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Abstract Drawing on a survey of nursing staff of nursing

homes in a Midwestern state in the United States, the study

examines how the relationships between employee–orga-

nization value congruence and job attitudes vary between

nonprofit and for-profit organizational types. Statistical

comparison of the levels of employee value congruence

and job attitudes does not suggest significant difference

between the two types of employees. Although value

congruence is found positively associated with nursing

home employees’ job satisfaction and organizational

commitment, and negatively associated with intent to quit,

consistent with prior research, the difference in the mag-

nitude of the relationships between the two types of

employees is not found. These findings suggest inconsis-

tency with conventional wisdom of profiling employee

value according to organizational ownership type.
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Organizations are complex systems consisting of individuals

with different goals and interests. The alignment between

employees’ interests and that of the organization, along with

the consequences of this alignment on individual behavior

and organizational performance, has been among the major

foci in organizational studies. Particularly, the concept of

person–organization value congruence has drawn sub-

stantial scholarly attention during the past several decades,

and research on the consequences of value congruence has

exuberated. In general, person–organization value congru-

ence has been found to exert profound effects on individuals’

attitudes, behaviors, and performance (O’Reilly and Chat-

man 1986; Schneider 1987; Kristof 1996; Verquer et al.

2003; Kristof-Brown et al. 2005).

People also belong to organizations of different owner-

ship type. The value systems shared by organizational

members may be similar within but distinct across sectoral

boundary (Rothschild and Milofsky 2006). Therefore, how

this kind of belonging impacts the value-attitude and value-

behavior relationships is another question of interest. The

ownership impact on employees’ attitudes and behaviors

can be substantial given the fact that in the United States

alone nonprofit organizations have already employed

nearly 10% of the total workforce (Ben-Ner 2006). The

ownership effect thus sheds light on the understanding of

the relationship between employee value system and job

attitudinal and behavioral outcomes.

The nursing homes provide a unique industry setting for the

examination of the research question, because of the coexis-

tence of for-profit, nonprofit, and public types of nursing home

competing in the same market, advocating different organi-

zational objectives, missions, and values. The present study

examines how the relationships between person–organization

value congruence and employee job attitudes vary between

employees working for nonprofit and for-profit nursing

homes, instrumented by a survey of nursing staff of nursing

homes in a Midwestern state in the United States.

Value Congruence and Job Attitudes

Personal values are defined as the enduring beliefs desir-

able by the person and help the person to form a specific
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mode of behavior and end-states of existence underlying

the person’s attitudinal and behavioral processes (Rokeach

1973; Connor and Becker 1974). People learn values

through social connections, such as parents, teachers, peers,

and significant others, and modify values on the basis of

experience (Krau 1989; Wijting et al. 1978). The socially

held values system is shared by members of the group, the

organization, the community, the society, the cultural

context, and is usually abided by the members voluntarily

(Kluckhohn 1951; Rokeach 1973).

Within organizations, the interplay of organizational

values and personal values is an important issue. Although

organizational values are multifaceted including instru-

mental, cognitive, and affective dimensions (Elizur 1984;

Sagie et al. 1996; Meglino and Ravlin 1998), the core of

the values system is reflected in the broadly defined orga-

nizational goals and missions, which are not tied to specific

or measurable outcomes but serve as the primary guidance

for individual behavior at work (March and Simon 1958;

Rokeach 1968; Chatman 1989; Vancouver and Schmitt

1991). Organizational goals and missions reflect the values

and commitments of the founders and leaders of the

organization (Schein 1985), and to some extent, the people

who make up the organization (Schneider 1975). The

present study focuses on the goal and mission elements of

values.

Individual values and organizational values are connected

through the concept of ‘‘person–organization value congru-

ence’’ that affects individual behaviors and organizational

activities. The person–organization value congruence is the

situation where there is a match between individual mem-

bers’ values and organizational values (Chatman 1989,

1991). Schneider’s (1987) attraction–selection–attrition

(ASA) model describes the formation of person–organiza-

tion value congruence: individual employees are attracted to

(self-selection) and recruited by (selection) the organization

with which they are sharing similar goals and values as their

own. They are willing to stay with the organization, and those

who do not share similar values system will leave the orga-

nization through attrition.

