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Introduction

Traditionally understaffed and under-funded nonprofit organizations can be
challenging work environments. As a result, those employed in these organizations are
thought to select the sector because they value a set of alternative incentives unique to
nonprofit work (DiMaggio and Anhier, 1990; Rose-Ackerman, 1996). One primary set
of incentives is a greater level of altruism or a focus on collective benefits, which
manifests itself in employees valuing progress towards the organization’s mission above
more personalized extrinsic rewards such as payment or prestige. Another set of intrinsic
incentives relates to nonprofit organizational culture and the potential flexibility of this
working environment. Yet at the same time, there is also a perceived trend that workers
tend to transition in and out of the nonprofit sector more frequently, leading to a high
amount of turnover. This is again linked to incentives. In this case, income constraints
or a lack of advancement opportunities eventually lead workers to switch sectors
(Preston, 1993).

Despite the pervasiveness of these perceptions about nonprofit workers, there is
little generalizable research that compares these potential differences in incentives on job
tenure between workers in the three sectors. Instead, current research on nonprofit
employment focuses on wage and compensation differentials, finding only marginal
disparities between pay scales within specific industries (Ruhm and Borworski, 2003).
As a result, this paper compares the impact of distinct sets of incentives between
nonprofit, for-profit, and government employees on potential job switching and job

satisfaction.
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The rapid growth in nonprofit sector employment in the last ten years and the
increasing reliance of government on nonprofits for service implementation makes this a
particularly relevant question (Salamon, 2005). It also has important implications for
nonprofit organizations interested in attracting and retaining highly qualified and
motivated employees as well as organizations that replicate business performance-based
incentives to do so (Kalleberg et al, 2006)

Literature Review

Incentives and reward systems have been a central focal point for understanding
meaning and motivation in work and have a strong impact on employee turnover across
sectors (Borzaga and Tortia, 2006). Burnout and turnover are perceived to be a particular
problem in the nonprofit sector, in which organizations lack a profit motive and often
operate in constrained environments (Preston, 1993). While there is a good deal of work
on incentives or motivations for public service in general, there is little work that
differentiates between those employed in nonprofit organizations and those working in
the government. At the same time there is little research that compares the incentives of
for-profit and nonprofit workers and less that compares the dynamics of work motivation
across the three sectors.

The existing studies that compare alternative reward systems and employee
motivations across sectors present conflicting pictures of voluntary sector versus public
or for-profit sector work. While some suggest that incentives for nonprofit work may
differ, especially from that of for-profits (Benz, 2005; Borzaga and Tortia, 2006; Deckop

and Circa, 2000; Goulet and Frank, 2002; Mervis and Hackett, 1983; Preston, 1989),
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others find few differences between nonprofit and for-profit work environments (Brickley
and VanHorn, 2000).

These structural qualities of nonprofit organizations give them the perception of
being altruistic organizations without self-seeking motives. Operating with a
nondistribution constraint that forbids private inurnment, nonprofits lack the profit
motive that drives for profit organizations (Hansman, 1980). And as private voluntary
organizations or corporations, nonprofits also lack the coercive capacities of government
or the ability to concentrate control and power into the hands of owners (Weisbrod,
1988). Instead, the social mission of the organization becomes the central measure of
success and the public acts as a primary stakeholder (Moore, 2005). These structural
qualities create fewer opportunities for private benefit for employees and suggest that
they too will prioritize the public goals of the organization. Those who purse careers in
the nonprofit sector are assumed to work without the hopes for potential profit or power
and instead rely on the social benefit of their work to reward their continued service. To
compensate for the lack of profit or power incentives, workers receive alternative benefits
such as more flexible work environments, intrinsic rewards, greater satisfaction from
their work, the warm glow of altruism, or a feeling of social efficacy (Benz, 2005; Rose-
Ackerman, 1996).
Collectivism (Altruism)

Nonprofit workers are thought place a greater emphasis on the social value of
their work and the dynamics of their own participation above concerns of job security,
income or advancement (Rose-Ackerman, 1996). Without profit or power, those engaged

in nonprofit work are seen as being more altruistic and intrinsically motivated than those
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employed in for-profits and perhaps more than those employed in government. Yet
altruism is an often contested concept. Economists argue that even unselfish actions have
some private benefit such as feelings of good will or warm-glow (Andreoni, 1996).
Functionally, altruism manifests itself when individuals place greater value on the public
good above the private gain and act in this manner. In this way, nonprofit workers are
not necessarily unmotivated by personal rewards as altruism would suggest. Instead their
selected set of incentives includes values that are considered to have greater public rather
than private benefit. In essence, nonprofit workers have more of collectivist perspective
on their work, considering progress toward public goods as personal rewards (Frank,
1996). A collectivist mindset can be linked to several concepts thought to promote a
greater interest in the public above private good; social capital, religious belief, and
political ideology.

Social capital is a fundamental part of the nonprofit sector. Voluntary
organizations that foster interaction between individuals are thought to be a primary site
where collective interests are discussed and formed. Research shows that greater levels
of social capital encourage increased voluntarism, political participation, and higher
levels of institutional trust (Putnam, 1993;2000). In this way, higher levels of social
capital can lead individuals to value collective outcomes above personal gain. The more
people come into contact with one another, the more likely they are to see their own
interests tied to that of the group (Tocqueville, 1835). Indeed, Jones (2006) finds that a
greater number of social ties increase the amount of time individuals volunteer in formal
organizations. And in the aggregate, Saxton and Benson (2005) find that a greater

number of nonprofit organizations are predicted to form in areas with higher levels of
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social capital. In this way, higher levels of social ties and public trust should complement
nonprofit work.

Similarly, religious teachings often stress a collectivist mindset and emphasize the
importance of thinking of others, often above oneself. Indeed, one study found that
spirituality or “calling” to public work played a major role in public service motivation
(Houston and Cartwright, 2007). Likewise, many nonprofit organizations were originally
religious in nature or linked to religious congregations (Chaves, 1991; Hall, 1992). And
if we consider that churches are a major part of the voluntary sector itself and play a large
role in social provision, religious motivation plays an important role in nonprofit sector
work (cite). Thus, nonprofit workers with stronger religious beliefs should have a
collectivist mindset that leads them to value social outcomes above personal benefits.

