UNIVERSITY OF AMSTERDAM
X

UvA-DARE (Digital Academic Repository)

Incentives and effort in the public and private sector

van Triest, S.

DOI
10.1111/puar.13691

Publication date
2024

Document Version
Final published version

Published in
Public Administration Review

License
CcCBY

Link to publication

Citation for published version (APA):
van Triest, S. (2024). Incentives and effort in the public and private sector. Public
Administration Review, 84(2), 233-247. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13691

General rights

It is not permitted to download or to forward/distribute the text or part of it without the consent of the author(s)
and/or copyright holder(s), other than for strictly personal, individual use, unless the work is under an open
content license (like Creative Commons).

Disclaimer/Complaints regulations

If you believe that digital publication of certain material infringes any of your rights or (privacy) interests, please
let the Library know, stating your reasons. In case of a legitimate complaint, the Library will make the material
inaccessible and/or remove it from the website. Please Ask the Library: https://uba.uva.nl/en/contact, or a letter
to: Library of the University of Amsterdam, Secretariat, P.O. Box 19185, 1000 GD Amsterdam, The Netherlands.
You will be contacted as soon as possible.

UVA-DARE is a service provided by the library of the University of Amsterdam (https://dare.uva.nl)

Download date:19 May 2026


https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13691
https://handle.uba.uva.nl/personal/pure/en/publications/incentives-and-effort-in-the-public-and-private-sector(bae65067-65e0-4c6e-94f7-548311e93bc4).html
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13691

W) Check for updates

Received: 4 November 2021 Revised: 5 June 2023 Accepted: 15 June 2023

DOI: 10.1111/puar.13691

Public

RESEARCH ARTICLE PAR  siminsraion

Incentives and effort in the public and private sector
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Abstract

While public service motivation theory suggests that public sector employees have
higher levels of intrinsic motivation, average pay levels in the public sector are not
lower, so public sector employees also value financial incentives. We investigate
the relationship of financial incentives with effort (measured with unpaid over-
time) for public versus private sector employees using a UK sample. Bonuses are
used much less in the public sector, but their relationship with effort is not differ-
ent between sectors. Public sector employees exert more effort when base pay is
higher and do so to a somewhat higher extent than private sector employees.
However, public sector employees increase effort more when effort is an impor-
tant promotion criterion and when perceived job security is higher. Thus, implicit
incentives resulting from being in a secure job and developing in that job are
more effective for public sector employees than for private sector employees.
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Evidence for Practice

- Similar to private sector employees, public sector employees provide more effort
(measured as the amount of unpaid overtime) at higher levels of base pay; an
increase in base pay has a somewhat stronger effect for public sector employees.

« Bonuses are used much less in the public sector than in the private sector; when
they are used, their impact on effort is not significantly different between the
sectors.

« For public sector employees, being in a secure job and being able to grow and
develop in that job has a stronger positive effect on effort than for private sector
employees, reflecting that public sector employees value the opportunity to
contribute to organizational goals that they find important.

INTRODUCTION Public service motivation (PSM) theory (Perry &

Wise, 1990) argues that relative to private sector employees,

This article investigates whether the relationship between
monetary incentives and effort is different for employees in
the public sector relative to private sector employees. Incen-
tives are an important component of management practices
in both public and private sector organizations: in OECD coun-
tries average public sector pay is somewhat or substantially
higher than average private sector pay (Depalo et al., 2015;
Lucifora & Meurs, 2006). At the same time, descriptive evi-
dence shows there is a substantial difference in the structure
of financial incentives between the public and private sectors
(Van De Voorde & Beijer, 2015): it is well established that there
is a much lower use of performance-related incentives in the
public sector (Bryson et al., 2017; Burgess & Ratto, 2003).

public sector employees tend to derive more meaning from
the work itself; as a consequence, they are motivated intrin-
sically and require less incentivizing by external rewards
(Della Torre et al., 2020; Frey et al,, 2013). When employees
find more meaning and value in their jobs, contributing to
the organization’s goals will reinforce the value derived from
base pay, which compensates for the absence of external
rewards (Cassar, 2019; Francois, 2000). Additionally, progres-
sing within the organization will be more rewarding for
intrinsically motivated employees since, at higher job levels,
employees typically have more impact on achieving the
organization’s goals (Bidwell & Mollick, 2015). Thus, relative
to private sector employees, public sector employees may
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experience more rewards from doing their job well and
from progressing within that job. This suggests that the rela-
tionship between different incentive types and employee
outcomes may differ between the public and private
sectors.

In this article, we investigate whether this is the case
using data from the United Kingdom. Lucifora and Meurs
(2006) report that average hourly pay is 6 percent higher
for public sector workers than for private sector workers in
the United Kingdom, and Murphy et al. (2020) find a similar
gap in favor of public sector workers using the 2017 data.
Thus, the UK setting is comparable to the OECD average.
We use survey data on incentives and effort from the 2011
version of the Workplace Employment Relations Survey or
2011 WERS, a large-scale survey in the United Kingdom
supported by the UK government (WERS, 2020). WERS
respondents report whether they receive performance-
related bonuses (although not on the magnitude of these
bonuses) and their basic pay level in (ranges of) pounds. In
addition, respondents report their experienced job security
and pay satisfaction, as well as their assessment of whether
working long hours is required to progress in the job.

Evaluating the impact of the different types of incen-
tives in a heterogenous empirical setting is difficult due to
the variation in performance outcomes among various sec-
tors. We address this challenge by investigating the rela-
tionship between incentives and effort, rather than
performance, using the extent of unpaid overtime as effort
indicator. While the ultimate aim of providing incentives is
increased performance, the link from incentives to perfor-
mance runs through effort: providing incentives leads
employees to increase their effort, and this increased effort
leads to higher performance (Avgoustaki & Bessa, 2019;
Bonner & Sprinkle, 2002; Sandvik et al., 2021).

Our findings help in understanding how incentives in
the public sector have similar or different effects on
employee effort relative to the private sector. While the dif-
ficulties of applying pay-for-performance and the differ-
ences in intrinsic motivation may help in explaining the
different structuring of incentives in both sectors
(Burgess & Ratto, 2003), public sector organizations do offer
financial incentives to their employees. By emphasizing the
difficulties of using explicit incentives in the public sector
(e.g., Frey et al, 2013), the effects of implicit incentives are
somewhat overlooked. Our results contribute to the litera-
ture on the use of different incentive options in the public
sector (Bellé, 2015; Durant et al., 2006).

