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ALIGNING MISSION PREFERENCES: DOES SELF-SELECTION FOSTER
PERFORMANCE IN WORKING GROUPS?

Caroline Baethge - Marina Fiedler

The following study investigates whether or not self-selection into organizations fosters
performance in working groups by aligning mission preferences. The experimental design that
allows us to study the causal relationship between self-selection, incentives and performance is
based on a weak-link game devised by van Huyck et al. (1990). This is the optimal tool to
illustrate the coordination and motivation problem within both public and private firms because
it resembles the effort and performance process within working groups. The literature on the
sorting effect of incentives focuses almost exclusively on the choice of certain compensation
schemes. However, several studies on work attitudes indicate that employees not only differ
concerning their preference for extrinsic or intrinsic rewards, but that other factors such as the
organizational context also have an impact on the matching of employees and organizations and
therefore the effectiveness of incentives. The interesting question now is whether or not self-
selection does indeed align mission preferences and is the key to an employee’s performance.
We propose that neither the performance in working groups nor the effectiveness of a financial
incentive are directly affected by self-selection but crucially depend on congruent values

between employees and organizations.
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Highlights

We study the (moderating) role of self-selection on employees’ mission preferences and

performance in working-groups.

Self-selection directly affects the individual attitudes of employees and indirectly impacts

on organizational outcomes.

Organizations do attract subjects with congruent values, that is, higher mission

preferences.

Additionally, the influence of monetary incentives strongly depends on self-selection and

individual mission preferences.
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1. Introduction

The design and use of financial and non-financial incentives are radically different in
the private and public sector, depending not only on the job but also on the characteristics of
an organization. In the public sector, for example, financial incentives and particularly
performance related pay measures are relatively scarce. This is not only due to the fact that
most federal institutions are facing tight budget constraints but also reflects the difficulty of
measuring or even defining output in the public sector. Furthermore, several institutional
differences between public and private sector organizations make it impossible to simply
apply private sector incentive systems to the public sector in order to improve public sector
efficiency and performance. Compared to private firms, public organizations are challenged
by their multidimensional structure which includes adhering to several principles, bearing
multiple tasks and facing the difficulty of measuring or even defining output (Boyne 2002;
Burgess and Ratto 2003; Dixit 2002). These differences imply that the design of optimal
incentives must be carefully adjusted and ultimately depends on the type of organization and
its characteristics in order to successfully increase individual and organizational performance
(Burgess and Ratto 2003). Furthermore, studies on worker preferences report that private and
public sector employees differ in their preferences for extrinsic rewards. They suggest that
financial incentives do not necessarily improve public managers’ performance (e.g. Alonso
and Lewis 2001; Rainey 1983). This lays the ground for the assumption that individual
attitudes play an important role in determining the successful implementation of (financial)
incentives. The literature suggests that in a mission-oriented public sector in particular, non-
pecuniary aspects must be considered when seeking to improve public sector performance
(Wright 2007).

We expand upon the existing literature on financial and non-financial incentives by
experimentally investigating whether or not self-selection into private and public
organizations affects individual mission preferences and supports organizations in improving
individual effort and henceforth organizational performance. Our research vehicle is a weak-
link game based on Brandts and Cooper (2006) with both public and private organization
scenarios. This not only allows us to observe the influence of self-selection and individual
attitudes on the effectiveness of financial incentives but also to comprehend its impact on
individual and organizational performance. Building on previous studies on the weak-link
game (e.g. Brandts and Cooper 2006, 2007; van Huyck et al. 1990) we suggest that financial

incentives positively influence employees’ efforts when they are faced with a coordination
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failure within their organization.! However, the effectiveness of a bonus might depend on
individual preferences. We propose that both the attraction to an organization’s mission, as
well as the preference for working in a specific organization, increase individual worker
efforts and help to boost the organizational outcome.

Our paper seeks to make two contributions. Firstly, we contribute to the literature on the
matching of employees and organizations by analyzing whether or not self-selection into
different organizations comes with differences in employee attitudes, namely mission and
employment preferences. Secondly, by experimentally incorporating actual self-selection into
different organizations, this setting allows us to investigate if self-selection based on
individual preferences for a specific organization actually fosters subjects’ efforts and
influences organizational performance. Additionally, we assess the influence of self-selection
on the effectiveness of a bonus payment which could differ depending on a subject’s attitudes.
To the best of our knowledge, there are no studies that experimentally investigate the causal
link between self-selection, work preferences and incentives. The results have implications for
the design of institutions in combining both pecuniary and non-pecuniary aspects of

motivation in order to improve the performance of agents and organizations.

2. Financial and Non-Financial Incentives
2.1. Incentive Theory and Organizational Differences

Drawn from the general theory of incentives, the basic assumption for the motivation of
an agent is that he or she gets utility from the salary he or she is paid. Moreover, when
exerting actual effort, the agent gets disutility, i.e. bears some cost for working (Gibbons
1998). However, as Dixit (2002) notes there are several aspects that could affect an agent’s
utility, such as the task at hand and the organizational goals. If such factors impact the agent’s
utility then the principal could in turn offer him a smaller bonus payment and still get the
same level of effort. But is this applicable to all organizations?

As Dixit (2002) states, it is more likely for the public sector to increase an agent’s utility

by focusing on non-financial incentives because in contrast to the private sector, it is generally

! Other studies on the weak-link game have focused on determinants of coordination such as group size (Knez
and Camerer 1994; Weber et al. 2001) and repetition (Berninghaus and Ehrhart 1998), communication (Blume
and Ortmann 2007; Riechmann and Weimann 2008), intra- or intergroup competition (Bornstein et al. 2002;
Fatas et al. 2006; Riechmann and Weimann 2008), advice (Chaudhuri et al. 2009), leadership (Cartwright et al.
2013; Weber et al. 2001), virtual observability (Weber et al. 2004) or participation fees (Cachon and Camerer
1996). Devetag and Ortmann (2007) reviewed several order-statistic games to detect the determinants of possible
coordination failure.
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a more mission-oriented environment. However, neither the sector differences concerning
public organizations’ multidimensionality, nor the mission orientation apply equally to all
public institutions. There are also mixed organizational forms such as non-public-non-profit
organizations, for-profit organizations with a mission orientation, and semi-public, for-profit
companies. Given these differences, it is not appropriate to simply implement private sector
solutions to the public sector or vice versa. In general, incentives can “have beneficial effects
in some dimensions or for some principals, but generate dysfunctional reactions in other
dimensions” (Burgess and Ratto 2003 p. 292).

To achieve a more efficient organizational outcome, we must understand the drivers of
work motivation, which in turn could lead to increased performance of both employees and
organizations as a whole (Boardman and Sundquist 2009). We therefore explore both
monetary and non-monetary factors that could affect individual performance and hence the
organizational outcomes and highlight the potentially different influences to be found in both
public and private organizations.

2.2. Financial Incentives and Organizational Differences

To date very few studies have empirically investigated variable financial incentives in
the public sector in this field. These studies mostly find a positive influence of teachers’
incentives on students’ performance (Atkinson et al. 2009; Contreras and Rau 2012; Duflo et
al. 2012; Lavy 2002, 2009; Muralidharan and Sundararaman 2009) or on fine collections in a
tax authority (Kahn et al. 2001). Others do not find a significant influence of teachers’
financial incentives on students’ test scores (Fryer 2013; Goodman and Turner 2013) or only
find a positive impact on short-term students’ outcome (Glewwe et al. 2003). As Contreras
and Rau (2012) point out, the effective use of incentives depends on the region in question
because studies from developing countries report a mostly positive influence whereas studies
from developed countries show more mixed results.

In private sector settings, there are several studies in the field and in the laboratory
examining the influence of variable incentives on an agent’s willingness to exert more effort
(e.g. Banker et al. 1996; Bandiera et al. 2005; Burks et al. 2009; Cadsby et al. 2007;
Dickinson and Isaac 1998; Dickinson 2001; Eriksson and Villeval 2008; Fehr and Goette
2007; Fernie and Metcalf 1999; Irlenbusch and Ruchala 2008; Lazear 2000; Paarsch and
Shearer 2000; Shearer 2004). Most of them find that variable financial incentives have a
positive effect on performance. Whereas the majority of the studies focus on the incentive

effect of performance-based pay, only some discuss a sorting effect of variable incentives.
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The former refers to the pure effect of incentives on performance whereas the sorting effect
refers to the attraction of certain employees to a firm providing specific compensation
schemes. Studies on the sorting effect report that firms not only choose performance-based
compensation in order to attract certain employees but subjects themselves select certain types
of compensation based on their attitudes (Burks et al. 2009; Cadsby et al. 2007; Eriksson and
Villeval 2008; Lazear 2000). Additionally, employees selecting specific compensations are
reported to be more productive (Cadsby et al. 2007; Dohmen and Falk 2011; Eriksson et al.
2009; Lazear 2000; Lo et al. 2011). This underlines that firms not only attract different
employees but that it also exerts an influence on the effectiveness of financial incentives and

henceforth individual performance.

