

27 Acting with integrity nleans for public
adnlinistrators that they act according their
conscience.

28 Public adnlinistrators who are strongly focused
on their own careers don't necessarily want the
best for their colleagues.
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No
29

30

31

32

33

34

3S

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

Statements
Punishable or reprehensible conduct in your
private life can SOllletillles be at odds with your
duty to behave as a good public adnlinistrator.
SOllletitlles you have to bend the rules a little
when dealing with societal partners of the
organization.
When I disagree with a policy, I sinlply tell the
concerned parties of our organization.
I believe that professionalisnl and loyalty to
professional rules are the leading values in Iny
work.
I will not easily betray IllY colleagues, even
when it would bring Ille into deep trouble.
When I find an assignlllent irresponsible, loyalty
to IllY own conscience and identity is the
deciding factor.
I feel a stronger connection with govenllnent in
general than with nlY own organization.
A young public adnlinistrator should always be
careful not to express hinl- or herself publicly if
the Illanager dislikes such behaviour.
The rules that I have to follow in dealing with
stakeholders lower IllY efficiency and
effectiveness.
As a young public adlllinistrator, I feel strongly
connected to other young public adlninistrators.
The disqualification of any educated opinion­
including public adlninistrators-cannot be
tolerated in a nlodern delllocracy.
Political officials often have an interest in the
short ternl only, which leads to ad-hoc decision
nlaking. It is the task of public adnlinistrators to
also look at the long run.
Public adlllinistrators should not base their
decisions on personal values because in such a
case citizens can no longer trust that policies
and rules are followed unifornlly.
Good personal relations with IllY superiors will
Blake Ille Blore cOBllllitted to IllY work.
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Note: All translations of statelnents between English and Dutch} and all
translations ofDutch intervie\A/s to English were lnade by the authors.


