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ABSTRACT 
 

  The United States Federal government is currently moving from a rigid civil 

service system to one that features flexibility in performance management and 

compensation.  These revolutionary changes in Federal personnel management seek to 

better align the workforce’s efforts to the mission and goals of the agency.  This study 

seeks to determine whether these reforms have shown to significantly improve 

organizational effectiveness in the Federal government.  Accordingly, this study builds 

on existing models of governmental organizational effectiveness and evaluates whether 

human resource management reform is significantly associated with organizational 

effectiveness. 

  To examine whether human resources management reform improves 

organizational effectiveness, I include the conceptual model established by prior research.  

I employ data from the 2004 Federal Human Capital Survey (FHCS) to evaluate the 

association between individual level and agency level factors and organizational 

effectiveness.  In order to evaluate the magnitude of the impact of each determinant of 

organizational effectiveness, I have created specific examples where I have assigned 

known values to all independent variables of the model and changed the values of each 

variable whose coefficient I need to interpret. 

  The coefficient estimate for human resource management reform is statistically 

significant when the employee’s workplace is excluded from the model and insignificant 
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when it is included.  This result, and existing research, suggests that other agency specific 

factors, such as the mission, executive leadership, and autonomy, are likely more 

influential on employee perceptions of organizational effectiveness. 
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Introduction 

  

 The United States Federal government is currently moving from a rigid civil 

service system to one that features flexibility in performance management and 

compensation.  These revolutionary changes in Federal personnel management seek to 

better align the workforce’s efforts to the mission and goals of the agency.  These reforms 

are also meant to solve problems with organizational performance that have contributed 

to 9/11 and other shortcomings within the Federal government.   

 The Federal government began experimenting with this type of reform in the 

1980s, with demonstration projects in the Department of Defense.  Demonstration 

projects are human resource management experiments authorized by Congress to 

evaluate whether reforms lead to improvement in management techniques and 

organizational effectiveness. As the success of these demonstration projects became clear, 

more and more agencies received permission to change the features of the Civil Service 

system to suit their own needs.  The profile of these reforms has never been higher; both 

the Department of Defense and the Department of Homeland Security are in the process 

of implementing new personnel regulations based on the results of Demonstration 

Projects.  The President’s Management Agenda identifies Strategic Management of 

Human Capital as one of the critical focuses of this Administration.  The Administration 

seeks to link human capital strategies to organizational missions, make high performance 

a way of life, align performance incentives to organizational missions, and introduce real 

accountability to the Federal government (OMB, 2004). This study seeks to determine 
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whether these reforms have shown to significantly improve organizational effectiveness 

in the Federal government.  Accordingly, this study builds on existing models of 

governmental organizational effectiveness and evaluates whether human resource 

management reform is significantly associated with organizational effectiveness. This 

study finds the determinants of organizational effectiveness identified by existing 

research are statistically significant.  The study’s results, however, do not show human 

resource management reform to have a significant impact on Federal organizational 

performance at this time. 

 

Organizational Effectiveness 

 

 Organizational effectiveness refers to the ability of an organization to fulfill its 

mission.   Barnard (1968) refers to “purpose” in his definition of organizational 

effectiveness:  “The test of effectiveness is the accomplishment of a common purpose or 

purposes; effectiveness can be measured.”  My research examines the effectiveness of 

Federal agencies in accomplishing their purposes, their missions.  Specifically, I 

investigate whether employees in pay for performance organizations perceive their 

organizations to be more effective than those in normal federal Civil Service 

organizations.  As such, a focus on employee perceptions is an appropriate measure of 

organizational effectiveness since most studies evaluated the perceptions of overall 

performance. I argue, however, that individual employees will best be able to evaluate the 

quality of the work of their own group.  It is difficult for any employee to accurately 
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evaluate the effectiveness of an entire federal agency.  This focus is also supported by 

existing research (Brewer and Selden, 2000). 

 Past studies of governmental performance have used efficiency-based measures of 

effectiveness, focused on an index, or defined effectiveness themselves.  There is no 

universal measure of organizational effectiveness that would account for the very 

different contexts in which government agencies function.  Additionally, different 

stakeholders will define performance and effectiveness according to their own view of 

what they expect from the organization.  Organizational psychology holds that 

organizations and individuals are interdependent; it is thus appropriate to use both 

individual perceptions of effectiveness as a measure of organizational performance 

(Brewer and Selden, 2000). Employees are in the best position to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the organization in meeting its often conflicting goals and mission.  

Using this perception-based measure of performance will allow us to benefit from the 

experience and judgment of employees in their respective organizations.   

There are two levels of determinants of organizational effectiveness:  agency level 

determinants and individual level determinants.  Agency level determinants are those that 

describe the context in which a federal agency operates.  These factors, which affect all 

of the employees of an agency, include leadership, autonomy, organizational culture, 

mission, and human resources management reform.  Individual level determinants are 

those that explain the relationship between and individual and his or her agency.  These 

factors, which vary between different employees in an agency, include task design, job 

satisfaction, public service motivation, organizational commitment, organization 
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citizenship behavior, and mission valence.  Both agency level and individual level factors 

are necessary to examine organizational effectiveness.  

 

Agency Level Determinants of Organizational Effectiveness 

 

Autonomy 

 Unlike private sector organizations, Federal agencies have multiple constituencies 

to which they must frequently respond:  citizens, interest groups, Congress, and the 

judiciary.  Autonomy is a grant of latitude to the agency from these various 

constituencies to pursue its mission.  An agency that is autonomous has the power to 

define its mission and determine how it will deploy its resources in that pursuit.  

Furthermore, the autonomous Federal agency will be able to acquire the resources 

necessary to succeed.   

Wolf (1997), through a meta-analysis of case studies on Federal agencies, finds 

that autonomy is critical to the extent that the agency is responsive to its external 

stakeholders.  Rainey and Steinbauer (1999) also identify a positive but curvilinear 

relationship between an agency’s effectiveness and its autonomy, also owing to its need 

to be responsive.  Autonomy allows the agency to shape its mission and the flexibility 

necessary to pursue it.  Responsiveness is the measurement of the self-imposed limits of 

an agency’s autonomy, the amount to which an agency seeks direction from external 

stakeholders.  By being responsive to its stakeholders, an agency can mitigate the risk of 

straying too far from its intended mission.   Wilson (1988) uses the Social Security 
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Administration as an example of how an agency will sometimes attempt to forgo the 

opportunity to add power to preserve its autonomy.   

 The research of Wolf (1993, 1997), Rainey and Steinbauer (1999), and Wilson 

(1988) convincingly illustrates the critical role autonomy plays in determining the 

success of an organization.  It is therefore necessary to account for the autonomy of 

Federal agencies in my model of organizational effectiveness.  It takes extensive research 

to fully evaluate the autonomy of a Federal agency; its employees will likely be relatively 

well informed about where the agency stands in relation to its constituencies.   