Despite those studies on the sorting effect there is very little literature on other factors
impacting the matching of employees and organizations (Fehrenbacher 2013; Gerhart and
Rynes 2003). But when focusing on variable or performance-dependent incentives it is
necessary to include both environmental and individual factors, as well as task characteristics®
in order to examine an unbiased incentive effect. None of the studies, however, included
environmental factors, such as the organizational context, or the individual attitudes of
employees or preferences towards certain organizations, which most definitely affect the
relationship between financial incentives and performance or effort (Fehrenbacher 2013).
Building on the results of sorting into different compensation schemes we suggest that actual
self-selection into organizations attracts employees with certain attitudes and that it might

therefore also influence the effectiveness of financial incentives. We propose that:

Proposition 1 — Self-Selection into organizations influences the effectiveness of

financial incentives.
2.3. Employee Attitudes and Mission Preferences

Previous studies on workers’ attitudes report mixed results on individual preferences
for, or motivational power of, extrinsic rewards such as pay. However, most of them find
differential attitudes towards extrinsic rewards on both public and private managers (Crewson
1997; Karl and Sutton 1998; Khojasteh 1993; Rainey 1982; Wittmer 1991). Several studies
find that public sector employees, by contrast to their counterparts in the private sector, value

extrinsic rewards less or perceive a weaker relationship between them and their own

% Task characteristics can also affect the incentive-performance relationship (Bonner et al. 2000; Camerer and
Hogarth 1999; Eriksson and Villeval 2008). However, in an environment where workers face the same task level
and task complexity, it can be expected that workers respond the same way to incentives (Burgess and Ratto
2003; Weibel et al. 2010).



Aligning Mission Preferences 5

performance (Burgess and Ratto 2003; Rainey 1983; Rainey 1989; Wright 2001). Private
sector employees also place greater value on promotions and are found to perceive a higher
motivational power concerning pay (Crewson 1997; Gkorezis and Petridou 2012; Jurkiewicz
et al. 1998; Khojasteh 1993)%, whereas public sector employees place greater value on helping
others and providing a service to society or are empowered by their social relations with
supervisors and colleagues, as opposed to financial incentives (Crewson 1997; Gkorezis and
Petridou 2012).

However, Crewson (1997) finds no significant sector differences concerning high pay.
Some studies report non-significant differences between the values of public and private
sector employees, such as Lyons et al. (2006), or report limited differences in work values,
with public sector employees even tending to value extrinsic rewards significantly more than
private sector employees (Maidani 1991). Other studies show that even public sector
employees with a higher public service motivation or involvement in meaningful public
service value higher extrinsic rewards (Alonso and Lewis 2001; Georgellis et al. 2011; Rainey
1982; Wittmer 1991; Wright 2007). These mixed results also show that most people,
regardless of whether they are employed in the public or private sector, at some level value
pay and do not seek employment without expecting some sort of remuneration for their efforts
(Taylor and Taylor 2011).

One drawback is that those studies mostly focus on individuals already employed in
certain organizations, therefore showing only differences in work preferences that are adapted
to the respective organization. However, individuals might generally differ in their preference
for employment in specific organizations based on their attitudes, that is, individuals select
organizations with congruent values. This leads us to the assumption that self-selection into
organizations will come with differences in attitudes among individuals even though they

have not yet adapted to the organization’s values. Therefore, we propose that:

Proposition 2 — Self-selection into organizations leads to aligned work preferences

between individuals and organizations.

As indicated by the studies on differences in work preferences, intrinsic factors play an
important role in the motivation of employees. This provides the basis for the assumption that
non-pecuniary aspects such as mission motivation could matter both in the motivation of

agents, as well as in promoting performance in both public and private organizations.

® This study lacks statistical group comparisons. The analysis is solely based on descriptive results.
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An organization’s mission is defined by its social contribution, purpose, and
organizational goals. Given an appealing and attractive mission, people are inspired to
perform well in an organization because they identify themselves with the organization’s
values (Buchanan 1974; Rainey and Steinbauer 1999). Mission choice can affect an
organization’s productivity in two ways. Firstly, workers motivated by an organization’s
mission are probably willing to exert more effort for their organization. The mere fact of
working in a specific organization could improve their utility, besides the utility from a fixed
salary. This could mean that the organization can pay the employee a smaller salary and still
receive the same effort level (Besley and Ghatak 2005; Dixit 2002). Additionally, having
aligned the mission preferences between workers and organizations, the mission motivation
could lead to a productivity premium based on a non-pecuniary aspect (Besley and Ghatak
2005). For instance, if it is difficult to monetarily align incentives between the employee and
the organization, it might do the work by aligning preferences (Prendergast 2008).

Empirical studies find that the importance of an organization’s mission increases
employee work motivation in the public sector. Wright (2007) concludes that this is attributed
to employees perceiving their job to be more important without being influenced by variable
extrinsic rewards. Wright and Pandey (2008) also propose that public service motivation and
job satisfaction are affected by mission valence, i.e. congruent values between the individual
and his or her organization. We explore whether self-selection into organizations actually
aligns mission preferences and whether or not such congruent values increase a worker’s

effort and foster organizational performance. We therefore propose:

Proposition 3 — Aligned mission preferences lead to both improved individual effort

levels and increased organizational performance.

3. Method
3.1. Experimental Procedure

For this study we conducted a computerized experiment programmed with z-Tree
(Fischbacher 2007) at a German university between October 2013 and July 2014. Each
session lasted around 55 minutes and the average payoff was 9.5 €, including a show-up fee
of 2 €.

We administered two sets of treatments: One where subjects could decide in advance

for which organization out of two public and two private ones they wanted to work for in the
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experiment (self-selection), and one where subjects were randomly assigned into public or
private organization treatments (random assignment). This set-up was chosen in order to
disentangle a possible selection from an incentive effect and to see whether or not self-
selection into organizations possibly leads to differences in individual attitudes within it. Of
the 264 participants, 128 self-selected themselves into treatments, with 60 subjects
participating as public sector subjects and 68 as private sector subjects. 136 participants were
randomly assigned into treatments, with 68 subjects being selected for the public sector
treatments and 68 subjects for the private sector treatments. We chose students as subjects for
several reasons: Firstly, in order to be able to compare effort levels of self-selected and
randomly selected subjects who have a similar background in terms of education and age.
Secondly, subjects already working for an organization have probably adapted to its values
(see Burks et al. 2009) which makes it impossible to empirically separate sorting and
incentive effects. The results could deliver valuable insights in terms of attracting university
trained individuals as employees into both public and private sector organizations. The
laboratory experiment consisted of two public and two private organization profiles. The
profiles were based on real information provided by the different organizations and differed
only concerning their dimensions of publicness (see Boyne 2002), i.e. information on
ownership and funding, and political control. Both public organizations are owned by the
state, funded by taxes, and controlled by political parties. The private organizations were
described as being in the ownership of their partners or shareholders, predominantly funded
by returns, and controlled by owners, and influenced by market forces.* All four organizations
were selected out of the Top 100 most popular employers rated by students in Germany in
order to ensure that the subjects were able to select one organization based on their
preferences. One organization was the German Central Bank (treatment 1), a second one was
the German Foreign Office (treatment 2), the third organization was the GfK — a market
research company — (treatment 3) and the fourth was Roland Berger Strategy Consultants — a

consultancy firm — (treatment 4).
3.2. Experimental Design

Apart from the self-selection or random assignment into either the public sector or

private sector treatments the following experimental set-up was identical. We implemented

* Appendix B displays the complete experimental instructions including the organizational profiles for all
treatments. The original instructions are in German and translated into English for the purpose of this paper. The
instructions display the computerized decision screens of a subject. Participants could indicate their effort level
by clicking on the button displaying the specific working hours.
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four different scenarios, two portraying a public sector organization and two representing a
private sector organization. Following a general introduction on the laboratory proceedings,
subjects were each presented with either a random or self-selected organizational profile,
including an official description of the organizational structure, mission, financing, and
general terms for applicants. To ensure that subjects read the profile, they were asked to write
down their opinion about the respective profile. Additionally, we included a control asking
subjects whether or not they were familiar with the organization for which they were working
(“familiarity with organization”) in order to check whether or not the names and profiles of
the organizations had an impact on their behavior or decisions.> Before they proceeded to the
experimental task they had to fill in a short questionnaire which contained questions on
mission valence, perceived public or private service efficacy and employment preference
concerning the respective organization.

