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ABSTRACT 

This article examines a potential tension between efficiency and equity at the intersection of 

public organizational job design and individual job attraction. We focus on a widely used scheme 

for incentivizing public service efficiency: pay-for-performance (P4P) compensation that 

rewards individual employees for achieving performance goals. Does P4P—an efficiency-

serving job design characteristic—induce inadvertent job sorting effects that are counteracting 

equity norms and the prospects of bureaucratic representation in public organizations? Drawing 

on research on P4P, risk aversion, and stereotyping, we theorize that P4P may have a “hidden” 

consequence for attraction to a public service job. We develop hypotheses on how P4P (vs. fixed 

pay) makes members of certain demographic groups—individuals of particular race, gender, and 

age—less attracted to public service employment. We test our hypotheses using a pre-registered, 

within-subjects conjoint experiment design embedded in a survey among a sample of US 

residents (n = 1,501). Contrary to theoretical expectations, our results do not suggest that P4P 

hinders attraction to a public service job among certain demographic groups. Instead, we find 

that for most demographic groups we examine, P4P has a null effect on job attraction, while 

there is some evidence that P4P boosts job attractiveness among racial minority individuals (at p 

= .06). Thus, P4P appears to do no harm—and may do some good—when it comes to attracting a 

diverse and bureaucratically representative pool of potential job applicants.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Efficiency has long been a guiding administrative value and a main concept both in government 

reform efforts (Light 1997; Moe 1994) and in the study of public administration (Manzoor 2014; 

Rutgers and Van der Meers 2010; Schachter 2007). Attention to efficiency is a key tenet of New 

Public Management (NPM) (Denhardt and Denhardt 2015; Dunleavy et al. 2006; Hood 1991), 

and early management and public administration scholars such as Taylor (1916), Urwick (1937), 

and Gulick (1937) discussed the concept. For example, Gulick (1937, p. 192) thus proposed: 

“The fundamental object of the science of administration is the accomplishment of the work in 

hand with the least expenditure of manpower and materials. Efficiency is thus axiom number one 

in the value scale of administration.” 

However, efficiency is not, and has never been, the only yardstick for assessing public 

administrative performance. Early public administration scholars, including Gulick, had a dual 

commitment to efficiency and democracy (Mosher 1968). As noted by Meier (2010), Gulick may 

have focused on the relationship between structures and efficiency, but Gulick was also 

concerned with the biases that structures create—how organizational structures can advantage 

some individuals relative to others—and that these biases should be recognized when designing 

institutions. Similarly, Waldo (1948) challenged a view of public administration as a value-free, 

non-partisan social science that promised to make government more efficient. Efficiency itself is 

a value, and it can run counter to other values, such as democratic participation in governance 

(Stivers 2008). Therefore, Waldo argued that public servants should negotiate between efficient, 

scientific management and the demands for protecting due process and public access to 

government (Lowery and Cooke 2019; Rosenbloom and McCurdy 2006).  

Contemporary public administration research recognizes efficiency and equity as main 

dimensions of public service performance (Boyne 2003; Boyne et al. 2006; Walker and Andrews 

2015). Indeed, efficiency and equity are considered “pillars of public administration” that are 

equally important in the practice of public administration and to its success (Frederickson 1990; 

2010; Norman-Major 2011; Svara and Brunet 2005; Wooldridge and Bilharz 2017).  

This article speaks to the potential tension between the administrative values of efficiency 

and equity. May public organizational structures—particular job design characteristics—aiming 

to incentivize and promote efficiency have unintended costs in terms of equity? This inquiry is in 

line with the scholarly notion that certain positive outcomes of NPM reforms may have come at 
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the expense of other effects, such as, for example, equity (Pollitt 2002). Similarly, Andrews and 

Van de Walle (2013, p. 765) note how “[t]he supposed trade-off between managerial efficiency 

and equity takes a central place in discussions about effects of reforms, both in general, and in a 

public sector context.”  

We focus on a specific and widely used organizational job design characteristic for 

incentivizing public service efficiency: pay-for-performance (P4P) compensation providing 

individual employees with pecuniary rewards for achieving performance goals and objectives. 

Many public organizations use P4P as a means for incentivizing employees’ behavior and 

performance (Burgess and Ratto 2003). Flowing from NPM and performance management 

approaches (Moynihan 2006; 2008; Van Dooren, Bouckaert, and Halligan 2015), P4P schemes 

are an integral part of the overall compensation plan in many public service organizations across 

the globe (Cardona 2007; Heinrich and Marschke 2010; Weibel, Rost, and Osterloh 2009).  

As we discuss later, much research has studied the effectiveness of P4P in delivering on 

its promise to promote the performance effectiveness and efficiency of the public services 

received by citizens and service users. Yet scholarly understanding of the consequences of P4P 

in public organizations is incomplete. Important but unresolved questions pertain to the effects 

on P4P on equity and bureaucratic representation in the particular context of public service job 

attraction and retention. Does P4P—a widely used efficiency-serving job design characteristic—

have unintended consequences for public service job attraction and sorting? A “hidden” cost in 

terms of equity concerns that directly counteracts the prospects of bureaucratic representation? 

Drawing on research on P4P, risk aversion, and stereotyping, we develop a theoretical 

framework suggesting that P4P may have inadvertent sorting effects relating to the 

sociodemographic characteristics of the potential job applicants (i.e., their race, gender, and age). 

P4P may have heterogeneous effects on public service job attraction; make racial minorities, 

females, and older individuals less likely to be attracted to and apply for a vacant public service 

job—and, thus, to be employed and do a career in public service.  

We empirically test our theorizing using a pre-registered, within-subjects paired profiles 

conjoint experiment design embedded in a survey among a sample of US residents (n = 1,501). 

Respondents were exposed to a choice task involving a choice between two fictional job 

arrangement profiles that both referred to a job ad for city government job. We experimentally 

manipulate the attribute values in both job arrangement profiles, including whether the job would 
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involve fixed pay or P4P compensation. The design allows for identification of the intention-to-

treat effect of P4P (vs. fixed pay) on public service job attraction, and whether such effect is 

moderated by respondents’ race, gender, and age demographics. 

 

Contribution: So What?  

Research attention to the extent that P4P may negatively affect attractiveness to jobs in public 

service organizations among racial minorities, women, and older people is important and 

warranted for three reasons.  

First, equity is a core public value (Bozeman and Johnson 2014) and a “pillar of public 

administration” alongside economy, effectiveness, and efficiency (Frederickson 1990; 2010; 

Norman-Major 2011; Svara and Brunet 2005; Wooldridge and Bilharz 2017). Importantly, 

equity is an administrative principle with jurisdiction encompassing not only citizen and service 

users’ rights and entitlements, but also public recruitment and employment structures and 

processes (Frederickson 2010; Riccucci 2009; Svara and Brunet 2005). From a societal 

perspective, particular job design characteristics (i.e., compensation schemes such as P4P) that 

make members of certain sociodemographic groups less inclined to seek public employment are 

therefore normatively unwanted and suspect. If public employment is considered as a “public 

good” in the broad sense of the term, decision-makers should have a stake in job design that 

optimizes the citizens’ fair and equitable access to careers in public service; which does not 

systematically dissuade members of certain demographics groups from applying. Understanding 

whether a sociodemographic gradient marks the effect of P4P of public service job attraction is 

therefore of scholarly, practical, and societal importance.      

Second, representative bureaucracy theory (Dolan and Rosenbloom 2003; Kingsley 1944; 

Riccucci and Van Ryzin 2017) underpins the political and moral issues of job design 

characteristics that impede diversity and bureaucratic representation in public organizations. 

Besides normative issues, research shows that representative bureaucracies—bureaucracies in 

which the demographics of the employees reflect those of the population that the bureaucracy 

serves—tend to produce positive service effectiveness and parity outcomes for citizen and 

service users (Bradbury and Kellough 2011; Brunjes and Kellough 2018; Hong 2017; Keiser et 

al. 2002; Meier and Nicholson-Crotty 2006; Nicholson-Crotty, Nicholson-Crotty, and Fernandez 

2017; Wilkins 2007; Wilkins and Keiser 2006). Understanding whether a widely used job design 
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characteristic as P4P harms the developments toward bureaucratic representation is thus 

important for both the efficiency and equity of the public services delivery to the citizens.  

In terms of exact theory extension, our examination adds new insights to the general 

public administration and management literature. The widespread use of P4P rests on the 

assumption (and promise) of increased efficiency. But to what extent may such potential gains 

come about at the expense of equity relating to public job attraction and diversity? This article 

adds to an answer to this question. Moreover, our examination expands scholarly knowledge on 

whether and how compensation structures (P4P vs. fixed pay) affect developments toward 

bureaucratic representation in public organizations—an overlooked issue in representative 

bureaucracy research on the potential causes that affect the prospects of bureaucratic 

representation (“passive representation”).    

Third, if we want the public services to be staffed by our best and our brightest, decision-

makers should design the public service jobs with a conscious eye on attracting those talents with 

the fastest brains and the warmest hearts. This involves avoiding the use of public recruitment 

structures that systematically dissuade particular demographic groups from careers in public 

services. Not doing so will, ceteris paribus, reduce the labor supply of the highly qualified 

applicants for public service employment—and, thereby, work to enforce a looming “human 

capital crisis” (Light 2000) referring to a steady decline in peoples’ attraction to public sector 

employment (Bright and Graham 2015; Rose 2012) alongside an aging workforce (Barber, Levy, 

and Mendonca 2007).  

In terms of exact implications for practice, this article signals whether political and 

administrative decision-makers should be cognizant of “hidden” costs to workforce diversity and 

bureaucratic representation that use of P4P may incur. In the context of job design deliberations, 

public managers need to know if P4P imposes a normatively unwanted and suspect trade-off 

between the efficiency of the delivered services and equity in recruitment and employment.  

