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Abstract: 
The current economic and social recession is taking its toll on public sector organizations, which suffer 
continuous budget restrictions and restrict service provision. Public employees are directly affected by 
such circumstances, worsening their working conditions and decreasing their satisfaction and 
engagement levels, which in turn will affect their performance and their organizational behaviour. 
Indeed, there is a need for public organizations to make more with less, and public employees have to 
endure facing the increasing demands of their citizen-customers with reduced resources, which will 
have an effect on the way they relate to their job (employee engagement) and their motivation and 
satisfaction levels at work. This paper presents a comprehensive review of the literature on the role of 
job engagement and job satisfaction as determinants of organizational commitment for local 
administration employees. Our research contribution is the development of a model in which the most 
relevant variables are put in value from a theoretical point of view, trying to establish the direct and 
indirect relationships that they might have over public employees’ behaviour. The model takes into 
account the mediation effect of cultural values, since different country cultures result in different work 
environments.  
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1. INTRODUCTION AND RESEARCH PROBLEM 
 
Europe is currently under a critical time in which public budgets are becoming gradually constrictive, 
especially in those countries where the socioeconomically crisis is hitting the hardest. As a result, 
many countries have tried to streamline public administration aiming at optimizing effectiveness and 
efficiency (Olejniczak &Salmon, 2014), although a persistence of administrative traditions has been 
noticed in a number of countries (e.g. Spain, Italy, France) that tend to maintain existing bureaucratic 
patterns and reduce the impact of pressures to reform (Painter & Peters, 2010). 
 
Indeed, there is a need for public organizations to make more with less, and public employees have to 
endure facing the increasing demands of their citizen-customers with reduced resources, which will 
have an effect on the way they relate to their job (employee engagement) and their motivation and 
satisfaction levels at work. Subsequently, public managers must find ways for a better usage of human 
capital, fostering managerial and organizational support and alternative rewarding systems in order to 
facilitate the development of organizational commitment and achieve higher levels of employee 
satisfaction. As a consequence, interest in studying public sector management, public service 
motivation and changes in public values has lately gained an increasing prominence in research 
(Jørgensen, 2014; Pedersen, 2014).  
 
Many studies have tried to find if there is a relationship between the performance of a public employee 
and their organizational commitment, with diverse results. For Seppala et al. (2009); Harter et al., 
(2009), Vandenabeele (2009) and Turkyilmaz et al. (2011), among others, there is a clear and direct 
relationship, while for (Sinclair, et al., 2005) there seems to be no definite evidence that supports this 
hypothesis. This is a quite popular topic, and the controversial results that can be found in the 
literature only feed the bonfire. Therefore, the aim of this research is to take a step backwards and 
explore if there is a relationship between a public employees’ organizational commitment and their 
level of job engagement and satisfaction. In addition, the perception of the employees on the above 
mentioned variables of their work environment and conditions might affect their levels of job 
engagement and satisfaction. These perceptions are in turn affected by the country’s cultural values, 
so it is to be expected that public employees from different cultures will display different levels of job 
satisfaction and job engagement (Hu, 2014; Matheson & Kwon, 2003). 
 
In sum, this paper lays out the theoretical background necessary to present, by means of a model, the 
determinants of job and organisational commitment for public sector employees. In addition, since the 
need for improving organisational commitment is a common challenge for many countries with 
different cultural values, it is interesting to provide a context to discuss if these different cultural may 
have an effect on these determinants. 
 
2. BUILDING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN JOB COMMITMENT AND ITS 

DETERMINANTS 
 
In order to respond to our research question, a descriptive literature study has been carried out. A 
number of previous works have been analysed to understand how organisational commitment in the 
public sector might be determined by employee engagement and job satisfaction, and what the latter 
two have different and in common, especially when considering a cross- country perspective.  
 