 

Organizational Culture 

 Culture provides members of an organization a common lens through which to 

view problems and processes.  Schein (1992) defines culture as the “pattern of shared 

basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its problems.”  Culture is an 

evolutionary process that assists an organization in integrating its workforce and adapting 

to its external environment.  A strong culture makes an organization easier to manage, as 

expectations, norms, and values will have been internalized by its members.  Wilson 

(1988) notes how a common background will predispose an organization to a specific 

type of action, citing the Federal Trade Commission’s workforce of lawyers and 

economists as an example.  Rainey and Steinbauer (1999) note the potential of culture to 

link an agency’s workforce to its mission.  Moynihan and Pandey (2004) note that the 

concept of a mission-based culture is linked to organizational effectiveness is broadly 

accepted.  Moynihan and Pandey (2004) also describe how the four types of culture 
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(group, developmental, hierarchical, and rational) have different impacts on how culture 

affects the outcomes of an organization, but find statistically significant impact only for 

developmental culture.  A developmental culture is one that provides the organization 

sufficient flexibility to adapt to changing circumstances and environments.   

 Organizational culture is clearly a factor in determining effectiveness.  The 

existing body of research indicates that a mission-based culture can lead to higher 

performance in a Federal agency.  As employees focus more on the organization’s 

mission, they will become more committed to the agency’s work.  This type of 

commitment is one of the goals of reforming the Federal personnel system and needs to 

be accounted for my model of organizational effectiveness.  An organization with a 

developmental culture will be able to adapt to changes in its in environment, thus making 

it more flexible.  Such a culture should thus be accounted for in any model of 

organizational effectiveness.  Employees are adequate judges of whether the culture in an 

organization is conducive to organizational effectiveness; individual perceptions of 

culture will thus be an appropriate measure for my model.  

Leadership 

 It seems logical that organizations with capable leaders will be more effective 

than those without quality leadership.  Leaders in public organizations play an important 

role in policy development, policy implementation and performance management.  

Strong and committed leaders enable their agencies to gain more autonomy, enhancing 

their ability to fulfill their missions (Meier,1989; Barnard, 1968; Doig and Hargrove, 

1987).  Stability of leadership is also linked to agency effectiveness.  Indeed, Wolf (1997) 
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has identified a statistically significant association between leadership and Federal 

agency effectiveness.  Wilson (1988) attributes at least some of the success of executives 

to the context of their agencies.   

 Effective leaders will also play a role in motivating their workforces.  The 

position of the leader, and his or her charisma, allow him or her to reach the workforce 

and potentially to inspire higher performance (Meier, 1989).   Leaders’ integrity can be 

critical to their efforts to gain the respect of the workforce.  Employees who lack respect 

for their leaders, particularly for their personal integrity, may be less inclined to follow 

their lead.  Integrity may be a critical component of leadership.   

 As with autonomy, employees may be ill-suited to evaluate the capacity of their 

leaders to manage their organization with respect to its different constituencies.  

Employees will likely not know how effective their executives are in negotiating with 

Congress or with the Administration for resources.   Employees, on the other hand, will 

be the best-informed evaluators of the ability of different officials to lead the workforce.   

 

Management Capacity and Human Resources Management 

Researchers also gauge the effectiveness of the governmental agencies by 

examining the quality of their component management systems.  The Government 

Performance Project and the Federal Performance Project examined the quality of 

financial management, human resources management, information technology 

management, and capital management in state, local, and federal governmental agencies.  

This research indicated that management influences governmental outcomes when:  1) 
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the governmental organization has a clear mission; 2) the organization has the requisite 

autonomy to pursue that mission; 3) where predictable action allows linkage to 

performance and results; and 4) where changing leadership requires institutional capacity 

for continued operations (Ingraham, Joyce, and Donahue, 2003).   

The link between the capacity of human resources management systems and 

organizational effectiveness is well-demonstrated.  Modernizing human resource 

management systems has been shown to improve human resource outcomes and 

organizational effectiveness (Huselid 1995).  Human resource functions such as training 

and performance management enable management to tie individual performance to 

organizational goals.   

Human resources management reform has been evaluated as a determinant of 

employee satisfaction, particularly in state governments.  Selden et al. (2001) found that 

many states have decentralized their human resource functions, putting more control in 

this area in the hands of managers.  This type of reform can involve the loosening of job 

classification systems or the relaxation of procedural regulations on the recruitment and 

placement of state employees.  State reforms have also aimed to bring individual goals 

and performance in line with their respective organizations’ missions.  Personnel reforms 

have also altered pay structures to enable greater managerial flexibility in rewarding high 

performing employees.  Among the determinants of whether states will pursue human 

resource management reform is the extent to which unions represent state employees.  

Autonomy of an organization’s central personnel is expected to contribute to its ability to 
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institute human resource management reform, but it has not been statistically 

significantly demonstrated (Selden et al., 2001).    

The state of Georgia undertook a dramatic reform of its human resource 

management system with its Performance Plus overhaul (formerly Georgia Gain).  

Georgia’s principal reforms were changing its workforce to “at will” employment and 

instituting a pay for performance scheme.  Kellough and Nigro (2005) surveyed Georgia 

state employees on their attitudes regarding human resources reform, and  found largely 

negative perceptions of Georgia’s reform, ranging from disdain for the way managers 

managed performance to its lack of contribution to organizational effectiveness.  The 

researchers found slightly better perceptions among employees “at will” than among civil 

service employees who retained their job protections through grandfathering.  Sanders 

(2004) noted a rise in salaries as a result of Georgia’s reform, as well as an increase in 

turnover among employees who met performance standards.  The reforms allowed 

Georgia to make a modest improvement in ridding itself of poor performers, but perhaps 

not to the extent legislators desired.  Overall, Georgia made some progress in its human 

resource management reforms, but Sanders (2004) and Kellough and Nigro (2005) did 

not find a large impact on state government effectiveness.  

Studies largely deride the impact of the Federal Government’s human resource 

management system on organizational effectiveness.  The Civil Service system is often 

cited as a major impediment to organizational effectiveness through its curbs on 

managerial and executive discretion.  The Pendleton Act of 1883 that established the 

Civil Service was not intended to enhance organizational effectiveness; curbing 
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corruption and patronage were the main goals.  Fairness and merit principles are the 

foundation of the Civil Service system.  Pay increases are based in large part on tenure 

and advancement within the Federal government requires time consuming competition.  

As a result of these regulations, it is more difficult to reward high-performing employees 

or discipline poor ones (Wilson, 1998; Selden, Ingraham, Jacobson, 2001).   

 The goal of this study is to examine whether reforms in Federal Government 

human resource management affect organizational effectiveness.  It is my contribution to 

public management research to determine whether human resource management reform 

belongs in models of Federal organizational effectiveness.  

 

Mission Valence 

An agency with clearly defined missions and goals is more likely to be effective 

(Rainey and Steinbauer,1999; Wilson, 1988).  The nature of the mission is also 

important; mission valence refers to the attractiveness of an agency’s mission to 

individuals.  The more attractive an agency is mission is to the public, the greater amount 

of support it should be able to generate.   High mission valence should enable an agency 

to attract some of its supporters to join its workforce and motivate them to perform their 

jobs well (Rainey, 1997; Rainey and Steinbauer, 1999; Wilson, 1988). The Social 

Security Administration should be able to draw support from retirees or the children of 

retirees as they may support the work of this organization.  One would also expect that 

environmentalists would not only support the work of the Environmental Protection 

Agency but also be interested in joining its workforce.  Due to their ability to draw 
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support from stakeholders and to attract a motivated workforce, we expect agencies with 

high mission valence to be more effective organizations.   