 

THEORY 

Is the use of P4P for promoting the efficiency of the public services a good idea? Does P4P 

succeed in incentivizing and promoting the efficiency of the public services delivery?  

In terms of theory, P4P has roots in longstanding and pervasive management approaches. 

Scientific management (Taylorism) emphasizes how compensation plans should involve piece 
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rates linking employee payments with unit production (Taylor 1911). Similarly, principal-agent 

theory (Eisenhardt 1989; Lane 2005; Jensen and Meckling 1976) highlights performance-related 

pay schemes, such as P4P, as viable means for leveraging the “agency problem;” alleviating 

issues of asymmetric information and aligning the work interests of the agents with those of the 

principal. According to the theory, individual risk attitudes occupy a central role for the expected 

utility of performance-related pay. As noted by Prendergast (1999, p. 8), “…the primary 

constraint [on performance-related pay] is that [its] provision imposes additional risk on 

workers." P4P essentially shifts the risk of productivity uncertainty—i.e., effects of external and 

internal factors affecting the variance and level of task performance outcomes—from the 

employer to the employees (Haubrich 1994).  

Thus, risk attitude is a key conditioning factor for the effectiveness of P4P in solving the 

agency problem. The benefits of P4P decreases—and the benefits of fixed wages increases—

when the agent is more risk averse (i.e., less risk willing) (Grund and Sliwka 2010). Similarly, 

P4P is expectedly a more attractive job design attribute among risk willing individuals, whereas 

those who are more risk averse have preferences for fixed pay. Supporting this notion, empirical 

studies found in economic and generic management literatures show that P4P has a sorting effect 

in terms of talent and risk attitudes: P4P attracts and retains higher-ability (Bun and Huberts 

2018; Cadsby, Song, and Tapon 2007; Dohmen and Falk 2011; Eriksson and Villeval 2008; 

Lazear 2000; Trank, Rynes, and Bretz 2002; for a public sector study, see Jones and Hartney 

2017) and more risk willing employees (Cadsby, Song, and Tapon 2007; Dohmen and Falk 

2011; Grund and Sliwka 2010; Judge and Cable 1994). As we discuss later, this particular 

point—that P4P appeals more to risk willing individuals and less to those who are risk averse—

is a key mechanistic explanation (Marr 1982) underlying our empirical expectations for how the 

effect of P4P (vs. fixed pay) on public service job attraction differ across individuals of different 

race, gender, and age.  

In terms of empirical evidence on effects of P4P, research shows that P4P may improve 

task effort and performance in settings where the employees hold some degree of external 

extrinsic motivation (Deci and Ryan 2000; Gagné and Deci 2005; Weibel, Rost, and Osterloh 

2010), and where the particular work task is relatively non-interesting and involving limited 

mental processing (Frey and Jegen 2001; Pink 2009; Weibel, Rost, and Osterloh 2010). These 

insights feed into potential explanations underlying why private sector research and controlled 
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laboratory experiments finds compelling evidence that P4P increases task performance (Bun and 

Huberts 2018; Cadsby, Song, and Tapon 2007; Dohmen and Falk 2011; Eriksson and Villeval 

2008; Lazear 2000; Prendergast 1999; Weibel, Rost, and Osterloh 2010), whereas evidence on 

the task performance effects of P4P in public service organizations is more ambiguous and 

contested.  

Experimental and quasi-experimental research on P4P effects on employees’ task 

performance in public organizational settings identify positive effects (Bellé 2015; Dee and 

Wyckoff 2015; Gosden et al. 2001; Leaver et al. 2021; Kahn, Silva, and Ziliak 2001; Krasnik et 

al. 1990; Lavy 2009; 2020; Weibel, Rost, and Osterloh 2010). Still, other studies find null-effects 

(Binderkrantz and Christensen 2012), inconclusive evidence (Cardona 2006), and suggest that 

P4P in public organizational settings is associated with limited, mixed, or context-specific 

success (Andersen and Pallesen 2008; Burgess and Ratto 2003; Heinrich and Marschke 2010; 

Perry, Mesch, and Paarlberg 2006). Whether P4P is generally associated with substantial task 

performance benefits in public organizational service settings is thus somewhat uncertain.  

 

P4P and Public Service Job Attraction 

Despite mixed scholarly enthusiasm about the appropriateness of using performance-related pay 

in public organizations, P4P remains a widely used managerial scheme for incentivizing 

employee behavior and task performance in real-world public organizations (Cardona 2006; 

Heinrich and Marschke 2010; Weibel, Rost, and Osterloh 2009). Moreover, other important 

questions about the consequences of P4P are understudied and unresolved. In particular, research 

that robustly and directly unravels how P4P affects sorting into public service employment is 

notably limited.  

For example, using longitudinal survey data (14 waves from 1991-2004; n = 60,996), 

Georgellis, Iossa, and Tabvuma (2011) find that extrinsic rewards (higher earnings) in the British 

labor market reduce individuals’ propensity of moving into the public sector—although only for 

two particular segments of public service (the National Health Service and the higher education 

sector). This result is consistent with the notion that P4P schemes that serve individuals’ 

pecuniary extrinsic motivation (Deci and Ryan 2000; Gagné and Deci 2005) may have negative 

effects on public service job attraction. Opstrup and Pihl-Thingvad (2018) find a positive 

association between use of financial rewards and satisfaction with the psychosocial work 
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environment at Danish university departments (n = 2,115); this finding speaks against a negative 

effect of P4P on job attraction. Importantly, however, neither of these studies provide robust or 

direct evidence on the effect of P4P on public service job attraction. For example, Georgellis, 

Iossa, and Tabvuma (2011) examine the effect of absolute wage levels, and Opstrup and Pihl-

Thingvad (2018) look at the association between extent of financial incentives and perceived 

satisfaction with the psychosocial work environment. 

On this basis, what are the substantive reason for expecting that P4P (vs. fixed pay) has a 

substantive effect on individuals’ public service job attraction? Although our level of confidence 

in answering this question is bounded by the absence of public administration research that 

directly informs this question, we theorize that P4P in public service organizations is likely to 

positively affect individuals’ job attraction. While Georgellis, Iossa, and Tabvuma (2011) and 

Opstrup and Pihl-Thingvad (2018) provide only indirect and indicatory evidence, their findings 

do support the potential presence of a potential average effect of P4P on attraction to public 

service employment.  

 We expect a positive (relative to negative or null) effect on job attraction based on 

general pay preference research. Pay preferences are shaped by a variety of human needs (Scott 

et al. 2015), just world beliefs (Frank, Wertenbroch, and Maddux 2015), culture (Hofstede 1980; 

Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner 1997), and national legislation and pay tradition (Chiang and 

Birtch 2007). Still, research finds both experimental (Cable and Judge 1994) and descriptive 

survey evidence (Chiang and Birtch 2006; Frank, Wertenbroch, and Maddux 2015; Lee, Iijima, 

and Reade 2011; Milanowski 2007) supporting an average proclivity for P4P vs. fixed pay 

schemes among individuals in general. Therefore, we derive the following hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 1: Use of P4P (vs. fixed pay) has a positive effect on attraction to a public 

service job. 

 

 The question, then, is whether P4P imposes a “hidden” cost in terms of normative equity 

concerns that directly counteracts the prospects of bureaucratic representation. Does P4P make 

individuals of particular race, gender, and age less attracted to public service employment? 
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Sorting Based on Race, Gender, and Age 

We theorize that the effect of P4P on job attraction is moderated by individuals’ 

sociodemographic characteristic. Building on research and theory on P4P, risk-aversion, and 

stereotyping, we expect that P4P (vs. fixed pay) will have negative impact on public service job 

attraction for racial minority individuals, females, and older people (relative to racial majority 

individuals, males, and younger individuals).  

For race, research directly examining racial differences in preferences for particular 

compensation schemes is limited. However, Judge and Cable (1994) find evidence indicating 

greater preference for fixed pay (vs. contingent pay) among non-White individuals relative to 

White individuals. Moreover, as previously discussed, principal-agent theory (Eisenhardt 1989; 

Grund and Sliwka 2010; Prendergast 1999) and empirical studies suggest that P4P attracts more 

risk willing employees (Cadsby, Song, and Tapon 2007; Dohmen and Falk 2011; Grund and 

Sliwka 2010; Judge and Cable 1994)—and some research suggests that racial minority 

individuals tend to be more risk averse than White individuals. Fang, Hanna, and Chatterjee 

(2013, p. 76) thus note that “[i]n the literature, the vast majority of studies on racial/ethnic 

differences indicate that Blacks and Hispanics have lower risk tolerance than Whites.” US 

residents who identify as Black or Hispanic are more likely to report some risk aversion than 

their White counterparts (Brown 2007; Fang and Hanna 2008; Fang, Hanna, and Chatterjee 

2013; Yao, Gutter, and Hanna 2005).  

The connection between race and risk aversion is, however, not unequivocal. Research 

suggests that Asian and White individuals may have similar risk tolerances (Fang, Hanna, and 

Chatterjee 2013), and some studies find that Black and Hispanic individuals may be less risk 

averse on average than White individuals and people identifying with other races (Halek and 

Eisenhauer 2001; Outreville 2014; Rose, Tsai, and Downs 2003). Although these notions reduce 

the degree of confidence of our empirical moderation expectations for race, another line of 

research supports that P4P may make racial minority individuals (i.e., non-White individuals) 

less attracted to a public service job.   

In particular, racial minority individuals may dislike P4P (vs. fixed pay) due to concerns 

about racial discrimination (irrespective of whether such concerns are warranted or not). The 

majority of people of color believe that American society discriminates against them (Sheffield 

2019), and research identifies racial discrimination in a range of contexts, including hiring and 
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employment (Mullainathan 2004; Heath and Stasio 2019; Quillian et al. 2017) and public 

employee behavior and decision-making (Andersen and Guul 2019; Pedersen, Stritch, and 

Thuesen 2018). Similarly, Grissom and Keiser (2011) find that Black teachers earn substantially 

less in supplemental pay when working for a White principal, even when compared to White 

teachers in the same school (see also Avey, West, and Crossley 2008).  

