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The Impact of the Different Dimensions
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with the Social Environment?
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Abstract
This work considers the impact of the different job quality dimensions on Eurozone job satisfaction through the European
Working Conditions Survey-2015. The econometric analysis, using a probit model (marginal effects), reveals that dimensions
associated with Social environment, Skills and discretion, Prospects, and Earnings have a positive and significant impact on job
satisfaction. The impact of Work intensity is negative and those related to Physical environment and Working time quality do
not have a significant impact on job satisfaction. Regarding the differential impact of the different dimensions on the public
and private sectors, both Prospects and Social environment are notably higher in the private sector. The greater impact of
the first index is not justified, as is the case with the Social environment, by a lower index but, probably, by the greater varia-
bility of the index in the private sector. Our work emphasizes the relevance of studying variables associated to job quality
when identifying the causes of job satisfaction. Greater understanding of these dimensions in the private sector would
improve the situation in the public sector (and vice versa) and, therefore, workers’ job satisfaction. Of special interest are
the possible improvements in the field of Social environment in the public sector, specifically in relationships between work-
ers and their immediate bosses and in the distribution of work tasks.

Plain Language Summary

The Impact of the Different Dimensions of Job Quality on Job Satisfaction in the Public and Private sector
This study analyses the impact of the different job quality dimensions on Eurozone job satisfaction. The dimensions
‘‘Social environment’’, ‘‘Skills and discretion’’, ‘‘Prospects’’ and ‘‘Earnings’’ have a positive and significant impact on job
satisfaction’’. The impact of both Prospects and Social environment are notably higher in the private sector.
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Introduction

Job quality has become one of the central policy concerns
in Europe in recent years, both as an instrument to boost
economic growth and to address the demographic chal-
lenge and the threats to the welfare systems (Eurofound,
2017). Economic literature has also pointed out the
impact of job quality as a key determinant of workers’
health and well-being (Bannai &Tamakoshi, 2014;
Esenaliev & Ferguson, 2019; Fishta & Backé, 2015;
Kivimäki et al., 2015; Picatoste et al., 2021; and Theorell
et al., 2015, among others).

The concept of job quality is, however, somewhat dif-
fuse, since it includes, among other aspects, the
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characteristics of the workplace, the position, the activity
carried out by the worker, as well as the environment in
which he or she operates, the remuneration, and career
prospects (Bericat & Cascales-Mira, 2019). Since 2012,
Eurofound has produced a series of indices reflecting the
multidimensional nature and overall state of the concept
of job quality in Europe. Specifically, it defines seven
dimensions of job quality: Physical environment, Work
intensity, Working time quality, Social environment,
Skills and discretion, Prospects, and Earnings. The
Eurofound also reports the impact of these indices on
subjective well-being, working conditions, and work-life
balance, among other indicators. Their reports do not
differentiate, however, the differential impact of these
indices on aggregate job satisfaction, nor do they con-
sider the distinction between workers in the public and
private sectors.

Most studies agree the content and nature of the
activities carried out by public and private sector work-
ers differ considerably, as do the factors that determine
job satisfaction: remuneration, promotion policy and
time schedule, among others (Sánchez-Sánchez &
Fernández Puente, 2021). These differences could lead to
differences in job satisfaction between public and
private-sector workers. The number of possible indica-
tors that differentiate both sectors is, in any case, exces-
sively high and their joint consideration could cause
problems of collinearity in the estimates. In this sense,
the Eurofound indices enables us to study the existence
of differences between the public and private sectors in
the different dimensions of job quality, as well as their
impact on job satisfaction, in an integral and compre-
hensive way. The study also allows us to establish a
series of policy recommendations at an aggregate and
country level to improve job quality and, where appro-
priate, increase job satisfaction.

The perception of working conditions could also dif-
fer among countries as different social, political and eco-
nomics contexts are considered (Giorgi et al., 2015; Li,
2017). That is why the comparisons between workers in
the public and private sectors, especially those related to
job satisfaction, will probably differ in different regional
contexts. For this reason, a disaggregated analysis con-
sidering the different dimensions of job quality by coun-
try is also necessary.

The present work aims specifically to respond to this
need by focusing on the 2015 European Working
Condition Survey (EWCS) of European Monetary
Union countries. The objectives are as follows: (a) to
observe the differential impact of the different job qual-
ity dimensions on job satisfaction of public and private-
sector workers; (b) to observe the differences in job satis-
faction between public and private-sector employees; (c)
to study whether significant differences exist in the

different dimensions of job quality in the public and the
private-sector on aggregate, and between the different
countries; and (d) propose possible areas for improve-
ment in the different dimensions of job quality.

The work is structured as follows. In the second sec-
tion, we present a brief review of the literature focused
on the differences between public and private sector job
satisfaction. The third section includes the sources, the
theoretical model we estimate and the econometric pro-
cedure. The fourth section presents the descriptive and
econometric results together with policy recommenda-
tions. Finally, in the fifth section we present the conclu-
sions, and comment on the limitations of our analysis
and possible future research.