 

Individual-Level Determinants of Organizational Effectiveness 

  

Task Design and Task Motivation 

Task design refers to the intrinsic and extrinsic rewards for employees performing 

their duties.  Extrinsic rewards are those that are explicitly provided from the 

organization to employees for their performance.  Among the extrinsic rewards are pay 

and promotions.  Intrinsic rewards are psychological in nature and include interest in the 

work and enjoyment derived from doing it.  Personal development through task 

performance in the workforce is also a strong intrinsic reward.  Jobs that have higher 

potential for growth and empower employees to make more meaningful decisions are 

expected to provide greater intrinsic rewards.  The empowerment of employees to make 

“work-related decisions” through their work has been shown to be positively correlated 

with organizational performance.  While task design and mission may be complementary 

or even closely related, they are not purely identical.  A computer programmer who 

works for the EPA may enjoy a high level of intrinsic rewards while not caring one bit 

about the organization’s mission.  Similarly, a clerk for the EPA may not feel well-

rewarded for filing documents but still have a strong belief in the organization’s 

environmental work.   (Rainey and Steinbauer, 1999; Brewer and Selden, 2000).   
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Task motivation is closely related to task design and may be weakly related to 

public service motivation.  Task motivation is a measure of the intrinsic rewards derived 

solely from performing job tasks.  Effective government agencies are expected to have 

high levels of task motivation among their respective workforces.  (Rainey and 

Steinbauer, 1999; Brewer and Selden, 2000; Wilson, 1988).   

Kim uses the term job satisfaction in a way that is closely aligned with task 

structure and task motivation.  Job satisfaction is the emotional effect of performing 

various functions of one’s duties.  Kim (2004) includes job satisfaction in his model, 

citing its positive association with motivation, employee engagement, organizational 

citizenship behavior, organizational commitment, and job performance.  Job satisfaction 

is also negatively associated with absenteeism and employee turnover.  Agencies with 

satisfied and motivated employees should be more effective. 

 

Public Service Motivation 

 Public service motivation, broadly defined, is the motivation to further the 

welfare of a community or the general public.  According to this concept, individuals do 

not act only out of narrowly defined rational self-interest, but also for the benefit of 

others.  The motivation to do so stems from an individual’s identification with different 

groups and organizations (Simon, 1957).  Fredrickson and Hart (1985) demonstrate that 

the desire to benefit the common good underpins democratic public administration.  As 

such, public service motivation is necessary for governmental organizations to be fully 

effective in fulfilling their missions.  
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Perry and Wise (1990) identify three types of public service motives:  rational, 

norm-based, and affective.  Rational public service motivation is grounded in the pursuit 

of self-interest, thus placing it somewhat in opposition with much of the public service 

motivation literature.  Rational public service motivation will lead an individual to 

participate in the policy process or commit to a public program due to personal 

identification with a specific program or policy.  Norm-based motivation results from a 

belief in serving the general welfare and commitment to the government’s mission as a 

whole.  Affective public service motivation is the commitment to and the belief in a 

specific program or policy.   I will measure the public service motivation of Federal 

employees, as I believe that it will be a significant determinant of organizational 

effectiveness. 

 

Organizational Commitment 

 Organizational commitment refers to the individual’s identification with an 

organization.  This concept varies in degree among employees, as there are different 

extents to which one can become involved in the organization.  According to the research 

of Mowday, Steers and Porter (1979), both employees’ actions and beliefs demonstrate 

their commitment to the organization.    Meyer and Allen (1991) extend the attitudinal 

and behavior conceptualization of organizational commitment to a psychological state 

with three components:  affective commitment, continuance commitment, and a 

normative commitment.  Affective commitment is the employee’s emotional attachment 

to and involvement with the organization.  Continuance commitment is the employee’s 
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commitment to the organization due to his or her psychological need to remain with the 

organization.  Normative commitment is a sense of obligation to the organization.  

Research shows that affective commitment is associated with positive organizational 

outcomes, while continuance commitment has been shown to have a negative relationship 

with individual performance (Meyer et al. 1989; Somers and Birnbaum, 2000).  The 

commitment of public service employees to their governmental organizations has been 

demonstrated primarily in their affective commitments (Kim, 2004; Romzek, 1990).  I 

believe that both continuance commitment and affective commitment will be 

determinants of organizational effectiveness.  It is intuitively appealing that continuance 

commitment adversely impacts effectiveness; employees who feel “stuck” in a job may 

very well make less of a contribution to the organization.  Conversely, employees who 

are involved in the organization’s work will likely make a greater contribution to its 

effectiveness.  I expect agencies that possess more committed workforces to be 

systematically more effective. 

 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

 Organizational citizenship behavior is the voluntary action of individuals in an 

organization that promote is effectiveness (Organ, 1988).  These types of behaviors 

include working beyond job descriptions, being a good team member, not being 

disruptive, and participating in organizational activities.  Individuals behaving this way 

have no expectation of reward, direct or indirect, for their actions (Organ, 1997).   

Organizational citizenship behavior is generally measured in terms of altruism and 
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compliance.  Altruism involves helping co-workers with their work; compliance is basic 

good employee behavior, such as being punctual and not wasting time (Kim, 2004).  

Organizational citizenship behavior can improve organizational performance in many 

ways, among which is showing new employees “the ropes.”  Researchers have identified 

a quantifiable impact of organizational citizenship behaviors on organizational 

productivity and effectiveness (Podanskoff and MacKenzie, 1997; Kim, 2004).   

 

The Quantitative Study 

Introduction 

To examine whether human resources management reform improves 

organizational effectiveness, I include the conceptual model established by prior research.  

I  employ data from the 2004 Federal Human Capital Survey (FHCS) to evaluate the 

association between both individual level and agency level factors and organizational 

effectiveness.  This process  allows me to determine if human resources management 

reform should be considered in conceptual models of public sector organizational 

effectiveness. 

 

The Data 

The Office of Personnel Management (OPM) administers the FHCS to measure 

employee perceptions of whether the conditions necessary for success are present in their 

agencies.  The FHCS is intended to indicate how well the Federal Government is running 

its human resource management systems; permit OPM to evaluate progress towards 
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meeting the goals for Strategic Management of Human Capital under the President’s 

Management Agenda; and provides managers the information how they can make their 

organizations more effective (OPM, 2004). 

OPM administered the survey to full-time, permanent employees of 29 major 

agencies and 44 small, independent agencies. 147,914 employees responded to the survey 

and are included in the data.  I have restricted the sample to agencies that use only the 

traditional Civil Service system or a reformed human resource management system.  This 

reduces the number of available observations to 80,249 (OPM, 2004). 