To the extent that racial minority individuals’ beliefs are informed and shaped by such 

perception of race disparity in allocation of pecuniary rewards, we suggest that racial minority 

individuals may have lower preference for P4P than racial majority individuals (i.e., White 

individuals). Especially in work contexts where the employee job performance evaluations are 

based on subjective supervisor evaluations (vs. objective performance criteria). Thus, based on 

research on P4P and on racial differences both in risk aversion and in concerns about managerial 

discrimination on the basis of racial stereotyping, we derive the  

the following hypothesis:  

 

Hypothesis 2a: P4P has negative impact on job attraction for racial minority individuals 

(vs. racial majority individuals). 

 

For gender, research shows that males (vs. females) tend to have a greater preference for 

P4P relative to fixed pay (Chiang and Birtch 2006; Frank, Wertenbroch, and Maddux 2015; 

Cable and Judge 1994; McGee, McGee, and Pan 2015; Niederle and Vesterlund 2007). This 

result is in line with research on the relationship between gender and risk aversion. Outreville 

(2014, p. 166) thus notes how “[a]lmost all studies confirm that women are more risk averse 

than men.” Males tend to place more value on earnings and competition than females do (Haines, 

Deaux, and Lofaro 2016; Konrad et al. 2000), and research shows that females are inclined to be 

more risk averse than males (Croson and Gneezy 2009; Dohmen et al. 2011; Eckel and 

Grossman 2008; Fang, Hanna, and Chatterjee 2013; Filippin 2016; Halek and Eisenhauer 2001; 

Rosen, Tsai, and Downs 2003; Sapienza, Zingales, and Masestripoero 2009). Similarly, as for 

our race moderation theorizing, concerns about gender discrimination may make females 

inclined to dislike P4P (i.e., prefer fixed pay). Related to general and widely recognized 

perceptions of gender pay gaps (Auspurg, Hinz, and Sauer 2017; Khovera 2011), and that 

females are less likely to be employed in—and, thus, to be personally familiar with—jobs 
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involving P4P compensation (McGee, McGee, and Pan 2015), concerns about gender bias in job 

performance evaluations by male supervisors may make females prefer P4P to lesser extent than 

males. Such line of reasoning is consistent with the scholarly notion that P4P systems pose a 

threat to the pursuit of greater gender pay equity and are likely to disadvantage women (Rubery 

2007), and with recent findings that women with female managers are likely to report more 

leadership support than women with male managers (Hatmaker and Hassan 2021). Thus, 

building on research on P4P and on gender differences both in risk aversion and in concerns 

about managerial gender discrimination based on stereotyping, we derive the following 

hypothesis:  

 

Hypothesis 2b: P4P has negative impact on job attraction for females (vs. males).  

 

For age, research suggests that younger individuals tend to view P4P more favorably than 

older individuals (Lee, Iijima, and Reade 2011; Milanowski 2007; PwC 2015). With increasing 

age, people become motivated less by extrinsically—and more by intrinsically—rewarding job 

attributes (Inceoglu, Segers, and Bartram 2011; Kooji et al. 2011). In line with this notion, age is 

widely hypothesized and found to positively affect an individuals’ risk aversion. Risk attitudes 

evolve over an individual’s life-cycle (Bommier and Rochet 2006), and risk willingness is 

observed to decrease with age (Albert and Duffy 2012; Bakshi and Chen 1994; Brown 1990; 

Dohmen et al. 2005; 2011; Palsson 1996). For explanation of the underlying mechanism, many 

studies refer to a life-cycle risk aversion hypothesis suggesting a greater tolerance for pecuniary 

risks the further an individual is from retirement. After retirement, labor income is replaced by 

assets income that reduces acceptance of investment risks. Moreover, positive correlates of age, 

such as parenthood and family status, provide complementary explanations for the positive 

association between age and risk aversion. Having children may increase preferences for income 

certainty and stability, and research shows that individuals become more risk averse after having 

children (Spivey 2010)—although the effect may disappear when the child becomes older 

(Görlitz and Tamm 2020). Thus, given theory and research suggesting that risk tolerance and 

preferences for variable remuneration decrease with age, we derive the following hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis 2c: P4P has negative impact on job attraction for older individuals (vs. 

younger individuals). 

 

We emphasize that hypotheses 2a-2c relate to how interplay between P4P and 

sociodemographic characteristics—race, gender, and age—may affect individual’s public service 

job attraction. Especially risk aversion but also stereotyping concerns constitute the theoretical 

foundation for the underlying mechanisms whereby we expect that P4P will have a negative 

impact on job attraction for racial minority individuals, females, and older people (relative to 

racial majority individuals, males, and younger individuals). 

For probing the validity of our theorizing on the driving mechanisms, we conduct 

auxiliary analyses indicating whether any identified average effect of P4P on job attraction (H1) 

or moderating effects of race, gender, and age on this relationship (H2a-H2c) are, indeed, 

attributable to differences in risk aversion. Is risk aversion a likely underlying cause for any 

substantive effects that we identify? Similarly, we probe the validity of our theorizing about 

stereotyping concerns as a factor in any identified race and gender moderation effects (H2a and 

H2b) via auxiliary analyses based on induced variation in type of job performance evaluation 

(subjective supervisor evaluation vs. objective performance criteria). We present and discuss the 

specifics of both auxiliary analyses later.  

Moreover, we perform auxiliary analyses indicating how public service job attraction is 

affected by differences in how much of the expected pay under P4P schemes is performance-

based (i.e., 5% vs. 10% vs. 20% of the potential pay). Relating to H2a, we also consider that our 

racial minority category encompasses a range of racial groups, and that P4P preferences and risk 

aversion may be distributed unequally among minority individuals identifying as either Black, 

Hispanic, Asian, or Multiracial (Fang, Hanna, and Chatterjee 2013).  

 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

We test the hypotheses using a within-subjects paired profiles conjoint experiment design 

embedded in an electronic survey among a non-probability sample of 1,501 US residents. 

Our study was IRB approved at [university and ID blinded for review], and pre-registered 

(conjoint design, measures, hypotheses, and analysis plan) at AEA RCT Registry (ID blinded for 

review]). Data and code files are disclosed at Harvard Dataverse (ID blinded for review]). 
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Data 

We collected the data in May 2021. Participants were recruited via Prolific 

(https://www.prolific.co). Using Prolific’s prescreening feature, enrollment was limited to 

individuals with current residence in the US. Survey completion took about 5-10 minutes and 

participants were payed $1.  

For ensuring a racially diverse sample (for appropriate testing of H2a), we recruited 749 

White respondents and 752 non-White respondents. This quota sampling was accomplished 

using Prolific’s prescreening feature. We posted two identical studies—with one study limiting 

enrollment to White participants, the other limiting enrollment to non-White participants. 

 

The Conjoint Design 

Respondents were presented with a job choice task involving a choice between the two job 

arrangement profiles. First, respondents received an introductory text describing the task and 

providing basic information about a city government job: a position as Community Active 

Worker on a community empowerment program called Project Hope. We based the description 

of the city government job on a real-life job ad. Both the introductory text and the provided 

information about the city government job appear in Appendix A.  

Next, on a subsequent survey page, respondents were exposed to a paired profiles 

conjoint presenting two specific job arrangement profiles—A and B—for the Community Active 

Worker job in a conjoint table.1  

The first column of the conjoint table listed eight job attributes. The second and third 

column listed the job attribute values (for those eight job attributes) for jobs A and B, 

respectively. The order of the job attributes was fixed. For each job attribute, the listed job 

attribute values were assigned at random.2 

Table 1 shows the text for the eight job attributes and their respective attribute values as 

they appeared in the survey. For added contextual realism, the other seven job attributes provide 

                                                             
1 We presented the conjoint table with following text: “Please continue to think about the position of Community 

Activity Worker. Below are two jobs—A and B—describing more specific details about the Community Activity 
Worker position.” 
2 We inadvertently departed from our pre-registered experimental design with regards to weighting of probabilities 

for the performance bonus attributes due to an oversight in setting up the randomization parameters. The four 

performance bonus attributes were assigned equal probabilities in our fielding of the experiment, but given statistical 

power considerations, we intended to assign “No performance bonuses; fixed salary” with 50% probability, the 

others three P4P-related attribute values with 16.7% probability each. 
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job-related information that is typically available to potential job applicants, and which may 

factor into peoples’ perception of job attractiveness. 

 

Table 1. Job Attributes and Job Attribute Values 

Job Attributes Job attribute values 

Total pay:  

Expected pay (including bonuses), compared to 

similar jobs elsewhere 

 Slightly above average 

 About average 

 Slightly below average  

Performance bonuses:  

How much of the expected pay is bonuses that 

depend on performance 

 A large part of your potential pay (20%)  

 A moderate part of your potential pay (10%)  

 A small part of your potential pay (5%)  

 No performance bonuses; fixed salary 

Job performance evaluation:  

How your performance is measured 
 Attendance numbers for Project HOPE events 

 Satisfaction surveys of Project HOPE event participants 

 Changes in community crime, poverty, and blight 

 A supervisor evaluation of your work 

Current community involvement:  

Current participation levels for the program 
 Frequent participation 

 Moderate participation 

 Rare participation 

Community income: 

Average income in target community 
 High income 

 Average income 

 Low income 

Community demographics:  

Racial/ethnic makeup of neighborhoods 
 Mostly white 

 Mostly African American 

 Mostly Hispanic 

 Multiracial 

Overtime work:  

How often you will work extra evening hours 
 Frequently required 

 Occasionally required 

 Never required 

Key job task:  
Most important job qualification 

 Analysis identifying community needs 

 Teamwork with peers and supervisors 

 Coordination with community groups and organizations 

 Direct interaction with community residents 

Notes: In the survey, attribute values were shown for job arrangement profiles A and B in separate columns. 

