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Introduction

In the last few years more women have been hired by the public sector in the Netherlands than men. This is something that is remarkable because the total number of working women in the Netherlands is lower than the number of working men. It seems to be that this sector is quite attractive to women and maybe less attractive to men, but what is the reason for this attraction of women to the public sector? This attraction could be due to the different job-characteristics this sector has and therefore could be caused by the different character women have or it could be caused by something totally different. The question addressed in this paper therefore is: Are women more attracted to the public sector because of some specific job-characteristics that we will analyze  or is the attraction caused by other variables that are absent in our analysis?
This research question is interesting because the results might tell us more about the way in which women choose different jobs and what aspects of a job they value as very important. These findings about the preferences of women can then tell us more about the reasons why especially women are more attracted to the public sector. And from the side of the public sector it could be very interesting to use these finding in attracting more women or maybe even in changing their structure to attract more men.  
The structure of this paper will be the following. First we will discuss some previous research on the preferences of different employees. We will divide this section into two parts, one discussing the previous research on the difference between men and women, and the other discussing these differences between private and public sector employees. In the next section we will then explain a bit more about the dataset and the methods we will use in the analysis. The most important section will be the analysis of the data and the results that come out of this. These results will also be discussed in two different parts: first we will present some findings on the different preferences between men/women and private/public sector employees respectively. Secondly we will present the results of the regression models, that will show the effect of adding a few job-characteristics on the influence the factor ‘being women’ has on working in the public sector. At the end of this paper we will present the conclusions and the discussion part, in which we will answer the research question of this paper. It turns out to be that women are not attracted to the public sector because of the job-characteristics we analyzed in this research, but obviously there are some important variables missing that causes this attraction. The effect of these variables is hidden in the effect of ‘being women’ in this analysis. Nevertheless, these job-characteristics are playing an important role as we find that adding these factors to the model will change the influence of ‘being women’. Also some interesting findings on the differences between two generations of female employees are presented, which show that there is a change going on in the female way of looking at a job. It turns out to be that younger female employees attach far more value to the job-characteristics a job has than their older counterparts. The older ones are found to be more attracted  by other aspects of a job that are not present in this analysis and that are hidden in the factor ‘being women’.


Theoretical Background

Men vs. Women

The past few decades a lot of research has been done on the different preferences men and women have on job-characteristics. The question is whether men and women are really that different in the way they think about their jobs and does this different way of thinking about work explains the different occupations men and women often work in? The classical view on the division of labor between men and women has changed quite a lot over the years. For a very long time the only role of women in society was to take care of the children and to keep the house clean, while the role of men in society was also very clear: to make sure that enough money was earned to live the life you desire to live. This pattern has changed significantly over the past decades. We now see a much higher participation rate of women in the labor market and they are even becoming more and more often leaders in our society. Still there are quite some differences between men and women, in who they are and also in the occupations they tend to work in. This could be the consequence of different preferences men and women have regarding their job and workplace. Previous research has come up with some conclusions, as we will see in the following sections.

Intrinsic vs extrinsic motivators

When we look at different preferences and different motivations that could drive people to different occupations in society, we can distinguish two different factors: intrinsic motivators and extrinsic motivators. At first sight, men are more often linked to the extrinsic factors like income, promotions and leadership, while women are more often thought of being more concerned with doing something meaningful and being useful to society (Tolbert and Moen, 1998).

Contradicting these first thoughts, previous research reveals the fact that men and women do not significantly differ in their intrinsic or extrinsic motivation (Saleh and Lalljee, 1969; Manhardt, 1972; Schuler, 1975). In this research, data is used on very different groups of respondents which are in a very different (economic) environment, what gives us the opportunity to have a little more of a generalized view on these results. Most research on these difference in gender though, is done using data on students (Saleh and Lalljee, 1969; Manhardt, 1972). In this group male and female respondents are most similar to each other because they both study and have quite the same kind of life. But also some research by Saleh and Lalljee (1969) is done based on data upon technical division employees and Schuler (1975) did some research on data from personnel of a manufacturing-plant testing the influence of age, education and job-level on the intrinsic motivation of both genders.
All reached the same conclusion on the difference between men and women on intrinsic and extrinsic motivation: there is no significant difference between males and females.
In his study on college graduates, Manhardt (1972) used quite an interesting method in which he let the respondents rate 25 characteristics of a job on the level of importance. He linked these characteristics to three different factors: long-range career success, work environment and interpersonal relationships and the last factor was intrinsic motivation. The difference between this method constructed by Manhardt and other previous methods, is that the previous methods all used a quite theoretical approach. In his paper, Manhardt points at this problem and he states that these methods are not exploring all differences between men and women in their job orientation. For this reason he constructs a more specific and a more wide-ranged list of job characteristics, aiming to explore the different orientations men and women have towards different job characteristics. By linking the different job characteristics to three more general factors, he makes it able to generalize his results a bit more to the overall preferences of men and women.
The first factor was significantly higher rated by men, the second factor showed a higher rate of importance for women and on the last factor he did not find any significant difference between men and women. So also this study confirms the conclusion that there is no significant difference, with respect to intrinsic motivation, between men and women. In a study on students from different training areas, Bartol (1976) shows that certain women do rate intrinsic motivation higher than men, but in her study it becomes clear that there are some cautions to be made with respect to these results. Later on in this paper this research will be further explained.

In general we can conclude from all previous research, that has been done on the difference in gender with respect to intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, that there is no significant difference between men and women in their preference on these two kinds of motivators. Clearly this quite general separation of job characteristics is not specific enough to explain the different occupations men and women tend to work in.

Specific job-characteristics

Whereas this previous research did not find any results on the intrinsic-extrinsic level, some of these papers and more other research also analyzed the preferences of men and women on more specific job characteristics. So we can further specify the analysis by dividing the intrinsic factors and extrinsic factors in different job characteristics. Job characteristics that are associated with extrinsic factors are: high income, security (Saleh and Lalljee, 1969; Tolbert and Moen, 1998), opportunities for advancement (Tolbert and Moen, 1998), company policy, working conditions, relationship with supervisor, relationships with colleagues, technical supervision, status and personal life (Saleh and Lalljee, 1969).
Job characteristics that are associated with intrinsic motivation are: meaningful content (Tolbert and Moen, 1998), achievement, recognition, advancement, growth in skill, responsibility and nature of work (Saleh and Lalljee, 1969).

Women
One of the above mentioned characteristics, that is often attributed to women, is the one of highly valuating social relationships and social interaction with others. The three different factors of Manhardt (1972) already mentioned above, includes a factor ‘work environment and interpersonal relationships’ and indeed he finds that women do value job characteristics related to this factor as significantly more important than men do. Other previous research also points at the fact that women attach more importance to their work environment and to the relationships they have with their colleagues, using data on both students (Brenner and Tomkiewicz, 1979), high school seniors (Beutel and Marini, 1995) and manufacturing workers (Schuler, 1975). Contradicting these findings on women, Bigoness (1988) finds in his research a quite remarkable result. He used data from MBA students on their work values and their regarding on being a successful manager. He used a three factor model containing: professional growth, work environment and salary. On the second factor he did not find a significant higher rating of women on work environment, though he did find a significant higher rating on one job characteristic related to this factor: interpersonal relationships.
Maybe women are not directly attaching high importance to the work environment they are in, but more to the interpersonal relationships they have with their colleagues causing this factor to be significant in other research. Bigoness suggested that the different result he found could be due to the MBA students he used, because these student could have completely different preferences on their job than other students do.
Besides this expected preference of relationships with colleagues, previous research also finds some results on women that are less obviously related to them. Research by Brenner and Tomkiewicz (1979) shows that, compared to the study by Manhardt (1972), they tend to attach more importance to self-development and challenges on their job than they did a decade earlier (Brenner and Tomkiewicz, 1979; Bigoness, 1988).
Specifically this research shows that women tend to value development in skills, knowledge and intelligence as important parts of their job, using both data on students. Brenner and Tomkiewicz used the method of Manhardt (1972) to collect data from business students, by letting their respondents rate the 25 job characteristics on a 5-point scale and with this data they calculated mean scores for both men and women.
Also previous research has pointed out that women are more concerned with having a meaning in their life than men do and with doing meaningful work instead of only working for money and other benefits (Beutel and Marini, 1995; Tolbert and Moen, 1998). In their research Buetel and Marini analyze data on values of high school seniors in the period from the mid ‘70s till the early ‘90s. They find that women are more concerned with compassion and meaning.
All these findings on the job preferences of women show that they still do not see the making of a career as one of the most important aspects of a job.

