Who Is Better Off? Wellbeing and Commitment Among Staff in Schools and Elsewhere

Alex Bryson (UCL, NIESR, and I1ZA)'
Lucy Stokes (NIESR)

David Wilkinson (UCL and NIESR)

Abstract

Using nationally representative linked employer-employee data for Britain we find school
staff are more satisfied with their jobs than employees in other workplaces, but the difference
disappears when controlling for perceived non-pecuniary job quality. School employees are
more committed to their organization than non-school employees, a difference that remains
large and statistically significant having conditioned on job quality and other features of
employees’ working environment. Using panel data for workplaces and their employees
observed in 2004 and 2011 we find increases in organizational commitment are linked to
improvements in workplace performance in schools, but not in other workplaces.
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1. INTRODUCTION

There is a common perception that the school working environment is very stressful, leading
to “burnout”, early departures from the teaching profession and difficulties recruiting staff.
This perception seems to be borne out by studies identifying non-pecuniary factors such as
pupil composition (Falk and Strgm, 2005) and dissatisfaction with workload and long-hours
working as reasons for a high exit rate from the profession (Worth and Van den Brand, 2019).
If this picture is accurate it may have implications not only for the welfare of school staff but
also pupil attainment, which is strongly associated with teacher quality (Gerritsen et al., 2017;
Loeb and Page, 2000). Perhaps for this reason the UK government has responded to these

concerns with a new strategy to support teachers (Department for Education, 2019).

It is well-established that job dissatisfaction is strongly linked to higher quit rates for workers
in general, not just teachers (Green, 2010), but it is only relatively recently that research has
linked improvements in worker wellbeing to improvements in individuals’ higher labour
productivity (Oswald et al., 2015) and to workplace performance (Bryson et al., 2017a). A
long-standing literature in organizational psychology finds positive associations between
employees’ organizational commitment and organizational performance. However, few
studies compare employee wellbeing and commitment in schools with employee job attitudes
elsewhere. Even though teachers and other school staff face long working hours and a very
stressful working environment (Travers and Cooper, 1993) the literature does not consider
the effects of workplace practices on school staff wellbeing and commitment, nor the

potential importance of staff wellbeing and commitment for school performance.



We fill this gap in the literature using nationally representative linked employer-employee
data for Britain to establish how school employees’ wellbeing and organizational
commitment compare with that of observationally similar employees in other workplaces.
We investigate possible reasons for any differential by examining the roles played by job
quality and the working environment. ~ We then consider how worker wellbeing and

commitment is linked to workplace performance in schools and elsewhere.

Using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) estimation we compare the wellbeing of school
employees with observationally similar employees working in other workplaces to see what,
if anything, is distinctive about the school environment. In doing so, we take account of
employees’ demographic characteristics, the jobs they perform, employees’ perceptions of
job quality, the role played by managerial practices — what we term Human Resource
Management (HRM) — and managerial style as indicated by managers stated preferences. We
focus on three dimensions of job attitudes that employers may find desirable in their
employees and which might, conceivably, influence the way in which employees perform,

namely job satisfaction, job-related contentment, and organizational commitment.

Then we estimate workplace panel equations for workplace performance using nine metrics
which allow for comparisons between schools and other workplaces. Running first
difference equations for schools and non-schools separately we establish whether there is any
association between changes in employee attitudes to their jobs and changes in workplace

performance between 2004 and 2011.

We find that school staff are more satisfied with their jobs than employees in other

workplaces. The differentials are largely accounted for by perceived job quality. School



employees are also more committed to their organization than non-school employees, a
difference that remains large and statistically significant having conditioned on job quality
and other features of employees’ working environment.  Using panel data for workplaces
and their employees we find increases in organizational commitment are linked to

improvements in workplace performance in schools, but not in other workplaces.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section Two we review the literature
on workers’ job attitudes in schools and elsewhere, and their links to workplace performance,
identifying hypotheses to be tested in the data. In Section Three we present the data and our
estimation approach before presenting our results in Section Four. In a concluding section,
we reflect on what the results tell us about the nature of the school environment and identify

implications for school management and policy.

2. LITERATURE AND HYPOTHESES

School staff wellbeing has attracted the attention of researchers for at least half a century
(Sergiovanni, 1967). Most of this research has focused on ill-being, as indicated by stress
and anxiety (Chaplain, 2008; Kyriacou, 2001) and has sought to shed light on problems of
absenteeism and burnout (Howard and Johnson, 2004; Chan, 2011). The studies say little
about wellbeing and are usually confined to teachers. One exception is Kern et al. (2014)
who survey all staff at a single school in Australia and focus on multiple measures of well-
and ill-being, including job satisfaction and organizational commitment. The study found co-
worker relations and work engagement were positively and significantly associated with both

job satisfaction and organizational commitment.



There is a common perception that school environments lead to early burnout, a proposition
which appears consistent with the observation that a very high percentage of teachers quit the
profession early in their careers (Darling-Hammond and Skyes, 2003). However, few studies
compare the job attitudes of teachers, or school staff more broadly, with non-school staff. It
is therefore difficult to know whether school-based employees’ wellbeing and commitment is
better or worse than that faced by employees elsewhere. One notable exception is Worth et
al. (2018) who show that, although teachers’ working hours compare unfavourably with those
of nurses and police officers in England, teachers’ job satisfaction is higher than that of police
officers and similar to nurses. Another notable exception is Rose’s (2003) study of job
satisfaction across occupations using the 1998 Workplace Employment Relations Survey. He
uncovers dramatic differences in job satisfaction across occupations, and among those
engaged in different occupations in schools. Educational assistants had the fourth highest job
satisfaction scores of any occupation, whereas secondary school teachers were below average
and primary school teachers were seventh-bottom in the occupational league, just above
assembly line workers. It is therefore important to distinguish between occupational groups
within schools, as well as comparing school and non-school workers, when examining their

wellbeing.

Although it is not the focus of his analysis, Rose (2003) notes that primary school teachers
were also among the occupations with the highest levels of work-related stress. Earlier work
had also pointed to high levels of occupational stress suffered by teachers (Travers and
Cooper, 1993). Johnson et al. (2005) designed a survey instrument to explore factors leading
to work-related stress, guided by Cooper and Marshall’s (1976) earlier work which had
identified five broad sources: factors intrinsic to the job such as work overload and time

pressures; role ambiguity and conflict; career development, including job insecurity;



relationships at work, including those with one’s supervisor and colleagues; and
organizational structure and climate, including involvement in decision-making. They studied
twenty-six occupations: teaching was one of six that scored below average on work-related
health, wellbeing and satisfaction. In speculating about the causes of this stress, they note that
the six most stressful occupations were all characterised by “emotional labour...the emotions

which the employees are required to display as part of their job have to follow strict rules”.

