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Abstract. The capacity of local government to recruit appropriately qualified staff,
motivate employees to give their best effort, and keep voluntary staff turnover low
directly affects council operational performance. In addition, high staff turnover
increases staffing costs and results in a loss of skill and know-how to the
organisation. Yet for many years now local government managers have expressed
concerns about their capacity to find, motivate and retain suitably qualified staff.
This ability is critical to public service success and reform, thus needs to be a high
priority if local government is to meet the challenges of the 21% century. This
paper presents the findings of a rigorous empirical study that formed part of a
larger research program. Data was collected from 500 employees in 12
metropolitan, regional/ rural Western Australian local governments. It examines
what factors affect three critical workplace outcomes — job satisfaction, worker
willingness to exert discretionary effort, and turnover intentions — all of which
have important implications for workforce planning and development. The
findings provide useful and usable knowledge for improving our understanding of
employee motivation and retention in the public service. From a practical
perspective it can enhance public sector manager capacity to maximise the
potential of human resources recruited by offering a framework of mechanisms
through which managers can influence employee discretionary work effort and
retention. By creating an attractive place of employment local governments can
better retain staff and build a greater pool of talent from which to choose.

Introduction

This paper draws on the findings of a larger program of research that investigated the
relationship between several key work outcomes, monetary reward, and non-monetary
working conditions called “‘perks’ and ‘irks’ (Douglas & Shepherd 2000). Perks are the
positive non-monetary work environment factors and irks are the negative non-monetary
work environment factors associated with a job and organisation (Morris & Douglas

2004). This paper focuses on the impact of monetary and non-monetary factors on three
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work outcomes — job satisfaction, discretionary work effort (DWE) and turnover
intentions.

Put simply, job satisfaction is how much one likes his/her job (Spector 1985); the
feelings employees have towards aspects of their work situation (Smith, Kendall & Hulin
1969). Turnover intentions are one’s desire or willingness to leave an organisation
(Bouckenhooghe 2013). Broadly, DWE is voluntarily ‘going the extra mile’
(Yankelovich & Immerwahr 1983; Dubinsky & Skinner 2002). No universal definition
of DWE exists so for this research it was defined as the voluntary contribution of extra
effort to work activities beyond what is minimally required, expected or enforceable by
the organisation in a manner that is consistent with its goals and is intended to have a
beneficial impact on its overall effectiveness (Morris 2009).

These work outcomes are important. Job satisfaction is an indicator of employee well-
being (Noblet et al. 2005) and leads to action tendencies such as staying at an
organisation or seeking employment elsewhere (Spector 1997). Evidence suggests that
this attitude is related to employee turnover (e.g. Carsten & Spector 1987; Tett & Meyer
1993; Spector 1997) and exerting extra effort (e.g William & Anderson 1991). Turnover
intentions are used as a proxy for actual voluntary turnover (Cotton & Tuttle 1986;
Lambert 2006; Mitchell et al. 2000) as intent correlates with actual behaviour (e.g. Steele
& Ovalle 1984). Staff turnover affects an organisation’s staffing costs and retention of
skills and knowhow. Furthermore, it affects employee willingness to contribute
meaningfully to an organisation (Matz et al. 2012). Thus, turnover intent can affect
organisational performance and effectiveness as can DWE (e.g. Organ, Podsakoff &
McKenzie 2006), as effort is a key element in employee performance.

The research framework

This research was embedded in the economics utility theory (Alchian & Demsetz
1972; Hicks 1963) and organisational behaviour expectancy theory (Vroom 1964)
cognitive choice frameworks. These models pose that motivation to engage in a chosen
behaviour results from rational choice based on subjective assessments of expected
outcomes associated with that behaviour and the perceived attractiveness of the outcomes
(Steel & Konig 2006). Under the utility model, a person responds to environmental
stimuli in a way that provides the greatest overall satisfaction. Under the expectancy
model, a person’s values and beliefs determine behaviour as governed by expectancies

about resulting outcomes and the value placed on them.
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Work outcomes and the non-monetary work environment

Using a combination of literature, individual interviews, focus groups and a survey,
five perks (challenging work, team-oriented leadership, co-worker support, flexible work
arrangements, and recognition for good performance) and three irks (autocratic leader
behaviour, co-worker shirking, and power-orientation) believed to affect the work
outcomes of interest were identified,.

Challenging work is work that provides personal challenge and opportunities to tackle
new tasks, use and extend one’s skills and learn new things. It promotes employee
growth and skill development by providing challenge, meaning, autonomy, and variety
(Hackman & Oldham 1976; Parker & Wall 1998; Skinner 2000) and is intrinsically
satisfying, allowing employees to attain higher order needs like self-actualisation
(Herzberg 2003; Maslow 1954; McClelland 1961). This perk should increase DWE
(Amabile 1997; Bateman & Crant 1999; Chiaburu & Baker 2006; Goldsmith, Veum &
Darity 2000; Ohly, Sonnentag & Plunkte 2006) and job satisfaction, and reduce turnover
intentions.

Team-oriented leadership is leader behaviour that encourages and builds team play,
and demonstrates support and concern for all team members. Amabile and colleagues
(2004) called this “positive leader behaviours’, which encompassed supporting work
group members, valuing individual contributions, providing a good work model, giving
positive and timely feedback, and openness to team member ideas (Amabile 1997).
Emphasising team play promotes feelings of fairness, cooperation, group identity,
responsibility towards attaining group goals, mutual respect, confidence and trust in the
leader. This evokes a perception that the leader is concerned with their personal welfare
giving employees a sense of belonging. This builds high quality leader-employee
relationships (Organ, Podsakoff & McKenzie 2006). According to social exchange
theory (Blau 1964), this encourages employees to reciprocate through extra effort and
organisational commitment, reducing the desire to leave.