2.1. The relationship between employee engagement and job commitment 
 
The concept of employee engagement was introduced by Kahn in 1990 (Welbourn et al. 2014). 
According to Kahn’s (1990, p.964) original definition, employee engagement can be described as the 
harnessing of organizational members’ selves to their work roles”. Kahn's idea of engagement, 
focused on the employee being able to express him/herself at work. Much of today's research refers to 
Kahn’s work as the theoretical underpinning of employee engagement. Engagement started in the 
1990s, and has quickly grown spread, and evolved.  
 
The literature review reveals that there are no universally accepted definitions of engagement and 
commitment. Many researches and practitioners have tried to define and measure them (Seppala et 
al., 2009; Saks, 2008; Bakker, 2011; Welbourn et al., 2014). Saks et al. state that “employee 
engagement has been defined in many different ways and the definitions and measures often sound 
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like other better known and established constructs like organizational commitment and organizational 
citizenship behaviour” (Saks et al., 2004, p. 601). 
 
Following the same line of thought, Hallberg & Schaufeli (2006) found that work engagement, job 
involvement, and organizational commitment are three empirically distinct concepts. Particularly, 
organizational commitment refers to an individual's psychological attachment to the organization, as 
follows: “organizational commitment differs from engagement in that it refers to a person’s attitude and 
attachment towards their organization. Engagement is not an attitude; it is the degree to which an 
individual is attentive and absorbed in the performance of their roles” (Saks, 2006, p. 602). 
 
According to this definition, only 58% of employees in public sectors employees are fully engaged in 
their job; 31% strongly feel that they are valued; 31% are very satisfied with their job/working 
conditions;  20% strongly believe they are adequately compensated, 32% strongly believe they have 
the tools and training needed to do their jobs effectively (IPMA, 2012). So this means that the situation 
is not a good one and that there is a need to define which factors play a key role in increasing job 
engagement and organisational commitment in public sector organisations.  
 
One on the most popular concepts of organizational commitment was developed by Meyer & Allen 
(1991). These authors distinguish three components of organizational commitment: affective 
commitment (positive emotional attachment to the organization), continuance commitment (gains 
verses losses of working in an organization, also considered as intention to quit), and normative 
commitment (feelings of obligation).  The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003) 
is also widely used as a measure of employee engagement. This scale (Seppala et al. 2009, p. 460) 
consists of three elements: vigour, dedication and absorption: “Vigour refers to high levels of energy 
and mental resilience while working, the willingness to invest effort in one’s work, and persistence in 
the face of difficulties. Dedication is characterized by a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, 
pride, and challenge. Absorption refers to being fully concentrated and deeply engrossed in one’s 
work, and is characterized by time passing quickly and difficulties in detaching oneself from work” 
(Seppala, et al. 2009, p. 460).  

 
2.2. The relationship between job satisfaction and organisational commitment 

 
One of the most widely used definitions of job satisfaction describes it as "a pleasurable or positive 
emotional state resulting from appraisal of one's job or job experiences" (Locke, 1976, p.1300).  There 
is also an approach, according to which job satisfaction is considered with various job facets (e.g., 
Smith, Kendal & Hulin, 1969, Spector, 1997, Kinicki et al., 2002).  Facets of job satisfaction can 
involve any aspect of the job such as pay, interpersonal relations, and work environment (Coombe & 
Barriball, 2007). For Turkyilmaz et al. (2011), the satisfaction construct may contain five main factors: 
empowerment, participation, working conditions, reward and recognition, teamwork and training and 
personal development. They also proved that employee satisfaction is correlated with loyalty, 
understood as commitment, in the Turkish public sector.  
 

2.3. Contributing factors to job satisfaction and employee engagement 
 
In order to understand how the relationship between job satisfaction, employee engagement and 
employee commitment might function, it is necessary to explore the common contributors that the first 
two concepts have in common. In this sense, Saks (2006) noticed that perceived organizational 
support predicts both job and organization engagement and procedural justice predicts organization 
engagement. He also concluded that job engagement mediated the relationships between these 
factors and job satisfaction, organizational commitment and intention to quit (described as how often 
an employee frequently thinks of quitting his during the next 12 months). Following his work, these 
factors have been found as common contributors to job satisfaction and employee engagement. 
 
