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2 WORK VALUES DEVELOPMENTS IN TIME

2.1 Introduction the role of work in society

Most adults in industrialized societies spend a considerable part of their daily

activities in work or in training and preparing for work activities. Societies put

considerable resources into job creation and into the education of their citizens for

paid employment. Despite these effort politicians, managers, teachers and parents

continually express their concerns regarding a declining work ethic and the declining

centrality of work. The symbolic and economic centrality of work in post-industrial

society has been questioned by a number of authors (Offe 1985; Gorz, 1999;

Vecernik, 2002; Beck, 2000). According to these the centrality of work has decreased

- something which is referred to as the end of work - (Rifkin, 1995), or the specter of

a jobless society (Castells, 1996) or the downside of the risk-society (Beck, et al.,

1990). Vecernik (2003) is not specifically referring to the end of work but also finds a

decrease in the role of work in his study on work values. Hustings & Lammertijn

(2007) found decreased work centrality in their sample of Red Cross volunteers.

In this chapter we are first going to have a look at the historical context of work

and work, the Protestant Work Ethic (PWE) and work related values. Subsequently

the most important theoretical notions will be reviewed and hypotheses will be

formulated. The ideas of a declining work centrality as well as a shift from work in

leisure orientation will be tested. A second important question will be if there is a shift

from an extrinsic to a more intrinsic value orientation is going to be studied. A subject

rather unexplored until now is the relation between intrinsic work values and post-

materialism.

In the last section developments are going to be related to some background

variables like workplace position and age in order to explain the differences in effect

for age-groups and supervising and not supervising people. Finally some conclusions

are going to be drawn and feedback for theory and practice are going to be

formulated.
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2.2 Historical Context

2.2.1 In general

Notions about the importance of work and its functions in society are relatively recent

and culturally diverse. The Greeks and Romans did not greatly value (manual) work

and saw it as a curse suitable for slaves (Furnham, 1990). In the Middle Ages, it was

widely believed that God created the nobility to elevate virtue and justice, the clergy

to occupy themselves with labors of love and faith and the (ordinary) people to work

and trade in order to create wealth (cf. Drenth, 1991). Priests from the Zisterzienser

convent have been promoting work in the Middle Ages under the slogan: Ora et

Labora. A negative attitude toward work, as has been present in the Antique, is thus

being prevented. Only with the advent of the Reformation did the first signs of the

modern work ethic become apparent.

It was Max Weber (1958) who tried to put into place the chain of events

leading to the rise of modern capitalism. He argued that the Protestant Work Ethic

(PWE) the Spirit of Capitalism gradually evolved into a value system that viewed the

accumulation of wealth as a sign of divine grace and which encouraged an ascetic

self-control in order to accumulate endless wealth with little tendency to consume it.

In other words, becoming rich through one’s own efforts was the surest sign that an

individual was graced by God. In this way hard work served a higher order need and

acquisitive motives, expressed through the PWE, created the fertile ground for the

development of capitalism.

It was not religious factors alone that Weber singled out. Rather these can be

viewed as coexisting and reinforcing other societal factors such as urbanization, the

development of cooperatives/guilds, a codified and developed legal system, a

bureaucratic nation state; book keeping systems, etc. (Furnham, 1990). Moreover,

the development of the machine age placing increasing emphasis on rational control

of natural phenomena is regarded as having impacted on the development of work

practices and attitudes.

Yankelovich (1985) discerns three values patterns associated with three broad

epochs: values concerned with sustenance in agrarian societies, values concerned

with material success in industrial societies, and values concerned with expressivism

in welfare societies.
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2.2.2 PWE Dead and Gone?

The PWE has come to be treated as more related to a country’s religious culture

(with the emphasis on culture) than to the religious beliefs of groups and individuals

(Giorgi & Marsh, 1990). Often the PWE is used to classify cultures in which the

difference between cultures is attributed to the presence or absence of the PWE. It is,

of course, possible to side-step PWE and explain variation in similar constructs of

attitudes with cultural differences alone (Hofstede, 1994). It has been shown that

some work-ethic scales related to PWE correlate with some of Hofstede’s cultural

dimensions (Furnham et al., 1992).

Heller (1991) argues that the protestant work ethic is high in those countries

that were industrialized in the 20th century and that is not related to Protestantism but

to industrialization. The latter being in accordance with the arguments by Modrak as

covered in the first chapter. Bell thinks that instant credit was the “enemy” of the

protestant work ethic and that only hedonism remains (Bell 1979).

One could ask oneself: Does this mean that the PWE which was an important

reference point for so many decades is gone? Nowadays many social scientists use

the PWE to explain work behavior of people in general and the importance of work in

one’s life in particular.

One problem with the concept of the PWE is that it has come to encompass so

much and to be used in so many sometimes-contradictory contexts that it is now

difficult to say exactly what it means (Furnham, 1990). However, behind the accreted

value constructs and correlates, we should find that devotion to work in order to

accumulate money for its own sake lies near the core of the concept (Weber, 1958;

Furnham, 1990). PWE has also been formulated as an ‘obsession with money as a

sign of success’ (Furnham, 1990). According to Furnham PWE is positively related to

admiration of success, political right-wing values, and to free enterprise and anti-

welfare beliefs (Furnham, 1990). Thus, if instrumentality is the attitude that applies

best to those who are alienated from their work activities, PWE should apply to those

who are unconditionally involved in it. This becomes clearly manifest in the studies of

Harpaz et al. (2002) on workaholics. In the same study the relation between the

protestant work ethic and work centrality is highlighted. According to Haparz (2000)

and Hirsfeld and Feild (2000) work centrality is deeply rooted in the PWE. Recently

Sharabi & Harpaz (2010) concluded that Israeli work centrality was rooted in the
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Protestant Work Ethic and, that higher levels of work centrality improved performance

and that it is related to positive working behaviour. In their study Twenge Hoffman

and Lance (2010) argue that work ethic and work centrality decreased over time.

2.2.3 Work and values

As already mentioned in chapter 1 we are choosing for a definition which starts from

the functions employment potentially fulfills (Dluglos & Weirmair, 1981):

 Exchange - each person receives some form of compensation (money, benefits)

for the service that he/she gives.

 Social contact - work provides interaction with other people.

 Status - work provides status and rank in society depending on the nature and

level of work undertaken.

 Personal meaning - work provides a potential source of identity, self-esteem, self-

actualization and fulfillment.

Work values form a subset of general life values that guide people and enable them

to navigate the multiple spheres and roles in their lives. One of the most prominent

writers on values and value systems Rokeach (1973) defines value as: enduring

belief that specific mode of conduct or end-state of existence is personally or socially

preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state of existence.

Rokeach calls preferable modes of conduct instrumental values and preferable end

states terminal values.

George & Jones (2002, p. 74) give an adequate definition of work values: A

worker’s personal convictions about what outcomes one should expect from work

and how one should behave at work.

Work values are rooted in larger value systems (Figure 2.1), which are in turn

associated with national cultures (Parboteeah & Cullen, 2003). The are transferred to

individuals via primary and secondary socialization (e.g., family, education, vocational

training). Through socialization, individuals learn and internalize behaviour in

accordance with what is required and expected of them in their work roles (Kraimer,

1997; Harding & Hikspoors, 1995). What is expected of people, however, is
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dependent on specific circumstances and individual characteristics, for example

gender, age, and social status.

