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Organizational commitment among public and
private sector professionals

Arne Mastekaasa

Abstract

Public sector workers are partly portrayed as kighbtivated and with relatively altruistic
values, and partly as lazy and opportunistic. Bhicle compares the level of organizational
commitment in professional groups mainly employethe private sector on the one hand
(e.g., journalists, business administration graglsjatvith public sector professions (e.g.,

social workers, teachers) on the other. It turrntd@be considerable variation among the
public sector professions, with the highest comraithramong teachers and the lowest among
nurses, but no systematic difference between ttterse The group variations in commitment
are explained by perceived job rewards and worlgasabnly to a very limited extent.
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Organizational commitment among public and private sector professionals

Both in the public debate and in scholarly literafwstrikingly different views of the attitudes
and motivation of public employees are found. Adaag to Perry (1997) important elements
of apublic service motivation are an attraction to policy making, commitmenthi® public
interest, compassion, and self sacrifice. In alamviein, Pratchett and Wingfield (1996)
consider the absence of a profit motive and loy@tiyemployer, profession, etc.) as defining
characteristics of what they calpablic service ethos. In the New Public Management
movement, on the other hand, public employeesegyarded as basically self-interested
(Aberbach and Christensen 2003) — not necessadtg 80 than private sector employees,
but certainly not less. Although not explicitly eefing to public employees, a similar
negative view is found in Collins’ (1978) discussiaf sinecures — sheltered bureaucratic jobs
with many privileges but requiring little effort.

Despite the attention given to the issue of défifiees in motivation between
employees in the public and private sectors, fempmarative studies have been carried out.
With regard to ‘organizational commitment’ in pattiar, a search of the literature cited in the
ISI Social Sciences Citation Index database si®& Ehows 1350 articles with this term in
title, keywords or abstract, but only 15 studiembaing ‘organizational commitment’ with
the terms ‘public’ and ‘private’.

This article compares the organizational commitina@mong employees in typical
public sector service professions with professigmaups that are mainly employed in the
private sector. | focus on attitudinal (or affeefivorganizational commitment which may be
defined as ‘employees’ emotional attachment taytifleation with, and involvement in, the
organization’ (Meyer, Irving, and Allen 1998, 32s noted above, discussions of the
motivational characteristics of public sector enypks have also considered several other
attitudes and dimensions. The focus on organizatioommitment here is based on the
centrality of that concept in the more generatditere on employee motivation (Riketta
2002). Also, organizational commitment seems maited for a comparative study than
concepts defined in sector specific ways like pubérvice motivation.

The public sector professional groups considemndtis study have bachelor level
degrees in education, nursing, social work, pudndiinistration or library science. The
private sector professional groups have degreesgimeering, journalism, or business
administration. More specifically, the sample cstsof people who graduated in these fields
in 2001 and who responded to a survey three ydi@rsgraduation (spring 2004). One might
argue that comparisons between public and privadttsemployees should ideally be made
within and not between occupational or professignalips. Such a within group approach
has obvious advantages in satisfyaetgris paribus requirements, but also important
limitations. The public and private sectors arey\different in terms of occupational and
educational composition, so within group comparssare possible only for very selected
groups. | therefore compare groups with diffetgpes of education. They all have the same
amount of education, and they are also very similar rmieof age and amount of work

1



hegskolen i OSlO SPS arbeidsnotat 1/2009

senter for profesjonsstudier

experience. This approach also allows us to examiether differences between public and
private sector groups are larger than the diffezsrfiound among groups in each sector.
The empirical analyses below start out with a $entlescription of the between-group
variation in organizational commitment. | then explto what extent this variation can be
explained as a result of differences in jiblerewards employees receive or in thevwork
values or preferences. The discussion of public sectdivation mentioned above clearly
implies that work values are important. Are empks/g/ho claim to be strongly concerned
with such values as being useful to society angftieto others more committed than those
who report a high concern with pay and career dppdres? Or is commitment determined
by thematch between job rewards and work values, so that péyhand career opportunities
are the primary determinants of commitment in sgnoeips and opportunities to help and to
be useful in other groups? In particular, do wel timat different types of rewards are
important in determining the level of commitmentpaoiblic and private employees?

Per spectives on sector differencesin employee motivation

In the ideal typical Weberian bureaucracy the auceat enjoyed high status, job
security, and regular salary increases. In retugmperformed his duties and acted in
accordance with organizational objectives. Thetieiahip between bureaucrat and
bureaucracy was not, however, based on marketrbksactions but is better described as
relying on a relationship of long term reciproqity. Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, and
Sowa 1986; Settoon, Bennett, and Liden 1996). Bworedic employees enjoyed important
privileges and reciprocated by developing a lommtsense of loyalty and commitment.

Weber’s conception of the employment relationshipublic bureaucracies appears
quite close to what has been termed a ‘commitnaaritorporatist’ approach in more recent
organizational literature (Arthur 1994; Lincoln adlleberg 1990). In this literature
commitment oriented employment practices are djsished from ‘control’ practices (Arthur
1994; Wood and de Menezes 1998). The latter ardbas direct control of employee
behaviour by means of close supervision, sanctoksrewards. The commitment approach,
on the other hand, is more indirect. By buildingncoitment one presumably secures workers
that identify with the goals of the organizatiordact in accordance with its interests.