Reward system and recognition 
 
When employees receive needed resources and/or recognition from their organization they feel 
obliged to repay the organization with greater levels of engagement and commitment. According to 
Kahn’s (1990) concept of engagement, employees feel obliged to bring themselves more deeply into 
their role performances as repayment for the resources they receive from their organization. Cameron 
and Pierce (1997) found out after an extensive qualitative research that generally people enjoyed their 
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job more when they received a reward, enhancing their interest and performance, linking rewards and 
job satisfaction.  
 
In theory, public sector organisations, due to their bureaucratic and controlling nature, are not 
expected to reward their employees, especially in difficult times, but instead to punish them when their 
initiatives are not successful. However, research work performed in developed and less-developed 
countries has proved the contrary (Borins, 2002). A discussion on this topic can be found in Milne 
(2007), who offer arguments for both sides of the coin, reaching to the conclusion that this quite a 
controversial relationship, particularly when studying individual commitment, satisfaction and 
performance.   
 
Support from organization  
 
Perceived organizational support (POS) is typical of a workplace relationship, it is assumed that, when 
the organization treats the employee well (access to resources, respect), the employee reciprocates 
by working hard to improve organizational effectiveness (Brunetto et. al., 2013). POS is important 
because it has an impact on the quality of the supervisor– subordinate relationship (Wayne et al., 
1997; Shanock & Eisenberg, 2006), predicts employee engagement (Saks, 2006), plus organizational 
commitment, citizenship behaviour and employee retention (Eisenberger et al. 2002). There is 
evidence supporting that organization and manager influences job engagement and organisational 
commitment (Saks 2006; Guerro & Herrbach, 2009; Morrow, 2011; Brunetto et al. 2013). A definition 
of organization perceived support was first introduced by Eisenberg et al. (1986), according to whom 
employees feel secured by the organization when the organization values their colleagues and their 
welfare. Perceived support of the organization means for employee that the organization values him/ 
her as an employee and also values his/ her welfare. Organizational support have aided in several 
cases to bring about successful innovations that promoted job satisfaction and employee engagement, 
such as in Malhan (2006).  
 
Managerial Support 
 
In line with the previous item, there is quite a body of work supporting that, if managers show their 
support to their employees, these tend to increase their organizational commitment levels 
(Eisenberger et al., 2002). Furthermore, trust is gained when employees perceive that they are treated 
fairly by their supervisor (Macey and Schneider, 2008). Managerial coaching, or those effective 
managerial practices that improve employee effectiveness and learning also plays a relevant role in 
the level of satisfaction and commitment of the employee (Ellinger et al., 2010), even for public sector 
employees from culturally different countries (Kim et al., 2014). Likewise, it works the other way 
around: poor managerial support leads to lower levels of organizational commitment (Shanock & 
Eisenberger, 2006). This relationship is found in both private and public sector organisations; although 
some evidence shows public sector employees are less strongly affected by this relationship than 
employees of profit and non-profit organisations (Emhan, 2012). 
 
Perceived justice and fairness of organizational procedure 
 
Organizational justice refers to employees’ perception of fair treatment by an organization and its 
agents (distributive justice and procedural justice). Fairness of organisational procedures may also 
have an impact on organisational commitment because procedures define the organisation’s capacity 
to treat employees fairly. Distributive justice has its roots in Adams’ (1965) equity theory and it relates 
to the preoccupations expressed by employees considering the distribution of outcomes and 
resources. Procedural justice deals with the criteria used in allocation decisions, and there is 
outstanding evidence of its effect on organizational commitment (Demirel & Yücel, 2013; Gupta and 
Kumar, 2013). Considerable research has also shown that perceptions of fairness are associated with 
positive organisational commitment (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Kim & 
Mauborgne, 1993) and job satisfaction (Clark et al., 2009).  
 

