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This study verified whether the relationship between self-assessed expertise and subject
organizational performance of government officials in South Korea would vary depending

on the type of recruitment system—open competitive examination for recruitment
(OCER) and mid-career competitive recruitment (MCCR). Multiple regression analysis was
conducted using Public Employee Perception Survey data from the Korea Institute of
Public Administration. The results demonstrated that self-assessed expertise positively
affected organizational performance. However, when the two groups were analyzed
separately, self-assessed professionalism was not a significant factor in the MCCR model.
Additionally, the mediation effect of work autonomy was confirmed between the two
models; the mediation effect was present in the OCER group, but not in the MCCR group.
The results suggest that creating conditions for work and personnel management that
allow MCCR employees to maximize their expertise is necessary, however, the
government’s current personnel management system prevents their expertise from being

fully utilized.

INTRODUCTION

Governance by performance management has spurred
theoretical debates within the public administration litera-
ture on how to manage organizational performance (Moyni-
han, 2008, p. 3). The debate’s fundamental question is: How
should organizational performance be enhanced? Concern-
ing performance determinants, some scholars stress organi-
zational impacts (e.g. Daft et al., 2010; Moynihan & Pandey,
2005; Tolbert & Hall, 2005; Wolf, 1993), while others em-
phasize individual manager activities (e.g. Meier & O’Toole
Jr, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2005, 2007; O’Toole Jr & Meier, 2004a,
2004b, 2006), the need to satisfy the motivational urges of
organization members (e.g. Alonso & Lewis, 2001; Angle &
Perry, 1981), and the influence of goal clarity (e.g. Balfour
& Wechsler, 1991, 1996; Chun & Rainey, 2005a, 2005b;
Moynihan & Pandey, 2005; Rainey & Steinbauer, 1999).
Strategic orientation, outcome-based and citizen-orien-
tated objectives, cooperative relationships, competences,
and high employee engagement are key factors facilitating
high organizational performance (e.g. Blackman et al.,
2012; Cho et al., 2017), while human resources (HR) are
among the major determinants of high organizational per-
formance (e.g. Blackman et al., 2019; Dyer & Reeves, 1995;
Germain & Tejeda, 2012). Human resource management
(HRM) activities influence the entire recruitment and com-
petency development of public officials.

Studies suggest that the expertise of leaders or members
is positively related to organizational performance (e.g.

Bonner et al., 2002; Chan, 2010; Currie & Procter, 2005;
Goodall & Biker, 2015; Kirkpatrick et al., 2017; S.-Y. Lee &
Whitford, 2013; Mumford et al., 2002). When defined at an
analytical level, expertise can be understood as a bureau-
cracy’s accumulation of knowledge or an individual bureau-
crat’s personal capacity. Cho et al. (2017) conducted focus
group interviews to extract the expertise of South Korean
government officials based on four dimensions: problem-
solving capacity, public ethics, job performance capacity,
and managerial capacity. As the complexity of an adminis-
trative environment increases, both the government’s prob-
lem-solving capabilities and government officials’ expertise
are pivotal to effective public administration. Therefore,
prior studies on organizational performance and expertise
of public officials have focused on proposing possible in-
stitutional improvements to job rotation and/or career de-
velopment programs that often impede the accumulation
of expertise (Campion et al., 1994). Although extant litera-
ture can undeniably improve personnel systems, its limita-
tions are also clear: it does not facilitate the understanding
of how government officials’ expertise influences organiza-
tional performance (H. Lee, 2019).

This study adds to our understanding of the relationship
between government officials’ expertise and organizational
performance based on job recruitment type. Specifically,
it utilizes perceptual measures of the extent to which the
South Korean government’s mid-career competitive recruit-
ment program increases government performance (prob-

a Institute of Information, Knowledge and Policy, Seoul National University, South Korea, E-mail: wifmdth@snu.ac.kr.

b Corresponding author, Kyungnam University, South Korea, E-mail: hjkang@kyungnam.ac.kr.
This article is a revision of the paper presented at the annual conference of the Korean Association of Public Administration in June 2018.


mailto:hjkang@kyungnam.ac.kr

Government Officials’ Self-Assessed Expertise and Subject Organizational Performance: Does Recruitment Type Matter?

lem-solving capacity, achievement of organizational aims)
by strengthening officials’ expertise. As general service
staff’s lack of expertise has long been criticized within the
executive branch, most mid-career competitive recruitment
program hires are professional license holders, former re-
searchers, or specialists. Therefore, there is an increasing
need to better understand what work environment deter-
minants are conducive to government officials’ manifesting
expertise; in other words, to discern different types of ex-
pertise manifested by generalists and specialists and to al-
low the full exploitation of their expertise and enhanced or-
ganizational performance. Furthermore, the findings may
further elucidate the differential effects of government offi-
cial recruitment types on (perceived) organizational perfor-
mance.