While social capital and religious beliefs lead people to be more collectivist,
empathy reflects the degree to which a collectivist mindset resonates with an individual
and is likely to produce actions that place the public good above their own personal
interests. Being able to relate to people, view their circumstances, and act as if this
situation of others was one’s own are hallmarks of nonprofit work, which is often thought
to require more caring and understanding individuals (Cite). As a result, nonprofit
workers are often more empathic, understanding, or soft-hearted.

Helping behavior is also linked to a more collectivist mindset. Engaging in
informal or formal helping displays a regard for the welfare of others and a consistent
sacrifice of time or money towards the public good. Informal and formal helping are also
linked to higher levels of social capital and religious motivation (Putnam, 2000). And

most formal helping takes place within the nonprofit sector through voluntary
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organizations designed to allow private individuals to help provide services to others.
Thus, engaging in additional formal and informal helping should validate and supplement
the work nonprofit employees do for payment in that workers make little distinction
between being paid for and doing this work voluntarily.

Finally, collectivism often manifests itself in political views. Ideas about how
public goods should be distributed and regulated and how individuals should care for
others often cluster around certain political ideologies. Because the nonprofit sector
shares some of its roles with government and its practices often translate into government
policies, a strong belief in government provision for public goods is linked to nonprofit
work. Widespread government provision is usually more embraced by the political left.
Thus nonprofit workers who have more collectivist or leftist leaning political views
should emphasize collective more than personal outcomes.

In sum, the greater emphasis on collective outcomes found in nonprofit work
should provide a central incentive for nonprofit employees with higher levels of social
capital, stronger religious beliefs, higher levels of empathy, greater helping behavior, and
left leaning political views. These indicate a collectivist mindset often perceived as
altruism that is more likely to be valued by long-term nonprofit workers. Workers that
value collectivism more highly are more likely to stay in nonprofit jobs.

H1: Nonprofit Sector workers exhibit higher collectivist values and a stronger

beliefin these values will lead to greater satisfaction and longer tenure in

nonprofit workplaces.
HI-1: Greater social capital = higher satisfaction and longer tenure

H1-2: Stronger religious belief = higher satisfaction and longer tenure
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HI-3: Greater empathy= higher satisfaction and longer tenure

H1-4: More helping behavior = higher satisfaction and longer tenure

HI-5: Left leaning politics = higher satisfaction and longer tenure
Additional Intrinsic Rewards

Along with a greater emphasis on social outcomes, there are additional incentives
offered by nonprofit workplaces that that are thought attract and retain workers.
Nonprofit workplaces are seen as providing greater flexibility, more self-directed work,
and additional non-monetary benefits to attract and retain personnel (Almond and
Kendall, 2000; Hohl; Kalleberg et al, 2006; 1996; Rose-Ackerman, 1996). Yet there are
few studies that focus on the non-monetary benefits and intrinsic rewards provided by
nonprofit organizations and how these impact worker retention across the three sectors
(Benz, 2005; Leete, 2007). Lanfranchi et al (2006) find that nonprofit workers find
greater utility in intrinsic rewards above wage or external measure of employer loyalty.
In addition, the perceived importance of the work itself is often cited as an intrinsic
reward (Wright, 2007) as is its challenging nature. Nonprofit workers are thought to
place greater emphasis on personal efficacy and skill development as well as
opportunities for advancement and learning (Lanfranchi et al, 2006; Onyx and MacClean,
1996).

Likewise the structure of the working environment itself also provides an intrinsic
incentive (Bruelens and Van den Brock, 2007;Moynihan and Pandey, 2007;). Self-
directed teamwork, flexible work schedules, opportunities for training, and freedom to
complete tasks are all benefits more frequently used in public and nonprofit organizations

(Kalleberg et al, 2006). Yet at the same time nonprofit workplaces are also constrained
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for resources much more than for-profit or government organizations. This is often
considered a main reason for individuals to leave nonprofit organizations and experience
greater burnout than government of for-profit employees. As a result, workplaces must
equip workers to the level at which they feel some degree of efficacy in their work. Thus
nonprofit workplaces with higher degrees of freedom and flexibility that also maintain
adequate resources should be more likely to retain employees. Indeed, Kalleberg et al,
(2006) find that larger nonprofit organizations are more likely to successfully use
intrinsic incentive systems.

H2-1: Nonprofit sector workers will be employed in more flexible work

environments

H?2-2: Nonprofit workers will be employed in organizations that are no different

in how they use employee skills.

H2-3: Nonprofit workers will be employed in organizations that offer fewer

opportunities for advancement.

H?2-4: Nonprofit workers will be employed in organizations that offer additional

fringe benefits. Workers with better fringe benefits will be more likely to find

their jobs very satisfying and less likely to considering leaving.

H?2:5 Nonprofit workers employed in organizations with more praise

motivation

H?2:6 Nonprofit workers employed in organizations with more freedom to make

decision
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Extrinsic Rewards - Compensation and Benefits

There has been the most focus on the difference in compensation between the
three sectors with little consensus (Leete, 2007). Nonprofit workers are thought to
receive less pay and in exchange, count progress towards the mission as a form of
compensation (Handy and Katz, 1998; Hansman, 1980, Preston, 1989; Rose-Ackerman,
1996). Modeling pay differentials across the three sectors, Ruhm and Borkoski (2003)
find that on average, nonprofit workers do make slightly less than their government or
for-profit counterparts. Yet when occupational categories are taken into account, Leete
(2001) finds little difference in wages between the sectors.

To compensate for the inability to offer higher wages, some suggest that pay for
performance systems solve may profit-driven incentive problems in the nonprofit context.
Being rewarded for behavior that advances the organization’s goals is seen as a way to
increase performance and encourage greater employee investment (Frey, 1993). Yet
there is evidence that such systems may be more complicated in the nonprofit context,
particularly when nonprofit workers are more intrinsically than extrinsically motivated
and goals are difficult to measure and strategically manage (Brandl and Guttell, 2007;
Decktop and Circa, 2000; Speckbacher, 2003; Thuevsen, 2004). Thus, extrinsic or
discrete rewards such as level of pay, bonuses, and promotion should not be as important
to nonprofit workers. Instead, the perception of being compensated fairly or the level of
wage equity within the sector or somehow constrained financially as a result of the
particular employment situation should be more influential in workplace decisions
(Leete, 2000; Rabin, 1998).