2.4. The effect of culture on employee engagement and satisfaction 
 
Finally, the context of business culture and national culture may be taken in account when talking 
about job engagement and organisational commitment. An organization is established at a specific 
point in history and hence is shaped by specific cultural contexts or norms and values. In fact, it is well 
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acknowledged that national culture has a significant influence on behaviour of employees, as well as 
on consumer behaviour and technology diffusion (Dwyer et al. 2005, Tiferet & Herstein 2010; Srite & 
Karahanna, 2006), as well as on the choice for a particular profession (Malach-Pines & Kaspi-Barcu, 
2008). Additionally, individual demographic features, such as age, tenure, education, sex, work 
experience, and ethnic and geographical background, can also be significant for the organizational 
culture (Christensen et al., 2007), but not always (Malach-Pines & Kaspi-Barcu, 2008).  
 
Public institutions are characterised by a special culture, called “bureaucratic culture” (e.g. managers 
trying to evoke change, risk avoidance), different from that of private sector organizations (Schraeder 
et al., 2005; Christensen et al., 2007). Members of public organizations stand in a dynamic and 
reciprocal relation to their organizational culture, and usually have similar attitudes and interests 
(Vandenabeele, 2008). There is also evidence that national culture influences change management in 
the public sector (Fang, 2013; Rufin et al, 2014), since it was found that there are significant 
correlations between e-government development and the cultural dimensions as defined by Hofstede. 
However, according to Schneider’s model of homo-social reproduction (Schneider, 1987), people 
working for public sector organizations, due to their similar organizational cultures, might not be as 
affected by Hofstede cultural dimensions, since bureaucratic principles may override any differences 
between countries.  
 
3. RESULTS- THE MODEL 
 
As it was seen before, the phenomenon of evaluating a public employee’s level of organizational 
commitment is complex and a number of steps should be taken in order to comprehend all its possible 
determinants and factors, even more in an international context. A number of discrepancies have 
showed up in regards to the role of job satisfaction and job engagement as determinants, and if this 
role is affected by cultural values.  
 
Therefore, the proposed research model must encompass a number of more specific questions that 
have arisen during the theoretical research. These questions may be formulated as hypotheses, as 
follows:  

• H1A: There is a direct relationship between a public employee’s level of engagement with their 
job and their organizational commitment.  

• H1B: There is a direct relationship between a public employee’s level of satisfaction with their 
job and their organizational commitment.  

• H2A: Each of the founding factors (organization’s rewarding system, perceived organizational 
support, perceived managerial support, procedural justice, and distributive justice) is related to 
the employee’s level of job engagement. 

• H2B: Each of the founding factors (organization’s rewarding system, perceived organizational 
support, perceived managerial support, procedural justice, and distributive justice) is related to 
the employee’s level of job satisfaction. 

• H2A1: There is a positive relationship between the organization’s rewarding system and the 
employee’s job engagement. 

• H2B1: There is a positive relationship between the organization’s rewarding system and the 
employee’s level of job satisfaction. 

• H2A2: There is a positive relationship between perceived organizational support and the 
employee’s job engagement. 

• H2B2: There is a positive relationship between perceived organizational support and the 
employee’s level of job satisfaction. 

• H2A3: There is a positive relationship between perceived managerial support and the 
employee’s job engagement. 

• H2B3: There is a positive relationship between perceived managerial support and the 
employee’s level of job satisfaction. 

• H2A4: There is a positive relationship between perceived procedural justice and the 
employee’s job engagement. 

• H2B4: There is a positive relationship between perceived procedural justice and the 
employee’s level of job satisfaction. 

• H2A5: There is a positive relationship between perceived distributive justice and the 
employee’s job engagement. 

• H2B5: There is a positive relationship between perceived distributive justice and the 
employee’s level of job satisfaction. 
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• H3: Public employees from countries with different cultural values will have significantly 
different perceptions of each of the contributing factors.  