 

As our outcome measure, the respondents were asked to report their preference between 

the two job arrangement profiles (“Based on this information, please indicate which of the two 

jobs would you personally prefer?”). Response options were “Job A” and “Job B.” 

Respondents were presented with identical paired profiles conjoints (i.e., involving the 

same job attributes and random assignment of job attribute values for the Community Active 
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Worker position) two more times3. In sum, our data set thus comprise 9,006 observations: 1,501 

respondents having each assessed three paired profiles conjoints each involving selection 

between “Job A” and “Job B” (1,501 x 3 x 2 = 9,006).  

Conjoint experimental power analysis (Lukac and Stefanelli 2020) shows that our design 

may identify an average effect (in percentages) of size .05 with a predicted statistical power of 

.99 (i.e., well above the conventional power threshold of .8). Similarly, our design should allow 

for identification of moderating effects of race, gender, and age with predicted statistical power 

of .86.4 

Besides the conjoint experiment, the survey included items on race, gender, and age (and 

other respondent characteristics that we use to describe our sample). Moreover, the survey 

contained two measures of risk-aversion that we use for auxiliary analyses. We employed a 

single-item measure capturing general risk aversion by Dohmen et al. (2005), and a single-item 

measure capturing pecuniary risk aversion by Xiaohao, Hartog, and Sun (2010).5  

Table 2 shows descriptive sample statistics (means and standard deviations), for the full 

sample and by “White” and “non-White” subsamples. We note that a small number of 

respondents identify with a racial category that does not correspond to the study in which they 

enrolled, which is due to our reliance on racial identity being measured in different ways and at 

different points in time for purposes of determining eligibility for participation in the study 

versus measuring race within the survey.6 Overall, both samples include a broad diversity of 

                                                             
3 The preamble was: “Here is a new pair of job arrangements describing specific details about the Community 

Activity Worker position. As before, please read the text and indicate your personal job preference.” 
4 The power estimates are based on n = 1,500; tasks = 3; variable levels = 2 (i.e., P4P vs. fixed pay). The expected 

average effect is based on Schuessler and Freitag (2020). Using a sample of highly cited forced-choice conjoint 

experiments, they find a median of published average marginal component effects (AMCEs) of .05. As Stefanelli 

and Lukac (2020) note, the standards for power analysis of interaction effects are not well defined in the literature. 

However, interactions tend to rapidly increase the minimum required sample size for a well-powered conjoint 

experiment. In particular, “…the required minimum sample size could double, triple, or even quadruple based on 

the effect of the moderator” (p. 19). Our moderation effect power estimate of .86 is based on binary measures for 

race, gender, and age and assuming an increase in the minimum required sample size of a factor three. 
5 The Dohmen et al. (2005) item: “Are you generally a person who is fully prepared to take risks or do you try to 

avoid taking risks?” The Xiaohao, Hartog, and Sun (2010) item: “Suppose in a lottery game, the possibility to win 

1,000 dollars is 10%, then how much would you pay at most to buy a lottery ticket?” 
6 Eligibility for the two studies (the study of White individuals and the study of non-White individuals) was based on 

previously reported data provided by Prolific crowd workers to the platform. In our analyses, we measure racial 

identity based on the survey responses. 
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respondents on the demographic characteristics we measure, although neither sample is perfectly 

representative of the broader public.7 

 

Table 2. Descriptive Sample Statistics 
 

All White Non-White 

N % N % N % 

Gender Male 685 45.6 316 42.2 369 49.1 

 Female 783 52.2 419 55.9 364 48.4 

 Non-binary 25 1.7 12 1.6 13 1.7 

 Prefer not to answer 8 0.5 2 0.3 6 0.8 

Race White 700 46.6 680 90.8 20 2.7 

 African American 185 12.3 0 0.0 185 24.6 

 Hispanic 134 8.9 43 5.7 91 12.1 

 Asian 321 21.4 1 0.1 320 42.6 

 Multiracial 161 10.7 25 3.3 136 18.1 

Education Less than a high school diploma 14 0.9 5 0.7 9 1.2 

 High school degree or equivalent 175 11.7 89 11.9 86 11.4 

 Some college, no degree 337 22.5 153 20.4 184 24.5 

 Associate degree 142 9.5 74 9.9 68 9.0 

 Bachelor's degree 576 38.4 279 37.2 297 39.5 

 Master's degree 199 13.3 112 15.0 87 11.6 

 Professional degree 28 1.9 17 2.3 11 1.5 

 Doctorate 30 2.0 20 2.7 10 1.3 

Employment  Employed 772 51.4 389 51.9 383 50.9 

Status Self-employed 152 10.1 93 12.4 59 7.8 

 Unemployed 185 12.3 79 10.5 106 14.1 

 Student 221 14.7 65 8.7 156 20.7 

 Retired 48 3.2 39 5.2 9 1.2 

 Homemaker 69 4.6 47 6.3 22 2.9 

 Unable to work 46 3.1 32 4.3 14 1.9 

 Other 8 0.5 5 0.7 3 0.4 

Household  $0-$19,999 194 12.9 87 11.6 107 14.2 

Income $20,000-$39,999 283 18.9 142 19.0 141 18.8 

 $40,000-$59,999 274 18.3 145 19.4 129 17.2 

 $60,000-$79,999 229 15.3 129 17.2 100 13.3 

 $80,000-$99,999 140 9.3 73 9.7 67 8.9 

 $100,000 or more 334 22.3 162 21.6 172 22.9 

                                                             
7 In particular, we note that women are somewhat overrepresented in our White sample, the non-White sample 

consists of more Asian than African American or Hispanic respondents, and the respondents in both samples tend to 

overrepresent highly-educated, Democratic, and young individuals. 
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 Prefer not to answer 47 3.1 11 1.5 36 4.8 

Partisanship Democratic 967 64.4 435 58.1 532 70.7 

 Republican 233 15.5 158 21.1 75 10.0 

 Other 301 20.1 156 20.8 145 19.3 

  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Age  34.0 12.7 38.1 13.6 29.9 10.2 

N  1,501 749 752 

 

Estimation Approach 

The empirical identification strategy generally follows our pre-registered analysis plan. We test 

our hypotheses using the commonly used quantity of interest in conjoint analysis: the average 

marginal component effect (AMCE) which represents the causal effect of changing one value of 

a profile attribute while averaging over the distribution of the remaining profile attributes’ values 

(Bansak et al. 2019; Hainmuller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto 2014; Jilke and Tummers 2018). We 

use the responses for all three sets of paired profiles conjoints. Standard errors are clustered at 

the level of the individual respondent. We also added a second level of clustering to account for 

the fact that the randomization program we used only refreshed approximately every five 

minutes, meaning that more than one respondent typically saw the same set of randomly selected 

job arrangement profiles to compare.8 

We test H1 by estimating the AMCE for the “Performance bonuses” job attribute (i.e., 

the three P4P attribute values vs. “No performance bonuses; fixed salary”) on the job attraction 

outcome measure. Based on H1, we expect a positive intention-to-treat effect of P4P (vs. fixed 

pay) on reported job attraction. 

We test H2a-H2c by estimating the AMCEs for interaction terms for P4P attribute values 

(vs. fixed pay) × race/gender/age. Based on our hypotheses, we expect that P4P (vs. fixed pay) 

will have negative intention-to-treat effects on reported job attraction for non-White respondents, 

                                                             
8 As we anticipated that the randomization would refresh for every respondent, this second level of clustering was 

not part of our preregistered analysis plan. Importantly, as the individual respondent were still exposed to a 

randomly assigned set of job attribute values, the clustering of assigned job attribute values should not confound 

(i.e., systematically bias) our estimates. By our two-way clustering, we account for the clustering of job arrangement 

profiles across survey response timing.   
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female respondents, and older respondents (relative to White respondents, males, and younger 

individuals).9 

 

RESULTS 

Average Effect of P4P on Job Attraction 

Figure 1 shows the estimated average effects of job design characteristics on the probability of 

choosing a given job arrangement profile. We do not identify an average effect of P4P on job 

attraction (at p < .1), indicating no support for H1.  

The null effect of P4P on job attraction  holds when the varying levels of P4P (5%, 10%, 

and 20%) are considered (at p < .1) (Appendix B, Table A1, model 2). In line with extant 

research, we find some evidence that general risk aversion moderates the effect of P4P on job 

attraction. Compared to risk-averse respondents, risk-willing respondents are 6.8 percentage 

points more likely to prefer jobs that pays for performance (p = .05) (Appendix B, Table A1, 

model 4).10 Although respondents are 5.3 percentage points less likely to prefer jobs in which 

their performance is evaluated based on objective performance criteria than subjective supervisor 

evaluations (p < .001), we do not find evidence that their preferences on P4P are moderated by 

the mode of job performance evaluation (at p < .1) (Appendix B, Table A1, model 3). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
9 Respondents’ race and gender are treated as binary variables (White vs. non-White; male vs. female) , while age is 
treated as a continuous variable. For purposes of estimating the interaction effect for gender, we dropped from our 

sample respondents who selected “non-binary” or “prefer not to answer.” 
10 This result appears only for the measure of general risk aversion (“High” = 7-10, “Medium” = 4-6, “Low” = 0-4; 

cut points chosen for their easy theoretical interpretation as representing high, medium, and low ranges on the full 

response scale available to respondents). The measure of pecuniary risk aversion does not produce a significant 

result (at p < .1). 
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Figure 1. Effects of Job Attributes on Job Attraction 

 

Notes: Point estimates with bars indicating 95% (lighter lines) and 90% (darker lines) confidence 

intervals. The underlying AMCE regression model appears in Appendix B, Table A1, model 1. 