Men
Men on the other hand, are often thought of being more concerned with other specific aspects of the job like income, promotion and status.
Indeed, previous research finds that men are more concerned with having a higher income or earning more money (Schuler, 1975; Brenner and Tomkiewicz, 1979; Bigoness, 1988). These findings are quite intuitive, because men always have been the ones who earn the money and who were responsible for the family-income. Still a lot of men are indeed responsible for earning the money and so it is not that surprising that they rate income as one of the most important aspects of their job.
Not only are men more concerned with earning more money or having a high income, this is just one part of a much broader concern: to have long-career success (Manhardt, 1972). Men do have in general an expected longer career than women have, because women sometimes become pregnant and often women are the ones taking care of the children. While the careers of women are more often interrupted, the careers of men are expected to continue much longer and are far more consistent. Therefore it is quite logical that men are more concerned with their long-career success.
Earning more money is one part of this long-career success, but there are a lot of other aspects playing a role. Men are found to be significantly more concerned with having responsibility on their jobs and with having some leadership (Brenner and Tomkiewicz, 1979). This preference for having a certain level of responsibility is also reflected in the value men attach to being able to influence important decisions (Schuler, 1975). This shows that men are indeed more concerned than women with the status of their job and maybe also that men see the making of a career as an important aspect of their life. Men also rate the opportunity to redirect work to others as more important than women do (Schuler, 1975), this also reveals their attachment to leadership.
Another part of the long-career success preference men tend to have is their attachment to promotion. Previous research finds that men are more concerned with the opportunities of advancement a job offers them and with the business company prospects (Bigoness, 1988; Tolbert and Moen, 1998).
These preferences men tend to have are all quite as expected. One other aspect preferred by men, that is maybe a bit more surprising, is job security (Tolbert and Moen, 1998). Men tend to rate this aspect as significantly more important than women do, which could very well be explained with the same argument as mentioned before. They are responsible for a high income and so are concerned with constant employment and with not being fired.
In general, previous research finds that men are more in favor of materialism than women are (Beutel and Marini, 1995) and this is clearly reflected in their job preferences found by previous research.

So we have seen from the previous research mentioned above, that there are some clear differences in job preferences between men and women. Women value work environment and interpersonal relationships, self-development, challenges and meaningful work more than men do. Men value high income/earning more money, long-career success, responsibility, leadership, status, being able to redirect work to others, promotion/opportunities for advancement, business company prospects and job security more than women do. A general difference between the two is that men favor materialism and women value compassion and meaning as more important.

Third factors

Conclusions from all these different research papers are quite consistent and in these papers different groups of respondents have been analyzed. So it seems to be very clear that there are differences and what these differences are between men and women. However, kind of important when analyzing the differences caused by gender, is whether there are no other ‘third’ factors strongly influencing your results. Indeed there is some previous research pointing at a few cautions that should be made analyzing your results.

The study of Bartol (1976) on different kinds of students mentioned earlier, shows that different professional training areas are of great influence on the results and that this is a factor that should be kept in mind. In this research, Bartol uses data on three different groups of students: female psychology students, female business students and male business students. They all had to rate the 25 job characteristics of Manhardt (1972) and she finds that female psychology students rate long-career success and work environment lower than do both male and female business students. Also she does find a higher attachment to intrinsic motivation from psychology students.
From this study we can conclude that the value respondents attach to different job characteristics is not solely dependent on gender, but is also largely influenced by the professional training area these students attend. The reason for this, is that different people choose different kinds of professional training areas that suits their own interests and so students from two different professional training areas may have completely different preferences, irrespective of gender. So you could not just compare students from two different studies and attribute the results completely to differences in gender. We should learn from this research by Bartol that there could be a lot of other factors influencing preferences of respondents, than only the difference of being a men or a women.
Labor market discrimination is another factor that is shown by previous research to influence the results of differences between men and women (Daymont and Andrisani, 1984).
There still exists a certain level of labor market discrimination that influences the choices women make, regarding their college major. Women notice the level of discrimination that exists in different parts of the labor market and they choose a college major that is related to a part of the market that has no high level of discrimination. This way they end up in particular parts of the labor market and so they end up with different levels of income. So not only differences between men and women determine the place women end up in the labor market and the different wages they will receive; also the existing labor market discrimination has a certain influence on this reported difference between men and women.. This is found by Daymont and Andrisani, using data on a high school class from 1972. They tried to explain the earnings gap between men and women, and they found this effect of labor market discrimination on choices women make.

These two papers show very clear the cautions that should be made when interpreting results on differences between men and women. Above mentioned studies conclude that professional training area and labor market discrimination are factors that could influence these differences. But it is always possible that a third factor has a large influence on your results and that your findings are not that significant related as they seem to be at first sight. To control for these third factors it is useful to include some control variables in the analysis.

Changes over time

Something very interesting to know about the different preferences in gender is whether these differences remain the same over time, or that these differences might change. And when we observe a change in these differences, does this mean that there is a convergence or a divergence of preferences? Some research has been done on these trends in time and from this, some interesting findings are presented.

Women
Although the role of women has changed quite a lot over the years, their role in the labor market is still not the same as that of men. But more and more often, women participate in the labor market and are also entering more typical male-jobs and are less participating in the typical female-jobs (Daymont and Andrisani, 1984). Nonetheless, over a 30-year period after World War II, women have found to rate the type of work they do as most important through all those years (Jurgensen, 1978). In his results he also shows a correlation for women of 0.80 between the first year analyzed and the last year analyzed in his research. This finding is consistent with the previous findings on the preferences of women, they tend to rate meaningful work and challenging work as quite important. So previous research on changes over time thus also confirms this finding. Women seem to be quite the same in their preferences, irrespective of time.
However, in the same previous research he did find some changes over time on the preferences of women. Women tend to rate the working conditions as less important in the later years of this study than they did earlier. This is kind of interesting, because earlier research showed that this is the most important job preference of women and this is confirmed every time again. Nonetheless, it seems that this job characteristic loses its importance a bit. Especially female managers rate the working conditions as less important than other women do (Jurgensen, 1978).
Women in this period, also had an increased rate of importance on benefits and pay, however men also had an increased rate on these two job characteristics and so this will not cause a convergence or divergence between men and women. Another trend in these years was the decreased rate of importance on advancement and job security men and women both had.
Previous research thus shows that preferences of women over some decades have been quite consistent and that the only real difference opposed to men is that working conditions have become less important to them than before.

Men
Also for men results show quite some consistency in their job preferences, as the correlation between the first and the last year of the 30-year period is 0.86 for men’s preferences (Jurgensen, 1978).
As mentioned earlier, men are significantly more concerned with their job security and in this research on changes over time, results show that this has been an important aspect of the job for all those years. This is not that surprisingly, because men have been ‘breadwinners’ for all those years and thus are quite concerned with keeping their job.
A more interesting finding is that men had an increased rate of importance on the type of work they do (Jurgensen, 1978). Over the years this has become more important for them, though other research concludes that this characteristic is significantly more important to women. This is thus an aspect on which men and women are converging with respect to their preferences.
The same research also shows that men with higher job-status than other men, are becoming less concerned with having a high income and more concerned with the benefits a job offers. This could be explained by the lower marginal utility extra income gives them when they are earning more money. Benefits other than money are becoming more interesting on that point.
Over the more recent years, from 1973 till 1994, men have become more focused on earning a high income and less focused on the sense of accomplishment a job offers (Tolbert and Moen, 1998). This is not a change that could easily be attributed to the different preferences men and women had over different years, because it could very well be due to a different economic environment Tolbert and Moen state.
This previous research shows that men have been attaching large importance to job security over all those years and also had a growing concern on the type of work they were doing. Overall the preferences of men were quite consistent over this period.