Figure 2.1 Roots of work values (source Harding and Hikspoors 1995)

2.3 Theory

2.3.1 Other values needed?

From the modernization theory (Ester et al, 1993; Inglehart, 1997) it is argued that

societal change results in value shift. Modern society is facing several developments.

Severe international competition, rapid globalization of the economy, habitual

innovation necessity, dynamic diffusion of ICT-applications, the shortening of

products’ life cycles, the need for customer and service orientations, service quality

and integral quality care, and the vital importance of sustainable professionalization,

all imply that more and more is expected from the average European worker

(Castells, 1996; Ester & Vinken, 2001).

In order to survive in increasingly competitive international markets whilst

meeting the raising demands of customer focus and shareholders’ value many

businesses have been forced to restructure their activities, to maximize their human

resources and to alter the nature of the (psychological) contract between employer

and employee (Rousseau, 1995). In such a contract there would be some kind of

agreement on what the mutual obligations are, quid pro quo, but often it also refers to
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some third parties or sanction and then the “non contractual elements of the contract”

become important (Parsons & Smelser, 1956; Furåker, 2011; Durkheim, 1964).

In the past the contract was clear: The employee gave his workforce for forty

hours a week, forty years long performing rather standardized tasks for a fixed

remuneration and could expect protection and lifetime employment and protection

from his employer. This does not represent the present situation.

A “job for life” has been replaced for some by either the prospect of long-term

unemployment for some and for others by more flexible work arrangements. A

consequent decrease in stability and security can be a result. Changing the

psychological contract can lead to a change in attitude (Bal et al., 2008).

State controlled or related organizations are not immune and in many cases

have been encouraged, or obliged, to take on characteristics of the private sector,

even to the extent of having to tender against competitors for their own core

business. In the case of education this is illustrated in a study of Teichler (2004) who

concludes: “Second, it is surprising to note how much the debate on global

phenomena in higher education suddenly focuses on marketization, competition and

management in higher education. Other terms, such as knowledge society, global

village, global understanding or global learning, are hardly taken into consideration.”

This change in policy in general and particular concerning “not for profit

organizations” had severe consequences for the employees. Despite all good

intentions many employees were driven into the periphery of their organizations or

even worse lost their jobs. Those who did remain in full-time positions in their

organizations may find themselves increasingly burdened by overwork and find

themselves in a position to have no opportunity for personal development.

Yet, paradoxically, others have found an enormously increased opportunity for

personal development through their work as organizations have recognized the need

to increase the sense of involvement, teamwork and decision-making within their

workforce (Vecernik, 2002).

The development poses a challenge to many organizations who realize that

such people and their brains truly are their greatest asset. The loosening of the

employer-employee contract has become two-sided flexibility. This could implicate

that the empowered and more demanding employees may use the opportunities of

flexibility by leaving and taking their brains with them, subscribing to the so-called:

“do it yourself economy” (Handy, 1994). The nature of work itself also has changed.



39

As a result of the developments mentioned in the last paragraphs companies and

institutions need more entrepreneurial types of employees. If the employee wants to

be in the core of the organization he/she needs a full commitment to the organization

and an attitude that supports organizational goals (an elaboration on these issues will

be done in chapters 3 and 4). Where in chapter 3 the commitment to paid

employment in general, as well as the flexibility to avoid unemployment will be

covered, organizational commitment will be the central issue in chapter 4.

Except for a high level of organizational commitment (see our analysis in

chapter 4) extensive employability is expected with respect to changing

organizational goals and contexts, working times, and working locations. Investment

in keeping one’s knowledge and competences up-to-date is seen as a crucial

personal drive. The modern employee becomes an entrepreneurial employee

(Baarveld, 1999). This shift also becomes manifest in the vision of career: career is

an individual’s lifelong human resource project, crafted through a process of

continuous reflexive self-assessment, continuous learning and adaptation, and of

course continuous self-marketing (Fenwick, 2003).

This is the new ideal of individualized work, in what du Gay (1996) has

declared the domination of the enterprising self. This form of work has been

described as a portfolio career (Handy, 1994).

This tendency not only implicates more demands from the employer but also a

more demanding work force. Those demands are both from an intrinsic as well as an

extrinsic nature. A work force that not only has demands in the field of salary,

compensation and career possibilities (extrinsic) but also has explicit wishes

regarding the content of work and the personal development in work as well as the

possibility to work independently. This leads us to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The demand of both extrinsic and intrinsic work values of the

workforce will show an increase over time between 1980 and 2008.

2.3.2 Work centrality and employment commitment

Two concepts closely related to the Protestant Work Ethic (PWE) are those of

employment commitment and work centrality (Lounsbory et al, 2003). As pointed out

in the previous chapter employment commitment refers to the importance that people
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attach to employment on intrinsic grounds, that is to say irrespective of the financial

implications (Jahoda, 1981; Gallie, 1998; Hult, 2005).

Moreover, employment commitment is not a measure of the nonfinancial values in a

particular employment situation but it clearly refers to the importance of being

employed in general for social and psychological reasons (Nordenmark, 2004).

Work centrality is defined as individual’s beliefs regarding the degree of

importance that work plays in their lives (Paullay et al., 1994). The work centrality

concept stems from Dubin’s (1956) formulation of work as a central life interest that,

in turn, is rooted in Weber’s (1958) PWE theory. People who consider work as a

central life interest have a strong Identification with work in the sense that they

believe the work role to be an important and central part of their lives. In sum, work

centrality consists of normative beliefs about the value and importance of work in the

configuration of one’s life (Brooke et al., 1988; Kanungo, 1982; MOW International

Research Team, 1987). Work centrality showed strong correlations with the PWE

(Hirschfeld & Feild, 2000).

A nice illustration of the concept of work centrality is the research by Arvy,

Harpaz & Liu (2004) who investigated the attitudes towards work of people that just

won the lottery. One of the findings was that the choice of quitting their work

depended upon the centrality of work in their lives. The ‘lottery question’ however has

been object of some scientific controversy (Paulsen, 2008). The question is

supposed to measure non-financial employment commitment, that is, the degree to

which people regard work as an important source of meaning and joy beyond the

financial necessity (Paulsen, 2008). Although the concepts of work centrality and

employment commitment are not completely interchangeable, in most research these

are measured with similar indicators. Some authors regard these even as synonyms

(Isaksson et al, 2004).

In the later part of this study the concept employment commitment will be the

scope of study. For this chapter we will concentrate on work centrality. We first will

identify trends on a macro level and subsequently compare them over time, in order

to understand and interpret the longitudinal development of work centrality.

In our introductory chapter we argued that work centrality can be best

assessed when comparing it to something else. Given the fact that leisure is often

regarded as the opposite of work there is often assumed that the relation between

the two domains might be complementary (spillover model) (Wilensky, 1960) or
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compensatory (Wilensky, 1960). In both cases this would mean that an increase in

leisure would at the same time mean a decrease in work importance (Offe, 1984;

Opaschowsky, 1985).

Another reason for comparing work centrality to leisure lies in the fact that in

previous research work and leisure always were rated as less important as family

and friends and more important as politics and religion (Harding & Hikspoors, 1995,

Harpaz, Honig & Coetzier, 2002).

Recent studies suggest that there is a declining trend in the importance being

ascribed to work in Western Europe. Ruiz - Quintanilla & Wilpert (1991, p. 97 ff.)

examined the perceived value of work in Germany and found that it had decreased

over a six-year period during the 1980s. This parallels an increase in the importance

of leisure, with leisure even surpassing work in 1989.

