
Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=cesw20

European Journal of Social Work

ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal homepage: https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/cesw20

Dedication to work: social workers in a Norwegian
activation work context

Talieh Sadeghi & Lars Inge Terum

To cite this article: Talieh Sadeghi & Lars Inge Terum (2022): Dedication to work: social
workers in a Norwegian activation work context, European Journal of Social Work, DOI:
10.1080/13691457.2022.2063812

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2022.2063812

© 2022 The Author(s). Published by Informa
UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis
Group

Published online: 20 Apr 2022.

Submit your article to this journal 

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=cesw20
https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/cesw20
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/13691457.2022.2063812
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2022.2063812
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=cesw20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=cesw20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/13691457.2022.2063812
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/13691457.2022.2063812
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/13691457.2022.2063812&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2022-04-20
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/13691457.2022.2063812&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2022-04-20


RESEARCH ARTICLE

Dedication to work: social workers in a Norwegian activation
work context

Dedikasjon til arbeid: Sosialarbeidere i en norsk
aktiveringskontekst
Talieh Sadeghi a and Lars Inge Terum b

aWork Research Institute, Oslo Metropolitan University, Oslo, Norway; bCentre for the Study of Professions, Oslo
Metropolitan University, Oslo, Norway

ABSTRACT
Dedication to work is about enthusiasm for the job and feelings of pride
and inspiration from one’s work, which is important due to its influence on
work performance. We have surveyed dedication to work among 1347
trained social workers and street-level bureaucrats with other
educational backgrounds in the Norwegian Labour and Welfare
Administration. By using the Job Demand–Control–Support model, we
examined the relationship between perceived working conditions and
dedication to work. The results revealed rather high levels of dedication
to work among street-level bureaucrats in an activation work context,
and highest among those who most strongly supported welfare
conditionality measures. Whereas perceptions of demand were
negatively associated with dedication, perceptions of control and
support yielded positive relationships, with the latter variable being the
most salient predictor of dedication to work. Educational background
seems to be less important, and minor differences in the prediction of
dedication were found between educational groups.

ABSTRAKT
Dedikasjon til arbeid handler om entusiasme for jobben, samt opplevelse av
stolthet og inspirasjon for arbeidet. Dedikasjon er viktig fordi det virker inn
på arbeidsprestasjoner. Vi har kartlagt dedikasjon blant 1347
sosialarbeidere og bakkebyråkrater med annen utdanningsbakgrunn ved
NAV-kontor i hele Norge. Ved bruk av Krav-kontroll-støtte-modellen
undersøkte vi sammenhenger mellom opplevde arbeidsforhold og
dedikasjon til arbeid. Resultatene viste relativt høye nivåer av dedikasjon
til arbeid blant bakkebyråkratene i en aktiverings-kontekst, og høyest
blant de som støttet aktiveringspolitikken sterkest. Mens oppfatninger av
høye arbeidskrav var negativt assosiert med dedikasjon, var oppfatninger
om stor grad av kontroll og støtte positivt korrelert med dedikasjon.
Sistnevnte variabel var den mest fremtredende prediktoren for
dedikasjon til arbeid. Utdanningsbakgrunn ser ut til å være mindre viktig,
og det ble funnet mindre forskjeller i prediksjon av dedikasjon mellom
utdanningsgruppene.
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Introduction

The recent restructuring of human service agencies into leaner organisations has created highly
stressful work environments for service professionals, including those doing activation work
(Astvik et al., 2014). Excessive workloads, insufficient resources and role conflicts leave workers in
these organisations especially vulnerable to job stress, burnout and other negative work outcomes
(Coffey et al., 2009). Whereas burnout among human service workers has garnered ample research
attention, less focus has been placed on the contrary phenomenon; dedication to work.

Dedication to work is about enthusiasm for the job and feelings of pride and inspiration from
one’s work. Street-level bureaucrats’ dedication to work is an interesting issue due to its influence
on work quality (Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010). In this paper, we aimed to examine the level of
dedication to work in an activation work context and to determine the relative influence of perceived
working conditions, educational backgrounds and attitudes toward welfare conditionality.

Dedication to work tends to develop in the social context of the workplace (Bakker & Demerouti,
2007). By using the Job Demand–Control–Support (JDCS) model as a framework for working con-
ditions, we explore the relationships between perceived job demands, control and social support
on one hand, and dedication on the other. Although there are well-documented findings for
these associations (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), to our knowledge, these have not been examined
in an activation work context.

Dedication to work might also be influenced by socialisation in higher education (Lee et al., 2000).
As activation work is carried out by street-level bureaucrats with diverse educational backgrounds
(Van Berkel & Knies, 2018), a recurrent issue has been the potential impact of educational back-
ground on workers’ attitudes, orientations and practices (van Berkel, 2017). Although qualified
social workers constitute the largest educational group in the context for this study, street-level
bureaucrats with other educational backgrounds, such as health care, the social sciences, finance/
business and with lower education levels (i.e. no degree beyond upper secondary), are also involved
in activation work. In the study at hand, we aim to compare social workers’ level of dedication to
street-level bureaucrats with other educational backgrounds. The examination of differences in ded-
ication among workers with various educational backgrounds, within the very same work context,
represents a novel contribution to the literature.

Furthermore, a wide range of attitudes and orientations might potentially influence dedication to
work. Here, we focus on attitudes towards activation policy, more specifically on the demanding and
disciplining aspects connected to the use of conditionality and sanctions. An examination of these
attitudes could help identify workers’ degree of value fit, which is the compatibility between an indi-
vidual’s ethical principles and those of the organisation/policy.

The institutional context

Activation work in NAV

Activation work is the implementation of activation policies, which is a common trend in OECD
countries attempting to reduce unemployment. Activation policies have been defined as ‘ …
those programmes and services that are aimed at strengthening the employability, labour-market
or social participation of unemployed benefit recipients of working age, usually by combining enfor-
cing/obligatory/disciplining and enabling/supportive measures in varying extents’ (Caswell & Larsen,
2017, p. 3). Hence, activation work is ‘the complex task of motivating, compelling and assisting mar-
ginalised citizens into labour market participation’ (Andreassen, 2019, p. 664).