Although previous research on changes of preferences over time shows quite some consistency, there are some changes. For women working conditions were becoming less important, although it is still an important aspect of their job. Men had a growing concern on the type of work they did, an aspect of a job that is often more attributed to women. Literature does not agree with another about the fact whether the preferences of men and women are converging. Bartol and Manhardt (1979) conclude that we can speak of a convergence and that men and women are becoming more similar. In their paper they also conclude that due to this convergence it is of no use to implement different motivation- and reward-systems for men and women.
On the other hand, more recently Tolbert and Moen (1998) did not find the same result. They state that preferences are not converging, they even say that there is some divergence in preferences between younger men and women.

Contradicting research

A lot of research concludes that there are differences and this conclusion seems to be quite stable. However, there is also some research that concludes differently. This concludes that there are no differences between men and women concerning preferences on their jobs.

This research, that concludes that there are no differences between the preferences of men and women, used data on the total non-institutionalized population in the US (Brief, Rose and Aldag, 1977) and industrial workers (Mannheim, 1983). This last study did not find any effect of gender on job satisfaction, though it shows some results on gender. Men are more influenced by different technological conditions and men do have a higher work centrality than women. Women on the other hand are less influenced by the level of task autonomy they have, are less influenced by differences between unit and batch-level production and are also less influenced by the level of technical stability a job offers.

These results are contradicting the previous mentioned results by other research. The other research that does report differences in gender on job preferences though, seem to be more specific and seem to show some stronger results than the research that contradicts the conclusions. However, conclusions have to be handled with care as obviously not all research points in exactly the same direction.

General conclusions

So there are clearly some differences between male and female with respect to their job preferences. Previous research suggests that there is no difference between men and women in their emphasis on intrinsic or extrinsic factors. Also it should be kept in mind that there are a lot of other factors playing a role in the different job characteristics men and women prefer, as we have seen that the type of college major chosen is of large influence on the job preferences.
In general, previous research concludes that there is a convergence of preferences between men and women over the past decades, although there is some research that contradicts this conclusion. Still there are some differences between men and women. Men seem to attach more importance to their career on the long run, income, advancement opportunities, company business prospects, opportunities to be a leader/to redirect work to others,  responsibilities, security and to be able to influence important decisions. These are all quite materialistic characteristics of a job and this is indeed something that is more appreciated by men than by women. Men also seem to have a higher work centrality than women have.
Women on the other hand, are more concerned with their work environment, interpersonal relationships with colleagues, the type of work, the challenge their work offers, opportunities to develop their skill, knowledge, intelligence, utilizing their education and professional growth. These characteristics quite well reflect the value women attach to compassion and to having a meaning in life.

1

Private vs. public sector employees

There are a lot of prejudices about the differences between public sector employees and
private sector employees. Public sector employees are often thought of having a high level of
public service motivation, they really want to be useful to society. However, employees in the
public sector are also often thought of being lazy and of not being motivated to work hard.
The public sector is also not thought of being that efficient as the private sector. Private
sector employees on the other hand, are more often thought of being highly ambitious and of
being more attached to making a lot of money. Whether these prejudices are true or not, it
seems to be that there are differences in the way these employees view their jobs and in the
way they value certain job characteristics. The question addressed in the next sections is which characteristics of a job are more valued by public sector employees and which aspects of a job are more important to private sector employees. So what are the differences in job
preferences between these employees?

Monetary Benefits

When choosing a job there are a lot of aspects playing a role and some aspects are more
important than others. One would say that having some good colleagues is very important,
while the other would say that promotion opportunities are of high importance. In the end,
there is one aspect that is in some way important to everyone: earning money. We all have to
earn money to fulfill our basic needs and to meet a certain standard of living.
However, some people are satisfied when their basic needs are fulfilled and for some people
there is always some extra money to be earned. The question is, are private sector workers
different than public sector workers in their attachment to earning money?

Indeed previous research finds that there are some major differences between the employees
from these two sectors. Private sector managers are found to rate ‘good wages’ as
significantly more important than public sector managers do (Khojasteh, 1993; Wittmer,
1991; Rainey, 1982).
Khojasteh (1993) let his respondents rank 12 extrinsic and intrinsic reward categories with 1
being the highest rank and 12 being the lowest. He found that private sector managers rated
pay as the second most important reward category, while public sector managers ranked this
category eighth in importance. This shows the large difference in value given to this factor
and, as already mentioned, this difference was significant.
These studies are all done using data on managers from both sectors, but there has also been a
lot of research using general employees as respondents (Newstrom, Reif and Monczka, 1976;
Karl and Sutton, 1998; Buelens and Van den Broeck, 2007). They all concluded the same as
the previous mentioned research: private employees rate good wages as more important than
public employees do.
One research that used another type of sample and which is therefore interesting to mention,
is the one conducted by Rawls, Ullrich and Nelson (1975). They used a sample on students
which were planning to enter or reenter the public or private sector. A lot of tests were done on
these students in the first year of their study to collect data on these students. This study finds
that students which prefer the public sector valued economic wealth as significantly less
important than students did which preferred the private sector.

So quite some studies have examined the difference between private sector workers and
public sector workers on the value they attach to good wages. This research used managers,
general employees and students as their respondents. All research came to the same conclusion: private sector workers attach greater value to pay and good wages.

Non-monetary Benefits

Besides the monetary benefits a job offers, there are a lot of other factors that could attract
workers to the public or private sector. Employees care about the promotion opportunities a
job offers, job security, the level in which working hours are flexible, their colleagues and
supervisors, doing something useful to society and there could be a lot of other factors playing
a role. Of course people are not all the same, so different people are not the same in their
preference for the non-monetary aspects of a job.
The question addressed below is whether there is a significant difference between public and
private sector employees in their preference for those aspects. And maybe even more
important, what are these differences?

Private sector
One of the above mentioned characteristics of a job is job security, one that is often more
attributed to workers in the public sector. Previous research on this characteristic finds
however, that private workers value job security significantly higher than public workers do
(Rawls, Ullrich and Nelson, 1975; Khojasteh, 1993; Newstrom, Reif and Monczka, 1976).
Newstrom, Reif and Monczka (1976) suggest that this unexpected result could be due to the
fact that public employees see job security as something that is completely normal. Because
of this different view on job security, this aspect is no longer one of their first needs. Private
sector workers on the other hand, are less sure of their jobs and so are more concerned with
this aspect of their jobs. For them it is still one of their first needs.
One quite recent study by Karl and Sutton (1998) concluded differently. They found that there
was no significant difference in the preference for job security between the two sectors. Karl
and Sutton explain this result by pointing at the massive layoffs that occurred at the time of
their research. Both sectors were influenced by these layoffs and so employees from both
sectors ranked job security evenly important.
In this same study Karl and Sutton also find that private sector workers are more concerned
with feeling 'in' on things than public sector workers do.

Another characteristic that is more often attributed to public sector workers is a high level of
responsibility. This characteristic is related to intrinsic motivation and it is often believed that
public sector workers show higher intrinsic motivation than their counterparts in the private
sector.
However, previous research finds that private sector workers are more motivated by
responsibility than workers from the public sector (Beulens and Van den Broeck, 2007;
Rawls, Ullrich and Nelson, 1975). Although this finding is significant and maybe a bit
surprising, Rawls, Ullrich and Nelson (1975) do find that people that work in the public sector, actually are more responsible than people working in the private sector. So public sector workers are less motivated by responsibility as a job characteristic, but they are more responsible persons than their counterparts in the private sector.