Co-worker support is how much work group members value member contributions
and show concern for group member well-being through acts of constructive support and
feedback. Co-worker behaviours can influence how employees perceive and experience
the work environment (Organ et al. 2006). A supportive team environment builds
perceptions of being valued and cared about, fostering feelings of acceptance and
belonging. This builds group commitment to attaining group goals and encourages
reciprocation (Bishop, Scott & Burroughs 2000; Organ et al. 2006). Strong co-worker
support should promote job satisfaction, lower turnover intentions and motivate
employee DWE (e.g. Amabile et al. 1996; Parker et al. 2006; Bateman & Organ 1983).
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Flexible work arrangements (Bolino & Turnley 2003; Shinn 2004) and recognition
for good performance are key aspects of organisational support. Flexible work
arrangements refer to an organisation’s preparedness to be flexible in how it adheres to
rules and procedures on how employees meet job requirements. This signals its
willingness to provide employees with the help needed to perform their job well and
indicates the value placed on their contributions and well-being (Eisenberger et al. 1986;
Rhoades & Eisenberger 2002). Few studies have specifically addressed flexible work
arrangements as an element of organisational support. Workaholic research, however,
provides some evidence that work-life balance covaries with high effort, especially
amongst workaholics who enjoy their work (Burke 2000; Burke 2001a; Burke 2001b),
thus, this perk should raise job satisfaction and DWE, and lower turnover intentions.

Recognition for good performance is how much an organisation recognises and
rewards high effort and good performance. Employees need to believe that effort and
good performance lead to valued outcomes. Machlowitz (1980) argued that recognition
and reward for effort and good work provides ‘psychic income’ (satisfaction) that
motivates extraordinarily high effort. By recognising and rewarding effort and good
performance, employee performance-reward expectancies, an important work motivation
element (Vroom 1964), are strengthened. This communicates to employees how much
the organisation values their contributions. Strong support exists for recognition of good
performance increasing job satisfaction and DWE (Choi 2007; Van Dyne, Graham &
Dienesch 1994; Peiperl & Jones 2001; Akerloff & Yellen 1990; Amabile 1997).
Increased expectancy of valued outcomes from high effort and good performance should
also decrease turnover intentions.

Autocratic leader behaviour refers to manager behaviours that negatively affect
employees’ psychological and/or emotional state, or make it difficult for them to perform
their job. This is similar to non-contingent punishment and abusive supervision. Non-
contingent punishment involves a manager administering punishment for reasons other
than poor effort or performance (Organ et al. 2006). Abusive supervision is a leader’s
sustained display of hostile verbal and non-verbal behaviours (Tepper 2000).
Theoretically, negative leader behaviour breaches the leader-employee psychological
contract and so undermines employee trust and loyalty (Frey 1993; Tomer 1981).
Abusive leader behaviour that publicly humiliates an employee can lower self-esteem,
create dissatisfaction and decrease DWE. Social exchange and reciprocity theory
plausibly suggest that negative leader behaviour is considered unfair and creates feelings
of mistrust and dislike for the leader (Organ et al. 2006). Negative or hostile leader
behaviours are reciprocated with negative employee responses (negative reciprocity)

such as reduced effort or leaving the organisation (Gould-Williams 2007; Uhl-Bien &
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Maslyn 2003). Most leader behaviour theories focus on positive rather than negative
leader behaviours (Amabile et al. 2004). Empirical research on negative leader
behaviours is limited, but Amabile et al. (2004) suggested that these behaviours may be
more potent than positive leader behaviours in affecting certain discretionary work
behaviours. It is theoretically feasible that negative leader behaviours will lower job
satisfaction and DWE, and increase turnover intentions.

Co-worker shirking involves co-workers not giving 100% effort or not carrying their
weight on a group task. It includes co-workers neglecting their own work through
frequent absence, lateness, breaks or poor quality work. Research on co-worker shirking
is relatively recent. According to equity and justice theories, if employees perceive their
co-workers are contributing less effort than other work group members but receive
similar rewards, this creates feelings of injustice, lowers satisfaction and negatively
affects work motivation (the ‘sucker effect’). Employees see the work group as less
cohesive and become less willing to help other work group members, especially shirkers.
Theoretically, co-worker shirking will plausibly generate employee dissatisfaction and
lower the DWE of affected employees since lowering one’s effort re-establishes the
balance between the rewards received and the effort contributed relative to shirking co-
workers. Nonetheless, co-worker shirking research has found evidence of both reduced
effort — a “sucker effect” (Mulvey & Klein 1998) — and increased effort — a ‘social
compensation effect” (Williams & Karau 1991) — although evidence of a ‘sucker effect’
seems more extensive. Williams and Karau (1991) also conceded that either the ‘sucker
effect’ or the “exit option” (voluntary turnover) is likely to dominate over time. Thus, this
irk should reduce job satisfaction and DWE, and riase turnover intentions.

Power-orientation is how much employees perceive their organisation is
characterised by destructive internal competition, political problems and a fear of
challenging people in positions of authority or influence. This involves shifting
responsibilities and blame onto others, playing political power games, criticising new
ideas and poor communication. Power-orientation can impede employee engagement
(Amabile et al. 1996). Political problems, negative criticism and severe sanctions on
failure and non-conformity increase the perceived risks of engaging in non-conforming
behaviours and lower the perceived benefits. Within a social exchange and reciprocity
framework, a high power-orientation fails to foster personal responsibility, loyalty,
organisational commitment and satisfaction, instead creating feelings of ‘negative
reciprocity’ (Gould-Williams 2007; Uhl-Bien & Maslyn 2003). Thus, theoretically, this
irk should generate dissatisfaction, increase the desire to leave and lower DWE (Adler &
Borys 1996; Cropanzano et al. 1997; Ferris & Kacmar 1992). Limited research on the

effects of power-orientation on work outcomes was found (Amabile et al. 1996;
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Cropanzano et al. 1997; Randall et al. 1999). The findings, however, support Adler and
Borys’s (1996) contention that when employees perceive an organisation as coercive,

they become alienated and respond negatively.

Work outcomes and monetary reward

The role of money as a motivator of work outcomes has long been a point of
contention, especially between economists and organisational psychologists. While these
researchers recognise that both monetary and non-monetary work environment factors
play a part, labour economists typically emphasise money while organisational behaviour
researchers emphasise non-monetary factors (perks and irks). This research tested these
opposing assertions.