Street-level work in NAV mainly comprises benefit administration and activation work which are
inextricably linked (Sadeghi & Terum, 2019). Most welfare benefits, such as unemployment benefits
and social assistance, are contingent upon activity requirements. In cases where clients fail to adhere
to activity requirements, financial sanctions may be imposed (Terum & Sadeghi, 2021).
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Activation work differs between countries in how they balance demanding and enabling
measures (Eichhorst et al., 2008). Enabling measures are human capital investments that improve
knowledge, skills and employability. Demanding measures regulate individual behaviour by specify-
ing stricter eligibility criteria, activity requirements and sanctions. The activation strategy in Norway
is assumed to be relatively enabling, although there are demanding elements, and the sanctioning
regime is considered to be relatively mild (Eleveld, 2017), with the extensive use of mitigation clauses
(Sadeghi & Terum, 2020). This mildness is also reflected in studies of front-line responses (Gjersøe
et al., 2019; Sadeghi & Terum, 2020; Vilhena, 2020). For example, Gjersøe et al. (2019) demonstrated
that front-line workers in the Norwegian activation work context assume that people wish to be
socially integrated in the society and hence perceive conditionality policies as meaningful service
provision. In a similar vein, Sadeghi and Terum (2020) found that front-line managers mainly
adopt the broad definition of activation policies, referring to an overall client integration into the
society. This mild nature of Norwegian activation policies contrasts starkly with those of other juris-
dictions, such as Britain, where sanctions are far more widespread, punitive and even understood to
be criminalising in character (Wright et al., 2020).

Social work in Norway

In the Scandinavian countries, trained social workers make up a significant proportion of the front-
line workers in activation programmes in contrast to for instance the UK (Millar & Austin, 2006). Nor-
wegian social workers have always been highly involved in the implementation of social assistance in
Norway, both as service providers and benefit administrators (Hvinden, 1994). However, street-level
work in NAV is not exclusively reserved for social workers. In addition to trained social workers, who
comprise approximately one-third of the NAV worker population, there are NAV workers with edu-
cational backgrounds in the social sciences, health care and law (Sadeghi & Fekjær, 2019).

In order to become a social worker in Norway, it is required to complete a three-year long bache-
lor’s degree programme in social work at a higher education institution. The Norwegian social work
tradition, both as a field of study and a profession, is closely linked to the international professional
tradition ‘social work’ and the professional term ‘social worker’ (Hutchinson & Weihe, 2021).

Dedication to work

Dedication is one of three dimensions in work engagement, which has been considered the positive
antithesis to burnout; dimensions of work engagement have proven to be negatively associated with
dimensions of burnout (Halbesleben, 2010). Work engagement might be understood as an interest-
ing outcome in itself, but also for its possible consequences. Previous research indicates that work
engagement is positively related to commitment (Hakanen et al., 2006; Halbesleben, 2010), task per-
formance, job performance (Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010) and active learning (Bakker et al., 2012),
whereas it is negatively related to turnover intentions (Halbesleben, 2010).

Work engagement is a positive, fulfilling and work-related state of mind characterised by dedica-
tion, vigour and absorption. Dedication is the dimension which refers to a sense of significance,
enthusiasm, pride and challenge related to one’s work (Schaufeli et al., 2002). In this study, focus
will be on dedication, which is understood to be a motivational concept that contributes to front-
line workers’ behaviour because it reflects their genuine willingness to the invest effort to attain
organisational goals or success (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).

The role of working conditions

Perceived working conditions have been reported to have profound impacts on workers’ dedication
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). One of the most frequently utilised models in this strand of research is
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the Job Demand–Control-Support (JDCS) model (Karasek, 1979; 1989), attempting to explain the
occurrence of mental strain and well-being in the workplace contexts (Johnson et al., 1989).

Job demands

Job demands are operationalised in terms of workload and time pressure (Karasek, 1989). Several
studies indicate that an excessive workload can have serious consequences, such as stress and
burnout, and may in turn decrease dedication to work (Halbesleben, 2010).

The negative effects of heavy workloads have received some attention in research on activation
work (Lee, 2009; Mänttäri-van der Kuip, 2016). For example, in a Dutch study, high workloads were
found to have a negative influence on workers’ performance in their attempts to help clients secure
work (Van Berkel & Knies, 2016). Similarly, an American study (Jewell & Glaser, 2006) found that high
workloads were negatively associated with service quality. Although these studies make valuable
contributions, they did not use the JDCS model, and thus, did not consider the potential
buffering effects of job resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).

Control

Control is defined as having substantial freedom, independence and discretion in scheduling one’s
work and in determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). In a
meta-study, Mauno et al. (2010) found that autonomy contributes to dedication. It has been noted
that social workers tend to put greater emphasis on having autonomy at work relative to employees
without professional education, and that limited autonomy may affect social workers’ dedication
(Newell et al., 2009).

In a Norwegian survey, front-line workers in NAV generally reported a high degree of autonomy.
However, the probability of reporting decreased autonomy in recent years was slightly higher
among social workers (Jessen & Tufte, 2014). To the best of our knowledge, few studies have exam-
ined the relationship between autonomy and dedication to work among street-level bureaucrats in
an activation work context.

Social support

Dedication tends to develop through a network of colleagues and supervisors (Bakker et al., 2009).
Social context renders it possible to form relationships that have valuable resources related to the
experience of dedication to work. These relationships can then evolve into so-called helping relation-
ships, also known as social support (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), which refers to support from both
colleagues and supervisors.

In a meta-study, Mauno et al. (2010) found that social support seems to contribute to dedication,
and this result is supported by studies on social workers (Astvik et al., 2014). Previous research also
indicates that social workers who receive minimal support from colleagues and/or superiors are
more likely to leave their organisation compared with those who do not (Harter & Blacksmith,
2010), and that social support is negatively related to stress among social workers (Sánchez-
Moreno et al., 2015).

The role of educational background

In theories of professions, structural-functional perspectives have emphasised that higher education
plays a key socialising role in shaping individual beliefs and thereby contributes to the internalisation
of values and the development of identity and commitment (Freidson, 2001). This perspective
assumes that educational background influences workers’ interpretation of the work context and
their dedication. For instance, because education in the social sciences, and particularly social
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work education, emphasises structural perspectives, it is reasonable to suspect that this background
fosters scepticism toward the use of conditionality and sanctions and, in effect, decreases worker
dedication.

Implicit in the scholarly debate on the educational backgrounds is a view that social work edu-
cation is the most relevant background for activation work. However, some research indicates the
presence of a tension between the mandatory elements of activation work and the social work
ethic (Hasenfeld, 1999; Nothdurfter, 2016). According to Caswell and Larsen (2017), the shift from
a passive to a more active welfare approach seems to be consistent with the social work tradition
that focuses on individual-level changes that align with people-changing technologies. However,
the demanding aspects of activation policies seem to foster an ambivalent attitude towards
welfare conditionality among social workers (Caswell & Høybye-Mortensen, 2015). On the one
hand, it is perceived as a tool to get in touch with the clients, which is the necessary condition to
be able to follow them up. On the other hand, the use of activity requirements and sanctions rep-
resented disciplining elements in welfare conditionality, which was in tension with the service orien-
tation ideal in the social work repertoire (Sadeghi & Terum, 2020).

Although a perceived tension between social work and welfare conditionality might lead to less
dedicated social workers, the opposite is also plausible. Because social work is perceived as a helping
profession, with an education emphasising care, assistance and the delivery of core public services to
marginalised groups, social workers could be expected to be more dedicated to work, than their col-
leagues are. Relatedly, social workers are expected to have higher levels of public service motivation
(PSM) (Vandenabeele, 2011), defined as ‘an individual’s predisposition to respond to motives
grounded primarily in public organisations’ (Perry &Wise, 1990; p. 368), which is assumably positively
associated with dedication in social welfare organisations.