Prior research has demonstrated that value congruence

between individual members and the organization has pro-

found impacts on various aspects of individual job attitudes,

behaviors, and performance (e.g., Kochan et al. 1976;

O’Reilly and Chatman 1986; Schneider 1987; Kristof 1996;

Verquer et al. 2003; Kristof-Brown et al. 2005; Hoffman and

Woehr 2006). Evidence has shown that person–organization

value congruence positively influences employees’ job sat-

isfaction (Chatman 1991; O’Reilly et al. 1991; Bretz and

Judge 1994), satisfaction with leaders (Meglino et al. 1991),

organizational commitment (Meglino et al. 1989; O’Reilly

et al. 1991), extra-role behavior and contextual performance

(Goodman and Svyantek 1999), and career success (Bretz

and Judge 1994), but associates negatively with employees’

job stress (Posner et al. 1985), intend to quit (Vancouver and

Schmitt 1991), and actual turnover (Chatman 1991; O’Reilly

et al. 1991).

However, very few studies have been conducted to

examine the difference in the relationship between value

congruence and attitudinal outcomes across types of

employees working for different organizations divided by

ownership status. The present study specifically examines

the difference across organizational ownership types. There

are various important individual attitudinal outcomes

among which the present study focuses on job satisfaction

as a general indicator of employees’ overall psychological

well-being, organizational commitment as an indicator of

employees’ devotion to the organization, and intent to quit

as an indicator of ultimate outcome of individual behavior

in the organization.

Sectoral Difference in the Relationships Between Value

Congruence and Job Attitudes

Prior studies of value profile have focused on demographic

characteristics including gender, age, race, education,

seniority, social status (Cherrington et al. 1979; Elizur 1994),

culture (Schwartz 1994; Schwartz and Sagie 2000), life

domains (Sagie and Elizur 1996), and genetic versus envi-

ronmental effects (Keller et al. 1992). Little literature has

compared value profiles between employees working in dif-

ferent types of organization. Furthermore, although the effect

of value congruence has been examined in an across-organi-

zation fashion, none of the studies I am aware of examines the

difference in the degree of value congruence between orga-

nizational types, or the difference in the relationship between

value congruence and the attitudinal outcomes between

organizational types. As a result, its exploratory in nature to

formulate a clear direction of prediction of the across-own-

ership-type comparison on the relationships between value

congruence and attitudinal outcomes in question. This study is

likely to be among the first to examine the issue.

The nature of an organization’s mission, whether to

make a profit for its own interest or to serve the uninfor-

mative consumers or for broader social purposes without a

profit, reflects the organization’s culture and identity.

Organizational ownership status serves as a signal of

mission, culture, and identity to attract particular segments

of workforce and motivate them with particular rewards.

Therefore, the ownership type does not just signal a tax

status, but more importantly to the public a value compo-

nent. To extend the understanding of the influence of

people’s values on individual behaviors in the workplace,
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organizational ownership type may serve as a collective

indicator of values system to provide a unique dimension

for scholarly examination.

Prior research has adopted agency theory and intrinsic

motivation perspective in the examination of the difference

in practices and performance between nonprofit and for-

profit organizations, suggesting competing explanations of

the difference (Ben-Ner et al. 2011). A popular view sug-

gests that nonprofit employees tend to be attracted by the

ideals of selfless service and work fulfillment in pursuit of

certain broader social purposes instead of generating

financial revenues for their own interests (Moore 2000).

Thus, nonprofit employees may share stronger work

motivations than the for-profit counterparts (Light 2002),

enjoy a higher level of satisfaction by working for the

nonprofit missions (Benz 2005; Borzaga and Depedri 2005;

Borzaga and Tortia 2006), and hold stronger loyalty to the

organizations (Borzaga and Tortia 2006).