Like Rose, Johnson et al. (2005) found teachers experienced higher stress levels and lower
job satisfaction than other school workers, notably head teachers and teaching assistants. The
authors speculate: “One possible reason for this is that teachers are working in close contact
with children every working day and therefore will be experiencing high levels of emotional
labour. Head teachers and teaching assistants do not generally take charge of the classroom or
if they do it is for short periods of time or whilst under supervision” (op. cit.: 185). They go
on to speculate that, in addition to the issues of emotional investment and accountability,
teachers face work and time pressures linked to administrative functions which have been
increasing over time (Moriarty et al., 2001). Johnson et al. (2005) conclude: “Of course
much of this is speculative and in order to tease out the reasons behind these differences a full

study on stress within our schools would be required” (op. cit.: 185).

Following on from Johnson et al. (2005) we shed light on the job and work environment
correlates of employee wellbeing in schools across different occupations, and compare these
to correlates of worker wellbeing in non-school workplaces. In doing so we can examine the
role played by job traits such as job demands and job control which are emphasised in
Karasek’s (1979) theoretical model of work-related stress, as well as perceived managerial

support which was added to the job control/job demand model by Payne (1979) and Karasek



and Theorell (1990), and has subsequently been found to play an important role in explaining
variance in worker stress and wellbeing (Wood, 2008; Bockerman et al., 2017). We also
account for perceptions of job insecurity which have been identified as important by Johnson

et al. (2005).

The management literature focuses on the role managerial practices can play in eliciting
positive employee attitudes at work and harnessing these positive attitudes to improve
workplace performance. This strand of research goes back nearly half a century to the work
of Lawler and Hall (1970) and Walton (1982), but it was Walton’s (1985) work on the role of
Human Resource Management (HRM) in bringing about a transition from “control to
commitment” that spawned wider interest in what became known as “high-commitment
workplace practices” and subsequently “high-performance workplace practices”. Recent
empirical evidence establishes strong associations between the intensity with which HRM is
implemented in workplaces and employees’ job satisfaction and organizational commitment
(White and Bryson, 2013; Bryson and White, 2018). HRM intensity is also linked positively
to improvements in workplace performance, in schools and elsewhere (Bryson et al., 2017¢).
However, it is unclear what role HRM practices might play in school employees’ wellbeing
and organizational commitment. Employers make strategic choices about the nature and type
of HRM practices they deploy. They may be deployed by management as a means of
intensifying labour, as some find (Ramsay et al, 2000), rather than empowering them,

resulting in diminished satisfaction and commitment.

In occupations such as teaching, commitment to the employer is often bound up with
commitment to the occupation one is performing, and it is this, rather than employer

practices, that can determine employees’ organizational commitment, via a sense of



occupational mission (Besley and Ghatak, 2005). In Besley and Ghatak’s terms, the
education of children is a “mission-oriented” activity in which “motivated agents, ie. agents
who pursue goals because they perceive intrinsic benefits from doing so” (op. cit.: 616)
generate a collective good. Consequently, the HRM practices capable of generating
commitment in other settings, such as incentive payments, may be less relevant in a school
setting, while nonpecuniary aspects of motivation could be salient.! Besley and Ghatak
(2005) also emphasise that increases in the decentralisation of education provision, coupled
with competition between schools, can result in differentiation between school missions,
resulting in efficiency-enhancing sorting of teachers across schools, induced in part by

schools’ ability to signal their differentiated mission from other schools.

Workers’ wellbeing is important in and of itself: economists often use it as a proxy for utility
(Frey and Stutzer, 2002) while psychologists see measures of wellbeing as indicators of
human flourishing (Keyes, 2002). However, one might argue that it is only of direct
importance to employers if workers’ job attitudes and wellbeing influence their productive
behaviours and that of the organization. Psychologists have long-argued that individual
workers’ wellbeing and job attitudes have the potential to affect organizational performance
when those individual-level attitudes and behaviours become collectivized, when they are
broadly held, and when they are important for the organization (Currall et al., 2005). Cross-
sectional studies for the United States find positive correlations between employee job
attitudes and satisfaction and school performance consistent with the “collectivization” of
individual satisfaction and job attitudes (Ostroff, 1992; Currall et al., 2005). However, it is

difficult to infer the direction of the causal relationship between job attitudes/wellbeing and

1 Bryson et al. (2017b) show performance pay is associated with positive job attitudes in the private sector, but
not in the public sector.



organizational performance with cross-sectional data, nor discount the possibility that the

correlation is driven by fixed differences across schools.?

A recent study using the 2004-2011 Workplace Employment Relations Survey Panel found
that improvements in mean worker job satisfaction were associated with improvements in
workplace performance (Bryson et al., 2017a). The effect was apparent in improvements in
workplace financial performance and the quality of output/service offered, but not in labour
productivity. Furthermore, there was no association between changes in employees’ job-
related contentment and workplace performance. We use the same data source and the same
measures of job satisfaction and job-related contentment to compare changes in job attitudes
and change in workplace performance. But we extend the analyses to include employees’
organizational commitment and we estimate effects for nine workplace performance
measures. To our knowledge, this is the first study to examine links between changes in

organization-level employee wellbeing and commitment and changes in school performance.

The review of the existing literature above leads to five hypotheses we test with data. First,
school staff are predicted to exhibit lower job satisfaction and lower job contentment than
non-school staff, but higher organizational commitment. Second, employee job-related
wellbeing and commitment will differ markedly within schools according to the occupation
the employee is engaged in, with teachers exhibiting lower job satisfaction, lower job
contentment and higher organizational commitment than other staff. Third, job quality is a
key determinant of worker wellbeing and organizational commitment in school and non-

school workplaces alike, with poorer job quality in schools accounting for much of the lower

2 In their study of 193 branches of a US bank Bartel et al. (2011) found branches in which employees had more
favourable attitudes had better sales performance and were less likely to shut down, but in panel analyses these
links were explained by other, unobserved characteristics of the branches.



job satisfaction and job contentment expressed by school staff compared with employees
elsewhere. Fourth, more intensive HRM is liable to raise job satisfaction, job contentment
and organizational commitment in schools and non-schools, though there are liable to be
differential effects of pecuniary incentives on employees in the two sectors, with pecuniary
incentives liable to have a detrimental impact on organizational commitment in schools.
Fifth, we predict improvements in mean worker job satisfaction and organizational
commitment will be positively correlated with improvement in workplace performance in

schools and non-schools alike.