The experimental task was a weak-link game a la van Huyck et al. (1990) and Brandts
and Cooper (2006). Subjects were matched into fixed groups of four and acted as employees
of one of the four organizations. They interacted anonymously via their computer in the
laboratory. In a basic weak-link game subjects each choose an effort level between 0 and 40
working hours for one experimental round. Their payoff depends on a fixed payment of 200
and a variable payment which is determined by a known bonus (b) and the minimum number
of hours worked within the same group, including the subject’s own choice (e,;;,). An
employee also bears costs based on his or her individual chosen effort (e;). Hence, the

individual payoff function can be given as shown in equation (1).
7Ti=200+b><emin—5><el- (1)

The weak-link game represents the theoretical assumptions of the principal-agent
problem in a team environment, because subjects receive a fixed wage which increases their
utility, but they also bear costs for exerting effort. The firm or manager overseeing the
employees can only observe the weakest effort, but not the individual performance.® The
game’s weak-link structure represents an often observed coordination problem in firms
(Ichniowski and Shaw 1997; Knez and Camerer 1994; Knez and Simester 2001), that is, the

organizational outcome is determined by the weakest contribution within the firm. Both

® Familiarity with the organization had no influence on either the individual or group level as we will show in the
analysis section.

® Brandts and Cooper (2007) argue that “limiting the manager’s information about employees’ choices implies
that, consistent with the spirit of most principal-agent models, he [or she] has difficulty monitoring them.” They
highlight that the weak-link game fulfils the assumptions of a principal-agent problem since it is equally valid
when the principal individually monitors the employees as compared to the team environment. McGinn and
Noth (2012) also refer to the weak-link game as a principal-agent weak-link game.
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subjects and firms would reach a higher outcome for all of them if all subjects would choose
the maximum possible number of hours.” However, with variable incentives being low (e.g.
b = 6) subjects will probably face coordination failure, because it is only worthwhile for an
individual to raise his or her effort level if it will increase the minimum group effort. The only
instrument the organization controls is the bonus rate, i.e. in order to raise the incentive to
choose a higher effort, the bonus rate can be increased (e.g. to b = 10).

Besides affecting individual payoffs, the bonus rate paid, as well as the minimum
number of hours worked, also determine the organizational payoff, which is presented in

equation (2):
T[firm =100 + (60 —4 X b) X €min (2)

Subjects do not have a monetary incentive to increase the organizational outcome.
Nevertheless, when everyone maximizes their outcome by virtue of the fact that all choose the
highest possible effort level, the organizational outcome is automatically increased.

The weak-link game was played for three times ten rounds and a bonus increase (from
b =6 to b = 10) was announced after the tenth round. The bonus was neither framed as
individual nor as a group level bonus but neutrally represented by the payoff tables and
instructions. Subjects were also informed that they would first play the game for ten rounds,
before receiving further instructions for the consecutive parts of the experiment. See
Appendix B for screenshots of the actual decision screen within the experiment and for the
experimental instructions. The subjects received feedback on the effort levels chosen within
their group, including the minimum effort, their own payoff, and their organizational payoff
after making their decision. Additionally, the aggregate individual and organizational payoff
was present on the decision and feedback screen throughout the whole experiment. Before
starting the actual weak-link game, a brief comprehension test with questions on the
experimental rules was administered to ensure that all subjects understood the decision task
instructions and payoff consequences and knew which organization they were working for (in
case of the random-selection treatments). At the end of round 30 subjects received feedback
on their overall performance and payoff and were asked to fill in a post-experimental
questionnaire. We combined the experimental task with self-reporting measures to elicit
information on subjects’ mission and employment preferences, perceived organizational

service efficacy and demographic variables such as age and gender. Furthermore, subjects

" There are several Pareto ranked equilibria with all choosing 0 being the lowest and all choosing 40 hours being
the highest Pareto ranked equilibrium (van Huyck et al. 1990).
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were asked if they took the organization’s payoff into consideration and if other factors

influenced their decision. Appendix A displays the exact translated wording of the used items.

4.  Results
4.1. Descriptive Results on Employee Attitudes

Overall 264 subjects participated which makes 7,920 individual observations for the
thirty experimental rounds. 128 out of the 264 subjects selected the respective organization
themselves. 136 of the 264 participants were randomly assigned to one of the organizations.

When looking at the matching of individuals and organizations, the question is whether
or not self-selection into different organizations influences the organizational outcomes.
Based on the assumption that different organizations attract employees with different attitudes
and congruent values, self-selection can first of all be expected to lead to positive attitudes
towards the respective organization and second of all increase the individual motivation and
performance within the (chosen) organization. Subjects in our experiment and more generally
those who choose specific organizations to work for are probably attracted by its mission or
other organizational characteristics. As a consequence they might be motivated to exert more
effort for their organization. In order to determine whether or not self-selection leads to
congruent values and possibly to an increased individual and organizational performance, it is
of primary interest to examine how randomly assigned subjects actually evaluated the profile
of the organization they were matched with as compared to subjects who self-selected their
organization in the experiment. We will focus on their perceived mission preferences,
preference to work for the organization and their perceived organizational service efficacy.
Both the answers for mission valence and perceived organizational service efficacy were
calculated as the sum of each individual item’s response. Table Al in Appendix A displays
the descriptive results.

Concerning mission preferences, self-selected subjects have significantly higher mission
preferences than randomly assigned subjects with a mean of 22.53 as compared to 20.75.
(MWU, two-sided, p =.000). Having a closer look at the individual mission preference items,
subjects for example differ significantly in terms of personally finding the organization’s
mission fascinating (5.89 vs. 5.19; MWU, two-sided, p = .000).

In the same vein, subjects significantly differ concerning their preference for
employment in the respective organization (MWU, two-sided, p = .000). Self-selected

subjects indicated an average employment preference of 5.46 whereas randomly assigned
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subjects’ mean preference was only 4.30. This gives us a first insight into the matching of
employees and organizations. Subjects obviously not only value their chosen organization’s
mission highly but also have a higher preference to work for the organization than randomly
assigned subjects.

The perceived organizational service efficacy on the other hand did not yield a
significant difference. Participants in both the randomly assigned and self-selected group
equally regarded the organization in question as being moderately effective at delivering its
service (MWU, two-sided, p = .121 with ppSeseif.selection = 14.93 and PpPSerandom assignment =
14.25). This, however, can be attributed to the fact that subjects have not yet worked for the
organization and are not able to judge its service efficacy.

Overall, treatments 1 to 4 significantly differ from each other in the individual attitudes
towards them (Kruskal-Wallis-Test, p < .05). This is only conclusive since the different
organizations have different characteristics and therefore also trigger different attitudes
concerning mission and employment preference towards them.

The results on individual preferences clearly show that self-selection does indeed lead to
different attitudes towards an organization and congruent values between employees and

organizations. Result 1 summarizes the findings on employee attitudes.

Result 1. Self-selection comes with differences in individual attitudes towards specific

organizations and aligns work values between employees and organizations.
4.2. Individual Level

Besides affecting the attitudes towards the respective organization, the question remains
as to whether or not self-selection into different treatments or organizations actually fosters a
subject’s effort and the organizational outcome. Figure 1 displays the chosen effort for both

self-selected and randomly assigned subjects from round 1 to 30.