HA4: Discrete levels of payment should not impact tenure or satisfaction.
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Given the different goals, incentive structures, and skill requirements of the three
sectors, we should expect individuals to stay longer and enjoy their work more in the
sector that fits the respective combination they value the most. Individuals who value a
flexible work environment, an emphasis on collective outcomes, and similar intrinsic
rewards should be more likely to be happier in and less likely to consider leaving
nonprofit jobs. In this way, the nonprofit workers will be more satisfied in their jobs and
less likely to consider leaving if their most valued incentives match those fostered in the
nonprofit context.

Data and Methods

Data on nonprofit workers and working environments is the largest inhibitor of
research on nonprofit sector employment. However, the 2002 and 2006 General Social
Survey contained a module on work that allowed respondents to self-identify their sector
of employment. The GSS is collected every two years and contains a good deal of
demographic and socio-economic variables. As a result, it is often used to generalize
social behavior and outcomes in the United States.

The variables of interest centered on work, altruism, and social capital. As
turnover can be though of as the degree one is satisfaction with their job as well as the
likelihood of leaving, both were used as dependent variables. Job satisfaction is a
dichotomous variable that indicates individuals who were very satisfied with their present
working situation. Nonprofit workers are often found to have the highest levels of job
satisfaction across the three sectors (Leete, 2007). The likelihood of turnover is
measured by the likelihood of looking for another position this year, which indicates a

strong potential for leaving their current station. This would not necessarily be a

Keely Jones — University of Georgia — PMRA Conference Draft 11



switching of sectors, but a move to a different job entirely. This too is a dichotomous
variable, with those who are very likely to look for a new position this year coded as one.

Logistic regression is then employed to model the likelihood of each dichotomous
variable; the likelihood of being very satisfied with one’s job and the likelihood of
looking for a new position this year.

Independent variables include measure of a collectivist mindset, intrinsic rewards,
and extrinsic rewards. The primary focus is the first variable, collectivism. Like
altruism, a collectivist mindset reflects a focus on others, or a higher utility for public
rather than private gain that is attributed to nonprofit workers. Several sets of variables
are used to represent this concept. First, indicators of social capital include, time spent
with others and trust in others. Measure of religiosity includes frequency of religious
attendance and strength of affiliation. Helping behavior is represented by volunteering
and informal helping. Empathy is constructed by adding the degree of agreement of
several statements about how the respondent views others. Finally, political leaning is
represented by a scale of the respondent’s self-identified political leaning.

Variables reflecting the working environment include flexibility of schedule
changes and freedom to carryout one’s work on the job. Compensation is measured not
in absolute income, but in the perception of being fairly paid versus undervalued. The
purchasing power of real income varies across locations and family situations. As a
result, a dichotomous variable is used to indicate whether individuals felt that they were
paid too little in their current job versus fairly or too much. Non-monetary benefits are
measured by a dichotomous variable indicating that a respondent felt very strongly that

the fringe benefits provided at their job were good. Other intrinsic rewards such as praise
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were represented by the degree to which respondents indicated that they were very likely
to be praised by supervisors. Skill use and advancement were indicated be several
variables. The first variable indicates that employees believed that their work used their
skills a great deal. Advancement was indicated by the respondent’s belief that they had
an opportunity for a promotion (controlling for years worked). Job security was
represented by the degree of security the respondent had in their job.

Additional controls were placed in the model to avoid spurious findings. Age,
and years on the job are measured continuously and fulltime employment is indicated by
a dichotomous variable.

[Table One about here]
Results

Considering significant differences between the sectors through a series of bi-
variate logistic regressions, nonprofit workers and workplaces are distinctive in several
respects. First, on the whole measures of collectivism are mixed. Nonprofit workers
volunteer more slightly more than government employees and quite a bit more than those
employed in for-profits. However, they do not engage in informal helping more than
government of for profit employees. Moreover, there are no differences in empathy
between the sectors. Likewise there is no difference across sectors in the belief that
people can be trusted. However, nonprofit workers report spending more time with
neighbors, relatives, and friends than government employees as do those employed in for-
profits. In contrast, there is no difference between nonprofit and for-profit workers in the

amount of time they spend with friends, relatives, and neighbors.
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Considering religious beliefs, nonprofit and government workers are more likely
to report that their religious affiliations are strong than are for-profit employees, while
there is little difference in responses between those employed in nonprofits and those
employed in the government. Likewise, nonprofit and government employees attend
church more frequently than those employed in for profits and exhibit little difference
between them. Yet, nonprofit workers are more likely to consider themselves very
religious than are government or for-profit employees. Finally, nonprofit workers claim
to be slightly more liberal leaning than do for-profit workers. However, they exhibit few
differences from those employed in the public sector, who themselves differ little from
for-profit workers. If we consider religious engagement and belief to be representative of
collectivism, these bi-variate relationships suggest that nonprofit workers may be slightly
more collectivist than for-profit or government workers. However, job related
characteristics may be more influential in their work decisions.

Considering the working environment, nonprofit workplaces as reported by
employees fit perceptions less closely. In contrast to expectations, for-profit workers are
more likely to report that their work schedule is very flexible than are nonprofit or
government workers, who exhibit few differences. Likewise, for profit employees are
more likely to report that they have a good deal of freedom to do their tasks than are
nonprofit or government employees. However, nonprofit workers are more likely than
government employees to report that they have a good deal of freedom at work.
However, both government and nonprofit workers are more likely to report that they
worked from home about once a week than for-profit workers, but there is little

difference between nonprofit and government workers. As expected, nonprofit
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employees report being overworked at greater rates than do for-profit or government
workers and government employees report higher rates of overwork more than for-profit
employees. Thus while for-profit employees seem more likely to have more flexible
workplaces, nonprofit employees feel strained.

Compensation between sectors present a story that supports research on
compensation across sectors. There is no difference in the likelihood of being a fulltime
worker or respondent’s income based on sector. However, while nonprofit and
government workers do not differ, they are both more likely than for-profit employees to
report that they are paid too little. In the same way, while they themselves do not differ,
nonprofit and government employees are more likely to consider the fringe benefits they
receive from their jobs very good than are for-profit employees. And while both
nonprofit and nonprofit employees consider it less likely that they will get a bonus or a
pay increase than for-profit employees, nonprofit workers find this more likely than
government workers. In this way, fringe benefits and bonuses seem to be important parts
of nonprofit compensation.