Public sector
Workers in the public sector are often seen as people that are not that concerned with having a
huge career and as people that place less value on their work relative to other things in their
lives. Some research shows that public sector workers places less value on ambition,
obedience, being neat and tidy and leading a comfortable life (Rawls, Ullrich and Nelson,
1975). These findings confirm the above mentioned view on the public sector workers,
showing a lower focus on making a career. On the other hand, this same paper shows that
people working in the public sector have a higher need for power, showing that these workers
do have certain aspects of a job, that they are concerned about and also showing that their jobs
do take a bit of a central place in their lives.
Obviously, they are concerned with a lot of non-monetary benefits of a job, as research also
finds that they are more attached to a supportive working environment (Beulens and Van den
Broeck, 2007). This means that public sector workers are, more than workers in the private
sector, concerned with the atmosphere at their work, the colleagues they have and the certainty or stability a job offers them.
Not only the environment in which they work is more important to them, also the content of
their work is significantly more important to them relative to workers from the private sector.
They place more value on having interesting work (Karl and Sutton, 1998).
A factor that confirms the prejudice that public sector workers are more intrinsically
motivated is self-actualization. It is found that workers in the public sector rate this aspect of
their job as significantly more important than private sector workers (Newstrom, Reif and
Monczka, 1976). So these workers are more concerned with exploiting their capabilities and
with developing themselves through their jobs.

Whereas there are clearly some differences between workers from the two sectors and most of
these differences are quite as expected, there is also a somewhat surprising similarity between
the two sectors. Research finds that public and private managers do not differ in the level in
which they are motivated by achievement and advancement (Khojasteh, 1993). This is an
aspect that would seem to be more important for private managers, as we already saw that
public sector workers value ambition less than private workers do (Rawls, Ullrich and Nelson,
1975). But in this paper, Khojasteh concludes that there is no difference at all.

So there are some clear differences between workers from the two sectors with respect to their
preferences on different non-monetary job characteristics. Private sector workers are more
concerned with job security, feeling 'in' on things and with having a high level of
responsibility. Public sector workers on the other hand, value a supportive work environment
more, are more concerned with the content of their work and think it is more important to use
their abilities on their job than private workers do. Both type of workers are equally motivated
by achievement and advancement.

Social Concerns

Besides all the benefits a job offers like salary, nice colleagues, opportunities for promotion
and other aspects mentioned above, a job can also influence the way people look at you: it can
influence your social life. Also it can be a way to add something to society by working for the
good cause or by serving the public.
But not everyone is evenly concerned with the way people see them and not everyone is that
concerned with society. So again the question is whether private and public sector workers
differ in this way of thinking and what these differences are exactly.

Private sector
As people get promoted and get in higher positions in an organization, they also get more
status and prestige. Saying you are a general manager gives you a higher status than saying
you are the one cleaning the office when everyone else has left the building. As we have seen
that private sector workers are more concerned with pay, it is likely that they are also more
concerned with the status and prestige their job gives them. Indeed, previous research
concludes that private sector workers value status and prestige as more important than their
public sector counterparts (Wittmer, 1991; Rainey, 1982). However, although this is an
important factor for private sector workers compared to public sector workers, Wittmer
(1991) also points at the fact that this is not the most important factor for both types of
employees.
Although private sector workers are thus concerned with the status and prestige they get from
their jobs, they also have some altruistic concerns. They tend to rate sympathetic help on
personal problems as a significant more important job value than did the public sector
workers (Karl and Sutton, 1998). However, it must be noticed that both did not rate this value
as one of the most important values, as private sector workers rated this value as rank 14th out
of 16 and public sector workers rated it 16th out of 16.

Public sector
As already mentioned, workers in the public sector are more often thought of placing priority
at other parts of their lives instead of work. Research concludes that they have a higher
satisfaction with their family-life, less family-work conflicts and that they have on average
more hours to sleep and also more hours of private time (Beulens and Van den Broeck, 2007).
So people in the public sector are, more than people in the private sector, motivated to live a
life that is in good balance with respect to work and family.
Besides the concern for their own lives, public sector workers also are concerned with doing
work that is helping other people in society (Rainey, 1982; Lewis and Frank, 2002). Lewis
and Frank (2002) find that especially people which have a desire to help other people and to
be helpful to society, do prefer working for the government.
Workers in the public sector are also in general more concerned with helping others (Rawls,
Ullrich and Nelson, 1975; Wittmer, 1991; Lewis and Frank, 2002) and are found to have a
significantly higher concern for public service than workers in the private sector have
(Rainey, 1982). This last finding is of course not that surprising, because this factor is often
thought as of being the most important factor for people to prefer working in the public sector.

Very interesting is a finding that more or less confirms the above conclusions of previous
research. It is found that students which really wanted to change things during their study, were
found to prefer working for the government (Rawls, Ullrich and Nelson, 1975). In this study
they let some people choose a few students that wanted to change things in the system of their
school and when they start working they found that most of them were planning to enter or
reenter the public sector.
This same study also finds that public sector workers place greater value to cheerfulness and
forgiveness than private employees. Also public employees rated warmth and closeness
higher and were found to be more self-accepting and friendly (Rawls, Ullrich and Nelson,
1975). All these characteristics indicate that public sector workers are more concerned with
social aspects of life, although this of course does not mean that private sector workers are not
socially concerned at all.

So in general it seems to be that private sector workers are more concerned with social status
and prestige, and with the way in which people look at them. Although it must be noticed that they also have a higher attachment to sympathetic help on personal problems.
Public sector workers are more concerned with public service and have in general another
view on life, as they prefer living a more balanced life. They are more attached to helping
others and to do work that is useful to society.
From the above findings it seems to be that public and private sector workers do have a quite
different view on the work they are doing and the place of work in their lives.

Conclusions

So clearly there are some differences between workers from the private and public sector with
respect to their job preferences and some of the prejudices are confirmed by previous
research. As expected private sector workers are more attached to the monetary aspect of a
job, placing a high value on good wages and earning a good deal of money.
Also with respect to non-monetary job benefits there are some major differences found, as
private sector workers tend to rate the responsibility a job offers, the level in which they feel
'in' on things and, a bit surprisingly, the job security their job gives them as more important than do their public counterparts. Public sector workers are more concerned with the environment and the content of their work and they also value self-actualization as more important in their jobs than do private sector workers. The prejudice saying that private workers are more motivated by achievement and advancement is not confirmed by previous research, as it turns out that there is no significant difference between the two.
When looking at the social concerns of employees we saw that private workers are more
concerned with the status and prestige a job offers, but also value as more important the
sympathetic help on personal problems. As was expected, public workers are more concerned
with public service and helping other people in society.
An interesting finding is that public workers seem to attach more importance to having a
balance in their lives with respect to work and family.
In general private workers are found to be more concerned with having a nice career and
public sector workers have a more social view on their jobs.


Data and Methods

Data description

The data that is used in this study comes from the Personeels- en Mobiliteitsonderzoek from 2010 (POMO 2010). This data is obtained by Prof. dr. Dur by signing a contract for limited distribution and usage. This survey is conducted in 2009 and it collects data on employees from both the private and public sector who work in the Netherlands. Every respondent had to answer a large set of different questions about their age, education level, gender, working hours, satisfaction with different aspects of their job and their ratings on different job characteristics. Readers who are interested in the full questionnaire and the choices respondents had to make, can find these questionnaires at: http://www.arbeidenoverheid.nl/media/33008/codeboek%20pomo%202010%20markt.pdf (Private)
http://www.arbeidenoverheid.nl/media/32999/codeboek%20pomo%202010%20zittend%20personeel.pdf (Public)
The employees from the public sector were further divided in three groups: employees that had worked all year in the public sector, employees that entered the public sector this year and those that left the public sector this year. 