Bureaucracies are not limited to the public sedaking into account the prevalence
of bureaucratic structures in this sector, the almrgument nevertheless suggests that a high
level of commitment should be expected among pushployees. Other authors have more
explicitly suggested quite fundamental differenicethe motivation and attitudes of public
and private sector employees. As noted above, RPE98/7) associatgaiblic service
motivation with an attraction to policy making, commitmenthe public interest,
compassion, and self sacrifice. Pratchett and igtty{1996) define gublic service ethos in
terms of the following dimensions: accountabilityc{uding a commitment to implementing
policies irrespective of personal views), bureatictaehaviour (including honesty, integrity,
etc.), and concern with the public interest, noowpeary motivation, and loyalty.
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The above arguments notwithstanding, public seatdrbureaucratic employment
structures may also have negative effects on erapkynotivation. For instance, a central
characteristic of Weber’s ideal typical bureaucracys rigidity and lack of flexibility. A
recent review article focussing on employees inaganal jobs found fourteen studies
addressing sector differences in employee motimatar values (Boyne 2002). It was
concluded that public managers are indeed lessialagtic, and also express a greater desire
to serve the public interest. Their level of orgational commitment, however, tended to be
lower than what was found in the private sector. Boyrggssts that the lower commitment
in the public sector may be due to more inflexjidesonnel practices in that sector.

Thus, it is not clear whether ideal typical bur@agies should be expected to have on
balance positive or negative effects on commitm&ny. empirical assessment of these issues
must of course also take into account that idgagyare theoretical constructs that never exist
in their pure form. Moreover, there seems to bethrmonsensus that the organization of
public administration has in recent decades remdasetf clearly from the bureaucratic ideal
type, with, e.g. less job security and less secareer opportunities (cf. Brown 1995). In the
New Public Management, the desired behaviour ofipeimployees is believed to follow
from application of economic incentives rather tfi@m loyalty and commitment. Thus, a
change in the direction of more control orientetieathan commitment oriented employment
relations has taken place.

The changes in the size and composition of théigsector are likely to be one
important factor behind the changes in manageradtjges. Traditional bureaucratic
privileges may not easily be extended from a seld# to a sizeable part of the work force.
Nevertheless, it is slightly paradoxical that thituix of incentive systems and ‘quasi markets’
in the public sector has taken place at the same ais an almost opposite trend in private
sector management, i.e. a move from control to comemt. Variously known as ‘innovative
human resource management practices’ (IchniowskiSiraw 2003), ‘high commitment
employment practices’ (Whitener 2001), ‘best p@Etiuman resource management’
(Marchington and Grugulis 2000), and the like, themnagement practices do include
incentive pay but only as part of a package incigdeatures such as problem-solving teams,
job rotation, careful screening and selection ofkecs, job security, information sharing
between management and employees, and trainingi¢lebki and Shaw 2003).

Of course, public bureaucracies have changedrnmenous ways over and above the
change in managerial philosophies and practicesti¢deast important is a very strong
growth in size. A very large part of this growthcaored within the provision of health,
educational and social services — particularlyaartdries like Norway where these services
are overwhelmingly provided by the public sectdru3, the composition of the public sector
has also changed strongly, from a dominance of midtrative officials to one of service
providers — what Michael Lipsky (1980) has calle@et level bureaucrats. A further
characteristic of these service providers is thay tend to have fairly high and specialized
education, typically bachelor degrees in fieldg ldducation, nursing or social work. Thus,
they can also be considered as knowledge workezsenr professionals.
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Several authors have suggested that professiomabg may exhibit relatively low
levels of organizational commitment (Blau and S&862; Freidson 2001; Hall 1967; Scott
1966). One reason for this is that they have amgabssibly competing focus of commitment,
viz. the profession. Secondly, conflicts may akisewveen bureaucratic demands on the one
hand and professional autonomy on the other. Thiptbfessional knowledge is of a fairly
general as opposed to firm-specific kind. This dbntes to low costs associated with
between-employer mobility, both for the employed&d@se knowledge will be equally
valuable with another employer) and for the empldyéno may replace the employee
without extensive investments in firm internal tiaig). The further implication of this is that
both the employer and the employee will have fewegntives to invest in the relationship
(cf. Althauser and Kalleberg 1981).

Theoretical framework

As noted by (author citation), most theories agkarch on work attitudes and
behaviour can be categorized according to wheltegr émphasize the causal effects of job
rewards or other aspects of the work situationfavark values or personality characteristics
(i.e., “situational” or “dispositional” perspectise(Gruenberg 1980; Morris and Villemez
1992). The dispositional perspective assumegabattitudes reflect relatively stable
individual differences in needs, values, or perigpneharacteristics (see Staw and Ross
1985). By contrast, situational theories assumewioak attitudes are shaped by the context
of work or by job characteristics. One situatiopaispective is represented by Salancik and
Pfeffer’s (1978) information processing approachicl suggests that work attitudes are
mainly determined by social influences and contaixtues, and are only weakly related to
people's actual job characteristics. A second bffstuational approach assumes that work
attitudes are shaped primarily by the benefits#niies that people obtain from their jobs
and organizations (see Herzberg, Mausner and Smgote959). This second type of
situational theory may also to a greater or lesg&nt allow for dispositional factors and thus
be consistent with the view that people’s overdllings about their jobs are a function of
both job characteristics and the needs or valwssabrkers attach to their jobs and
organizations (see Goldthorpe, Lockwood, Bechhealied, Platt 1968; Kalleberg 1977; Locke
1976; Morris and Villemez 1992). Thus, it may a@considered as a combination of the
situational and the dispositional perspective.

One such combined approach is to consider woitkiddss like commitment and job
satisfaction as multiplicative functions of workiwas and job characteristics. The basic idea
is that job characteristics impact work attitudag, that the strength of this effect depends on
how much the individual employee values the paldicjob characteristic in question. Thus,
for instance, the impact of job security is expddtevary between employees with different
views of the importance of this characteristic.sTimodel, which may be calledsalues-
rewards model, has its roots in the expectancy theory of atatul/room 1964). It has been
widely used in research on job satisfaction (Hdsketd Gardner 1993; Locke 1976; author
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citation), but has been influential even in the oatment literature (Meyer, Irving, and Allen
1998).