However the importance of work, so the authors argue could never forgo the

function of work as a central mechanism of distributing goods and benefits (Snir &

Harpaz, 2002). Others signal an increased focus on leisure as a result of higher

productivity (Heller 1991). Smola and Sutton (2002) found a general trend “away from

being a ‘company man’ to a perception of work that is given a lower priority than in

years past. The results also show an increasing trend in which personal value is less

associated with what one does or how hard one works” (p. 379). In their study

Twenge, Hoffman and Lance (2010) argue that work centrality had decreased over

time. Vecernik (2003) finds a decrease in the role of work in his study on work values.

Hustings & Lammertijn (2007) found decreased work centrality in their sample of Red

Cross volunteers.

Three questions can be asked about the findings of previous research:

 Do the results hold during this decade?

 Are they valid outside Germany and the US?

 Does a decrease in work centrality go along with an increase in the perceived

importance of leisure?
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This development leads us to the following hypotheses on value change:

Hypothesis 2: A decrease in work centrality will be shown in all European countries

over time (between 1990, 1999 and 2008).

Hypothesis 3: The decline in work centrality goes along with more emphasis on

leisure and family.

2.3.3 Intrinsic and Extrinsic work values

Despite a not-uniform definition and different labels, most work researchers appear to

identify the same two or three types of work values : (1) intrinsic or self-actualization

values, (2) extrinsic or security or material values, (3) social or relational values

(Alderfer, 1972; Borg, 1990; Crites, 1961; Mottaz, 1985; Pryor, 1987; Rosenberg,

1957; Elizur, 1984). In the nineties there was a vast body of research from scientists

who were using the facet theory (Borg in Fischer, 2005). They classify them into

three dimensions intrinsic extrinsic and comfort items. In this research we will chose

for the classic distinction between extrinsic and intrinsic work values (Borg, 1986;

Herzberg et al 1957, 1959 Borg & Braun, 1996; Elizur et al., 1991; England & Ruiz -

Quintanilla, 1994; Van den Elzen, 2002; Zanders, 1987, 1993). The typology of

extrinsic and intrinsic work values is a very basic one. This has the advantage that

ambiguity of items can be prevented. The construction of this distinction from the 15

values in the European Values Survey is demonstrated in table 2.1 in which the work

values are classified by facets (Borg in Fischer, 2005). The rationale behind table 1 is

as follows e.g. for item 1 Herzberg, represented by the letter H, distinguishes

between hygiene and motivators and classifies, for e.g. item 1, good pay. This means

it is hygiene while Maslov, letter M, distinguishes the facets psychological, security

and belongingness, recognition and self-actualization. Alderfer used a classification

of existence, relations and growth. This classification is very close to the one that is

used by others e.g. Rosenberg: intrinsic for growth, extrinsic for existence and

relations for social. So subsequently all authors and classifications are listed. In the

last column the final choice between extrinsic and intrinsic is made.
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Table 2.1 Fifteen EVS work values coded on facets

Item H M A E R L B Work value Selected for

1 h S e i e i 1 Good pay Extrinsic

2 m B e A s n 4 Pleasant people to work

with

—

3 h P e i e n 3 Not too much pressure Extrinsic

4 h S e i e n 2 Good job security Extrinsic

5 m r g K e i 1 Good chances for

promotion

—

6 m r r A s n 1 Job that is respected —

7 h S e i e n 4 Good hours Extrinsic

8 m A g K i g 3 Opportunity to use initiative Intrinsic

9 h B r A s n 4 Job useful for society —

10 h P e i e n 4 Generous holidays Extrinsic

11 h B r A s n 4 Meeting people —

12 m A g A i n 2 Job in which you can

achieve something

Intrinsic

13 m A g K i g 3 A responsible job Intrinsic

14 m A g K i g 3 Interesting job Intrinsic

15 m A g K i n 3 Job that meets one’s

abilities

Intrinsic

H(erzberg) = h = hygiene, m = motivator

M(aslow) = p = physiological, s = security, b = belongingness, r = recognition, a = self-
actualization

A(lderfer) = e = existence, r = relations, g = growth

E(lizur) = i = instrumental-material, k = cognitive, a = affective-social

R(osenberg) = e = extrinsic, i = intrinsic, s = social

L(evy-Guttman) = i = dependent of individual performance, g = depends on group performance, n =
not performance-dependent

B(org-Elizur) = 1 = fully dependent on individual performance, 2 = more dependent on individual
performance than on system, 3 = equally dependent on individual performance and
on system, 4 = dependent on system only

Sources: Borg in Fischer (ed) 2005, p. 68 and Ester, Braun & Vinken 2006

We can learn from this table that pay, job security, not too much pressure and

generous holidays form the elements of extrinsic oriented values while a job that

meets ones abilities, an interesting job, a responsible job and a job in which you can

achieve something are the intrinsic values. This distinction, as we will see, directly

relates to the issue of whether Western societies are indeed favoring work values
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that reinforce flexibility, employability, self-development, and achievement (Ester,

Braun & Vinken, 2006). We do think that these values also have their effect on

organizational commitment.

Extrinsic work values can be defined as conventional or traditional values

which prioritize security over other aspects of work, that work is primarily seen as

necessary for providing one’s livelihood, and which underline the importance of

material job features such as good pay, comfortable working times and vacation

arrangements, protection, and the absence of work stress. Intrinsic work values are

defined as values that emphasize non-material or post materialist job characteristics

such as the possibility of personal development, achievement, and autonomy, having

a say in the work organization, being able to take initiative, having an interesting,

responsible, and challenging job. Intrinsic work values reflect openness to change,

the pursuit of autonomy, interest, growth, and creativity in work. “Extrinsic work

values express conservation of values; job security and income provide workers with

the requirements needed for general security and maintenance of order in their lives”

(Ros & Schwartz, 1999). Employees stressing extrinsic work values attach a different

meaning to work and the working situation. When we look at the longitudinal

development we would expect a decrease in extrinsic work values on behalf of a rise

in intrinsic values.

According to Maccoby (1988), the adoption of intrinsic expressive, self-

development values is an issue that concerns primarily managers and senior people

in organizations. Subdividing the population by managers/professionals does indeed

reveal that this group places greater emphasis on personal development issues such

as responsibility and initiative, although the gap appears to be diminishing (Zanders,

1993).

2.3.4 Transition towards a post-industrial society

Several authors have tried to integrate historical developments in their attempts to

explain the emergence of contemporary work values. Yankelovich (1985), for

example, discerns three values patterns associated with three broad epochs: values

concerned with sustenance in agrarian societies, values concerned with material

success in industrial societies, and values concerned with expressivism in welfare
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societies. Inglehart (1990), similarly has argued that the success of capitalism has

itself engendered the emergence of values at odds with the spirit of the PWE.

The purported change towards more intrinsic, post-materialist values has not

occurred in isolation; rather, it is interrelated with structural changes in society and in

particular with the transition from industrialized to post-industrial society, in which the

emphasis of commercial activity shifts to the service sector (Touraine, 1969; Bell,

1973). Knowledge, automation and technology have become the main competitive

features in business, a development summarized by Fukuyama (1992).

Technological innovation and the highly complex division of labor has created a

tremendous increase in the demand for technical knowledge at all levels in the

economy and consequently for people who - to put it crudely - think rather than do.