However, other studies present a mixed picture. One

study found no difference in values and commitment to the

organizational cause across ownership types: ‘‘no more

altruistic and no less self-interested’’ (Lyons et al. 2006,

p. 615, a comparison between public and private for-profit

sector employees). An earlier study using a 1977 national

sample of workers in schools, hospitals, philanthropic and

other tax-exempt organizations found nonprofit jobs provide

more challenge, variety, satisfaction, and intrinsic rewards

than those in private enterprises (Mirvis and Hackett 1983).

A follow-up study using a 1990 national sample of 1,190

working adults on their characteristics and attitudes reported

that people employed in the private nonprofit sector gain

more satisfaction from their jobs and has more trust in their

management than the for-profit counterparts. Yet, people

working in nonprofits are no more psychologically com-

mitted to their organizations than are people in the for-profit

sector (Mirvis 1992; Goulet and Frank 2002).

Based on these competing observations and arguments,

it appears that the comparison of the degree of value

congruence and the impact of value congruence on indi-

vidual attitudinal outcomes across organizational owner-

ship types has not accumulated sufficient evidence to

generate a convincing theory. Nonetheless, extant evi-

dences from both academic research and business practices

tend to suggest that nonprofit organizations’ effort in pur-

suit of social values and missions is at least not-lower-than

that of the for-profit organizations. And the degree of value

congruence among nonprofit employees tend to be not-

lower-than that of the for-profit counterparts. Drawing on

the argument of ‘‘diminishing marginal value of stimuli’’

made by social exchange theory (Homans 1974), those who

have less of something generally place a higher value on

each unit they possess and on each marginal unit obtained.

Therefore, the effect of value congruence on the attitudinal

outcomes including satisfaction and organizational com-

mitment among the for-profit employees are likely to be

stronger than that of the nonprofit counterparts. That is, for-

profit employees are likely to be more sensitive to their

value congruence with the employing organization, and the

impact on their attitudinal outcomes tend to be stronger,

although the effect can be marginal due to the inconclusive

theoretical debate mentioned before.

In terms of the outcome of intent to quit, since I don’t

differentiate the employees in either type of organization by

occupational status, it is impractical to assume employees of

either type of organization will have better job opportunity

in the external labor market. However, value incongruent

employees in for-profit organizations may find nonprofit

organizations to be a better fit therefore migrate toward the

nonprofit ones. Yet it is less likely that the nonprofit workers

find the for-profit organizations to be better fit with regard to

values to transfer to. Therefore, the effect of value congru-

ence on intent to quit is also likely to be stronger among for-

profit employees than the nonprofit counterparts.

Hypothesis 1 Organizational ownership moderates the

relationship between employee–organization value con-

gruence and employees’ (a) job satisfaction, (b) organiza-

tional commitment, and (c) intent to quit in a way that the

effect is stronger among for-profit employees in compari-

son to the nonprofit counterparts.

Research Methods

Industry and Data

The present study is conducted in the context of nursing

home industry in Minnesota, which, as mentioned before,

provides unique research opportunity with mixed ownership

types. The present study is instrumented by the second-stage

survey responded by nursing home employees, following

the first-stage survey sent to all 409 nursing homes that

registered in state regulatory body in late 2005. With two

follow-up surveys in the spring of 2006, there are 121

nursing homes responded with a response rate of about 30%.

The nursing home employee survey used in the present

study was administered after the home administrative survey.

There are 23 nonprofit and 7 for-profit nursing homes partic-

ipated in this stage of survey. The questionnaire to employees

asks about the information such as individual characteristics,

work attitudes, value congruence, and more. The study focu-

ses on the core nursing employees working in a nursing home:

registered nurses (RNs), licensed practical nurses (LPNs), and

certified nursing assistants (CNAs). There are total 407

employees included in the empirical analysis. Detailed dis-

tribution of employees across occupation groups and types of
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nursing home is described in the following section and pre-

sented in Table 1.

Variables

The key independent variable is the employee’s perception

of value congruence, measured by a question asking the

employee to what extent he or she believes in the mission

of the organization on a 5-point Likert scale (1-strongly

disagree to 5-strongly agree). The sample mean (among

the 407 nursing home employees that are included in the

present analysis) is 4.01 and the standard deviation is 0.76.