 
Figure 1: Determinants of organizational commitment model 
 

 

 
4. FINAL THOUGHTS 
 
Current researchers in the public administration field must concentrate on those factors influencing job 
satisfaction, job engagement and organisational commitment. However, most of the research in this 
field is centred in private companies’ employees, where a person’s performance is more easily 
measured and thus capable of improvement. The patterns of contribution of an organization’s 
rewarding system, perceived organizational support, perceived managerial support, procedural justice 
and distributive justice represent a quite complex network, which may vary from country to country, 
although the problem is the same within the European environment.  
 
The broad approach of the model designed in this research puts in value the determinants that play a 
role in promoting job engagement in public administrations, hindering or boosting it. There is a need 
for empirical research to support the theoretical research findings on the determinants of job 
engagement, so as to derive a number of lessons for policy makers and other researchers that may 
contribute to an improvement of the motivation and performance of public employees in these times of 
scarcity.  
 
REFERENCE LIST: 
 

1. Bakkera, A., Simon, L., and Leiterc, M. (2011). Key questions regarding work engagement. 
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 20(1), 4-28. 

2. Borins, S. (2002). Leadership and innovation in the public sector. Leadership and 
Organization Development Journal, 8 (23), 467-476.  

3. Brunetto, Y., Xerri, M., Shriberg, A., Farr-Wharton, R., Shacklock, K., Newman, S., and 
Dienger, J. (2013). The Impact of workplace relationships on engagement, well-being, 
commitment and turnover for nurses in Australia and the USA. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 
69(12), 2786-2799. doi: 10.1111/jan.12165. 

4. Cameron, J. and Pierce, D.W. (2000). Rewards, interest and performance: an evaluation of 
experimental findings, American Compensation Association Journal, 6(4).  

5. Christensen, T., and Lægreid, P. (2011). The Ashgate Research Companion to New Public 
Management, Ashagate Publishing, Great Britain. 

1698



6. Christensen, T., Lægreid, P., Rones, P. and Røvik,K. (2007). Organization Theory and the 
Public Sector Instrument, Culture and Myth, Routledge. Abingdon, Oxon OX14 4RN. 

7. Coomber, B. and Barriball, K. (2007). Impact of job satisfaction components on intent to leave 
and turnover for hospital-based nurses: A review of the research literature. International 
Journal of Nursing Studies, 44, 297–314. 

8. Demirel, Y and Yücel, I. (2013). The Effect of Organizational Justice on Organizational 
Commitment: A Study on Automotive Industry. International Journal of Social Sciences, 2 (3), 
26–37.   

9. Dwyer, S., Mesak, H., and Hsu, M.(2005). An exploratory examination of the influence of 
national culture on cross-national product diffusion. Journal of International Marketing, 13 (2), 
1–25. 

10. Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchinson, S., and Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived 
organizational support. Journal of Applied Psychology, 77,500-507. 

11. Emhan, A. (2012). Relationship among managerial support, job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment: a comparative study of non-profit, for-profit and public sectors in Turkey. 
International Journal of Business, Humanities and Technology, 2(5), 179-190. 

12. Erumban, A. and de Jong, S. (2006). Cross-country differences in ICT adoption: a 
consequence of culture. Journal of World Business, 41, 302–314. 

13. Flynn, J., Blackman, D.and Halligan, J. (2014). Crossing Boundaries in Public Management 
and Policy: The International experience, Routledge NY. 

14. Folger, R.andKonovsky, M. (1989). Effects of procedural and distributive justice on reactions 
to pay raise decisions, Academy of Management Journal, 32(1), 115-130. 

15. Folkman, J. (2014). 70% Of Workers Aren't Engaged - What About The Managers? (2015, 
Januray 24). Retrieved from http://www.forbes.com/sites/joefolkman/2014/03/06/seventy-
percent-of-workers-not-engaged-what-about-the-managers. 

16. Guerro, S. and Herrbach,O. (2009). Manager organizational commitment: a question of 
support or image?. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 20 (7), 1536-
1553. Gupta, V. and Kumar, S. (2013). Impact of performance appraisal justice on employee 
engagment: a study of Indian professionals. Employee Relations, 35(1), 61-78. 