The positive effect of monetary reward on job satisfaction is quite well established.
Pay and benefits is a common component in measures of job satisfaction (e.g. Chalykoff
and Kochan 1989). Thus, monetary reward should increase job satisfaction. Also, local
government managers often contend that the sector cannot effectively compete against
the private sector for talented staff because it cannot offer sufficiently competitive
salaries (e.g. Morris 2009; Morris, Callaghan & Walker 2010). Thus, turnover intentions
should be negatively related to monetary reward.

From the preceding discussion it is anticipated that:

1. Challenging work, team-oriented leadership, co-worker support, support for
flexible working arrangements and recognition for good performance are perks
that will increase job satisfaction and DWE, and reduce turnover intentions

2. Autocratic leader behaviour, co-worker shirking and power orientation are irks
that will lower job satisfaction and DWE, and increase turnover intentions

3. Monetary reward will be positively associated with job satisfaction and DWE,

and inversely related to turnover intentions.

Figure 1 summarises these expected relationships.

Method

Research context

Local government is an important sector in Australia. It provides essential local
services and makes a significant contribution to the economy (Aulich 1999;
Commonwealth of Australia 2005; Commonwealth of Australia 2006), accounting for
about 2.3% of GDP (ABS 2007; Commonwealth of Australia 2006). Despite its relative

size and importance, it has attracted much less research attention on employee work
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outcomes than the private sector, especially in relation to how work environment factors
affect work outcomes like DWE and employee well-being (Brown & Leigh 1996;
Chiaburu & Baker 2006; Drago 1991; Morrison & Phelps 1999; Stamper & Van Dyne
2001). Although a small body of public sector employee work outcome research is
emerging (Albrecht 2005; Alotaibi 2001; Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler 2000; Coyle-Shapiro
& Kessler 2002; Frank & Lewis 2004; Noblet et al. 2006; Tepper et al. 2004; Turnipseed
& Murkison 2000), theory development, systematic empirical research and improving
our understanding public sector work motivation still need greater attention (Perry &
Wise 1990; Rainey & Steinbauer 1999; Wright 2001).

+
Monetary reward + Job satisfaction

Perks

* Challengingwork +

« Team-oriented leadership Discretionarywork effort

« Co-worker support + -quk intensity

* Flexible work arrangements -Taklng.cha.rg.e. _

* Recognition for good performance - (proactiveinitiative)
Irks Turnover intentions

¢ Autocratic leader behaviour n

eCo-worker shirking

*Power-orientation

Fig. 1. Research model

In Australia, a national public sector reform agenda aimed at making local
government more businesslike, performance oriented and focussed on high quality
service delivery (Aulich 1999; Commonwealth of Australia 2006; Worthington &
Dollery 2002) has exposed this sector to an environment of dramatic and continuous
change (Worthington & Dollery 2002). Within this reform process, local government
managers were encouraged to adopt a new public management philosophy to improve
the efficiency and effectiveness of public sector management (Bradley & Parker 2001;
Teo, Ahmad & Rodwell 2003). This reform agenda gave local government greater
authority, autonomy and flexibility while simultaneously exposing it to greater
uncertainty, competition, turbulence and financial and sustainability challenges (Aulich
1999; Commonwealth of Australia 2001; Commonwealth of Australia 2006; Craven
2006; Worthington & Dollery 2002). Fiscal pressures intensified with declining revenue

transfers and cost shifting by Federal and State governments. Heightened community
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expectations added to these pressures. Unprecedented economic growth in some states
exacerbated an already acute national labour and skills shortage creating critical
shortages in technical and professional staff that are central to local government roles.
Wages were driven up, rendering local government even less competitive due to
regulatory and financial constraints. Poaching behaviour favoured councils better
equipped to reward and support their employees (Craven 2006). This environment
created major challenges for local governments (Craven 2006). These pressures have
eased in recent years but local government managers still express concerns about
attracting and retaining staff (Morris et al. 2010; Morris 2011).

To improve its efficiency and effectiveness, and to meet its future challenges, local
government managers need to find ways to create a workplace environment that is
attractive and creates a passion for ensuring efficient and effective service delivery to
communities. This means identifying key motivators of work outcomes like employee
well-being, DWE and staff retention is critical.

This research was conducted in the WA local government sector. Local government is
WA'’s third largest employer with employment growing 27% from 2000-2005
(Commonwealth of Australia 2006; Craven 2006). At the time of this study, WA local
government offered an interesting context for investigation as it was under pressure on
all fronts — structural reform, intensifying fiscal pressures, unprecedented economic

growth, tight labour markets and heightened community expectations.

Sample participants

The target participants for this study were all non-CEO employees from three
metropolitan and nine regional/rural councils (about 9% of all WA councils). This
sample provided diversity rather than representativeness across some key criteria —
location, size, remoteness, local government classification and reputation within the
industry — and captured a wide variety of employees including supervisory and non-
supervisory  staff, full-time and part-time employees, and professional,
clerical/administrative and blue-collar workers, as well as a broad range of occupational
groups. Collectively these councils employed about 2,200 staff.

Data was collected from 500 employees. Individual council response rates ranged
from 10% to 71% (median of 29%). About two-thirds of participants worked in
rural/regional councils and nearly 60% were male. The median age group was 40-49
years and 61% of respondents were aged 40+ years. Most participants (84%) worked
full-time and 60% had worked in their organisation for five years or less. About 40%

were in a supervisory role and almost one-quarter (24%) were “outside’ staff.



MOTIVATING AND RETAINING LOCAL GOVERNMENT WORKERS 9

Procedure

The data was collected using a self-administered structured questionnaire distributed
via either internal mail or by the researcher on a site visit. A cover letter outlined the
study aims, benefits of participation, assurances of confidentiality, and highlighted the
support of two peak industry bodies. Two reminders were sent via email or council
newsletter after two and four weeks. Anonymously completed questionnaires were

returned by reply-paid mail or directly during site visits.