Attitudes towards welfare conditionality

It is almost axiomatic in interactional psychology that people are differentially compatible with their
jobs. Various person–environment fit indices have been found to predict work engagement (Kristof-
Brown et al., 2005). For example, research on person–organisation fit that addresses the compatibil-
ity between people and organisations suggests that individuals will be most successful in organis-
ations that share their values and goals (Witt & Nye, 1992).

In a similar (albeit more specific) vein, a measure of ‘attitude fit’ could be the extent to which
street-level bureaucrats share the ethical principles and practical implications of welfare condition-
ality. A gap between workers’ and the organisation’s attitudes, values and normative judgements
might induce moral distress, which occurs when workers are expected to act in a manner that
might be contrary to their personal and professional values (Mänttäri-van der Kuip, 2016). One
could thereby expect that negative attitudes toward welfare conditionality will contribute to attenu-
ate dedication to work. However, there are examples of studies implying that street-level bureau-
crats may remain dedicated to their work despite a lack of congruence between their own beliefs
and the policy constraints of their employing organisation (Lipsky, 2010; Brodkin & Marston, 2013;
Ulmestig & Marston, 2015).

Methods

Sample

This is a cross-sectional study of street-level bureaucrats at local offices in NAV in 2015. The target
population was the approximately 11,000 employees in the 450 NAV offices in Norway. In consul-
tation with the Directorate of Labour and Welfare, we gained access to collect survey data from a
selection of these offices. The sample of 113 NAV offices includes small, medium-size and large
offices located in various municipalities, from all over the country.
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The web-based survey included questions about the participants’ educational background, per-
ceptions of working conditions and demographic characteristics. We received responses from 1735
workers (64% response rate), 1347 of whom completed all of the items of interest. The respondents
in this sample ranged in age from 23 to 70 years, and 1104 (82%) were women. The gender skewness
of this sample most likely reflects the reality that this work sector is profoundly female dominated1.

Measurements

Dedication is measured using the following three items from the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale
(UWES-9) (Schaufeli et al., 2006): ‘I am enthusiastic about my job’, ‘My job inspires me’ and ‘I am
proud of the work I do’.2 The respondents rated the items on a seven-point scale (from 0 = not dedi-
cated at all to 6 = strongly dedicated) (α = .9). The UWES-9 is internationally recognised battery and
previous research has demonstrated its solid construct validity and other satisfactory psychometric
properties (Seppälä et al., 2009).

Job demands, control and support

Wemeasured job demands, control and support using the Swedish Demand–Control–Support Ques-
tionnaire (DCSQ) which has been internationally validated across several samples and shown to
demonstrate satisfactory psychometric properties (Sanne et al., 2005).

The two items used to measure job demandswere: ‘I have sufficient time for all my work tasks’ and
‘The effort required to do my work is too great’, which were rated on a four-point scale (3 = heavy job
demands) (α = .75).

The two items used to measure control were: ‘I do not have the possibility to decide how to carry
out my work’, and ‘I have the possibility to decide for myself what should be done in my work’. These
items were rated on a four-point scale (3 = high control). The reliability estimates for this scale (Cron-
bach’s α) was not satisfactory, which is common for scales with few items. Thus, we examined the
inter-item correlation, which was satisfactory (r = .39, p < .001) (Briggs & Cheek, 1986).

The two items used to measure social support were: ‘If necessary, I can ask my colleagues for help’
and ‘If necessary, I can ask my immediate superior for help’. These items were rated on a four-point
scale (3 = high support). The inter-item correlation was satisfactory (r = .50, p < .001).

Educational background

We constructed a dichotomous variable. Respondents with a bachelor’s or master’s degree were
classified as higher educated, and those with an upper secondary degree as lower educated.
Then, higher educated respondents were differentiated after their field of study, including social
work, health care, social sciences and administration (finance/law/business, etc.).

Attitude fit: attitudes towards welfare conditionality

We measured attitudes toward welfare conditionality with two items: ‘Conditions, activity require-
ments, sanctions, etc., should be central measures in NAV’ and ‘Conditions, sanctions, etc., are
effective measures to get people employed’. Respondents rated these items on a five-point scale
ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree). The items were highly correlated (r = .60,
p < .01). We used these two items to measure respondents’ normative support (what should be?)
and their perception of the efficacy of these policies (effective means?). Thus, we interpreted high
scores on this short-scale as an indication that respondents perceived welfare conditionality as
both just and effective measures.
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Control variables

Extraneous variables can potentially produce distortions in observed relationships. In this study, we
regarded age and gender as extraneous variables and included them in the analysis. In addition, we
have controlled for office size as previous studies have shown that there are significant differences
between small, medium-sized and large offices (Aakvik et al., 2014; Fossestøl et al., 2014). To
account for any possible distortions related to these variables, we coded age as a continuous vari-
able, gender as female = 0, male = 1, and office size as 0 = small (15 or less workers), 1 =medium
(16–40 workers) and 2 = large offices (41 or more workers).

Limitations

There are some methodological limitations inherent in cross-sectional designs, especially regarding
causality assessment. Neither competing explanations nor the possibility of gain spirals, which are
defined as amplifying loops in which cyclic relationships among constructs build on each other posi-
tively over time (Lindsley et al., 1995), can be excluded. For instance, there is evidence that job
resources and dedication are mutually reinforcing over time (Salanova et al., 2010).

Results

As shown in Table 1 (see the first column, ‘Whole sample’), the level of dedication to work among
NAV workers is rather high (M = 4.9; SD = 1.09). Table 1 also displays values for perceptions of
demands (M = 1.76; SD = 0.68), control (M = 2.01; SD = 0.55), support (M = 2.29; SD = 0.56) and atti-
tudes toward welfare conditionality (M = 2.78; SD = 0.84). We conducted post hoc comparisons
using Tukey’s HSD test, which indicated that the mean score for social workers’ attitudes toward
welfare conditionality (M = 2.67; SD = 0.86) differed significantly from those with lower education
(M = 2.84; SD = 0.81). With respect to perceptions of support, the social workers’ mean score (M =
2.37; SD = 0.55) differed from workers with a social science education (M = 2.21; SD = 0.63) and
workers with lower education (M = 2.23; SD = 0.54). Despite reaching statistical significance, the
differences between the mean scores for these groups were quite small.

To test associations between demand, control, support, attitude fit and dedication to work (when
controlled for age and gender), we conducted a linear regression analysis, shown in Table 2 (see the
first column in Table 2, Model 3). The results yielded significant relationships between all indepen-
dent variables and dedication to work for the whole sample. The analysis also revealed that while the
most important predictor of NAV workers’ dedication is the perception of support at work (β = .240,
p < .001), the least powerful predictor is the perception of demands (β = .093, p < .001), demonstrat-
ing that dedication to work is less influenced by perceptions of high workloads. Attitude fit had a
relatively robust positive relationship with dedication, meaning that those who are highly supportive
of welfare conditionality were more dedicated to their work.