17. Hallberg, U. E., and Schaufeli, W. B. (2006). "Same Same" but different? Can work 
engagement be discriminated from job involvement and organizational commitment? 
European Psychologist, 11(2), 119. 

18. Harter, J.K.; Schmidt, F.L.; Killham, E.A and Sangeeta Agrawal, M.S. (2009). "Q12® 
MetaAnalysis: The relationship between engagement at work and organizational outcomes", 
White Paper Gallup Organization. Retrieved from 
http://nolostcapital.nl/sites/nolostcapital.nl/files/blog-attachments/Q12_Meta-
Analysis_The_Relationship_Between_Engagement_at_Work_and_Organizational_Outcomes.
pdf 

19. Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture’s consequences: comparing values, behaviors, institutions and 
organizations across nations. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.  

20. Hofstede, G., Hofstede, G.J., and Minkov, M., 2010. Cultures and organizations: software of 
the mind. 3rd ed. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

21. Hu, Q., (2014). Performance Differences Among Four Organizational Commitment Profiles. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 90 (6), 1280–1287  

22. IPMA (2012). Measuring Employee Engagement in State and Local Government, 2012. USA. 
Retrieved from http://ipma-hr.org/sites/default/files/GOV13%20BROCHURE%20ADP_V.pdf. 

23. ITIM International (2010). Geert HofstedeTM cultural dimensions. Retrieved from 
http://www.geert-hofstede.com/geert_hofstede_resources.shtml. 

24. Jørgensen, T,B. (2014). Public values change:  a historical study of  civil service job 
advertisements, Contemporary Readings in Law and Social Justice, 6(2), 59–80. 

25. Kim,. S., Egan, T.M. and Moon, M.J. (2014). Managerial coaching efficacy, work-related 
attitudes, and performance in public organizations: a comparative international study. Review 
of public personnel administration, 34(3), 237-262. 

26. Kinicki  A.,  McKee-Ryan,F., Schriesheim Ch.A., Carso, K. (2002). Assessing the Construct 
Validity of the Job Descriptive Index,  Journal of Applied Psychology, 87 (1)14–32. 

27. Kim, W.C. and Mauborgne, R.A. (1993). Procedural justice, attitudes and subsidiary top 
management compliance with multinationals’ corporate strategic decisions. Academy of 
Management Journal, 36(3), 502-526. 

1699



28. Konovsky, M.A.and Cropanzano, R. (1991). Perceived fairness of employee drug testing as a 
predictor of employee attitudes and job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76(5), 
698-707. 

29. Locke,E.A. (1976). The nature and causes of job satisfaction. In M.D. Dunnette (Ed.), 
Handbook of industrial and organizational psychology, pp.1297-1349, Chicago: Rand McNally. 

30. Lynn, L.E. (2006). Public Management: Old and New. New York: Routledge. 
31. Macey, W.H. and Schneider, B. (2008). The meaning of employee engagement. Industrial and 

Organizational Psychology, 1(1), 3-30-  
32. Malach-Pines, A. and Kaspi-Baruch, O. (2008). The role of culture and gender in the choice of 

a career in management. Career Development International, 13(4), 306-319. 
33. Malhan, I.V. (2006). Developing corporate culture in the Indian university libraries, Library 

Management. 6/7 (27), 486-493.  
34. Matheson, A. and Kwon, H-S. (2003). Public Sector Modernisation: a New Agenda. Journal on 

budgeting, 3 (1), 1608-7143. 
35. Mathieu, J. and Zajac D. (1990).A review and meta-analysis of the of organizational 

commitment.  Psychological Bulletin, 108(2), 171-194.  
36. Meyer, J. P. and Allen, N. J. (1991). A three-component conceptualization of organizational 

commitment. Human Resource Management Review, 1 (61), 61-89. 
37. Milne, P. (2007). Motivation, incentives and organizational culture. Journal of knowledge 

Management, 6(11), 28-38. 
38. Morrow, P. (2011). Managing organizational commitment: Insights from longitudinal research. 