 

The Empirical Model 

 The FHCS employs the Likert Scale to gauge employee perceptions:  a value of 5 

is most positive, 1 is the most negative.  The model also includes indicator variables for 

race, sex, and supervisory status.  Below is the application of the conceptual model to 

FHCS data.  Since employee perception, the dependent variable of the quantitative model 

of this study,  is an ordinal variable, I am using an ordered probit model as the 

appropriate estimation technique.  If I were to use a linear model, I would be imprudently 

assuming that the distance between the different attitudinal responses were equal.  The 

ordered probit model is nonlinear in nature and is therefore not encumbered by the 

assumption of equal distances between values.  In order to evaluate whether knowing an 

employee’s agency affects the perceptions of  organizational effectiveness, I have run 

two specifications of the model: one that includes dummy variables for the specific 

agencies and one that does not. The dummy variables in the former model control for the 
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factors that are not measured in this model—such as culture—but are hypothesized to 

have significant influence in the formation of the individual perceptions.   

 One of the limitations of the ordered probit model is that one cannot evaluate the 

magnitude of the impact of each variable from its coefficient estimates since it is not a 

linear model.  In order to evaluate the magnitude of the impact of each determinant of 

organizational effectiveness, I have created specific examples where I have assigned 

known values to all independent variables of the model and changed the values of one  

variable whose coefficient I need to interpret. The PRValue1 command uses the estimated 

coefficients  of the ordered probit model to predict probabilities that the dependent 

variable will be in each of the ordered categories (1,2,3,4,5) given assumed values of the 

independent variables.  To obtain the predicted probabilities for my dependent variable, 

using the PRValue command, I used the values 1,3, and 5 of each independent variable of 

interest while holding all other variables constant.   

 Below is a table that lists the main explanatory variables in the model, the 

questions they ask, and the determinants of organizational effectiveness they represent.   

                                                
1 I used the PRValue command in Stata to determine predicted probabilities for the dependent variable.  
This command was developed by Professor J. Scott Long; more information on this test can be found at 
www.indiana.edu/~jsl650/. 
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Table 1 Variables in the Model 
Variable Question Theoretical Construct 
Q10 Rate quality of work done by your group Organizational Effectiveness 
Payperf Is employee in a reformed pay system Management Reform 
Minority s employee a minority Control Variable 
Female Is employee a female Control Variable 
Super Is employee a supervisor Control Variable 

Leaving 
Is the employee considering leaving within a 
year Organizational Commitment 

Q21 The work I do is important Organizational Commitment 
Q26 Employees feel empowered Task Motivation 
Q31 Differences in performance are recognized Job Satisfaction 
Q19 My talents are well-used in the workplace Job Satisfaction 
Q7 I like the work I do Job Satisfaction 

Q56 Employees share job knowledge 
Organization Citizenship 
Behavior 

Q1 Coworkers cooperate to get the job done 
Organization Citizenship 
Behavior 

Q20 I know how my work relates to agency's goals Public Service Motivation 
Q39 I respect my senior leaders Leadership 
Q40 Leaders generate motivation and commitment Leadership 
Q53 My training needs are assessed Organizational Culture 

 

Results 

 The results of the ordered probit model of Federal organizational effectiveness are 

shown below, in Table 2.  Predicted probabilities for the dependent variable, based on 

different values of the independent variables, are displayed in table 3.  Results for each 

determinant of organizational effectiveness are discussed individually below2.   

                                                
2 Specification 1 refers to the model of organizational effectiveness without agency indicator variables; 
specification 2 includes agency indicator variables. 
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Results of the Model 

Table 2 Specification 1 Specification 2 

Variable 
Coefficient 
Estimate 

Robust 
Standard 

Error P > |t| 
Coefficient 
Estimate 

Robust 
Standard 

Error P > |t| 
Payperf 0.0930 0.1488 0.0000 -0.0044 0.0302 0.8850 
Minority -0.1103 0.0100 0.0000 -0.1113 0.0100 0.0000 
Female 0.1706 0.0092 0.0000 0.1743 0.0093 0.0000 
Super 0.0172 0.0098 0.0790 0.0307 0.0102 0.0030 
Leaving -0.0032 0.0106 0.7610 -0.0084 0.0103 0.4150 
Q21n 0.1477 0.0080 0.0000 0.1519 0.0073 0.0000 
Q26n 0.1145 0.0060 0.0000 0.1147 0.0058 0.0000 
Q31n 0.1027 0.0056 0.0000 0.1017 0.0055 0.0000 
Q19n 0.0976 0.0062 0.0000 0.0971 0.0056 0.0000 
Q7n 0.1062 0.0070 0.0000 0.1053 0.0063 0.0000 
Q56n 0.2179 0.0058 0.0000 0.2181 0.0053 0.0000 
Q1n 0.4945 0.0076 0.0000 0.4918 0.0063 0.0000 
Q20n 0.0639 0.0074 0.0000 0.0638 0.0066 0.0000 
Q39n -0.0392 0.0066 0.0000 -0.0388 0.0064 0.0000 
Q40n 0.0596 0.0075 0.0000 0.0611 0.0073 0.0000 
Q53n 0.0124 0.0053 0.0180 0.0122 0.0051 0.0160 
Dependent Variable is Q10 – “How would you rate the overall quality of work done by your work group?” 
Specification 1 is without indicator variables for each Federal agency in the data set.  Specification 
2 includes the Agency indicator variables, with OMB as the baseline. 
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Predicted Probabilities of Organizational Effectiveness 

Table 3   Specification 1 Specification 2 

Variable Value 
Pr(Q10 
=1|X) 

Pr(Q10 
=3|X) 

Pr(Q10 
=5|X) 

Pr(Q10 
=1|X) 

Pr(Q10 
=3|X) 

Pr(Q10 
=5|X) 

Payperf 0 0.0001 0.0813 0.3479 0.0001 0.0672 0.3851
  1 0.0001 0.0685 0.3829 0.0001 0.0677 0.3835
Q21 1 0.0007 0.1756 0.1899 0.0005 0.1570 0.2110
  3 0.0002 0.1129 0.2800 0.0002 0.0974 0.3089
  5 0.0001 0.0672 0.3870 0.0001 0.0557 0.4227
Q26 1 0.0003 0.1223 0.2635 0.0002 0.1050 0.2933
  3 0.0001 0.0832 0.3432 0.0001 0.0700 0.3767
  5 0.0000 0.0540 0.4306 0.0000 0.0446 0.4662
Q31 1 0.0002 0.1140 0.2780 0.0002 0.0971 0.3095
  3 0.0001 0.0802 0.3507 0.0001 0.0674 0.3844
  5 0.0000 0.0543 0.4294 0.0000 0.0451 0.4639
Q19 1 0.0003 0.1222 0.2636 0.0002 0.1047 0.2941
  3 0.0001 0.0882 0.3310 0.0001 0.0745 0.3642
  5 0.0001 0.0616 0.4044 0.0000 0.0512 0.4392
Q7 1 0.0004 0.1394 0.2365 0.0003 0.1200 0.2659
  3 0.0002 0.0993 0.3067 0.0001 0.0841 0.3392
  5 0.0001 0.0679 0.3848 0.0001 0.0567 0.4191
Q56 1 0.0011 0.2086 0.1563 0.0008 0.1849 0.1785
  3 0.0002 0.1113 0.2829 0.0002 0.0951 0.3139
  5 0.0000 0.0502 0.4450 0.0000 0.0413 0.4806
Q1 1 0.0163 0.4601 0.0262 0.0124 0.4374 0.0328
  3 0.0009 0.1934 0.1710 0.0006 0.1696 0.1955
  5 0.0000 0.0346 0.5154 0.0000 0.0282 0.5500
Q20 1 0.0002 0.1124 0.2808 0.0002 0.0960 0.3119
  3 0.0001 0.0906 0.3255 0.0001 0.0766 0.3583
  5 0.0001 0.0720 0.3727 0.0001 0.0603 0.4070
Q39 1 0.0001 0.0678 0.3849 0.0001 0.0567 0.4192
  3 0.0001 0.0784 0.3553 0.0001 0.0659 0.3891
  5 0.0001 0.0902 0.3266 0.0001 0.0761 0.3597
Q40 1 0.0002 0.0988 0.3076 0.0001 0.0844 0.3386
  3 0.0001 0.0802 0.3507 0.0001 0.0674 0.3843
  5 0.0001 0.0643 0.3957 0.0000 0.0532 0.4318
Q53 1 0.0001 0.0841 0.3409 0.0001 0.0708 0.3744
  3 0.0001 0.0805 0.3500 0.0001 0.0676 0.3744
  5 0.0001 0.0769 0.3593 0.0001 0.0646 0.3931