BACKGROUND AND PREVIOUS LITERATURE
Explicit and implicit incentives

Organizations use incentives as part of their control
system to motivate employees to put in effort toward
achieving the organization’s goals (Cardinal et al.,, 2017).
People react to explicit incentives tied to a performance

measure, as has been demonstrated extensively in labora-
tory work (DellaVigna & Pope, 2018) and to a lesser extent
in empirical work (Sandvik et al., 2021). At the same time,
the financial effects of incentives resulting from having a
job with a base pay and being able to progress in that job
are likely very substantial (Gibbs, 1995). For example, Baik
et al. (2016) report a median increase in pay following
promotion to a higher job level of 21 percent-33 percent
in a sample of 200 firms. With these pay increases recur-
ring every year, their cumulative effect is likely greater
than that of one-time bonuses.

The relationship between explicit incentives and per-
formance is straightforward: reaching a performance tar-
get results in a bonus. The relationship of base pay and
promotions with performance is less direct, and for this
reason, they are referred to as implicit incentives
(e.g., Baik et al,, 2016). While there is little empirical evi-
dence on the way firms decide on merit pay and promo-
tions (Gerhart et al, 2009, p. 262), it is likely that
performance plays an important role in this decision.
Indeed, the economics literature suggests that the use of
subjectively awarded promotions rather than explicit
incentives is a solution to difficulties in performance mea-
surement (Gibbons, 1998): it is a way of rewarding good
performance when it is difficult to measure performance.
Therefore, implicit incentives resulting from having a job
and being able to develop in that job are substantial, and
while their link to performance is less direct than with
explicit incentives, it is very likely that performance is
included in decisions on promotions.

Incentives in public sector organizations

Dixit (2002) and Burgess and Ratto (2003) review the liter-
ature on the use of incentives in public sector organiza-
tions and compare this to their use in private sector
organizations. As Burgess and Ratto (2003, pp. 297-298)
summarize, “[A] clear message we get from theory is that
the use of performance-related incentives, and in particu-
lar of performance-related pay, is more problematic in the
public sector than in the private sector. This is due to
aspects such as multitasking, multiple principals, the diffi-
culty of defining and measuring output and the issue of
intrinsic motivation of workers.” Thus, the challenges with
respect to using incentives relate to the characteristics of
public sector work and to the characteristics of public sec-
tor workers.

The difficulties in measuring performance and identi-
fying principals match with economic theory to explain
the low take-up of explicit incentives in the public sector
(Frey et al, 2013; Verbeeten & Speklé, 2015). The argu-
ment regarding worker characteristics holds that public
sector employees are different in what motivates them:
they identify themselves more with the organization’s
goals and thus are more intrinsically motivated
(Buelens & Van Den Broeck, 2007). Building on Perry and
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Wise (1990), a large literature has confirmed that public
sector employees have higher PSM: they are more predis-
posed than private sector employees to contribute to
public and social goals (Wright & Grant, 2010). As a result,
they require less explicit financial incentives, since achiev-
ing the organization’s goals is also personally rewarding
for them (Francois, 2000). In addition, it is sometimes
argued that the higher level of intrinsic motivation not
only implies that explicit financial incentives are not use-
ful, but that they may even be detrimental to perfor-
mance (Weibel et al.,, 2010): when intrinsic motivation is
high, performing a task is rewarding in itself. Linking
external incentives to the task may result in reducing the
intrinsic rewards from the task (Deci et al, 1999). When
the financial incentives are not large enough to offset the
reduction in intrinsic motivation, this may result in lower
performance (Bellé, 2015).

Burgess and Ratto (2003) note that the empirical evi-
dence on the use of incentives in the public sector is lim-
ited, and this holds even more for the effects of
incentives. Perry et al. (2009) conclude from the empirical
literature that there is no evidence that pay-
for-performance in public sector settings has a positive
effect. Nevertheless, there are examples of successful use
of performance-based incentives in public sector organi-
zations when the implementation issues relating to per-
formance measurement and accountability channels can
be resolved. For example, Burgess et al. (2017) study the
implementation of team-based pay in a government
agency responsible for placing unemployed persons into
jobs and administering benefits. They find no overall
effect of incentive pay, but in smaller teams, there is a
positive relationship with productivity, which Burgess
et al. (2017) explain from increased monitoring in small
teams which reduce free riding. Such results suggest that
when the setting suffers less from the complexities typi-
cally associated with public sector activities, using
performance-based incentives may have a positive effect
on performance.

Hypotheses

The literature on PSM has established that public sector
employees are typically more predisposed than private
sector employees to contribute to public and social goals
(Wright & Grant, 2010) and that public sector employees
with higher levels of PSM exhibit better performance in
the workplace (Vogel & Homberg, 2021), as well as lower
turnover intention (Hur & Abner, 2023). This in itself does
not provide an argument for any differences in the effect
of financial incentives: the similar levels of average pay in
the public sector suggest that public sector employees
value financial rewards as much as private sector
employees (Lucifora & Meurs, 2006). However, since pub-
lic sector employees place a value on achieving the orga-
nization’s goals, meeting these goals provides an

Review

additional nonfinancial reward to the employee
(Francois, 2000). A similar argument is made by Akerlof
and Kranton (2005) using the concept of organizational
identity: when  employees identify with the
organizational goals, achieving those goals directly con-
tributes to the employees’ utility. While there is no reason
to assume that public sector employees place a higher
value on the financial incentives from having a job and
from progressing in that job, these incentives coincide
with the rewards from contributing to public goals.
This may result in public sector employees requiring a
lower level of incentive intensity, since there is an
additional nonfinancial component to the financial
rewards which are obtained when goals are achieved
(Besley & Ghatak, 2005; Cassar, 2019). Furthermore, when
employees place a very high value on achieving the goals
of the organization, incentives may be detrimental to
effort: in that case, providing explicit incentives reduces
the intrinsic motivation more than the increase in external
motivation from the incentives (Deci et al., 1999). When
public sector employees have higher intrinsic motivation,
they may be more susceptible to this crowding-out effect
(Weibel et al., 2010).