Table 1. Means and standard deviations for major study variables for whole sample and across educational groups.

Variable (scale)
Whole
sample

Social
work

Health
care

Social
sciences

Finance/
adm./law

Lower
educated

Dedication (range = 0–6; 0 = low
dedication)

4,9 (1,09) 4,82 (1,1) 4,94 (1,0) 4,71 (1,1) 4,8 (1,3) 5,08 (1,0)

Demand (range = 0–3; 0 = low demands) 1,76 (0,68) 1,75 (0,69) 1,80 (0,72) 1,86 (0,69) 1,78 (0,71) 1,75 (0,62)
Control (range = 0–3; 0 = low control) 2,01 (0,55) 2,05 (0,53) 2,04 (0,44) 1,96 (0,57) 2,04 (0,55) 1,96 (0,58)
Support (range = 0–3; 0 = low support) 2,29 (0,56) 2,37 (0,55) 2,34 (0,52) 2,21 (0,63) 2,27 (0,53) 2,23 (0,54)
Attitudes towards activation (range =
0–4, 0 = negative towards activation)

2,78 (0,84) 2,67 (0,86) 2,73 (0,82) 2,85 (0,88) 2,89 (0,78) 2,84 (0,81)

Note. Standard deviations in parenthesis.
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Table 2. OLS regression for whole sample and sub-groups with dedication as dependant variable.

Social work Health care Social sciences Finance/administration/law Lower education Whole sample

Model 1 Attitude match
Adjusted R2

.119** (.032, .221)
.012

−.036 (−.315, .232)
.013

.244** (.109, .415)
.054

.106 (−.082, .380)
.004

.219*** (.119, .323)
.045

.178*** (.139, .250)
.031

Model Attitude match .067 (−0.17, .160) −.086 (−.339, .140) .211** (.079, .375) .083 (−.095, .328) .213*** (.118, .311) .149*** (.110, .215)
2 Demand −.163*** (−.265, −.085) −.147 (−.377, .064) −.119 (−.290, .026) .011 (−.182, .209) −.087 (−.194, .009) −.105*** (−.168, −.061)

Control .172*** (.098, .292) .331** (.175, .763) .165* (.028, .334) .286*** (.167, .576) .235*** (.125, .305) .191*** (.154, .262)
Support
Adjusted R2

.228*** (.156, .352)
.153

.326** (.139, .653)
.243

−.153* (.007, .301)
.128

.273** (.158, .586)
.174

.160** (.061, .262)
.153

.210** (.174, .284)
.154

Model 3 Attitude match
Demand

.075 (−.008, .167)
−.144*** (−.244, −.065)

−.113 (−.376, .113)
−.140 (−.375, .077)

.248** (.117, .416)
−.144* (−.315, −.002)

.080 (−.097, .321)
−.009 (−.201, .179)

.211*** (.115, .310)
−.085 (−.191, .013)

.149*** (.111, .214)
−.093*** (−.154, −.049)

Control .173*** (.101, .292) .312** (.131, .754) .190** (.057, .359) .245** (.118, .519) .232*** (.121, .304) .189*** (.152, .259)
Support
Gender
Age
Office size
Adjusted r2

N

.251*** (.182, .379)
−.051 (−.177, .041)
.140** (.067, .262)
−.076 (−.171, .006)
.176
516

.348** (.157, .689)
−.169 (−.462, .057)
−.003 (−.290, .297)
.078 (−.148, .318)
.243
77

.193* (.044, .345)
−.195** (−.348, −.059)
.147 (−.000, .356)
.028 (−.136, .209)
.161
195

.274** (.164, .583)
−.155* (−.323, −.007)
.180* (.043, .470)
.124 (−.036, .387)
.226
154

.171** (.068, .278)
.003 (−.088, .093)
.037 (−.081, .176)
−.003 (−.091, .086)
.147
405

.240*** (.206, .317)
−.076** (−.135, −.032)
.167*** (.129, .234)
−.015 (−.068, .036)
.183
1347

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. 95% Confidence intervals in parenthesis (lower, upper). Standardised coefficients.
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We performed a one-way ANCOVA to determine whether there are statistically significant differ-
ences in the level of dedication to work between the five educational groups, controlling for age,
gender, demand, control, support and attitude fit (Table 3). By and large, the analysis revealed
mostly similarities between the various groups; however, there were some differences, even after
controlling for all other study variables. Those with lower education had the highest dedication
score (Madj = 5.0; SE = 0.1), whereas NAV workers with a social science education reported the
lowest dedication scores (Madj = 4.81; SE = 0.1). The differences were minor, and thus, the overall
analysis showed no significant effect of educational type on the level of dedication after controlling
for the other study variables (F(4, 1212) = 1.58, p = .18, partial eta squared = 0.005). However, multiple
pairwise comparisons showed significant differences between lower education (adjusted mean =
5.0) and social workers (adjusted mean = 4.83), and lower education and social scientists (adjusted
mean = 4.81), suggesting that the few and minor differences found between the groups in this
study are probably attributable to educational level rather than the type of education.

Subgroup analyses (see Table 2) of the associations between study variables revealed both simi-
larities and differences among the five groups in the comparison. For all groups, perceptions of
control and support influenced dedication, indicating the relative importance of these working con-
ditions. With respect to the perception of demands, only the subgroup analysis for social workers
(β =−.144, p < .001) and workers with a social science education (β = .144, p < .05) showed significant
relationships with dedication, suggesting that dedication to work for the other groups does not
depend on their perceptions of job demands. Attitude fit with conditionality policies was related to
dedication only for those with a social science education (β = .248, p < .01) and those with lower edu-
cation (β = .211, p < .001). Interestingly, this association was not significant for social workers (β = .075,
p > .05) when controlling for working conditions (see Table 2, Model 2). Although non-significant, for
those with education in health care fields, the relationship was negative (β =−.113, p > .05).

Overall, the two analyses (ANCOVA and OLS regression) suggest that although educational back-
ground does not substantially impact NAV workers’ dedication, working conditions and attitude fit
are relatively powerful predictors of dedication.

Discussions and conclusions

High levels of dedication

In general, the results of this study indicate that front-line workers express high levels of dedication
to work, suggesting that much is going well in NAV. Such an uplifting finding was somewhat

Table 3. Level of dedication: multiple pairwise comparisons of educational groups.