Finally, skill use and advancement also differ across sectors. Although nonprofit
and government workers do not differ, both sets of employees are more likely to strongly
agree that their work uses their skills than for-profit employees. And while for-profit
employees are more likely to feel that they will be promoted more so than public sector
workers, nonprofit employees show no difference from government or for-profit
employees in their perceived likeliness of being promoted. Yet, nonprofit workers are
more likely to be praised by their supervisor than are for-profit or government employees,

with public sector employees being less likely to be praised. In this way, skill use and
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intrinsic rewards are prevalent in nonprofit sector workplaces. These bi-variate
regressions indicate that nonprofit workers tend to be more collectivist than public or for-
profit employees. It also indicates that intrinsic rewards and fringe benefits are more
prevalent in the nonprofit sector. Yet these factors impact employee retention?

[Table Two About Here]

Looking at the general model of job satisfaction, we see that controlling for other
factors, nonprofit and government employees are more likely than for profit employees to
report that they are very satisfied with their current positions, with nonprofit employees
being more likely than government workers to find a good deal of satisfaction in their job
(table 9). Longer tenure in the position, also increases the likelihood of job satisfaction,
as does the perception of income equity and placing a greater value on income.

Likewise, job security, an expected promotion, and good fringe benefits each increase the
probability of job satisfaction across sectors. Similarly, intrinsic rewards such as the
likelihood or receiving praise, a good deal of freedom to carry out one’s tasks, and a
better use of individual skills each contribute to a higher probability of job satisfaction.

Yet, when we model job satisfaction by sector and include measures of
collectivism we see different patterns emerge within particular sectors. For-profit
workers display trends similar to the base model (table 6). Job security, wage equity, and
better fringe benefits each increase the likelihood of job satisfaction. Intrinsic
motivations as well such as better use of skills, freedom in carrying out tasks, and praise
from supervisors increased the probability of being very satisfied with for profit work.
Surprisingly, greater trust in individuals also led to higher probabilities of job and

satisfaction.
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Wage equity and job security were also important to government employees as
were intrinsic motivations of better skill use, praise on the job, and more freedom to carry
out tasks (table 7). However, government employees who felt their schedules were very
flexible were less likely to find their jobs very satisfying. Also surprising, measures of
collectivism had no impact on job satisfaction. This could indicate that government
workers do not vary in levels of collectivism or that this is not an important part of
satisfaction in government work.

Nonprofit workers were more likely to find their jobs very satisfying if they
received good fringe benefits, believed they could be promoted, and their skills were used
well in their jobs (table 8). Like government employees, measure of collectivism had
little impact. This suggests that personal efficacy is especially important in the nonprofit
sector.

Considering turnover likelihood, nonprofit employees are no more likely to
consider leaving their jobs than for-profit employees (table 5). Yet government workers
are much less likely to consider leaving. Those employed longer in their current
positions, regular, permanent employees, and those that considered their fringe benefits
very good were significantly less likely to consider leaving this year, despite their
perceptions of their income or other job-related factors. Not surprisingly, those who felt
they were paid too little were more likely to consider leaving in the coming year. Yet
those who strongly agreed that they had a good deal of freedom in carrying out their jobs,
those with higher perceptions of job security, and workers who felt they would be
promoted were also more likely to consider leaving. It could be that these workers feel

their skills are more marketable and have less organizational loyalty.

Keely Jones — University of Georgia — PMRA Conference Draft 17



When the sectors are considered separately, we find patterns similar to those
observed in predicting job satisfaction. For-profit employees are less likely to consider
leaving those who had longer tenure with the company were less likely to consider
leaving as were regular employees (table 6). Surprisingly, better job security and those
who believed they may receive a promotion were more likely to consider looking for
work. This could be in reference to the possible failure of the promotion as well as a
reflection of greater employee marketability.

Government employees (table 7) were also less likely to consider leaving when
they had been employed longer, but those that believed their fringe benefits were
especially good were also less likely to consider a job transition. Collectivism levels had
no impact on this decision.

In the same way, nonprofit employees with longer tenure at the company and
better fringe benefits were less likely to consider leaving (table 8). Yet, like for profit
workers, those with higher perceptions of job security were more likely to consider
leaving. In addition, those whose skills were used more effectively in their work were
also more likely to consider a change. Yet, measure of collectivism had no impact,
indicating that there is little variability among nonprofit workers or that public benefit is
not a factor in deciding job transition. This suggests that like the for-profit sector,
employee marketability may play an important role in nonprofit job decisions. Yet again,
personal efficacy seems to be more important in the nonprofit sector than the other

sectors.
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Discussion

Collectivism seems to be weak predictor of nonprofit job turnover and
satisfaction. Instead, fringe benefits, skill use, and length of tenure are the most
predictive factors of the likelihood of considering a job transition and satisfaction among
nonprofit employees. This calls into question the idea that a public focus or empathetic
mindset is the most motivating factor for nonprofit sector workers. Instead, these
findings suggest that nonprofit employees may fall between public sector and for-profit
sector workers in their mix of intrinsic and extrinsic motivations and their focus on
marketability and personal efficacy.

For-profit employees seem to place some emphasis on extrinsic factors, but seem
to factors such use promotability and job security to calculate their value in between
sectors. Nonprofit employees also seem to engage in such calculus. Marketability may
be a more important part of job transition in the private sector because there are more
firms and greater competition for employees within the for-profit and nonprofit sectors.
Like government employees, the fringe benefits are also an important part of work
decisions and satisfaction, suggesting that there is more than the job itself that contributes
to nonprofit employees to staying at their places of employment. Ancillary benefits are
also important.

However, personal efficacy also stands out in the nonprofit sector as an important
part of job satisfaction and tenure above characteristics of the nonprofit workplace like
flexibility. Thus, the focus is on personal dynamics of work rather than the workplace or

working environment in particular. In this way, nonprofit workers seem to mix
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characteristics important to for-profit and government sectors, adding a dimension of
personal efficacy.

These findings also have implications for understanding turnover in the nonprofit
sector and for organizations seeking to retain their employees. Benefits are important to
nonprofit workers, perhaps more than the flexibility or workplace dynamics. As a result,
organizations should prioritize benefit plans, perhaps above pay increases. In addition,
because personal efficacy is a major factor in work transition decisions, organizations
should identify and strategically use employee’s skills as well as implement review
processes that allow workers to connect view their unique contribution to the
organizations work. Yet greater freedom in carrying out tasks is not necessarily linked to
greater efficacy.