Building on the PSM literature, we develop our
hypotheses, starting with explicit performance-based
incentives. The suggestion in the literature is that explicit
financial incentives are less effective in inducing effort in
public sector organizations (Frey et al., 2013). This is first
because the crowding-out argument is most strongly
applicable to explicit short-term incentives (Perry
et al, 2009), although the evidence on whether the
crowding effect occurs in empirical as opposed to experi-
mental settings is inconclusive (Bellé, 2015). Second,
given the difficulties of measuring performance in the
public sector, it is possible that the instrumentality of
explicit incentives is less clear: when performance mea-
sures have a weak link with employees’ activities, it is not
clear for employees how they must increase effort to
improve performance. As a result, the relationship
between incentives and effort may be less strong
(Bonner & Sprinkle, 2002). Thus, we expect that explicit
rewards will have a weaker effect in the public sector rela-
tive to the private sector:

H1. The relationship between performance-
based incentives and effort is less positive for
public sector employees relative to private
sector employees.

Next, we consider the impact of pay levels. The base
pay (or base wage) is the source of implicit incentives:
having a job rather than none provides current rewards,
while the financial rewards from career development are
higher when current pay levels are higher. At higher
levels of current pay, the value of future earnings is
higher, not only because of the higher levels of pay but
also because potential future pay increases tend to be
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larger at higher levels (Baik et al., 2016). The positive
direct effect of current pay levels on effort has been
observed in experimental settings (Fehr & Gachter, 2000)
and to a lesser extent in field settings (Cohn et al., 2015).
Akerlof (1982) explains this positive effect with a reciproc-
ity mechanism: higher pay levels result in employees feel-
ing more highly valued by their employer, and in return,
they provide effort above the contractual requirements
(Avgoustaki & Bessa, 2019). For base pay to result in a dif-
ferent effect would require public sector employees to
display higher levels of reciprocity toward the organiza-
tion at similar pay levels. As noted above, PSM logic does
not provide an argument: while this suggests that public
sector employees derive personal rewards from achieving
the organization’s goals (Francois, 2000; Wright &
Grant, 2010), it does not follow that they should place a
higher value on financial rewards. However, when an
increase in pay is a proxy for having a more interesting
and impactful position, this may result in an increase in
the nonfinancial reward component for public sector
employees and thus in a higher total incentive intensity
(Besley & Ghatak, 2005). At the same time, base pay is a
highly visible financial reward, and its salience is such that
the link to career progression may be overshadowed.
That is, the short-term effects of base pay may be stron-
ger than the long-term implicit effects which will accrue
through career progression. Thus, we expect the
following:

H2. The relationship between pay level and
effort is not different or more positive for pub-
lic sector employees relative to private sector
employees.

We next address the argument that since public sec-
tor employees are motivated by contributing to achieving
the organization’s goals, they react more strongly to
financial incentives that result from having their job and
progressing in that job due to the additional rewards of
contributing to organizational goals (Besley &
Ghatak, 2005; Cassar, 2019). First, hard work and putting
in long hours may be seen as a requirement for progress
in the job. The effort-inducing effect of promotions is sup-
ported by Bell and Freeman (2001) who find that
employees report working longer hours when they
expect a promotion in the next 2 years. While this pro-
vides an incentive in both sectors, when the link between
hard work and progress in the job is more salient, this
also means that the hard work is more explicitly linked to
a higher level job which will likely be more interesting
and will offer more opportunities to contribute to the
organizational goals (LeRoux & Pandey, 2011). This sug-
gests that the motivational impact of rewarding long
hours with promotions will be higher for public sector
employees. Furthermore, Bidwell and Mollick (2015) find
that progressing into a job with greater responsibilities is
much more likely to happen within an organization than

by moving to a new organization, even while pay
changes are similar for internal and external job changes:
the move to a new organization results in a job with com-
parable responsibilities but at a higher pay level, whereas
internal progression results in both more responsibilities
and higher pay. Public sector employees will place more
value on this within-organization route since in these
higher level jobs, they can contribute even more to the
organization’s goals, rather than moving to an external
organization for similar higher pay levels but with less
increase in responsibility. This leads to our third
hypothesis:

H3. The relationship between effort as a pro-
motion criterion and (actual) effort is more
positive for public sector employees than for
private sector employees.

Next, employees may experience different levels of
job security. From a reciprocity perspective, employees
may increase their effort with increased job security since
the value of their current and future earnings is more cer-
tain and thus higher (Fehr & Gachter, 2000). Similar to the
main effect of base pay (H2), there is no reason to assume
that public sector employees will exhibit a stronger reci-
procity effect toward this increased value of future earn-
ings. However, from an agency-theoretic perspective, job
security reduces the risk of a negative effect on rewards
in case of lower performance, and this may dull effort
(Prendergast, 1999). This effect will be less negative when
employees are more highly intrinsically motivated and
attach more value to achieving organizational goals. This
argument mirrors the crowding-out argument (Weibel
et al, 2010): when the link between performance and
financial incentives is less direct, the impact of reaching
the organizational goals will be greater. We therefore
expect the following:

H4. The relationship between job security
and effort is more positive for public sector
employees than for private sector employees.

Finally, satisfaction with current pay levels may have
both positive and negative effects from a motivational
perspective. On the one hand, if it reflects that employees
receive a fair pay for a fair day’'s work, they will feel val-
ued, and this may motivate them to put in more effort,
which ties into the reciprocity effect of Akerlof (1982). On
the other hand, pay satisfaction may be the result of
employees feeling that they do not have to work too hard
relative to their pay level; in other words, employees who
have to put in more effort will feel less satisfied with their
pay. Thus, there is some inherent endogeneity in the rela-
tionship between pay satisfaction and effort. Neverthe-
less, using the PSM logic, the relationship between pay
satisfaction and effort should be more positive for public
sector employees under both mechanisms: at a similar
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level of pay satisfaction, the intrinsic value of the job
activities should work as an additional positive motiva-
tional mechanism for public sector employees. Our final
hypothesis is as follows:

H5. The relationship between pay satisfaction
and effort is more positive for public sector
employees than for private sector employees.

RESEARCH SETTING
Data

We use the 2011 version of the Workplace Employment
Relations Survey or WERS (Department for Business, Inno-
vation and Skills, 2013). The 2011 WERS project is the
sixth wave in a series of national surveys of employment
relations at the workplace level in the United Kingdom. Its
target population is all workplaces with five or more
employees in all sectors excluding agriculture, fishing,
and mining. The study setup involves an interview with
the workplace’s senior manager responsible for employ-
ment relations during which an extensive questionnaire is
completed, as well as a survey that is distributed to up to
25 employees at the workplace. The response rates are
high, at 46 percent for managers and 54 percent for
employees, and the survey data have been used to inves-
tigate a multitude of questions on issues such as work-
place relations, employee representation, flexible work
practices, health and safety, and job satisfaction (see
WERS, 2020). The 2011 version has data from 2680 work-
place managers and from 21,981 employees.