Social workers Health care Social sciences Finance/adm./law

Social work (n = 516)
(M = 4.82; SD = 1.1)
(Madj = 4.83; SE = 0.1)

– – – –

Health care (n = 77)
(M = 4.94; SD = 1.0)
(Madj = 4.93; SE = 0.2)

Mdiff = 0.10ns

p = .41
– – –

Social sciences (n = 195)
(M = 4.71; SD = 1.1)
(Madj = 4.81; SE = 0.1)

Mdiff = 0.02ns

p = .86
Mdiff = 0.12ns

p = .39
– –

Finance/adm./law (n = 154)
(M = 4.8; SD = 1.3)
(Madj = 4.84; SE = 0.1)

Mdiff = 0.01ns

p = .88
Mdiff = 0.01ns

p = .53
Mdiff = 0.03ns

p = .79
–

Lower education (n = 405)
(M = 5.08; SD = 1.0)
(Madj = 5.00; SE = 0.1))

Mdiff = 0.18*
p = .03

Mdiff = 0.07ns

p = .59
Mdiff= 0.19*

p = .04
Mdiff = 0.16ns

p = 012

Note. M mean, SD standard deviation, Madj adjusted mean (mean estimate controlled for covariates), SE standard error, Mdiff

adjusted mean difference; *statistically significant difference (p < .05); nsstatistically non-significant difference (p > 0.05).
Control variables included age, gender, demand, control, support and attitude fit.
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unexpected, given the stressful nature of work in human service organisations and the helping pro-
fessions (Astvik et al., 2014). Indeed, human service organisations and social work are considered
high-stress occupations, and this is an internationally recognised problem (Lloyd et al., 2002).

The relatively high rates of dedication reported in this study are inextricably linked to perceptions
of job demands, control and support, which are well-documented relationships (Mauno et al., 2010).
The street-level bureaucrats in our study reported high job demands, but even higher perceptions of
control and support. These findings can be understood in light of the buffer hypothesis (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007), postulating that high job control and support attenuate the negative impact of
job demands on dedication to work. Therefore, the detrimental effects of heavy workloads pre-
viously suggested for activation work contexts (Jewell & Glaser, 2006; Mänttäri-van der Kuip, 2016;
Van Berkel & Knies, 2016) were not reflected in our study when job resources (in accordance with
the JDCS model) were considered.

Although activation work has been associated with an increased emphasis on efficiency, single
purpose and hierarchical control, it may well be that these changes in public governance are less
prominent in the Norwegian Labour and Welfare Administration. Indeed, the legal and institutional
frameworks of Norwegian activation work differ from those of other countries in several aspects. For
example, despite continual legislative reforms that have increased sanctions for welfare recipients,
NAV workers still have substantial discretionary powers, which contributes to the perception of
high job control.

The one job resource that was most strongly associated with dedication to work in our study was
social support. Comprising both colleague support and supervisor support, this resource has been
assumed to play a crucial role in dedication, particularly in human service organisations. Indeed,
some research has also demonstrated the positive impacts of social support on workers, specifically
in the context of activation work (Sadeghi, 2020). The front-line workers in our study reported having
high levels of perceived social support. We believe that, to a great extent, the explanation for this
finding lies in the Norwegian model of industrial relations, which are characterised by equality,
small differences in power between workers and managers and supportive communication tech-
niques (Skivenes & Trygstad, 2010). Norwegian workplaces are assumed to be among the best
work environments in the world, primarily because of the focus on employee participation,
influence and a supportive workplace culture (Bergene & Hansen, 2016; Schramm-Nielsen et al.,
2004).

Working conditions are more important than the type of education for workers’
dedication

In this study, job characteristics, but not type of education, were relatively robust predictors of ded-
ication to work. Social workers did not differ significantly from the other educational groups in their
level of dedication. This outcome indicates that, compared with the educational setting, the work-
place seems to be a more important arena of socialisation for the development of workers’ dedica-
tion. Most previous studies that have found differences in either work engagement or burnout
among various professional groups have studied professionals in different work settings (Chiron
et al., 2010; Fiabane et al., 2013; Olley, 2003). In the study at hand, we examined workers with
different educational backgrounds, but we held the work setting constant. No significant differences
in dedication to work between educational groups have been demonstrated. This finding suggests
that work characteristics account for the different levels of dedication to work found among the
various educational groups in previous studies.

Predictors of dedication: differences between educational groups

Although our analysis of the full group of NAV workers supported the JDCS model, some differences
were observed between workers with different educational backgrounds. Whereas the positive
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associations between control and support on the one hand, and dedication on the other, were
approximately the same across the educational categories, perceptions of demands had differing
effects on dedication to work. For social workers and those educated within the social sciences,
the perception of demands appeared to be an important predictor of dedication; this was not the
case for the other educational groups.

Insufficient resources have been a major topic in research related to social work (Astvik et al.,
2014). Ethical awareness is a fundamental part of professional social work, and hence, the ability
and commitment to act in accordance with ethical guidelines are crucial aspects of social work.
Working in high-stress jobs under the pressure of overwhelming workloads may lead workers to
compromise their professional ethics. In turn, such compromises could lead to moral distress and
lower dedication (Mänttäri-van der Kuip, 2016). As our analysis has shown, heavy workload for
social workers and those educated in the social sciences is associated with weakened dedication
to work.

Finally, another striking finding of this study was the lack of a relationship between attitudes
toward welfare conditionality and level of dedication among social workers. For workers with a
social science education and those with lower education, a relatively strong relationship was
observed between attitudes and dedication, but no statistically significant relationship between
these variables was identified for our sample of social workers. This finding could be related to
the different perceptions of activation policies adopted by NAV workers. As previously suggested,
front-line workers may have broad or narrow definitions of activation policies (Raeymaeckers &
Dierckx, 2013). A broad definition refers to overall social inclusion in which client empowerment
is central, whereas the narrow definition refers to a disciplinary and punitive approach (Sabatinelli,
2010). In a recent Norwegian study of front-line managers in NAV (primarily trained social workers),
most of the informants perceived Norwegian activation policies as mild and client-sensitive, which is
in line with a broad definition (Sadeghi & Terum, 2020). Therefore, it may be that the social workers in
our sample had a broad definition of the demanding aspects of activation policies and regarded
them as being more compatible with the social work ideology (Caswell & Larsen, 2017). In addition,
social workers’ possible commitment to client services, public service motivation and the helping
role embedded in social work ideology could buffer the adverse impacts of less positive condition-
ality attitudes on dedication. In other words, it is plausible to assume that social workers’ dedication
is more influenced by their desire to help clients, rather than their relatively negative attitudes
towards conditionality policies. Future studies, analysing a wider range of attitudes could help ident-
ify other crucial attitudes for the understanding of street-level bureaucrats’ dedication.