In the values-rewards model, the impact of rewa@ssumed to vary as a function of
the importance attached to these rewards — the in@tant the reward is considered to be,
the stronger its influence on commitment. In techhierms, values are assumed to act as
moderator variables. It follows that the actuaiaion in impact in a given population will
depend on the amount of variation in values. Tlyaér the degree of consensus about a type
of reward, the lower the variation. In line withghHesketh and Gardner (1993) suggest that
values (or other dispositional characteristics) alve moderator effects only for job
characteristics that are of moderate normativeraeity.

With its roots in expectancy theory, the valuesa®ls model assumes that the
attitude formation process is highly cognitive aational (author citation). Employees are
assumed to know exactly how much they value diffejab characteristics and to use these
values as weights when forming their opinions. Thasy make relatively good sense with
regard to phenomena like satisfaction, which areegaly regarded as having a strong
cognitive component (McKennel 1978). Such assumptinay be more problematic with
regard to less clearly cognitive attitudes like coitment — not the least to the affective
commitment dimension (which is the one consideneithé empirical analyses below). Meyer,
Irving, and Allen (1998) assume, however, thatrttealel is equally applicable to all three
dimensions (affective, normative, and continuance).

What happens if we relax the assumption that geloaVe relatively precise ideas
about the importance of each job characteristid,that they use importance as weights when
making up their minds about how committed they &ea® implication is that (conscious)
work values will be less efficient in accounting f@riations in the impact of various job
rewards. This is true at the individual level, buén with regard to differences between
occupational or professional groups. Opportuniielselp other people, for instance, might
have stronger effects on commitment in public timaprivate sector professions, without this
necessarily being reflected in a similar differencéheir stated values.

If it turns out that people’s professed work valde not reflect how important various
job characteristics are for their attitudes towte organization, this may have important
implications for our interpretation of responseslit@ct questions about work values, and, in
particular, for comparisons of the motivation obpa and private employees.

Hypotheses and resear ch strategy
As noted above, very different views on the mdtoraand commitment of public and
private employees are found in the literature. fidweew of the literature by Boyne (2002)

nevertheless suggests a lower level of organizalticommitment among public employees:

H The level of organizational commitment is lowethe public than in the
private sector professions
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To the extent that differences among the professigroups are found, the next step is
how to account for these differences. In termsiefialues-rewards model a substantial part
of these differences can be hypothesized to beald#éferences in the job characteristics

experienced in the various groups:

H> Between group differences in organizational commaiit are partly explained
by differences in job rewards

Job rewards are assumed to be only a partial exfxen for two reasons. First, the list
of job rewards employed here is clearly not exhaesand potentially important job
characteristics may have been omitted. Secontigtesttent that the groups also differ in

their work values, this variation may also be take#a account.

Hs Between group differences in organizational commaiit are partly explained
by differences in work values

This hypothesis is based on the ideas found iptidic service motivation literature.
Public employees are assumed to be more altrasticcommitted than private sector

employees.
Between groups differences in organizational cotmeint are partly explained

by taking into account the multiplicative effectgab rewards and work
values (or, in other words, the moderator effe€twark values).

Ha

H, is based on the values-rewards model. As suggebtede, however, commitment
attitudes may be formed (at least to some extanugh less cognitive and conscious

processes.

Hs The impact of job demands on organizational commaitt varies between
professional groups over and above the variaticowated for by the

individuals’ expressed values

In order to test these hypotheses, | proceedliasvi First, | estimate a regression

model which provides the gross differences betwbkermgroups in organizational
commitment. The next step is to control for job aeds. The third model includes also work
values and the fourth model even interactions akwalues and rewards. Finally, | estimate

models allowing also for interactions between relsand profession.
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M ethods

Data

The data were collected as part of a survey progra (calledstudData) of students
in Bachelor-level professional educations at sd\oawegian polytechnics. Individuals
responded to questionnaires both while still inege and three years after graduation. In this
article, only data collected three years after gatidn are utilized. The data were collected in
the spring of 2004; thus, the respondents all madugted in the spring of 2001.

The data analysed in this article include gradufatem programmes in early
childhood education (pre-school teachers), educd@tementary school teachers), social
work, nursing, library science, public administoati journalism, business administration, and
engineering. Graduates from journalism, business@dtration and engineering have their
main labour market in the private sector, wherbasother groups are mainly employed in the
public sector.

The gross sample consists of all graduates irethesgrammes in the included
colleges. The sampled individuals received and'metlithe questionnaires by mail. Up to
two reminders were sent to individuals who did mespond.

Data were obtained from 1111 respondents, givirgsponse rate of sixty percent. Of
these, 974 were employed at the time of the suanelwere asked questions on
organizational commitment and other job-relatedtenat In order to make a pure comparison
of the public and private sectors, | also excludedple employed outside of the sector typical
of their education (e.g., nurses in private comgsiaind business graduates in public
employment). This brings the sample down to 78% distribution of these respondents
across the educational programmes is shown in fabiethe regression analyses, the number
of observations drops to 680 due to missing regsoan individual items.

As can be seen in table 1, some of the groupsrmaadl. | therefore combined
engineers and business administration graduatée iprivate sector, and librarians and
public administration graduates in the public sed®eliminary analyses indicated that these
groups were fairly similar in terms of organizatboommitment as well work values and job
rewards.

Measures
Organizational commitment is measured by means of four items taken fronPtirer
scale (Porter, Steers, Mowday, and Boulian 19R@sponses were scored on four-point
scales (one to four), and the measure used heeelsperson’s mean across the four items.
Work values andjob rewards were measured using the type of items used irga la
number of previous studies and included in sevarge American surveys like the General
Social Survey (GSS) (e.g., Crewson 1997; FrankLawds 2004; Kalleberg 1977). Early in

! The statements are: “l am proud to work for this organization”, “I am willing to make an extra effort to help
the organization”, “l would accept almost any work task to be be able to continue working for this
organization”, and “I feel very little attachment to this organization” (reverse coding).