Traditional workers in this respect have less opportunity for ‘cognitive mobilization’

(Inglehart, 1990) insofar as they continue to work in a hierarchical system with little

autonomous judgment. Knowledge workers, on the other hand, particularly in the

service and information sector where the emphasis is on people and concepts rather

than the production of goods, are considered to have been in the vanguard of this

social movement.

The development poses a challenge to many organizational management

teams which realize that such people and their brains truly are their greatest asset.

Therefore the loosening of the employer-employee contract has become two-sided,

empowered and demanding employees can reverse the traditional power balance

and take the opportunity to assert their flexibility and leave the company taking their

intelligence with them by ascribing to the so-called “do it yourself economy.”

Earlier we mentioned the work of Inglehart (1990) on materialism/post-

materialism in the light of the transition toward a post/industrial society. He contends

that as a result of the success of the Protestant ethic and a stable economic system,

other values become more important. Materialist concerns with economic well-being

give way to ‘post-materialist values’ emphasizing freedom of expression, greater

individualism, and a less rigid social morality. These values are considered to have

been transmitted to the workplace, particularly among younger, better educated

employees, in their desire for greater autonomy and participation in decision-making.

From a different starting point, a comparable development in values is described by

Klages (1985), who investigated the transition from duty and acceptance values to

self-development values. This shift is described by Ingelhart (1977, 1990, and 1997)
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as a slow change of the value structure implying a higher priority to quality of life, self

realization and altruism and less emphasis on materialistic and security values. This

development is said to be especially evident among young and highly educated

people. However this is not undisputed and there is some discussion about both the

direction of value change as well as the dimensionality of the concept (Hagström &

Kjellberg in Isakson, 1997). The research in post-materialism and work values is

moving into a largely unexplored area. In his first study Inglehart (1977) did pay

attention to this relationship. Hagström & Kjellberg (2000) used it in their study on

work values and socialization on nurses and engineers in which they found post-

materialistic values to be more stable than work-values. They argue: “Post-

materialistic values did not change much and the changes were not significantly

related to the work conditions studied. Work values were less stable and the changes

showed some relations to work experiences.” Inglehart (1977) found in his study a

solid relationship between post materialism and two items that according to the

scheme in table 2.1 can be classified as intrinsic. We hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 4: There will be a positive relationship between intrinsic work values

and post-materialist values.

2.3.5 Personal characteristics and work values

2.3.5.1 Work place position

According to Maccoby (1988) the adoption of intrinsic expressive, self-development

values is an issue that concerns primarily managers/senior people in organizations.

Subdividing the population by managers/professionals does indeed reveal that this

group places greater emphasis on personal development issues such as

responsibility and initiative, although the gap appears to be diminishing (Zanders,

1993).

Following Zanders (1983), Harding & Hikspoors (1995) found interesting

differences in the support for intrinsic values among supervising and non-supervising

people. It is our purpose to investigate if this difference can also be found in 1999.
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Therefore we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 5: Both in 1999 and 2008 supervising people will adhere more intrinsic

values than non-supervising people.

2.3.5.2 Age-lifecycle/cohort

The idea of change is rooted in the socialization hypothesis as depicted in figure 2.1

of this chapter. Age differences are often associated with differences in value

preferences. Such differences, however, have two distinct interpretations; that such

changes are due to generational change (cohort effects) or that they are due to

changes in the life-cycle (life-cycle or age effects). The former effect, cohort effect,

appears because of special economic, social and political circumstances in the

formative years of each generation (Inglehart & Abrahamson, 1995; Peterson & Ruiz

- Quintanilla, 2003; Smola & Sutton, 2002). According to Inglehart the development

can be described as follows: “After a period of sharply rising economical and physical

security one would expect to find substantial differences between the value priorities

of older and younger people: they would have been shaped by different experiences

in their formative years” (Inglehart, 1990, p. 69). Between 1974 and 1999 there is an

increase in the importance of leisure and the decrease in the importance of work

(Sharabi & Harpaz, 2007). This trend is continuation of process that began in the

1960s (Yankelovich, 1979) initiated by young people. There are similar findings to

those trends in the Western society (Abramson & Inglehart, 1995). According to

Sharabi & Harpaz (2007) there would be more emphasis on leisure among younger

people while older people would put work more centrally at least in 1980. Their data

primarily concerned Israeli respondents. Twenge et al. (2010) found in an American

study that GenY-ers/GenM-ers (born 1989-1999) ‘hold stronger values for leisure

time and place more value on work that provides extrinsic rewards. GenM also

values intrinsic and social rewards less than Boomers did’ (p. 1133). Within the

framework of the current dissertation the question has to be asked if these

conclusions can be generalized unto a European level.
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Therefore we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 6: Younger people will ascribe lower importance to work and higher

importance to leisure than older people.

Ester, Braun & Vinken argue that an using age categories instead of age provide a

better assessment of cohort effects. Therefore we follow their argumentation and

chose a categorization of age that corresponds with transition phases in working life

(Ester, Braun & Vinken in Ester, Braun & Mohler 2006). A categorization in three

phases formative years (15-29) maturity (30-49) and (pre) disengagement (50 and

older) would be a better indicator.

From the family socialization as depicted in Figure 2.1 on could ask oneself

whether differences in work centrality and work values are related to gender, age,

and education (Halman & Muller, 2006; Hult, 2008; Hakim, 2000; Warr, 2008).

Halman & Muller (2006) investigated whether there are any gender differences in

work value preferences and work orientations arguing that typical gender roles are

rooted in processes of socialization and education where men and women learn and

internalize behavior in accordance to what is required and expected on the basis of

gender (Marini et al., 1996). Nevertheless, empirical research does not find

substantial evidence for large gender differences in work values (Halman & Muller,

2006; Rowe & Snizek, 1995, Warr 2008).

Contrary to those who think that gender inequality gradually disappeared

Hakim (2000) thinks that it is not the disappearance of gender differences but the

distinction between work-committed women on the one hand and housewives on the

other hand, that counts. What Hakim presents is a preference theory claiming that

women, to a greater extent than men, should be analyzed with respect to their

individual work-lifestyle choices. For example, home-centred women give priority to

home and family and ‘avoid paid work after marriage except in times of financial

stress’ (Hakim 2002 p. 437). In contrast, work-centred women focus on making a

career, thus prioritizing work over family life.

Warr (2008) reports small but significant differences in work centrality between

men and women. He also found that gender differences retained significance for

different employment status of men and women (full-time/part-time).
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Due to this we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 7: The difference in work centrality between men and women can in fact

be explained by the occupational status of women (working, part-time

working or not working).

2.4 Sample and data measurement

2.4.1 In general

The social implications of these apparently contrasting changes in the nature of work

make it important to understand what light the social sciences and organizational

research can shed on their development. As already described in chapter 1, in this

chapter we particularly shall draw on the European Values Surveys conducted by the

European Values Systems Study Group (EVSSG) in 1981/1982, 1990 and

1999/2000 (Harding et al., 1986; Ester et al., 1993; Halman, 2001; Inglehart et al,

2004). We have results for 2008. Due to a delay in the field work only 8 out of 13

countries are available. Given the comparative nature of this dissertation it is argued

that it is worth-while to give the results although they have to be cared with prudence.

A full account with all countries involved will appear in print in Furåker, Hakkansson &

Karlsson in 2011.