3. METHODS

In this section, we introduce our data, present the key measures used in our analyses, and

describe our estimation strategy.

3.1 Data

Our data are the linked employer-employee Workplace Employment Relations Survey
(WERS) 2004 and 2011. Appropriately weighted, they are nationally representative surveys
of employees in Britain from workplaces with 5 or more employees covering all sectors of
the economy except agriculture and mining (van Wanrooy et al., 2013). The analysis exploits
three aspects of the survey. The first element is the cross-sectional data based on
management interviews, conducted face-to-face with the most senior workplace manager
responsible for employee relations. The 2011 survey interviews were conducted in 2,680
workplaces between March 2011 and June 2012 with a response rate of 46%. The 2004
survey interviews were conducted in 2,295 workplaces between February 2004 and April

2005 with a response rate of 64% (van Wanrooy et al., 2013; Kersley et al., 2006).
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The second element is the survey of employees where a management interview was obtained.
Self-completion questionnaires were distributed to a simple random sample of 25 employees
(or all employees in workplaces with 10-24 employees). In the 2011 survey 2,170
workplaces (81 percent) gave permission for employees to be interviewed. Of the 40,513
questionnaires distributed, 21,981 (54%) usable ones were returned.® In 2004, managers gave
permission to interview employees in 86 percent of cases. 22,451 usable questionnaires were

returned, a response rate of 61%.

The third element of the survey used in this paper is the panel component nested within the
cross-sectional surveys. Among the 2,680 productive workplaces in 2011, 989 were panel
workplaces that had previously been interviewed in 2004. The management response rate
among this group of panel workplaces was 52 per cent. Six hundred of these contained
employee respondents in both 2004 and 2011 (providing 7,943 employee responses in 2004

and 7,324 employee responses in 2011).

Survey weights have been devised for each element of WERS to account for sample selection
probabilities and observable non-response biases (see Van Wanrooy et al, 2013). We use
these weights in our OLS, fixed effects and first difference models described in the
estimation section, so that results can be extrapolated to the population from which the

sample was drawn.

Schools: schools are identified using their five-digit Standard Industrial Classification.*
Managers are asked the formal status of the organization to which their workplace belongs,

from which we distinguish public and private sector workplaces. We label private sector

3 An additional 3,858 questionnaires were distributed at 247 workplaces where there were no employee
questionnaires returned. We assume that these questionnaires were never distributed by the employer (van
Wanrooy et al., 2013) so they are not included in the figures in the text.

4 Under the SIC 2003 classification the codes identifying schools are 80100, 80210, 80220. Under the SIC 2007
classification the relevant codes are 85100, 85200, 85310, and 85320. Primary schools are coded 80100 under
SIC 2003 and 85100 or 85200 in SIC 2007. Secondary schools are coded 80210 in SIC 2003 and 85310 in SIC
2007. Technical and Vocational schools are coded 80220 in SIC 2003 and 85320 in SIC 2007.
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schools as private schools and public sector schools “state schools”, to avoid confusion

regarding the term “public school”.>

There are 406 schools in the pooled cross-sectional data, over half of which are primary
schools (Appendix Table Al). The panel contains 87 schools. Of these, 69 remain schools in

both 2004 and 2011, 5 stop being schools and 13 become schools.®

Occupations in schools and elsewhere: Using 4-digit SOC 2010 codes which are available
for 2004 and 2011 we identify the occupations of those in schools and elsewhere. WERS
contains 5,100 employee respondents from schools, most of whom are teachers or teaching
assistants — an average of 12.6 employee observations per school. Of these, 1,690 are
respondents in panel workplaces. (We are unable to establish whether the employee
respondents are the same in 2004 and 2011 because they do not have unique identifiers.
However, it does mean we can look at change in employee traits in continuing establishments

over time).

In addition to the 3201 teachers in schools WERS has a further 947 teachers (521 in 2004 and
426 in 2011) who do not work in schools. There are also 81 teaching assistants not working
in schools. Of these 1,028 teachers and teacher assistants 733 are in higher education and 198

are in adult education.

Using the survey weights we find nearly 7 percent of all employees in WERS in 2004 and
2011 were teachers and a further two percent were teaching assistants. Of those in schools,
63 percent were teachers (66 per cent in 2004, 60 per cent in 2011), and 26 per cent were
teaching assistants (rising from 20 per cent in 2004 to 32 per cent in 2011). The unweighted

frequencies for occupations in schools and elsewhere are presented in Appendix Table A2.

5 In the UK “public schools” are private sector fee-paying schools.
& Most of the switchers are Technical/vocational schools switching into or out of being adult education centres
or providers of specialist education.
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Wellbeing and Organizational Commitment: in 2004 and 2011 WERS collected information
on eight aspects of employees' job satisfaction: pay, sense of achievement, scope for using
initiative, influence over the job, training, job security, involvement in decisions and the work
itself. Each domain is rated on a five-point scale from ‘Very satisfied’ to ‘Very dissatisfied’.
Following other studies such as Bryson et al. (2012) the eight measures were each recoded
into ratings ranging from -2 (Very dissatisfied) to + 2 (Very satisfied) and used to create an

additive measure of job satisfaction for each employee with a scale running from -16 to +16.’

A job contentment scale was constructed in a similar manner based on employee responses to
the following question: “Thinking of the past few weeks how much of the time has your job
made you feel...tense, uneasy, worried?’ Responses are coded along a five-point scale: ‘all of
the time’, ‘most of the time’, ‘some of the time’, ‘occasionally’ and ‘never’. The items are a
subset of the anxiety-contentment scale that forms part of Warr et al.'s (2013) Multi-Affect
indicator.2 Each of the three items was recoded into a rating ranging from -2 (All of the time)
to + 2 (Never) and the three items were then summed to create an additive scale running from

-6 to +6. Higher values on this scale indicate greater job contentment.

Organizational commitment is constructed from three items which have counterparts in the
widely used six-item Lincoln-Kalleberg measure of affective organizational commitment.
Employees are asked “To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements
about working here? | share many of the values of my organization; | feel loyal to my
organization; I am proud to tell people who I work for”. Following Bryson (2018) the items

were recoded into a rating ranging from -2 (strongly disagree) to +2 (strongly agree) and

" Factor analysis of the eight items reveals a single factor with an eigen value of 4.07 accounting for 51 percent
of the variance in job satisfaction scores. The additive scale also has a high scale reliability coefficient, or alpha,
of 0.87.