THEORETICAL REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS

HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT THEORY
AND EXPERTISE

The relationship between expertise and organizational
performance is one of the central topics of HRM in public
administration literature. HR strategies are positively re-
lated to subjective or objective organizational performance
(e.g. Brewer & Selden, 2000; Delaney & Huselid, 1996; Lu
et al., 2015). HRM activities not only influence the entire
recruitment and competency development of public offi-
cials but also enhance organizational performance, espe-
cially by strengthening the ability to handle policy issues
and management capabilities of public officials. In other
words, high performing organizations make strategic moves
to increase performance by enhancing job design, recruit-
ment, education and training, and provision of compensa-
tion/incentives (Blackman et al., 2019). Since the govern-
ment strives to maintain and reinforce the professionalism
of public officials to improve organizational performance,
bureaucrats’ expertise becomes the core management tar-
get of HRM (Brewer & Selden, 2000). However, the level
of employee expertise is neither fixed nor constant (An-
dersen & Moynihan, 2016). For example, it was found that
the capacity to handle civil affairs of general public officials
peaked when the working period was 19 months and then
decreased (Kim et al., 2008). Moreover, the expertise ac-
quired through professional training or work experience in
special areas is difficult to cultivate in the government (see
Chen et al., 2020).

Government Officials’ Expertise and
Organizational Performance

Research shows that bureaucrats’ expertise positively af-
fects organizational performance (S.-Y. Lee & Whitford,
2013). Various aspects of expertise can affect organizational
performance. Although the effect of expertise on organi-
zational performance may vary depending on the contents
of expertise, the position of the bureaucrat, and the field
of work, several studies have confirmed an association be-
tween these concepts. For example, Yoo (2018) examined
the influence of leaders’ expertise on organizational per-
formance in the public sector, based on various dimensions
such as leader’s expertise, generic managerial expertise, in-

ternal organizational expertise, and knowledge-based ex-
pertise; for organizational performance, effectiveness, ef-
ficiency, and equity. The results indicated that generic
managerial expertise positively influences organizational
efficiency.

Bureaucrats’ expertise has a positive effect on the gov-
ernment’s organizational performance for several reasons:
First, the more the expertise in an organization, the more
likely it is that decisions will be made correctly within that
organization. For knowledge management, decision making
strategies are crucial factors for organizations (Abubakar
et al., 2019). Bonner et al. (2002) conducted experiments
in which an individual’s performance information was pro-
vided to the experimental group but not to the control
group. The results demonstrated that expert-weighted de-
cisions were made to ensure that the group operated at
the best level. These findings suggest that level of expertise
significantly impacts group decision making, and that ex-
pert-oriented decision making can enhance organizational
performance. In addition, if members have high expertise,
they are more likely to make correct decisions because they
possess excellent ability to identify information that is rel-
evant and essential for policy decision-making (Andersen
& Moynihan, 2016). Second, public officials with high ex-
pertise contribute to organizational performance by better
understanding organizational goals. In particular, leaders
improve organizational performance not only by under-
standing core tasks themselves, but also by encouraging
the understanding of organizational goals by their subordi-
nates (Chan, 2010; Mastrangelo et al., 2014). Considering
the above studies, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The more positively a government of-
ficial perceives his or her level of expertise to be, the
more positively he or she is likely to view his or her or-
ganizational performance.

Channels of Recruitment and Organizational
Performance

Recruitment Program overview. The South Korean civil
service is based on the career civil service system. There
are two main types of recruitment: open competitive ex-
amination for recruitment (OCER) and mid-career competi-
tive recruitment (MCCR). Any law-abiding citizen can apply
for the OCER, and the government hires new talent based
on uniform standards. Despite several obvious advantages
of OCER, including securing equal opportunity (of appli-
cation) and a fair selection process (by meritocratic prin-
ciples), concerns have been raised that it lacks not only
responsiveness to the changing environment but also ef-
ficiency in personnel management. The government has
strived to diversify its channels of recruitment by intro-
ducing MCCR to mobilize mid-career experts who pass the
minimum career and qualification threshold and qualify in
the MCCR examination. In sum, MCCR reinforces meritoc-
racy both in terms of application opportunity and selection
process. It is highly likely that the officials hired through
OCER will become generalists, while those hired through
MCCR are specialists.

There are annual variations in the number of MCCR re-
cruits as well as the ratio of MCCR to OCER recruits, even
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under the same government (the Lee Myung-bak govern-
ment). For example, the ratio rose from 20.3% in 2008 to
49.7% in 2011. More specifically, concerning general service
staff, the ratio of MCCR to OCER recruits rose from 17.7%
in 2008 to 147.1% in 2011 and remained above 100% in the
2010s. Most MCCR officials are professional license holders,
former researchers, and/or hold the highest degrees in sci-
ence and technology, as shown in Table 1. Therefore, while
the MCCR program was introduced to secure government
expertise, criticisms persist regarding government officials’
performance and whether MCCR is effective. If this trend of
hiring through MCCR persists, the ratio of MCCR to OECR
recruits will likely increase, rendering government perfor-
mance significantly dependent upon MCCR officials’ roles
and work attitudes.