 

Equivalence testing (Lakens 2017) with the smallest effect size of interest (SESOI) set at 

.05—the same value we use for our power analysis based on Schuessler and Freitag (2020)—

reveals a non-significant result for the effect of P4P (at p < .05). As show in Figure 1 by the 90% 

confidence interval, we cannot reject that the true effect of P4P on job attraction is at least as 

extreme as 5 percentage points in positive direction. In other words, we can reject that P4P 
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decreases job attraction by 5 percentage points or more, but we cannot reject that P4P increases  

job attraction by 5 percentage points or more (at p < .05). 

 The effects of the other seven job design characteristics are consistent with general 

expectations, thus supporting that the respondents were attentive and carefully considered the job 

attribute values, including the P4P attribute values. Not surprisingly, the relative amount of total 

pay strongly affects respondents’ job preferences. Compared to a slightly below average salary, 

respondents are 17.8 and 25.8 percentage points more likely to choose jobs that offer about 

average and slightly above average salary, respectively (both comparisons significant at p < 

.001). Likewise, jobs that require overtime work frequently are 19.4 percentage points less likely 

to be chosen than jobs that never require overtime work (p < .001). Community characteristics 

that are closely related to our job description (i.e., community service job) also affect job choice. 

Respondents are 6.2 percentage points more likely to choose a job with a target community that 

is high-income versus when the target community is low-income (p = .002). Respondents also 

exhibit a preference for working in a community that is multiracial, a 10.2 percentage point 

increase in the probability of choosing a job if the community is multiracial rather than mostly 

white (p < .001). Also, compared to analytical jobs, jobs that demand direct interactions with 

community residents are 5.2 percentage points less preferred (p = .02). 

 

Moderating Effects of Race, Gender, and Age 

Figure 2 shows the results for the interactive effects of P4P and demographic group membership 

on job attraction. We find indications that P4P positively affects racial minority respondents’ job 

attraction (3.9 percentage points), although the point estimate is not precisely estimated (p = .06). 

This effect appears to be driven largely by Asian and African American individuals (5.3 and 6.6 

percentage points; p = .07 and .08). However, the effects of P4P on job attraction for White vs. 

non-White individuals are not statistically distinct (at p < .1), indicating no support for H2a.  

Also, we do not find that the interactive effects of P4P and racial minority status are 

moderated by the mode of performance evaluation (at p < .1) (Appendix C, Table A2, model 3). 

Still, exploratory analysis (not preregistered) indicate that compared to White respondents, Asian 

and African American respondents tend to prefer jobs that pay a high and moderate level of P4P, 

respectively (7.7 and 11.8 percentage points, both at p = .04) (Appendix C, Table A3, model 2). 

While these results are exploratory, they indicate that P4P comprising a substantial part of the 
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potential pay could encourage members of some minority racial groups—Asian and African 

American individuals—to seek a public service job. This directly contradicts H2a, which 

predicted that P4P would discourage job interest among racial minority job seekers (relative to 

White individuals). 

The other results depicted in Figure 2 shows that the relationship between P4P and 

government job preference is not related to respondents’ gender and age. Contrary to H2b and 

H2c, the estimated impact of P4P on public service job attraction is nearly identical among males 

and females, and among younger versus older respondents. These null effects hold (at p < .1) 

when the varying levels of P4P and the mode of performance evaluation are considered 

(Appendix C, models 3 and 4 in Tables A4 and A5). 

 

Figure 2. Effect of P4P on Job Attraction for Different Demographic Groups 

 

Notes: Point estimates with bars indicating 95% (lighter lines) and 90% (darker lines) confidence 

intervals. Age is treated as a continuous variable in the AMCE regression model, but we 

summarize the results here by provided estimated marginal effect of P4P at quartile cut points for 



Page 21 

the age variable (25th percentile = 24, median = 31, and 75th percentile = 41 in the sample). The 

underlying AMCE regression models appear in Appendix C, model 1 in Tables A2-A5. 

 

Equivalence tests (Lakens 2017)—again with the SESOI set at .05—reveal significant 

results for gender and age, but a non-significant result for race (see Appendix D). We can reject 

that the true moderating effects of gender and age on the impact of P4P on public service job 

attraction are at least as extreme as ±5 percentage points (at p < .05). However, we cannot reject 

that P4P increases job attraction by 5 percentage points or more for racial minority individuals 

relative to White individuals (at p < .05). 

In sum, we do not find a significant average effect of P4P on the choice between two 

alternative public service job arrangements (at p < .1). In terms of equity and the prospects of 

representative bureaucracies, we do find some evidence that individuals belonging to racial 

minorities find P4P appealing (p = .06). However, as the results are more ambiguous for White 

respondents, our data offer no clear or definitive answer on whether there is a meaningful 

difference in reactions to P4P by race. More generally, we detect no significant differences in 

preferences for P4P by race, gender, or age. The assumptions for the AMCE analysis (i.e., no 

carryover effects, no profile-order effects, randomization of the profiles) suggested by 

Hainmuller et al. (2014) are also met (see Appendix E). 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

In contrast to some of our theorizing, our findings do not speak against the use of P4P in public 

organizations. In the context of a looming public sector “human capital crisis” (Light 2000), we 

show that P4P may—if anything—be associated with increasing public service job attractiveness 

for some individuals, without compromising equity norms and the prospects of bureaucratic 

representation.  

For each of the demographic groups we examine, we find no evidence that use of P4P 

lessens interest in a prospective public service job. And for one demographic group—racial 

minority individuals—we find some evidence of a positive effect of P4P on job attraction (at p = 

.06). Thus, P4P appears to do no harm when it comes to attracting interest in a public service job, 

and it may help to attract more applicants from minority racial groups. In terms of specific racial 

groups, the positive effect of P4P on job attraction that we find among non-White individuals 

appears to be driven mostly by the African American and Asian respondents in our sample. We 
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also note that while we do not find evidence that P4P hinders job attraction among risk-averse 

individuals, it does appear that risk-seeking individuals prefer a public service job that offers P4P 

(p = .05). 

Still, we recognize that whether P4P is generally associated with substantial task 

performance benefits in public service settings is unresolved. As previously noted, the positive 

task performance effects observed in experimental and quasi-experimental studies (e.g., Bellé 

2015; Dee and Wyckoff 2015; Leaver et al. 2021; Lavy 2020) may not be broadly generalizable 

to all domains of public service (e.g., Burgess and Ratto 2003; Heinrich and Marschke 2010; 

Perry, Mesch, and Paarlberg 2006). For example, P4P may “crowd-out” the public employees’ 

public service motivation and intrinsic motivation inasmuch as they perceive P4P as controlling 

rather than supportive for their work (Frey and Jegen 2001; Weibel, Rost, and Osterloh 2010). 

Yet this valid concern should not necessarily imply an abandonment of P4P systems. Rather, it 

emphasizes the need for public managerial leadership that clarifies the meaning and purpose of 

P4P use—i.e., how the rewarded P4P performance goals assist and align with the achievements 

of the organizational vision and goals that the employees care about and assign importance. This 

notion is in line with research suggesting that “soft” (vs. “hard”) enforcement of managerial 

policy can mitigate motivation “crowding-out” (Mikkelsen, Jacobsen, and Andersen 2017). 

Similarly, the Full Range of Leadership Model (Avolio and Bass 2002) recognizes that 

transactional and transformational leadership are not each other’s opposites. Use of contingent 

pecuniary rewards, such as P4P, is a key dimension of transactional leadership (Jensen et al. 

2019) and can clarify, incentivize, and add emphasis to transformational vision and goals (Bass 

and Riggio 2006). 

Thus, we find no compelling evidence that P4P should involve a substantive trade-off 

between efficiency and equity considerations; P4P does not appear to lessen job attraction for 

racial minority individuals, for women, or for older individuals.  

This claim, however, merits further discussion of our research design. Most importantly, 

we cannot reject that our moderation null findings are potentially driven by issues relating to 

(low) statistical power, i.e., represent a Type II error (“false negative”). Although our sample is 

far from small in size, we do engage in interaction analyses, which necessitate larger samples to 

generate precise estimates. However, given our sample size and power analysis, we contest that 
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any “true” moderation effects that we fail to detect because of lack of statistical power are likely 

relatively small in size. 

Other limitations relate to the ecological and external validity of our findings. 

Respondents are exposed to a fictitious scenario describing a particular public service job, and 

they represent a non-probability sample of US residents. Thus, we recognize that our findings 

call for replication efforts testing both the validity and generalizability of our results (Pedersen 

and Stritch 2018: Walker et al. 2019). In particular, we recommend that future studies should 

examine the replicability of our findings in non-US contexts. Some research suggests a greater 

preference for P4P in the US than in other European and Asian countries (Frank, Wertenbroch, 

and Maddux 2015; Money and Graham 1999; see also Chiang and Birtch 2006; 2007). If so, the 

average effect of P4P on public service job attraction could be negative outside of the US 

context.  

In general, more public administration research is needed that examines how various 

other public service job design attributes affect individual’s job attraction and associated sorting 

behaviors. For example, it may be that certain job design attributes work to attract individuals 

with high levels of public service motivation and self-efficacy—two employee-level variables 

found in meta-analyses to be positively and strongly associated with task performance and job 

satisfaction (Awan, Bel, and Esteve 2020; Homberg, McCarthy, and Tabvuma 2015; Judge and 

Bono 2001; Stajkovic and Luthans 1998; Vogel and Homberg 2020). 

Ensuring and promoting the efficiency and equity of the public services require ongoing 

attention to the architecture of the public service jobs. In light of waning interest in public sector 

employment (Bright and Graham 2015; Rose 2012), decision makers should seek to design 

public service organizations with an eye on attracting and optimizing the available pool of talent. 