Figure 1

Self-Selection versus Random Assignment
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When comparing the chosen effort level of subjects randomly assigned to different
treatments with the effort level of those who self-selected their organization, we do not find a
significant difference on an aggregate level (MWU, two-sided, p = .586). The first group
chose on average 27.29 working hours, the second group chose 28.52 hours. Given those non-
existent differences between self-selection and random assignment on an aggregate level, we
need to get a better picture of the determinants of individual effort. Does a subject, for
example, exert more effort if he or she has congruent values with his or her organization?
Table 1 displays a random effects GLS-regression at an individual level with clustered
standard errors around experimental groups with the chosen effort from rounds 1 to 30 as the

dependent variable.
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Table 1

RE GLS Regression for the Individual Effort

Model 1 Model 2

Variable Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE)
constant 27.985 ***  (1.906) 27.661 *** (1.929)
self-selection 0.889 (2.081) 0.732 (2.027)
mission preferences -0.152 (0.176) -0.417 * (0.221)
self-selection xmission preferences - - 0.620 * (0.362)
Control Variables

employment preference 0.579 * (0.316) 0.633 ** (0.307)
perceived public or private service efficacy -0.048 (0.154) -0.047 (0.145)
familiarity with organization 1.282 (1.333) 1.456 (1.357)
organization’'s payoff considered 2777 ***  (1.084) 2.902 *** (1.045)
organization 1 -0.682 (2.902) -0.628 (2.807)
organization 2 -7.318 ** (3.260) -7.561 ** (3.178)
organization 3 -3.128 (2.342) -3.154 (2.287)
Number of observations 7920 7920

Number of groups 264 264

Notes. Robust standard errors in parenthesis. Standard error adjusted for 66 clusters in Group.
***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1. Model 1: R2=.0496, Wald chi2 (9)=19.82, Prob>chi2=.019. Model 2:
R2=.0585, Wald chi2 (10)=25.13, Prob>chi2=.005. Organization 4 serves as the reference category.

As shown in model 1, self-selection does not directly influence subjects’ chosen effort
level, thus confirming the results arrived at before. The average effort is, however, strongly
driven by the subject’s consideration of the firm’s payoff. If subjects took the organizational
payoff into consideration they exerted significantly more effort (p = .005). This is an
interesting result, since the organizational payoff does not affect the individual profit.
However, it seems as if subjects are still willing to exert more effort, which confirms the
theoretical considerations that non-monetary factors can also increase a subject’s effort
without raising pay. Additionally, the preference to work for the specific organization
positively affects individual effort showing that subjects are actually choosing more working
hours if their preference for employment in the respective organization is higher (p =.039).

Since we do not find a direct influence of self-selection on effort levels per se the
question is whether or not it affects performance only if it comes with high mission
preferences towards the self-selected organization. Recalling the descriptive results on
subjects’ attitudes in the experiment, we found that self-selection positively influences the
mission preferences towards an organization. One could assume that people are willing to
exert more effort for their organization without extra pay because they don’t just select their
organization at random but are also intrinsically motivated to work for their organization as

they have congruent values, e.g. high mission preferences towards the organization. Model 2
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in Table 1 displays the interaction between self-selection and mission preferences. The results
show that self-selection does indeed significantly affect individual effort if it comes with
higher mission preferences (p = .087). That is, self-selected individuals exert more effort the
higher their mission preferences are. This is only conclusive since subjects, who select an
organization at random, without actually being interested in its mission, are not intrinsically
motivated to exert additional effort. Secondly, subjects who were randomly assigned to a
treatment might consider that the organization has an interesting mission. However, they are
not as motivated to work for the respective organization as their self-selected counterparts.

The findings are summarized in result 2.

Result 2. Self-selection leads to higher effort levels at an individual level if it comes

with higher mission preferences.

Besides observing the exerted effort level and non-financial incentives’ influence on it,
it is also important to know whether or not a financial incentive even raises individual effort
and — second of all — whether or not self-selection and mission preferences influence the
effectiveness of a bonus payment. The literature on employees’ attitudes has shown that
people in general differ concerning their preference for financial or non-financial incentives
and might also choose different organizations depending on their preferences. Someone who
has chosen a specific organization to work for because he or she has aligned mission
preferences towards the organization could be motivated differently by a financial incentive
than someone who did not choose the organization or does not share the same values. In order
to determine the overall effectiveness of a monetary bonus we first compare individual chosen
effort levels at an aggregate level and then compare the chosen effort levels between round
10, where subjects still faced a low variable bonus, and round 11, where subjects were
introduced to a high variable bonus for the consecutive rounds. The level of effort increase
between rounds 10 and 11 demonstrates the immediate reaction to the bonus payment
between self-selected and randomly assigned subjects and determines the effectiveness of a
bonus being paid.

At an aggregate individual level, the bonus increase introduced in round 11 significantly
increased the chosen effort for both randomly assigned and self-selected subjects for the
consecutive rounds. The mean effort level increased from 21.67 (rounds 1 to 10) to 30.24
(rounds 11 to 20) and 31.74 (rounds 21 to 30). The difference of mean efforts in rounds 1 to
10 as compared to 11 to 20 and 21 to 30 is significantly different on a p = .000 level and the
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difference between rounds 11 to 20 and 21 to 30 is also significantly different (Wilcoxon
signed-rank test). The results are in line with previous research on the weak-link game (e.g.
Brandts and Cooper 2006; van Huyck et al. 1990).

Concerning the level of effort increase between rounds 10 and 11, we do not find a
significant difference between self-selection and random assignment. However, we find an
interesting result for the level of the effort increase as a result of the bonus raise when
comparing self-selected subjects with high mission preferences to the other subjects. The level
of the increase in effort is actually significantly smaller for the self-selected individuals with
high mission preferences when compared to the other subjects. They raised their effort on
average by 5.57 hours whereas the other subjects raised their effort by 9.83 hours (MWU,
two-sided, p = .055). That means that intrinsically motivated subjects do not react as strongly
to an increase in financial incentives as the other subjects even though overall they exert more
effort. This shows that self-selection does indeed influence the effectiveness of a financial
incentive, depending on a subject’s mission preferences. Financial incentives seem to
encourage especially those subjects who are otherwise not necessarily motivated to work for

the specific organization. Result 3 summarizes the findings.

Result 3. Self-selected subjects with high mission preferences do not react as strongly
to a financial incentive as compared to the other subjects, underlining that the effectiveness of

a monetary incentive depends on both self-selection and individual mission preferences.
4.3. Firm Level

Besides looking at the driver of individual performance, the question remains as to
whether or not self-selection and individual perceptions on mission valence within a working
group have an effect on their performance. So far, we found that the consideration of the
organizational payoff and the employment preference both foster an individual’s effort,
whereas self-selection and mission preferences did not directly influence individual effort.
However, when self-selection comes with higher individual mission preferences it fosters
individual work effort. Turning to the organizational level, we now focus on the different
experimental groups, each composing an organization with four employees. To analyze the
influence of, for instance, mission preferences on organizational performance, we calculated
the groups’ mean values for the relevant variables. An indicator for the organization’s

performance is the generated payoff from rounds 1 to 30. Table 2 displays a random-effects
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GLS regression at group level with the organizational performance represented by the

organizational profit as the dependent variable.

Table 2

RE GLS Regression for the Organizational Performance

Model 1 Model 2

Variable Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE)
constant 362.2538 *** (135.872) 367.3864 *** (132.796)
self-selection 20.677 (69.656) 37.803 (68.687)
mission preferences (group) -40.896 (25.416) -58.389 **  (25.771)
self-selection x mission preferences (group) - - 37.095 * (21.313)
Control Variables

employment preference (group) 63.359 * (36.849) 71.488 * (38.318)
perceived public or private service efficacy (group) 17.530 (24.504) 20.404 (23.019)
familiarity with organization (group) 185.485 (161.773) 166.336 (163.714)
organization's payoff considered (group) 267.119 **  (125.802) 247.886 ** (121.619)
time spent on comprehension test (group) -0.558 ** (0.264) -0.504 ** (0.252)
organization 1 83.204 (166.763) 113.545 (165.767)
organization 2 -103.947 (181.656) -99.276 (182.611)
organization 3 -34.421 (79.491) -36.550 (72.997)
Number of observations 1980 1980

Number of groups 66 66

Notes. Robust standard errors in parenthesis. Standard error adjusted for 66 clusters in Group. ***p<0.01,
**p<0.05, *p<0.1. Model 1: R2=.1030, Wald chi2 (10)=24.48, Prob > chi2=.006. Model 2: R?=.1226, Wald chi2
(11)=31.53, Prob > chi2=.000. Organization 4 serves as the reference category.