Channels of recruitment and organizational performance.
Organization members’ perceptions of expertise and work
attitude can depend on their recruitment method, which
can also influence organizational performance. Since MCCR
is a recruitment type adopted to pursue specialization in
special fields, and OCER is a recruitment type for pursuing
general administrative expertise, there are inevitable differ-
ences in the content of expertise between groups depend-
ing on the type of recruitment (Neshkova & Guo, 2012).
Regarding companies, Kirkpatrick et al. (2017) found that
hiring business experts as directors on the board of the Eng-
lish National Health Service did not affect health service
quality but did increase financial performance. Mumford et
al. (2002) argued that organizations that do creative work
need leaders with creative problem-solving skills. Goodall
& Baker (2015, p. 11) proposed that a leader with expertise
in key tasks can improve organizational performance in
knowledge-intensive organizations (universities, hospitals,
etc.). About government, Kang et al. (2003) compared the
work attitudes of contractual workers and permanent gov-
ernment officials in central administrative agencies in
South Korea. Contrary to popular belief, their findings re-
vealed that contractual government officials had more pos-
itive sentiments toward job satisfaction, organizational re-
sources, and organizational citizenship behavior than
permanent government officials. Han (2017) discussed how
perceived occupational identity can change depending on
recruitment type. He conceptualized expert identity in
terms of expert control, expertise acquisition, and area of
expert activities, and through interviews with OCER and
MCCR officials found that government officials are not
highly aware of expert control and do not differentiate be-
tween expert and public ethics. However, whereas OCER of-
ficials perceive expertise as generic experience gained from
job rotation and organizational management, MCCR offi-
cials view expertise as special skills and knowledge gained
from both civil service experience and specialized education
or work experience. As such, the claim that recruitment
type influences how government officials perceive expertise
and organizational performance seems justified. Govern-
ment officials hired through MCCR serve as specialists
rather than professional administrators. In other words,
public officials recruited through OCER and MCCR require
different expertise. Hence, we propose the second hypothe-
sis:

Hypothesis 2: Perceived expertise and perceived or-

Type of Recruitment

v l -
Organizational
[ Self-assessed Expertise ] Performance

CV1

Intrinsic Job satisfaction
Factors
job shuffle
[ Extrinsic J compensation

Factors

U

training

CcVv2

Educational attainment, Terms of
office, Class, Levels of Government

Figure 1. Analysis Framework

ganizational performance are subject to change de-
pending on recruitment type.

RESEARCH DESIGN
Research Model

Figure 1 illustrates our hypothesis that perceived exper-
tise influences perceived organizational performance above
and beyond control variables, including HR-related vari-
ables. It is also hypothesized that there is a between-group
difference in this relationship by recruitment type. How-
ever, it should be noted that combining aggressive HR man-
agement strategies does not necessarily yield positive out-
comes such as increased organizational performance
(Delaney & Huselid, 1996). Research generally supports the
positive relationship between individual factors and organi-
zational performance.

Data

The study data were sourced from the Public Employee
Perception Survey (PEPS), an annual survey conducted by
the Korea Institute of Public Administration (KIPA). Since
2012, KIPA has been conducting PEPS to compile compre-
hensive data on government officials’ perceptions of key
HR-related issues that enable systematic tracking of per-
ceptual changes. The 2016-2017 survey data were merged
to create a pooled dataset. Both surveys were administered
by Hankook Research, a local survey and research company,
to government officials working in 46 national government
departments (42 in 2016) as well as 17 metropolitan govern-
ments. Multiple stratified sampling was used to maximize
the sample representativeness (first stratified into types of
government departments and then by number of employ-
ees). The total respondents in the merged dataset com-
prised 5,187 officials (2,070 in 2016; 3,117 in 2017).

Measurement of Variables and Analytical
Methods

Dependent variable: organizational performance. As the
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Table. 1 Number of new employees by recruitment program

OCER MCCR ratio of recruits via
general general service staff MCCRto OCER
| ot | sevce | Total | Research/ © o
) (D) Certificate \é\)/(?):;l;ice Degree Other A)*100 B)*100
2005 18,841 2,584 5,953 1,404 624 22 412 346 31.6% 54.3%
2006 20,989 4,476 8,108 3,877 864 1,000 857 1,156 38.6% 86.6%
2007 18,330 3,890 6,527 3424 919 1,451 441 613 35.6% 88.0%
2008 21,963 5,738 4,457 1,017 441 194 182 200 20.3% 17.7%
2009 18,633 3,894 5442 2,124 354 729 248 793 29.2% 54.5%
2010 14,746 2,821 6,234 3,059 407 45 228 2,379 42.3% 108.4%
2011 13,553 2,311 6,737 3,399 620 62 274 2,443 49.7% 147.1%
2012 15,660 1,974 6,639 2,793 701 119 268 1,705 42.4% 141.5%
2013 16,045 1,919 6,731 2,691 684 112 176 1,719 42.0% 140.2%
2014 24,333 3,985 7,256 4,578 2,170 935 369 1,104 29.8% 114.9%
2015 23,149 3,929 7,409 5,089 2,370 1,194 461 1,064 32.0% 129.5%
2016 22,487 3,711 7,131 4,933 2,173 1,405 324 1,031 31.7% 132.9%

OCER: Open competitive examination for recruitment, MCCR: Mid-career competitive recruitment