Literature

Economic literature, in recent decades, has highlighted
the importance of job satisfaction as a determinant of
individual worker and organizational well-being and per-
formance. Numerous investigations have studied the dif-
ferences in job satisfaction in different areas, between
sectors and groups of workers, and the possible causes
for these differences. The difference in job satisfaction
between public and private-sector workers has been one
of the issues of greatest interest. Most studies agree that
worker’s job satisfaction determinants differ considerably
among public and private organizations, mainly remu-
neration, promotion policy and the work schedule (work-
ing hours and breaks at work, holidays and flexibility to
reconcile family and work life), but also the content and
nature of the activities carried out by workers (Johnson
et al., 2017; Kjeldsen & Hansen, 2018). It is not clear,
however, if these differences lead to greater job satisfac-
tion of private-sector employees, or vice versa (Baarspul
& Wilderom, 2011).

From the perspective of objectives, public sector workers
could have goals that satisfy more altruistic, less materialis-
tic needs, and therefore be more motivated than private sec-
tor workers (Gans-Morse et al., 2022). In any case, the
structure of public sector organizations, often more bureau-
cratic than in the private sector, may impede the fulfilment
of these purposes (Nyadera & Islam, 2020; Steijn & Van
der Voet, 2019). Likewise, less clarity in the definition of
organizational objectives could reduce job satisfaction in
the public sector (Kjeldsen & Hansen, 2018).

Additionally, public sector workers are often sup-
posed to work in highly politicized environments, subject
to public scrutiny and strict accountability mechanisms
(Taylor & Westover, 2011). This framework could reduce
the possibility to define new challenges, the variety of
activities, the flexibility to carry them out and, conse-
quently, the autonomy of the worker will be reduced. All
these elements are key determinants of job satisfaction,
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since they shape self-esteem and self-actualization needs
(Shirk, 2022).

Finally, wages in the private sector tend to adapt more
quickly to changes in worker productivity (Blackaby
et al., 2017; Murphy et al., 2020; Suzuki & Hur, 2022)
which could increase job satisfaction, since remunera-
tion, or perceived access to higher remuneration, could
be higher (Sánchez-Sánchez & Fernández Puente, 2021;
S1awińska, 2021; Suzuki & Hur, 2022).

Even though the differences are obvious, there is no
clear consensus if these differences lead to greater job
satisfaction of public-sector employees, or vice versa. On
a macro scale, Steel and Warner (1990) and Sánchez-
Sánchez and Fernández Puente (2021) confirm that job
satisfaction of private-sector employees is lower than
that of the public-sector employees. However, Emmert
and Taher (1992) and Gabris and Simo (1995) do not
find significant differences.

Improvements in job quality are linked to a reduction
in sickness absences and, consequently, to higher produc-
tivity (Chen & Mehdi, 2019; Eurofound, 2014; Goetzel
et al., 2004; and Leitão et al., 2019). Moreover, ‘‘job
quality contributes to organisational commitment and
motivation among workers, as well as shaping a climate
supportive of creativity and innovation’’ (Eurofound,
2017). Economic research has also highlighted the impact
of job quality as a key determinant of worker health and
well-being (Bannai & Tamakoshi, 2014; Fishta & Backé,
2015; Kivimäki et al., 2015; Martin et al., 2022; Theorell
et al., 2015, among others), and more important than
factors such as working hours (Wang et al., 2020).

However, as far as we know, the differential impact of
job quality on job satisfaction in the public and private sec-
tors has not been studied in a comprehensive manner. The
availability of the job quality indicators prepared by
Eurofound allows for an integral study of the impact of the
different job quality dimensions on job satisfaction and to
formulate a proposal for possible public-sector improve-
ments using the private sector as a reference (or vice versa).

Sources and Theoretical Model

Our study used the data corresponding to the sixth
European Working Conditions Survey (EWCS), pre-
pared in 2015 by the Eurofound (2015). This survey is
elaborated every 5 years since 1990 by the European
Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working
Conditions.

This last survey interviewed nearly 44,000 workers in
35 countries. Employees are randomly selected by
Eurofound’s survey partners from a statistical sample,
comprising a cross-section of society. Country size and
national arrangements condition the size of the sample
(from 1,000 to 3,300 people per country). The interviews

cover a list of questions regarding working conditions
and were carried out face-to-face in peoples’ homes. The
last survey provides, among other information, seven
indices that capture the different dimensions of job qual-
ity: Physical environment, Work ntensity, Working time
quality, Social environment, Skills and discretion,
Prospects, and Earnings. The indices reflect job resources
(physical, psychological, social, or organizational
aspects) and job demands, or the processes than influ-
ences these. In addition, they cover job features captured
from an objective perspective, which facilitate analysis
and allow for study of the impact on other more subjec-
tive indicators such as job satisfaction. Table 1 shows the
different indicators included in each quality index.