Variables

The sector (public or private) is taken from the survey
aimed at workplace managers; all other items are taken
from the employee survey. The exact wording of the
items in the WERS instrument is in Appendix A (Table A1).

As a proxy for effort, we follow Engellandt and
Riphahn (2005) and measure effort with the amount of
unpaid overtime. Grant (2008) notes that overtime is a
measure of persistence, indicating that employees are
willing to invest time and energy in their tasks to perform
effectively. Respondents report their actual hours and
their contractual hours, and they indicate whether they
are compensated for additional hours of work; by exclud-
ing those respondents who receive overtime compensa-
tion, we ensure that any reported overtime is unpaid
rather than being a means of increasing pay directly. The
dependent variable relative overtime is calculated as
the ratio of actual and contractual hours per week (multi-
plied by 100 to facilitate interpretation of the regression
coefficients). We restrict the sample to a range of relative
overtime between 80 and 200, representing actual

Review

working hours of 80 percent up to 200 percent of con-
tractual hours. At the lower end, working less than 80 per-
cent of contractual hours while getting paid for all hours
is not likely to be a long-term situation. Similarly, at the
higher end working more than double the hours for the
same pay is extreme in normal positions. Additionally,
because relative overtime is a ratio, small denominators
can lead to very high ratios, resulting in outliers.

Employees indicate whether they receive payments
based on individual performance, the overall performance
of a group or team, or the overall performance of the
workplace or organization; they do not report the magni-
tude of any payments. We use a bonus indicator which is
1 if respondents receive one or more of these bonus
types. In addition, employees indicate their basic pay level
by ticking one of 14 ranges, from less than £3120 per year
to more than £54,600 per year. We exclude employees
who indicate that do not receive a basic fixed salary, since
this implies a zero-hour contract (Farina et al.,, 2020) or a
commission only contract.

The importance of effort as a criterion to achieve pro-
motion is measured by a single item that asks for respon-
dents’ evaluation of the extent to which it is important to
put in long hours to progress in their work such as
through a promotion, and job security is measured with a
single item asking respondents whether they feel that
their job is secure in this workplace. Pay satisfaction is
measured by a single item measuring the extent to which
respondents are satisfied with the amount of pay they
receive.

We use various indicators to control for differences in
the characteristics of public and private sector employees.
Lucifora and Meurs (2006) show that pay differences
between public and private sector employee are affected
by gender, experience, and education. Experience is prox-
ied by age and education by a graduate indicator for an
academic degree (bachelor or higher). Additionally, we
include several constructs from the WERS instrument
which reflect potential other motivating mechanisms.
These constructs conceptually are less or not dependent
on current and future pay levels and as such do not
work through the mechanism of implicit incentives.
However, their motivational effect may explain effort
levels. First, employee empowerment—the extent to
which employees have influence on how they perform
their tasks—has been suggested as a motivating
mechanism for employees, leading to increased effort
(Spreitzer, 1995). Since the survey is aimed at the opera-
tional level, empowerment is operationalized in the
form of task-level autonomy resembling items from
Breaugh (1989) with an a of .85. Second, organizational
commitment may lead to increased effort and higher per-
formance: more committed employees value the organi-
zation’s goals and will engage more to achieve these
goals (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). Organizational commit-
ment is measured with three items taken from Mowday
et al. (1979) with an « of .85. Third, job satisfaction may
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lead to more effort and higher performance through a
more positive attitude of the employee toward their work.
While the literature has established a positive relation
between satisfaction and performance, there is no con-
sensus on the underlying mechanism: higher perfor-
mance may also lead to higher satisfaction because it
results in both psychological and financial rewards (Judge
et al,, 2001). Job satisfaction is measured with six items
that are specific to the WERS questionnaire (Bryson
et al,, 2017) with an a of .88.

Finally, we control for contract and job characteristics.
We include an indicator for a part-time position and for
having a permanent position. There is no consensus on
the number of hours defining part-time work. We follow
the OECD (Roeters & Craig, 2014) and Conway and
Sturges (2014) and define part-time work as 30 contractual
hours per week or less; inferences are similar when using
cut-offs of 35 or 40 h per week. The indicator for a tempo-
rary job is based on respondents’ own classification of
their position as permanent or temporary. The nature

TABLE 1

of the job is assessed based on respondents’ description
of their job, which is classified by WERS coders into
one of the nine occupational categories which the UK
Office for National Statistics identifies, such as professional
occupations, Administrative and secretarial occupations,
and Skilled trades (Office for National Statistics, 2016).
Employees in each of these categories may differ in their
skills, education, and labor market positions. By including
dummy variables for each of these categories, we control
for their differential incidence in each sector.

After dropping observations with missing values, our
final sample has 10,764 observations from 1797 workplaces:
4220 employees from 612 public sector workplaces, and
6544 employees from 1185 private sector workplaces.

In Table 1, we provide descriptives for the whole sam-
ple, and for the two sectors; we also report whether there
is a difference between sectors using a t-test and a non-
parametric Kruskal-Wallis test. On average, both public
and private sector employees report overtime of some
10 percent of their contractual hours. The mean for public

Descriptive statistics for the full sample and for the private and public sector subsamples.

Full sample (N = 10,764)

Significance of

public vs. private

Private (N = 6544) Public (N = 4220)