(Source) Ministry of Personnel Management, 2005-2016 Civil Service Personal Statistics

organizational performance of a government is socially
constructed, it would be complex. With regard to measuring
organizational performance, one stream of research exam-
ines the utility of subjective indicators (Brewer & Selden,
2000; Moynihan & Pandey, 2005; Whitford et al., 2010),
while another focuses on different dimensions of perfor-
mance (Andrews et al., 2006, 2010, 2011; Brewer & Selden,
2000; Carmeli & Tishler, 2004; O’Mahony & Stevens, 2004;
Walker et al., 2011). It is reasonable to measure the perfor-
mance of government as a subjective indicator. This is be-
cause it is difficult to establish appropriate objective perfor-
mance indicators for a government that serves public goods.
In this regard, Dess & Robinson (1984) measured organiza-
tional efficiency across small businesses and noted a strong
positive correlation between objective (growth in sales and
net assets after tax) and subjective measures (perceived per-
formance measured on a 5-point scale). Their findings sug-
gest that the two measures are substitutable for each other.
In addition, the difference of analysis level between bu-
reaucratic expertise, an individual-level variable, and or-
ganizational performance, an organization-level variable,
should be reviewed. Regarding this, Huselid (1995) found
that individual outcomes (measured by job turnover and
productivity) and organizational performance (measured by
short-term financial performance) are strongly correlated in
a statistically significant manner. Again, such findings sug-
gest that organizational performance is not independent of
managerial strategies to enhance members’ performance.
Therefore, it would not be a stretch (Collier & Mahon, 1993)
to hypothesize that enhancing the performance of an or-
ganization requires strategies that improve its constituent
members’ capacity and performance. In this study, the de-
pendent variable, organizational performance as perceived

by government officials, was measured using three items:
cost savings, extent of performance enhancement, and ex-
tent of performance and quality (of service) enhancement.

Independent variables: Government Officials’ expertise.
Two measures were used to examine expertise: an objective
measurement based on qualifications or working periods
and a subjective measure rated by the respondents them-
selves or their coworkers. According to Germain & Tejeda
(2012), objective expertise consists of six categories: Knows
work, Knows field, Education, Qualifications, Conducts re-
search, and Trained. Subjective expertise includes 12 items:
Ambitious, Drive, Improve, Charismatic, Deduce, Intuitive,
Judge, Self-assured, Talks his/her way through situations,
Assess, Self-confidence, and Outgoing. The objective ex-
pertise measurement method can ensure reliability but has
limited validity. Experience is neither a necessary pre-req-
uisite of expert knowledge nor does it inherently convey
expertise, therefore, it cannot be a proxy for expertise
(Goodall & Biker, 2015). However, the subjective expertise
measurement method is retrospective and can result in in-
accurate or manipulated memory. Despite these shortcom-
ings, subjective measurement data are used since individ-
uals can assess their own knowledge and ability (Van Der
Heijden, 2001). In this study, the independent variable, i.e.,
respondents’ self-assessed work expertise vis-a-vis the
overall expertise of government, was measured using a
5-point scale ranging from 1=very low to 5=very high. Re-
garding the other variables, values measured in terms of the
factor score were standardized.

Moderating variables: type of recruitment. When recruiting
vocational officials to the Korean government, the recruit-
ment method differs based on expected capabilities. Ac-
cording to Cho et al. (2017), MCCR promotes government
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officials’ expertise, particularly problem-solving capacity
and job performance, whereas OCER promotes expertise in
knowledge and techniques, managerial skills, and ethical
practices. Thus, generally, those selected by MCCR become
specialists while those selected through OCER become gen-
eralists. In this study, to analyze the relationship between
expertise and organizational performance, the recruitment
method variable was used as a proxy for the contents of
expertise. Each recruitment type, which is the moderating
variable, was assigned a numerical value (1 to OCER; 2 to
MCCR; 3 to others), but in the actual analysis, it was either
turned into a dummy variable (MCCR=1; others=0) or the
dataset was divided based on recruitment type.

Control variables. Strategic variables of HR management
(job satisfaction, job shuffle, promotion, compensation,
training) known to promote a high performance work sys-
tem were treated as control variables. HR management can
impact workers’ motivations in various ways (Delaney &
Huselid, 1996). Dimensions of intrinsic and extrinsic mo-
tivation are job satisfaction and compensation (promotion
and pay-raise), respectively. Substantial efforts have been
expended to better understand the relationship between
work motivation and organizational performance, including
research on whether job satisfaction or organizational com-
mitment influences performance (Angle & Perry, 1981; Bal-
four & Wechsler, 1996), whether intrinsic or extrinsic mo-
tivation has differential effects, or whether there are
motivational differences between the public and private
sectors (Balfour & Wechsler, 1991). Presuming that the re-
lationship between individual motivational factors and or-
ganizational performance holds, scholars have attempted to
empirically examine the influence of such factors on orga-
nizational performance (Gould-Williams, 2003) or on orga-
nizational commitment or job satisfaction (Giauque et al.,
2013) in public sector settings.

Job satisfaction was measured by the factor score of the
responses to two statements regarding the extent to which
respondents were interested in their job assignments and
sense of achievement. Government officials’ attitudes to-
ward job shuffle were measured by the factor score of re-
sponses to three statements addressing the extent to which
respondents could maximize their work capacity, their per-
ceptions on work hours, and their views on career devel-
opment programs. Perceptions of compensation and incen-
tives were measured by the factor score of responses to
three items on the appropriateness of the wage level con-
sidering work performance, wage level of private enterprise
workers, and work responsibility. Respondents’ perceptions
on promotion were measured by the factor score of re-
sponses to five statements on the promotion process, im-
partiality of work performance evaluation, work perfor-
mance achievement evaluation process, talent draft system,
and women’s promotions. Lastly, government officials’ per-
ceptions of training opportunities were measured by the
factor score of responses to three items on education and
training opportunities, capacity building, and self-develop-
ment. As reported in the Table 2, each composite variable is
reliable (or internally consistent).