Measures

The questionnaire consisted of self-report scales designed to measure key variables
that included job satisfaction, turnover intentions and DWE as dependent variables, and
monetary reward and the eight non-monetary work environment factors as predictor
variables. Demographic information — gender, age, job status and tenure with the
organisation — was also collected as control variables. This study used a combination of
established measures and new scales developed as part of the larger research program.

Job satisfaction was measured using four items adapted from a scale developed by
Chalykoff and Kochan (1989) and two new items that captured various aspects of the
workplace (job, pay and benefits, management etc.) A seven-point pictorial scale from
‘very dissatisfied” to ‘very satisfied” was used, with higher scores reflecting higher
satisfaction. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability was 0.83.

Turnover intentions was measured using three items drawn from several sources. A
seven-point scale from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ was used with higher
scores representing higher turnover intentions. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability was 0.92.

Discretionary work effort is a multidimensional concept. No established scales
incorporated all the DWE dimensions so a new scale was developed using several
existing sub-scales including adapted versions of Brown and Leigh’s (1996) work
intensity and Morrison and Phelps’s (1999) taking charge (proactive initiative). The final
DWE scale included a four-item work intensity sub-scale and a six-item taking charge
sub-scale. Participants were asked to think about their present job and to indicate how
much they agreed with each statement. A seven-point scale from ‘strongly disagree’ to
‘strongly agree’ was used, with higher scores representing greater DWE. The ‘work
intensity’ and ‘taking charge’ sub-scales had Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities of 0.83 and
0.87, respectively.

Monetary reward was measured using a single item; employee’s total yearly income
inclusive of base pay, overtime pay, any bonuses or allowances, any paid time off and
any other direct payments, but excluding indirect benefits forming part of a ‘package’
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such as a company car, company superannuation contributions, and conference
allowances. Ten response categories were provided and subsequently reduced to right
categories, from under $30,000 to $100,000+, with $10,000 increments in between.

Non-monetary work environment factors were assessed using a 41-item scale
designed to measure the salient perks and irks: challenging work (five items), team-
oriented leadership (seven items), co-worker support (six items), flexible work
arrangements (three items), recognition for good work (four items), autocratic leader
behaviour (five items), co-worker shirking (seven items), and power-orientation (four
items). Participants indicated how accurately each item described their current work
environment using a seven-point scale ranging from “very inaccurate’ to ‘very accurate’.
These sub-scales had Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities between 0.74 and 0.90.

Demographic Measures — gender, age, work status and organisational tenure — were
all measured as absolute variables. Gender was binary, with 0 = male and 1 = female.
Age was measured in 10 year blocks from under 20 years to 60+ years. Work status was
binary, with 0 = full-time and 1 = part-time/casual. And organisational tenure had six
categories — under 1 year, 1-2 years, 3-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 years and 16+ years —
later combined into five year blocks for analysis.

Data analysis

All scale measures were subjected to confirmatory factor analysis to assess their
measurement quality prior to further analysis. Some scale re-specification was necessary
to ensure an adequate measurement model fit while ensuring content validity was
maintained. Scale scores were calculated by averaging the items in each scale.

To answer the research question ‘what work environment factors affect job
satisfaction, DWE and turnover intentions?’, correlation, regression and effect size
analyses were conducted. This involved four stages:

1. Aninter-correlation matrix generated for all variables

2. Separate pairwise hierarchical regressions with each work outcome regressed
on each individual monetary and non-monetary work environment factor after
controlling for the demographics

3. Effect size correlations assessed using Cohen’s cut-off criteria: small (0.1 <r
<0.243); medium (0.243 <r <0.371); and large (r > 0.371)

4. Hierarchical multiple regressions with each work outcome regressed on the
demographic variables in step one, then all work environment factors entered
in step two. Predictors without a significant effect size were excluded.

Statistical significance was assessed at 1% to allow for possible error from repeated

analyses.
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Results

Table 1 provides an overview of the key results (see the Appendix for more detailed
results). Overall, there were significant correlations between most work outcomes
(dependent variables) and the work environment factors (predictor variables), and some
participant demographics (control variables). All dependent and predictor variables
displayed reasonable variability and their inter-correlations were all in their predicted

directions.

Association between work outcomes

All the work outcomes displayed significant inter-correlations. These ranged from a
high of -0.64 (strong) between job satisfaction and turnover intentions to a low of -0.20
(weak) between turnover intentions and taking charge. Job satisfaction had the strongest
association with the other work outcomes (average r = 0.41) while the taking charge
DWE measure had the weakest (average r = 0.27). The average correlation across all

work outcomes was 0.35 (moderate).

Association between the work environment factors

All the non-monetary work environment factors also displayed significant inter-
correlations. The inter-correlations between the perks ranged from a high of 0.61
between challenging work and team-oriented leadership to a low of 0.29 between co-
worker support and flexible work arrangements. The average correlation across all perks
was 0.44. In contrast, the inter-correlations between the irks were only moderate and
much less divergent. They ranged from 0.30 to 0.34. The inter-correlations between the
perks and irks were moderate to strong. They ranged from a high of -0.67 between team-
oriented leadership and autocratic leader behaviour to a low of -0.17 between co-worker
shirking and flexible work arrangements. Monetary reward had weak to non-significant
correlations with the non-monetary factors. Its average correlation with all perks was
0.12 and with all irks was 0.08.

Job satisfaction and the work environment factors

As anticipated, all the perks were positively correlated with job satisfaction while all the
irks had negative correlations. Job satisfaction was strongly (r > 0.5) to very strongly (r >
0.7) correlated with perks, moderately (r > 0.3) to strongly (r > 0.5) associated with irks,
and very weakly related to monetary reward. The strongest significant correlation was
with team-oriented leadership (r = 0.77), closely followed by challenging work (r =

0.66), recognition for good performance (r = 0.66) and autocratic leader behaviour (r = -
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0.64). The weakest association was with monetary reward (r = 0.13). Overall job
satisfaction was more strongly correlated with the perks than with irks and monetary
reward.