8 Factor analysis of the three items reveals a single factor with an eigen value of 2.29 accounting for 76 percent
of the variance in job contentment scores. The additive scale has an alpha of 0.84.
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summed to create an additive scale running from -6 to 6 with higher values indicating higher

organizational commitment.®

For the workplace performance analysis, the employees’ scores on the additive scales were
aggregated to compute the overall mean levels of job satisfaction, job contentment and

organizational commitment for the workforce in 2004 and 2011.

Workplace performance: workplace performance is measured using the manager’s subjective
assessment on three separate measures.'® We follow Bryson et al. (2017a) in the construction
of the dependent variable. It is an additive scale combining managers' responses to three
questions: "Compared to other workplaces in the same industry how would you assess your
workplace's...financial performance; labour productivity; quality of product or service".
Responses are recorded on a 5-point Likert scale from "a lot better than average™ to "a lot
below average”. The "a lot below average" and "below average" codes are collapsed and
scales scored from 0 to 3 where 3="a lot above average". Summing them gives a scale of 0
(‘below average’ performance on all three items) to 9 (performance ‘a lot better than average’
on all 3 items). The pairwise correlations between the three measures vary between 0.57
(financial performance and product/service quality) and 0.63 (financial performance and
labour productivity). Factor analysis identifies a single factor with an eigen value of 2.19, and
an alpha reliability coefficient for the composite performance scale is 0.81. The mean for
schools is slightly above that for non-schools (5.36 versus 5.08) and the distributions are
similar (standard deviations of 1.86 and 1.71 respectively). The panel analogue is simply the

difference between the 2004 score and the 2011 score.

® Factor analysis of the three items reveals a single factor with an eigen value of 2.32 accounting for 77 percent
of the variance in organizational commitment scores. The additive scale has an alpha of 0.85.

10 For a discussion of these measures and their relationship with accounting measures of performance see Forth
and McNabb (2008).
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We supplement this measure of workplace performance with analyses of worker absence
rates, worker quit rates, rates of worker injury and illness, and the climate of employment

relations. Discussion of those measures is presented in the results section later.

Job quality: In addition to conditioning on log hourly wages we follow van Wanrooy et al.
(2013, Chapter 6) in capturing four aspects of non-pecuniary job quality. The first two are
measures of job control and job demands that are central to Karasek’s (1979) model of
worker wellbeing. The job control measure is an additive scale based on responses to the
question: “In general, how much influence do you have over the following...the tasks you do
in your job; the pace at which you work; how you do your work; the order in which you carry
out tasks; the time you start or finish your working day”. Responses to each item are coded
from 0 (“None”) to 3 (“A lot”). Principal components analysis reveals a single factor with an
eigen score of 3.02 and an alpha reliability coefficient of 0.81. Our measure is an additive
scale which simply sums these scores from 0 to 15 (where 15 is the greatest amount of job
control). The job demands variable consists of two items (eigen value 1.42, alpha 0.58)
based on how strongly employees agreed with the following statements: “My job requires
that I work very hard” and “I never seem to have enough time to get my work done”. The
two items are summed with the scale running from zero (“strongly disagree” on both items)
to eight (“strongly agree” to both items). The third aspect of job quality we capture is a
managerial score which shows how much job support employees believe they receive from
management. It is based on six items (a single factor with eigen value of 4.42 and an alpha
reliability score of 0.93). Employees are asked how much they agree with the following
statements: “Managers here...understand about employees having to meet responsibilities
outside work; encourage people to develop their skills; can be relied upon to keep their
promises; are sincere in attempting to understand employees’ views; deal with employees

honestly; treat employees fairly”. The additive scale runs from 0 (“strongly disagree” on all
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items) to 24 (“strongly agree” on all items). The fourth non-pecuniary element of job quality
is perceived job security, a single item running from (0,4) based on agreement with the

statement “I feel my job is secure in this workplace” where 4 indicates strong agreement.

Human resource management: we follow Bryson et al. (2017c) in our construction of HRM
domains based on binary (0,1) indicators identifying the presence or absence of 48 HRM
practices from eight HRM domains. These domains are presented in Appendix Table A3.
They include five that are commonly the focus in the “high performance work systems”
literature, namely teams, training, participation, selection, and incentives, together with target
setting and record keeping — emphasised in the work of Bloom et al. (2014) — and total
quality management (TQM) which is often identified as key to lean production. The Kuder-
Richardson coefficients of reliability are presented in the last column of Appendix Table A3.
They range from 0.47 for the TQM indicators to 0.85 for the eleven targets. The KR20 for all

48 items together is 0.88.

Managerial style: we capture managerial style using four dummy variables which may affect
worker wellbeing and organizational commitment and workplace performance, and may also
affect employers’ orientation to job quality and use of HRM practices. In their absence, our
estimates might be vulnerable to omitted variables bias with HRM and job quality simply
proxying underlying managerial style. These four dummy variables identify female Human
Resource Managers*; managerial disagreement or strong disagreement with the statement “It
is up to individual employees to balance their work and family responsibilities”; managerial
strong agreement with the statement “We do not introduce any changes here without first
discussing the implications with employees”; and strong agreement with the statement “We

would rather consult directly with employees than with unions”.

1 There is a large literature indicating that women manage differently to men (Rosener, 1990) and that the
presence of women in key managerial positions can affect firm performance (Christiansen, 2016).
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Controls: cross-sectional estimates of the relationship between the school environment and
employees’ job satisfaction, job contentment and organizational commitment rely on the
assumption that any differences between employees working in school and non-school
workplaces that might be correlated with worker job attitudes are accounted for by
conditioning on observed features of the workplace and its employees. In addition to the key
variables of interest presented above (school, occupation, job quality, HRM and managerial
style) we condition on a range of employee demographics (gender, age, race, marital status,
disability status, highest academic qualification, union membership) and job traits (tenure,
contract type, and usual hours). We also condition on the following workplace characteristics:
whether the workplace is in the public sector, whether the workplace is a stand-alone
workplace as opposed to belonging to a multi-establishment organization; number of
employees at the workplace; regional location; and being an older establishment aged 25
years or more. The composition of the workforce is captured with controls identifying the
proportion of old (50+) and young (16-21 years) workers; age diversity*?; the proportion
female and gender diversity; the proportion from non-white ethnic minorities; the proportion
part-time; the proportion in union membership; the proportion in managerial posts; the
proportion in professional posts; and the proportion in associate professional and technical

posts.