Mean sD Min Med Max  Mean Mean t-test K-W
Relative overtime 110.297 16.039 80 103.333 200 109.891 110.927 Fxx *
Overtime hours 3.501 5.411 —10 1 42 3.483 3.530 ns. ns.
Public 0.392 0.488 0 0 1 0.000 1.000
Bonus 0.160 0.367 0 0 1 0.229 0.054 *xx bl
Pay 8.965 3.248 1 9 14 9.040 8.848 *xx .
Promotion criterion 3.292 1.000 1 3 5 3.321 3.248 *EE b
Job security 3.428 1.119 1 4 5 3.597 3.165 woex ek
Pay satisfaction 3.049 1.123 1 3 5 3.103 2.964 i i
Female 0583 0493 0 1 1 0.518 0.684 He ok
Age 5777 1.305 1 6 9 5.649 5.976 Hex woex
Graduate 0402 0490 0 0 1 0.385 0427 Hoex *oex
Autonomy 3.263 0.719 1 35 4 3336 3.149 *xx *x%
Job satisfaction 3.691 0.759 1 3.833 5 3.733 3.627 il s
Commitment 3863 0.801 1 4 5 3915 3.782 Hoe ok
Part-time position 0.234 0.424 0 0 1 0.195 0.295 i s
Temporary position 0.065 0.247 0 1 1 0.060 0.073 wx% *x%
Occupational group
Managers/seniors 0.094 0.292 0 0 1 0.123 0.049 bl bl
Professionals 0230 0421 0 0 1 0.188 0.295 Hoex *oex
Associate professionals 0.195 0.396 0 0 1 0.208 0.176 *xx kil
Administrative 0.206 0.405 0 0 1 0.182 0.245 el bl
Skilled trades 0038  0.191 0 0 1 0.053 0.014 Hoek ek
Caring/leisure 0.094 0.292 0 0 1 0.072 0.128 *EE b
Sales 0.042 0.201 0 0 1 0.057 0.020 wox wex
Machine operators 0.026 0.159 0 0 1 0.037 0.009 *EE bl
Elementary positions 0.074 0.262 0 0 1 0.081 0.064 bl b

Note: The column t-test reports the significance of comparing private and public sector means using a t-test, while the column K-W reports the significance of a
nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis test. Significances *, **, and *** are p < .1, .05, and .01, respectively, n.s. not significant.
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sector employees is significantly higher, but the magni-
tude of the difference is small (110.9 vs. 109.9). For
descriptive purposes, we also report the overtime hours:
here the averages are similar at 3.5 h per week. The signif-
icant difference in the relative overtime occurs because
public sector employees’ average contractual hours are
lower. All independent variables are significantly different
at p < .01 between the public and private sectors. This is
partly driven by the large number of observations, but it
also reflects meaningful differences. This is especially
apparent with the use of explicit incentives, which is rare
in the public sector with an incidence of only 5.4 percent,
although it is also far from universal in the private sector
at 22.9 percent. Job security is substantially lower in the
public sector, which does not match previous findings
(e.g., Erlinghagen, 2008). This may be due to the survey’s
time frame: in 2011, the United Kingdom was, like other
economies, in recession, and the UK government
responded with deep cuts to public services (Kiefer
et al, 2015). Finally, we note that the control variables
also show substantial differences, with a much higher
share of females in the public sector employees (68 per-
cent vs. 52 percent), while public sector employees are
older and more often have a degree. Furthermore, private
sector employees report higher autonomy, job satisfac-
tion, and organizational commitment, which is consistent
with previous literature (Chen, 2012).

Analytical strategy

Since the data has a hierarchical structure, with
employees nested within workplaces, we cannot use
straightforward ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions.
We therefore use multilevel modeling with random
effects at the workplace level; specifically, we use the
mixed command with maximum likelihood estimation in
Stata 17.0. The hierarchical structure can also be
accounted for using an OLS regression with standard
errors clustered by workplace (Antonakis et al, 2021;
Cameron & Miller, 2015); when we use clustered standard
errors inferences are highly similar (untabulated).

In addition to the modeling approach to reflect the
data structure, we need to take into account that
employees vary in the nature of their contract (temporary
vs. permanent) and in the number of contractual hours
per week. This may confound the following analyses:
Engellandt and Riphahn (2005) find that temporary staff
exert more effort as measured by unpaid overtime than
permanent staff, and Conway and Sturges (2014) find that
employees in part-time positions have more unpaid over-
time hours than full-time staff. For these employees,
working overtime may also be an investment to obtain a
permanent position or a position offering more hours.
While these are financial rewards, it is not clear whether
extending hours or gaining a permanent position is a
reward that is available to all part-time and temporary

employees. We therefore run our models on the full sam-
ple and on the subsample of employees on a full-time,
permanent contract.

Finally, the correlations in Table 2 suggest that differ-
ences between public and private sector employees may
impact the findings with respect to the effect of incentives.
For example, in Table 1, we observed that public sector
employees are more often females. Table 2 shows that
females are paid less (r = —.289), and that pay is positively
related with overtime (r=.231); thus, any relationship
between public sector and overtime may be due to the rel-
atively higher share of less well-paid female employees. To
account for the differences between public and private sec-
tor employees, we extend our analyses with a propensity
score matching approach (Bryson et al,, 2017; Li, 2013). We
use the psmatch2 procedure available in the Stata analytical
software (Leuven & Sianesi, 2003) to match on all indepen-
dent variables, using one-to-one nearest neighbor probit
matching without replacement and a caliper of 0.01 in both
the full sample and the subsample of full-time permanent
employees. The matching procedure ensures that the
matched regression sample is not different for public and
private sector employees with respect to the independent
variables. This means that in each matched sample, the
share of females among public and private sector
employees does not differ significantly, or the average level
of pay, or the use of bonuses, or any of the other indepen-
dent variables.

RESULTS

We present our main results in Table 3. As expected, part-
time employees and employees who are on a temporary
contract report more overtime, suggesting that these con-
tract characteristics provide a direct incentive to increase
effort.

In the main effects models (1) and (3), we see similar
direct effects in terms of signs and significance for the inde-
pendent variables used to evaluate the hypotheses. The
coefficient for the public sector indicator is significantly posi-
tive, suggesting that public sector employees provide more
effort through unpaid overtime. The effects of base pay,
effort as a promotion criterion, and job security are positive.
Pay satisfaction has a negative coefficient, so employees
who are less satisfied with their pay put in more unpaid
overtime. Among the demographic control variables, educa-
tion has a significant positive coefficient, while age is not
related with overtime. The female indicator is negatively
related to overtime in the full sample, but not in the subsam-
ple of full-time employees in a permanent position. Among
the motivational mechanisms, commitment has a significant
positive effect. Somewhat surprisingly, autonomy is signifi-
cantly negatively related to effort. This may be because
employees use their autonomy to reduce their efforts, but it
is also possible that the autonomy allows them to do their
work more effectively, reducing the need for overtime.
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TABLE 3 Results from hierarchical linear model regression with random effects per workplace.