The results in model 1 reveal that the employment preference within a group does exert an
influence on the organizational performance. The more the group of subjects prefers to work
for its organization, the higher the organizational outcome (p = 0.086). Yet self-selection and
mission preferences within a group do not directly influence the outcome. Turning to model 2,
the analysis shows quite an interesting result: Self-selection significantly influences the
organizational outcome (p = 0.082) when it comes with higher mission preferences within a
group, thus moderating the influence of the group’s mission preferences. This underlines the
results found for the individual level. Not only do self-selected subjects exert more effort the
higher their mission preferences are, but self-selected working groups also achieve a more
positive organizational outcome the higher their group’s mission preferences are. The results
given by model 1 for the consideration of the organizational payoff, as well as the working
group’s ability — measured by the time spent on the comprehension task — stay the same in

model 2: The payoff consideration leads to a positive influence on the organizational
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performance whereas the working group’s time spent on the comprehension task has a
negative effect on the latter.

Taking together the group level results, they clearly show that concerning non-
pecuniary aspects of motivation, an organization should consider methods to improve
individual effort as well as implement group or organizational incentives. It is interesting to
see that individual attitudes affect the organizational payoff on a group level, which
underlines that both individual attitudes and working groups’ perceptions have to be taken
into account. The results provide an interesting indicator of the influence of self-selection,
mission and employment preferences. Result 4 outlines the results found for the working

groups.

Result 4. Aligned mission preferences foster performance in self-selected working

groups.

5. Discussion

We showed that a subject’s perception of his or her organization’s mission, as well as
the personal employment preference, both partly affect the individual effort and are also able
to improve the organizational outcome. The results provide an invaluable insight into the role
of self-selection in both directly affecting individual attitudes of employees, as well as
indirectly affecting individual performance and organizational outcomes. Since we are able to
compare random assignment and self-selection into organizations we can show that self-
selection comes with significantly higher mission and employment preferences of subjects. In
other words, when subjects choose a specific organization, they are more willing to work for
it than by random assignment and are more attracted to its mission. This confirms that specific
organizations do attract subjects with congruent values and specific attitudes. However,
whereas self-selection did not directly influence subjects on an individual or organizational
level, the analysis showed that self-selection moderates the influence of mission preferences
on both the individual effort and organizational outcome and indirectly determines the
effectiveness of a monetary bonus. We add to the literature by showing that in the matching of
employees and organizations, individuals do indeed select organizations which have
congruent values and that organizational characteristics can influence the level of preferences
of individuals. Self-selection, therefore, aligns mission preferences. Furthermore, our results
show that when discussing financial and non-financial incentives both the individual and

group levels are necessary in determining a true incentive effect. In a weak-link team
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environment were members of a group depend on each other in terms of their workload, the
group’s overall attitudes and values are also important in determining their performance.

The weak-link design of our experiment also has its limits. As suggested by the
literature on weak-link games the order of a bonus increase or decrease is decisive for the
resulting effect. Brandts and Cooper (2006a; 2006b) have studied the variation of bonus
increases and decreases showing how ordering effects come into play. We kept the order of
incentives constant because we did not focus on financial incentives as a treatment variable
determining what kinds of bonus payments influence a subject’s decision but instead wanted
to know if monetary incentives and non-monetary incentives such as mission motivation
influence a subject’s effort level. A further limitation is the type of task we chose. In line with
previous studies in the private sector and laboratory we focused on a simple task. However,
the type of task in terms of complexity and ability requirements influences the degree to
which variable incentives affect performance (Bonner et al. 2000; Camerer and Hogarth 1999;
Eriksson and Villeval 2008). It would therefore be useful to see whether or not financial and
non-financial incentives affect individuals and different organizations in a more complex task.

Our results have important implications for both private and public organizations. We
show that subjects are attracted by specific characteristics such as the organizational mission,
which underlines that the sorting effect based on preferences for certain work attitudes can not
only attract individuals with certain attitudes but also affects organizational outcomes as well.
Organizations which are perceived as having an exciting mission can improve their
performance by attracting individuals with such congruent values. Usually, theoretical and
empirical work, for instance on the new public management (see Boyne 2002), seek to
transfer private organizational practices to public organizations in order to introduce a more
efficient management style. However, private management firms can learn from public
organizations (Benz and Frey 2007). Our study suggests that it may also be the other way
around because public institutions such as the Foreign Office have an exciting mission, are
perceived to be more effective, and subjects have a higher preference to work for it, which in
turn was shown to affect both the individual and organizational outcome. Similarly, financial
incentives are shown to be effective overall, since they raise both public and private sector
subjects’ efforts. Hence, when focusing on both monetary and non-monetary incentives, an

organization might still pay less than what it gets even after introducing financial incentives.
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Appendix A: Study Measures
Questionnaire Items

To assess a subject’s mission valence we administered a four-item scale based on
Wright and Pandey (2011). Responses to the questionnaire items were recorded using a 7-
point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = “not agree at all” to 7 = “completely agree”):

e This organization provides valuable public (private) services.
e | believe that the priorities of this organization are of considerable significance for society.
e The work of this organization is broadly speaking not very significant. (R)

e | regard the mission of this organization as being fascinating.

The employment preference of subjects was measured by a simple one-item 7-point
Likert scale (ranging from 1 = “not agree at all” to 7 = “completely agree”) to elicit
information on a subject’s willingness to work for the organization he or she was matched
with in the experiment:

e | could envisage working for this organization.

We measured the perceived organizational service efficacy by using Boardman and
Sunquists’ (2009) three-item scale. Responses to the questionnaire items were also recorded
using a 7-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = “not agree at all” to 7 = “completely agree”). In
order to apply it to the private sector we modified two of the three items:

e This organization can provide services the public needs.
e This organization can satisfy public needs.

e This organization can provide a high quality of public (private) services.
Descriptive Results

Table Al displays the mean values and standard deviations of randomly assigned and
self-selected subjects for their employment preference, mission preferences and perceived
public or private service efficacy separately and in total for the different treatments.
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Table Al

Descriptive Results on Employee Attitudes

employ ment mission
treatment ppse
preference preferences
mean 3.250 21.969 13.844
gzzfgzn;em std.dev. 1.917 3.355 3.725
n=32
mean 4.285 23.000 14.392
1 self-selection  std.dev. 2.370 3.651 3.774
n=28
mean 3.733 22.450 14.100
total std.dev. 2.185 3.505 3.726
n=60
mean 5.638 24.333 15.277
random std.dev. 1.588 3.488 3.526
assignment
n=36
mean 6.125 25.968 15.687
2 self-selection  std.dev. 1.008 1.991 3.020
n=32
mean 5.867 25.102 15.470
total std.dev. 1.359 2.978 3.280
n=68
mean 4.281 18.312 13.375
random std.dev. 1.987 4238 3.544
assignment
n=32
mean 5.638 20.972 14.333
3 self-selection  std.dev. 1.376 3.476 3.601
n=36
mean 5.000 19.720 13.882
total std.dev. 1.812 4.051 3.580
n=68
mean 3.944 18.250 14.388
;22?9‘:1?1% std.dev. 1.970 4692 3.547
n=36
mean 5.625 20.437 15.343
4 self-selection  std.dev. 1.581 4.384 3.497
n=32
mean 4.735 19.279 14.838
total std.dev. 1.974 4.648 3.530
n=68
mean 4.308 20.750 14.257
random std.dev. 2.045 4735 3.614
assignment
n=136
mean 5.460 22.531 14.937
total self-selection  std.dev. 1.733 4.079 3.488
n=128
mean 4.867 21.613 14.587
total std.dev. 1.983 4,510 3.563

n=264

20
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Appendix B: Experimental Instructions

Self-Selection — Treatment 1

Instructions 1/2

Welcome to this Experiment!

The aim of thi i 5 b acduire af hu behavior regarding deci ¥ izali Before beginning th i we would like o make af SpeCs ConCermi edure af the
expariment.

General Directions

= Pleasa do not talk dunng the expenment but remain quiet at your seat
Turn off your and place all bags 1ha tabie:

I you have questions regarding the procedure of the experiment please raise your hand A member of the experiment
team will Come 10 assist you

] Al participants in this experiment are in this room. Everyone will receive the same instructions and amswer the
ire ance the is completed

. Flease read the instructions carefully and do not click to go furher uiess you have

’ The expenment will last a total of 75 minutes. In the event that you have aiready made your respective decision
please remain quietly seated in the room unbil a8 other parbcipants are finished. This can last Several minues.
Please be patient during this period.

Instructions 2/2

Welcome to this Experiment!