2.4.2 Measures

2.4.2.1 Work centrality

In the questionnaire of the World value survey work was listed among other areas of

life that were of importance for the respondents. The phrasing was: ‘For each of the

following aspects, please indicate how important it is in your life? The four other

options were family, friends, leisure time, politics and religion.’ These ratings of the

personal importance of (presumably paid) work served here as the indicator of work-

role centrality (Warr 2008). As already mentioned in the introductory chapter by

comparing it to other areas this way of measurement puts a perspective unto the

results because in our view the concept of work cannot be measured alone but by

definition always encompasses a comparison with something else.
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2.4.2.2 Intrinsic and extrinsic work values

Respondents of the survey were asked about intrinsic and extrinsic job values (the

fifteen mentioned in table 2.1). The question was phrased as follows: ‘Here are some

aspects of a job that people say are important. Please look at them and tell me which

you personally think are important in a job’. This resulted into two scores 1 for

mentioned (as the respondent considered the aspect important) and o for not

mentioned (indicating the respondent did not find the aspect important).

As mentioned in table 2.1 the intrinsic characteristics are: “an opportunity to

use initiative”, “a job in which you feel you can achieve something”, “a responsible

job”, “a job that is interesting” and “a job that meets one’s abilities.” According to the

wording of the questionnaire the extrinsic characteristics are: “good pay”, “not too

much pressure”, “good job security”, “good hours” and “generous holidays.” The

characteristic “a job respected” was not considered to elaborate the index, since it

was classified in different ways for different authors or data analyses. The more items

were mentioned from one group the more the person could be characterized as in- or

extrinsic. Except for the adding the items they were also divided by the number of

options chosen. So a score can be obtained varying from 0 to 1. Since there is a

tendency that people tend to classify all work values as important (Borg in Fischer

2005 p. 63) we added a measure were the score on extrinsic items was subtracted

from the score on intrinsic item, in order to get a better indication on the relative

importance.

2.4.2.3 Post-materialism

We use the 4 item post-materialism scale (Inglehart, 1977; Abrahamson & Inglehart,

1999) although we realize there is some discussion about it. Davis & Davenport

(1989) claim that there has not been a thorough micro level examination of the

validity of the original four-item measure of post-materialism. Inglehart disagreed; in

his first article on the subject Inglehart (1971) tested the validity of the four-item index

against theoretically relevant attitudes. In all six countries surveyed he found that the

attitudes of materialists differed from those of post-materialists by large margins and

in the expected direction, and in every country the mixed respondents always fell

between the two polar types (Inglehart & Abrahamson, 1999). Therefore the 4 item

scale gives a valid representation of the construct of post-materialism. The post-
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materialism index has the following four items: a) maintaining order in the nation, b)

giving people more to say in important government decisions, c) fighting rising prices

and d) protecting freedom of speech. The post-materialism index (cf. Uhlaner &

Thurik 2007) is constructed as follows: 1= Materialist: first choice item a, second

choice item c or first choice item c and second choice item a. 2= Mixed: first choice

item a or c and second choice item b or d or first choice item b or d and second

choice item a or c. 3= Post-materialist: first choice item b and second choice item d

or first choice item d and second choice item b. The country scores were aggregates

of the individual respondent scores. All ranging from 1 to 3.

2.4.2.4 Age categorization

Formative years: 15-29.

Maturity: 30-49.

(Pre)disengagement: 50 and older.

2.5 Results

2.5.1 A more demanding workforce and more intrinsic oriented workforce?

In hypothesis 1 there was a prediction of a more demanding workforce. This

hypothesis is tested by comparing the scores on extrinsic and intrinsic values over

time. Therefore the means of three decades for intrinsic and extrinsic values have

been analyzed and tested on significance. The results are shown in table 2.2. A

linear development in the case of intrinsic values and an almost linear regarding the

extrinsic one. Given the totals of intrinsic and extrinsic values (table 2.2) one can

conclude that there is a linear increase for intrinsic values and an overall increase for

extrinsic values. However in 2008 the trend seems to be broken. Both intrinsic and

extrinsic value totals for all countries surveyed are comparable to that of 1980.

For the extrinsic values only Denmark and West Germany show a decrease

instead of an increase in extrinsic values preference. For intrinsic values West

Germany and Great Britain are the exception when showing a decrease instead of an

increase. The German results may be influenced by the reunification, while

measuring only the western part of the country, there still is the possibility of

incorporating Eastern Germany into the Federal Republic might have changed value
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preferences of the Western part. For the intrinsic values also Great Britain divergates

from the trend of being more demanding.

When studying the pattern of change concerning the extrinsic values there is a

trend of linearity in Great Britain, Ireland and Italy where in every decade there is

some increase in the popularity of these values. Since the people interviewed were

asked to mention all job characteristics they consider important, an implicit choice is

made, and the fact that a person chooses more characteristics from one group than

another group shows the work orientation of this person. Therefore we conclude this

table with the score in difference between intrinsic and extrinsic values over three

decades.

In 1995 Harding and Hikspoors draw the conclusion: Northern European

countries form the most fertile ground for empowered employees, Southern

Europeans ascribe rather more importance to the value of comfort.

Now we see a good basis for empowered employees in France, the

Netherlands, and Denmark (difference extrinsic minus intrinsic). In most countries the

largest changes took place between 1980 and 1990. The emerging emphasis on

intrinsic work values does not mean that extrinsic values are rejected or denied. On

the contrary, such qualities are, to large publics, still highly relevant (Halman, 1999).

Relatively it seems that extrinsic values lost ground. However if we look at the last

section of table 2.2 where the differences between intrinsic and extrinsic work values

are highlighted we see that there is a tendency of a smaller difference in favor of

intrinsic values than in the past.
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Table 2.2 T-test on means in Extrinsic and Intrinsic work values over three decades and the
difference score intrinsic minus extrinsic

Extrinsic

values

Country

M

'81

SD

'81

M

'90

SD

'90

Diff.

'99-'81

M

'99

SD

'99

Diff.

'99-'90

M

'08

SD

'08

Diff.

'08-'99

Belgium .44 .31 .40 .30 .00 .43 .32 .03** .30 .25 -.13**

Denmark .39 .30 .34 .26 -.06** .33 .26 -.01 .33 .27 .00

France .31 .25 .27 .24 .05** .36 .27 .09** .24 .31 -.12**

W. Germany .57 .33 .51 .31 -.09** .47 .27 -.04** .44 .24 -.03

Great Britain .40 .31 .42 .29 .14** .54 .30 .12**

N. Ireland .45 .30 .45 .29 .21** .66 .30 .21** .66 .30 .03

Ireland .43 .30 .47 .30 .20** .63 .31 .16** .60 .29 .09

Italy .38 .27 .44 .29 .26** .64 .30 .20**

Netherlands .40 .32 .46 .32 .00 .40 .30 -.06** .56 .33 .16

Spain .52 .32 .50 .31 .06** .58 .30 .08** .45 .27 .16

Sweden .44 .30 .57 .32 .03** .42 .30 -.15**

USA .56 .29 .56 .29 .05** .61 .28 .05**

Norway .50 .25 .40 .25 .09** .41 .24 .01

Total .46 .31 .45 .30 .50 .31 .43 .31

Intrinsic

values

Country

M

'81

SD

'81

M

'90

SD

'90

Diff.

'99-'81

M

'99

SD

'99

Diff

'99-'90

M

'08

SD

'08

Diff.