Journal of Vocational Behavior, 79(1), 18–35. 
39. Painter, M. and Peters B.G. (2010).Tradition and Public Administration. Palgrave Macmillan. 
40. Pedersen, L.H. (2014). Committed to the public interest? Motivation and behavioral outcomes 

among local councilors, Public Administration, 92(4), pp. 886-904) 
41. Rufin, R.; Bélanger, F.; Medina Molina, C.; Carter, L. and Sánchez Figueroa, J.C. (2014). A 

cross-cultural comparison of electronic government adoption in Spain and the USA. 
International Journal of Electronic Research, 10(2), 43-59. 

42. Saks, A. M. (2006). Antecedents and consequences of employee engagement. Journal of 
Managerial Psychology, 21(7), 600-619. 

43. Schneider, B. (1987). The people make the place. Personnel Psychology, 40, 437-53. 
44. Schraeder M., Tears, R. and Jordan, M. (2005). Organizational culture in public sector 

organizations: Promoting change through training and leading by example. Leadership and 
Organization Development Journal, 26 (6), 492 – 502. 

45. Seppala P., Maunon S., Feldt T., Hakanen J., Kinnunen U., Tolvanen A. and Schaufeli W. 
(2009).  The Construct Validity of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale: Multisample and 
Longitudinal Evidence. Journal Happiness Study, 10, 459–481  

46. Shanock, S. and Eisenberg, R. (2006). When supervisors feel supported: relationships with 
subordinates' perceived supervisor support, perceived organizational support, and 
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 689-695. 

47. Sinclair,R.,Tucker,J., Wright,Ch., Cullen,J. (2005). Performance Differences Among Four 
Organizational Commitment Profiles. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90 (6), 1280–1287. 

48. Smith, P. C., Kendall, L., and Hulin, C. L. (1969). The measurement of satisfaction in work and 
retirement: A strategy for the study of attitudes. Chicago: Rand McNally 

49. Srite, M. and Karahanna, E. (2006). The role of espoused national cultural values in 
technology acceptance. Management Information Quarterly, 303, 679–704. 

50. Tiferet, R. Herstein. (2010). The effect of individualism on private brand perception: cross-
culture investigation, Journal of Consumer Marketing, 27(4), 313-323 

51. Turkyilmaz, A. A., Akman G., Ozkan C.,&  Pastuszak, Z. (2011). Empirical study of public 
sector employee loyalty and satisfaction. Industrial Management and Data Systems,  111 (5),  
675-696.  

52. Vandenabeele, W. (2008). Government calling: Public Service motivation as an element in 
selecting government as an employer of choice. Public Administration, 86(4), 1089-1105. 

53. Vandenabeele, W. (2009). The mediating effect of job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment on self-reported performance: more robust evidence of the PSM-performance 
relationship. International Review of Administrative Sciences, 75(1), 11-34. 

54. Wayne S., Shore L. and Liden R. (1997). Perceived organizational support and leader-
member exchange: a social exchange perspective. Academy of Management Journal, 40, 82-
111. 

1700



55. Welbourn, T. and Schlachter, S. (2014). The “Wildfire” That Is Employee Engagement. The 
Incentive Research Foundation. Retrieved from: 
http://www.eepulse.com/documents/Engaged-In-What.pdf. 

56. Zhao, F. (2013). An empirical study of cultural dimensions and e-government development: 
implications of the findings and strategies. Behaviour and Information Technology,  32 (3), 
294–306. 

57. Zhou, Y. and Miao,Q. (2014). Servant leadership and affective commitment in the chinese 
public sector: the mediating role of perceived organizational support. Psychological Reports: 
Employment Psychology and Marketing, 115(2), 381-395. 

 

1701



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /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 ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002000d>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002000d>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>
    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002000d>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e000d>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