All job quality indices are defined on a scale of 0 to
100, except for the one corresponding to Earnings, which
is measured in euros. With the exception of Work inten-
sity, the higher the index score, the higher the quality. In
our estimates these variables have been taken in loga-
rithms since our variable is dichotomous.

As regards countries, the survey includes 35 countries,
though we have considered the 19 European Monetary
Union countries in our estimates, as we did not want to
introduce excessive heterogeneity into the analysis. The
total number of observations in the survey is 31,570. We
have removed from our estimates those individuals that
were unemployed or inactive. We have also excluded
those individuals who did not answer the question related
to our dependent variable. Therefore, the number of
observations is 29,471.

The EWCS includes different questions to capture
worker job satisfaction. We have chosen the following:
‘‘How often do you feel this way—I am enthusiastic
about my job?’’ This question has five possible response
categories ranging from ‘‘always’’ (value 1) to ‘‘never’’
(value 5). The responses are based entirely on individu-
als’ own perception and ordered qualitatively.

Table 1. Overview of Job Quality Indices and Their Indicators.

Physical environment Social environment
Posture-related (ergonomic) Adverse social behavior
Ambient (vibration, noise,
temperature)

Social support

Biological and chemical Management quality
Work intensity Skills and discretion
Quantitative demands Cognitive dimension
Pace determinants and
interdependency

Decision latitude

Emotional demands Organizational participation
Working time quality Training
Duration Prospects
Atypical working time Employment status
Working time arrangements Career prospects
Flexibility Job security

Monthly Earnings Downsizing
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We have adopted the terms used by Clark and Oswald
(1996) to define the individual work utility function for
each worker:

u= u x, jð Þ, ð1Þ

where x includes those variables related to the worker’s
individual characteristics and j those related to the job
characteristics. As individual characteristic, we have con-
sidered gender, age range, and educational level, as well
as variables related to the family environment (having a
partner and children). We have also included the facility
to balance life and work, and whether the individual is an
immigrant. These variables appear to be insufficient to
explain the variations in total job satisfaction, as pointed
out by Ellickson (2002) and Steijn (2004), hence the inclu-
sion of other variables related to job characteristics (it
will also be possible that personal characteristics may be
interacting with some of the job characteristics). In this
work, we have included the occupation of the worker,
the size of the company, and the seven indices of job
quality proposed by the Eurofound study.

In the aggregate estimate we have included a variable
that reflects whether the individual is working in the public
sector. This variable is obtained through a question from
the survey itself asking whether the worker is employed in
the public or private-sector. Selecting this question resolves
many problems surrounding the definition of public sec-
tor, which may differ from country to country.

Subsequently, and using this same variable, the sam-
ple has been divided considering workers in the public
and private sectors. We did not want to include more
indicators since these indices are comprehensive and the
inclusion of others elements could cause collinearity
problems. Annex I shows the different variables chosen,
their definition, the mean, and the standard deviation.

Job satisfaction is used as a proxy of individual work
utility to estimate the following model:

JS�i =bXi +aJi + ei: ð2Þ

Job satisfaction will be a latent variable that reflects
the probability of an individual to be satisfied at work.
As it is not observable, we consider for measurement the
ordinal assessment made by the individual himself. The
relationship between both job satisfaction and the latent
variables is expressed as follows:

JSi =

1 if JS�i ł m0

2 if m0\JS�i ł m1

5 if m10 ł JS�i

2
66664

3
77775

ð3Þ

Where m are the values of latent job satisfaction and
define the observed job satisfaction intervals. It is
assumed m0 = 0:

As mentioned, our dependent variable, job satisfac-
tion, reflects five different values. Economic literature
offers different econometric techniques to reach the esti-
mates: (a) Ordinary least squares. This technique uses
rating scales in the variable that can be linearized; (b)
Ordered probit. This technique considers all the values
of the scale offered by the variable; and (c) Probit. The
responses are rescaled and the job satisfaction variable is
transformed into a binary variable (see Hauret &
Williams, 2017).

In this article we use a probit model for two reasons.
On the one hand, as mentioned, the responses are based
entirely on individuals’ own perception. The question
asked is not concrete in terms of comparison groups or
in the description of each category of satisfaction levels,
therefore leaving room for interpretation of heterogene-
ity across interviewees. Grouping values eliminate part
of the individual’s subjectivity when assigning a specific
value to their job satisfaction. On the other hand, the
results will be easier to interpret than in case of ordered
probit, focusing on higher level of job satisfaction. A
well-known problem of ordered probit models is that
coefficients give only qualitative information about the
impact of any given characteristic on the observable
satisfaction variable. To analyze the quantitative effects,
it is necessary to report the marginal effects of the vari-
ables on satisfaction probabilities. The problem in this
case is that both the predicted probabilities and the mar-
ginal effects depend on the values where they are evalu-
ated, so we would have a marginal effect for each value
of the ordered variable. This makes it difficult to inter-
pret the results, and cannot handle points in the scale
with few observations (this problem is greater at the
extremes of the job satisfaction variable).