As the outcome of value congruence, job satisfaction,

organizational commitment, and intent to quit are mea-

sured as the follows:

Job satisfaction is measured by one item: ‘‘I feel fairly

satisfied with my present job,’’ a revised version of

Scarpello and Campbell (1983) (‘‘all things considered, I

am very satisfied with my current job’’), employee rating

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Prior research has found the validity of this general mea-

sure of job satisfactions comparable to facet measures

using multiple items (Scarpello and Campbell 1983). The

sample mean of this measure is 3.84 and the standard

deviation is 0.89.

Organizational commitment is measured by a 9-item scale

that was obtained from Bozeman and Perrewe’s (2001)

organizational commitment questionnaire, originally devel-

oped by Porter et al. (1974). Since I focus on the attitudinal

outcomes, the commitment aspect is only examined on the

affective component among the three-component commit-

ment model proposed by Meyer and Allen (1997). According

to Meyer and Allen (1997), employees’ intent to quit, referring

to an employee’s voluntary intention of leaving the present

organization, is empirically distinguishable from organiza-

tional commitment. The sample items of the commitment

measure are: ‘‘I am willing to work harder than I have to in

order to help this organization succeed,’’ and ‘‘I feel very little

loyalty to this organization (reversed scoring).’’ The possible

responses range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly

agree) for each item. The final score is the average of the 9

items. The sample mean is 3.58 with a standard deviation of

0.65. The Cronbach’s alpha of the 9 items is 0.84.

Intent to quit is measured by a single item ‘‘I will try to

find a job with another organization in the next 12 months.’’

Possible responses range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5

(strongly agree). The sample mean is 2.43 and the standard

deviation is 1.21.

Ownership status is measured by a dummy variable

separating nonprofit from for-profit homes. The informa-

tion is obtained from the Online Survey, Certification and

Reporting data of nursing facilities (OSCAR) administered

by federal Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services.

Among the 407 employees included in the sample, 58 work

for for-profit nursing homes and 349 work for nonprofit

homes.

Control variables. At the individual level, I control for

employees’ gender, job titles, job tenure in years with the

present organization and contract status (permanent vs. part-

time and contract employment) obtained from the nursing

home employee survey. These individual demographic

characteristics have been controlled for in prior studies on

employee behaviors and intentions (e.g., Morrison 1994;

Vandenberghe and Peiro 1999; Podsakoff et al. 2000;

Brower et al. 2009). Among the 407 nursing employees, 94%

are female, 97% are taking a permanent position, and the

average organizational tenure is 7.80 years (standard devi-

ation is 9.44 years).

Several firm-level characteristics are also controlled for,

including nursing home size measured by the total number

of residents of a nursing home, a nursing home’s chain

status measured by a dichotomous variable indicating

whether the nursing home is a member of a nursing home

chain, a dichotomous variable that indicates whether the

nursing home is affiliated with a hospital, case mix index

that reflects the intensity of care and services provided to

residents in each nursing home, and the county-level

Herfindahl–Hirschman market concentration index that

accounts for external environmental influences. These

variables are obtained from public and state regulatory

database (see Table 1 for the sources). Among the 30

nursing homes that included in the present study, the

average number of residents is 75.67 (standard deviation

27.18), 40% are affiliated with a chain, and 6% are affili-

ated with a hospital (all nonprofit homes). The average case

mix score is 0.99 (standard deviation 0.08) and the average

score of Herfindahl–Hirschman index is 2203.67 (standard

deviation 1362.90). Detailed description of all the variables

is presented in Table 1.