The total number of questionnaires that were send to each group is presented in table 1 below. As mentioned above, the respondents from the public sector are divided into three different sub-groups for which the statistics are also presented in the table. 
Table 1 Questionnaire respond rates
	Respondents
	Total Send
	Total Responds
	Percentage

	Total public sector
	147.856
	44.537
	30,12

	Sitting public sector
	80.000
	26.876
	33,6

	Inflowing public sector
	34.467
	9.086
	26,36

	Outflowing public sector
	33.389
	8.575
	25,68

	Total private sector
	30.525
	12.585
	41,23



A very interesting fact is that the respond-rate of the private sector is far higher than the respond-rates of all public sector groups, which suggests that this group is more willing to cooperate in a survey like this. 
Nonetheless, the total number of respondents from the private sector is far lower than the total number of public sector respondents, which may cause the results to be less reliable compared to those from the public sector. On the other hand the total number of private sector respondents is still a large group with a total of 12.858 respondents, so it should not cause too many problems.

Because the survey includes respondents from both the public and private sector this data is very useful for comparing employees from these different sectors. Also both groups did complete more or less the same questionnaire, although some non-relevant questions were skipped for private employees.  For this research data on the private sector (sitting) employees and on the sitting public sector employees is used, because these two groups of respondents are most comparable to each other. The circumstances for inflowing or outflowing employees are completely different and could cause these respondents to give different answers. This makes it difficult to draw conclusions based on the comparisons of this group and the private sector group of respondents.

Furthermore there are some restrictions to this dataset when performing the regression model. The variable education (OPL) contains a total of 11 different answers, ranging from 1 (low level of education) to 10 (very high level of education), so actually this variable is very useful as a continuous variable in the regression model. The only problem with this variable is that it also contains an answer 11 (‘anders’), which is clearly not easy to include in the regression when labeling this variable as a continuous variable. However, the respondents that actually answered ‘anders’, were not very large with a total percentage of below 1%, so for simplicity the respondents with value 11 for this variable are filtered out of the dataset.

Methods

The purpose of this study is to find whether women are more attracted to the public sector because of a few different job-characteristics in this sector or because of other reasons that are important to women. Therefore it is first important to find out on which job-characteristics the preferences are significantly different for men/women and for private/public sector employees.
So first we will compare the percentages of the respondents that valued the different job-characteristics as very important for men/women and for private/public sector employees.
These percentages will be compared using the SPSS-program, and by performing a two sample t-test on each of the above mentioned job-characteristics. The grouping variable will be gender or sector. When the p-value of the test will be smaller than the 5% significance level, the difference between the two groups is significant. A p-value of 0.000 means the value is at least smaller than 0.001. This procedure will be repeated for every job-characteristic and it will tell us more about the differences between men/women and between private/public sector workers on the field of job-preferences. Knowing the preferences for female workers and public sector workers can help us explain the effect of the analyzed job-characteristics on the significance or coefficient of the variable VROUW. 

Now knowing the relevant factors that could influence the significance of the factor gender on the chance of working in the public sector, we can start the regression. We will use a linear regression model, with the PUBLSECT as the dependent variable. This variable can take on two different values: 0 and 1. When this variable has the value of 0 it means working in the private sector, when this variable takes on the value of 1 it means working in the public sector. 
In the first model we will include one important independent variable, which is gender. This variable is a categorical variable and can have two different values: it will be 0 if a respondent is a man and it will be 1 if a respondent is a woman. So the coefficient of this variable will tell us what influence the fact of being woman (including the effect of  all the absent factors) has on the chance of working in the public sector. 
Besides this important factor, we also include some control variables in the regression as age and education to control for these factors.
After running the regression on the basic model we will add one of the job-characteristic variables each time, thereby creating a new and larger model. By adding a new variable for each new model, we will have a total of 8 different models in the end. For each new model we can analyze whether the new added variable influences the significance and the coefficient of the variable VROUW.


Results

Comparing men and women

First we will compare the values given to the different job-characteristics by men and women. We will compare the proportion of men and women that rate these characteristics as one of the 5 most important aspects of a job. These two proportions will be compared using a Pearson Chi-Square test and from this test we will receive a p-value. Using this p-value we then can conclude whether the difference is significant at the 5%-level or not. For each variable the percentages for men, the percentages for women and the resulting p-value is presented in the table below.
Table 2 Percentages for men and women
	Men vs. Women
	 
	 
	 

	Variable
	Percentage for mena
	Percentage for womenb
	p-valuec

	Self-Development
	0,36
	0,33
	0.000

	Content
	0,54
	0,54
	0.952

	Working Environment
	0,41
	0,51
	0.000

	Salary
	0,41
	0,31
	0.000

	Career Opportunities
	0,11
	0,10
	0.003


a Number of men that rated the variable as important (value = 1)/total number of men respondents
b Number of women that rated the variable as important (value = 1)/total number of women respondents
c The p-value resulting from the Pearson Chi-Square test

The results in table 2 show that men value self-development as significantly more important than women do. This finding does not mean that men are more focused in their life on self-development than women are, that is certainly not what the results tell us. Instead, this means that men are more eager to develop themselves in the part of their life that is dedicated to their work. A possible explanation for this finding is that work is a very important part of a men’s life and therefore they feel that a job is the most suitable place to develop themselves.
It could very well be that women use different aspects of life to develop themselves, just because they spend more time in other activities. But it is clear that men value self-development as an important part of their job, more important than women do.
An aspect that is not giving any differences at all is the content of the job. The percentages for men and women are almost exactly the same, something that is remarkable. So women are not more concerned with the type of work they have to do, while this maybe was a bit expected. The results also show that both men and women do think that the content of their job is very important. We see that in both groups more than half of the respondents valued this aspect as one of the 5 most important job-characteristics. This proportion is very high, as we compare it with the other percentages from table 2. When choosing between different jobs, the type of work is for most of the respondents one of the most important aspects. 
The two groups of respondents do differ on another aspect, which is the working environment. This aspect is clearly more important for female employees, as table 2 shows a large difference between the two percentages. So women think it is very important to have nice colleagues and have a good atmosphere at the office, something that is not very surprising. Women are in general more concerned with other people and are more concerned with feeling good, as was found by the previous research we already discussed (Manhardt, 1972; Schuler, 1975; Brenner and Tomkiewicz, 1979; Beutel and Marini, 1995). Besides the content of the job, that showed very high percentages, this aspect is also very important for women and actually also for men. In both groups of respondents the working environment is very often one of the 5 most important job-characteristics.
A very important reason for most people to have a job at all is the salary. It is therefore not very surprising to find that this aspect is for both groups of respondents quite important. Everybody needs money to live their lives, but on the other hand not everyone is even concerned with the amount of money. This is very clear from the percentages in table 2, which show definitely no values close to 1 and even not above the 50%. Besides this interesting result, table 2 shows that men are valuing salary far more often as one of the 5 most important aspects of their job. This could be explained by the fact that men are often still the ones that are most responsible for the household-income. Maybe men are also more materialistic, but that is something we cannot conclude from these results alone. Most important is that women value salary as less important than men, as our research is pointed at the reason for the attractiveness of women to the public sector. The point of this research is therefore not to explain the motives for men to be more concerned with salary.
The last variable in table 2 is the career opportunities a job offers to the respondents. Obviously this is not for everyone a very important aspect as the percentage for both groups is around the 10%. The career opportunities are clearly for most employees not one of the basic needs. Nonetheless, the results in table 2 show that men are significantly more concerned with the opportunities for their further career than women. Maybe this again is the fact because work is still a very important part of men’s life compared to women. Women also have a less continuous career on average, because they become pregnant and have less working hours therefore. This makes it more difficult to invest in your career and maybe this makes it all less important for female employees.