Government officials’ characteristics and organizational
attributes, which were also treated as control variables,
were measured as follows. Educational attainment, an em-

ployee’s highest degree of education, was treated as a con-
tinuous variable (less than high school=1; doctorate=5).
Term of office was also treated as a continuous variable,
with one unit denoting five years (2=10 years of service).
Government officials’ ranks or class were also treated as a
continuous variable, with ranks corresponding to numbers
(grade 1, the highest level, corresponds to 1; grade 9, the
lowest level, corresponds to 9). Regarding the level of gov-
ernment in which the official participates, national govern-
ment departments were coded 1 and provincial and met-
ropolitan 0. Female employees were coded 1, and males 0.
Lastly, to account for year effects, 2017 was coded 1 and
2016 as 0.

Analytical Methods

This study aimed, first, to examine to what extent gov-
ernment officials’ perceived expertise influences their per-
ceptions of organizational performance; and second,
whether the relationship between the two variables as well
as determinants of organizational performance are subject
to change depending on recruitment type. There are at least
two approaches to examining moderating effects: first, by
creating an interaction term for an independent and a mod-
erating variable; and second, by creating separate models
by groups. This study hypothesizes that there are likely
to be between-group differences between MCCR and OCER
groups not only in terms of the relationship between per-
ceived expertise and perceived organizational performance,
but also in the mediating effect of work autonomy. When
creating a single model in which there is an interaction
term between an independent and a moderating variable,
it is assumed that the two groups are homogenous. How-
ever, where MCCR and OCER groups are not homogenous,
a leap of logic is unavoidable in adopting the former ap-
proach. Therefore, using a multiple regression technique,
this study divided the dataset into two groups (MCCR and
OCER) and examined the moderating effects of recruitment
type by comparing the statistical significance of the stan-
dardized coefficients.

ANALYSIS RESULTS
Descriptive Analysis and Correlation of Variables

Table 3 illustrates the characteristics of respondents. Of
the total survey respondents, 36% were female; most were
grade 6 employees (followed by 7 and 5); more than 90%
were university graduates (4 years); most had 11-15 years
of service (approximately 20%); 64% were affiliated with
national government departments; 80.6% were OCER-
based employees, while approximately 16% were MCCR-
based employees.

Table 4 illustrates the major variables’ descriptive statis-
tics. Except for the perceived expertise variable (only one
question item), factor values were used. Respondents’ levels
of perception regarding organizational performance and
promotion were lower than that of job satisfaction, job ro-
tation, and training opportunities. Their levels of perceived
expertise were also relatively high.

Correlations among the explanatory variables are pre-
sented in Table 5. Some variables were statistically signif-
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Table 2. Items used to measure study variables

. Inter-item
Variable Items Scale Reliability
- Our organization strives for cost reduction. Our organization’s performance has ,
Organizational been steadily improving. Our organization’s performance and quality are 5 Cronbach's
Performance . . yimp s & P a Y a=0.8777
improving.
Expertise What do you think your present job expertise level is? 5 -
Job | am interested in the job | am in charge of. | feel a sense of accomplishment while 5 Cronbach’s
Satisfaction performing my job. 0a=0.8343
Our organization’s promotion procedure is appropriate. The performance
reflected in promotion in our organization is fairly rated. In our institution,

Promotion members are promoted appropriately based on the results of work performance 5 Cronbach’s
evaluation. The personnel draft system may be helpful in renewing the seniority- a=0.7541
based personnel practice. It is difficult for women to be promoted to a high-
ranking position in our organization.

I am assigned appropriate work through which | can exhibit my competency
properly. The average work period in the department is at a level appropriate to Cronbach’s

Job Shuffle . 5 N
my experience. The career development system should expand for career a=0.6183
development in a certain professional field.

My pay is appropriate for my work performance. My pay is at an appropriate level
Compensation as compared to an employee at a private enterprise (large corporation level) 5 Cronbach'’s
P performing similar tasks. | am fairly compensated for the amount of responsibility a=0.8869
I shoulder.
| have enough opportunities for proper education and training/ability
Trainin development when | need them for job performance. | constantly develop myself 5 Cronbach’s
g to improve my job performance ability. The activities of education and training/ a=0.8008
ability development | completed last year helped improve my job performance.
Autonom | have options for the job performance method/procedure. | can control the job 5 Cronbach’s
Y performance speed/deadline. | can decide the job performance order/priority. a=0.8174

icantly correlated to each other while others were not.
Nonetheless, the correlation coefficients did not seem prob-
lematic for the analysis.

Additionally, regarding variables by recruitment type,
perceived expertise, perceived organizational performance,
perceptions on promotion, perceptions on job rotation, per-
ceptions on compensation and incentives, and job satisfac-
tion were higher among MCCR- than OCER-based employ-
ees (3.46 vs 3.41, 0.10 vs -0.03, 0.06 vs -0.02, 0.18 vs -0.04,
0.07 vs -0.02, 0.21 vs -0.05, respectively). Overall, MCCR-
based employees had higher perception levels than OCER-
based employees.

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis

This study employed four models, two all-in-one models
(model A inclusive of the recruitment type variable and
model B not inclusive), model C in which only OCER-based
employees were included, and model D in which only
MCCR-based employees were included. The results confirm
that, except for the MCCR-based model, perceived expertise
positively influences perceived organizational performance
(H1 adopted). Comparing the OCER- and MCCR-based mod-
els, perceived expertise influence is statistically significant
in all models except the MCCR-based model (H2 adopted).
The findings reveal significant differences between OCER-
and MCCR-based employees not only in terms of perceived
expertise but also some of the major control variables.