Although these inter-correlation suggested that job satisfaction is significantly
associated with all the work environment factors, this does not provide full insight to
how much each factor impacts this work outcome since employee demographics can
have confounding effects. The two-step pairwise hierarchical regressions firstly clarified
the predictive capacity of each factor after controlling for participant demographics (see
column 1 in Table 1). Effect size correlations were also determined to assess the relative
size of the effect of each predictor on job satisfaction (see column 2 in Table 1). Further,
to answer the question ‘what unique contribution does each factor make to job
satisfaction when all the work environment factors are considered together’, the two-step
hierarchical multiple regression results were examined.

Having controlled for the participant demographics, the pairwise regression results
virtually mirrored the correlation results. Collectively, the control variables accounted for
about 5% of the variation in job satisfaction (p < 0.001). Individually, each work
environment factor explained between 5% and 57% extra variation in job satisfaction and
was statistically significant. The largest individual predictors of job satisfaction were
team-oriented leadership (57%), challenging work (41%), recognition for good
performance (40%) and autocratic leader behaviour (38%), although every perk and irk
had large effect sizes. Contrary to some employer beliefs, monetary reward only had a
small effect size and the smallest predictive capacity explaining only 5-7% of job
satisfaction.

When all work environment factors were entered together, flexible work
arrangements, power-orientation and monetary reward were no longer significant
predictors of job satisfaction, indicating that even though these factors are significantly
related to this work outcome the significant work environment factors subsume their
effect so they make no unique contribution to job satisfaction above these factors (see
column 3 in Table 1).

Team-oriented leadership made the largest unique contribution to job satisfaction,
followed by recognition for good performance, challenging work and autocratic leader
behaviour, all being highly significant predictors (p < 0.001). Although co-worker
shirking and co-worker support also made unique contributions to job satisfaction, their
magnitude and their significance were considerably smaller. Collectively, these factors

explained 71% of job satisfaction.
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Tab. 1. Overview of the findings

Work outcomes — dependent variables (DV)

Discretionary work effort

Job satisfaction Turnover intentions Intensity Taking charge
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
PR % DV Size of MR unique PR % DV Size of MR unique PR % DV Size of MR unique PR % DV Size of MR unique
variation effect size | contribution variation effect size | contribution variation effect size | contribution variation effect size | contribution p-
Predictor variables explained p-value explained p-value explained p-value explained value
Control variables - participant
var participan 5%% 5%% 9%+ 2% n.s.

demographics

Perks — non-monetary factors

Challenging work 41%% L ¥ 21%% L ¥ 13%+% L ¥ 10%% M ¥
Team-oriented leadership 57%% L ¥ 21%% L n.s. 7%% M n.s. 5%% S n.s.
Co-worker support 20%* L * 5%% M n.s. 8%+ M ¥ 6%% M ¥
Flexible work arrangements 20%% L n.s. 8%% M n.s. 4%t S n.s. 8%+% M ¥
Recognition for good 40%+ L t 2% L t 3%+ s ! 3%+ s n.s.
performance

Irks — non-monetary factors
Autocratic leader behaviour 38%%+ L E3 17%% L t 3%+ S n.s. 2%* S n.s.
Co-worker shirking 15%% L t 5%% M n.s. 1% T S T 1% T S n.s.
Power-orientation 15%% L n.s. 11%% M n.s. 3%+ S * 0% n.s. n.s.

Monetary factors

Monetary reward 5/7%% S n.s. 0/2% n.s. n.s. 0/1% n.s. n.s. 3/6%% S T

(approx. Interval/cat. scale)

MR Step 2 - AR?
(Total variation in DV 0.71 0.32 0.19 0.17
explained by all predictors)

PR = pairwise hierarchical regression results (A R?); MR = multiple hierarchical regression results
S = small effect size; M = medium effect size; L = large effect size

Tp <0.05; *p <0.01; T p <0.005; ¥ p <0.001; n.s. = not significant (n = 500)

! Unexpected reversal of sign in the multiple regression — possible confounding effect.
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Turnover intentions and the work environment factors

As predicted, all the perks were inversely related to turnover intentions while all the irks had
significant positive correlations. This work outcome was moderately correlated with all perks and irks
(p < 0.001) but was not significantly associated with monetary reward (p > 0.05). The strongest
significant correlation was with recognition for good performance (r = -0.50) followed by team-
oriented leadership and challenging work (both r = -0.48), and autocratic leader behaviour (r = 0.44).
The weakest association was with co-worker support (r = -0.27) and co-worker shirking (r = 0.27).
Like job satisfaction, turnover intentions were more strongly correlated with perks than with irks.

When controlling for participant demographics, the pairwise regression results again largely
mirrored the inter-correlation results. The control variables accounted for about 5% of turnover
intentions (p < 0.001). Individually, each non-monetary work environment factor then explained
between 5% and 22% (p < 0.001) extra variation in turnover intentions (see column 4 in Table 1).
Three perks and one irk predicted similar levels of turnover intentions — recognition for good
performance (22%), team-oriented leadership and challenging work (each 21%), and autocratic leader
behaviour (17%) and had large effect sizes (see column 5 in Table 1). These were followed by power-
orientation (11%) which had a medium effect size. Again, contrary to the beliefs of many local
government managers, monetary reward had a very small effect size and accounted for only 0-2% of
turnover intentions which was not statistically significant.

When all work environment factors were entered together, only two perks and one irk made a
unique contribution to explaining turnover intentions, subsuming the effects of the other predictors
(see column 6 in Table 1). Recognition for good performance and challenging work made the largest
unique contributions (p < 0.001) followed by autocratic leader behaviour (p < 0.005). Together, these

factors explained about 32% of turnover intentions.

Discretionary work effort and the work environment factors

All the perks were positively correlated with both DWE measures. However, while all the irks had
significant negative correlations with work intensity, only autocratic leader behaviour was
significantly correlated with taking charge (p < 0.005), and co-worker shirking was marginally
correlated (p < 0.05). In contrast, monetary reward was significantly associated with the taking charge
DWE measure (p < 0.001) but not with the intensity DWE measure (p > 0.05). Work intensity was
most strongly related to challenging work (r = 0.38) and most weakly related to co-worker shirking (r
= -0.15). Similarly, taking charge was most strongly related to challenging work (r = 0.33) and most
weakly correlated with autocratic leader behaviour (r =-0.13).