The five possible answers offered by the respondents
have been divided into two groups: satisfied (values 1
and 2) and not satisfied (values 3, 4, and 5). As job satis-
faction could be sensitive to specific cut-off points, we
have rerun our analysis contrasting ‘‘rarely’’ and ‘‘never’’
satisfied to more satisfied (not shown) and our results
were robust.

We then proceeded to estimate using a probit model
(the estimates in tables show the marginal effects). Data
are weighted using sample weights. The cross-national
weights make an adjustment for post-stratification
weights to ensure that each country is represented in pro-
portion to the size of its in-work population. Population
size adjustments are based on the most recent Eurostat
population figures or the local statistical office (6th
European Working Conditions Survey Weighting report,
Eurofound, 2015).
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Results

Our study begins with the impact of each of the job qual-
ity indices on job satisfaction, differentiating between
public and private sector workers. Subsequently, an
attempt is made to justify these differences through the
means contrast of each of these indices in both sectors.
Finally, it examines those indices in which either a signif-
icant impact on job satisfaction has been observed, or
the difference in public and private sector job satisfaction
impact is high.

Table 2 show the estimates using marginal effects and
include job satisfaction as a dependent variable and job
quality indices, among others, as the independent vari-
ables. In those non-dichotomous variables, the coeffi-
cients have to be interpreted with respect to the reference
variable. If they are positive and statistically significant,
the influence of that variable on probability of the result,
in our case being satisfied, will be higher than that of the
reference variable (vice versa if it is negative).

Before discussing the impact of the variables related to
job quality, we will focus our attention on other interest-
ing results. The impact of the variable female is positive
and statistically significant, which implies that women
are more likely to experience greater job satisfaction than
men. In the whole sample, women have a 4% higher
probability of being satisfied at work than their male col-
leagues. This result is somewhat paradoxical as women’s
working conditions are often inferior to those of their
male counterparts, especially in terms of job segregation
and salary. In any case, this result is not surprising in
economic literature (Clark, 1997; Fernández Puente &
Sánchez-Sánchez, 2021; Grönlund & Öun, 2018; Long,
2005; Perugini & Vladisavljevı́c, 2019; Sousa-Poza &
Sousa-Poza, 2007). It is noteworthy that this coefficient
is higher in the public sector, as pointed out by Sánchez-
Sánchez and Fernández Puente (2021). This result could
be intuitively justified by women traditionally bearing a
greater burden of care for the home and dependents. The
public sector would allow for greater possibilities to bal-
ance work with personal life and, therefore, leads to
higher job satisfaction (Sánchez-Sánchez & Fernández
Puente, 2019).

Regarding age, none of the cohorts considered is sig-
nificant, except that of the workers over 65 years of age
corresponding to the public sector. For this group, the
degree of choice over working is feasibly higher and,
therefore, their job satisfaction is higher. In fact, the per-
centage of workers in this age range of the total is lower
in the public sector than in the private sector (6.4% vs.
10.3%). Educational level does not appear to affect job
satisfaction. We should bear in mind that they are par-
tially captured by other variables related to occupation
despite being used as control variables in this type of
studies.

Likewise, variables associated with marital status or
having children have no impact on job satisfaction. In
this case, it is feasible that they lose significance when
including a variable such as conciliate, which reflects the
difficulties in reconciling personal and work life. As
might be expected, the impact of this variable is negative
and significant. More recently, immigrants exhibit a
higher probability of job satisfaction, but only in the pri-
vate sector. In the public sector the variable is not statis-
tically significant probably because the percentage of
immigrants in the survey is low in relation to the work-
ing population. Additionally, the variable does not cap-
ture the nationality of the immigrant or their contract
conditions. The diversity of migrant experiences, some
positive other negatives, could justify the lack of signifi-
cance of the variable.

With regards occupations, elementary occupations
and clerical support workers are less likely to be satisfied.
It should also be noted that the coefficients correspond-
ing to countries are statistically significant, with the
exception of those corresponding to Italy, Latvia,
Portugal, Spain, and to a lesser extent Cyprus, which
means that additional information regarding job satisfac-
tion in these countries is not included in the information
of our dependent variables (the significance of the coeffi-
cients of Slovakia and Latvia is not too high either).

Our main variable under study—working in the pub-
lic sector—has a positive and significant influence on job
satisfaction, as pointed out by Demoussis and
Giannakopoulos (2007), Steel and Warner (1990),
Sánchez-Sánchez and Fernández Puente (2021). All the
indicators associated with job quality, with the exception
of Work intensity, are positive.

The result corresponding to Work intensity index is
fairly intuitive. This index measures the level of physical
and emotional work demands in the job. If the workload
is very high, requires too much mental and physical
energy, or juggling various demands, it becomes difficult
to perform tasks in the most effective way and, conse-
quently, the worker will be less satisfied.