7
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the questionnaire respondents were asked to repatfive-point scale to what extent a
series of statements (like ‘provides a high incooréprovides opportunities to help other
people’) are true of their present job. At a lggeint in the questionnaire, the same list of
statements is presented, but now respondents leed Bsrate each statement in terms of how
important it is in choosing between jobs. Nineatatnts are included in the analyses in this
article; see the list in table?1.

| also tried controlling fogender andage in the regressions, but the coefficients for
these variables never reached statistical sigméeaThey are therefore not included in the
analyses presented below.

Satistical methods
Ordinary linear regression analysis (OLS) was ubedrder to make the results more
easily interpretable, all explanatory variablesenaeen centred around their means.

Results

Descriptive results

The group specific means afganizational commitment and of the perceived job
rewards and the work values are given in tablehk. Aighest level afommitment is found
for teachers, followed by journalists, and the Istxfer nurses. There is no clear contrast
between public and private sector professions.

Theperception of job rewards varies widely among the groups. kseful to society,
opportunity to help, andcontact with other people there is a clear contrast between the public
sector professions on the one hand and the prbeati®r ones on the other, with the means of
the former being much higher than the latter. lgh income there is an equally strong
contrast, but in the opposite direction. On thesptlimensions, no clear public — private
pattern emerges. Fgub security andcareer opportunities, for instance, nurses have very
positive perceptions whereas the lowest scorearel among teachers. (Teachers’
perceptions of their jobs as insecure probablgotthat very many teachers are employed in
temporary jobs.)

[Table 1 about here]

The pattern of responses to therk value questions resembles to some extent what
was found for rewards, but the public — privatdeténces are less clear. In particular, for
opportunity to help, useful to society andcontact with other people the responses of the
librarian/public administration group now are memailar to those of the journalists and

? Factor analysis was used to examine whether the set of items could be reduced to a smaller number of
composite scales. The results indicate that only few items were suitable for such scaling (which is not surprising
since the items generally refer to quite disparate job dimensions). The original items were therefore used in the
analyses.
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engineers/business graduates than to those othibe mublic sector professions. The
responses to the value questions also differ flmmrésponses to the reward questions in that
there is no clear public — private contrast wittyanel to high incomeHigh income is regarded
as relatively important by engineers/business gatedi) but almost to the same extent by
nurses. Even for the remaining work values, norgyedlic — private pattern seems to
emerge.

Can values and rewards account for group differences in commitment?

The main results from the regression analysestayen in table 2. In model 1,
organizational commitment is regressed on professigroup only,
thus essentially providing information on grougfeliénces in average commitment. As was
also seen in table 1, the highest levels of comemtrare found for teachers, journalists and
preschool teachers. All these groups are signifigdmigher than social workers, which make
up the reference category. There are only smalhamdsignificant differences among the
other; thus the average level of commitment is ablmisame for social workers, nurses,
engineers/business graduates, and public admimstigraduates/librarians.

Overall, these results provide no support fer Fhe three high-commitment groups
include both private (journalist) and public sediameschool teacher and teacher) professions,
as do the low-commitment groups. The group diffeesnoccumwithin the private and public
sectors, respectively, and not between them.

[Table 2 about here]

Model 2 shows to what extent the group differenneommitment are due to
differences in perceived job rewards. Note firsit thdding the reward variables leads to a
marked and highly significant improvement in mofitell nteresting work is by far most
strongly related to organizational commitment, étnhigh income andcareer opportunities
seem to be important. With two exceptions, the foawehts for the other rewards also have
the expected positive signs, but exceptuiaful to society they are very small.

For thejournalist dummy the coefficient drops by about a third amdtiieteacher
dummy by about a fourth, indicating that the higimenitment of these groups can to some
extent be explained by a high level of rewards. ddefficients for the other professional
groups are little affected by the control for j@wards. Of most interest, the high level of
commitment among preschool teachers cannot bbwid to a high level of perceived
rewards. Overall, the results provide some sugdpotil,, stating that group differences in
commitment are partly due to differential rewards.

Model 3 expands model 2 by also including workueal There is a fairly small
although significant improvement in model fit. Whamnsidered individually, only one work
value, viz.useful to society, is significantly (and positively) related to contment. This is in
line with the reasoning underlyingsHt is not, however, enough to compensate fotahlke
of impact of the other work values, and taken aale the control for work values also has
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only a minute impact on the estimated coefficidatshe professional groups. Thus; iid not
supported.

Model 4 adds interactions between work valuesjandewards. This does not lead to
any improvement of the fit of the model, and thedthesis that none of the interaction term
coefficients differs from zero cannot be reject®de may still note that all the interaction
term coefficients have the expected positive sighiast there is no case of high professed
importance going together withreduced impact on commitment.

Since the interaction terms are so far from reagbtatistical significance, it is not
surprising that the estimated group differencesararfargely unchanged from model 3 to
model 4. H is not supported.

An important conclusion to be drawn from the asa$yso far is that values and
rewards as well as the interaction between thermegplain group differences in
organizational commitment only to a very limitedext. Control for these variables succeeds
in accounting for the relatively high commitmenttioé journalists and also in some degree
for the even higher commitment among teachers t@&ehers, however, stand out as clearly
more committed than one would expect on the bdglsear work values and the extent to
which these values are seen as fulfilled in theisj The same is true of the preschool
teachers.