Overall, the predictive capacity of the individual work environment factors in explaining the two
DWE measures was smaller than for both job satisfaction and turnover intentions. For work intensity,

only challenging work had a large effect size accounting for 13% of this component of DWE. Team-
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oriented leadership and co-worker support had medium effect sizes, each explaining 7-8% of work
intensity. All the other perks and irks had small effect sizes and accounted for 1-4% of variation,
although co-worker shirking was only marginally significant (p < 0.05). The unique effects of
challenging work and co-worker support on work intensity was apparent in the multiple regression as
these were both highly significant (p < 0.001) and subsumed the effects of all other factors except
recognition for good performance which, although significant, had an unexpected reversal of
relationship which is difficult to explain and may simply be a confounding effect. For taking charge,
the individual work environment factors had only small to medium effect sizes explaining 1-10% of
the variation in taking charge behaviour. Co-worker shirking had a marginal negative effect and
power-orientation had no significant effect. Together these predictors explained 19% of work

intensity and 17% of taking charge behaviour.

Discussion

These findings indicate that perks and irks have a larger effect than monetary reward on job
satisfaction, DWE and turnover intentions. Further, they show that while all these work environment
factors affect at least some work outcomes, the combination of factors with the greatest impact differ
across work outcomes. Table 2 summarises the key factors contributing uniquely to the work

outcomes examined.

Tab. 2. Summary of the unique factors affecting key work outcomes

Job Turnover Work Taking
Work environment factors satisfaction intentions intensity charge
Challenging work ) l 1 1
Team-oriented leadership 1
Co-worker support 1 1 1
Flexible work arrangements 1
Recognition for good performance 1 l
Autocratic leader behaviour l 1)
Co-worker shirking 1
Power-orientation l

Monetary reward

To create a highly satisfying workplace local government needs to promote a management style
that is highly supportive and team-orientated, design jobs that are challenging and interesting,
recognise hard working and well performing employees, and promote a culture in which teamwork is

a premium. It needs to minimise situations in which managers adopt an overly autocratic approach to
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how they manage staff, and take action to ensure all employees carry their weight. Due to the strong
inverse association between job satisfaction and turnover intentions, this type of workplace should
also help with retaining staff. Key factors in minimising voluntary turnover are ensuring that work is
designed to be challenging and interesting, and recognising hard working and well performing
employees. Autocratic leader behaviour is a key motivator for employees leaving organisations.
Finally, to induce greater discretionary work effort in terms of encouraging staff to work harder and to
take the initiative to find better ways of doing their job to improve service delivery, local government
needs to: focus on designing jobs so that they are challenging and interesting; build teamwork
amongst work groups; support flexible work arrangements; and provide a financial incentive to people
who take the initiative to make improvements in their job, work unit and/or the organisation. It can be
seen that job design is central to all of the work outcomes, but combined with the other key factors

can potentially produce a more productive and effective local government workplace.

Conclusions

This paper examined the role of non-monetary work environment factors (perks and irks) and
monetary reward as determinants of three key work outcomes: job satisfaction, turnover intentions
and DWE. It extends existing knowledge by investigating the impact of several work environment
factors not previously considered (most notably irks), thereby improving our understanding of how
non-monetary work environment factors and monetary rewards influence different work outcomes.
Also, several scholars highlighted how relatively little is known about public sector employee
motivation (Frank & Lewis 2004; Gould-Williams 2007; Perry 1997; Perry & Wise 1990; Wright
2001) —this research makes a much needed contribution to public sector motivational research.

The findings demonstrate that to more completely understand employee work outcomes, the
differential roles of the job, and interpersonal, organisational and monetary reward domains of the
work environment need to be recognised. Generally, perks have a stronger and more pervasive impact
than irks and monetary reward on all work outcomes investigated. Further, the importance of social
and interpersonal relationships in affecting these work outcomes was clearly evident. Nonetheless,
focussing on only one or a few factors provides an incomplete picture and may prevent managers
from maximising their human resources potential as, individually and collectively, these factors
substantively affect employee well-being as measured by job satisfaction, and most factors covary
with employee turnover intentions. These findings have important implications for practicing

managers and local government policymakers.
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Implications for policy and practice

Job satisfaction, turnover intentions and DWE are important factors affecting organisational
performance (Gould-Williams 2007; Organ et al. 2006). These research findings can guide public
sector managers on what perks and irks they need to address to enhance these key work outcomes.
This knowledge, along with training in this area, will be particularly important for new managers with
little or no management training and experience.

As the local government sector undergoes structural reform and faces increasing pressures to
improve service delivery, it is important to better understand how different factors affect public sector
employee work outcomes. This is crucial to improving organisational performance and sustainability.
Further, employers and managers need to recognise the role they can play in influencing these work
outcomes. Organisational leaders can shape the work environment to induce employees to engage in
work behaviours that improve organisational effectiveness and performance, and reduce staff
turnover. Job design and interpersonal relationships play a critical role.

Managers have a greater opportunity to influence DWE, hence worker performance, by
encouraging employees to work more intensively and take the initiative to proactively challenge the
status quo to bring about constructive change in one’s own job, work area and the organisation (Van
Dyne et al. 1995). This research highlights that to most effectively utilise their human resources (HR),
managers need to address workplace perks and irks, as well as monetary rewards, to influence these
key work outcomes.

By showing that different work outcomes have different predictors, these findings have important
management, education and HR implications. Firstly, while many organisations traditionally rely on
monetary reward and benefits to attract, retain and motivate employees, this research draws attention
to the importance of ‘soft perks’ (Budman 1994) and ‘soft’ HR practices (Delery et al. 1998; Wayne,
Shore & Liden 1997) as motivators. This provides managers with a framework for better
understanding how different work environment factors under their control can be adjusted to influence
different work outcomes.

These findings also point to the importance of training both managers and non-supervisory
employees in interpersonal relationships. Management education and HR training needs to include
information on how best to design challenging and interesting jobs based on individual skills and
abilities, and how best to build quality leader-employee relationships. Developing interpersonal skills
in things like effective communication, team-building and conflict management, and an understanding
of emotional intelligence will be important for both managers and non-supervisory staff to build an
environment that fosters trust and transparency so that quality workplace relationships can develop
(Ash 2000).