Another way to interpret the lack of association between social workers’ attitudes and dedication
to work is in terms of a possible interaction between attitudes and perceived job characteristics. As
the hierarchical analysis showed (Table 2), before taking job characteristics into account, social
workers’ attitudes toward welfare conditionality significantly influenced dedication to work. This
finding suggests that when highly stressful work conditions (high demands, low control and
support) prevail, social workers’ attitudes toward activation policies influence their dedication to
work. These results highlight the paramount importance of job characteristics in explaining dedica-
tion among social workers, even overshadowing the associations between attitudes toward welfare
conditionality and dedication to work. Therefore, satisfactory job conditions may buffer possible mis-
matches between workers’ attitudes and the organisation’s overarching policies. Accordingly, social
workers perceive that they have adequate job resources, relative control and support from col-
leagues and managers, allowing them to maintain high levels of dedication to work and adjust
well to tensions between ethical codes of conduct and ostensibly neoliberal policy reforms that
emphasise individual responsibility, similar to the process that occurs with activation policies.

The paramount query is whether our findings reflect Hasenfeld’s (1999) concern about the poss-
ible corruption of ethical norms in social work by activation policies, or provide an example of rela-
tive compatibility between social work ideology and the Norwegian type of lenient activation
policies, as observers have suggested (Eleveld, 2017; Sadeghi & Terum, 2020). Future research
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based on comparative data from various national models could help to clarify this issue. In addition,
because of the multidimensionality of activation policies, further analyses of front-line workers’ atti-
tudes should include both measures of enabling and demanding policies.

Notes

1. Although we lack information about the actual characteristics of the target population, several other surveys
have demonstrated similar gender skewness among front-line workers in NAV (Terum & Sadeghi, 2019;
Fossestøl, Breit & Borg, 2016; Fossestøl et al., 2014). In addition, those studies have had age and education dis-
tributions like those found in the present study.

2. All scales were constructed by calculating a mean score for the relevant items.

Acknowledgements

The study is approved by the Norwegian Data Protection Authority and conducted in accordance with their guidelines
for online surveys. http://www.nsd.uib.no/personvern/en/about/about.html. Participation in the study was voluntary
and participants gave their informed consent in writing. We gratefully acknowledge the following individuals for
their insightful feedback on an earlier version of this article: Rik van Berkel, Utrecht University; Flemming Larsen,
Aalborg University; and Einar Øverbye, Silje B. Fekjær and Anders Molander, Oslo Metropolitan University.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

The programme Welfare, Working Life and Migration (VAM), in the Research Council of Norway, has funded the study
reported in this article.

Notes on contributors

Talieh Sadeghi is a senior researcher at the Work Research Institute, Oslo Metropolitan University, and Associate Pro-
fessor at VID Specialized University. Sadeghi holds a master’s degree in psychology and PhD in the study of professions.
Her publications include interdisciplinary subjects within the fields social work, social psychology and social policy. The
latter represents her primary area of expertise.

Lars Inge Terum is a Professor Emeritus at the Centre for the Study of Professions at OsloMet. He was educated in social
work in the 1970s, in sociology in the 1980s and became a Professor and Head of the Centre for the Study of Professions
in the 1990s. His research areas include social policy, decision making in street-level bureaucracies and the sociology of
professions.

ORCID

Talieh Sadeghi http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7863-8552
Lars Inge Terum http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4455-6882

References

Aakvik, A., Monstad, K., & Holmås, T. H. (2014). Evaluating the effect of a national labour and welfare administration reform
(NAV-reform) on employment, social insurance and social assistance (Report 4-2014). Uni Research Rokkansenteret.

Andreassen, T. A. (2019). Measures of accountability and delegated discretion in activation work: Lessons from the
Norwegian Labour and Welfare Service. European Journal of Social Work, 22(4), 664–675. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13691457.2018.1423548

Astvik, W., Melin, M., & Allvin, M. (2014). Survival strategies in social work: A study of how coping strategies affect service
quality, professionalism and employee health. Nordic Social Work Research, 4(1), 52–66. https://doi.org/10.1080/
2156857X.2013.801879

12 T. SADEGHI AND L. I. TERUM

http://www.nsd.uib.no/personvern/en/about/about.html
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7863-8552
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4455-6882
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2018.1423548
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2018.1423548
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2013.801879
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2013.801879


Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2007). The job demands-resources model: State of the art. Journal of Managerial
Psychology, 22(3), 309–328. https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940710733115

Bakker, A. B., Westman, M., van Emmerik, I. H., & Demerouti, E. (2009). The crossover of work engagement between
working couples. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 24(3), 220–236. https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940910939313

Bakker, A. B., Tims, M., & Derks, D. (2012). Proactive personality and job performance: The role of job crafting and work
engagement. Human relations, 65(10), 1359–1378. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0018726712453471

Bergene, A. C., & Hansen, P. B. (2016). A historical legacy untouched by time and space? The hollowing-out of the
Norwegian model of industrial relations Nordic Journal of Working Life Studies, 6(1), 5–23. https://doi.org/10.
19154/njwls.v6i1.4907

Briggs, S. R., & Cheek, J. M. (1986). The role of factor analysis in the development and evaluation of personality scales.
Journal of Personality, 54(1), 106–148. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1986.tb00391.x

Brodkin, E. Z., & Marston, G. (Eds.) (2013). Work and the welfare state: Street-level organizations and workfare politics.
Georgetown University Press.

Caswell, D., & Høybye-Mortensen, M. (2015). Responses from the frontline: How organisations and street-level bureau-
crats deal with economic sanctions. European Journal of Social Security, 17(1), 31–51. https://doi.org/10.1177%
2F138826271501700102

Caswell, D., & Larsen, F. (2017). Frontline work in the delivery of Danish activation policies – and how governance, organ-
izational and occupational contexts shape this. In R. van Berkel, D. Caswell, P. Kupka, & F. Larsen (Eds.), Frontline deliv-
ery of welfare-to-work policis in Europe: Activating the unemployed (pp. 163–180). Routledge.

Chiron, B., Michinov, E., Olivier-Chiron, E., Laffon, M., & Rusch, E. (2010). Job satisfaction, life satisfaction and burnout in
French anaesthetists. Journal of health psychology, 15(6), 948–958. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1359105309360072

Coffey, M., Dugdill, L., & Tattersall, A. (2009). Working in the public sector: A case study of social services. Journal of Social
Work, 9(4), 420–442. https://doi.org/10.1177/1468017309342177

Demerouti, E., & Cropanzano, R. (2010). From thought to action: Employee work engagement and Job performance. In A. B.
Bakker &M. P. Leiter (Eds.),Work engagement: A handbook of essential theory and research (pp. 147–163). Taylor & Francis.

Eichhorst, W., Kaufmann, O., & Konle-Seidl, R. (2008). Bringing the jobless into work? Experiences with activation schemes in
Europe and the US. Springer.

Eleveld, A. (2017). The sanctions mitigation paradox in welfare to work benefit schemes. Comparative Labor Law & Policy
Journal, 39, 449.