Dependent Variable is Q10.  Specification 1 is without indicator variables for each Federal agency in the data set.  Specification 
2 includes the Agency indicator variables, with OMB as the baseline. 
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Dependent Variable: Organizational effectiveness.    

• Q10:  How would you rate the overall quality of work done by your work group?  

 This variable allows employees to use their perceptions of their work groups to 

measure organizational effectiveness.  As shown in the table of descriptive statistics in 

Appendix 1, the vast majority of respondents to the Federal Human Capital Survey rated 

the quality of work of their respective work groups as “Fair” or below; 85.53% of 

respondents provided a rating of “Poor” or “Very Poor.”   

 

Agency Control Variable 

• Agency:  What is your agency?  

  This variable serves as a control for agency level determinants that cannot be 

otherwise measured through the data.  Rather than using individual-level perceptions 

of the agency’s autonomy, the capability of its leadership to secure necessary 

resources, and the attractiveness of the agency’s mission, the agency control variable 

measures these important determinants.   Statistically significant results indicate that 

an employee’s agency will be associated with whether they perceive their work group 

to be effective, through the concepts hypothesized above.   

 Inclusion of the agency control variables in the model only slightly increases 

its explanatory power; the Pseudo R-squared statistic increases from .2161 to .2181.3  

Many of the individual agency control variables in specification 2 are statistically 

                                                
3 Pseudo R-squared is the non-linear equivalent of the normal R-squared statistic.  It identifies the 
proportion of variation explained by the non-linear model. 
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significant; working at USAID, GSA, DHS, NARA, RRB, or DOT is not 

demonstrably associated with the performance of the work group.  Agencies with 

statistically significant coefficient estimates may have high levels of mission valence, 

autonomy, mission-based culture, and quality executive leadership.  As these 

determinants of organizational effectiveness are aggregated into agency indicator 

variables, it is impossible to evaluate the impact of each.   

 

Individual Control Variables 

• Sex:  Are you male or female? 

• Super:  What is your supervisory status? 

• Minority:  Are you a racial or ethnic minority? 

 These control variables allow the impact of supervisory status, race, and sex to be 

separated from other explanatory factors of organizational effectiveness.  Each of these 

three control variables is highly statistically significant, at the .0001 level.  Both being 

female and being a supervisor are positively associated with positive ratings of 

organizational effectiveness.  There is, however, a negative relationship between being a 

minority and rating the quality of the organization’s work as high.  This finding warrants 

further research of its own.  The inclusion of these variables, and their statistical 

significance, ensures that coefficient estimates for the other variables in the model are 

unbiased.  

 

  Human Resources Management Reform 
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• Payperf:  Is the employee covered by a reformed human resource 

management system? 

 I constructed this indicator variable based on the whether the employee works in 

an agency that operates a reformed human resources management system.  I expect a 

positive, statistically significant coefficient estimate for this variable, indicating that 

being covered by a reformed human resource management system is positively associated 

with employee perception of organizational effectiveness. 

 The coefficient estimate on Payperf is highly statistically significant in the first 

specification (Table 2), evidenced by a p-value of .000.  Holding all else constant, this 

model shows that pay for performance reforms are statistically significant contributors to 

organizational effectiveness when the employee’s agency is not controlled for.  When 

indicator variables for the agencies are added, Payperf becomes statistically insignificant 

at all conventional levels (p=.885).  This suggests that much, if not all, of the effect of 

pay for performance reforms on organizational effectiveness can be attributed to in which 

agency an individual employee works, holding all else constant.  This result, and existing 

research, suggests that other agency specific factors, such as the mission, executive 

leadership, and autonomy, are likely more influential on employee perceptions of 

organizational effectiveness.  

 The predicted probabilities for the dependent variable, through the range of 

Payperf (0,1), show a modest contribution to employee perceptions of organizational 

effectiveness when agency variables are excluded.  Holding all else constant, turning the 

Payperf indicator on will increase the likelihood of an employee rating the quality of the 
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work group’s efforts a “5” by 3.5 percentage points.  While relatively small in magnitude, 

this does show a contribution to organizational effectiveness.  When agency groups are 

included, the likelihood of an employee rating the quality of the work group’s efforts a 

“5” actually decreases by .16 percentage points; the coefficient estimate of Payperf was 

negative and statistically insignificant in specification 2.  Even when the employee’s 

workplace is excluded from the model, the effect of working in a pay for performance 

human resource management system on perceptions of work group performance is 

limited.   

 

Leadership 

• Q39:  I have a high level of respect for my organization's senior leaders.   

• Q40:  In my organization, leaders generate high levels of motivation and 

commitment in the workforce. 

 Employees can adequately gauge the integrity with which their leaders act, the 

degree to which they respect their leadership, and their ability to inspire and motivate.  I 

use the agency variable to control for the executive functions of leadership and individual 

employee perceptions to account for the motivational functions.   Questions 39 and 40 

demonstrate the extent to which individual employees feel that their leaders motivate 

them.  Statistically significant results indicate that employee perception of the quality of 

leadership, on average, affects their perception of their organization’s effectiveness.   

 Each of these two components of leadership is estimated to be highly statistically 

significantly associated with organizational effectiveness, both with and without the 
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inclusion of agency indicator variables in the model.  Interestingly, respect for the 

organization’s senior leaders is negatively correlated with organizational effectiveness, as 

is shown by the negative coefficient estimate on Question 39.  The relationship between 

the motivation function of leadership and organizational effectiveness is positive, as 

expected.   

 Results of post-estimation tests show that both the motivation and the respect 

functions of leadership make a marginal contribution to predicted levels of organizational 

effectiveness.  The predicted values for organizational effectiveness through the range of 

Q39 (1,3,5) show a steady but limited decline when agency variables are excluded.  

Holding all else constant, increasing the value of Q39 from 1 to 3 to 5 will decrease the 

likelihood of an employee rating the quality of the work group’s efforts a “5” by roughly 

3 percentage points for each value.   When agency groups are included, the decline in the 

likelihood of an employee rating the quality of the work group’s is almost identical.   