Conclusion

Nonprofit workers are considered to exchange monetary income for intrinsic
rewards such as progress towards the organizations mission and general public benefit.
However, these findings suggest that nonprofit workers use a mixture of intrinsic and
extrinsic benefits and to understand their work. As a result, nonprofit work decisions
appear to be a mix of those found in for-profit and government workers, focusing on

marketability, ancillary benefits of the job, and adding personal efficacy to the mix.
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TABLE 1: VARIABLE DESCRIPTIONS AND BI-VARIATE REGRESSIONS

SIGNIFICANCE SIGNIFICANCE
NPO GOVT NPO GOVT

EMPATHY
(1-36) Government INCOME

Forprofit -~ Government
SELFLESS Forprofit
(1-8) Government +* TOO LITTLE PAY

Forprofit Ak (0-1) Government
INFORMAL HELPING Forprofit 4k Rk
(1-8) Government REGULAR EMPLOYEMNT

Forprofit +~ (0-1) Government ok
VOLUNTEERING Forprofit +¥* A

Government +* HOURS WORKED
(1-5) Forprofit +* KA Government
POLITICAL VIEWS Forprofit
(1-9=conserv) Government BONUS LIKELY

Forprofit - (0-1) Government +*
VERY RELIGIOUS Forprofit SHEE SRk
(0-1) Government +* GOOD FRINGE BENEFITS

Forprofit A (0-1) Government
STRONG AFILIATION Forprofit 4% Rk
(0-1) Government kA MONEY EVERYTHING

Forprofit 4wk (0-1_ Government -~
TRUST Forprofit SHEE ¥
(0-1) Government PROMOTION LIKELY

Forprofit (0-1) Government
TIME W OTHERS Forprofit SHE Kk
(1-18) Government 3k PAY FOR PERFORMANCE

Forprofit SHE (0-1) Government *+
OVERWORK Forprofit SKE SRk
(0-1) Government LOOK FOR NEW JOB

Forprofit +~ (0-1_ Government
OVERWORKED Forprofit +* Sk
(1-4) Government 3k VERY SATISFIED

Forprofit Kk +* (0-1) Government +~
WORKHOME WEEKLY Forprofit ik -~
(0-1) Government PRAISED

Forprofit +* +* (0-1) Government +H*
FREE WORK Forprofit +* -
(0-1) Government ok SKILL USE

Forprofit SHAE (1-4) Government
FLEXIBLE WORK Forprofit Ak A*
(0-1) Government

Forprofit

wik=P<=,001 **=P<=.01 *=P<=.05 ~=P<=.10
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TABLE 2: FOR-PROFIT WORKERS LIKELIHOOD OF CONSIDERING LEAVING

2002 & 2006

Logistic regression Number of obs = 1384
LR chi2(13) = 68.13
Prob>chi2 = 0.0000

Log likelihood = -793.54901 PseudoR2 = 0.0412

newjob| Coef. Std.Err. z P>z [95% Conf. Interval]
+

tenure | -.0345336 .0087778 -3.93 0.000 -.0517379 -.0173294%**
littlepaid | .1854058 .1302048 1.42 0.154 -.069791 .4406026
moneyall | .0866133 .1269234 0.68 0.495 -.1621521 .3353786
regemp | -.3303875 .15165 -2.18 0.029 -.627616 -.033159*
jobsecur | .6519018 .1334155 4.89 0.000 .3904123 .9133914%***
promotion | .3680614 .1540108 2.39 0.017 .0662059 .669917*
goodfringe | -.1354886 .140046 -0.97 0.333 -.4099738 .1389967
wkpraise | .0550972 .0858077 0.64 0.521 -.1130827 2232772
workflex | 0183312 .1381513 0.13 0.894 -.2524405 .2891028
workfree | 2402372 .1377975 1.74 0.081 -.029841 .5103154~
skills | -.135993 .0920017 -1.48 0.139 -.3163131 .0443271

trust| .09992 .1297033 0.77 0.441 -.1542939 .3541338
attendwk | -.0736573 .1493145 -0.49 0.622 -3663084 .2189938

_cons | -.8008761 .3749894 -2.14 0.033 -1.535842 -.0659105%*

Marginal effects after logit
y = Pr(newjob) (predict, p)
= .27419868

variable| dy/dx Std.Err. z P>z [ 95%CIL ] X
+
tenure | -.0068727  .00173 -3.97 0.000 -.010266 -.00348 6.58815%**
little~d*| .0372207  .02633 1.41 0.158 -.014393 .088834 .391618
moneyall*| 0172391 02526 0.68 0.495 -.032265 .066744 495665
regemp*| -.0684265 03251 -2.10 0.035 -.132152-.004701 .78685*
jobsecur*| .129289 02605 4.96 0.000 .078225 .180353 .5
promot~n*| 0767268 03342 2.30 0.022 .011228 .142226 .197254*
goodfr~e*| -.0267149 02734 -0.98 0.329 -.080309 .026879 351879
wkpraise | .0109651  .01708 0.64 0.521 -.022501 .044432 2.38295
workflex*| 003653 .02757 0.13 0.895 -.050376 .057682 .339595
workfree*| 047526  .02706 1.76 0.079 -.005506 .100558 .550578~
skills | -.0270645  .0183 -1.48 0.139 -.062931 .008802 3.23627
trust*| .0200175  .02615 0.77 0.444 -.031231 .071266 .350434
attendwk*| -.0145209  .02915 -0.50 0.618 -.071656 .042614 219653
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TABLE 3: GOVERNMENT WORKERS LIKELTHOOD OF CONSIDERING LEAVING
2002 & 2006

Logistic regression Number of obs = 371
LR chi2(13) = 33.19
Prob>chi2 = 0.0016
Log likelihood = -174.19987 PseudoR2 = 0.0870

newjob| Coef. Std.Err. z P>z [95% Conf. Interval]
+

tenure | -.0664764 .0202195 -3.29 0.001 -.1061059 -.0268469%**
littlepaid | 4850521 .2734865 1.77 0.076 -.0509715 1.021076~
moneyall | .2940648 .2951978 1.00 0.319 -.2845124 .8726419
regemp | -273493 5152653 -0.53 0.596 -1.283394 .7364084
jobsecur | .4525353 3133904 1.44 0.149 -.1616987 1.066769
promotion | -.176659 .3751257 -0.47 0.638 -9118918 .5585738
goodfringe | -.7379543 3061022 -2.41 0.016 -1.337904 -.138005*
wkpraise | .1200947 .1885047 0.64 0.524 -.2493677 .4895572
workflex | -.0607354 3337899 -0.18 0.856 -.7149515 .5934808
workfree | .0685411 .3002942 0.23 0.819 -.5200246 .6571069
skills | 3495926 .2292766 1.52 0.127 -.0997814 .7989665

trust| .4430024 2815364 1.57 0.116 -.1087988 .9948036
attendwk | -.4589621 .4089409 -1.12 0.262 -1.260472 .3425474