Fiabane, E., Giorgi, I., Sguazzin, C., & Argentero, P. (2013). Work engagement and occupational stress in nurses and other
healthcare workers: The role of organisational and personal factors. Journal of Clinical Nursing, 22(17–18), 2614–2624.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.12084

Fossestøl, K., Breit, E., & Borg, E. (2014). NAV-reformen 2014. En oppfølgingsstudie av lokalkontorenes organisering etter
innholdsreformen [The NAV reform 2014. A follow up study of the organization of local offices after the content
reform] (Report 13/2014). The Work Research Institute.

Fossestøl, K., Breit, E., & Borg, E. (2016). Hvorfor lykkes ikke NAV-kontorene med å jobbe mer arbeidsrettet? [Why do the
NAV offices fail to achieve their goals of more people in work and activity?]. Søkelys på arbeidslivet, 33(1-02), 5–23.
https://doi.org/10.18261/issn.1504-7989-2016-01-02-01

Freidson, E. (2001). Professionalism: The third logic. Polity Press.
Gjersøe, H. M., Leseth, A., & Vilhena, S. (2019). Frontline implementation of welfare conditionality in Norway: A mater-

nalistic practice. Social Policy & Administration, 54(3), 491–504. https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12567
Hakanen, J. J., Bakker, A. B., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2006). Burnout and work engagement among teachers. Journal of School

Psychology, 43(6), 495–513. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2005.11.001
Halbesleben, J. R. B. (2010). A meta-analysis of work engagement: Relationships with burnout, demands, resources, and

consequences. In A. B. Bakker & M. P. Leiter (Eds.),Work engagement: A handbook of essential theory and research (pp.
102–117). Taylor & Francis.

Harter, J. K., & Blacksmith, N. (2010). Employee engagement an the psychology of joining, staying. In P. A. Linley, S.
Harrington, N. Garcea, C. D. N. Garcea, & N. Page (Eds.), Oxford handbook of positive psychology and work (pp.
121–130). Oxford University Press.

Hasenfeld, Y. (1999). Social services and welfare-to-work: Prospects for the social work profession. Administration in
Social Work, 23(3-4), 185–199. https://doi.org/10.1300/J147v23n03_11

Hutchinson, G. S., & Weihe, H. W. (2021). samfunnsarbeid - sosialt arbeid [Community work – social work]. Great
Norwegian Encyclopedia. https://snl.no/samfunnsarbeid_-_sosialt_arbeid

Hvinden, B. (1994). Divided against itself: A study of integration in welfare bureaucracy. Scandinavian University Press.
Jessen, J. T., & Tufte, P. A. (2014). Discretionary decision-making in a changing context of activation policies and welfare

reforms. Journal of Social Policy, 43(2), 269–288. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279413000998
Jewell, C. J., & Glaser, B. E. (2006). Toward a general analytic framework: Organizational settings, policy goals, and street-

level behavior. Administration & Society, 38(3), 335–364. https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399706288581
Johnson, J. V., Hall, E. M., & Theorell, T. (1989). Combined effects of job strain and social isolation on cardiovascular

disease morbidity and mortality in a random sample of the Swedish male working population. Scandinavian
Journal of Work, Environment & Health, 15(4), 271–279. https://doi.org/10.5271/sjweh.1852

EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF SOCIAL WORK 13

https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940710733115
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940910939313
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0018726712453471
https://doi.org/10.19154/njwls.v6i1.4907
https://doi.org/10.19154/njwls.v6i1.4907
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1986.tb00391.x
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F138826271501700102
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F138826271501700102
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1359105309360072
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468017309342177
https://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.12084
https://doi.org/10.18261/issn.1504-7989-2016-01-02-01
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12567
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2005.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1300/J147v23n03_11
https://snl.no/samfunnsarbeid_-_sosialt_arbeid
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279413000998
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095399706288581
https://doi.org/10.5271/sjweh.1852


Karasek, R. (1989). The political implications of psychosocial work redesign: A model of the psychosocial class structure.
International Journal of Health Services, 19(3), 481–508. https://doi.org/10.2190/66AM-Q4PF-PUHK-5BT1

Karasek, R. A. (1979). Job demands, job decision latitude, and mental strain: Implications for job redesign. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 24(2), 285–308. https://doi.org/10.2307/2392498

Kristof-Brown, A. L., Zimmerman, R. D., & Johnson, E. C. (2005). Consequences of individualistic fit at work: A meta-analy-
sis of person-job, person-organization, person-group, and person-supervisor fit. Personnel Psychology, 58(2), 281–342.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2005.00672.x

Lee, J. (2009). Another dimension of welfare reform: The implementation of the employment insurance programme in
Korea. International Journal of Social Welfare, 18(3), 281–290. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2397.2008.00621.x

Lee, K., Carswell, J. J., & Allen, N. J. (2000). A meta-analytic review of occupational commitment: Relations with person-
and work-related variables. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(5), 799–811. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.5.
799

Lindsley, D. H., Brass, D. J., & Thomas, J. B. (1995). Efficacy-performing spirals: A multilevel perspective. Academy of man-
agement review, 20(3), 645–678. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9508080333

Lipsky, M. (2010). Street-level bureaucracy: Dilemmas of the individual in public service. Russell Sage Foundation.
Lloyd, C., King, R., & Chenoweth, L. (2002). Social work, stress and burnout: A review. Journal of Mental Health, 11(3), 255–

265. https://doi.org/10.1080/09638230020023642
Mauno, S., Kinnunen, U., Mäkikangas, A., & Feldt, T. (2010). Job demands and resources as antecedents of work engage-

ment: A qualitative review and directions for future research. In S. L. Albrecht (Ed.), Handbook of employee engage-
ment: Perspectives, issues, research and practice (pp. 111–128). Edward Elgar.

Mänttäri-van der Kuip, M. (2016). Moral distress among social workers: The role of insufficient resources. International
Journal of Social Welfare, 25(1), 86–97. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsw.12163

Millar, J., & Austin, M. J. (2006). The role of social workers in welfare to work programs: International perspectives on
policy and practice. Journal of Policy Practice, 5(2-3), 149–158. https://doi.org/10.1300/J508v05n02_10

Newell, S., Robertson, M., Scarbrough, H., & Swan, J. (2009). Managing knowledge work and innovation. Palgrave
Macmillan.

Nothdurfter, U. (2016). The street-level delivery of activation policies: Constraints and possibilities for a practiceof citi-
zenship. European Journal of Social Work, 19(3-4), 420–440. https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2015.1137869

Olley, B. O. (2003). A comparative study of burnout syndrome among health professionals in a Nigerian teaching hos-
pital. African Journal of Medicine and Medical Science, 32(2), 297–302.

Perry, J. L., & Wise, L. R. (1990). The motivational bases of public service. Public Administration Review, 50(3), 367–373.
Raeymaeckers, P., & Dierckx, D. (2013). To work or not to work? The role of the organisational context for social workers’

perceptions on activation. British Journal of Social Work, 43(6), 1170–1189. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcs048
Sabatinelli, S. (2010). Activation and rescaling: Interrelated questions in social policy. In Y. Kazepov (Ed.), Rescaling social

policies: Towards multilevel governance in Europe (pp. 75–102). Ashgate Publishing.
Sadeghi, T. (2020). Associations between workplace learning patterns, social support and perceived competency.