The aim of thi i 5 b acduire af hu behavior regarding deci ¥ izali Before beginning th i we would like o make af SpeCs ConCermi edure af the
expariment

Infermation on the Procedure

. The expenment consists of several sechons and a short questionnaine.
The section of the expeament which you are curtently compieting wil be indscated in the header on your screen

The decisions which you make during the experiment Neither the ather i nor the
director of the experiment will be able to frace the answers back to you personally

. Your final payrnent is dependent on the decisions taken by yoursell and the ather participants during
the experiment. None of the ather partici will recaive i ion regarding your

. Your payoll will be calcutated in the Labor.Euro (LE) during the experiment. After the experiment has ended,
your payolf from the different sactions wil be summed up and comerted into Euras (€).
The: exchange rate is. 1,00 L€ = 0.0010 €

Additionally, you will receive a show-up fee of 200 €

At the end of ihe cxperiment you will be asked and
Whe 15 ot aware of the content af the EXpenment, Wil Ve you your individual payalt.
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Organizational Profile (Treatment 1)
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Organisational Profile

“You have deckied bo work for ihe Gemman Central B for the Trn file which Iready knaw is shown below.

Please read e organzabional profie carefulty. Wie wodkd ke 1 asK you Bor your personal view on th respeding profike aflenvards.

‘Garman Central Bank
m&muwwm
mwmmmwawmmmmu nsunlas mmmnmmemmmmmw::mm
i i it

cutiosity, Wﬂmﬂm wlnwmmmnmw (fnanced.

essential aswellasan ||
bty ta yth others & a \Press ENTER, fo save your input.
«&flnfﬂﬂmnmdmcm r
What does the 7

The Gesrrman Central Bank & the Central Bank of the German Federal Republic und as
such the “bank of all barks" Since 1996 it has been 3 part of the euro system withn

board, hat are ekected by the federal gavermment, with he othér ha being elected by the
;ocaled'!msval.w..._.,
16 states. MIUMMM" nhoﬂhbyhﬁcmml’rwdﬂk‘l‘h:ﬂd-

bank is ndependent

|mcmcmlﬂmmmmmmm mnmtmnﬂt:n
Fraridurt arm Main 1
mlnwnmmnasmﬁmmcasnsupw cashiess fnancial
transactions and bank supervision

i daes the Genman Central Rank sperate?

The main task of the central bank is to maintan price stability. Necessary for this are n-
depth anatyses and lang ierilits enveer indivicual i Inteims |
of '—-slanmmn. mﬂmm
ard wage policies. Th wp in the Eurozone, the
mummmmnmummmmﬁ have
ogether ol r .

The: Central Bank is i g financed 100% through taxes.

A printout of the erganizational profile | on your desk.

Organizational Profile - Questionnaire

Organisational Profile

Please answer

questi upon your personal opinion.
Piease note: There are na comect of INCoMact answens to these queshions as it is down 10 your own persanal apinion
You can view again by chcking “Back”

Central Bank - Public Sector

This oganizalion provides valuable public senices.  nolagreeatall © © © © © © © complately agies

| believe that the prorities of thi ization are of consi i forsociely notagreeatall © ¢ © © ¢ © completely agree

The wark of this arganczation is broadly speaking not very signficant.  notagreeatall © © © © © © © complately agree

I ission of this i being fascinating. nolagreeatall © © © ¢ © completely agree

This organization can provide sendces the public needs. notagreeatall © © ™ @ © 7~ complately agres

This organization can salisty pubic needs.  notagreeatall © © © © © © © compistely a

Thes organization can provide a high qualty of public senvices.  nolagreeatall © © © © 0 © © completely agree

o i i izaion. nolagreeatal © 0 C 0O complelely agiee
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Matching Screen
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Employment at the German Central Bank

Thank you for your persanal ion of the izati fil

I the following, you will be active as an employee at the German Central Bank which you have selected yourseff,

You were classified as pl af this izt with three other participants who have also selected the Gesmnan Gertral Bank beforehand.

The: wath whorm y will remain the same the course of the

Chick on Continue to read a description of your jask

Task Instructions 1/4

Instructions & Test Questionnaire

This expenment conaing tree sechions in total The first part of the expenment consists of ten rounds. On of these you for the next stage of the experiment.

Your organization
The German Central Bank, for which you will work for in the folowing, is 100% state owned.

Description of your task
You and thres olher participants, wha have all Selected Ceritral Bank al 1t German
Central Bank

i your organ In gach working week every emplayes
spens 40 hours a1 work. You mus! decide how much me you spend working, Yaur opbons are 0, 10, 20, 30 ar 40 hours

Your Payoff

For each warking week you recei a fised rate of 200 LE and a variable rate, which depends on the least amount of time spent
al work by #n employee al your orgarszabion, as well as the exent of a bonus,

The size of the benus remains constant between reund 1 and 10 You will be Infermed as seon as the size of the
onus changes.




Aligning Mission Preferences 24
Task Instructions 2/4
Instructions & Test Questionnaire
Your Payof!
A emplayee’s payoll depents on the foowng factons
- wume‘smmm
id numiber of working hours by the other employees:
- size of the bonus
The payafi in LE which an employee receives is calculated using the folkowing formula. Please note that you do not have to be
aveate: of this formuta snce your camgnder will ahways provide you wilh an overview of the passible payments whenever you
make a decision.
empilayes’s payol! = 200 - 5%ane's awn number of warkng hours + Banus*smallest amount of hours in the arganization
Payment of the organization
The organ ryall, for which y work for, fallawing factors
. nurmnber of ermpliyecs’ working hows
. size of the bonus
The payment of the ot the f ¥ p‘n*mlﬂ&mﬂbmﬂlﬂwhwwc‘
this formula since your computer will abwvays provide you with H that the:
riakes
payment of the organization = 100 + (60 - 4"Bonus)"smakest amount of hours in the organization
You will receive the information regarding both your and the erganization’s payments In print on your desk. << Back II Continue >>

Task Instructions 3/4

Instructions & Test Questionnaire

minirm Fouts spanct by olh’ erployess:
Process of a working week | 1} 10 20 30 40
- 2 2
hmhmmmmcmuﬂﬂwmiscmisshmmmh hand-side. The | TDI] 200 200 200 200
10 the diffiering vakues of the bonus. In the example 150 210 210 210 210
iihe R e CLie B e myhors | S| 100 160 | 220 | ax 20
[Each employee chooses a number of hours by chicking the comesponding red bution on the overview I 110 170 230 230
shown on the left hand-side. You can change your chaice i oflen a5 you wish. However, a5 s00n s
wou click on “Send Decizion™ your decizion i= final _l u & 120 180 240
[Pleass nate: wmmwmmwmmuwdwwwmmmw
ol paint wil be identshed
That m decrsnnnsrnhs remain confidental mirirLm bouts spend! by 2l emplayees
[0 w [ 2 3 W |
[ 1w ARl | &0 nsn | 1540 |
which you, as receive at the end of each working week:
I personal nurmber of working hours
. chasen working hours of sl employees
. awn personal
o arganization's payolt
Addtarally, you will ses both your s of the: other the previous warking weeks.
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Task Instructions 4/4
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Instructions & Test Questionnaire

Screen Preceding Week 1 to 10

Example Test Questions. Insert your answers here:
Piease answer the begins. the size of the bonus is & and that the pay;
mmmmmnm If you should have dificulty in answering any of the qUesions you may view the tht you wark 20 The other -
30, 2l 10 bouws The Salect nmber o s choen by [ |
an employee of the organization is therefore
Your payoff in L€ therefare amounts to: [ 100 |
MANMUM RCArs spendt by other employees
Assumee that you work 0 hours. The other
[ o 10 20 30 40 znanmmmmmmdlmscmM ] |
an employee of the organization is therefore
| 200 200 200 200 200
| 150 210 210 210 210
my hours [z 100 160 220 220 220 Your payoff in L€ therefore amounts to: l 200 ]
= 50 110 170 230 230
0 60 120 180 240
| Haow high the smallest | a60 |
wmdmduwmmmmm
spendi by al s the fillowing statement correct af incarrect | am together | o yee
mummmsnmmmmmﬂm  ho
Inltu]zulsnlwl'
[ |__100 [ 460 | s20 | mso [ 1540 | ) _
In the: fioll are you working for the German Central Bank? |© Yes
Mo
Click on the folowing buthon in order to see if your answers ane comect.
You have answered T out of T questions correctly. Click on "Continue” in order to start the experiment.

<<gack | | continue

Week 1to 10

The size of the bonus amounts to & in the next ten working weeks.