Statistical Model

Since individual employees are nested within nursing

homes, the data has the hierarchical characteristics. There-

fore, it has the assumption that the data consists of a hierar-

chy of different populations whose differences relate to that

hierarchy and the individual differences are random distur-

bances (Greene 2002). To account for this nature, I use a

random effects model while controlling for individual and

firm characteristics. When the moderating effect from

ownership status is examined, I follow Baron and Kenny’s

(1986) standard three-step approach. In the moderating

effect model, to account for the multicollinearity between the

key independent variable (employees’ value congruence)

and the interaction terms (multiplied by the dichotomous

variables indicating occupation and ownership status,
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Table 1 Variables for value congruence, attitudinal outcomes, and ownership difference (total 407 employees: 58 FP versus 349 NP)

Variable name Variable definition Sample

mean (SD)

Sample

range

NP mean

(SD)

FP mean

(SD)

Data

source

Organization type

Nonprofit 1-Nonprofit

0-Otherwise

0.86 0/1 – – OSCAR

For-profit 1-For-profit

0-Otherwise

0.14 0/1 – – OSCAR

Employee level

Registered nurses (RNs) 1-RNs

0-Otherwise

0.17 0/1 0.17 0.16 MNEES

Licensed practical

nurses (LPNs)

1-LPNs

0-Otherwise

0.23 0/1 0.23 0.17 MNEES

Certified nursing

assistants (CNAs)

1-CNAs

0-Otherwise

0.60 0/1 0.59 0.67 MNEES

Employee job attitudinal outcomes

Job satisfaction I feel fairly satisfied with my present job

(5-point Likert scale, 1-strongly disagree

to 5-strongly agree)

3.84 (0.89) 1–5 3.83 (0.88) 3.90 (0.95) MNEES

Organizational

commitment

Average of 9 items (5-point Likert scale,

1-strongly disagree to 5-strongly agree):

(1) I am willing to work harder than I

have to in order to help this organization

succeed;

(2) I feel very little loyalty to this

organization (reversed score);

(3) I find that my values and the

organization’s are very similar;

(4) I talk up this organization to my friends

as a great organization to work for;

(5) I really care about the fate of this

organization;

(6) I am proud to tell others that I am part

of this organization;

(7) This organization really inspires the

very best in me in the way of job

performance;

(8) I am extremely glad that I chose this

organization to work for over others I was

considering at the time I joined;

(9) Often, I find it difficult to agree with

this organization’s policies on important

matters relating to its employees (reversed

score)

3.58 (0.65) 1–5 3.57 (0.66) 3.61 (0.64) MNEES

Intent to quit I will try to find a job with another

organization in the next 12 months (5-point

Likert scale, 1-strongly disagree to

5-strongly agree)

2.43 (1.21) 1–5 2.44 (1.22) 2.33 (1.11) MNEES

Employee value

congruence

I believe in the mission of our organization

(5-point Likert scale, 1-strongly disagree to

5-strongly agree)

4.01 (0.76) 1–5 4.01 (0.77) 4.05 (0.60) MNEES

Individual-level control variables

Female 1-Female

0-Otherwise

0.94 0/1 0.94 0.97 MNEES
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respectively), the value congruence variable is centered on

the grand mean before being interacted with the moderators

(Aiken and West 1991; Cohen and Cohen 1983). The

resulting multicollinearity diagnostics show that all VIF

scores are below 10 that resolves the problem (Neter et al.

1985; Ryan 1997).

The results of regression analysis examining the own-

ership effect on the relationships between employee value

congruence and the job attitudinal outcomes are presented

in Tables 2 and 3. Table 2 presents first the results using

all nursing homes, and then separately within nonprofit

and for-profit nursing homes. The results are presented

side by side for comparison. Table 3 presents a formal

test of the moderating effect from the ownership status

(that is, the difference between nonprofit and for-profit

nursing homes).

Results

The descriptive statistics and simple comparison of the key

variables included in the present study are shown in

Table 1. The statistical comparison is conducted to show

the difference in the included variables between nonprofit

and for-profit nursing homes. A t test is used when the

variables are continuous, and a nonparametric Mann–

Whitney test is used when the variables are dichotomous.

The asterisks attached to nonprofit homes indicate the level

of statistical significance of these differences in compari-

son to for-profit homes.