'08-'99

Belgium .36 .33 .42 .34 .15** .50 .34 .08** .36 .30 -.14**

Denmark .48 .34 .52 .30 .06** .54 .30 .02 .51 .30 -.03

France .37 .30 .47 .31 .15** .52 .32 .05** .44 .31 .12

W. Germany .65 .33 .63 .32 -.09** .55 .33 -.08** .50 .33 .00

Great Britain .55 .32 .52 .31 -.03** .49 .32 -.06**

N. Ireland .43 .33 .49 .30 .17** .60 .36 .11** .55 .36 -.05

Ireland .44 .31 .54 .32 .20** .65 .34 .10** .65 .35 .00

Italy .39 .30 .50 .31 .20** .69 .32 .29**

Netherlands .38 .33 .57 .33 .15** .53 .32 -.04** .70 .32 .17**

Spain .41 .35 .39 .34 .07** .45 .37 .04** .21 .26 -.11

Sweden .48 .32 .72 .30 .10** .58 .29 -.14**

USA .63 .33 .62 .33 .05** .69 .28 .07**

Norway .58 .32 .52 .34 -.01 .57 .35 .05**

Total .48 .34 .52 .34 .57 .33 .48 .35
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Difference

intrinsic /

extrinsic

Country

M

'81

SD

'81

M

'90

SD

'90

Diff.

'99-'81

M

'99

SD

'99

Diff.

'99-'90

M

'08

SD

'08

Diff.

'08-'99

Belgium -.09 .34 .02 .38 .11* .07 .37 .05* .05 .35 -.02

Denmark .09 .35 .18 .33 .15* .22 .38 .07* .18 .33 -.04*

France .06 .34 .20 .35 .14* .15 .38 -.05* .20 .33 .04

W. Germany .08 .39 .12 .40 .04* .07 .38 -.05* .06 .38 -.01

Great Britain .15 .34 .10 .36 -.05* -.05 .35 -.15*

N. Ireland -.02 .38 .04 .36 .06* -.06 .32 -.10* -.10 .30 -.04*

Ireland .02 .36 .07 .34 .05* .02 .30 -.05* -.02 .28 -.04*

Italy .02 .34 .05 .34 .03 .05 .34 -.02

Netherlands -.02 .34 .11 .38 .13* .13 .38 .02 .14 .35 .01

Spain -.11 .31 -.12 .30 -.01 -.13 .29 -.01 -.24 .28 -.11*

Sweden .04 .33 .15 .32 .11* .16 .32 .01

USA .07 .35 .06 .35 -.01 .08 .32 .02

Norway .08 .32 .13 .32 .05* .16 .32 .03

Total .02 .35 .06 .36 .07 .37 .05

**=Significance at the 0.05 level (p≤ .05) 

Nevertheless, it can be argued that particularly in a service-oriented network

economy that fosters with the empowered and emancipated employee wide diffusion

of intrinsic work values perhaps can create a competitive advancement. Ester, Braun

& Vinken argue: the more the workforce in a nation supports intrinsic work values, so

our argument goes, the better it is mentally equipped to be employable, competitive,

and innovative in a globalizing economy (Ester, Braun & Vinken, in Ester, Braun &

Mohler, 2006). However the decrease in intrinsic value orientation in some countries

especially during the period 1981 and 1991 could also be explained from either the

economic circumstances or nation specific elements (e.g. reunification for Germany

and relative high unemployment for Spain and the UK (also see figure 2.2). The more

demanding work force thesis in fact is only confirmed between 1990 and 1999 where

both intrinsic and extrinsic work values increased. For the limited sample for 2008 it

looks like there is a decrease in both compared to 1999. Finally the question can be

asked if people become more intrinsically oriented (intrinsic minus extrinsic). A

considerable difference is visible between 1980 and 1990. After that it seems to

stabilize. The limited sample of 2008 gives reason to the thought that no spectacular

in or decrease is visible.
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2.5.2 Work centrality and leisure orientation over time and in the life cycle

In Table 2.3 we report on the perceived importance of work in comparison with other

domains of life (friends, leisure, religion, and politics). There are similarities as well as

differences between the countries. Firstly, family is regarded as the most important of

all the domains of life. This is true for all the nations. Secondly, politics and religion

are regarded as least important in almost all the countries over the 18-year period.

Work, friends, and leisure are situated in between these two extremes. Similar

patterns have been reported in other studies (Harding & Hikspoors, 1995, Harpaz,

Honig & Coetzier, 2002).

In the hypotheses 2 and 3 the assumption has been proposed that:

 Empirically a decrease in work centrality will be shown in the data of European

value Studies;

 The decline in work centrality goes along with more emphasis on leisure.

Table 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 show the empirical evidence found on these questions. In

Table 2.3 the means of the perceived importance of work compared to other domains

of life are illustrated. It shows differences in time but does not answer the question

whether these differences over time in the scores on work are significant. Therefore,

an analysis of variance was conducted and the significance levels are given in Table

2.4. Table 2.4 learns that there is a significant decrease in Norway, Sweden,

Denmark, Ireland, Northern Ireland and the Netherlands between 1990 and 1999 and

a significant increase in Belgium and France. Between 1999 en 2008 there is an

increase in West Germany and Denmark and a decrease in Belgium and Spain. In

1999 Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Northern Ireland and Ireland show a decrease in

ranking. This means that our hypothesis 2 has to be rejected since there is no

decrease in all countries. It has to be mentioned that from the eight significant

differences found in 1999, there are six that show a decrease in centrality of work, in

2008 there are as many countries that show an increase as a decrease. So the

overall tendency is one towards a decrease. The question is justified if this decrease

goes along with an increase in preference for leisure, as presumed in hypothesis 3.

The answer is displayed in table 2.5.
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Table 2.3 Ranking of work centrality compared to other domains

Norway Sweden

1990 1999 2008* 1990 1999 2008*

Work 3.68 (2) 3.50 (3) -- Work 3.62 (3) 3.42 (4) --

Family 3.86 (1) 3.85 (1) -- Family 3.83 (1) 3.87 (1) --

Friends 3.65 (3) 3.65 (2) -- Friends 3.66 (2) 3.69 (2) --

Leisure 3.34 (4) 3.29 (4) -- Leisure 3.50 (4) 3.48 (3) --

Religion 2.34 (6) 2.30 (6) -- Religion 2.03 (6) 2.24 (6) --

Politics 2.51 (5) 2.40 (5) -- Politics 2.41 (5) 2.60 (5) --

Italy Spain

1990 1999 2008* 1990 1999 2008

Work 3.57 (2) 3.55 (2) -- Work 3.57 (2) 3.56 (2) 3.49 (2)

Family 3.85 (1) 3.88 (1) -- Family 3.82 (1) 3.85 (1) 3.83 (1)

Friends 3.30 (3) 3.24 (3) -- Friends 3.35 (3) 3.24 (3) 3.33 (3)

Leisure 3.16 (4) 3.09 (4) -- Leisure 3.21 (4) 3.09 (4) 3.30 (4)

Religion 2.87 (5) 2.97 (5) -- Religion 2.53 (5) 2.29 (5) 2.24(5)

Politics 2.05 (6) 2.18 (6) -- Politics 1.81 (6) 1.82 (6) 1.93(6)

Ireland France

1990 1999 2008 1990 1999 2008

Work 3.53 (2) 3.29 (3) 3.29 (4) Work 3.52 (2) 3.62 (2) 3.59 (2)

Family 3.89 (1) 3.90 (1) 3.89 (1) Family 3.79 (1) 3.87 (1) 3.86 (1)

Friends 3.48 (3) 3.58 (2) 3.73 (2) Friends 3.26 (3) 3.43 (3) 3.42 (3)