_cons | -2.45971 966874 -2.54 0.011 -4.354749 -.5646722

Marginal effects after logit
y = Pr(newjob) (predict, p)
= .18144312

variable | dy/dx Std.Err. z P>zl [ 95%ClL ] X

+
tenure | -.0098732 00284 -3.48 0.001 -.015441 -.004305 9.4252%%*
little~d*| 0725032 04095 1.77 0.077 -.007767 .152773 48248~
moneyall¥| 0442316 .04486 0.99 0.324 -.043688 .132151 433962
regemp*| -.0437122 08825 -0.50 0.620 -21668 .129256 .932615
jobsecur*| 0651802 04365 1.49 0.135 -.020376 .150736 .609164
promot~n*| -.0252725 05167 -0.49 0.625 -126544 .075999 .169811
goodfi~e¥| -.1080212 04343 -2.49 0.013 -.193145-.022898 .463612%*
wkpraise | 0178367 02795 0.64 0.523 -.036935 .072609 2.31536
workflex*| -.00893  .04859 -0.18 0.854 -.104163 .086303 239892
workfree*| 0101783 0446 0.23 0.819 -.077234 .097591 .504043
skills| 051922 .03374 1.54 0.124 -014201 .118045 3.33962
trust*| 0680247 04453 1.53 0.127 -019245 .155294 382749
attendwk*| -.0612763 04861 -1.26 0.207 -.156544 .033992 .142857
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TABLE 4: NONPROFIT WORKERS LIKELIHOOD OF CONSIDERING LEAVING

Logistic regression Number of obs = 112
LR chi2(13) = 28.61
Prob>chi2 = 0.0074
Log likelihood = -54.449699 PseudoR2 = 0.2080

newjob| Coef. Std. Err. z P>z [95% Conf. Interval]
+

tenure | -.1121145 .044917 -2.50 0.013 -2001502 -.0240788**
littlepaid | .5321893 .5720991 0.93 0.352 -.5891043 1.653483
moneyall | 3891825 .5132651 0.76 0.448 -.6167987 1.395164
regemp | -.400748 .723244 -0.55 0.580 -1.81828 1.016784
jobsecur | 1.1942 5641563 2.12 0.034 .0884736 2.299926**
promotion | .0165119 .7338975 0.02 0.982 -1.421901 1.454925
goodfringe | -1.325802 .5674699 -2.34 0.019 -2.438022 -.2135811%*
wkpraise | -.096012 .3961487 -0.24 0.808 -.8724493 .6804252
workflex | -.6598425 .6288759 -1.05 0.294 -1.892417 .5727316
workfree | .1882029 .5416257 0.35 0.728 -.8733639 1.24977
skills| 1.221793 5088507 2.40 0.016  .224464 2.219122%

trust | -.2422709 .5322217 -0.46 0.649 -1.285406 .8008644
attendwk | .2734586 .8210718 0.33 0.739 -1.335813  1.88273

_cons | -4.32969 2.258028 -1.92 0.055 -8.755343 .095964*

Marginal effects after logit
y = Pr(newjob) (predict, p)
= .23084402

variable| dy/dx Std.Err. z P>z [ 95%CIL ] X

+
tenure | -.0199065  .00721 -2.76 0.006 -.034035 -.005778 7.50223%*
little~d*| .0951327  .10323 0.92 0.357 -.1072 .297465 .473214
moneyall*| 0702249 0941 0.75 0.455 -.114205 .254654 419643
regemp*| -.0768872  .1492 -0.52 0.606 -369307 .215533 .883929
jobsecur*| 2030873 0887 2.29 0.022 .029244 37693 .5625*
promot~n*| .0029413  .13117 0.02 0.982 -.254156 .260038 .133929
goodfr~e*| -2271467 08981 -2.53 0.011 -403174 -.05112 455357+
wkpraise | -.0170474 0702 -0.24 0.808 -.154636 .120541 2.46429
workflex*| -.1082213  .09377 -1.15 0.248 -292008 .075566 .285714
workfree*| 0331413 .09431 0.35 0.725 -.151708 21799 .580357
skills | 2169355 .08874 2.44 0.015 .043006 390865 3.44643%*
trust*| -.0423591  .09144 -0.46 0.643 -221583 .136865 .383929
attendwk*| 0511923  .16143 0.32 0.751 -265201 .367585  .125
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TABLE 5: LIKELIHOOD OF CONSIDERING LEAVING JOB ACROSS SECTORS
2002 and 2006

Logistic regression Number of obs = 3225
LR chi2(13) = 151.77
Prob>chi2 = 0.0000

Log likelihood =-1797.3698 PseudoR2 = 0.0405

newjob| Coef. Std. Err. z P>z [95% Conf. Interval]
+

tenure | -.0367658 .0058789 -6.25 0.000 -.0482882 -.0252434%%**
littlepaid | .2040475 .08611 2.37 0.018 .0352751 .3728199*
moneyall | .131578 .0847213 1.55 0.120 -.0344727 .2976287
regemp | -.2192776 .1062842 -2.06 0.039 -.4275909 -.0109644*
jobsecur | .6128572 .0896257 6.84 0.000 .437194 .7885204%*%**
promotion | .2033276 .102963 1.97 0.048 .0015237 .4051314*
goodfringe | -.3561838 .0923459 -3.86 0.000 -.5371784 -.1751892%**
wkpraise | 0519477 .0565779 0.92 0.359 -.0589428 .1628383
workflex | .0340582 .0920193 0.37 0.711 -.1462964 2144128
workfree | 2594321 .0918488 2.82 0.005 .0794117 .4394525%*%*
skills| .0687512 .063571 1.08 0.279 -.0558457 .193348
nonprofit | .0147109 .1720465 0.09 0.932 -.322494 3519158