In general, 86% sample nursing staff work for nonprofit

nursing homes, and 14% work for for-profit ones. In terms

of the distribution of the three groups of nursing staff

among either type of nursing homes, there is essentially no

difference: among the employees working for nonprofit

nursing homes, about 17% are RNs, 23% are LPNs, and

59% are CNAs, in comparison to the distribution among

for-profit employees, which is about 16% RNs, 17% LPNs,

and 67% CNAs. The difference in distribution is statisti-

cally insignificant by Mann–Whitney test.

Statistical Comparison of Value Congruence, Job

Attitudes, and Control Variables

The first comparison is on the employees’ value congru-

ence variable. Nonprofit employees reported an average

score of 4.01 in comparison to for-profit employees’ 4.05.

The difference is statistically insignificant, yet it contra-

dicts conventional wisdom that nonprofit employees have

stronger value congruence among them and with that of the

Table 1 continued

Variable name Variable definition Sample

mean (SD)

Sample

range

NP mean

(SD)

FP mean

(SD)

Data

source

Permanent employee 1-Permanent employee

0-Temporary/contract employee

0.97 0/1 0.96 0.98 MNEES

Organizational tenure Years being worked at the nursing home 7.80 (9.44) 0.01–46.25 8.10*

(9.61)

5.95 (8.20) MNEES

Firm-level control variables

Home size Total number of residents currently reside in

the nursing home

75.67

(27.18)

19–137 76.39

(25.36)

71.38

(36.22)

OSCAR

Chain status 1-If the nursing home belongs to a chain

operation; 0-if independent

0.40 0/1 0.39 0.45 OSCAR

Case mix index Intensity of care and services provided to

residents in each nursing home

0.99 (0.08) 0.65–1.12 0.99 (0.07) 0.97 (0.14) MDH

and

MDHS

Hospital affiliation 1-If the facility is affiliated with a hospital;

0-otherwise

0.06 0/1 0.07** 0 OSCAR

Herfindahl–Hirschman

index
HHIi ¼ 100� NHi#residents

county#NHresidents

� �2 2203.67

(1363.90)

276.50–5343.99 2130.50**

(1306.09)

2643.94

(1614.05)

OSCAR

and

ZIP

code

Data sources: MNEES Minnesota Nursing Home Employee Survey, OSCAR Online Survey, Certification and Reporting data of nursing facilities

(Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services), MDH Minnesota State Department of Health, MDHS Minnesota State Department of Human

Services, ZIP code ZIP code used by the U.S. postal service

*, **, and *** Significance of two-tailed statistical tests at the 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01 levels, respectively, for the comparisons between NP and FP

nursing staff

For the continuous variables the comparison uses t-test, and for dichotomous variables the comparison uses nonparametric Mann–Whitney test
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organization. The present study does not confirm the

inexistence of the difference in favor of either type of

organization. Rather it stimulates an interesting observation

of the issue using an idiosyncratic dataset from a specific

industry setting.

Turning to the difference in employee job attitude

measures, on average nonprofit employees reported slightly

lower scores of job satisfaction (3.83 vs. 3.90), organiza-

tional commitment (3.57 vs. 3.61), and higher score of

intent to quit (2.44 vs. 2.33). The differences are trivial in

magnitude and statistically insignificant. However, it draws

some interesting observations when compared to prior

studies. The pattern of difference manifested in the present

study contradicts conventional belief and some of the

previous research findings, such as Boxx et al. (1991),

Goulet and Frank (2002), and Lyons et al. (2006) who

reported stronger commitment and higher level of satis-

faction among nonprofit employees in comparison to the

for-profit counterparts. Yet, using national survey instru-

ments, Mirvis and associates reported earlier stronger sat-

isfaction and commitment among nonprofit employees

(Mirvis and Hackett 1983), but later found the difference

essentially disappeared (Mirvis 1992). The inconsistency in

the findings suggests that employees’ job attitudes may be

shaped by individual and contextual factors that transcend

the ownership difference.