Full sample Full-time employees in permanent position
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Constant 84.673%** 89.624%*** 77.787%%* 83.007%***
Public sector 0.940** —1.299%*** 1.037** —11.396***
Bonus 0.096 0.827* —0.010 0.497
Pay level 1.604%** 1.460%** 2.108*** 2.010%**
Promotion criterion 2.038%** 1.678%** 2.037%** 1.702%**
Job security 0.502%** —0.097 0.579%** —0.180
Pay satisfaction —0.752%** —0.974%*** —0.927%*** —1.134%**
Public x bonus —1.609 —1.524
Public x pay level 0.393%** 0.274*
Public x promotion criterion 0.746%** 0.734*%*
Public x job security 1.188*** 1.716%**
Public x pay satisfaction 0.511* 0.575*
Female —0.591* —0.707** 0.015 —0.106
Age —0.168 —0.181 —0.135 —0.156
Graduate 1.277%** 1.186%** 1.017%** 0.966%**
Autonomy —0.380* —0.375% —0.535** —0.543**
Job satisfaction 0.020 0.037 —0.031 0.013
Commitment 1.473%** 1.548%** 1.617%** 1.667%***
Part-time position 5.975%** 6.119%**
Temporary position 2.063*** 2.114***
Job categories
Managers/seniors 5.658%** 5.754%** 5.217%** 5.234*x*
Professionals 5.876%** 5.605%** 4.190%** 3.967%**
Administrative —1.210%** —1.037*%* —0.631 —0.460
Skilled trades —1.010 —1.038 —0.148 —0.289
Caring/leisure —0.590 —0.324 0.964 1.071
Sales 1.555*% 1.401* 1.228 1.262
Machine operators 0.630 0.569 1.252 1.121
Elementary positions 0.075 0.108 0.302 0.261
Wald ){2 2673.67 2749.31 2257.71 2348.08
p .000 .000 .000 .000
Number of workplaces 1797 1665
Average employees per workplace 6.0 4.7
Observations 10,764 7808

Note: Dependent variable is relative overtime: 100 x (actual hours/contract hours). Reference job category is associate professionals. Significances *, **, and *** are p < .1,

.05, and .01, respectively.

Finally, the job category indicators show that unpaid over-
time is more prevalent among managers and professionals,
while the other categories are largely comparable.

Models (2) and (4) include the interaction variables with
the public sector dummy. The pattern is similar for the full
sample and the subsample of full-time employees in a per-
manent position, although the significance levels are some-
what lower in the subsample. We see that the interaction
with the bonus indicator is negative, but not significant.
Thus, we find no support for H1, which states that public
sector employees increase effort less than private sector

employees when receiving a bonus. The coefficient on pay
scale is significantly positive, providing strong support for
H2: The relationship of base pay levels with effort is more
positive for public sector employees. For H3, H4, and H5,
we also find support: relative to private sector employees,
public sector employees provide more effort when it is an
important promotion criterion, when they perceive higher
job security and have higher levels of pay satisfaction.

In Table 4, the regressions are run again, but now using
matched samples. As indicated, the matched samples are
constructed in such a way that the means of the
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TABLE 4 Results from hierarchical linear model regression with random effects per workplace using matched samples.

Matched full sample

Matched full-time employees in permanent position

(1) (2)

(3) (4)

Constant 84.248%** 91.363%** 78.982%** 86.726***
Public sector 1.302%** —12.007*** 0.944* —13.846***
Bonus —0.915 —0.881 —0.206 0.454
Pay level 1.424%** 1.258%** 1.947%** 1.852%*
Promotion criterion 2.148%** 1.646*** 2.205%** 1.453%**
Job security 0.529%** —0.486* 0.760%*** —0.429
Pay satisfaction —0.629%*** —0.869%** —0.769%** —0.974***
Public x bonus 0.416 —1.023
Public x pay level 0.370%** 0.198
Public x promotion criterion 0.815** 1.373%**
Public x job security 1.789%** 2.173%**
Public x pay satisfaction 0.469 0.387
Female —-0.317 —0.389 0.168 0.101
Age 0.006 —0.037 —0.208 —0.243
Graduate 1.653%** 1.561%** 1.402%** 1.334%**
Autonomy —0.515% —0.466* —0.752** —0.728**
Job satisfaction 0.168 0.159 —0.309 —0.282
Commitment 1.295%** 1.367%** 1.662%** 1.735%**
Part-time position 5.1071%** 5.190%**
Temporary position 2.156*** 2.168***
Job categories
Managers/seniors 5.027%** 4.752%** 6.203%** 6.026%**
Professionals 6.894%*%* 6.723%** 5.414%%* 5.268%**
Administrative —0.876 —0.728 —0.488 —0.320
Skilled trades 0.311 0.310 1.250 1.107
Caring/leisure 0.612 0.709 1.480 1.501
Sales 0.223 0.163 1.370 1.600
Machine operators 0.130 0.137 3.079* 3.279*
Elementary positions —0.590 —0.494 0.055 0.007
Wald ){2 1685.664 1758.143 140.894 1485.771
p .000 .000 .000 .000
Number of workplaces 1587 1381
Average employees per workplace 42 33
Observations 6654 4576

Note: Dependent variable is relative overtime: 100 x (actual hours/contract hours). Reference job category is associate professionals. Significances *, **, and *** are p < .1,

.05, and .01, respectively.

independent variables are not different between public and
private sectors. This reduces the risk that the results are
driven by employee characteristics being different between
the two sectors. The patterns for the direct effects and the
control variables are very similar, with the coefficient on the
public sector dummy remaining positive in models (1) and
(3). The exception is the coefficient on the female indicator,
which is now no longer significant. Turning to the hypothe-
ses, the support for H2 is somewhat weaker using the
matched sample with only a significant positive coefficient in
model (2). H5 does not receive support, although the

magnitude of the coefficients on the interaction between
public sector and pay satisfaction is similar to that in Table 3.
H3 and H4 continue to receive strong support: public sector
employees react more positively when effort is rewarded
with a promotion and when their job is more secure.

DISCUSSION

This article investigates the relationship between financial
compensation and effort for public and private sector
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employees. While theory suggests that this relationship
may be different between the sectors (Cassar, 2019), there
is little empirical evidence on this relationship. Measuring
effort as the relative amount of unpaid overtime, we find
that public sector employees have significantly higher
overall effort levels than private sector employees. Public
sector employees do not react differently to
performance-related rewards and somewhat more posi-
tive to an increase in base pay levels. The effects of effort
as a promotion criterion, job security, and to a lesser
extent pay satisfaction are more positive for public sector
employees, which suggests that they are motivated by
implicit financial incentives to a larger extent than private
sector employees. We next discuss the theoretical and
practical implications of these findings.