 The predicted values for organizational effectiveness through the range of Q40 

(1,3,5) show a small positive contribution when agency variables are included or 

excluded.  Holding all else constant, increasing the value of Q40 from 1 to 3 to 5 

increases the likelihood of an employee rating the quality of the work group’s efforts a 

“5” by roughly 5 percentage points, in either specification.  This represents a meaningful, 

and statistically significant, contribution of leadership to Federal organizational 

effectiveness.   
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Organizational Culture 

• Q53:  My training needs are assessed. 

 Of the types of organizational culture, only mission-based culture and 

developmental culture have been shown to be statistically significantly associated with 

organizational effectiveness.  The agency variable will account for an organization’s 

mission; this variable accounts for whether there is a commitment to training in an 

organization.  Question 53 serves as the measure of developmental organizational culture.  

Agencies that are committed to the development of their workforces will assess their 

training needs.  Training is one form of employee development; a statistically significant 

result will show that employee perception of commitment to training is associated with 

the perception of organizational effectiveness. 

 Developmental organizational culture is shown to be statistically significantly 

associated with organizational effectiveness, as the coefficient estimate for Question 53 is 

significant in both specifications.  In specification 1, where agency variables are excluded, 

the coefficient estimate for Q53 is significant at the .01 level; in specification 2 it is 

significant at the .05 level.  It is logical that the variable is slightly more significant when 

agency variables are excluded, as the inclusion of the agency variables likely picks up 

some of the explanatory power of Q53.  There is clearly room for interaction between the 

culture of an organization and the other characteristics of an agency as they pertain to 

organizational effectiveness.    

 Developmental organizational culture makes a negligible contribution to the 

predicted values of organizational effectiveness.  In specification 1, the predicted 
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probability of organizational effectiveness being rated a “5” increases by less than a full 

percentage point for the values of 1, 3, and 5 for Q53.  A similarly small increase also 

occurs in specification 2.   

 High levels of statistical significance confirm the assertion of existing research 

that that organizational culture contributes to organizational effectiveness.  The 

magnitude of the contribution, however, is limited.  Developmental organizational culture 

is a very real factor in organizational effectiveness, yet perhaps it is less important than 

mission based culture.  This facet of organizational culture is aggregated in the agency 

indicator variables, many of which are highly statistically significant.   

   

Organizational Commitment 

• Leaving:  Are you planning on leaving your organization in the next year? 

• Q21:  The work I do is important. 

 Research shows that employees with high levels of organizational commitment 

are more likely to work in effective organizations.  The first variable represents 

continuance commitment, where employees remain in an organization because they feel 

stuck.  It is expected, through intuition and the existing research, that continuance 

commitment is negatively associated with organizational effectiveness.  A negative, 

statistically significant coefficient estimate on this variable will show that employees who 

feel stuck in their jobs perceive their organizations to be less effective.  The second 

variable, Question 21, represents affective commitment, where employees are committed 

to their agency due to their belief in its work.  If, as expected, a positive statistically 
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significant coefficient estimate is received, it will indicate that employees committed to 

their agency in this way will perceive their agency to be more effective. 

 My model of organizational effectiveness found continuance commitment, 

represented by the variable Leaving, to be not statistically significantly associated with 

the employee’s rating of work done by the group.  In specification 1 the p-value for the 

coefficient estimate of Leaving is .7610; in specification 2 it is .4150.  Thus continuance 

commitment is likely not a significant determinant of organizational effectiveness in this 

model.   As continuance commitment is not demonstrated to be statistically significantly 

associated with organizational effectiveness, post-estimation tests would be inappropriate. 

 Affective organizational commitment is highly statistically significantly 

associated with organizational effectiveness, in both specifications.  In both specifications 

1 and 2, the p-value for the coefficient estimate of Q21 is less than .0001.  As affective 

organizational commitment is statistically significant, post-estimation tests to determine 

the magnitude of the contribution to organizational effectiveness are appropriate. 

 Results of the PRValue tests show that affective organizational commitment 

makes a large contribution to predicted levels of organizational effectiveness.  The 

predicted values for organizational effectiveness through the range of Q21 (1, 3, 5) show 

a steady increase when agency variables are excluded.  Holding all else constant, 

increasing the value of Q21 from 1 to 3 will increase the likelihood of an employee rating 

the quality of the work group’s efforts a “5” by 9 percentage points; increasing it from 3 

to 5 adds another 10 percentage points to the predicted probability.   When agency groups 

are included, the increase in the likelihood of an employee rating the quality of the work 
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group’s work as “5” is slightly higher.  Holding all else constant, increasing the value of 

Q21 from 1 to 3 will increase the likelihood of an employee rating the quality of the work 

group’s efforts a “5” by 9 percentage points; increasing it from 3 to 5 adds another 11.5 

percentage points to the predicted probability. 

 The results of this model and post-estimation tests show that affective 

organizational commitment is a large and meaningful determinant of organizational 

effectiveness.  The data do not demonstrate any relationship between continuance 

commitment and perceptions of organizational effectiveness in this model.   

  

Organization Citizenship Behavior 

• Q56:  Employees in my work unit share job knowledge with each other. 

• Q1: The people I work with cooperate to get the job done. 

 These two variables describe the voluntary behavior of coworkers that has been 

shown to contribute to organizational effectiveness.  The expected positive, statistically 

significant coefficient estimates will indicate that employees who work in groups with 

good organizational citizenship behavior view their organizations as more effective.   

 In both specifications 1 and 2, both of the variables that illustrate organization 

citizenship behavior are highly statistically significant; each coefficient estimate has a p-

value less than .0001.  As such it is fairly clear that employees who rate their workplaces 

highly for organization citizenship behavior also view their work groups as more 

effective, holding all else constant.   
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 The predicted values for organization citizenship behavior through the range of 

Q56 (1,3,5) show a large positive contribution to organizational effectiveness when 

agency variables are included or excluded.  In specification 1, holding all else constant, 

increasing the value of Q56 from 1 to 3 increases the likelihood of an employee rating the 

quality of the work group’s efforts a “5” by 12.9  percentage points; in specification 2 the 

increase is larger, 13.5 percentage points. Increasing the value of Q56 from 3 to 5 in 

specification 1 results in a 16 percentage point increase in the likelihood of Q10 being a 

“5”; in specification 2 this results in a 16.6 percentage point increase. 

 The impact of Q1 on organizational effectiveness is even more dramatic than the 

large contribution of Q56.  The predicted values for organization citizenship behavior 

through the range of Q1 (1,3,5) show a major contribution to organizational effectiveness 

when agency variables are either included or excluded.  In specification 1, holding all 

else constant, increasing the value of Q1 from 1 to 3 increases the likelihood of an 

employee rating the quality of the work group’s efforts a “5” by 14.5  percentage points; 

in specification 2 the increase is similar, 15.3 percentage points. Increasing the value of 

Q1 from 3 to 5 in specification 1 results in a 34 percentage point increase in the 

likelihood of Q10 being a “5”; in specification 2 this results in a staggering 35.5 

percentage point increase. 

  The results of both the ordered probit model and the post-estimation tests indicate 

a strong and highly statistically significant contribution of organization citizenship 

behavior to Federal organizational effectiveness.  It is clear that Federal agencies with 
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high levels organization citizenship behavior will be more effective than those that are 

otherwise similar but demonstrate lower levels of this determinant. 