In terms of the control variables, there is no difference

detected in the distribution of employees’ gender and

permanent position between the two types of organization,

but nonprofit employees tend to have a longer tenure than

the for-profit counterparts (p \ 0.10, two-tailed t test). On

the surface this seems to contradict nonprofit employees’

lower self-report rating on satisfaction and commitment,

and higher score on intent to quit. However, what people

think can actually differ from what people eventually do,

and the subtleness of the difference is beyond the scope of

the current research. In terms of the firm-level control

variables, no difference is detected in home size, chain

status and case mix between the two types of nursing home,

but for-profit homes tend to operate in a more competitive

market—more likely to be in urban area, and nonprofit

homes can be affiliated with hospitals but none of the for-

profit homes is. This is due to the fact that in Minnesota all

hospitals are nonprofit.

Results of Regression Analysis

I first present the results for the baseline hypothesis. As

shown in the first, fourth, and seventh columns of Table 2 on

all the sample nursing staff, employees’ value congruence

has a positive relationship with employees’ self-rating on

job satisfaction (p \ 0.01, two-tailed test), organizational

commitment (p \ 0.01, two-tailed test), and a negative

relationship with intent to quit (p \ 0.01, two-tailed test).

These results are consistent with prior studies as mentioned

in the literature review.

Now I turn to the results of ownership difference in the

relationships between value congruence and job attitudes.

This is a new area without previous research that I can

calibrate my results on. The fundamental premise is that

people belonging to different types of organization may

share unique identity that incorporates many social and

individual characteristics. Therefore, an organization’s

ownership type can serve as a collective indicator of a

unique values system and differentiates employees

between types. However, due to the deficiency of research

on the difference in employee value profile between types

of organization, and the difference in the impact of value

congruence on other attitudinal and behavioral outcomes,

the present study is rather exploratory in nature.

Table 2 presents the results of regression analysis using

the whole sample (407 employees) and the nonprofit (349

employees) and for-profit (58 employees) sub-samples

separately. For each dependent variable, the three sets of

regression results are presented side by side to compare and

contrast. Table 3 reports a formal test of the moderating

effect, following Baron and Kenny’s (1986) three-step

approach, using the whole employee sample.

As shown in Table 2, employees’ value congruence has

a positive relationship with job satisfaction and organiza-

tional commitment and a negative relationship with intent

to quit, using the whole sample with 407 employees, and

the sub-samples using 349 nonprofit employees and 58 for-

profit employees, respectively. As expected, the effect

tends to be stronger in terms of the magnitude of the

coefficient of the value congruence variable among for-

profit employees in comparison to the nonprofit counter-

parts. First looking at the effect on job satisfaction, the

relationship between value congruence and job satisfaction

is positive and statistically significant at the 0.01 level for

the whole sample and the nonprofit sub-sample. In contrast,

the effect is weaker among the for-profit employees

(p \ 0.10, one-tailed test), but the magnitude of coefficient

is bigger. Secondly, the effect of value congruence on

organizational commitment is statistically significant at the

0.01 level across all the regressions using different sam-

ples. This time the magnitude of coefficient is essentially

identical. Thirdly, the relationship between value congru-

ence and intent to quit is consistently negative across all

the regressions using different samples (p \ 0.01), and the

magnitude of the coefficient appears to be larger among the

for-profit sub-sample in comparison to that using the

nonprofit sub-sample. Therefore, Table 2 suggests that, in

general, value congruence improves the three aspects of job

attitudes across different ownership types of organization,

and among two out of the three cases the effect appears to
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be stronger in for-profit organizations. This set of finding is

consistent with Hypothesis 1.

Table 3 presents the results testing the moderating effect

of ownership status using the whole sample of 407

employees. The first step is to show the effect from all the

control variables on the dependent variable without the key

independent variable, value congruence, and the modera-

tor, the dichotomous variable indicating ownership status.