Other variationsin the effects of rewards

The values-reward model assumes that variatiotieimmpact of various job rewards
— both among individuals and among professionalgse- are determined by people’s work
values. We now turn to the question of whetherefage group differences in the impact of
rewards that cannot be explained within the franr&wd the values-reward model {HThis
is examined by including interactions of the rewaadables with the group dummies. With
six group dummies and nine job rewards, the nurabpotential interaction terms becomes
fifty-four. With only 680 cases, the inclusion afch a large number of interaction terms is
highly problematic. | therefore tested the intei@ts between group and rewards with one
reward at a time. With this procedure, significauéractions were found for professional
group with the following three rewardsb security, interesting work, andopportunities to
help. These eighteen interaction terms were then asidedtaneously to the model. The
estimates for this model are presented in table 3.

[Table 3 about here]

Inclusion of the eighteen interaction terms lei@ada clear and significant
improvement of model fit. kithus is supported. With regardjtib security, table 3 shows
that for most of the professional groups the impacorganizational commitment is close to
zero. The exceptions are engineers/business gexdaatl nurses. This is also seen in figure
1, which shows the patrtial relationship betweenpeeption ofob security and
commitment for each professional group. Even teacdeem to stand out somewhat from the

10
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remaining groups in figure 1, but that is mainlyteénms of their overall level of commitment
(which has been found also in the previous analysbs high), and not in the impactjob
security on commitment.

The relationship betweeanteresting work and organizational commitment also is of
fairly similar magnitude in most of the groups,easdenced by the relatively parallel lines in
figure 2. Again, there are two strong exceptiomsydver. For journalists in particular, the
relationship betweemteresting work and commitment is strong. To some extent the same
applies to teachers.

Perceiving the job to offer goambportunitiesto help other people seems to have little
impact on organizational commitment; for most gmthe regression lines in figure 3 are
quite flat. Nurses deviate strongly from the otherups, however, and in this group the
relationship is negative. Thus, those nurses thatgive the best opportunities to help others
also tend to be the least committed to their omgmns.

[Figures 1 to 3 about here]
Discussion

Most of the public sector professionals in thigdgtclaim to be more concerned about
helping others, being useful to society, and haemgtact with other people than do the
private sector professionals. There is one exceptiowever — the librarian/public
administration category is much more similar tophgate sector professions than to the
other public professions. This indicates that threeg not be so much a public — private
contrast as a difference between typical welfareise professions on the one hand and other
professions on the other.

It is also worth noting that these group differemian the valuation of opportunities to
help, usefulness and contact with other peoplead@xtend to other work values. Nurses, for
instance, are almost as concerned with high payeasngineers, and they also have the
second highest score on the valuation of careesrtypties.

Even with regard to organizational commitmentretere no clear differences
between the public and the private sector professiothe present study. | do find
considerable differences in commitment betweeredfit professional groups, but these
differences do not follow sector lines. The profess standing out with a relatively high
level of organizational commitment are teachengtnalists and preschool teachers. The level
of commitment is lower among nurses, engineersAagsi graduates, public administration
graduates/librarians, and social workers.

As far as values such as being useful to societyhalping others are concerned, the
above findings are partly in line with previouseasch based mainly on American data
(Baldwin and Farley 2001; Crewson 1997; Frank aedik 2004; Wright 2001). The results
with regard to advancement opportunities, on themtand, differ both from Crewson
(1997) and from Frank and Lewis (2004), who foumd to be less important to public than

11
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to private employees. For other work values, howeswen the previous literature provides
inconsistent findings. Crewson found no significe@ttor difference in the valuation of pay,
but in one of two data sets public employees weses toncerned about job security than
private employees. Frank and Lewis, on the othedheound high income to be more
important to private employees and no sector diffee in the importance of job security.

There are few previous comparative studies ofraegéional commitment in the
private and public sectors. As noted above, theeveby Boyne (2002) suggests a lower level
of commitment among public employees, but thatewwivas limited to managerial
employees. However, similar findings are reportethe American literature for a more
general sample of employees from sixteen businessagencies by Goulet and Frank
(2002) and for a sample of social workers by Gd&(2003). Taking into consideration the
considerable differences between the American a@v®gian societies and also the fact that
the present study compares selected occupatiomapgythese differences are not particularly
surprising. One may also add that most of the rekea this field is based on small samples,
so considerable random variation may be expectee pfesent results nevertheless serve to
underscore that the differences between publigoavdte employees may be less general
than often assumed in the literature.

Thedeterminants of organizational commitment also do not seemifferd
systematically between public and private sectofgssions. Perceiving the job as secure has
a positive impact on commitment in one public septofession, nursing, and in the private
sector engineers/business graduates group. Thepgier of one’s work as interesting is
positively related to organizational commitmenalhgroups (although not always reaching
statistical significance), but most strongly smire private sector group, viz. journalists, and
one public sector profession, viz. teachers.

The main impression to emanate from these anaiygbat there are few systematic
differences between the sectors, and that diff@®between different professionghin the
public sector are much more striking. Teacherstaradlesser extent pre-school teachers stand
out as a highly committed group. When rating tleeirent job rewards, teachers are also the
most positive group with regard to usefulness toety, opportunities to help, contact with
other people, and interesting work. Moreover, thtér@ated interaction effects in table 4
suggest that regarding one’s work as interestimgase closely related to organizational
commitment among teachers than in several othdéegsimns.

At the opposite extreme, nurses stand out asrtifegsion with the lowest level of
organizational commitment. Nurses do express aVadimtion of being able to help other
people, but they are more concerned with high ircamd leisure than all or most other
groups. A puzzling result is that for nurses thera negative relationship between perceiving

*In the analyses above, group differences in the impact of the various rewards are estimated and tested net of
the variation in the impact of rewards that can be explained by people’s stated work values. The results are
very similar, however, if the value-reward interactions are removed from the model (which is not surprising,
given that none of these interactions reached statistical significance).
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good opportunities for helping other people andaargational commitment. With small and
medium-sized samples, anomalous findings will tysronce in a while, and it is possible that
the estimated negative effect of opportunitiesdlp lothers is essentially random. Another,
quite speculative idea is that nurses may perceim@nflict between commitment to the
patients and commitment to the organization. Algtothis interpretation cannot be ruled out,
one may note that there is a clear positive cdioglaamong nurses between organizational
commitment and the work value being able to hefigiopeople; thus those nurses who report
to be most concerned about being able to helplsoglze ones with the highest levels of
organizational commitment.