 

Public Service Motivation 

• Q20:  I know how my work relates to the agency’s goal and priorities. 

 Knowledge of the agency’s goals and priorities indicates some commitment to 

those goals.  Employees who care about their agencies goals will be more motivated to 

learn about them.  As such, positive results for this variable will suggest high levels of 

public service motivation. A statistically significant result will show that employees with 

high public service motivation systematically view their organizations as more effective. 

 Public service motivation is highly statistically significantly associated with 

organizational effectiveness in this model.  In both specification 1 and 2, the coefficient 

estimate of Q20 is significant at the p=.0001 level, holding all other factors constant.  

Accordingly, public service motivation is a determinant of organizational effectiveness.   

 The PRValue tests show the magnitude of the contribution of public service 

motivation to organizational effectiveness.  The predicted values of organizational 

effectiveness through the range of Q20 (1,3,5) show a small contribution when agency 

variables are included or excluded.  In specification 1, holding all else constant, 

increasing the value of Q20 from 1 to 3 increases the likelihood of an employee rating the 

quality of the work group’s efforts a “5” by 4.5  percentage points; in specification 2 the 

increase is similar, 4.6 percentage points. Increasing the value of Q20 from 3 to 5 in 
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specification 1 results in a 4.7 percentage point increase in the likelihood of Q10 being a 

“5”; in specification 2 this results in a 4.8 percentage point increase. 

 Public service motivation is almost inarguably associated with organizational 

effectiveness in this model, as the variable Q20 is statistically significant at any 

conventional level.  The magnitude of the public service motivation’s impact on 

organizational effectiveness is limited, as is shown by the results of post-estimation tests.  

It is worth noting that results of the PRValue test in specifications 1 and 2 are almost 

identical.  This is logical, given that public service motivation of an individual employee 

should not be affected by workplace.  Indeed, we would expect public service motivation 

to affect an employee before he or she ever begins employment with the Federal 

government.   

 

Task Motivation and Job Satisfaction 

• Q26:  Employees have a feeling of personal empowerment with respect to work 

processes. 

• Q31:  In my work unit, differences in performance are recognized in a meaningful 

way. 

• Q19:  My talents are well used in the workplace. 

• Q7:   I like the kind of work I do. 

 Question 26 represents task motivation and questions 31, 19 and 7 represent job 

satisfaction.  These two related concepts are shown by research to be positively 

associated with organizational effectiveness.  The expected positive, statistically 
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significant coefficient estimates for these variables will show that employees with high 

levels of task motivation and job satisfaction view their organizations as more effective.   

 Employees in this model who report high levels of task motivation also view their 

work groups as more effective.  The coefficient estimate on Q26 in both specifications is 

highly statistically significantly associated with organizational effectiveness when all 

other factors are held constant; the p-value is less than .0001.   

 The predicted probabilities I calculated with the PRValue command show the 

magnitude of the contribution of task motivation to organizational effectiveness.  The 

predicted values of organizational effectiveness through the range of Q26 (1,3,5) show a 

moderate contribution when agency variables are included or excluded.  In specification 

1, holding all else constant, increasing the value of Q26 from 1 to 3 increases the 

likelihood of an employee rating the quality of the work group’s efforts a “5” by 8  

percentage points; in specification 2 the increase is similar, 8.3 percentage points. 

Increasing the value of Q26 from 3 to 5 in specification 1 results in an 8.7 percentage 

point increase in the likelihood of Q10 being a “5”; in specification 2 this results in a 9 

percentage point increase. 

 Job satisfaction is also a statistically significant determinant of organizational 

effectiveness in this model.  Each of the three independent variables representing 

different facets of job satisfaction is independently statistically significantly associated 

with Q10 at the .0001 level.   

 The tests show that job satisfaction has a moderate impact on employee 

perceptions of organizational effectiveness.  The predicted values of organizational 



 34 
 

effectiveness through the range of Q31 (1,3,5) show a moderate contribution when 

agency variables are included or excluded.  In specification 1, holding all else constant, 

increasing the value of Q31 from 1 to 3 increases the likelihood of an employee rating the 

quality of the work group’s efforts a “5” by 7.2  percentage points; in specification 2 the 

increase is similar, 7.5 percentage points. Increasing the value of Q31 from 3 to 5 in 

specification 1 and 2 results in a 7.8 percentage point increase in the likelihood of Q10 

being a “5”.   

 The predicted probabilities for perceptions of organizational effectiveness through 

the range of Q19 shows a similar moderate impact of being satisfied with the way one’s 

talents are used in the workplace.  The predicted values of organizational effectiveness 

through the range of Q19 (1,3,5) show a moderate increase  when agency variables are 

included or excluded.  In specification 1, holding all else constant, increasing the value of 

Q19 from 1 to 3 increases the likelihood of an employee rating the quality of the work 

group’s efforts a “5” by 6.7  percentage points; in specification 2 the increase is similar, 7 

percentage points. Increasing the value of Q19 from 3 to 5 in specification 1 results in a 7 

percentage point increase in the likelihood of Q10 being a “5”; in specification 2 it results 

in a 6.7 percentage point increase. 

 Satisfaction with one’s job, the true essence of job satisfaction, also shows a 

modest impact on organizational effectiveness.  The predicted values of organizational 

effectiveness through the range of Q7 (1,3,5) show a moderate contribution when agency 

variables are included or excluded.  In specification 1, holding all else constant, 

increasing the value of Q7 from 1 to 3 increases the likelihood of an employee rating the 
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quality of the work group’s efforts a “5” by 7  percentage points; in specification 2 the 

increase is similar, 7.3 percentage points. Increasing the value of Q7 from 3 to 5 in 

specification 1 results in a 7.8 percentage point increase in the likelihood of Q10 being a 

“5”; in specification 2 this results in an 8 percentage point increase. 

 Job satisfaction and task motivation are clearly significant determinants of 

organizational effectiveness.  The statistically significant association between each of the 

corresponding variables and Q10 illustrate that these concepts are associated with 

perceptions of work group effectiveness.  Employees who are satisfied with their jobs and 

motivated by their daily tasks, on average, perceive their work groups to be more 

effective.  As shown by the post-estimation results for each variable, task motivation and 

job satisfaction make a moderate contribution to organizational effectiveness.   

 

Conclusion 

 The results of my model further confirm the importance of the previously 

identified individual level determinants of public sector organizational effectiveness:  

organization citizenship behavior, public service motivation, job satisfaction, task 

motivation and leadership.  Each of these factors is highly statistically significantly 

associated with employee perceptions of work group effectiveness.   The largest 

determinants of organizational effectiveness, in terms of magnitude, are organization 

citizenship behavior and affective organizational commitment.  These two determinants 

are similar in nature, as they reflect a commitment to an organization and to its proper 

function.  The implication of this finding is that Federal agencies seeking to improve 
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performance should look for employees who believe in their missions and reward those 

who demonstrate the behaviors that facilitate effective work group effectiveness. 