The result is shown in Model I. The second step is to show

the effect of the key independent variable, value congru-

ence, and the result is shown in Model II, where value

congruence has a positive effect on job satisfaction

(p \ 0.01) and organizational commitment (p \ 0.01), but

a negative effect on intent to quit (p \ 0.01). Model III

shows the moderating effect by including the ownership

type variable (nonprofit is the included group) and the

interaction term between value congruence and ownership

type. However, none of the coefficients of the interaction

terms is statistically significant. Therefore, I didn’t gain

formal statistical support for Hypothesis 1.

Discussion and Conclusion

The present study extends the current understanding of the

relationships between value congruence and employees’ job

attitudinal outcomes by investigating the relationships in

question between nonprofit and for-profit types of organi-

zation. In the present case value congruence serves as a

motivational mechanism that requires less organizational

external intervention with employees’ effort. Therefore,

organizations are able to benefit from the spontaneous effort

exerted by better motivated employees. The advantage can

be obtained through forming a value congruent workforce.

Yet the positive effect from value congruence may differ

across different types of employee, since employees

belonging to different types of organization may exhibit

different kinds of response to the motivational intervention.

Therefore, for organizations to better motivate employees,

it is necessary to understand these differences and adopt

better approaches to maximize the benefit from employees’

intrinsic motivation. In the case of value congruence, it is

important for organizations to realize the difference in

effects of value congruence on employees’ attitudinal and

behavioral outcomes across different types of employee,

and avoid the use of ‘‘one size fits all’’ kind of approach in

aligning the effects with organizational interests.

The comparison between nonprofit and for-profit orga-

nizations extends the examination of the effect of value

congruence on individual attitudinal outcomes to the inter-

organizational level. The findings from the present exami-

nation certainly benefit the understanding of the difference

in organizational behavior and performance between the two

types of organization. In the theoretical viewpoint, organi-

zational ownership status signals unique mission, culture,

and identity of the organization to attract a particular type of

employees. However, whether employees who join a par-

ticular type of organization will share uniformly the set of

values is subject to debate. Treating employees within cer-

tain type of organization as a prototype in terms of their

value profile may disguise some substantive differences that

will drive employees’ attitudes and behaviors very differ-

ently. This may be a fundamental reason why in the prior

literature the comparative results of values and attitudes

between employees of different types of organization are

mixed (e.g., Mirvis and Hackett 1983; Mirvis 1992; Goulet

and Frank 2002; Lyons et al. 2006). Apparently it is hard to

gain a unanimous agreement among the kind of empirical

studies. Therefore, a prediction on the across-ownership-

type comparison on the relationships between value con-

gruence and attitudinal outcomes is rather exploratory.

Yet, it is not to say the present study adds just one more

layer of muddiness to the already blurry picture. First of all,

the importance of the research question merits academic

endeavor like the present one. Secondly, the blurry picture

is partly caused by the dearth of research. More relevant

studies like the present one will help to clarify the big

picture. And last but not the least important, the mixed

results per se simply reflect the complexity of the issue.

Perhaps the mixed results are the results that exactly dis-

play the actual picture of the issue. To further discover the

pattern of value congruence and the impact of value con-

gruence on individual attitudinal outcomes across organi-

zational ownership types, we need urgently more empirical

evidence.

Lastly, I would like to point out two empirical limita-

tions in the present study due to the constraints in data

collection. First, the common method bias issue may con-

cern some of the readers, as the employee attitudinal

variables are responded by the same employee based on

personal perception. Although employees are the ones who

know their perceptions better than any other sources

(Schneider et al. 1980), future research may use multi-

source responses for the key measures to minimize the

potential self-report bias. And second, in the current study I

use some single-item measures. I believe the measures

largely capture the focal content of the subject-matters. The

respondents thus should understand well what they were

asked, which grants me strong face validity. The adoption

of single-item measures were also found in prior studies

(e.g., Scarpello and Campbell 1983; Posner 1992; Gould-

Willams 2003). However, the measurement concern asso-

ciated with single-item measures remains, and multiple

items are encouraged to use in the future studies to estab-

lish internal consistency for the measures. In light of the

theoretical importance of the issues investigated in the
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present study, I believe future research effort is worthwhile

to further address the methodological limitations and pro-

vide richer empirical evidence.
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