The degree of statistical significance of the different
indices is high with the exception of Physical environ-
ment and Working time. Aspects related to posture
(ergonomic), the environment (vibration, noises, tem-
perature) and biological and chemical risks, which have
a direct effect on health do not have a significant impact
on job satisfaction. Nor does the duration of work, aty-
pical working hours, the working time arrangements,
and flexibility. In any case, these indices include a wide
variety of indicators and their impacts, sometimes nega-
tive and sometimes positive, which could offset each
other. The statistical significance of the Working time
quality index is also possibly low as many of its qualita-
tive aspects, mainly whether work hours affect job
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Table 2. Estimation Results on Job Satisfaction in the Public and the Private Sector.

Variable

Total Private Public

dy/dx P . z dy/dx P . z dy/dx P . z

Personal characteristics
Female 0.042 0.000 0.03 0.000 0.06 0.000
Age < 30 (Reference)
30\Age < 40 20.013 0.213 20.02 0.151 20.01 0.681
40\age < 50 20.004 0.769 0.01 0.399 20.04 0.013
51\age < 60 20.020 0.161 20.02 0.231 20.03 0.135
60\age < 75 0.048 0.003 0.03 0.196 0.06 0.005
Educ 1 (Reference)
Educ 2 0.021 0.582 0.04 0.315 20.08 0.016
Educ 3 0.041 0.242 0.04 0.274 20.02 0.652
Educ 4 0.014 0.715 0.02 0.633 20.06 0.118
Educ 5 0.007 0.865 0.03 0.545 20.08 0.092
Married 0.003 0.687 0.01 0.397 0.00 0.732
Children 0.010 0.230 0.00 0.722 0.04 0.000
Conciliate 20.061 0.000 20.06 0.000 20.06 0.007
Immigrant 0.030 0.031 0.04 0.032 0.01 0.669

Job characteristics
Ocp1 (Reference)
Ocp2 0.016 0.405 20.01 0.650 0.04 0.157
Ocp3 20.035 0.075 20.04 0.193 20.03 0.279
Ocp4 20.084 0.000 20.10 0.002 20.05 0.017
Ocp5 20.002 0.931 20.02 0.454 0.04 0.101
Ocp6 20.067 0.223 20.11 0.064 0.12 0.000
Ocp7 20.003 0.897 20.02 0.428 0.03 0.385
Ocp8 20.026 0.212 20.05 0.057 0.03 0.288
Ocp9 20.076 0.000 20.10 0.000 20.01 0.555
Public 0.027 0.007 —
Size 1 (Reference)
Size 2 0.029 0.016 0.03 0.026 0.00 0.928
Size 3 20.006 0.720 20.01 0.528 20.02 0.429
Size 4 20.039 0.027 20.04 0.039 20.04 0.060

Job quality indeces
Physical environment 0.031 0.194 0.04 0.124 0.03 0.331
Social environment 0.132 0.000 0.15 0.000 0.10 0.000
Work intensity 20.057 0.000 20.06 0.000 20.06 0.000
Skills and discretion 0.146 0.000 0.15 0.000 0.15 0.000
Prospects 0.192 0.000 0.22 0.000 0.13 0.000
Working time quality 0.030 0.270 0.05 0.121 20.04 0.218
Monthly earnings 0.060 0.000 0.06 0.000 0.05 0.031

Country
Austria (Reference)
Belgium 0.157 0.000 0.18 0.000 0.10 0.000
Cyprus 0.038 0.073 0.06 0.006 20.04 0.051
Estonia 0.088 0.000 0.08 0.001 0.09 0.000
Finland 0.087 0.000 0.11 0.000 0.05 0.011
France 0.106 0.000 0.14 0.000 0.04 0.036
Germany 20.073 0.002 20.07 0.006 20.09 0.000
Greece 0.060 0.011 0.05 0.064 0.13 0.000
Ireland 0.119 0.000 0.13 0.000 0.10 0.000
Italy 0.034 0.129 0.03 0.192 0.04 0.049
Latvia 0.018 0.517 0.04 0.150 20.03 0.321
Lithuania 0.091 0.000 0.11 0.000 0.05 0.010
Luxembourg 20.044 0.060 20.03 0.187 20.05 0.064
Malta 0.111 0.000 0.12 0.000 0.09 0.000
Netherlands 0.173 0.000 0.17 0.000 0.16 0.000
Portugal 0.008 0.762 20.01 0.802 0.02 0.567
Slovakia 20.075 0.005 20.07 0.017 20.11 0.000
Slovenia 0.238 0.000 0.27 0.000 0.18 0.000
Spain 0.028 0.243 0.02 0.442 0.06 0.001
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quality, will be captured in the index corresponding to
Work intensity. In fact, works such as that of Zheng
et al. (2023) point out the negative impact of working
hours on job satisfaction.

Regarding the magnitude of the impact, Prospects is
the dimension that clearly has the greatest impact on job
satisfaction, followed by Skills and discretion and Social
environment. We must not forget that the Prospects
index combines the indicators of employment status
(self-employed or employee), type of contract, the pros-
pects for career advancement as perceived by the worker,
perceived likelihood of losing one’s job and experience of
downsizing in the organization. These subjective percep-
tions have a clear impact on job satisfaction. On the
other hand, the Skills and discretion index considers
opportunities workers may have to understand and influ-
ence how work is performed, together with opportunities
to develop their job-related skills through training.