3.2 Estimation

We run Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) estimates to establish whether there is a robust
relationship between working in a school environment and employees’ job satisfaction, job

contentment and organizational commitment in schools and other workplaces in Britain. We

12 Age diversity is calculated as one minus the sum of the squared age share terms where the age shares relate to
those aged 16-21, 22-49 and 50+. The index has a minimum value of zero if there is only one category
represented within the workplace and, as in our data, where we have three age categories, a maximum value of
0.67 if all categories are equally represented.
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illustrate with reference to job satisfaction, but the same models were run for job contentment

and organizational commitment.

We run pooled OLS estimates of the following form:

(1)  jsi= a+ yschooli + Joccupi + phrmi + dyeari + pjobquali + 7Xi + &

where job satisfaction js of individual i is a function of school status, occupation, HRM, job
quality, a vector of controls X discussed above, and a year dummy. The Greek letters are
parameters to be estimated. All models are survey weighted so that results can be
extrapolated to the population of employees working in workplaces with 5 or more
employees in Britain. In addition to these models we run separate models for employees in
schools and those in non-schools to see how correlations between worker wellbeing and
commitment and occupation, job quality, HRM and managerial style differ across the two

environments.

We move to the workplace-level and use the two-wave panel data to estimate first difference
models to establish the association between variance in employee wellbeing and
commitment, on the one hand, and variance in workplace performance within workplaces
over time. The advantage in doing so is that we net out time-invariant unobservable features
of workplaces that may be correlated with performance and with school status. These

models, which are run on schools and non-schools separately, take the following form:

(2) Apy = BAJSy + yAJCy + @AOCy, + SAW,, + SANW + €

where Ap denotes changes in workplace performance between 2004 and 2011, with
performance variously defined using the nine outcomes described in the results section
below. Workplace means for job satisfaction, job contentment and organizational

commitment are entered simultaneously, together with the mean of log hourly wages at the
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workplace (W) and the number of employees at the workplace (Nw). All panel estimates are
survey-weighted so that one can extrapolate from the results to the population of workplaces

that were operating in both 2004 and 2011.

4. RESULTS
4.1: Worker Wellbeing and Organizational Commitment in Schools and Other

Workplaces

[INSERT TABLE 1]

School employees’ mean job satisfaction is 5.51 points on our (-16,16) scale compared to
4.20 points among non-school employees: in a model containing a school dummy and a 2011
dummy variable the school coefficient is 1.28 with a t-statistic of 8.46. However, there is no
statistically significant difference once we account for differences between employees in
schools and elsewhere: in Table 1, column 1 the differential is 0.207 (t-stat 1.40). It is the
introduction of the non-pecuniary job quality variables that substantially reduces the
coefficient on the school dummy and renders it non-significant. In an identical model (not
shown) which excludes non-pecuniary job quality school staff have significantly greater job
satisfaction (coefficient 0.818, t-stat=2.44). The implication is that school employees enjoy
what they perceive to be higher job quality than employees elsewhere and it is this that lies

behind their higher job satisfaction.

The job quality variables are related to job satisfaction in the same way in schools and
elsewhere, with pay, job control, support from management and perceived job security all

positive and statistically significant, whereas job demands are negative and significant, in
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much the same way as one would expect under Karasek and Theorell’s (1990) model (Table

1, columns 2 and 3).

A closer look at job quality in schools and other workplaces reveals that, whereas school
employees report higher managerial support and better job security, non-school employees
report higher job control and lower job demands. There is no significant difference in terms
of mean hourly pay (Table 2). Thus, although the introduction of job quality does indeed
reduce the size of the school coefficient on job satisfaction, rendering it statistically non-

significant, the job quality advantage of school jobs is not clear-cut.

[INSERT TABLE 2]

Turning back to Table 1, the HRM variables are not jointly significant in schools, although
team-working is associated with lower job satisfaction. Similarly, in non-schools only one
HRM domain is statistically significant: incentives are associated with lower job satisfaction,
but in non-schools the HRM variables are jointly statistically significant.*®> The managerial
style variables are jointly and individually non-significant in the school and non-school job

satisfaction models.

[INSERT TABLE 3]

School employees’ mean job contentment is 1.82 points on our (-6, 6) scale compared to 2.01

points among non-school employees: in a model containing a school dummy and a 2011

dummy variable the school coefficient is -0.216 with a t-statistic of 3.12. However,

13F(8,2552) =3.67 Prob>F= 0.0003
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conditioning on demographic, job and workplace characteristics including job quality and
HRM, the coefficient becomes positive but small and non-significant (Table 3, column 1
coefficient 0.010, t-stat=0.09). In contrast to job satisfaction, the school coefficient becomes

non-significant even in models excluding job quality.

As in the case of job satisfaction, a large part of the variance in job contentment is accounted
for by job quality. A model containing only a school dummy, a year dummy and the job
quality measures has an r-squared of 0.29, compared to 0.32 for the full model. The job
quality measures behave in a similar fashion to the way they do in the job satisfaction
models, with one notable exception: log hourly pay is negatively correlated with job
contentment. This is consistent with earlier research using WERS which found higher wages
were associated with higher job satisfaction and higher job-related anxiety (Bryson et al.,

2012).%

Managerial style and HRM practices are both jointly and individually non-significant for
non-school employees’ job contentment. In schools, job contentment is higher where
managers say they ‘strongly agree’ with the statement “We do not introduce any changes here
without first discussing the implications with employees” and the managerial style variables
are jointly on the margins of statistical significant (p>f=0.0675). Similarly, HRM practices
are jointly on the margins of statistical significance (p>f=0.0827), with two of the eight HRM
domains proving statistically significant — more targets are associated with lower job

contentment, whereas training is associated with higher job contentment.

14 One potential reason for this association between higher wages and lower job contentment suggested by
Bryson et al. (2012) is that the responsibilities that come with higher earnings may generate job-related anxiety.
(Recall that the job contentment scale is actually a dimension of job-related affect with job contentment at one
end and job anxiety at the other). Another possibility is that a certain amount of job-related anxiety can increase
labour productivity, for instance, by inducing additional effort.
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School employees exhibit greater organizational commitment than their non-school
counterparts. Their mean organizational commitment score on our (-6, 6) scale is 3.28,
compared with 2.22 for non-school employees. In a simple regression with a year dummy the
school coefficient is 1.11 with a t-statistic of 25.34. The introduction of controls reduces the
size of the differential to 0.317 but it remains highly statistically significant (Table 4, column

1).