The best and the brightest of all social groups. This article suggests that P4P should not be easily 

dismissed as a viable compensation scheme in public service organizations, but the journey 

toward unraveling the job design attributes that attract individuals to public service without 

compromising consideration of neither efficiency nor equity is incomplete.  
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APPENDIX A: THE CONJOINT DESIGN 

The introductory text was as follows:  

 

Over the next few pages, you will be presented with a job choice task involving three 

scenarios. In each scenario, we ask you to consider two alternative jobs and then tell us 

about your personal job preferences. The two jobs differ in terms of specific job 

arrangements, but they relate to the same city government position. 

 

The text below provides basic information about this city government position. The text is 

adapted from a real-life job posting. We have hidden the name of the city originally 

posting the job. 

 

Please read the text carefully. 

 

Figure A1 shows the provided information about the city government job. 

 

Figure A1. General Description of Public Service Job Opening 
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APPENDIX B: P4P AND JOB ATTRACTION 

Table A1. AMCE Regressions. Betas and Standard Errors (in Parentheses) 

================================================================================================= 

                                                             (1)       (2)       (3)       (4)    

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Total pay: About average                                  0.178***  0.179***  0.181***  0.178***  

                                                           (0.024)   (0.024)   (0.024)   (0.024)  

Total pay: Slightly above average                         0.258***  0.259***  0.259***  0.258***  

                                                           (0.023)   (0.023)   (0.024)   (0.023)  

Performance bonuses binary: Yes (A)                        0.026              -0.005     0.002   

                                                           (0.019)             (0.041)   (0.031)  

Performance bonuses: large (20%)                                      0.022                       

                                                                     (0.024)                      

Performance bonuses: moderate (10%)                                   0.027                       

                                                                     (0.025)                      

Performance bonuses: small (5%)                                       0.028                       

                                                                     (0.023)                      

Goal based evaluation: Yes (B)                            -0.053*** -0.054*** -0.084**  -0.053*** 

                                                           (0.016)   (0.016)   (0.037)   (0.016)  

Current community involvement: Frequent participation       0.018     0.018     0.018     0.018   

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)  

Current community involvement: Moderate participation       0.010     0.010     0.009     0.010   

                                                           (0.021)   (0.020)   (0.021)   (0.021)  

Community income: Average income                            0.017     0.017     0.016     0.017   

                                                           (0.021)   (0.021)   (0.021)   (0.021)  

Community income: High income                             0.062***  0.062***  0.063***  0.062***  

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)  

Community demographics: Mostly African American             0.011     0.011     0.013     0.011   

                                                           (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.021)   (0.022)  

Community demographics: Mostly Hispanic                    -0.004    -0.003    -0.002    -0.003   

                                                           (0.019)   (0.020)   (0.019)   (0.019)  

Community demographics: Multiracial                       0.102***  0.102***  0.106***  0.103***  

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)  

Overtime work: Frequently required                        -0.194*** -0.194*** -0.194*** -0.194*** 

                                                           (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.022)  

Overtime work: Occasionally required                       -0.043    -0.043    -0.044    -0.043   

                                                           (0.027)   (0.027)   (0.027)   (0.027)  

Key job task: Coordination with community groups           -0.035    -0.034    -0.033    -0.035   

                                                           (0.028)   (0.028)   (0.028)   (0.028)  

Key job task: Direct interaction with community residents -0.052**  -0.052**  -0.051**  -0.052**  

                                                           (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.022)  

Key job task: Teamwork with peers and supervisors          -0.046*   -0.046*   -0.046*   -0.046*  

                                                           (0.027)   (0.028)   (0.027)   (0.027)  

(A) X (B)                                                                       0.041             

                                                                               (0.046)            

General Risk: High Risk                                                                 -0.054**  

                                                                                         (0.026)  

General Risk: Medium Risk                                                                -0.008   

                                                                                         (0.025)  

(A) X High Risk                                                                          0.068*   

                                                                                         (0.035)  

(A) X Medium Risk                                                                         0.002   

                                                                                         (0.035)  

Constant                                                  0.434***  0.434***  0.455***  0.454***  

                                                           (0.037)   (0.037)   (0.044)   (0.046)  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Observations                                                9,006     9,006     9,006     9,006   

Adjusted R2                                                 0.092     0.091     0.092     0.092   

================================================================================================= 

Note:                                                                 *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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APPENDIX C: MODERATION EFFECTS 

Table A2. AMCE Regressions for Race Moderation (Binary). Betas and Standard Errors (in 

Parentheses) 

================================================================================================= 

                                                             (1)       (2)       (3)       (4)    

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Total pay: About average                                  0.178***  0.178***  0.180***  0.178***  

                                                           (0.024)   (0.024)   (0.024)   (0.024)  

Total pay: Slightly above average                         0.259***  0.259***  0.258***  0.259***  

                                                           (0.023)   (0.023)   (0.023)   (0.023)  

Performance bonuses binary: Yes (A)                        0.009               0.003    -0.012   

                                                           (0.023)             (0.049)   (0.035)  

Performance bonuses: large (20%) (A1)                                 0.008                       

                                                                     (0.030)                      

Performance bonuses: moderate (10%) (A2)                             0.0003                       

                                                                     (0.029)                      

Performance bonuses: small (5%) (A3)                                  0.019                       

                                                                     (0.031)                      

Goal based evaluation: Yes (B)                            -0.054*** -0.054***  -0.082*  -0.053*** 

                                                           (0.016)   (0.016)   (0.045)   (0.016)  

Current community involvement: Frequent participation       0.018     0.018     0.018     0.017   

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)  

Current community involvement: Moderate participation       0.010     0.009     0.009     0.010   

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.021)   (0.021)  

Community income: Average income                            0.018     0.018     0.017     0.017   

                                                           (0.021)   (0.021)   (0.021)   (0.021)  

Community income: High income                             0.063***  0.063***  0.064***  0.063***  

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)  

Community demographics: Mostly African American             0.011     0.011     0.012     0.011   

                                                           (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.021)   (0.022)  

Community demographics: Mostly Hispanic                    -0.003    -0.003    -0.001    -0.003   

                                                           (0.019)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.019)  

Community demographics: Multiracial                       0.102***  0.102***  0.104***  0.103***  

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)  

Overtime work: Frequently required                        -0.194*** -0.193*** -0.193*** -0.194*** 

                                                           (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.022)  

Overtime work: Occasionally required                       -0.042    -0.042    -0.043    -0.042   

                                                           (0.027)   (0.027)   (0.027)   (0.027)  

Key job task: Coordination with community groups           -0.035    -0.034    -0.032    -0.035   

                                                           (0.028)   (0.028)   (0.028)   (0.028)  

Key job task: Direct interaction with community residents -0.051**  -0.052**  -0.050**  -0.051**  

                                                           (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.022)  

Key job task: Teamwork with peers and supervisors          -0.046*   -0.046*   -0.046*   -0.046*  

                                                           (0.027)   (0.028)   (0.027)   (0.027)  

Race binary: Minority (C)                                  -0.034*   -0.034*   -0.029    -0.032*  

                                                           (0.018)   (0.018)   (0.044)   (0.018)  

General Risk: High Risk                                                                 -0.052**  

                                                                                         (0.026)  

General Risk: Medium Risk                                                                -0.007   

                                                                                         (0.026)  

(A) X (C)                                                   0.030              -0.019     0.028   

                                                           (0.024)             (0.054)   (0.023)  

(A1) X (C)                                                            0.025                       

                                                                     (0.032)                      

(A2) X (C)                                                           0.049*                       

                                                                     (0.029)                      

(A3) X (C)                                                            0.017                       

                                                                     (0.029)                      

(B) X (C)                                                                      -0.009             

                                                                               (0.050)            

(A) X (B)                                                                       0.005             

                                                                               (0.055)            

(A) X (B) X (C)                                                                 0.069             

                                                                               (0.061)            

(A) X High Risk                                                                          0.067*   

                                                                                         (0.035)  

(A) X Medium Risk                                                                         0.001   

                                                                                         (0.035)  

Constant                                                  0.451***  0.451***  0.471***  0.470***  

                                                           (0.038)   (0.038)   (0.047)   (0.047)  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Observations                                                9,006     9,006     9,006     9,006   

Adjusted R2                                                 0.092     0.091     0.092     0.092   

================================================================================================= 

Note:                                                                 *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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Table A3. AMCE Regressions for Race Moderation (Specific). Betas and Standard Errors (in 

Parentheses) 

====================================================================================== 

                                                               (1)            (2)      

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Total pay: About average                                     0.178***      0.178***    

                                                             (0.024)        (0.024)    

Total pay: Slightly above average                            0.258***      0.259***    

                                                             (0.023)        (0.023)    

Performance bonuses binary: Yes (A)                           0.009                    

                                                             (0.023)                   

Performance bonuses: large (20%) (A1)                                        0.008     

                                                                            (0.030)    

Performance bonuses: moderate (10%) (A2)                                    0.0001     

                                                                            (0.029)    

Performance bonuses: small (5%) (A3)                                         0.019     

                                                                            (0.031)    

Goal based evaluation: Yes (B)                              -0.054***      -0.053***   

                                                             (0.016)        (0.016)    

Current community involvement: Frequent participation         0.018          0.018     

                                                             (0.020)        (0.020)    

Current community involvement: Moderate participation         0.010          0.008     

                                                             (0.021)        (0.020)    

Community income: Average income                              0.017          0.018     

                                                             (0.021)        (0.021)    

Community income: High income                                0.063***      0.063***    

                                                             (0.020)        (0.020)    

Community demographics: Mostly African American               0.011          0.010     

                                                             (0.022)        (0.022)    

Community demographics: Mostly Hispanic                       -0.003        -0.002     

                                                             (0.019)        (0.020)    