Finally, the Social environment index measures the
extent to which workers experience positive supportive
social relationships or negative adverse social behavior
such as bullying/harassment and workplace violence. As
far as we know, there are no studies directly linking this
index to job satisfaction. In any case, numerous studies
highlight the impact of bullying on worker’s effective
commitment (Steele et al., 2020), on stress and health
(Wood et al., 2016; Yoo & Lee, 2018), and individual
well-being (Hershcovis & Barling, 2010), so the positive
impact of this index is not surprising.

Regarding the differential impact of the different job
quality dimensions in the public and private sectors, the
differences are not remarkable, other than in Prospects
and Social environment where the impact on job satisfac-
tion is higher among private-sector than public-sector
workers. The Eurofound report includes the differential
impact of these indicators by occupation and profes-
sional category, though it does not refer to differences
between the public and private sectors. For this reason,
Table 3 analyzes these indices in the public and private
sectors through a contrast of means to try to explain

these differences. We will only focus our attention on
those indices in which either the differences between pub-
lic and private-sectors or the differential impact on job
satisfaction are very high. Previously, a test for equality
of variances has been carried out. The objective is to
observe the variability of each index in the public and pri-
vate-sector. In this sense, if an index were very stable in
one sector, despite having a higher value than the other
sector, it could have a smaller impact on the dependent
variable. With the exception of Work intensity, the equal-
ity of variances has been ruled out in all the indices.

The first index, Physical environment, measures the
absence of physical risk, with higher scores for reduced
risk. As can be observed, the public sector scores more
highly than the private sector. This could be explained
by sector activity conditioning physical environment. As
we know, workers in the public sector are partially con-
centrated in sector as health, education, and defence
while the private sector includes sectors such as construc-
tion, industry, or transport in which exposure to vibra-
tion, noise, low and high temperatures are more
common. It would seem reasonable to expect lower
scores in this index for the private sector. In any case,
the impact of this index on job satisfaction is not statisti-
cally significant.

Regarding the Work intensity index, differences
between the public and private sectors are slight, both in
the comparison of means and in the coefficients associ-
ated with impact on job satisfaction. Given the similarity
of the values between both sectors, we do not examine in
detail the different domains included. Something similar
occurs with Skills and discretion, and Monthly earnings
indices.

In the case of Working time quality, the index does
not have a significant impact on job satisfaction and dif-
ferences between the public and private sectors are not
significant.

Regarding the Prospect index, it is interesting to note
that its value is higher for the public sector, but its influ-
ence over job satisfaction is lower in this sector. For this

Table 3. Two Sample Test with Unequal Variances.

Job quality Total Private Public Difference t

Job satisfaction 0.70 0.68 0.75 20.07 0.00
Physical environment 82.91 82.09 85.04 22.95 0.00
Work intensity* 33.12 33.28 32.72 0.56 0.000
Working time quality 69.70 69.18 71.06 21.88 0.255
Skills and discretion 55.12 53.28 59.92 26.64 0.00
Earnings 6.98 6.94 7.11 20.17 0.006
Prospects 62.82 61.41 66.46 25.05 0.000
Social environment 78.33 79.05 76.66 2.39 0.000

*The test does not reject that the variances between the public and private sectors are different.

Fernández Puente and Sánchez-Sánchez 7



reason, Table 4 introduces the different items included in
this index. As can be observed, the situation in the public
sector is better than the private sector in all indicators.
The prospects for career advancement are greater, the
possibilities of job loss lower, and the number of employ-
ees has increased to a greater extent than in the private
sector. The higher impact on the private sector could be
explained by the greater variability of this index in this
sector, as shown by the variance difference test. In the
case of the public sector, greater stability could be taken
for granted and, therefore, have a smaller impact on job
satisfaction. In fact, after economic adjustments the
variability in private-sector wages and employment often
considerably higher than in the public sector (Adam,
2020).

Finally, in the Social environment index, the situation
in the public sector is less favorable and the impact on
job satisfaction is higher in the private sector. In this
sense, as can be observed in Table 5, the index can be
separated into four different dimensions: support pro-
vided by colleagues and managers, quality of manage-
ment, industrial relations, and adverse social behavior.

The first dimension considers the support from col-
leagues and supervisors. In general, the share of employ-
ees who report that work colleagues and bosses are
helpful is higher in the public than in the private sector.
It could be possible that competition between public-
sector colleagues is lower since promotion is normally
the result of entrance exams and seniority (Khan &
Azam, 1992). These factors could lead to climate of
greater companionship.

The second dimension focuses on managers. Public
sector workers rate them lower than private sector work-
ers on the following issues: (a) Is successful in getting
people to work together; (b) Is helpful in getting the job
done; (c) Provides useful feedback on your work; and (d)
Encourages and supports your development. Also, note-
worthy, in the private sector the percentage of workers
who consider work distribution and conflict resolution
to be fair is higher than in the public sector. This dimen-
sion constitutes, therefore, an area of improvement for

the public sector that could take the private sector as a
reference. In this sense, the role of managers in increas-
ing public-sector employee motivation should be empha-
sized as it would affect job satisfaction and, additionally,
the quality of public services (Levitats & Vigoda-Gadot,
2020).