[INSERT TABLE 4]

Once again, job quality accounts for most of the variance: together with year and school
dummies a model incorporating job quality has an r-squared of 0.43. Job control, the
management score capturing perceptions of job support by management, and perceived job
security are all positively and significantly related to organizational commitment among
employees in schools and elsewhere (Table 4, columns 2 and 3). However, whereas job
demands are associated with lower job satisfaction and job contentment, they are positively
linked to organizational commitment: it is possible that those who are committed to an
organization are prepared to take on more onerous tasks.®® Whereas log hourly pay is
positively and significantly associated with organizational commitment among employees
outside the school sector, it is not significant among school employees. One possible
interpretation, discussed in the literature section, is that “mission-oriented” individuals who

are committed to educating children are not motivated by pecuniary rewards.

The four managerial style variables are both jointly and individually non-significant for

organizational commitment of school and non-school employees. Similarly, HRM practices

15 Other studies have found organizational commitment is high in circumstances where employees face high job
demands and high job resources such as colleague support (Bakker et al., 2010).
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are neither jointly'® nor individually significant for school employees’ organizational
commitment. However, HRM practices are jointly statistically significant in explaining
variance in non-school employees’ organizational commitment. Two practices are
individually significant: non-school employees’ organizational commitment is higher where
the employer invests in employee selection, and it is lower where there is greater use of

incentives.

[INSERT TABLE 5]

Are changes in employee job attitudes linked to changes in workplace performance? The
answer to this question is provided in Table 5 which presents first difference models
estimating the association between changes in employees’ mean job satisfaction, job
contentment and organizational commitment, for nine measures of workplace performance.
The models, which also condition on changes in the employment size of workplaces and
changes in log hourly wages, are run separately for schools and non-schools. Changes in job
satisfaction are statistically significant in only two out of eighteen models — increases in
employee job satisfaction are linked to improved workplace performance in non-schools and
a better climate of employment relations in schools. Increased job contentment is associated
with improved climate in non-schools but is non-significant in the remaining seventeen
models. The strongest results relate to improvements in organizational commitment in
schools: increased organizational commitment is associated with improved workplace
performance, as measured by financial performance, labour productivity, quality of service,

and the additive measure based on all three, and is also associated with reductions in quit

16 F(8,276)= 1.36 Prob>F= 02132
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rates. None of these associations are apparent in non-schools, indicating that the returns to

higher organizational commitment are confined to the school sector.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Using nationally representative linked employer-employee data for Britain in 2004 and 2011
we have investigated factors associated with three aspects of employee job attitudes, namely
job satisfaction, job contentment and organizational commitment. We then investigated links
between changes in employee job attitudes and the performance of school and non-school

workplaces.

Based on earlier literature we had hypothesised that school staff would exhibit lower job
satisfaction and lower job contentment than non-school staff. This proved not to be the case.
Instead we find school staff are more satisfied with their jobs than employees in other
workplaces, with the difference being accounted for by differences in perceived job quality.
The job contentment of school employees does not differ significantly from that of
observationally equivalent non-school employees, whether one conditions on job quality or
not, suggesting that school employees are no more and no less stressed by their jobs than

employees elsewhere.

We also hypothesised that school employees would exhibit greater organizational
commitment than employees elsewhere, in part because they were likely to be “mission-
oriented”. School employees were more committed and, although some of this is accounted
for by the occupations they undertake, there remains a school effect, over and above that

which can be accounted for by occupational choice alone. The difference remains large and
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statistically significant having conditioned on job quality and other features of employees’

working environment.

Unsurprisingly, job quality was identified as a key determinant of worker wellbeing and
organizational commitment in school and non-school workplaces alike. However, we had
hypothesised that those working in schools would experience poorer job quality than other
employees, and that this might partly account for differentials in job satisfaction and job
contentment. Instead, we found job quality was better for school employees in some respects
(managerial support and job security) but poorer in others (job demands and job control).

There were no differences in hourly wages between school and non-school employees.

We had also hypothesised that more intensive HRM is liable to raise job satisfaction, job
contentment and organizational commitment in schools and non-schools, though there are
liable to be differential effects of pecuniary incentives on employees in the two sectors, with
pecuniary incentives liable to have a detrimental impact on organizational commitment in
schools. In fact, financial incentives were negatively associated with organizational
commitment in schools and elsewhere. But, in general, HRM and managerial style were less
influential than anticipated. They were far less significant than job quality in explaining job
satisfaction, job contentment and organizational commitment in both schools and other

workplaces.

We also predicted that improvements in mean worker job satisfaction and organizational
commitment would be positively correlated with improvements in workplace performance in
schools and non-schools alike. In fact, whereas increasing job satisfaction was associated

with higher workplace performance in non-schools — reflecting earlier findings with these
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data for the whole economy (Bryson et al., 2017a) — neither increased job satisfaction nor
increased job contentment were associated with changes in school performance. Instead,

school performance improved with increased organizational commitment.

What implications do these analyses have for the management of employees in schools and
elsewhere? First, employers intent on improving employee wellbeing and organizational
commitment should focus their attention more on non-pecuniary job quality, rather than on
HRM, managerial style or pay, since non-pecuniary job quality tends to have sizeable effects
on all three job attitudes. Second, investments in employees’ organizational commitment
may give rise to improvements in school financial performance, labour productivity and
quality of service, as well as reducing voluntary quit rates which, in turn, may have the

potential to improve pupil attainment.
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Table 1: Correlates of Employees’ Job Satisfaction in Schools and Elsewhere