The analyses have shown that the values-rewar@lncad account for group
differences in organizational commitment only teeay limited extent. In particular, there are
systematic group differences in the impact of theous rewards on commitment over and
above what is reflected in people’s reported wakigs. | noted above that the values-
rewards model makes strong assumptions about giedo rationality of people’s mental
processes: Employees are believed to form an d\atidide toward the organization in
which they take systematically into account theowes rewards associated with the job as
well as their feelings about the importance of eastard. The results reported here are not a
complete refutation of this model, however. Theftaents had the expected signs, and it is
possible that with a larger sample statisticaliyndicant values — rewards interactions would
have been found.

A limitation of the current research is that be#lues and rewards were
operationalized through single-item measures.\Wal-known that such measures often
suffer from reliability problems, and low relialyliin the explanatory variables tends to
attenuate the estimated relationships. Importaaitifes of the current results suggest,
however, that low reliability is not a serious perh. After all, strongly significant
relationships between job rewards and organizatwmamitment were found, as well as
systematic variation in these relationships ambegorofessional groups.

Conclusion

This study provides evidence against the hypashafsa general difference in
organizational commitment between public and pe\sdctor employees. Even when
comparing professional groups that share the shawhélor) level of education, the
differences among the public sector professiongwarch more striking than the differences
between public sector professions on the one hadgavate sector professions on the other.
The highest commitment among the groups studiedfovasl among teachers, and the lowest
among nurses, with private sector engineers aniddéssgraduates in between these
extremes.

The group differences in organizational commitneant be explained by differences
in job rewards only to a very limited extent. Alslogre is no clear relationship between
individuals’ work values and the actual impact thatious job rewards seem to have on
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organizational commitment. This could be takenuggpert for further work on other models

of commitment, e.g. as formulated within the psyobial contract (e.g., Rousseau and
Tijoriwala 1998) or perceived organizational suggerg., Eisenberger, Huntington,
Hutchison, and Sowa 1986) perspectives. Howeveengihe limitations of the present study,
further exploration of the values-rewards modells® necessary. In addition to larger sample
sizes, longitudinal data will be useful in ordeiotatain more direct tests of the causal
assumptions underlying this model.

References

Aberbach, J. D., and T. Christensen. 2003. Tranglaleoretical ideas into modern state
reform. Economics-inspired reforms and competinglet®of governance.
Administration and Society 35:491-509.

Althauser, R. P., and A. L. Kalleberg. Firms, ocatigns, and the structure of labor markets:
A conceptual analysis. I8ociological perspectives on labor markets, ed. |. Berg, 119—
49. New York: Academic Press.

Arthur, J. 1994. Effects of human resource systemsianufacturing performance and
turnover.Academy of Management Journal 37:670-87.

Baldwin, J. N., and Q. A. Farley. 2001. Comparing public and private sectors in the
United States: A review of the empirical reseainh-Handbook of compar ative and
developmental public administration, 2nd. edition, ed. A. Farazmand, 119-30. New
York: Marcel Dekker.

Blau, P., and R. Scott. 1962ormal organizations. San Francisco: Chandler.

Boyne, G. A. 2002. Public and private managemertitat® the differencedournal of
Management Studies 39:97-122.

Brown, P. 1995. Cultural capital and social exadasiSome observations on recent trends in
education, employment and the labour maétrk, Employment and Society 9:29-51.

Collins, R. 1979The credential society. New York: Academic Press.

Crewson, P. E. 1997. Public-service motivation:I@og empirical evidence of incidence and
effect.Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 7:499-518.

Eisenberger, R., R. Huntington, S. Hutchison, an&&wva. 1986. Perceived organizational
support.Journal of Applied Psychology 71:500-7.

Frank, S. A., and G. B. Lewis. 2004. Government leyges. Working hard or hardly
working? American Review of Public Administration 34:36-51.

Freidson, E. 200Professionalism: The third logic. Chicago: Chicago University Press.

Giffords, E. D. 2003. An examination of organiza@band professional commitment among
public, not-for-profit, and proprietary social s employeesAdministration in
Social Work 27:5-23

Goldthorpe, J. H., D. Lockwood, F. Bechhofer, anBIlatt. 1968The affluent worker:

Industrial attitudes and behaviour. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Goulet, L. R., and M. L. Frank. 2002. Organizaticc@nmitment across three sectors:

14



hegskolen i OSlO SPS arbeidsnotat 1/2009

senter for profesjonsstudier

Public, non-profit, and for-profiPublic Personnel Management 31:201-10.

Gruenberg, B. 1980. The happy worker: An analybedoicational and occupational
differences in determinants of job satisfacti@merican Journal of Sociology 86:247—
71.

Hall, R. H. 1968. Professionalization and bureatigation. American Sociological Review
33:92-104.

Herzberg, F., B. Mausner, and B. Snyderman. 13B8&motivation to work. New York:
Wiley.

Hesketh, B., and D. Gardner. 1993. Person-envirohfitanodels — a reconceptualization
and empirical testlournal of Vocational Behavior 42:315-32.

Ichniowski C., and K. Shaw. 2003. Beyond incenpeg: Insiders’ estimates of the value of
complementary human resource management praclaesal of Economic
Perspectives 17 (1): 155-80.

Kalleberg, A. L. 1977. Work values and job rewardisheory of job satisfactiomAmerican
Sociological Review 42:124-43.

Lincoln, J. R., and A. L. Kalleberg. 1990ulture, control, and commitment: A study of work
organization in the United States and Japan. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lipsky, M. 1980.Sreet-level bureaucracy: Dilemmas of the individual in public services.