The third dimension refers to the workers’voice within
the company either through unions, committees, or indi-
vidually. Employment and industrial relations in this
area are conditioned by the national institutional frame-
work and labour market regulations. In any case, in
aggregate terms, public-sector workers’ representation is
higher than that of private-sector workers.

Finally, the fourth dimension measures adverse social
behavior at work, including verbal, physical, or sexual
abuse. In general, adverse social behavior is more fre-
quently reported in the public sector than in the private
sector. Though there are two possible explanations for
this, either the incidence is higher or the reporting rate is
higher. It is reasonable to expect public-sector employees
to be more inclined to report this behavior as job security
is greater. Nevertheless, El Ghaziri et al. (2021) observes
that public sector employees are at greater risk of work-
place bullying globally compared to their private sector
counterparts, in part due to specific sectoral factors such
as being service oriented and highly bureaucratic, under-
valued by the public, comprising a large and diverse
workforce, and also a higher unionization rate than the
private sector.

Finally, one might wonder whether characteristics
observed in the aggregate data are uniform across the
countries of the Monetary Union. For this reason, the
same procedure has been followed in each of the coun-
tries to observe if there were significant differences in
each of the dimensions (see Annex II). In this sense, the
homogeneity in some dimensions is striking, especially in
the indices corresponding to Physical environment, Skills
and discretion, Earnings, and Prospects where the public
sector fares considerably better than the private sector in
most countries. In the case of Social environment, in
which the public sector was lower than the private sector

Table 4. Prospects Indicators. Two Sample Test with Unequal Variances.

Question Measure Total Private Public Diff. p-Value

What kind of employment contract do
you have in your main paid job?

1 = contract of unlimited duration, 0 otherwise 0.772 0.746 0.826 20.081 .000

My job offers good prospects for
career advancement?

1 = agree, neither agree nor disagree and 0
otherwise

0.395 0.384 0.422 20.038 .000

I might lose my job in the next
6 months?

1 = agree, neither agree nor disagree and 0
otherwise

0.170 0.183 0.140 0.043 .000

Has the number of employees at your
workplace increased or decreased?

1 = increased a lot or a little, 0 otherwise 0.216 0.212 0.228 20.016 .000
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at the aggregate level, we also observe to be lower in
Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Germany, Ireland, Malta,
Netherlands, Portugal, Slovenia, and Spain. Countries in
which the private sector fares worse than the public sec-
tor coincide with the former Soviet republics and Greece.
This improved situation may be associated with the idio-
syncrasy of labour relations and the structure of the
labour market. Former communist countries (Slovenia is
an exception) are characterized by low trade union den-
sity, great difficulties in collective bargaining and restric-
tions on the right to strike (Eurofound). However, when
the dimension associated with labour relations is
observed, the situation of the public sector is better than
in the private sector. Future research should be then
focused on the other dimensions.

These results, along with those from Table 3, define a
policy recommendation framework for identifying situa-
tions in which the public sector can benefit from the
experience of the private sector (and vice versa) to
improve job quality and therefore increase job satisfac-
tion. In this sense, the only dimension in which the pub-
lic sector can benefit from private-sector experience is
regarding social environment. In fact, this dimension,
together with skills and discretion and prospects have
the greatest impact on public-sector worker the job satis-
faction of. In the rest of the cases, the public sector must
be taken as a reference to improve job quality.

Human resource management in public-sector institu-
tions should possibly be focus more on the psycho-
sociological profile of the public-sector employee. Higher
motivation and, consequently, higher performance could
be achieved by establishing a social exchange relation-
ship between managers and members of their teams. A
supportive work environment will positively impact pub-
lic employees’ performance, self-efficacy, and job satis-
faction, even though other intrinsic motivators exist
(Ciobanu et al., 2019).

Conclusions

This study analyzes the impact of the different job qual-
ity dimensions (Physical environment, Social environ-
ment, Work intensity, Skills and discretion, Prospects,
Working time quality, and Earnings) on Eurozone job
satisfaction through analysis of the EWCS-2015 pub-
lished by Eurofound (2016). The differential impacts of
each job quality dimension is analyzed separated in the
private and the public sector.

The analysis begins with study of the different dimen-
sions of job quality and differences between the public
and the private sector. Subsequently, the econometric
analysis is carried out using a probit model (marginal
effects), to identify the impact of the different job quality
dimensions on job satisfaction.

The means analysis reveals the situation of the public
sector to be better than that of the private sector in dif-
ferent dimensions of job quality, except that correspond-
ing to Social environment. This dimension includes
indicators associated with adverse social behavior, such
as verbal abuse, unwanted sexual attention, exposure to
threats and humiliating behaviors, as well as manage-
ment quality and social support from colleagues and
managers. In the remaining dimensions, either the situa-
tion of the public sector is better than that of the private
sector or, as with Working time quality, there are no sig-
nificant differences.