Community demographics: Multiracial                          0.102***      0.103***    

                                                             (0.020)        (0.020)    

Overtime work: Frequently required                          -0.194***      -0.193***   

                                                             (0.022)        (0.022)    

Overtime work: Occasionally required                          -0.043        -0.042     

                                                             (0.027)        (0.027)    

Key job task: Coordination with community groups              -0.035        -0.034     

                                                             (0.028)        (0.028)    

Key job task: Direct interaction with community residents    -0.051**      -0.052**    

                                                             (0.022)        (0.022)    

Key job task: Teamwork with peers and supervisors            -0.046*        -0.046*    

                                                             (0.027)        (0.028)    

Race Asian                                                   -0.044**      -0.044**    

                                                             (0.021)        (0.021)    

Race Black                                                    -0.055        -0.055     

                                                             (0.035)        (0.035)    

Race Hispanic                                                 -0.017        -0.017     

                                                             (0.031)        (0.031)    

Race Multiracial                                              -0.006        -0.006     

                                                             (0.031)        (0.031)    

(A) X Race Asian                                              0.044                    

                                                             (0.028)                   

(A) X Race Black                                              0.057                    

                                                             (0.044)                   

(A) X Race Hispanic                                           0.009                    

                                                             (0.041)                   

(A) X Race Multiracial                                        -0.010                   

                                                             (0.042)                   

(A1) X Race Asian                                                           0.077**    

                                                                            (0.038)    

(A2) X Race Asian                                                            0.013     

                                                                            (0.036)    

(A3) X Race Asian                                                            0.037     

                                                                            (0.036)    

(A1) X Race Black                                                            0.046     

                                                                            (0.056)    

(A2) X Race Black                                                           0.118**    

                                                                            (0.057)    

(A3) X Race Black                                                            0.016     

                                                                            (0.050)    

(A1) X Race Hispanic                                                        -0.010     

                                                                            (0.057)    

(A2) X Race Hispanic                                                         0.023     

                                                                            (0.048)    

(A3) X Race Hispanic                                                         0.015     

                                                                            (0.047)    

(A1) X Race Multiracial                                                     -0.078     
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                                                                            (0.050)    

(A2) X Race Multiracial                                                      0.057     

                                                                            (0.055)    

(A3) X Race Multiracial                                                     -0.018     

                                                                            (0.052)    

Constant                                                     0.452***      0.450***    

                                                             (0.038)        (0.038)    

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Observations                                                  9,006          9,006     

Adjusted R2                                                   0.091          0.092     

====================================================================================== 

Note:                                                      *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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Table A4. AMCE Regressions for Gender Moderation. Betas and Standard Errors (in 

Parentheses) 

================================================================================================= 

                                                             (1)       (2)       (3)       (4)    

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Total pay: About average                                  0.182***  0.182***  0.185***  0.182***  

                                                           (0.024)   (0.024)   (0.024)   (0.024)  

Total pay: Slightly above average                         0.260***  0.260***  0.261***  0.260***  

                                                           (0.023)   (0.023)   (0.023)   (0.023)  

Performance bonuses binary: Yes (A)                         0.029               0.006     0.002   

                                                           (0.023)             (0.049)   (0.035)  

Performance bonuses: large (20%) (A1)                                 0.015                       

                                                                     (0.030)                      

Performance bonuses: moderate (10%) (A2)                              0.044                       

                                                                     (0.029)                      

Performance bonuses: small (5%) (A3)                                  0.028                       

                                                                     (0.031)                      

Goal based evaluation: Yes (B)                            -0.053*** -0.054***  -0.067   -0.053*** 

                                                           (0.016)   (0.016)   (0.045)   (0.016)  

Current community involvement: Frequent participation       0.019     0.019     0.020     0.019   

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)  

Current community involvement: Moderate participation       0.012     0.012     0.011     0.012   

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.021)   (0.021)  

Community income: Average income                            0.017     0.017     0.015     0.017   

                                                           (0.021)   (0.021)   (0.021)   (0.021)  

Community income: High income                             0.063***  0.062***  0.064***  0.063***  

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)  

Community demographics: Mostly African American             0.010     0.010     0.011     0.010   

                                                           (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.021)   (0.022)  

Community demographics: Mostly Hispanic                    -0.002    -0.002    -0.001    -0.002   

                                                           (0.019)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.019)  

Community demographics: Multiracial                       0.104***  0.103***  0.107***  0.104***  

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)  

Overtime work: Frequently required                        -0.193*** -0.193*** -0.192*** -0.193*** 

                                                           (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.022)  

Overtime work: Occasionally required                       -0.042    -0.042    -0.042    -0.042   

                                                           (0.027)   (0.027)   (0.027)   (0.027)  

Key job task: Coordination with community groups           -0.036    -0.035    -0.034    -0.036   

                                                           (0.028)   (0.028)   (0.028)   (0.028)  

Key job task: Direct interaction with community residents -0.053**  -0.052**  -0.051**  -0.052**  

                                                           (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.022)  

Key job task: Teamwork with peers and supervisors          -0.048*   -0.048*   -0.048*   -0.048*  

                                                           (0.027)   (0.028)   (0.027)   (0.027)  

Gender: Female (C)                                         -0.002    -0.002     0.025    -0.009   

                                                                                                  

(A) X (B)                                                                       0.031             

                                                                               (0.055)            

General Risk: High Risk                                                                 -0.054**  

                                                                                         (0.026)  

General Risk: Medium Risk                                                                -0.006   

                                                                                         (0.026)  

(A) X (C)                                                  -0.002              -0.019     0.008   

                                                                                                  

(A1) X (C)                                                            0.017                       

                                                                                                  

(A2) X (C)                                                           -0.028                       

                                                                                                  

(A3) X (C)                                                            0.003                       

                                                                                                  

(B) X (C)                                                                      -0.035             

                                                                                                  

(A) X (B) X (C)                                                                 0.021             

                                                                                                  

(A) X High Risk                                                                          0.067*   

                                                                                         (0.035)  

(A) X Medium Risk                                                                        -0.002   

                                                                                         (0.035)  

Constant                                                  0.430***  0.430***  0.438***  0.454***  

                                                           (0.038)   (0.038)   (0.047)   (0.047)  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Observations                                                8,808     8,808     8,808     8,808   

Adjusted R2                                                 0.092     0.092     0.092     0.093   

================================================================================================= 

Note:                                                                 *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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Table A5. AMCE Regressions for Age Moderation. Betas and Standard Errors (in Parentheses) 

================================================================================================= 

                                                             (1)       (2)       (3)       (4)    

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Total pay: About average                                  0.178***  0.179***  0.180***  0.178***  

                                                           (0.024)   (0.024)   (0.024)   (0.024)  

Total pay: Slightly above average                         0.258***  0.259***  0.259***  0.258***  

                                                           (0.023)   (0.023)   (0.023)   (0.023)  

Performance bonuses binary: Yes (A)                         0.024              -0.065    -0.0002  

                                                           (0.038)             (0.079)   (0.042)  

Performance bonuses: large (20%) (A1)                                 0.027                       

                                                                     (0.054)                      

Performance bonuses: moderate (10%) (A2)                              0.017                       

                                                                     (0.056)                      

Performance bonuses: small (5%) (A3)                                  0.028                       

                                                                     (0.038)                      

Goal based evaluation: Yes (B)                            -0.053*** -0.054***  -0.075   -0.053*** 

                                                           (0.016)   (0.016)   (0.068)   (0.016)  

Current community involvement: Frequent participation       0.018     0.018     0.019     0.018   

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)  

Current community involvement: Moderate participation       0.010     0.010     0.009     0.010   

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.021)   (0.021)  

Community income: Average income                            0.017     0.017     0.016     0.017   

                                                           (0.021)   (0.021)   (0.021)   (0.021)  

Community income: High income                             0.062***  0.062***  0.062***  0.062***  

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)  

Community demographics: Mostly African American             0.011     0.012     0.013     0.011   

                                                           (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.021)   (0.022)  

Community demographics: Mostly Hispanic                    -0.003    -0.003    -0.002    -0.003   

                                                           (0.019)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.019)  

Community demographics: Multiracial                       0.102***  0.103***  0.105***  0.103***  

                                                           (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)   (0.020)  

Overtime work: Frequently required                        -0.194*** -0.195*** -0.193*** -0.194*** 

                                                           (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.022)  

Overtime work: Occasionally required                       -0.043    -0.043    -0.044    -0.043   

                                                           (0.027)   (0.027)   (0.027)   (0.027)  

Key job task: Coordination with community groups           -0.035    -0.034    -0.033    -0.035   

                                                           (0.028)   (0.028)   (0.028)   (0.028)  

Key job task: Direct interaction with community residents -0.052**  -0.052**  -0.051**  -0.052**  

                                                           (0.022)   (0.022)   (0.021)   (0.022)  

Key job task: Teamwork with peers and supervisors          -0.046*   -0.046*   -0.046*   -0.046*  

                                                           (0.027)   (0.028)   (0.027)   (0.027)  

Age (C)                                                    0.0001    0.0001    0.0003    0.00004  

                                                           (0.001)   (0.001)   (0.001)   (0.001)  

(A) X (B)                                                                       0.124             

                                                                               (0.095)            

General Risk: High Risk                                                                 -0.054**  

                                                                                         (0.026)  

General Risk: Medium Risk                                                                -0.008   

                                                                                         (0.025)  

(A) X (C)                                                  0.0001               0.002    0.0001   

                                                           (0.001)             (0.002)   (0.001)  

(A1) X (C)                                                           -0.0002                      

                                                                     (0.001)                      

(A2) X (C)                                                           0.0003                       

                                                                     (0.001)                      

(A3) X (C)                                                           0.00001                      

                                                                     (0.001)                      

(B) X (C)                                                                      -0.0003            

                                                                               (0.002)            

(A) X (B) X (C)                                                                -0.002             

                                                                               (0.003)            

(A) X High Risk                                                                          0.068**  

                                                                                         (0.035)  

(A) X Medium Risk                                                                         0.002   

                                                                                         (0.035)  

Constant                                                  0.431***  0.431***  0.445***  0.453***  

                                                           (0.044)   (0.044)   (0.069)   (0.050)  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Observations                                                9,006     9,006     9,006     9,006   

Adjusted R2                                                 0.091     0.091     0.092     0.092   

================================================================================================= 

Note:                                                                 *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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APPENDIX D: EQUIVALENCE TESTING (MODERATION) 

Figure A2. Effects of P4P by Race, Gender, and Age 
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APPENDIX E: ASSUMPTION CHECKS 

Table A6: No Carryover Effects 

A joint F-test for the interaction terms between attributes and choice tasks cannot reject no 

carryover effects at the 5% level (F value=1.50, p-value=0.0571).  