Human Resource Development International, 23(1), 5–24. https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2019.1627512
Sadeghi, T., & Fekjær, S. B. (2019). Frontline workers’ competency in activation work. International Journal of Social

Welfare, 28(1), 77–88. https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsw.12320
Sadeghi, T., & Terum, L. I. (2019). Kompetanse [Competency]. In A. H. Bay, A. Hatland, T. Hellevik, & L. I. Terum (Eds.), Trygd

I aktiveringens tid [Social security in the age of activation] (pp. 325–346). Gyldendal.
Sadeghi, T., & Terum, L. I. (2020). Frontline managers’ perceptions and justifications of behavioural conditionality. Social

Policy & Administration, 54(2), 219–235. https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12574
Salanova, M., Schaufeli, W., Martínez, I., & Bresó, E. (2010). How obstacles and facilitators predict academic performance:

The mediating role of study burnout and engagement. Anxiety, stress & coping, 23(1), 53–70. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10615800802609965

Sanne, B., Torp, S., Mykletun, A., & Dahl, A. A. (2005). The Swedish demand—control—support questionnaire (DCSQ):
Factor structure, item analyses, and internal consistency in a large population. Scandinavian Journal of Public
Health, 33(3), 166–174. https://doi.org/10.1080/14034940410019217

Sánchez-Moreno, E., de La Fuente Roldán, I. N., Gallardo-Peralta, L. P., & Barrón López de Roda, A. (2015). Burnout, infor-
mal social support and psychological distress among social workers. British Journal of Social Work, 45(8), 2368–2386.
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcu084

Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & Salanova, M. (2006). The measurement of work engagement with a short questionnaire:
A cross-national study. Educational and psychological measurement, 66(4), 701–716. https://doi.org/10.1177%
2F0013164405282471

Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., González-Romá, V., & Bakker, A. B. (2002). The measurement of engagement and burnout:
A two sample confirmatory factor analytic approach. Journal of Happiness Studies, 3(1), 71–92. https://doi.org/10.
1023/A:1015630930326

Schramm-Nielsen, J., Lawrence, P., & Sivesind, K. H. (2004). Management in scandinavia: Culture, context and change.
Edward Elgar.

14 T. SADEGHI AND L. I. TERUM

https://doi.org/10.2190/66AM-Q4PF-PUHK-5BT1
https://doi.org/10.2307/2392498
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2005.00672.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2397.2008.00621.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.5.799
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.5.799
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9508080333
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638230020023642
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsw.12163
https://doi.org/10.1300/J508v05n02_10
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2015.1137869
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcs048
https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2019.1627512
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijsw.12320
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12574
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615800802609965
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615800802609965
https://doi.org/10.1080/14034940410019217
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcu084
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0013164405282471
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0013164405282471
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015630930326
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015630930326


Seppälä, P., Mauno, S., Feldt, T., Hakanen, J., Kinnunen, U., Tolvanen, A., & Schaufeli, W. (2009). The construct validity of
the Utrecht work engagement scale: Multisample and longitudinal evidence. Journal of Happiness Studies, 10(4), 459–
481. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-008-9100-y

Skivenes, M., & Trygstad, S. C. (2010). When whistle-blowing works: The Norwegian case. Human Relations, 63(7), 1071–
1097. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726709353954

Terum, L. I., & Sadeghi, T. (2019).Medarbeidernes kompetanse ved NAV-kontorene: Endringer i utdanningsbakgrunn, læring
på arbeidsplassen og kompetanse, 2011-2018 [Workers’ competency at the NAV-offices: Changes in educational back-
ground, workplace learning and competency, 2011-2018]. Skriftserien OsloMet.

Terum, L. I., & Sadeghi, T. (2021). Hva gjør individuell tilpasning av aktivitetskrav utfordrende? [What makes individua-
lisation of activity requirements challenging?]. Søkelys på arbeidslivet, 38(1), 41–58. https://doi.org/10.18261/issn.
1504-7989-2021-01-03

Ulmestig, R., & Marston, G. (2015). Street-level perceptions of procedural rights for young unemployed people–a com-
parative study between Sweden and Australia. Social Policy & Administration, 49(3), 394–411. https://doi.org/10.1111/
spol.12085

van Berkel, R. (2017). State of the art in frontline studies of welfare-to-work. A literature review. In R. van Berkel, D.
Caswell, P. Kupka, & F. Larsen (Eds.), Frontline delivery of welfare-to-work policies in Europe: Activating the unemployed
(pp. 12–35). Routledge.

Van Berkel, R., & Knies, E. (2016). Performance management, caseloads and the frontline provision of social services.
Social Policy & Administration, 50(1), 59–78. https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12150

Van Berkel, R., & Knies, E. (2018). The frontline delivery of activation: Workers’ preferences and their antecedents.
European Journal of Social Work, 21(4), 602–615. https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2017.1297774

Vandenabeele, W. (2011). Who wants to deliver public service? Do institutional antecedents of public service motivation
provide an answer? Review of Public Personnel Administration, 31(1), 87–107. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0734371X10394403

Vilhena, S. (2020). Is it because you can’t, or don’t want to? The implementation of frontline sanctions in Norwegian
social assistance. European Journal of Social Work, 24(3), 418–429. https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2020.1713052

Witt, L. A., & Nye, L. G. (1992). Organizational goal congruence and job attitudes revisited (No. DOT/FAA/AM-92/8). Civil
Aerospace Medical Institute.

Wright, S., Fletcher, D. R., & Stewart, A. B. (2020). Punitive benefit sanctions, welfare conditionality, and the social abuse
of unemployed people in Britain: Transforming claimants into offenders? Social Policy & Administration, 54(2), 278–
294. https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12577

EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF SOCIAL WORK 15

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-008-9100-y
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726709353954
https://doi.org/10.18261/issn.1504-7989-2021-01-03
https://doi.org/10.18261/issn.1504-7989-2021-01-03
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12085
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12085
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12150
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2017.1297774
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X10394403
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X10394403
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2020.1713052
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12577

	Abstract
	Introduction
	The institutional context
	Activation work in NAV
	Social work in Norway

	Dedication to work
	The role of working conditions
	Job demands
	Control
	Social support

	The role of educational background
	Attitudes towards welfare conditionality
	Methods
	Sample
	Measurements
	Job demands, control and support
	Educational background
	Attitude fit: attitudes towards welfare conditionality
	Control variables
	Limitations

	Results
	Discussions and conclusions
	High levels of dedication
	Working conditions are more important than the type of education for workers’ dedication
	Predictors of dedication: differences between educational groups

	Notes
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	Notes on contributors
	ORCID
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