From a theoretical perspective, we articulate how the
effect of implicit incentives can differ between public and
private sector employees. The underlying mechanism for
this is well known and relies on the assumption that public
sector employees derive value from achieving the organiza-
tion’s goal to a larger extent than private sector employees
do (Francois, 2000). A naive interpretation of this mecha-
nism would suggest that public sector employees require a
lower level of financial incentives to put in the same
amount of effort. However, this does not match with the
observation that public sector pay is similar or higher in
OECD countries, also after controlling for employee charac-
teristics (Lucifora & Meurs, 2006). We identify when implicit
incentives may have a positive effect and provide empirical
evidence that provides substantial support for our expecta-
tions. Building on the notion that public sector employees
are more likely to find more meaning and value in their
jobs (Perry & Wise, 1990), maintaining and improving pay
levels coincides with contributing to the organization’s
goals for public sector employees, which might reinforce
the effects of these implicit incentives (Cassar, 2019). Addi-
tionally, progressing within the organization will be more
rewarding for intrinsically motivated employees since at
higher job levels, employees typically have more impact on
achieving the organization’s goals (Bidwell & Mollick, 2015).

We do not find a negative effect of explicit incentives
for public sector employees relative to private sector
employees: public sector employees do not exert less
effort when they receive a bonus. This means that we do
not find support for the crowding-out argument, which
states that providing external incentives reduces the
intrinsic motivation from the task itself (Deci et al., 1999).
However, we note that the incidence of bonuses in the
public sector is very low (5.4 percent in the full sample).
This may imply that public sector jobs where bonuses are
used are different from most public sector jobs and there-
fore not well suited to test the crowding-out argument.

We do find moderate to strong support for the hypothe-
ses concerning implicit incentives: public sector employees
increase effort more than private sector employees when
pay levels are higher, when effort is perceived to be more
important to obtain promotions, when the perceived job

Review

security is higher, and when satisfaction with pay is higher,
although the results are weaker when using matched sam-
ples. While these results map into our hypotheses, an argu-
ment can be made for alternative mechanisms. Specifically,
when performance-based rewards are much less used,
implicit incentives from progressing in the job will be more
salient since this is the only way to increase pay. In this argu-
ment, the stronger effect of implicit incentives in the public
sector is not due to the nonfinancial pay-off of contributing
to the organization’s goals, but to the absence of explicit
rewards. However, the incidence of bonuses is also limited
for private sector employees at 22.9 percent (see Table 1).
Furthermore, the analyses in Table 4 use a matched sample,
where the bonus incidence is similar for the two sectors,
and the results are similar. Indeed, when we redo the ana-
lyses excluding all observations in the public and in the pri-
vate sector with a bonus, we get similar results in terms of
signs and significances (untabulated). Nevertheless, the sur-
vey asks whether performance-related bonuses have been
received rather than whether respondents are eligible for
bonuses, and as a result, the importance of explicit rewards
in the private sector may be underestimated. While this also
holds for the public sector, the much lower incidence of
received bonuses makes it unlikely that bonus eligibility is
similar in the public sector relative to the private sector
(Burgess & Ratto, 2003).

In addition to the theoretical contribution, we contrib-
ute to the limited body of empirical evidence on the rela-
tionship between incentives and effort at the level of rank-
and-file employees, especially in the public sector. As Larkin
et al. (2012) note, this evidence is heavily skewed toward
arguably idiosyncratic samples of CEOs, salespersons, and
professional athletes. By using unpaid overtime as the mea-
sure of effort, we can compare the effects of incentives in
our sample. While unpaid overtime has been used before
as effort indicator (Conway & Sturges, 2014), it has not been
linked to explicit and implicit financial incentives.

Third, the data we use has an unusual combination of
detailed information on incentives and employee-level char-
acteristics. Even while we do not have information on bonus
intensity, the bonus incidence and especially the pay level
provide a relatively complete picture of the financial incen-
tives. This enables us to include implicit incentives in our ana-
lyses, which is not feasible when pay levels are not available.

Practical implications

The results help in understanding how incentives in the
public sector have similar and different effects on
employees relative to the private sector. While the diffi-
culties of applying pay-for-performance and the differ-
ences in intrinsic motivation may help in understanding
the different structuring of incentives (Burgess &
Ratto, 2003), public sector organizations do offer financial
incentives to their employees at comparable levels to the
private sector. By emphasizing the difficulties of explicit
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incentives (Frey et al.,, 2013), the effects of implicit incen-
tives are somewhat overlooked. Our results show that
similar to private sector employees, public sector
employees increase effort at higher pay levels. However,
public sector employees react more positively to implicit
incentives: they do not value financial rewards as such
less, but they place a higher value on being able to pro-
gress within their organization, on job security, and on a
satisfactory pay level.

We also note that even while the relationship
between implicit financial incentives and effort is stronger
for public sector employees, the employee characteristics
do not necessarily suggest a higher level of intrinsic moti-
vation for public sector employees. Indeed, as shown in
Table 1, private sector employees are more satisfied with
their job and their pay, have a higher level of organiza-
tional commitment, and feel more empowered
(as indicated by their perceived autonomy), consistent
with previous findings (Chen, 2012). However, this does
not lead to public sector employees providing less effort,
as evidenced by the levels of unpaid overtime. This may
suggest that public sector employees are indeed more
committed to the organization’s goals rather than the job
within the organization itself: while they may value acting
in the interests of the citizen, the patient, or the student,
this does not mean that the characteristics of the employ-
ment relationship or the organizational circumstances are
experienced as being better.

Limitations

Our empirical setting has important advantages, but it also
has limitations. First, the results are based on
cross-sectional self-reported numbers, with the dependent
variable coming from the same source as the explanatory
variables. This raises concerns with respect to common
method bias. In this respect, our hypotheses are tested
using interaction models, and Siemsen et al. (2010) have
established that interaction models do not suffer from com-
mon method bias risk. In addition to the common method
bias, public sector employees may systematically differ from
private sector employees in their reporting of overtime rela-
tive to their actual overtime: public sector employees may
systematically report higher levels of overtime than they
actually work, whereas private sector employees do not do
this. However, observing a significant positive interaction
between the public sector indicator and for example job
security when it is due to misreporting would require that
public sector employees who experience a higher level of
job security systematically misreport their overtime differ-
ently from public sector employees who experience lower
job security. This should also be the case for the other signif-
icant interactions. We find it difficult to develop arguments
explaining why public sector employees would misreport
their overtime differently from private sector employees and
even more so for systematic differences within the group of

public sector employees (cf. Conway & Sturges, 2014). While
we cannot rule out that systematic differences between the
two sectors in reporting overtime are present, we think that
it is unlikely that they cause our findings.