========================================================================================================== 

`Total pay`About average                                                                0.116***           

                                                                                         (0.044)           

`Total pay`Slightly above average                                                       0.233***           

                                                                                         (0.039)           

Contest_no2                                                                              -0.027            

                                                                                         (0.104)           

Contest_no3                                                                              -0.079            

                                                                                         (0.087)           

`Performance bonuses binary`Yes (bonuses)                                                 0.030            

                                                                                         (0.026)           

`Goal based evaluation`Yes (Goal based)                                                 -0.082**           

                                                                                         (0.034)           

`Current community involvement`Frequent participation                                    0.060*            

                                                                                         (0.036)           

`Current community involvement`Moderate participation                                     0.031            

                                                                                         (0.039)           

`Community income`Average income                                                          0.006            

                                                                                         (0.035)           

`Community income`High income                                                            0.062**           

                                                                                         (0.028)           

`Community demographics`Mostly African American                                           0.001            

                                                                                         (0.037)           

`Community demographics`Mostly Hispanic                                                  -0.071            

                                                                                         (0.043)           

`Community demographics`Multiracial                                                     0.100***           

                                                                                         (0.038)           

`Overtime work`Frequently required                                                      -0.180***          

                                                                                         (0.032)           

`Overtime work`Occasionally required                                                     -0.074*           

                                                                                         (0.040)           

`Key job task`Coordination with community groups and organizations                       -0.006            

                                                                                         (0.045)           

`Key job task`Direct interaction with community residents                                -0.057            

                                                                                         (0.041)           

`Key job task`Teamwork with peers and supervisors                                        -0.001            

                                                                                         (0.033)           

`Total pay`About average:Contest_no2                                                      0.067            

                                                                                         (0.059)           

`Total pay`Slightly above average:Contest_no2                                             0.027            

                                                                                         (0.054)           

`Total pay`About average:Contest_no3                                                     0.120**           

                                                                                         (0.054)           

`Total pay`Slightly above average:Contest_no3                                             0.076            

                                                                                         (0.056)           

Contest_no2:`Performance bonuses binary`Yes (bonuses)                                     0.001            

                                                                                         (0.044)           

Contest_no3:`Performance bonuses binary`Yes (bonuses)                                    -0.002            

                                                                                         (0.045)           

Contest_no2:`Goal based evaluation`Yes (Goal based)                                       0.069            

                                                                                         (0.050)           

Contest_no3:`Goal based evaluation`Yes (Goal based)                                       0.029            

                                                                                         (0.047)           

Contest_no2:`Current community involvement`Frequent participation                        -0.038            

                                                                                         (0.045)           

Contest_no3:`Current community involvement`Frequent participation                        -0.084            

                                                                                         (0.052)           

Contest_no2:`Current community involvement`Moderate participation                        -0.053            

                                                                                         (0.056)           

Contest_no3:`Current community involvement`Moderate participation                        -0.022            

                                                                                         (0.055)           

Contest_no2:`Community income`Average income                                             -0.008            

                                                                                         (0.052)           

Contest_no3:`Community income`Average income                                              0.044            

                                                                                         (0.048)           

Contest_no2:`Community income`High income                                                -0.016            

                                                                                         (0.047)           

Contest_no3:`Community income`High income                                                 0.009            

                                                                                         (0.046)           

Contest_no2:`Community demographics`Mostly African American                               0.013            

                                                                                         (0.052)           

Contest_no3:`Community demographics`Mostly African American                               0.030            

                                                                                         (0.060)           

Contest_no2:`Community demographics`Mostly Hispanic                                       0.100            

                                                                                         (0.064)           

Contest_no3:`Community demographics`Mostly Hispanic                                       0.088            

                                                                                         (0.067)           
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Contest_no2:`Community demographics`Multiracial                                           0.025            

                                                                                         (0.057)           

Contest_no3:`Community demographics`Multiracial                                          -0.006            

                                                                                         (0.058)           

Contest_no2:`Overtime work`Frequently required                                           -0.047            

                                                                                         (0.048)           

Contest_no3:`Overtime work`Frequently required                                            0.029            

                                                                                         (0.048)           

Contest_no2:`Overtime work`Occasionally required                                          0.065            

                                                                                         (0.052)           

Contest_no3:`Overtime work`Occasionally required                                          0.052            

                                                                                         (0.053)           

Contest_no2:`Key job task`Coordination with community groups and organizations           -0.082            

                                                                                         (0.056)           

Contest_no3:`Key job task`Coordination with community groups and organizations           -0.021            

                                                                                         (0.067)           

Contest_no2:`Key job task`Direct interaction with community residents                     0.011            

                                                                                         (0.059)           

Contest_no3:`Key job task`Direct interaction with community residents                     0.002            

                                                                                         (0.058)           

Contest_no2:`Key job task`Teamwork with peers and supervisors                            -0.049            

                                                                                         (0.040)           

Contest_no3:`Key job task`Teamwork with peers and supervisors                            -0.079            

                                                                                         (0.059)           

Constant                                                                                0.454***           

                                                                                         (0.059)           

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Observations                                                                              9,006            

Adjusted R2                                                                               0.097            

========================================================================================================== 

Note:                                                                          *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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Table A7. No Profile-Order Effects 

A joint F-test for the interaction terms between attributes and profile orders cannot reject no 

profile-order effects (F value=1.29, p-value=0.2111). 

========================================================================================================== 

`Total pay`About average                                                                0.199***           

                                                                                         (0.026)           

`Total pay`Slightly above average                                                       0.278***           

                                                                                         (0.029)           

Profile_no2                                                                              0.154**           

                                                                                         (0.073)           

`Performance bonuses binary`Yes (bonuses)                                                 0.034            

                                                                                         (0.026)           

`Goal based evaluation`Yes (Goal based)                                                 -0.060***          

                                                                                         (0.022)           

`Current community involvement`Frequent participation                                     0.015            

                                                                                         (0.028)           

`Current community involvement`Moderate participation                                     0.006            

                                                                                         (0.028)           

`Community income`Average income                                                          0.032            

                                                                                         (0.029)           

`Community income`High income                                                           0.085***           

                                                                                         (0.029)           

`Community demographics`Mostly African American                                          0.051*            

                                                                                         (0.030)           

`Community demographics`Mostly Hispanic                                                  -0.001            

                                                                                         (0.032)           

`Community demographics`Multiracial                                                     0.105***           

                                                                                         (0.035)           

`Overtime work`Frequently required                                                      -0.158***          

                                                                                         (0.027)           

`Overtime work`Occasionally required                                                     -0.029            

                                                                                         (0.033)           

`Key job task`Coordination with community groups and organizations                       -0.019            

                                                                                         (0.030)           

`Key job task`Direct interaction with community residents                                 0.009            

                                                                                         (0.027)           

`Key job task`Teamwork with peers and supervisors                                        -0.020            

                                                                                         (0.036)           

`Total pay`About average:Profile_no2                                                     -0.040            

                                                                                         (0.042)           

`Total pay`Slightly above average:Profile_no2                                            -0.045            

                                                                                         (0.034)           

Profile_no2:`Performance bonuses binary`Yes (bonuses)                                    -0.012            

                                                                                         (0.037)           

Profile_no2:`Goal based evaluation`Yes (Goal based)                                       0.017            

                                                                                         (0.038)           

Profile_no2:`Current community involvement`Frequent participation                         0.012            

                                                                                         (0.042)           

Profile_no2:`Current community involvement`Moderate participation                         0.003            

                                                                                         (0.043)           

Profile_no2:`Community income`Average income                                             -0.022            

                                                                                         (0.044)           

Profile_no2:`Community income`High income                                                -0.038            

                                                                                         (0.050)           

Profile_no2:`Community demographics`Mostly African American                              -0.070            

                                                                                         (0.043)           

Profile_no2:`Community demographics`Mostly Hispanic                                      -0.003            

                                                                                         (0.048)           

Profile_no2:`Community demographics`Multiracial                                          -0.005            

                                                                                         (0.049)           

Profile_no2:`Overtime work`Frequently required                                           -0.064*           

                                                                                         (0.035)           

Profile_no2:`Overtime work`Occasionally required                                         -0.025            

                                                                                         (0.038)           

Profile_no2:`Key job task`Coordination with community groups and organizations           -0.024            

                                                                                         (0.040)           

Profile_no2:`Key job task`Direct interaction with community residents                   -0.120**           

                                                                                         (0.048)           

Profile_no2:`Key job task`Teamwork with peers and supervisors                            -0.047            

                                                                                         (0.052)           

Constant                                                                                0.346***           

                                                                                         (0.055)           

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Observations                                                                              9,006            

Adjusted R2                                                                               0.094            

========================================================================================================== 

Note:                                                                          *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
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Randomization of the Profiles 

Figure A3. All Observations (N=1,501/9,006) 

 

Figure A4. Treatment (N=127/762) 

 

 

 