Leisure 3.11 (5) 3.26 (4) 3.46 (3) Leisure 3.10 (4) 3.23 (4) 3.17 (4)

Religion 3.28 (4) 3.07 (5) 2.87(5) Religion 2.27 (5) 2.17 (5) 2.21(6)

Politics 2.03 (6) 2.18 (6) 2.20(6) Politics 2.07 (6) 2.13 (6) 2.41(5)

Belgium Netherlands

1990 1999 2008 1990 1999 2008

Work 3.46 (2) 3.55 (2) 3.42 (2) Work 3.38 (4) 3.29 (4) 3.26 (4)

Family 3.80 (1) 3.86 (1) 3.85 (1) Family 3.73 (1) 3.72 (1) 3.80 (1)

Friends 3.37 (3) 3.35 (3) 3.38 (3) Friends 3.54 (2) 3.55 (2) 3.58 (2)

Leisure 3.25 (4) 3.23 (4) 3.26 (4) Leisure 3.40 (3) 3.45 (3) 3.47 (3)

Religion 2.39 (5) 2.43 (5) 2,24 (5) Religion 2.36 (6) 2.27 (6) 2.41(6)

Politics 1.92 (6) 2.10 (6) 2.10 (6) Politics 2.52 (5) 2.60 (5) 2.63(5)
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Denmark N. Ireland

1990 1999 2008 1990 1999 2008

Work 3.39 (3) 3.19 (4) 3.33(4) Work 3.29 (3) 2.95 (4) 2.85 (4)

Family 3.86 (1) 3.85 (1) 3.86(1) Family 3.92 (1) 3.85 (1) 3.91 (1)

Friends 3.46 (2) 3.48 (2) 3.56(2) Friends 3.48 (2) 3.61 (3) 3.73 (2)

Leisure 3.36 (4) 3.32 (3) 3.47(3) Leisure 3.09 (4) 3.80 (2) 3.41 (3)

Religion 2.10 (6) 2.05 (6) 2.18(6) Religion 2.90 (5) 2.68 (5) 2.81(5)

Politics 2.36 (5) 2.36 (5) 2.62(5) Politics 2.08 (6) 2.21 (6) 2.11(6)

USA Great Britain

1990 1999 2008* 1990 1999 2008*

Work 3.41 (2) 3.40 (2) -- Work 3.12 (4) 3.09 (4) --

Family 3.91 (1) 3.94 (1) -- Family 3.84 (1) 3.89 (1) --

Friends 3.47(3) 3.60 (3) -- Friends 3.40 (2) 3.54 (2) --

Leisure 3.27 (4) 3.33 (4) -- Leisure 3.29 (3) 3.40 (3) --

Religion 3.28 (5) 3.34 (5) -- Religion 2.44 (5) 2.19 (5) --

Politics 2.55 (6) 2.65 (6) -- Politics 2.30 (6) 2.10 (6) --

W. Germany

1990 1999 2008

Work 3.09 (4) 3.12 (4) 3.24 (4) (1) Most important

Family 3.64 (1) 3.75 (1) 3.72 (1) (2) Second most important

Friends 3.25 (2) 3.42 (2) 3.38 (2) (3) Third most important

Leisure 3.23 (3) 3.16 (3) 3.25 (3) (4) Fourth most important

Religion 2.24 (6) 2.24 (6) 2.22(6) (5) Fifth most important

Politics 2.38 (5) 2.27 (5) 2.33(5) (6) Least important

* Due to a delay in the field work we have only 8 out of 13 countries available.

Table 2.4 Significant differences in work centrality and ranking by country

Increase 1990/1999 Decrease 1990/1999 Increase 1999/2008 Decrease 1999/2008

Bellgium (0.00)

France (0.00)

Norway (0.00)

Sweden (0.00)

Denmark (0.00)

Ireland (0.00)

Northern Ireland (0.00)

Denmark (0.00)

W. Germany (0.00)

Belgium (0.00)

Spain (0.00)

Netherlands (0.00)
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Table 2.5 Significant differences in leisure importance and ranking by country

Increase 1990/1999 Decrease 1990/1999 Increase 1999/2008 Decrease 1999/2008

Ireland

Northern Ireland (0.00)

France (0.00)

Great Britain (0.00)

Italy (0.00)

Spain (0.00)

West Germany

Ireland (0.00)

Northern Ireland (0.00)

Spain (0.00)

Denmark (0.00)

France (0.00)

Denmark (0.00)

Table 2.6 Scores of work centrality minus leisure

Country Diff.

Work/

Leisure

1990

Diff

Work/

Leisure

1999

Diff

Work/

Leisure

2008

P value

Difference

1990-1999

P value

Difference

1999-2008

SD

1990

SD

1999

SD

2008

Belgium

Denmark

France

W. Germany

Gr. Britain

N. Ireland

Ireland

Italy

Netherlands

Spain

Sweden

Un. States

Norway

.22

-.03

.43

-.14

-.16

.21

.41

.41

-.02

.36

.13

.14

.34

.33

-.11

.39

-.03

-.34

-.33

.03

.47

-.16

.46

-.06

.07

.21

.16

-.13

.42

-.01

..

-.57

-.19

..

-.20

.19

..

..

..

.00**

.00**

.26

.00**

.00**

.00**

.00**

.06

.00**

.00**

.00

.06

.00

.00**

.60

.38

.55

..

.00**

.00**

..

.30

.00**

..

..

..

.98

.98

.98

1.09

1.26

1.15

1.01

.97

1.11

.93

.83

1.11

.78

.94

1.04

.92

1.01

1.08

1.28

1.05

.98

.99

.94

.94

.97

.89

1.07

1.03

.94

1.05

..

1.26

.99

..

.99

.91

..

..

..

**=Significance at the 0.05 level (p≤ .05) 

Based on table 2.5, we find an increasing gap between centrality of work and

importance of leisure, where leisure compared to work gains more importance over

time. This development takes place in Denmark, Northern Ireland, the Netherlands,

Sweden, and Norway. For as far the results for 2008 are concerned, Spain and

Belgium show a decrease, while Germany and Denmark show an increase.

Remarkable are the results for Northern Ireland and Sweden in 1999 not only the

general trend of work losing ground toward leisure was clear, but also leisure became

more important than work.

In the Netherlands, Denmark and Great Britain leisure already was more

important than work in 1990, and that development was strengthened. In Germany

for all three years leisure was also more important than work but here the distance

between work and leisure got smaller in favor of work. These results follow the trend
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investigated first by Ruiz - Quintailla & Wilpert (1991). Only Belgium shows a result

where work was and stayed more important than leisure and the difference between

the two grew over time.

Initially we argued that changes in work centrality result from socialization,

changes in the individual’s life-cycle, and economic shocks. It has been argued that

with growing unemployment work centrality will also grow. In a time of economic

insecurity more importance is put on means of earning money, and therefore work

becomes more important (Sharabi & Harpaz, 2007). This would be in line with the

scarcity hypothesis mentioned in chapter 1.