Furthermore, changes in the number of observations do
not influence statistical significance. To confirm whether

such differences are attributable to the difference in sample
size (OCER-based employees, N=4,179; MCCR-based em-
ployees, N=838), two additional analyses were conducted.
First, there was no change in statistical significance of the
explanatory variables when the two datasets (2016 and
2017) were merged or separated for the analysis. Next, to
confirm whether the regression coefficient difference is at-
tributable to the difference in sample size, 838 samples
were randomly extracted from the OCER-based group to
equalize the number of samples in the two groups, and
bootstrap test was conducted (100 times). As seen in Table
6, the results and statistical significance were not affected
by sample size difference. Therefore, the between-group
differences in the relationship between perceived expertise
and perceived organizational performance are not attribut-
able to population sampling.

Lastly, regarding the potential threat of common method
bias (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986), which is inherent in a sin-
gle survey study, Harman’s single factor test found five fac-
tors with eigenvalues higher than 1, constituting 63% of the
total variance (the largest factor constituting 23% of the
total variance). Therefore, the potential threat of common
method bias is not serious in this study (Taylor et al., 2015).

Exploring mediating effects

The multiple regression analysis results suggest that
perceived expertise positively influences perceived organi-
zational performance for OCER-based employees but not
for MCCR-based employees. An additional analysis was
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Table 3. Respondent Characteristics

Variable Character Frequency (person) Ratio (%)
Male 3,336 64.31
Sex
Female 1,851 35.69
2 4 0.08
3 47 0.91
4 360 6.94
5 1,336 25.76
Grade
6 1,534 29.57
7 1,401 27.01
8 328 6.32
9 177 341
Below high school graduation 150 2.89
College graduate (2 years) 295 5.69
Education University graduate (4 years) 3,669 70.73
Master’s 953 18.37
Ph.D. 120 2.31
5yearsorless 981 18.91
6-10vyears 935 18.03
11-15years 1,042 20.09
Years of service
16-20years 603 11.63
21-25years 727 14.02
Over 26 years 899 17.33
Central 3,343 64.45
Type of government
Local (Metropolitan) 1,844 35.55
OCER 4,179 80.57
Type of recruitment MCCR 838 16.16
Other 170 3.28
Total 5,187 100

OCER: Open competitive examination for recruitment, MCCR: Mid-career competitive recruitment

conducted to determine the cause of this difference as an-
other factor could not be ruled out. This is because expertise
may directly affect organizational performance, but it may
also have an indirect effect that is mediated by other factors
between the two variables. If there is no mediating effect in
a specific subgroup, the overall effect may also be insignif-
icant. Another advantage of examining the relationship be-
tween self-assessed expertise and perceived organizational
performance, considering the possible existence of another
factor affecting the relationship, is that it provides addi-
tional insights into the pursuit of institutional and policy
improvement.

Work autonomy was considered a potential factor affect-
ing the relationship between perceived expertise and per-
ceived organizational performance. According to Hackman
& Oldham (1975), work autonomy refers to autonomy and
discretion granted to organizational members when per-
forming work. It plays a positive role in promoting orga-
nizational members’ intrinsic motivation, job satisfaction,
and individual achievement (Conger & Kanungo, 1988;

Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2011; Gagné et al., 1997). Also, in ac-
cordance with many studies confirming the role of auton-
omy in mediating the relationship between individual at-
tributes and performance (Barrick & Mount, 1993; Dodd &
Ganster, 1996), this study hypothesizes the role of work au-
tonomy in the relationship between perceived expertise and
perceived organizational performance. One likely reason for
the significant differences between the OCER- and MCCR-
based groups is that while a lively perceptual flow exists
among OCER-based employees, with their perceived exper-
tise leading to perceived work autonomy and perceived or-
ganizational performance, this flow is defunct among
MCCR-based employees.

To test the mediating effect of work autonomy, Baron &
Kenny’s (1986) methodology was applied. Work autonomy
was measured using the factor score of the responses to
three items (rated on a 5-point scale) regarding the extent
to which employees can determine their work style, process,
speed, deadlines, order, and priorities. Results suggest the
partial mediating effects of work autonomy in all models
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics

Variable Observations Mean SD Min. Max.
Organizational Performance 5,187 -0.000000003 1 -3.67505 2.277483
Government Officials’ Expertise 5,187 3.416233 0.682879 1 5
Autonomy 5,187 0.000000009 1 -3.03618 2444159
Job Satisfaction 5,187 0.000000009 1 -3.27101 1.968924
Promotion 5,187 -0.0000000008 1 -2.89254 2.927265
Job Shuffle 5,187 0.000000007 1 -3.63542 2.904237
Compensation 5,187 0.000000005 1 -2.14054 3.050146
Training 5,187 0.0000000003 1 -2.83849 2.6913
Education 5,187 3.115288 0.660005 1 5
Years of service 5,187 3.35801 1.745258 1 6
Grade 5,187 6.072296 1.205935 2 9
Type of government (Central=1) 5,187 0.644496 0.478712 0 1
Sex (Female=1) 5,187 0.356854 0.479117 0 1
Year Dummy 5,187 0.600925 0.489755 0 1
Table 5. Correlation coefficient
1 2 3 4 5 [¢) 7 8