 The impact of pay for performance reform on employee perceptions of 

organizational effectiveness is modest at best.  Reformed human resource management 

systems are only shown to be statistically significantly associated with organizational 

effectiveness when the employee’s workplace is omitted from the model.  When the 

employee’s agency is added to the model, the effect of pay for performance reforms is 

completely erased.  There are several potential reasons for this disappointing result.  

Agencies that pursued pay for performance reform may have been lower-performing 

organizations on average.   Accordingly, employees working under a pay for performance 

human resource management system may correctly view the quality of their work group’s 

product as poor.  One would also expect a time lag before employees perceive the impact 

of pay for performance reforms on organizational effectiveness.  As these reforms are 

relatively recent in the non-Defense agencies, it is likely still too early to determine the 

impact of pay for performance reforms.  In order to evaluate the impact of these reforms, 

this study should be repeated with future iterations of the Federal Human Capital Survey. 
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Appendix A:  Descriptive Statistics 

 
 
 

Variable:  
Payperf 

Is the employee covered by a 
reformed personnel management 

system or the Civil Service 
system? 

Value Frequency Percent
Yes 7873 9.81
No 72376 90.19
Total 80249 100

 
 
 

 

Variable: Q26 

Employees have a feeling 
of personal empowerment 

with respect to work 
processes 

Value Frequency  Percent
Strongly Agree 6235 7.77
Agree 29505 3677
Neither Agree nor Disagree 20648 25.73
Disagree 14821 18.47
Strongly Disagree 7082 8.83
Not Reported 1952 2.43
Total 80243 100.00
Missing 6   
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Variable: Q31 

In my work unit, 
differences in performance 

are recognized in a 
meaningful way. 

Value Frequency  Percent 
Strongly Agree 5333 6.65 
Agree 22648 28.23 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 23025 28.7 
Disagree 17150 21.37 
Strongly Disagree 8480 10.57 
Not Reported 3604 4.49 
Total 80240 100.00 
Missing 9   

Variable: Q19 
My talents are used well in 

the workplace 
Value Frequency  Percent 
Strongly Agree 13717 17.09 
Agree 37127 46.27 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 13038 16.25 
Disagree 10254 12.78 
Strongly Disagree 5376 6.7 
Not Reported 732 0.91 
Total 80244 100.00 
Missing 5   
   
   

Variable: Q7 I like the kind of work I do. 
Value Frequency  Percent 
Strongly Agree 30597 38.13 
Agree 35803 44.62 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 9267 11.55 
Disagree 3320 4.14 
Strongly Disagree 1251 1.56 
Total 80238 100.00 
Missing 11   
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Variable: Q65 

Considering everything, 
how satisfied are you with 

your job? 
Value Frequency  Percent 
Very Satisfied 18124 22.59 
Satisfied 37665 46.94 
Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 13016 16.22 
Dissatisfied 8012 9.99 
Very Dissatisfied 3418 4.26 
Total 80235 100.00 
Missing 14   

 

Variable: 
DRNO_B 

Please select one of the 
categories to describe your race: 

Value Frequency Percent
Non-
Minority 55806 69.98
Minority 23944 30.02
Total 80249 100.00
Missing 499   
   
Variable: 
SEX Are you male or female? 
Value Frequency Percent
Male 42449 53.14
Female 37429 46.86
Total 79878 100.00
Missing 371   
   
Variable: 
SUPER What is your supervisory status? 
Value Frequency Percent
Non Supv. 55656 69.38
Supervisor 22385 27.90
Executive 2181 2.72
Total 80222 100.00
Missing 27   
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Variable: Q56 

Employees in my work unit 
share job knowledge with 

each other 
Value Frequency  Percent
Strongly Agree 19486 24.28
Agree 42200 52.59
Neither Agree nor Disagree 9307 11.6
Disagree 6061 7.55
Strongly Disagree 2844 3.54
Not Reported 344 0.43
Total 80242 100.00
Missing 7   

 

Variable: Q1 

The people I work with 
cooperate to get the job 

done. 
Value Frequency  Percent
Strongly Agree 27331 34.06
Agree 42355 52.78
Neither Agree nor Disagree 5629 7.02
Disagree 4021 5.01
Strongly Disagree 905 1.13
Not Reported 1 0.00
Total 80242 100.00
Missing 7   

Variable: Q20 

I know how my work 
relates to the agency's 

goals and priorities 
Value Frequency  Percent
Strongly Agree 25355 31.6
Agree 42402 52.84
Neither Agree nor Disagree 7385 9.2
Disagree 3123 3.89
Strongly Disagree 1508 1.88
Not Reported 475 0.59
Total 80248 100.00
Missing 1   
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Variable: Q10 

How would you rate the 
overall quality of work 

done by your work group? 
Value Frequency  Percent
Very Good 421 0.52
Good 1414 1.76
Fair 9775 12.18
Poor 36061 44.94
Very Poor 32564 40.59
Total 80235 100.00
Missing 14   

 
 

Variable: 
Leaving 

Are you considering leaving your 
organization within the next 

year? 
Value Frequency Percent
Yes 22744 28.36
No 57463 71.61
Total 80207 100.00
Missing 42   
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Variable: Agency What is your Agency? 
Value Frequency Percent
Department of Agriculture 10404 12.96
Agency for International Development 803 1.00
Office of Management and Budget 249 0.31
Department of Commerce 1552 1.93
Department of Justice 7701 9.60
Department of Labor 4082 5.09
Department of Education 2408 3.00
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 1693 2.11
Environmental Protection Agency 6895 8.59
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 1205 1.50
Federal Trade Commission 616 0.77
General Services Administration 2869 3.58
Department of Health and Human Services 4653 5.80
Department of Homeland Security 9083 11.32
Department of the Interior 1669 2.08
National Science Foundation 778 0.97
National Labor Relations Board 979 1.22
National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration 4766 5.94
National Archives and Records Administration 1415 1.76
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 1876 2.34
Office of Personnel Management 1539 1.92
Railroad Retirement Board 700 0.87
Small Business Administration 1661 2.07
Securities and Exchange Commission 2166 2.70
Social Security Administration 1172 1.46
Department of Transportation 4951 6.17
Department of Veterans Affairs 2364 2.95
Total 80249 100.00
Missing 0   
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Variable: Q21 The work I do is important 
Value Frequency  Percent
Strongly Agree 38768 48.31
Agree 33335 41.54
Neither Agree nor Disagree 5503 6.86
Disagree 1499 1.87
Strongly Disagree 871 1.09
Not Reported 266 0.33
Total 80242 100.00
Missing 7   

 

Variable: Q39 

I have a high level of 
respect for my 

organization's senior 
leaders. 

Value Frequency  Percent
Strongly Agree 12429 15.49
Agree 27517 34.29
Neither Agree nor Disagree 18070 22.52
Disagree 12403 15.46
Strongly Disagree 9499 11.84
Not Reported 325 0.41
Total 80243 100.00
Missing 6   
   

Variable: Q40 

In my organization, leaders 
generate high levels of 

motivation and 
commitment in the 

workforce. 
Value Frequency  Percent
Strongly Agree 7467 9.31
Agree 23038 28.71
Neither Agree nor Disagree 21708 27.05
Disagree 17262 21.51
Strongly Disagree 10128 12.62
Not Reported 642 0.80
Total 80245 100.00
Missing 4   
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