A second limitation is that endogeneity may be pre-
sent with respect to relationship of several of the inde-
pendent variables with overtime. The relationship
between pay level and overtime may arise because
higher pay is awarded more often to harder working
employees, which implies that higher overtime is not
driven by pay levels but that pay levels are the result of
high overtime. Similarly, as discussed in developing H5 on
the relationship between pay satisfaction and overtime,
overtime might have a negative effect on pay satisfaction:
employees who put in more unpaid overtime hours
might be less happy with their pay than employees who
do not need to do this, which fits with the negative direct
coefficients on pay satisfaction in Tables 3 and 4. How-
ever, we are not basing our inferences on the direct
effects as such but on whether the relationship with pay
level or pay satisfaction is different for public and private
sector employees. If the causal relationship runs from
effort to pay level, a significant positive interaction term
for the public sector dummy indicates that public sector
employees work harder to get to the same pay level. Simi-
larly, if effort is a driver of pay satisfaction, a significant
positive interaction for the public sector dummy means
an increase in effort has a less negative effect for public
sector employees: employees are less satisfied when they
have to work harder for the same pay, but this effect is
less negative in the public sector. Both interpretations are
consistent with our theoretical development.

Third, the analysis is opportunistic in that it is neces-
sarily limited to the measures included in the survey. For
example, we do not know the magnitude of the explicit
incentives, the extent to which these incentives are linked
to actual performance measures or are dependent on
subjective (nonenforceable) managerial assessments, or
the increase in pay for a promotion, nor do we have infor-
mation on the political attitudes of employees and orga-
nizations. Furthermore, we rely on single-item indicators
for several theoretical constructs. However, the number
of observations is substantial, and respondents come
from a very large number of different workplaces. This
implies that individual organizational or occupational idi-
osyncrasies are unlikely to impact the results.

Fourth, the database does not allow us to identify
respondents in not-for-profit organizations. However, the
limited theoretical and empirical evidence regarding
incentives and effort among not-for-profit employees
suggests that they are more similar to public sector
employees than to private sector employees in their job
motivation (Chen, 2012). The data are structured in such a
way that any not-for-profit observations are included
among the private sector observations. Should not-
for-profit employees make up a substantial part of the pri-
vate sector observations in our sample, this would then
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work against finding differences between the two sectors.
Thus, while it is unfortunate that we cannot extend the
comparison to the not-for-profit sector, it is unlikely that
that our statistical inferences regarding the difference
between public sector and private sector employees are
driven by not-for-profit employees.

A fifth and final limitation is that the data only allow
us to identify effort (in the form of duration) rather than
outcomes. While using effort allows for a comparison
across very heterogeneous settings, the ultimate goal of
incentive systems is to ensure employees contribute to
reaching the organization’s goals (Sandvik et al., 2021).

CONCLUSION

While the difficulties of pay-for-performance in the public
sector are well known, financial incentives are an important
management tool for public sector organizations, with
average public sector pay somewhat or substantially
higher than average private sector pay in many countries.
By emphasizing the difficulties of using explicit incentives
in the form of pay-for-performance in the public sector,
the overall effect of financial incentives is somewhat over-
looked. Our results suggest that explicit incentives are not
different in their ability to elicit effort in the public sector,
while implicit incentives that are aligned with contributing
to organizational goals are more effective. The stronger
links between implicit incentives and effort in the public
sector map well into the public sector motivation logic, but
they also caution against assuming that financial incentives
have little or even negative effects in the public sector.
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TABLE A1 Survey items.

Variable

Measurement

Effort

Contractual hours

Actual hours
Incentives

Bonus

Pay

Promotion criterion

Job security

Pay satisfaction
Controls

Age

Autonomy

Job satisfaction

Organizational
commitment

Temporary position

Occupational
category

What are your basic or contractual hours each week in your job at this workplace, excluding any paid or unpaid
overtime?

How many hours do you usually work in your job each week, including overtime or extra hours?

Which of the following do you receive in your job here?

Payments based on your individual performance or output

Payments based on the overall performance of a group or team

Payments based on the overall performance of your workplace or organization (e.g., profit-sharing scheme)

How much do you get paid for your job here, before tax and other deductions are taken out? If your pay before tax
changes from week to week because of overtime, or because you work different hours each week, think about what
you earn on average

(1) Less than £3120, (2) £5200, (3) £6760, (4) £8840, (5) £11,400, (6) £13,520, (7) £16,120, (8) £19,240, (9) £22,360, (10)
£27,040, (11) £33,800, (12) £42,640, (13) £54,600, (14) More than £54,600

Think about how people in your kind of job progress—for example, get a promotion. Do you agree or disagree that
people in this workplace who want to progress usually have to put in long hours? (1 = strongly disagree,
5 = strongly agree)

| feel my job is secure in this workplace (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree)

How satisfied are you with the amount of pay you receive? (1 = very dissatisfied, 5 = very satisfied)

How old are you? (1) 16-17, (2) 18-19, (3) 20-21, (4) 22-29, (5) 30-39, (6) 40-49, (7) 50-59, (8) 60-64, (9) 65 and above

In general, how much influence do you have over the following (1 = none, 4 = a lot); Cronbach a = .85
The tasks you do in your job

The pace at which you work

How you do your work

The order in which you carry out your tasks

How satisfied are you with the following aspects of your job (1 = very dissatisfied, 5 = very satisfied); Cronbach a« = .88
The sense of achievement you get from your work

The scope for using your own initiative

The amount of influence you have over your job

The training you receive

The opportunity to develop your skills in your job

The work itself

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about working here (1 = strongly disagree,
5 = strongly agree); Cronbach a = .85:

| share many of the values of my organization

| feel loyal to my organization

| am proud to tell people who | work for

Which of the phrases below best describes your job here?
(1) permanent, (2) temporary—with no agreed end date, (3) fixed period—with an agreed end date

Describe what you do in your main job

Open question, answer is classified by WERS coders into 1 of 9 Office of National Statistics categories: (1) Managers,
directors, and senior officials, (2) Professional occupations, (3) Associate professional and technical occupations, (4)
Administrative and secretarial occupations, (5) Skilled trades (6) Caring, leisure, and other service occupations, (7)
Sales and customer service occupations, (8) Process, plant and machine operatives, (9) Elementary occupations.
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