Clek on "Continue” 1o begin
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Week 1 of 10

Week 1 of 10

German Central Bank

Public Sector
Piase Chotse YOur Mumber of Nours by CIEKng on h aperapnate red button.

AS 500N a5 You CIKK &N "5end dedision!” I wil not be pOsSDIE 10 Change your decison.

Your Employee 1D is 1.

minimuem hous: spendt by other empioyees.

[ o 10 20 30 40
| e 200 200 200 200 200
(| 150 210 210 210 210
my hours (| 100 160 220 220 220
(e 50 110 170 230 230
(=" 60 120 180 240
minimLm hors spend by all emplayess
[0 | 10 [ 20 [ 3 | 40 |
payott | w0 | ae0 | s20 | miso [ 1540 |
“Your chasen number of hours currently is: 30

Week 1 of 10 — Results

Week 1 of 10 - Result

German Central Bank
Public Sector

Your Employes’s D is 1. St

" of ot in your LA 0

Your payoff for Me current week amounts o 30

‘Your total accumuiated payoflf amounts to: 230

The payoft of your organization amouris 1 1180

The total your ; 1180
Week | YourChoice |  Employeez |  Empioyeed |  Employeed |
1 [ 0 | [ | [ | o ]
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Week 2 of 10
German Central Bank Your payaff up to now is-
Publio Sector 230,00 LE.
Piease Choose your MBS Of hours by CIKKNG on the appropriate red bution.
AS 500N 35 YOU CIKK 0N "5end decision!™ I will not be possDie 1o Change your Gecison
= ; Your organization’s
LR e DL, payolf is. 1180.00 LE.
‘ minimum hauwrs: spendt by other employess
0 10 20 30 40
[ 200 200 200 200 200
150 210 210 210 210
Ty ours == ] 100 160 220 220 220
e 50 110 170 230 230
(=" 60 120 180 240
‘ minimum Rours spendt by all employess ‘
] 10 20 30 40 |
payodl | 100 460 820 1180 1540
“Your chasen number of hours curmently is: 30
send decision
Week 2 of 10 - Result
German Central Bank
Public Sector
Your Employes’s ID is 1. SEwCE
The lowes of hatw's in your L a0
Y OUr payort 10 e CUrTent week amounts i 30
‘Your total accumutated payoff amounts to 460
The payoft of your organization amaurits 1o 1180
The total payall of your Emounts o 2360
Week [ WourChoice |  Employeez |  Employeed [  Employeed
1 0 [] o o
2 0 [ ) o
[ Continus |

Note: The task and result screens for week 3 to 30 are exactly the same as shown above

for weeks 1 and 2. Only the history box on the results screens changes depending on the

results from previous weeks.
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Screen Preceding Week 11 to 20
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Week 11 to 20

The size of the Bonus amounts to 10 in the next ten working weeks.

Ciick on “Confirue” in begin

The payoll of the German Centrial Bank amounts o osz0

¥our payodT in LE so far amounts o: 2220

Screen Preceding Week 21 to 30

Week 21 to 30

The size of the Bonus amounts to 10 in the next ten working weeks.

Ciick on “Confirue” in begin

They payoll of e Genman Ceriral Bank amours 1o REEE

Your payoft in LE 50 ar amounts to: 5070
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Screen Preceding Total Results

Total Resulits

Click on “Continue™ to see the total results of the expariment.

Total Results

Total Results
Your Payoft
BAsSed UpOn your distsiners and hose of e other emMpIoYSEs In Your HpINgENGn your 970,00
Pyl amounis i LE
The eschange rale i 1.00 L€ = 0.0010 € 1097
“Your total payoft in € incl. your show-up fee of 2,00 € amounts 1o
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Screen Preceding the Questionnaire
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Questionnaire

Tnank you for paricipating in e expenment.

To conciude we would e you 10 answer several questions.

Click on “Continue” o answer Be questionnaine:

Questionnaire 1/6

Questionnaire (1/8)

In which sector is the organization active, for which you worked for in the experiment?

Did you take inta payments of your when making your decisions?

Whigh did you take inte When reaching your

¥oU Can ITSEN your anSWer i he Dox on the rght
Flagsa cick ENTER in 0r0iar [0 538 yOUr Snswers

‘Are you familiar with the organization for which you worked for In the experiment?

Have you ever inan such 3s this?

Wihen yes. where was it7

Heip.
IT'you are not abic 1o NSEFT your answer, Please MOVE YOUr CUrsos 10 e box shown on ihe nght

i the public sector
™ in the private sector
 nont of the above

™ Yes
Mo

 Yes
L, -]

© Yes

~ No
 FALLA
T Lecture
™ inserret
" Other
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Questionnaire (2/8)

To what extent do you agree with the statements below?
Thene ane no COrmect of INCOMEct answers, SINCE N INVONES YOur oWn PErsonal opinons anly.

| admire peopie who inlale of are imotved in aciivibes 10 aid my community

It impoetant 1o aciivies Mal lacke

Meaninglid pubile SErVEe 1§ very imparant 1o me

It = importand for me 1o contribiute 1o the comman good

| Ehink equal opportuniies for Cilizens are very mparant.

It imporant feely on iy peowision of public servces.

L} Hhe interests af fulu

T acl ethically is essental for public s=rvants

| 15 the pight of the

| empathize with olher people who face difficullies.

| get very upaet when | see oiher pacpie being treated unfairty

Considernng the weitare of olhers is vesy iImportant

| am prepared ta make sacrfices for the good of socity.

| Believs in putting edc duty befor seif

| am wiling to:risk personal loss b help society

| wauld agree 10 a good pian 1o make 3 better il for he poor. even If § Costs me money.

Questionnaire 3/6

taken into account when developing public palficies.

a0 nol agree & &

do not agree o all

do not agree a

do nol agree o all

do nol sgree o A

do net agree a1 al

do not agree 3 al

o not agree at

o niot agree 3 3

o nct agree at

0 ot agree at

o not agres 2t 3

o not agree at

0 not agree 3t al

o not agree at al

o not agree at al

T compleiely agree

© © comglelely agree

7 comglelely agree

1 completely agree

7 completely agree

7 compietely agree

1 compietely agree

" complstsly agree

" completsly agree

" complstaly agree

" completely agee

" compietely agree

" completely agree

" Ccompletety agree

™ completely agree

" comgietely agree

Questionnaire (3/6)

T what extent de the apply te You

| am not that concemed abaut what ather peaple think of my work.

| preter Raving somecne St CRear Qoals 166 Mme In My work

The more GMcul (he protiem, he mare | enjoy ining 1o sabve L

| am keenly aware of the goals | have 1or gefling good grades.

| wand my wark fo provide me Wil oppartunities for Increasing my knowlsdpe and skils

Tar me, success means doing better han other peopk:

1 preter to figure things out for mysetl

Mo maiter whal ihe oulc i a project. | [ anew

| enjoy relabvely simpie. straighiforward lasks.

| am keenty awarne of the GPA goats | hawe for myseif

Curiosity & the drving force behind much of what | do

Fim less concemed with whal work | do than what | get for it

| enjoy tackiing protiems that ane compaetesy new 1o me:

| preter well over work. Ty abdites

F'm concemed about how cfher people ane going o react to my eas.

eV frue of me

never frue of me

never irue of me

VS True of me

never frue of me

Ve Irud of me

never Irue of me

never frue of me

ReVEr frue of me

never frue of me

never frue of me

mevEr frins of me

RV frue of me

never frue of me

RS fru of me

-

i by true of me

 ahways true of me

© always e of me

© by o of me

£ ahways rue of me

= ahways true of me

 ahways e of me

 always true of me

 ahwdys true of mi

1 ahways ue of me

 always true of me

= ahays ue of me

I ahways tue of me

 ahways true of me

 aheays e of me
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Questionnaire (4/6)

To dothe apply 1o you

| seidom think about grades and awards

I'm mare comfortable when | can 561 my own goals

| am strongly moevated by the grades | can eam

It & impostand for me 10 be abike b do what | most enjoy.

| prefer working .

| enjey daing work Inat & 50 atsorbing Inat| et aboul everyihing el

1 am strangly motvated by th lean

I nave to feel that f'm caming something for what | 0o,

Fenjoy trying 10 Sohwe compies probiems

1t important for an outiet for P

| wand o find cut how good | reaky can be at my work:

Wha matters most to me is énjoying what | do.