govt| -.2610696 .115611 -2.26 0.024 -.487663 -.0344763*

_cons | -1.464694 2506134 -5.84 0.000 -1.955887 -.9735008%***

Marginal effects after logit
y = Pr(newjob) (predict, p)
= .2556503

variable| dy/dx Std.Err. z P>z [ 95%CL ] X
+

tenure | -.0069963 00111 -6.33 0.000 -.009163 -.004829 7.02078%**
little~d*| 0391342  .01662 2.35 0.019 .006558 .071711 .418295%
moneyall*| 025074 .01616 1.55 0.121 -.006598 .056746 476279
regemp*| -.0431134 02154 -2.00 0.045 -.085326-.000901 .817054*
jobsecur*| .1152162  .01647 7.00 0.000 .082935 .147498 .533333%%x
promot~n*| 0398093  .0207 1.92 0.054 -.000768 .080387 .203411*
goodfi~e*| -.0664149 01681 -3.95 0.000 -.099363 -.033466 .388527***
wkpraise | .0098853  .01076 0.92 0.358 -.011213 .030984 2.36434
workflex*| .0064997 01761 0.37 0.712 -.028017 .041016 .326202
workfree*| .0490007 01719 2.85 0.004 .015316 .082686 .555659%*
skills | .0130829  .01209 1.08 0.279 -.010619 .036785 3.27101
nonpro~t*| .0028083  .03295 0.09 0.932 -.061766 .067382 .058915
govt*| -.047652 02017 -2.36 0.018 -.087181-.008123 .185426*
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TABLE 6: FOR-PROFIT WORKERS JOB SATISFACTION
2002 & 2006

Logistic regression Number of obs = 1398
LR chi2(13) = 403.95
Prob>chi2 = 0.0000
Log likelihood = -755.68375 PseudoR2 = 0.2109

verysatl |  Coef. Std.Err. z P>z] [95% Conf. Interval]
+

tenure | .0043274 .0077551 0.56 0.577 -.0108723 .019527
littlepaid | -.6197007 .1331906 -4.65 0.000 -.8807495 -.3586518***
moneyall | 226168 .1297485 1.74 0.081 -.0281345 .4804705~
regemp | -.2209957 .1580977 -1.40 0.162 -5308614  .08887
jobsecur | .7731968 .1309837 590 0.000 .5164734 1.02992%**
promotion | .310348 .1629482 1.90 0.057 -.0090247 .6297206~
goodfringe | .7459053 .1364604 5.47 0.000 .4784479 1.013363%**
wkpraise | 4315198 .0886131 4.87 0.000 .2578413 .6051984%***
workflex | .2083343 .1396381 1.49 0.136 -.0653513  .48202
workfree | .3810375 .1362956 2.80 0.005 .113903  .648172*%*
skills | .7620542 .1045152 7.29 0.000 .5572081 .9669002%**

trust| .265413 .1335993 1.99 0.047 .0035632 .5272629%
attendwk | -.0347124 .1538448 -0.23 0.821 -3362426 .2668178

_cons | -4.659889 .4493764 -10.37 0.000 -5.54065 -3.779127***

Marginal effects after logit
y = Pr(verysatl) (predict, p)
= .41120705

variable| dy/dx Std.Err. z P>z [ 95%CIL ] X
+

tenure | .0010477  .00188 0.56 0.577 -.002633 .004728 6.61159
little~d*| -.1470722 03068 -4.79 0.000 -.207195 -.08695 .391273%%*
moneyall*| 0547139 03132 1.75 0.081 -.006673 .116101 .496423~
regemp*| -.0540056 03892 -1.39 0.165 -.130294 .022283 .785408
jobsecur*| .1851012  .0306 6.05 0.000 .125129 245073 .500715%**
promot~n*| 0760974 04032 1.89 0.059 -.002933 .155128 .19671~
goodfr~e*| 181598  .03298 5.51 0.000 .116965 .246231 .353362%**
wkpraise | .1044778 02138 4.89 0.000 .062582 .146374 2.3834%%x
workflex*| 0506825  .0341 1.49 0.137 -.016148 .117513 .341202
workfree*| 0916776  .03247 2.82 0.005 .028037 .155318 .551502%*
skills | .1845054 02513 7.34 0.000 .13525 233761 3.23963%**
trust*| 0645988  .03264 1.98 0.048 .000628 .12857 .351931*
attendwk*| -.0083895  .03711 -0.23 0.821 -.081131 .064352 218884
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TABLE 7: GOVERNMENT WORKERS JOB SATISFACTION
2002 & 2006

Logistic regression Number of obs = 376
LR chi2(13) = 113.64
Prob>chi2 = 0.0000
Log likelihood = -203.7188 PseudoR2 = 0.2181

verysatl |  Coef. Std.Err. z P>z] [95% Conf. Interval]
+

tenure | .0050038 .01517 0.33 0.742 -.0247288 .0347364
littlepaid | -1.035423 2483426 -4.17 0.000 -1.522166 -.5486809%***
moneyall | 2868576 .2675237 1.07 0.284 -.2374793 8111945
regemp | -.0700286 4737507 -0.15 0.882 -.998563 .8585057
jobsecur | .5328375 .2749949 1.94 0.053 -.0061426 1.071818*
promotion | 4020467 .3393234 1.18 0.236 -.2630151 1.067108
goodfringe | -.2763807 .2680825 -1.03 0.303 -.8018127 .2490512
wkpraise | 4872133 .1632319 2.98 0.003 .1672848 .8071419**
workflex | -.8895001 .3110808 -2.86 0.004 -1.499207 -.2797929%**
workfree | .9723931 .2683925 3.62 0.000 .4463534 1.498433%**
skills| 9650462 2119279 4.55 0.000 .5496751 1.380417%**

trust | -.0286348 .255823 -0.11 0.911 -.5300386 .4727691
attendwk | -.0501518 .3535666 -0.14 0.887 -.7431297 .6428261
_cons | -4.584628 .9200203 -4.98 0.000 -6.387835 -2.781422%**