Comparing private and public sector

Next we will compare the preferences for a few job-characteristics between workers from the private sector and from the public sector. Again we will compare the proportion of both groups that rated each job-characteristic as one of the 5 most important aspects of a job. The proportions will be compared using the Pearson Chi-Square test and the resulting p-value is presented in the last column of table 2. This p-value is compared with the significance level of 5%. Further the percentages for private and public sector employees are presented in column two and three respectively. 

Table 3 Percentages for private and public sector employees
	Private vs. Public sector
	 
	 
	 

	Variable
	Percentage for privatea
	Percentage for publicb
	p-valuec

	Content
	0,37
	0,56
	0.000

	Working Environment
	0,40
	0,47
	0.000

	Salary
	0,49
	0,36
	0.000

	Opportunities for adv.
	0,09
	0,10
	0.057

	Family/work-balance
	0,33
	0,35
	0.018


a Number of private workers that rated the variable as important (value = 1)/total number of private workers
b Number of public workers that rated the variable as important (value = 1)/total number of women workers
c The p-value resulting from the Pearson Chi-Square test

The content of a job is a variable that shows very clear results in this research. From table 3 we can see that public sector workers rate this aspect far more often as very important and the difference is very large. More than half of the public sector workers valued this aspect as one of the 5 most important against around one-third of the public sector workers. This could mean that public sector workers think it is more important to do something useful to society or to do something with a specific motivation for their work. As the public sector offers a lot of jobs that concern the society as a whole or at least a part of it, this result is very explainable.
Where women in the earlier analysis turned out to be more concerned with the working environment of a job, table 3 shows that this is also the case for public sector workers. They are significantly more often valuing the working environment as very important. Clearly public sector workers find it more important to have nice colleagues and have a good sphere on the work floor. Knowing that this is the case for both public sector workers and female workers, it could very well be that this is a reason why female workers are more attracted to the public sector. 
The results in table 3 show that there is a huge difference in the percentage for salary between private sector and public sector workers. Private sector workers are significantly more often valuing salary as one of the 5 most important aspects of a job and the difference is striking. The fact that this difference is so large between the two sectors tells us that there is clearly a different view on salary between the two. Private sector workers show that they think salary is more often a very important aspect when choosing for a job. From these results we cannot tell what the reason is for this huge difference. It could be that the type of employee that is working in the private sector just has completely different preferences than public sector employees. Maybe there are just far more men working in the private sector and more women working in the public sector, as we have seen that men are more concerned with salary.
Just as in the comparison between men and women, the results show that both sector workers value opportunities for advancement not very often as one of the 5 most important aspects. So it seems to be that this aspect is not a very important one according to our respondents in this survey. This is quite interesting, because it suggest that most employees do not have a great focus on making a huge career. Most employees seem to be more concerned with the basic needs as salary and having a nice job/environment. Besides the low percentages, the results also show that both kinds of employees do not significantly differ in their view on career opportunities.
The last variable that is presented in table 3 is the family/work-balance. Because of the fact that private sector workers are more concerned with salary and the common view also confirms that private sector workers are more aiming at a great career this variable is interesting. We should expect the public sector workers to give more value to the balance between working hours and family hours, because they are less focused on making a career. This is indeed confirmed by the results in table 3, although the difference is not very large. Public sector workers are valuing the balance between family and work more often as very important. It looks like they think it is more important to spend enough time with their family instead of with their work, than private sector workers do. 

Each of the studied variables is (almost) significant in either the comparison between men and women or the comparison between the private and public sector. Therefore we will include all the above mentioned variables in the further analysis and as independent variables in the regression.

Regression model

1. Basic model and further extensions

Knowing which variables have a significant influence on the dependent variable PUBLSECT we can start the regression-analysis. First we will analyze the basic model which consists of the independent variable VROUW and of the control variables LEEFTIJD2010 and OPL. So these control variables control for the effect of their age and education-level on the chance of working in the public sector.
This basic model is the starting point of the analysis and each further model is extended with an extra variable, so that the last model will contain all the variables we have analyzed in the section above. 
The models consist of the following variables: 

(1) PUBLSECT = c1 * VROUW + c2 * OPL + c3 * LEEFTIJD2010
(2) PUBLSECT = c1 * VROUW + c2 * SELF-DEV + cc1 * OPL + cc2 * LEEFTIJD2010
(3) PUBLSECT = c1 * VROUW + c2 * SELF-DEV + c3 * CONTENT + cc1 * OPL + cc2 * LEEFTIJD2010
(4) PUBLSECT = c1 * VROUW + c2 * SELF-DEV + c3 * CONTENT + c4 * WORKENV + cc1 * OPL + cc2 * LEEFTIJD2010
(5) PUBLSECT = c1 * VROUW + c2 * SELF-DEV + c3 CONTENT + c4 WORKENV + c5 SALARY + cc1 * OPL + cc2 * LEEFTIJD2010
(6) PUBLSECT = c1 * VROUW + c2 * SELF-DEV + c3 * CONTENT + c4 * WORKENV + c5 * SALARY + c6 * CAREEROPP + cc1 * OPL + cc2 * LEEFTIJD2010
(7) PUBLSECT = c1 * VROUW + c2 * SELF-DEV + c3 * CONTENT + c4 * WORKENV + c5 * SALARY + c6 * CAREEROPP + c7 * FWBAL + cc1 * OPL + cc2 * LEEFTIJD2010
(8) PUBLSECT = c1 * VROUW + c2 * SELF-DEV + c3 * CONTENT + c4 * WORKENV + c5 * SALARY + c6 * CAREEROPP + c7 * FWBAL + c8 * WORKHRS + cc1 * OPL + cc2 * LEEFTIJD2010

These models are labeled as model 1-8 in table 4 below, where model 1 is the basic model and is given by the first column. In each column an extra variable is added and so the model will be extended by an extra variable in each model until model 8, where all the variables are added.
In table 4 the coefficients of the variable are given for each model and the p-value is given in italic below the coefficients. The last row of the table shows the adjusted R2 value for each model, to show the explanatory power of each model.  

Table 4 Regression results 
	Dependent variable: PUBLSECT
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Independent variables
	Coefficients & p-values

	 
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6 
	Model 7 
	Model 8

	CONSTANT
	.460
	.447
	.439
	.425
	.447
	.431
	.414
	.283

	
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	VROUW
	.019
	.021
	.021
	.018
	.015
	.016
	.015
	.041

	
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	LEEFTIJD2010
	.006
	.007
	.007
	.007
	.006
	.007
	.007
	.007

	
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	OPL
	.023
	.022
	.020
	.020
	.020
	.020
	.020
	.019

	
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	SELF-DEVELOPMENT
	-
	.032
	.032
	.032
	.030
	.030
	.032
	.025

	
	-
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	CONTENT
	-
	-
	.042
	.041
	.041
	.041
	.041
	.038

	
	-
	-
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	WORKING ENVIRONMENT
	-
	-
	-
	.028
	.027
	.029
	.030
	.028

	
	-
	-
	-
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	SALARY
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-.030
	-.029
	-.029
	-.034

	
	-
	-
	-
	-
	.000
	.000
	.000
	.000

	CAREEROPPORTUNITIES
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	.046
	.049
	.040

	
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	.000
	.000
	.000

	FAMILY/WORK-BALANCE
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	.028
	.031

	
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	.000
	.000

	WORKING HOURS
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	.004

	
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	.000

	Adjusted R-Square
	.082
	.085
	.090
	.092
	.095
	.097
	.099
	.117


 

The results in table 4 are at first sight very clear. All variables show highly significant coefficients, as all p-values in this table are 0.000. This means that all added variables have a significant effect on the chance of working in the public sector. Not all variables show very high coefficients though, so the effect is not always very large, but they have some effect at least.
Another interesting result from table 4 is that the coefficient of VROUW remains highly significant in every model, despite of the added job-characteristics in every model. This means that the significant effect of the variable VROUW in the first model is at least not completely explained by the job-characteristics we have added in the other models. 