Questionnaire 5/6

e

Iwand oiher peopse 10 find out how good | really can be 2t my work

| Befieve That there is no poird in domng & good job IF notiody st knows about £

As long as | can do what | enjoy. I'm not that concemed about exactly what grades or awards | can eam

neverlrue ol me © © ©

-

© ahwnys true of me

-

Peverfrusoime © © © ©  alays tue of me
neverfrueofme ¢ ¢ © ¢ ¢ aways e of me

never g ol me  © C C O O aheys due of me

-

neverfrusafme © ¢ © ©  aways e of me

neverirue ofme © © © © © ahways e of me

-

neverlue Ol me  © C C O O alays e of me
nevertrue of me ¢~ ¢ ¢ aways e of me
nevertrue ot me  © © C ¢ O aledys e of me

neverfrus ofme ¢ © C C C ahways tue of me

NEVErfrUE OIMe ¢ ¢ aWays tue ofme

=

neverfrug ofme  © © © O O abeys tue of me
neverfrus of me © © © © C aheays tue of me

nevertrue ofme  © © © ¢ © aWays e of me

ReVEr frud B me & C T aheays e of me

Questionnaire (5/8)

Help

What it your gender? © male
© femaie

Haow oid are you? [

In what program are you curmently © Busi

" DBusiness Adminisiration and Economics
© Computer Scence

C Law

 Culural and Business Studies

" Education

© Media and Communic alions

© Govemance and Pubic Poscy

© Economics

© Business Computng

 Olner

I you

I i t5 not posSible 10 MSETT YOUr “AQe”, PICase MOVE Your CUrsor 10 ihe respecive bax

Iy studying for

In which are  Bush
" Business Administration and Economics.
© Gomputer Scwnce
i~ Law
 Cuftural and Business Studies
 Educabon
 Media and Communications
" Govermance and Pubac Poicy
« Economics
 Business Computing
= Oiher
" One Degree Ony

What is your targeted degree?  Bachelor
© Master
© TDiploar
 "SladtsexannT
~ PhD.
 Other
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Questionnaire 6/6

Questionnaire (6/6)

Since when have you been stugying (YYYY)?

In which semester are you in?

Do you already have a university degree? © Yes

“ ho
When yes, which ane?  Bachelor

© Master
© Tipicer
© “Staatsexamen”
© PnO.
Mo Degres Yet
™ BEner kein Unverstalsabsc ks

When yes, h degres program® - © B
© Business Adminisiratian and Econamics
 Computer Science
~ Law
™ Culural and Busness Shidies
 Eucaton
 Media and Communications
 Gowemance and Pubac Policy

Heow much manay de you have per menth? |‘ |
{ined, ran, othar living costs, mobile phone ete.)

What parcentage of your IIving costs are you able 10 COVEr yourself? l |

Heipd

111 15 ot possibie 10 msert “Duration” o “Semester (a3 MOVE YOUT CUTSOr 10 e respeciive box

Last Screen

Thank you for participating in the experiment.
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Note: Treatments 2, 3 and 4 differ only concerning the organization’s name and profile.

The instructions and task characteristics are the same as in treatment 1.

Organizational Profile (Treatment 2)

Organisational Profile

You have deckled ta work for the Foreign Office upon far the

The profie which you aiready know (s shown below.

Piease read this organzabonal profie carafully. Wi woukd like 1 sk you Rar your personal view an i respedtive profile aftenvards.

Forsign Office
Putidic Sector Organization

The Forexgn Cffice has advertised a msennlnrwmmuamaesn the civil service
, ot

Phaseuescraen the space provided below mmmmmummsmm

both the Berin and o

wih others states, as wel as
organizations. impled here are nol just contacts with gavernments and parfamernts:
Germany and the German community are more and more connected at an ntemational
vl Faor this reasan the Foreign Office supports an extersie exchange program in e
economic, cultural, academic,

Haw does the Foceign Office operate?

Mmmmﬂmm:mummwmﬂam;
the F. ﬂW\
tradnnms and and hu

e Through
also infy o the public in couniries n ondes 1o
Mtawsme moderm image of . Support also comes from the honarary
consul and volurilary workens in the respect couniry. Many challenges :m o longer

e tackled by states alone but requr Joert
Examples i .nemru:lurm.nﬂ
ap and hy nolabicns.
Ihe crganization
The Foregn Office 15 a and is 100%

what the role of th 5 and how it s
fnanced

nrmaurm o save your npul.

Through
offices around the warld the Fareign Ommmoenmrsnwmx. relatanships |

A printout of the erganizational profile | on your desk. |

Organizational Profile (Treatment 3)

Organizational Profile

‘You hawve decided fo work for the GiK for the

The profile which iready knaw is shown below.

Please read e organzabional profie carefully. Wie woakd ke 1 asK you Bor your personal view on th respediveg profike aflenvards.

G
Private Sector Organization

WGKGMMMSMW{HM advertised a position f

Phaseuescraen the space provided below mmmmmummsmm

university graduates in the market research section. The firm s far
lﬂtmedmpleiuism memmermmmmm
motnated, who beleve in tearmwork and who want 1o advance their careers:

What does GIK da?

GIK is ane of the largest market research firms wordwide Close to 13,000 employees
cairy oul research mnlo how peaple bre, Ma\u consume, As such GIK is constanly

for companies in
oves ies which helps the maost impartant peoplé: thesr
customers.
How does GIK operae?

Gl focuses on two research areas. The first looks into consumer choice; That is to
say, what consurmers decide. Specifically, GIK wants to know what, when and where
mwwu:ﬂmamnmmmumnmmwmw

area of research looks inte the
of ) ihiss ave, atituges, joeis and behaaoe of
are looked at. GIK uses creative and robust methods to analyze haw ceran groups
purchase items
The oeganizasion

The GRK is a corparation, 100% in private hands. The company finances itself almost
tumover

Hirely

A printout of the erganizational profile | on your desk.

;nrmaura: o save your npul.

bt thee role of thy i and how f i
financed
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Organizational Profile

The ‘which you already know & shown Deiow.

ou have ceckded to wark for Roland Berger upen far he

Roland Berger Strategic wnsums has adveriised a posibon for Lniversity graduates.

1 hie strategic organizational corsuling I onder to be successhul Rotand Berger socks
|urique, adaptabie personaities Mn omm grades, expenance abroad and who
e corrpleted mearmghl inte

|¥hat doss Roland Berger do?

|Founded in 1667 Roland Berger = one of the keaang strategic consutancies wordwide
|With over 2700 employeess in 51 offices in 36 ¢ < B b5 present in most ingortan
|markets. Together wih s chents Holand Lierger uwebps customzed, creatve
CENCEpts C‘Dnﬂl:ulﬂr phase 50 25 to

|actweve: masmum value for chents Rolane By _)n'-c |r|-iul.nnrj approach 15
|particulary br:rdmmhc lity, integrative indoiduality of s
consultants

| o does Roland Beraer opgrate?

|RE tCM.‘(S all swa!cqu:ah- resevant areas which are decisive for the success of its
|cherts i growth |u~wn~s and
ncqusmns nos! merger mcqmmn marketing, marketing strategies and strateg
|albances, as well % reatentition, restructuring and valse ofierled maragerment 'm% A
|projects are transnational Hene yohdil‘m s briked with local lmow how and

el by s frm the affiected eountry who have

| al 5 r silbiminde qualty of the
applid measures are taken during and after the project 10 ensun that our results
rerman excelient and that the chents are sabsfied

| The ceganizatian

Roland Berges is a private ¢ nrrmmywhrrhrs‘ﬂ]‘klnlh' nnnnn srship of its partners ¥ a
| partner leaves the s ) ol
(through the tumover produced as n u:suk nr Ihc cmsuhann 5 projects

A printeut of the organizational profile is on your desk.

Random Assignment — Treatments 1 to 4

Note: The treatments with random assignment differ only concerning the matching of
subjects to organizations. Upon arriving at the laboratory, subjects were both randomly
assigned to organizations and working groups. They did not select an organization to work for
themselves but were randomly assigned to one. Besides receiving the information on their

random assignment to a specific organization, participants in these treatments received the

PIEase read M orpanzahonal profie carehully. Wi woukd ke 1o 2k you Rar your personal view on v respetiive profike aflienvards

Roland Barger

Private Sector (lrgam:aﬂnn

Please descrbe in the space provided below how you would interpret the position
described above Please mention what the role of the organization is and how it i
fmanced

Fress ENTER, Io save your mpul.

al the comparty ensues | —

Continue >> |

same instructions and tasks as in the self-selection treatments.
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