All Schools Non-schools
School 0.207
(1.40)
Occupation (ref.: Other)
Teacher 0.097 0.127 0.147
(0.62) (0.33) (0.77)
Teaching 0.151 0.438 -0.049
Assistant
(0.75) (1.09) (0.29)
Education Officer 0.346 1.138 0.371
(0.90) (2.23)* (0.84)
Administrator -0.020 0.194 -0.021
(0.22) (0.39) (0.22)
Nursery Nurse -0.256 0.040 -0.111
(0.93) (0.08) (0.29)
Job Quality:
Log hourly pay 0.756 0.523 0.802
(11.49)** (4.11)** (11.07)**
Job control 0.407 0.416 0.405
(50.62)** (22.55)** (47.55)**
Job demands -0.137 -0.259 -0.126
(6.88)** (5.54)** (6.01)**
Management score 0.509 0.501 0.510
(77.44)** (33.37)** (73.08)**
Job security 1.441 1.199 1.465
(47.42)** (16.34)** (45.38)**
HRM:
Participation 0.012 -0.079 0.017
(0.33) (0.97) (0.42)
Selection 0.069 0.026 0.067
(1.96) (0.25) (1.82)
Incentives -0.155 -0.002 -0.169
(4.26)** (0.02) (4.37)**
Record keeping 0.044 -0.076 0.051
(1.22) (0.81) (1.36)
Targets 0.005 -0.033 0.007
(0.11) (0.33) (0.18)
Team-working 0.038 -0.156 0.049
(1.22) (2.30)* (1.48)
Training 0.062 0.045 0.059
(1.66) (0.49) (1.47)
TQM -0.005 0.057 -0.006
(0.15) (0.63) (0.15)
Managerial style:
Work-life balance -0.087 0.076 -0.101
not up to
individual
(1.15) (0.44) (1.25)
Prefer to discuss 0.083 0.205 0.078
change
(1.28) (1.35) (1.13)
Prefer direct -0.026 0.002 -0.019
communication
(0.38) (0.02) (0.26)
Female HR -0.002 0.055 -0.011
Manager
(0.03) (0.35) (0.17)
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Constant -12.328 -7.683 -12.524

(38.59)** (3.91)** (37.21)**
R? 0.63 0.62 0.64
N 30,470 3,489 26,981

(1) Controls: Demographics: gender; age (6 dummies); race; married; disability; highest qualification (8 dummies);
union member. Job: tenure (5 dummies); contract type (3 dummies); usual hours (5 dummies). Workplace: public
sector; single-establishment organization; number of employees; region (11 dummies); establishment aged over 25
years; % age 16-21; % age 50+; age diversity; proportion female; gender diversity; proportion non-white; proportion
part-time; union density; % manager; % professionals; % associate professionals; and a year dummy. (2) T-statistics
in parentheses. Statistical significance: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01
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Table 2: Job Quality in Schools and Elsewhere

School Non-School P Value
Job control (0, 15) 9.75 (.08) 10.39 (.05) 0.00
Job demands (0, 8) 6.08 (.04) 5.25 (.02) 0.00
Managerial support (0, 24) 16.35 (.16) 14.78 (.08) 0.00
Job security (0, 4) 2.81 (.03) 2.59 (.02) 0.00
Log hourly pay 2.31(.02) 2.30 (.01) 0.65

Notes:
(1) N = 30,470, 3,489 school employees and 26,981 non-school employees.

(2) Standard errors in parentheses
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Table 3: Correlates of Employees’ Job Contentment in Schools and Elsewhere

All Schools Non-schools
School 0.010
(0.09)
Occupation (ref.: Other)
Teacher 0.228 0.257 0.308
(2.21)* (1.32) (2.38)*
Teaching 0.223 0.225 -0.154
Assistant
(1.95) (1.06) (0.66)
Education Officer -0.087 0.926 -0.239
(0.35) (3.12)** (0.98)
Administrator 0.046 0.393 0.043
0.77) (1.21) (0.72)
Nursery Nurse 0.287 0.276 0.069
(1.68) (0.94) (0.30)
Job Quality:
Log hourly pay -0.289 -0.225 -0.297
(7.19)** (2.78)** (6.72)**
Job control 0.028 0.052 0.026
(5.03)** (3.63)** (4.42)**
Job demands -0.591 -0.568 -0.593
(47.93)** (16.90)** (45.74)**
Management score 0.098 0.126 0.095
(24.18)** (13.52)** (22.26)**
Job security 0.422 0.255 0.436
(22.07)** (6.03)** (21.34)**
HRM:
Participation 0.003 -0.040 0.005
(0.14) (0.75) (0.18)
Selection 0.018 0.016 0.021
(0.79) (0.28) (0.88)
Incentives 0.003 -0.044 0.007
(0.15) (0.82) (0.30)
Record keeping -0.033 0.003 -0.032
(1.35) (0.05) (1.23)
Targets 0.024 -0.159 0.029
(0.96) (2.47)* (1.07)
Team-working 0.020 -0.060 0.025
(1.02) (1.36) (1.19)
Training -0.041 0.127 -0.049
(1.74) (2.40)* (1.96)
TOM -0.040 0.031 -0.046
1.77) (0.61) (1.95)
Managerial style:
Work-life balance -0.074 0.119 -0.084
not up to
individual
(1.57) (1.25) (1.64)
Prefer to discuss 0.027 0.034 0.029
change
(0.64) (0.36) (0.66)
Prefer direct -0.057 0.231 -0.072
communication
(1.33) (2.47)* (1.56)
Female HR -0.030 0.107 -0.041

Manager

38



(0.78)

Constant 2.184
(10.96)**

R? 0.32

N 30,470

See Table 1 for notes

(1.21)
1.606
(1.42)
0.39
3,489

(0.99)
2.250
(10.69)**
0.32
26,981
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Table 4: Correlates of Employees’ Organizational Commitment in Schools and
Elsewhere

All Schools Non-schools
School 0.317
(4.08)**
Occupational (ref.: Other)
Teacher -0.009 0.188 -0.046
(0.11) (1.22) (0.43)
Teaching 0.263 0.212 0.473
Assistant
(2.60)** (1.30) (2.10)*
Education Officer -0.263 0.880 -0.390
(1.36) (4.01)** (2.03)*
Administrator -0.004 -0.116 0.000
(0.06) (0.47) (0.00)
Nursery Nurse 0.042 0.188 -0.115
X | (0.25) (0.84) (0.45)
Job Quality:
Log hourly pay 0.161 0.078 0.169
(4.88)** (1.20) (4.67)**
Job control 0.069 0.040 0.071
(13.64)** (4.30)** (13.21)**
Job demands 0.055 0.070 0.053
(5.21)** (3.11)** (4.78)**
Management score 0.238 0.262 0.236
(59.07)** (29.58)** (55.04)**
Job security 0.299 0.187 0.309
(15.98)** (5.34)** (15.50)**
HRM:
Participation 0.032 0.058 0.030
(1.40) (1.61) (1.23)
Selection 0.056 0.005 0.058
(2.91)** (0.112) (2.87)**
Incentives -0.057 -0.069 -0.058
(2.65)** (1.72) (2.53)*
Record keeping 0.017 0.032 0.015
(0.81) (0.84) (0.67)
Targets -0.015 -0.035 -0.014
(0.62) (0.72) (0.52)
Team-working -0.013 -0.056 -0.010
(0.72) (1.80) (0.52)
Training 0.031 0.009 0.033
(1.35) (0.22) (1.33)
TQM 0.026 -0.040 0.031
(1.12) (0.86) (1.22)
Managerial style:
Work-life balance 0.051 0.016 0.049
not up to
individual
(1.07) (0.23) (0.96)
Prefer to discuss 0.077 -0.017 0.080
change
(1.85) (0.25) 1.79)
Prefer direct 0.013 -0.006 0.010
communication
(0.29) (0.09) (0.23)
Female HR -0.005 -0.098 0.003
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Manager