Marginal effects after logit
y = Pr(verysatl) (predict, p)
= 47748245

variable| dy/dx Std.Err. z P>z [ 95%CIL ] X

+
tenure | .0012484 00378 0.33 0.742 -.00617 .008666 9.42753
little~d*| -.2524811 05786 -4.36 0.000 -.365884 -.139078 .478723%%*
moneyall*| 0715019 06649 1.08 0.282 -.058821 .201825 .433511
regemp*| -.0174898 1184 -0.15 0.883 -249551 214572 .933511
jobsecur*| .1316875  .06687 1.97 0.049 .000633 262742 .614362*
promot~n*| .1001276 08369 1.20 0.232 -.063908 .264164 .167553
goodfr~e*| -.0688176 06651 -1.03 0.301 -.199173 .061538 468085
wkpraise | .1215563  .0407 2.99 0.003 .041782 201331 2.31915%*
workflex*| -2133904 06981 -3.06 0.002 -.350213 -.076568 .236702%*
workfree*| 2378821  .06317 3.77 0.000 .114074 .361691 .507979%%**
skills | 2407722 05275 4.56 0.000 .137379 344165 3.34043%%*
trust*| -.007143 0638 -0.11 0.911 -.132197 .117911 388298
attendwk*| -.0125008  .08804 -0.14 0.887 -.185048 .160046 .143617
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TABLE 8: NONPROFIT WORKERS JOB SATISFACTION
2002 & 2006

Logistic regression Number of obs = 114
LR chi2(13) = 53.80
Prob >chi2 = 0.0000
Log likelihood = -51.677867 PseudoR2 = 0.3424

verysatl |  Coef. Std.Err. z P>z] [95% Conf. Interval]
+

tenure | .0510782 .0351054 1.45 0.146 -.0177271 .1198835
littlepaid | -.5428998 .552183 -0.98 0.326 -1.625159 .539359
moneyall | .6775167 .5478101 1.24 0.216 -.3961714 1.751205
regemp | -.5403417 8119565 -0.67 0.506 -2.131747 1.051064
jobsecur | .176587 .532289 0.33 0.740 -.8666803 1.219854
promotion | 2.29034 1.14132 2.01 0.045 .0533938 4.527285*
goodfringe | 1.268184 .5481699 2.31 0.021 .1937902 2.342577*
wkpraise | .709554 4122581 1.72 0.085 -.0984569 1.517565~
workflex | -.4342721 .5932914 -0.73 0.464 -1.597102 .7285577
workfree | -.2172844 5744122 -0.38 0.705 -1.343112 .9085428
skills | 1.664335 .5362307 3.10 0.002 .6133423 2.715328*%*
trust | -.6546696 .5403949 -1.21 0.226 -1.713824 .404485
attendwk | -.7447266 808315 -0.92 0.357 -2.328995 .8395417
_cons | -7.480488 2.396081 -3.12 0.002 -12.17672 -2.784256**

Marginal effects after logit
y = Pr(verysatl) (predict, p)
= 57710667

variable| dy/dx Std.Err. z P>z [ 95%CIL ] X

+
tenure | 0124659 00854 1.46 0.144 -.00427 .029201 7.51096
little~d*| -.1320255  .13291 -0.99 0321 -.392524 .128473 473684
moneyall*| .1624777 12846 1.26 0.206 -.089301 .414256 .421053
regemp*| -.1257505  .17738 -0.71 0.478 -.4734 221899 .885965
jobsecur*| 0431416 13025 0.33 0.740 -212152 298435 .561404

promot~n*| 4098258  .11293 3.63 0.000 .188486 .631166 .140351%**

goodfr~e*| 2976751 1195 2.49 0.013 .063455 .531895 .45614**
wkpraise | .1731699  .10138 1.71 0.088 -.02553 37187 2.45614~
workflex*| -.10691 1465 -0.73 0.466 -.394039 .180219 .280702
workfree*| -.0528375  .13909 -0.38 0.704 -325455 .21978 .578947
skills | .4061886  .13247 3.07 0.002 .146556 .665821 3.42982**
trust*| -.160037  .13096 -1.22 0.222 -416718 .096644 .385965
attendwk®| -.1840198  .19602 -0.94 0.348 -.568212 .200172 .122807
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TABLE 9: LIKELIHOOD OF VERY SASTISFIED ACROSS SECTORS 2002 and 2006

Logistic regression Number of obs = 3253
LR chi2(13) = 978.23
Prob>chi2 = 0.0000

Log likelihood =-1759.3555 PseudoR2 = 0.2175

verysatl |  Coef. Std. Err.  z P>z [95% Conf. Interval]
+

tenure | .0131346 .0051949 2.53 0.011 .0029527 .0233164
littlepaid | -.7945571 .0860179 -9.24 0.000 -.9631492 -.625965
moneyall | 2245872 .0847659 2.65 0.008 .0584492 .3907253
regemp | -.2577425 .1098217 -2.35 0.019 -.4729891 -.0424959
jobsecur | .7595344 .085696 8.86 0.000 .5915734 .9274954
promotion | 4965688 .1072799 4.63 0.000 .2863041 .7068335
goodfringe | .4420452 .0884034 5.00 0.000 .2687776 .6153127
wkpraise | 5465474 .0567408 9.63 0.000 4353375 .6577573
workflex | .0763094 .0922255 0.83 0.408 -.1044493 2570681
workfree | 5269543 .0886443 5.94 0.000 .3532146 .7006939
skills | .717275 .0685847 10.46 0.000 .5828514 .8516985
nonprofit | 4125888 .1759351 2.35 0.019 .0677624 .7574152

govt| 2531569 .1095799 231 0.021 .0383843 .4679295

_cons | -4.564977 .2850203 -16.02 0.000 -5.123607 -4.006347

. mfx, predict(p)

Marginal effects after logit
y = Pr(verysatl) (predict, p)
= .44975248

variable | dy/dx Std.Err. z P>z [ 95%CIL ] X
+
tenure | .0032505  .00129 2.53 0.011 .000731 .00577 7.02582
little~d*| -.1927503  .02015 -9.56 0.000 -.232251 -.153249 418076
moneyall*| 0555526  .02093 2.65 0.008 .014529 .096576 .476176
regemp*| -.0641164 02738 -2.34 0.019 -.117775-.010458 816785
jobsecur*| .1853064  .02035 9.10 0.000 .145414 225199 534276
promot~n*| .1234188 0265 4.66 0.000 .071472 .175365 .203197
goodfr~e*| 1094312 0218 5.02 0.000 .066706 .152156 .389487
wkpraise | .1352569  .014 9.66 0.000 .107809 .162704 2.36397
workflex*| 0189068 02287 0.83 0.408 -.025924 .063738 .326468
workfree*| 1292781  .02143 6.03 0.000 .087285 .171271 .555795
skills | .1775078 01691 10.49 0.000 .144355 21066 3.27175
nonpro~t*| 102773  .04359 236 0.018 .017333 .188213 .059022
govt*| .0629708 02731 2.31 0.021 .009436 .116506 .185675
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