Finally, this research is timely for policy makers in State government, especially where significant

labour shortages exist and a local government reform agenda is being progressed. Policy makers need
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to examine the capacity for public sector managers to cultivate organisational perks that can foster the
formation of high quality leader-employee relationships. They also need to consider promoting and
supporting local government manager training in how to cultivate perks and to address irks in their
organisations. Furthermore, they need to examine how local government managers can be given
greater flexibility to reward employees for good performance through a range of monetary and non-
monetary incentives. This requires a shift away from compensation practices where monetary rewards

are tied to positions and industry awards and standards rather than performance.
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Appendix

Tab. 3. Correlations, means, standard deviations and scale reliabilities

Variables

25

1. Job satisfaction (0.83)
2. Intention to leave -0.641  (0.92)
3, DWE-Work 034f -033f (0.83)
|ntenSIty
DWE —Taking charge  0.25% -0.20f 0.36% (0.87)
5. Challenging work 0.66% -0.48% 0.38t 0.33f (0.89)
Team-oriented
6. | om-oriente 077+ -0.48%t 029f 021f 061 (0.94)
leadership
7. Co-worker support 0.49% -0.27¢# 0.32# 0.25% 0.37f 0.41f (0.87)
Flexible work
g, | oamewor 048f -032f 023t 027t 039% 040f 029%f (0.74)
arrangements
g, Recognitionforgood . co 550+ 020t 019t 050t 0.57% 035F 0.54%  (0.82)
performance
Autocratic lead
10, /utocraticieader .0.64% 044t -0.19t -0.13t -0.50¢ -0.67% -027f -0.31% -0.39% (0.85)
behaviour
11. Power-orientation 0.41f 037f -020f 006 -031% -0.38t -021%f -021% -0.46f 034f (0.79)
12. Co-workershirking  -0.41% 027f -015t -0.11F -026%f -030t -0.58% -0.17¢ -027f 030f 033%f (0.90)
13. Monetary reward® 0.13% -0.04 0.02 0.20f 0.19% 0.05 0.05 0.17¢  0.13f -0.07 0.02 -0.14t -
14.  Gender® 0.16¢ -0.14t 023f 005 0.12* 010F 0.107T 0.12* 0.10F -0.14t -001 -0.11F -020f -
15. Age’ 005 -0.08 0.4t 0.11F 007 007 005 -004 003 004 -0.09FT -007 013* 0081 -
16.  Work status® 013t 0.18f -0.14t 006 -003 -0.10T -0.11F -0.10T -0.09 006 0.17f 007 041f -031% -0.06 -
17. ?erfjr”;‘:'am"a' 007 005 002 002 -003 -011t -006 -012* -0.16f 009F 007 004 006 -009 042t 0.11F -
MEAN 518 352 595 558 533 527 546 481 469 250 420 272 303 040 084 380 167
s.D. 122 197 088 089 127 143 111 131 127 141 139 137 170 049 037 109  0.98

Significance test criteria: Tp < 0.05; * p <0.01; T p < 0.005; $ p < 0.001
Pearson correlations on the lower diagonal; Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities in parentheses along the diagonal.
2 Variable correlations approximate - variable measures treated as interval scales. ® Coded as 0 = male and 1 = female. ¢ Coded as 0 = part-time/casual and 1 = full-time.
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Tab. 4. Pairwise regression results

Predictor variables — work outcomes

Job satisfaction Intention to leave
AR’ AF B, B, ESr® AR’ AF B, B, ESr®
Step 1. Control Variables 0.046 5.94% 0.053 8.67%
Gender 0.33t 0.13+ 0.16" -0.407 -0.10F -0.14
Age 0.09 0.08 0.05 -0.187 -0.107 -0.08
Work status -0.337 -0.10F -0.13" 0.80t 0.15t 0.18"
Organisational tenure -0.09 -0.07 -0.07 0.11 0.05 0.05
Step 2. Pairwise predictor variables
Model 1 Challenging work 0.41 369.52% 0.63% 0.65% 0.66° 0.21 136.52% -0.73% -0.46% -0.48°
Model 2  Team-oriented leadership 0.57 710.78% 0.65% 0.76% 0.77° 0.21 135.56% -0.64% -0.46% -0.48"
Model 3  Co-worker support 0.20 125.18% 0.50% 0.45% 0.49° 0.05 26.35% -0.41% -0.23% -0.27"
Model 4  Flexible work arrangements 0.20 131.48% 0.42% 0.46% 0.48° 0.08 47.17% -0.44% -0.30% -0.32"
Model 5  Recognition for good performance 0.40 354.86% 0.62% 0.65% 0.66" 0.22 146.37% -0.74% -0.48% -0.50
Model 6  Autocratic leader behaviour 0.38 318.18% -0.54% -0.62% -0.64° 0.17 108.05% 0.59% 0.42% 0.44°
Model 7 Power-orientation 0.15 94.02% -0.35% -0.40% -0.41° 0.11 63.41% 0.48% 0.34% 0.37"
Model 8  Co-worker shirking 0.15 90.32% -0.34% -0.39% -0.41° 0.05 28.94% 0.34% 0.23% 0.27"
Model 9  Monetary reward (interval scale) 0.05 24.33% 0.17% 0.24% 0.13" 0.00 0.47 -0.04 -0.03 -0.04
Monetary reward (categorical measure) 0.07 4.26% 0.02 0.83
Model 10 Job satisfaction 0.37 317.46% -1.025% -0.63% -0.64
Model 11  Turnover intentions

T p<0.05; * p<0.01; T p<0.005; § p < 0.001 (n = 500)

& Control variables beta coefficients are for the Step 1 regression; [Bu = unstandardised beta coefficient; 35 = standardised beta coefficient;
PES, = Effect size correlation using cut-off criteria: *small (r > 0.100); ¥ medium (r > 0.243); *large (r > 0.371)
Gender — 0 = male and 1 = female; Work status — 0 = full-time and 1 = part-time/casual; Monetary reward (categorical) — under $30,000 reference group.
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Tab. 4 cont. Pairwise regression results