New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Locke, E. A. 1976. The nature and causes of jabfaation. InHandbook of industrial and
organizational psychology, ed. M. R. Dunnette, 1297-1349. Chicago: Rand NMligNa

Marchington, M., and I. Grugulis. 2000. ‘Best piaet human resource management: perfect
opportunity or dangerous illusiohfXernational Journal of Human Resource
Management 11:1104-24.

McKennell, A. C. 1978. Cognition and affect in pgptions of well-beingSocial Indicators
Research 5:389-426.

Meyer, J. P., P. G. Irving, and N. J. Allen. 19B@amination of the combined effects of work
values and early work experiences on organizaticmamitmentJournal of
Organizational Behavior 19:29-52.

Morris, J. M., and W. J. Villemez. 1992. Mobilitpential and job satisfaction: Mixing
dispositional and situational explanatiovrk and Occupations 19:35-58.

Perry, J. L. 1997. Antecedents of public servicdivation. Journal of Public Administration
Research and Theory 7:181-97.

Porter, L. W., R. M. Steers, R. T. Mowday, and PBdulian. 1974. Organizational
commitment, job satisfaction, and turnover amongbpstric technicianslournal of
Applied Psychology 59:603-9.

Pratchett, L., and M. Wingfield. 1996. Petty bweacy and woolly-minded liberalism? The
changing ethos of local government officdtablic Administration 74:639-56.

Riketta, M. 2002. Attitudinal organizational commgnt and job performance: a meta-
analysis.Journal of Organizational Behavior 23:257—66.

Rousseau, D. M., and S. A. Tijoriwala. 1998. Assggpsychological contracts: Issues,

15



hegskolen i OSlO SPS arbeidsnotat 1/2009

senter for profesjonsstudier

alternatives and measurdsurnal of Organizational Behavior 19:679-95.

Salancik, G. R., and J. Pfeffer. 1978. A sociabinfation processing approach to job
attitudes and task desighdministrative Science Quarterly 23:224-23.

Scott, W. R. 1966. Professionals in bureaucraci®as of conflict. lfProfessionalization,
ed. H. M. Vollmer, and D.L. Mills, 265-75. Englewb&liffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Settoon, R. P., N. Bennett, and R. C. Liden. 1$®ial excange in organizations: Perceived
organizational support, leader-member exchangeeamdoyee reciprocitydournal of
Applied Psychology 81:219-27.

Staw, B. M., and J. Ross. 1985. Stability in theshbf change: A dispositional approach to
job attitudesJournal of Applied Psychology 70:469-80.

Vroom, V. H. 1964 Work and motivation. New York: Wiley.

Whitener, E. M. 2001. Do ‘high commitment’ humasaarce practices affect employee
commitment?ournal of Management 27:515-35.

Wood, S., and L. de Menezes. 1998. High-commitmeamagement in the UK: Evidence
from the Workplace Industrial Relations Survey #mel Employers’ Manpower and
Skill Practices SurveyHuman Relations 51:485-515.

Wright, B. E. 2001. Public-sector work motivatighreview of the current literature and a
revised conceptual moddburnal of Public Administration Research and Theory
11:559-86.

(Two author citations are deleted to preserve amityy

16



hegskolenioslo

senter for profesjonsstudier

Table 1. Variable Means

Organizational commitment
Reward: Job security

Reward: High income

Reward: Career opportunities
Reward: Interesting work
Reward: Independent work
Reward: Possibilities to help
Reward: Useful to society
Reward: Leisure time

Reward: Contact with other people
Value: Job security

Value: High income

Value: Career opportunities
Value: Interesting work

Value: Independent work

Value: Possibilities to help
Value: Useful to society

Value: Leisure time

Value: Contact with other people
N

Preschool
teacher
291
3.90
1.88
2.67
4.03
3.87
4.53
4.79
2.80
4.69
4.48
3.76
3.69
4.66
3.79
4.13
4.09
351
4.40
126

Teacher
3.03
2.88
2.56
2.44
4.20
391
4.52
4.87
3.03
4.73
4.32
3.51
3.20
4.68
3.76
4.17
4.30
3.54
4.45

94

Nurse
2.64
4.14
2.24
3.09
3.93
4.00
4.55
4.64
2.63
4.59
4.32
3.88
3.78
4.69
3.80
4.17
3.94
3.77
4.29

217

Social
worker
2.72
4.07
2.09
2.72
3.96
4.04
4.48
4.60
2.80
4.60
4.22
3.71
3.56
4.66
3.95
4.16
4.07
3.57
4.32
186

Journalist
2.94
2.83
3.26
3.12
4.07
4.12
3.21
3.60
2.74
4.09
4.19
3.72
3.49
4.74
4.02
3.26
3.70
3.60
4.10

43

Engineer/
Business
2.76
3.49
3.00
3.03
3.57
3.81
3.89
3.86
2.73
3.97
4.11
3.95
4.09
4.62
3.95
3.76
3.86
3.62
4.00
37

Note: To improve readability the highest score(s) in each row are shaded, and the lowest are in bold type
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Librarian/
Publ.
adm.