So you could just say that indeed the fact that women are more attracted to the public sector is not explained by the job-characteristics, but by some other factors that are not present in this analysis. But a closer look at table 4 shows that it is not that simple. Although the p-value of the variable VROUW remains the same in all models, the coefficient changes almost every time a new variable is added. This means that part of the effect of VROUW is explained by the other variables that were not included in the first model.
Because they were not included in the basic model, the effect of them was incorporated in the coefficient of VROUW, because the two variables have a certain relation to each other. So the effect of the added variables was not shown in the first model, but these effects did influence the effect of the variable VROUW on the dependent variable. From table 4 we can see that the largest en therefore most interesting changes are show between the models 3-4, 4-5 and 7-8. We will focus on the added variables WORKINGENVIRONMENT, SALARY and WORKINGHOURS therefore.

Adding the variable WORKINGENVIRONMENT between model 3 and 4 causes a relatively large change to the coefficient of VROUW. In fact it causes the coefficient to decrease, which shows that this added variable had a hidden positive effect on the coefficient of VROUW in the earlier models. Table 5 shows the correlation between the two and this shows that there is indeed a relatively large positive relation between the two variables. This means that being women increases the chance of valuing the working environment as very important. So women are more concerned with their working environment on average, a finding that confirms our results in the comparison between men and women on the variable. Adding this variable to our analysis as a separate variable causes the coefficient of VROUW to decrease, because the positive effect of WORKINGENVIRONMENT is no longer incorporated in this coefficient. This effect is now directly shown in the coefficient of WORKINGENVIRONMENT itself. 
So adding this variable to our previous model does not change the significance of the variable VROUW and so the working environment is not the only reason why women are more attracted to the public sector. It does have an effect on the coefficient of VROUW though and so it lowers the chance of working in the public sector by the factors that are missing in this analysis. As long as they are not taken into account their effect will be present in the effect of being women.
 
The added variable SALARY has exactly the same effect, as the coefficient of VROUW decreases with the same absolute amount. This decrease of the coefficient by adding this variable can be explained by the correlation between the two variables. Table 5 shows that there is a relatively large relation between these two variables, but this time the correlation is negative. This means that women are valuing SALARY not very often as important and so being women lowers the chance of valuing SALARY as very important. This result confirms the result of the earlier comparison between men and women, where we found that women are indeed valuing SALARY as less important than men do on average.
The reason why the adding of SALARY to the model causes the coefficient of VROUW to decrease is a bit more complicated than in the case of WORKINGENVIRONMENT. The variable SALARY has a negative effect on the dependent variable PUBLSECT, as we can see in table 4. This means that a higher value for SALARY lowers the chance for working in the public sector. So both women and ´the public sector´ do not value salary as very important, causing the chance of working in the public sector to be higher for women. Therefore the hidden effect of SALARY in the earlier models on the coefficient of VROUW, caused this coefficient to be higher than it should be. So the negative correlation between the two, turned the negative effect of SALARY into an increase of the coefficient of VROUW.
In the end adding the variable SALARY did not change the significance of VROUW and so it is clearly not the only reason for women to be more attracted to the public sector. But it does change the effect of the coefficient of VROUW on PUBLSECT, as the effect decreases.

The last added variable WORKINGHOURS is a very interesting one. Actually it is not really a job-characteristic that is added, as it is actually more a control variable. This variable measures the total number of working hours per respondent. Table 5 shows a high negative correlation between WORKINGHOURS and VROUW. This means that women have a lower number of working hours on average, something that is quite easy to explain. Women spend more time raising children and being at work in the household, so they have less time for working on their job. Because we did leave out this variable in the earlier models, the direct positive effect of WORKINGHOURS was not shown. Though the variable did have an effect on the coefficient of VROUW, because of the relatively large negative correlation between the two variables. This negative correlation caused the coefficient of VROUW to be suppressed and so it was lower than it should have been. Adding the variable WORKINGHOURS to the model brings in the direct effect of this variable and so this effect was not incorporated in the coefficient of VROUW anymore. So controlling for the lower number of working hours caused the coefficient of VROUW to increase almost threefold!
So the adding of WORKINGHOURS did not change the significance of VROUW and this also is not the only reason for women to be more attracted to the public sector. Nonetheless, it does have a quite large effect on the chance of working in the public sector by the variable VROUW on its own.

Table 5 Correlations between VROUW and job-characteristic variables 
	Pearson Correlations
	 

	 
	VROUW

	SELFDEVELOPMENT
	-0,039

	CONTENT
	0,000

	WORKINGENVIRONMENT
	0,099

	SALARY
	-0,104

	CAREEROPPORTUNITIES
	-0,017

	FAMILYWORKBALANCE
	0,084

	WORKINGHOURS
	-0,329



To summarize we can say that all variables, except CONTENT, have a certain relation with the variable VROUW and therefore are influencing the coefficient of VROUW. The most important influencing variables are WORKINGENVIRONMENT, SALARY and WORKINGHOURS.
The proposition that all included variables are in some way affecting the chance of working in the public sector is confirmed by the constantly increasing value of the adjusted R2 variable, which shows that the more variables are added the higher the value of the adjusted R2. The explanatory power of the model is rising with every added variable.


2. Generational models

In the previous section we analyzed the regression results in which we did control for the age of the respondents. However, besides the influence that age could have on the preferences of the respondents it could also be interesting to see if there is a more global difference between two different generations. We therefore split the total group of respondents in two generations, one with respondents below the age of 35 and one group with respondents above the age of 35. When running a new regression on both these groups separate, the following results came out as presented in table 6.
Table 6 Regression on two generations
	Dependent variable: PUBLSECT
	 

	Independent variables
	Coefficients & p-values

	 
	Younger
	Older

	CONSTANT
	-.465
	.455

	
	.000
	.000

	VROUW
	.025
	.030

	
	.012
	.000

	LEEFTIJD2010
	.027
	.005

	
	.000
	.000

	OPL
	.033
	.013

	
	.000
	.000

	SELF-DEVELOPMENT
	.074
	.015

	
	.000
	.000

	CONTENT
	.050
	.035

	
	.000
	.000

	WORKING ENVIRONMENT
	.059
	.022

	
	.000
	.000

	SALARY
	-.046
	-.030

	
	.000
	.000

	CAREEROPPORTUNITIES
	.046
	.029

	
	.000
	.000

	FAMILY/WORK-BALANCE
	.059
	.012

	
	.000
	.001

	WORKING HOURS
	.005
	.003

	
	.000
	.000

	Adjusted R-Square
	.236
	.059



The results from the regression on both the younger and older generation are quite interesting and are clearly not the same. The first thing that comes to the front is the difference between the two coefficients of the variable VROUW. The younger generation shows a coefficient of 0.025 with a p-value of 0.012 and therefore is significant. The older generation on the other hand shows a coefficient of 0.030 and a p-value of 0.000, which is highly significant. So the effect of being women on the chance of working in the public sector is a bit higher for older respondents than for the younger respondents. This difference is not very large, but it do suggest that older female respondents are more attracted to the public sector because of other factors that are not included in this analysis that are linked with ‘being women’. 