Organizational

Performance 1

Government ”

Officials’ 0.2883 1

Expertise

Autonomy 0.3198™ 0.2305™ 1

é‘;fisfaction 0.4128"" 04175 0.3677"" 1

Promotion 0.4802"" 0.1983" 0.3288"" 0.3085"" 1

Job Shuffle 0.4417™ 0.2789™ 0.3835™" 0.4848"™" 0.4999™ 1

Compensation 0.2064™ -0.0095 0.2798™ 0.1648"™ 0.3579™" 0.2906™" 1

Training 0.4138™ 0.3096™ 0.3848™ 0.4188"™" 0.4019™ 0.4474"" 0.3329™ 1

*#% Correlation is significant at the p<0.01 level

except the MCCR-based model.

To investigate whether work autonomy is influenced by
perceived expertise and perceived organizational perfor-
mance, the Sobel-Goodman mediation test was performed.
Again, there was a difference between the OCER- (0.222)
and MCCR-based (0.138) groups. Furthermore, the ratio of
the indirect to direct effect was larger for OCER- than
MCCR-based groups, suggesting that perceived expertise
via work autonomy does not greatly impact perceived orga-
nizational performance for the MCCR-based group.

CONCLUSIONS
Discussion

The Korean government has been able to hire excellent
talent while pursuing government-led development strate-

gies. The Korean people have supported government poli-
cies in the belief that the best public officials, selected
through rigorous testing, implement these policies. As the
difficulty of policy issues, such as the complexity of inter-
ests or technology, has rapidly increased, the public’s ex-
pectations of bureaucrats’ expertise have also increased. In
the past, the authoritarian work attitude of public officials
has been heavily criticized, however in recent years, the
incompetence of public officials has also come under fire.
In public administration, bureaucratic expertise is divided
into the following sub-categories: problem-solving capac-
ity, public ethics, job performance capacity, and manage-
rial capacity (Cho et al., 2017). However, it is difficult to
develop the capability to solve and manage specific policy
issues while pursuing a general bureaucratic career. To cope
with these issues, the Korean government has expanded the
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Table 6. Model Analysis

Model A Model B Model C (OCER Model) Madel D (MCCR
Model)
B SE B SE B SE B SE
Government
Officials’ 0.09055" 0.022 0.09055™"" 0.022 0.09871™" 0.025 0.04999 0.055
Expertise
Job 0.17725™ 0.018 0.17724™ 0.018 0.17458" 0.020 0.16725™ 0.041
Satisfaction
Promotion 0.30663"" 0.017 0.30663" 0.017 0.30008" 0.019 0.33753" 0.040
Job Shuffle 0.12112" 0.017 0.12112™ 0.017 0.12183" 0.020 0.10648"" 0.037
Compensation -0.02341* 0.014 -0.02342* 0.014 -0.01795 0.016 -0.06503* 0.034
Training 0.13664"" 0.016 0.13663™" 0.016 0.14022"™" 0.018 0.14313"™ 0.040
Education -0.01291 0.018 -0.01293 0.018 -0.01098 0.023 -0.01652 0.035
::fvrfc gf 0.05389™ 0.008 0.05388"™" 0.008 0.04682" 0.009 0.08969™ 0017
Grade 0.06288"" 0.012 0.06286™"" 0.011 0.06085"" 0.013 0.07112" 0.029
Type of
government -0.02254 0.025 -0.02257 0.025 -0.01901 0.028 -0.06356 0.067
(Central=1)
Sex B 0.02879" 0.025 0.02878" 0.025 0.04721™ 0.028 -0.061" 0.062
(Female=1)
Ye;(; 1D7”mmy -0.04503™" 0.024 -0.04502"" 0.024 -0.04824™" 0.026 -0.00618 0.057
Type of
Recruitment -0.00019 0.031
(MCCR=1)
Constant -0.748" 0.143 -0.748" 0.142 -0.794™" 0.161 -0.504 0.371
Observations 5,187 5,187 4,179 838
R-squared 0.357 0.357 0.36 0.335

OCER: Open competitive examination for recruitment, MCCR: Mid-career competitive recruitment, B: Standardized Coefficients, SE: Robust standard errors, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *

p<0.1

Table 7. Mediating effect analysis result

Variables Total Model OCER Model MCCR Model
Dependent oP oP A oP oP A oP oP A
Variable
Evoert 0.133™ 0.129™ 0.0827™ 0.146™ 0.142"" 0.0845™ 0.0675 0.0642 0.0774
xpertise
0.022 0.0221 0.0223 0.0246 0.0247 0.0247 0.0546 0.0546 0.0556

0.0466™ 0.0503™ 0.0424
Autonomy

0.0146 0.0166 0.0322
Observations 5,187 5,187 5,187 4,179 4,179 4,179 838 838 838
R-squared 0.357 0.359 0.266 0.36 0.362 0.276 0.335 0.337 0.202

OCER: Open competitive examination for recruitment, MCCR: Mid-career competitive recruitment, OP: Organizational Performance, A: Autonomy; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

MCCR program, which requires professional qualifications
in each policy field, in addition to the OCER for recruiting
general administrators. If the government has appointed
public officials in different recruiting types, then it should
implement HRM differently for each recruiting type so that
different expertise can be exerted to improve organizational

performance.