(0.12)
Constant -3.398
(18.07)**
R? 0.45
N 30,470

See Table 1 for notes

(1.47)
-2.257
(2.24)
0.48
3,489

(0.08)
-3.452
(17.17)**
0.44
26,981
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Table 5: First Difference Estimates of Change in Other Workplace Outcomes and Changes in Worker Wellbeing and Commitment

Job satisfaction Job contentment | Organizational R? N
commitment

Workplace performance:

Non-schools 0.114 (2.59)** 0.124 (0.99) 0.012 (0.09) 0.14 | 402

Schools -0.241 (0.98) -0.127 (0.31) 0.887 (2.93)** 0.33 |37
Financial performance:

Non-schools 0.046 (1.84) 0.037 (0.66) -0.006 (0.10) 0.10 |438

Schools -0.154 (1.66) 0.075 (0.56) 0.268 (2.11)* 0.18 |45
Labour productivity:

Non-schools 0.028 (1.43) 0.051 (0.93) -0.005 (0.09) 0.04 | 427

Schools -0.009 (0.09) -0.267 (1.55) 0.430 (3.46)** 0.32 |40
Quality of service/product:

Non-schools 0.028 (1.48) 0.004 (0.10) 0.071 (1.45) 0.09 |471

Schools -0.049 (0.69) -0.104 (0.89) 0.247 (2.11)* 0.18 |54
Absence rate:

Non-schools -0.000 (0.31) -0.005 (1.03) 0.001 (0.16) 0.00 | 385

Schools 0.111 (1.71) -0.019 (0.33) -0.091 (1.25) 0.13 |38
Quit rate:

Non-schools 0.223 (0.36) 0.093 (0.10) -1.743 (1.25) 0.03 | 460

Schools 1.116 (1.37) 1.472 (1.20) -5.073 (3.01)** 044 |57
IlIness rate:

Non-schools 0.089 (0.60) -0.549 (1.51) -0.192 (0.48) 0.02 |534

Schools -2.388 (1.22) 1.683 (1.23) -1.302 (1.48) 0.18 |60
Injury rate:

Non-schools -0.165 (1.70) -0.168 (0.75) 0.068 (0.31) 0.10 |534

Schools 0.089 (0.60) 0.017 (0.12) 0.116 (1.19) 0.02 |60
Employment relations climate:

Non-schools -0.001 (0.03) 0.075 (2.61)** 0.102 (1.94) 0.14 |533

Schools 0.130 (2.12)* -0.056 (0.43) -0.011 (0.14) 0.14 |57
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Notes: (1) First-difference OLS models for school and non-school workplaces separately. (2) Dependent variables are as follows. Financial performance, labour productivity and quality of
service/output: ordinal scales where 1=below/a lot below average to 4=a lot better than average. Workplace performance: additive scale combining ordinal responses on financial performance,
labour productivity and quality of service relative to other workplaces in the industry. Scale runs from 0 (below/a lot below average on all 3 items) to 9 (a lot better than average on all 3 items).
The absence rate is the percentage of work days lost through sickness or absence at the workplace over the previous 12 months. The quit rate is the percentage of employees who left or resigned
voluntarily in last year. The illness rate is the number of employees per 100 employees who have been absent in the last 12 months due to an illness caused or made worse by their work. The
injury rate is the number of employees per 100 who have sustained an injury at work in the last 12 months. The climate measure is managerial responses to the question “how would you rate the
relationship between management and employees generally at this workplace?” with responses coded on an ordinal scale from 1=poor/very poor to 4=very good. (3) All models contain controls
for change in number of employees and change in log hourly wage between 2004 and 2011. (4) t-statistics in parentheses. Statistical significance: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01
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Table Al: Schools and Other Workplaces in WERS 2004 and WERS 2011, Unweighted

2004 2011 All
Private, not school 1691 1794 3485
Public, not school 464 620 1084
Primary school 85 141 226
Secondary school 45 84 129
Technical/vocational school 10 41 51
All 2295 2680 4975
Table A2: Occupational Counts in WERS Schools

2004 2011 All
x-section | Panel x-section | Panel x-section | panel

Teachers 1314 508 1887 462 3201 970
Teaching 516 220 856 304 1372 524
Assistants
Education 20 20 31 18 51 38
Officer
Administrators | 20 20 135 15 155 35
Nursery 28 27 112 47 140 74
Nurses
Other 85 49 96 0 189 49
Total 1983 844 3117 846 5100 1690

Appendix Table A3: Management Practices

HRM Domain: HRM measures for each domain: KR20
Incentives Any performance pay; managers appraised; 100% non-managers appraised; non-manager 0.50
(0,4) appraisal linked to pay

Records (0,9) | Sales, costs, profits, labour costs, productivity, quality, turnover, absence, training 0.77

Targets (0,11) | Volume, costs, profits, ULCs, productivity, quality, turnover absence, training, job sat, client 0.85
sat

Teams (0,4) 100% largest non-managerial occupation in teams; teams depend on each other to perform 0.63
work; team responsible for products and services; team jointly decides how to do the work

Training (0, 5) | 80% largest non-managerial occupation had on-job training lasts 12 months; workplace has 0.57
strategic plan with employee focus; Investors in People Award; standard induction programme
for new staff in largest non-managerial occupation; number of different types of training
provided is above population median.

TOM (0, 3) Quality circles; benchmarking; formal strategic plan for improving quality. 0.47
Participation Formal survey of employee views in last 2 years; management-employee consultation 0.55
(0,5 committee; workforce meetings with time for questions; team briefings with time for questions;

employee involvement initiative introduced in last 2 years.

Selection (0,7) | References used in recruitment; recruitment criteria include skills; recruitment criteria include 0.51
motivation; recruitment criteria include qualifications; recruitment criteria include experience;
recruitment includes personality or aptitude test; recruitment includes competence or
performance test.

Note: KR20 is the Kuder-Richardson coefficient of reliability used for dichotomous items.
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