It is far more interesting though, to see that actually all coefficients show higher values for the younger generation except the one concerning the variable VROUW. This is the only coefficient that shows a higher value of the older generation with respect to the younger generations. The difference are in most coefficient also quite large. This shows that the younger generation is far more concerned with job-characteristics when choosing a job. For example, when a person values FAMILY/WORK-BALANCE as very important this could have quite a different effect for young employees compared to older ones. For the younger employee this will have far more influence when choosing between the public or private sector than it will have for an older employee. Actually we can see from table 6 that this effect is almost six times higher for young employees! 
This higher influence of job-characteristics on choosing between the public and private sector is present in whole model actually. So no matter which job-characteristics are valued as very important, for younger employees it will always have a much larger influence in their job-decisions than for older employees.
The reason for these huge difference is not immediately obvious, but it could be that the younger generation is just much more focused on choosing a job that suits them, while the older generation is not. The higher value of the coefficient for VROUW for the older generation suggest that there is clearly another aspect that is pulling them to the public sector. The question then of course remains what aspect is responsible for this. 
At least the results from table 6 suggest that there is a change in the way employees view their job and in the reasons why employees are attracted to the public sector. From our analysis we find that the older the generation is more attracted to the public sector because of variables that are not present here, while the younger generation is more concerned with the job-characteristics of this sector.


Conclusions

Where previous research did find some interesting differences between men/women and private/public sector employees, we can conclude that our results mostly confirm these findings. From our results on the comparison between men and women we can conclude that indeed men are more concerned with salary and career opportunities, while women value their working environment as very important. But we conclude somewhat different on other job-characteristics, as the content of a job is not significantly different at all and as men are the ones who turn out to be more concerned with self-development in their jobs. Maybe this group of respondents is different than the ones used in previous studies, but it could also be that these findings point at a change in the way men and women value certain aspect of their job. 
With respect to our findings on private/public sector employees we can conclude that these findings are completely in line with the conclusions of previous research. The public sector employees are indeed found to be more concerned with the content of their job, the working environment they are in and with the balance between work- and family-time. Private sector workers on the other hand are more focused on the monetary benefits of a job. Also in our research the career opportunities are equally valued by both kind of employees, something that was also concluded in the earlier research.

But despite of all these interesting and significant differences between men/women and private/public sector employees, we have to conclude that these results do not explain the attractiveness of women to the public sector. As we saw in the analysis of the regression models, the added variables did not change anything to the significance of the variable VROUW. So after adding all these variable, the fact of being women still has a highly significant effect. This means that women are attracted to the public sector because of some important factors that are not included in this analysis and that attraction for women is not caused by all the job-characteristics we added. 
But we cannot conclude from our results what the exact cause for women is to be attracted to the public sector. We did add some important job-characteristics to our models and these variables did not account for the effect of ‘being women’ as they did not change the significance of this variable. But of course there are a lot of other potential variables that are not taken into account in our analysis and it could very well be that one of this unknown variables causes the variable VROUW to be significant. It is highly unlikely that just the fact of being women is the reason that they are attracted to the public sector, although this attraction is probably caused by other factors that are strongly linked with ‘being women’. At least these variables are absent in our analysis and are hidden in the effect of the variable VROUW. 
The main question of this paper was: ‘Are women attracted to the public sector because of a few job-characteristics?’. We can answer this question with ‘no’, at least for so far we can conclude with the variables we used.

Nonetheless, we did find that most of the job-characteristics we added in the analysis did have an influence on the size of the effect of VROUW on working in the public sector. All added variables changed the hight of the coefficient of VROUW, except for the variable CONTENT. The content of the job is clearly not an aspect that has anything to do with the attraction of women to the public sector. From the high mean values we saw that this aspect is an important one in choosing a job for both men and women. Though it does not play any role in explaining why especially women are attracted to the public sector.
All the other added job-characteristics did have a certain effect on the coefficient of VROUW and therefore do play a role in explaining the attraction of women to the public sector. Clearly women do take these aspects of a job into account and they are part of the reason why women are more attracted to the public sector. We found that the most important ones are the working environment, the salary and the number of working hours. These aspects showed a large relation being women and changed the coefficient with quite some difference. So these are very important influencers in the decision-making process and are important reasons why women are more attracted to the public sector. 
As women are found to be more concerned with the working environment of a job, this aspect is one of the more important reasons why they are attracted to the public sector. Salary, on the other hand, is an aspect that is not very important to women and therefore women are less attracted to the private sector. This sector showed a higher focus on salary and so it causes women to choose for working in the other one. An interesting effect was found on the number of working hours we also added to the analysis. Adding this factor to the analysis dramatically changed the coefficient of VROUW and it showed that the effect of ‘being women’ was highly suppressed in the earlier models. Because women work on average less hours than men, the effect that ‘being women’ has on the chance of working in the public sector was far underestimated. By adding this variable we did control for the number of working hours and it made the effect of VROUW more close to reality. 
So most job-characteristics do play an important role in explaining the attraction of women to the public sector, and our findings on women and public sector employees show a large overlap. These findings show that indeed part of the attraction is explained by the job-characteristics, but as already mentioned above, are not the main reasons for women to be more attracted. This is very clear from the significant effect of VROUW that is still standing after all.

In the last section of our results we did find a very interesting result on the different generations of women. Before adding all job-characteristics to our basic model, we already added the control variable LEEFTIJD2012 thereby controlling for the age of the respondents. But we did not distinguish between different generations which might differ in their preferences. After running a regression on both generations (the border between the two was the age of 35) it was very clear that the two were not very similar. 
The older generation of women is found to be more attracted by other factors that are not included in our analysis, actually this effect was a little bit higher, than the younger generation. Obviously they have a higher preference for working in the public sector than their younger counterparts. The younger women on the other hand showed a far higher concern for actually all job-characteristics. This shows that the younger generation is taken the different job-characteristics more in account when making their job-decision. The fact that they think a certain job-characteristics is important therefore has a larger effect on the chance of working in the public sector. This is shown in the higher coefficient of this variable. The younger generation seems to be more concerned with the total package they get when choosing for a particular job, valuing all the different aspects of a job also as quite important. The older generation seems to be only concerned with working in the public sector, because of some absent variables that are obviously of great importance.
There seems to be a change going on within the female employee group, shifting the preferences of female employees to be more aimed at certain job-characteristics. From this analysis we cannot conclude where this shift is coming from. Of course it is clear that the role of women in society and as an employee has been shifting in the past decades. Maybe the changing preferences are a recent development in this process in which women are more concerned with having a job and a career.


Discussion

From the results of this research we can draw some interesting conclusions and we have a clear answer to our main question. But clearly there are some very important factors missing in this analysis. The current conclusion is that women are more attracted to the public sector just because they are women. This is not a very likely conclusion in the sense that the pure biological fact of being women does not tell very much about the preferences of a women in making a job-decision. It is very likely that there are some other important factors, that are strongly linked with being women, that explain the attraction to the public sector. These variables are missing in this analysis and the question remains which factors are responsible for the remaining effect of the variable VROUW. Other research is needed to find out which variables these are and to confirm that indeed the attraction is not caused by job-characteristics. 
Besides the missing variables, the method of the regression analysis could maybe also be improved. As our dependent variable PUBLSECT is a binary variable, it would be better to use a logistic regression model, instead of the linear regression model that we used now. This could maybe better explain the effects of the variables we put into the regression model on the dependent variable. The reason why we used the linear regression model in our analysis is because of the interpretation difficulties. The logistic regression model is harder to interpret  than the current used linear regression model. As our sample is quite large the difference between the two methods is not expected to change the results very strongly though.
The interesting difference between the two generations of female employees is still a topic that needs more research. It is clear that they are very different in their job-decisions and in their value to certain job-characteristics, but it is not that obvious where this difference comes from. So the question remains why they differ and which factors are causing this divergence between the two generations. Further research could add more variables to the current model or could maybe focus on the way these two generations look at their life and job. It could be that the older generation thinks their job has a totally different place in life and in creating their identity.
Something that might help to have a better idea about the difference between the generations is to be more specific. The whole group of female employees is now split into two different generations, but maybe this division of the total group is still to global. A division into five groups might shed more light on the differences for example.
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