The econometric analysis reveals that dimensions
associated with Social environment, Skills and discretion,
Prospects, and Earnings have a positive and significant
impact on job satisfaction. The impact of the Work
intensity dimension is negative (in contrast with other
indicators, the higher the index, the worse the job qual-
ity) and the dimensions related to Physical environment
and Working time quality do not have a significant
impact on job satisfaction.

Regarding the differential impact of the different
dimensions on the public and private sectors, both
Prospects and Social environment are notably higher in
the private sector. The greater impact of the Prospects
index is not justified, as is the case with the Social envi-
ronment, by a lower index. It is possible, however, that
the greater variability of the index in the private sector
will cause the greatest impact.

As regards policy implications, our analysis reveals
the importance of studying variables related to job qual-
ity when identifying the causes of job satisfaction, espe-
cially those related to Prospects, Skills and discretions,
and Social environment. Greater understanding of these
dimensions in the private sector would improve the situa-
tion in the public sector (and vice versa) and, therefore,
workers’ job satisfaction. Of special interest are the pos-
sible improvements in the field of Social environment,
specifically in relationships between workers and their
immediate bosses and in the distribution of work tasks.

Our analysis is focused on the public sector taking the
private sector as a reference, though future research
could work in the other direction. Future research should
also focus on analyzing and justifying the differences in
job quality dimensions between countries.

Finally, and regarding the limitations of the analysis,
the survey does not allow for studying fixed individual
effects as it is not a panel. Likewise, we are aware that we
are working with aggregate indicators. Their independence,
when acting on job satisfaction, has been demonstrated,
however they collect multiple aspects of job quality that
could have a differential impact, sometimes positive some-
times negative, on job satisfaction. The study of these mul-
tiple items included in each index will be of interest.
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Fishta, A., & Backé, E. (2015). Psychosocial stress at work and

cardiovascular diseases: An overview of systematic reviews.

International Archives of Occupational and Environmental

Health, 88, 997–1014.
Gabris, G. T., & Simo, G. (1995). Public sector motivation as

an independent variable affecting career decisions. Public

Personnel Management, 24(1), 33–51.
Gans-Morse, J., Klimenko, A. K. A., Vorobyev, D., & Yakov-

lev, A. (2022). Public service motivation as a predictor of

corruption, dishonesty, and altruism. Journal of Public

Administration Research and Theory, 32(2), 287–309.
Giorgi, G., Shoss, M., & Leon-Perez, J. (2015). Going beyond

workplace stressors: Economic crisis and perceived employ-

ability in relation to psychological distress and job dissatis-

faction. International Journal of Stress Management, 22,

137–158.
Goetzel, R. Z., Long, S. R., Ozminkowski, R. J., Hawkins,

K., Wang, S., & Lynch, W. (2004). Health, absence, dis-

ability, and presenteeism cost estimates of certain physi-

cal and mental health conditions affecting U.S.

employers. Journal of Occupational and Environmental

Medicine, 46(4), 398–412. https://doi.org/10.1097/01.

jom.0000121151.40413.bd
Grönlund, A., & Öun, I. (2018). The gender-job satisfaction

paradox and the dual-earner society: Are women (still) mak-

ing work-family trade-offs? Work, 59(4), 535–545.

Fernández Puente and Sánchez-Sánchez 13

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4739-3377
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4739-3377
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/european-working-conditions-survey-2015
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/european-working-conditions-survey-2015
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/european-working-conditions-survey-2015
https://doi.org/10.5271/sjweh.3388
https://doi.org/10.5271/sjweh.3388
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00036
https://osha.europa.eu/
https://doc.ukdataservice.ac.uk/doc/8098/mrdoc/pdf/8098_6th_ewcs_sampling_implementation_report.pdf
https://doc.ukdataservice.ac.uk/doc/8098/mrdoc/pdf/8098_6th_ewcs_sampling_implementation_report.pdf
https://doc.ukdataservice.ac.uk/doc/8098/mrdoc/pdf/8098_6th_ewcs_sampling_implementation_report.pdf
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/european-working-conditions-survey-2015
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/en/european-working-conditions-survey-2015
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-021-02647-1
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.jom.0000121151.40413.bd
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.jom.0000121151.40413.bd


Hauret, L., & Williams, D. R. (2017). Cross-national analysis
of gender differences in job satisfaction. Industrial Relations:
A Journal of Economy and Society, 56, 203–235.

Hershcovis, M. S., & Barling, J. (2010). Towards a multi-foci
approach to workplace aggression: A meta-analytic review
of outcomes from different perpetrators. Journal of Organi-

zational Behavior, 31, 24–44.
Khan, K. M., & Azam, M. K. (1992). Managerial promotions:

Perception of public and private sector executives. Indian
Journal of Industrial Relations, 27(3), 299–308.
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