The results of this empirical study suggest that, overall,
regardless of recruitment type, higher perception of exper-
tise correlates with higher perception of organizational per-
formance. However, the results also indicate differences
among OCER- and MCCR-based employees in terms of how
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Table 8. Result of testing mediation effect

Total OCER Model MCCR Model
Ratio of total mediation effect 0.213931 0.221995 0.138273
Ratio of indirect to direct effect 0.272153 0.285338 0.16046
Ratio of direct effect in total effect 1.272154 1.285338 1.16046
Sobel test (Z-score) 1307 12.3™ 3337
OCER: Open competitive examination for recruitment, MCCR: Mid-career competitive recruitment; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

the relationship between perceived expertise and perceived
organizational performance unfolds. Also, the differences
in this relationship and in the determinants of organiza-
tional performance are attributable to recruitment type.
This study found that MCCR-based employees’ higher ex-
pertise perceptions are not necessarily translated into
higher perceptions of organizational performance, calling
for the need to assess whether their work environment is
conducive to maximizing their work capacity. In addition,
this study found no evidence of the mediating effect of work
autonomy on MCCR-based employees’ organizational per-
formance. This speaks to the unlikelihood of the linkage be-
tween perceived expertise and organizational performance
mediated by work autonomy. Furthermore, despite MCCR-
based employees possessing higher levels of perceived ex-
pertise, work autonomy, and organizational performance,
they do not necessarily bond and create a positive synergis-
tic impact. Therefore, one policy implication of this study
is to urge government to create a work environment con-
ducive to MCCR-based employees realizing their full poten-
tial.

The findings regarding the factors deteriorating and en-
hancing expertise indicate that, regardless of recruitment
type, government officials face some common difficulties.
However, HR decision-makers should pay attention to the
fact that MCCR-based employees stress the importance of
appropriate specialization while OCER-based employees
emphasize the importance of training opportunities and
self-development. Many recent studies corroborate this
study’s implications. Song (2015) proposed the necessity of
substantially improving education and training programs
within the government, strengthening expertise-based pro-
motion systems, expanding MCCR systems, and imposing
regulations on the terms, conditions, and scope of shuffling.
Scholars largely point to job rotation as the most critical
factor inhibiting expertise development. Frequent job rota-
tions not only inhibit expertise development but also hin-
der administrative and policy continuity, thereby compro-
mising accountability in administration. Thus, MCCR-based
employees should be immediately appointed to posts where
they can fully manifest their expertise, while providing
OCER-based employees with training and self-development
opportunities on an ad-hoc basis.

Contributions and Limitations

The theoretical significance of this study is that the in-
fluence of bureaucrats’ expertise, a key management factor
in HRM theory, as an explanatory variable for organiza-

tional performance was verified through empirical analysis.
The major contribution of this study is that despite numer-
ous debates on MCCR, there remains a scarcity of empirical
studies on the performance and perceptions of MCCR-based
experts. This study serves as a starting point for a discus-
sion on MCCR and, to our knowledge, is the first attempt to
investigate the relationship between MCCR-based employ-
ees’ perceived expertise and their perceptions of organiza-
tional performance.

In practical terms, this study found empirical evidence
that the government should apply differentiated personnel
management methods for each recruiting type to improve
bureaucrats’ expertise. How the government treats public
officials with different recruitment type will positively af-
fect organizational performance. It was found that the
higher the perceived expertise, the higher the perceived or-
ganizational performance. However, for those who are re-
cruited based on professional qualifications such as career
or degree, unlike public officials who are recruited based
on their general ability, perceived expertise did not signifi-
cantly affect perceived organizational performance. The re-
sults of this empirical analysis raise doubts on the effective-
ness of the MCCR system introduced to recruit specialists
in public offices. In this regard, it should be noted that the
responses regarding “factors that hinder the bureaucrats’
expertise” of PEPS were different for each recruiting type.
The first and second rankings were the same for both OCER
and MCCR, in the order of frequent personnel transfer and
seniority-based evaluation, but the third priority for OCER
was lack of opportunities for learning and development,
while for MCCR it was the allocation of personnel regard-
less of their major and aptitude.

Despite these contributions, this study is not without its
inherent weaknesses. First, the measure of expertise was
purely subjective, which can be problematic in omitting
multiple dimensions of expertise. Additionally, the concept
“expertise” is currently measured using several aspects, but
in this study, expertise was measured using just a single
item on self-assessed expertise. Considering that the civil
service recruitment system is divided into OCER and MCCR
in Korea, we attempted to classify the contents of expertise
using the recruitment method as a surrogate variable, but
this remains an incomplete measure. Therefore, it would be
worthwhile to further segment the concept of expertise to
ascertain whether this yields different outcomes.

Second, in this study, there was a concern about common
method bias because a single survey was used to explain the
relationship between variables. Common method bias is a
concern in self-report measures, including the fact that re-
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lationships between self-reported variables can either in-
flate or deflate linear relationships, and self-rating sources
that constitute measurement methods (Conway & Lance,
2010; Siemsen et al., 2010). Regarding the potential threat
of common method bias (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986), which
is inherent in a single survey study, Harman’s single factor
test found five factors with eigenvalues higher than 1, con-

stituting 63% of the total variance (the largest factor con-
stituting 23% of the total variance). Therefore, the potential
threat of common method bias is not serious in this study
(Taylor et al., 2015).
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