2.72
3.49
2.27
2.62
3.81
4.19
4.26
4.23
3.12
4.25
4.21
3.73
3.51
4.60
3.78
3.66
3.69
3.58
3.99

78
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Table 2. Regression of Organizational Commitment on Profession, Values, Rewards and Interactions

Constant

Preschool teacher

Teacher

Nurse

Journalist

Engineer/Business

Public adm./library

Reward: Job security

Reward: High income

Reward: Career opportunities
Reward: Interesting work

Reward: Independent work
Reward: Possibilities to help
Reward: Useful to society

Reward: Leisure time

Reward: Contact with other people
Value: Job security

Value: High income

Value: Career opportunities

Value: Interesting work

Value: Independent work

Value: Possibilities to help

Value: Useful to society

Value: Leisure time

Value: Contact with other people
Reward*Value: Job security
Reward*Value: High income
Reward*Value: Career opportunities
Reward*Value: Interesting work
Reward*Value: Independent work
Reward*Value: Possibilities to help
Reward*Value: Useful to society
Reward*Value: Leisure time
Reward*Value: Contact with other people

RZ

R? adjusted

p for F-test of model change
N

Model 1 Model 2
b s.e. b s.e.
2.704 *** 0.045 2.726 *** 0.042
0.178* 0.070 0.174* 0.066
0.314 *** 0.075 0.232** 0.076
-0.071 0.061 -0.094 0.057
0.241* 0.098 0.158 0.105
-0.032 0.109 0.011 0.106
0.041 0.081 0.076 0.077
-0.007 0.019
0.067 ** 0.022
0.075* 0.023
0.173 *** 0.030
0.005 0.026
-0.015 0.033
0.071 0.037
0.036 0.021
0.006 0.032
0.056 0.201
0.047 0.183
0.000 0.000
680 680

Note: Reference category for professional group is social worker.
Significance probabilities are given as follows: *** for p<.001; ** for p<.01; * for p<.05.
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Model 3 Model 4
b s.e. b s.e.
2.720 *** 0.042 2.703 *** 0.044
0.166* 0.065 0.170* 0.066
0.225* 0.075 0.231* 0.076
-0.059 0.057 -0.064 0.058
0.140 0.108 0.093 0.114
-0.001 0.106 -0.011 0.106
0.104 0.077 0.091 0.078
-0.002 0.019 -0.003 0.019
0.055* 0.023 0.055* 0.023
0.081 *** 0.024 0.079 *** 0.024
0.156 *** 0.030 0.138 *** (0.031
-0.012 0.026 -0.012 0.027
-0.014 0.033 -0.004 0.035
0.031 0.037 0.033 0.040
0.044* 0.022 0.034 0.022
0.006 0.032 0.008 0.033
0.051 0.030 0.048 0.031
-0.009 0.034 -0.005 0.034
-0.003 0.028 0.001 0.029
-0.020 0.045 -0.009 0.046
0.058 0.031 0.053 0.031
-0.061 0.040 -0.052 0.041
0.150 *** 0.038 0.142 *** 0.038
-0.050 0.027 -0.043 0.028
-0.001 0.036 0.000 0.037
0.026 0.023
0.025 0.030
0.006 0.023
0.063 0.054
0.005 0.026
0.041 0.037
0.016 0.037
0.033 0.025
0.010 0.039

0.239 0.249

0.211 0.211

0.000 0.463

680 680
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Table 3. Regression of Organizational Commitment on Profession, Values, Rewards and Values-Rewards and Rewards-Profession

Interactions

b s.e. b s.e.

Constant 27097 0.044 Reward*Value: Interesting work 0.049 0.053
Preschool teacher 0.166 " 0.067 Reward*Value: Independent work 0.012 0.026
Teacher 0.226 7  0.086 Reward*Value: Possibilities to help 0.082" 0.041
Nurse -0.088 0.061 Reward*Value: Useful to society 0.008 0.037
Journalist 0.118 0.154 Reward*Value: Leisure time 0.027 0.025
Engineer/Business 0.033 0.118 Reward*Value: Contact with other people -0.028 0.041
Public adm./library 0.091 0.078 Job security * Preschool teacher -0.022 0.059
Reward: Job security -0.037 0.042 Job security * Teacher 0.071 0.064
Reward: High income 0.044 0.023 Job security * Nurse 0.151° 0.059
Reward: Career opportunities 0.0927"  0.024 Job security * Journalist -0.030 0.076
Reward: Interesting work 0.060 0.056 Job security * Engineer/Business 0.177" 0.087
Reward: Independent work -0.022 0.027 Job security * Public adm./librarian -0.045 0.063
Reward: Possibilities to help 0.086 0.066 Interesting work * Preschool teacher 0.073 0.084
Reward: Useful to society 0.037 0.040 Interesting work * Teacher 0.206 " 0.094
Reward: Leisure time 0.042 0.022 Interesting work * Nurse 0.061 0.072
Reward: Contact with other people 0.012 0.033 Interesting work * Journalist 03317 0.124
Value: Job security 0.058 0.031 Interesting work * Engineer/Business 0.017 0.121
Value: High income 0.000 0.034 Interesting work * Public adm./librarian 0.105 0.093
Value: Career opportunities -0.006 0.028 Opportunity to help * Preschool teacher -0.081 0.102
Value: Interesting work -0.003 0.046 Opportunity to help * Teacher -0.021 0.110
Value: Independent work 0.058 0.031 Opportunity to help * Nurse -0.3117  0.001
Value: Possibilities to help -0.051 0.041 Opportunity to help * Journalist 0.032 0.126
Value: Useful to society 0.1457"  0.039 Opportunity to help * Engineer/Business -0.076 0.135
Value: Leisure time -0.039 0.028 Opportunity to help * Public adm./librarian -0.029 0.102
Value: Contact with other people -0.016 0.036 R? 0.301
Reward*Value: Job security 0.016 0.024 R?adjusted 0.244
Reward*Value: High income 0.013 0.030 p for F-test of model change 0.000
Reward*Value: Career opportunities 0.006 0.023 N 680

Note: Reference category for professional group is social worker.
Significance probabilities are given as follows: *** for p<.001; ** for p<.01; * for p<.05.
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Figure 1. Organizational commitment as a function of perceived
job security for various professional groups
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Figure 2. Organizational commitment as a function of perceived
interesting work for various professional groups
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Figure 3. Organizational commitment as a function of
perceived opportunities to help others for various
professional groups
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