Predictor variables — work outcomes

DWE — work intensity DWE — Taking charge

AR? AF B, B ESr® AR? AF B, B ESr®
Step 1. Control Variables 0.09 11.42% 0.023 2.871
Gender 0.41% 0.23% 0.23" 0.17 0.09 0.05
Age 0.14% 0.17% 0.14* 0.107 0.127 0.11*
Work Status -0.14 -0.06 -0.14* 0.22 0.09 0.06
Organisational tenure -0.05 -0.05 -0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02
Step 2. Pairwise predictor variables
Model1  Challenging Work 0.13 78.61% 0.26% 0.36% 0.38° 0.10 56.64% 0.23% 0.32% 0.33"
Model2  Team-oriented Leadership 0.07 41.41% 0.17% 0.27% 0.29" 0.05 24.29% 0.14% 0.22% 0.21%
Model 3  Co-worker support 0.08 46.52% 0.24% 0.29% 0.32" 0.06 33.75% 0.21% 0.26% 0.25"
Model 4  Flexible Work Arrangements 0.04 21.88% 0.14% 0.20% 0.23" 0.08 43.54% 0.20% 0.29% 0.27"
Model 5  Recognition for Good Performance 0.03 13.75% 0.11% 0.16% 0.20" 0.03 17.53% 0.13% 0.19% 0.19"
Model 6  Autocratic Leader Behaviour 0.03 13.92% -0.10% -0.16% -0.19" 0.02 7.97* -0.08* -0.13* -0.13"
Model 7  Power-orientation 0.03 17.71% -0.12% -0.18% -0.20 0.00 1.68 -0.04 0.06 -0.06
Model 8  Co-worker shirking 0.01 6.271 -0.077 -0.117 -0.15" 0.01 4.77% -0.06T -0.107 -0.11"
Model 9  Monetary reward (interval scale) 0.00 0.54 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.03 17.12% 0.11% 0.20% 0.20"

Monetary reward (categorical measure) 0.01 0.85 - - - 0.06 3.44% - - -

Model 10 Job satisfaction 0.08 49.02% 0.22% 0.30% 0.34" 0.06 31.56% 0.19% 0.25% 0.25"
Model 11  Turnover intentions 0.08 44.71% -0.13% -0.29% -0.33Y 0.04 18.90% -0.09% -0.20% -0.20"

Tp<0.05;* p<0.01; T p<0.005; ¥ p < 0.001 (n = 500)

2 Control variables beta coefficients are for the Step 1 regression; 3, = unstandardised beta coefficient; 35 = standardised beta coefficient;
ES;, = Effect size correlation using cut-off criteria: * small (r > 0.100); ¥ medium (r > 0.243); *large (r > 0.371)
Gender — 0 = male and 1 = female; Work status — 0 = full-time and 1 = part-time/casual; Monetary reward (categorical) — under $30,000 reference group.
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Tab. 5. Multiple regression results (excluding uncorrelated predictor variables)

Discretionary directed effort —

Job satisfaction Turnover intentions Discretionary work intensity taking charge
Step 1: B, SE Bs B, SE B’ B, SE Bs* B, SE Bs*
Constant 5.32 0.29 3.29 0.47 5.54 0.21 4.94 0.21
Gender 0.33 0.12 0.13t -0.40 0.19 -0.107 0.41 0.08 0.23% 0.17 0.09 0.09
Age 0.09 0.05 0.08 -0.18 0.09 -0.107 0.14 0.04 0.17% 0.10 0.04 0.127
Work Status -0.33 0.16 -0.107 0.80 0.26 0.15% -0.14 0.11 -0.06 0.22 0.12 0.09
Organisational Tenure -0.09 0.06 -0.07 0.11 0.10 -0.05 0.05 0.04 -0.05 0.01 0.05 0.01
Step 2:
Constant 1.33 0.34 6.00 0.88 3.25 0.43 2.36 0.44
Gender 0.08 0.06 0.03 -0.12 0.16 -0.03 0.35 0.08 0.19% 0.11 0.08 0.06
Age 0.03 0.03 0.03 -0.09 0.07 -0.05 0.11 0.04 0.14% 0.06 0.04 0.07
Work status -0.16 0.09 -0.05 0.59 0.21 0.11* 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.20 0.12 0.08
Organisational tenure 0.05 0.03 0.04 -0.04 0.08 -0.02 -0.03 0.04 -0.03 0.04 0.04 0.05
Challenging work 0.17 0.03 0.18% -0.32 0.08 -0.20% 0.21 0.04 0.29% 0.17 0.04 0.23%
Team-oriented leadership 0.29 0.03 0.34% -0.10 0.08 -0.07 0.06 0.04 0.10 0.02 0.04 0.04
Co-worker support 0.09 0.03 0.08* 0.06 0.09 0.03 0.20 0.04 0.24% 0.16 0.05 0.20%
Flexible work arrangements 0.05 0.03 0.05 -0.01 0.07 -0.01 0.06 0.03 0.09 0.12 0.04 0.18%
Recognition for good performance 0.21 0.03 0.22% -0.38 0.08 -0.24% -0.11 0.04 -0.161° -0.05 0.04 -0.08
Autocratic leader behaviour -0.14 0.03 -0.17% 0.22 0.07 0.16%1 0.05 0.03 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.07
Co-worker shirking -0.08 0.03 -0.09t 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.03 0.117° 0.05 0.03 0.08
Power-orientation -0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.11 0.06 0.07 -0.08 0.03 -0.13*
Monetary reward (interval scale) 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.06T 0.03 0.117
Initial Model R? 0.05 0.05 0.09 0.02
AR for Step 2 0.71 0.33 0.19 0.17

T p<0.05; *p <0.01; T p <0.005;  p <0.001 (n = 500); B, = unstandardised beta coefficient; B = standardised beta coefficient; SE = standard error of b-coefficient
“ Unexpected reversal of sign in the multiple regression — possible confounding effect.
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