Correlational analysis between work centrality (work minus leisure) and

unemployment is positively related for the observed countries. Countries with higher

unemployment generally have higher work centrality. The correlation of work

centrality and unemployment is about the same in 1999 (.50) as in 2008 (.54). The

relationship shown in figure two between unemployment levels and work centrality

supports the effect of ‘scarcity,’ i.e. that economic deprivation make people place a

higher value on material factors, increasing the relative importance of work in

comparison with leisure. A similar relationship is found when examining the

correlation between youth unemployment and work centrality (.65) and between long-

term unemployment and work centrality (.54). However, no increase in

unemployment is noted overall for the eleven countries between 1999 and 2008, thus

levels of unemployment is likely to explain variation in work centrality between

countries, while it is unlikely to explain the increase/decrease in work centrality.
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Figure 2.2 Correlation of Unemployment and Work Centrality (work minus leisure) in eleven countries

2.5.3 Post-materialism

The assumption of Hypothesis 4 was a relationship between intrinsic work values and

post materialism was a positive one. Table 2.7 gives the means N is and standard

deviations. The relationship was tested on significance and showed a significance of

.00 at the .05 level and an eta of .143. A further step was a Tukey test (Table 2.8).

This shows us that the three groups of materialists mixed and post-materialist do

show different means and can be ordered in three different subgroups. Therefore

Hypothesis 4: there will be a relationship between intrinsic work values and post-

materialist values cannot be rejected.
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Table 2.8 Intrinsic work values Tukey HSD

Post Materialist N Subset for alpha=.05

Index 4-item 1 2 3

Materialist 2540 .51

Mixed 8954 .58

Post Materialist 2927 .61

Significancy 1.00 1.00 1.00

2.5.4 Personal characteristics

After analyzing trends in general, in this section attention will be paid to analysis of

several subgroups by position in the work place.

Trying to explain this one could have a look at the scores of Table 2.9 comparing

means of intrinsic work values for managers and non-managers in 9 countries,

where one sees a preference for intrinsic values for managers in all countries.

WG, BEL and IRL: non-managers = 0.

Figure 2.3 Difference between intrinsic and extrinsic values among managers and non-managers in
1999
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Table 2.9 ANOVA Table with figure 2.3 Difference between intrinsic and extrinsic values among
managers and non-managers in 1999

Country IT ES IRL FR BEL DEN NL NIRL GB WG

Difference Intrinsic /Extrinsic
managers

.12 -.04 .08 .23 .25 .32 .27 .07 .05 .26

Difference Intrinsic /Extrinsic
non-managers

.02 -.15 -.01 .13 .00 .18 .11 -.10 -.11 -.00

P-value .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

Eta .13 .15 .13 .11 .29 .20 .20 .23 .21 .29

In figure 2.3 we see a consistent pattern where more emphasis is placed on intrinsic

values among managers. In Spain, Northern Ireland and Great Britain there is a

negative value among non-managers which means that there is more emphasis on

extrinsic values among non-managers.

BEL: non-managers ≈ 0. NIRL: managers = 0. 

Figure 2.4 Difference between intrinsic and extrinsic values among managers and non-managers in
2008

In figure 2.4 with the results of 2008, we see basically the same pattern as in 1999,

which shows greater emphasis on intrinsic values among managers than among non-

managers. Differences seem to have grown with intrinsic values becoming more

important compared to extrinsic values for managers.
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A similar test was conducted in the 2008 data where all differences tended to be

significant.

The presence of intrinsic values however does not only depend on the

supervisory position but also on education, age and gender. A relation between

education and intrinsic work values was also found in research by Warr (2008) where

he states: “Differences linked to highest education received are expected in terms of

more extrinsic and more intrinsic job characteristics. Education level is expected to

be positively associated with intrinsic evaluations and negatively associated with

endorsement of extrinsic features” (Warr, 2008 pp. 756/757).

Therefore a regression analysis was made using the intrinsic values as the

dependent variable in Table 2.10.

Table 2.10 Regression with Intrinsic minus extrinsic values as the dependent variables data 2008

Country IT ES IRL FR BEL DK NL NIRL GB WG

Constant -.09 -.29 .-12 .02 -.24 .00 .23 .23 -.40 -.28

Gender -.06 .00 -.00 -.01 .02 .14** -.07 -.11** .00 -.00

Age .05 .05 .02 .13 -.05 -.10** -.17** .07 .08 .02

Education .14** .05 .17** .15** .21** .21** .20* .24** .14** .24**

Supervisor .21** .13** .10** .10** .27** .21** .18** .18** .21** .20**

Adj R Squared .03 .02 .04 .03 .13 .11 .10 .11 .08 .12

**=Significance at the 0.05 level (p≤ .05) 

Table 2.10 shows that besides a supervisory position education is a predictor for

intrinsic values.

All in all hypotheses 5 has to be confirmed, both the regression as wel as the

ANOVA test show a significant effect of supervisory position on the difference

between intrinsic and extrinsic values.

Hypothesis 6: “Younger people will ascribe lower importance to work and higher

importance to leisure than older people” is meant to test the socialization hypothesis,

where as a result of education older people were raised with a priority to work over

leisure. Results are displayed in table 2.11.
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Table 2.11 Work-Leisure scores by age groups in 1990, 1999 and 2008

Norway

1990 1999 2008

Age group Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD

15-29 .26 282 .75 .16 269 .78 --

30-49 .28 513 .76 .22 481 .85 --

≥ 50 .47 435 .81 .23 377 1.10 --

P-value .00 .63 --

Eta .12 .22

Sweden

1990 1999 2008

Age group Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD

15-29 -.05 249 .77 -.07 240 .85

30-49 .11 405 .82 .02 380 .87

≥ 50 .27 331 .87 -.11 386 1.00

P-value .00 .00

Eta .14 .06

Italy

1990 1999 2008

Age group Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD

15-29 .24 626 .89 .20 445 .90

30-49 .38 736 .97 .39 731 .87

≥ 50 .62 638 1.00 .69 796 .98

P-value .00 .00

Eta .15 .20

Spain

1990 1999 2008

Age group Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD

15-29 .19 824 .91 .30 299 .80 .10 300 .78

30-49 .38 940 .87 .43 395 .86 .19 568 .83

≥ 50 .52 825 .97 .58 495 1.00 .22 622 1.02

P-value .00 .00 .17

Eta .15 .12 .05

Ireland

1990 1999 2008

Age group Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD

15-29 .32 245 .89 .15 181 .94 -.21 204 .92

30-49 .41 369 .99 .14 383 .95 -.05 356 .90

≥ 50 .47 374 1.00 -.14 404 1.20 -.31 358 1.08

P-value .20 .00 .00

Eta .05 .14 .12
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France

1990 1999 2008

Age group Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD

15-29 .22 276 .91 .26 319 .85 .31 237 .84

30-49 .42 354 .95 .36 684 .85 ,35 515 .85

≥ 50 .60 353 1.20 .49 608 1.00 .51 748 1.02

P-value .00 .00 .00

Eta .16 .09 .09

Belgium

1990 1999 2008

Age group Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD

15-29 .08 695 .96 .25 352 .96 .16 288 .93

30-49 .25 971 .95 .29 762 .94 .20 559 .99

≥ 50 .28 1034 1.00 .38 758 1.10 .12 652 1.12

P-value .00 .09 .44

Eta .82 .05 .03

Netherlands

1990 1999 2008

Age group Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD

15-29 -.15 251 .90 -.06 134 .87 -.28 109 .80

30-49 -.11 423 .93 -.10 486 .90 -.25 494 .82

≥ 50 .19 329 1.10 -.27 377 1.20 -.21 931 1.09

P-value .00 .03 .33

Eta .15 .09 .03

Denmark

1990 1999 2008

Age group Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD

15-29 -.12 269 .89 -.11 207 .98 .04 204 .96

30-49 -.03 403 .90 -.13 412 .95 -.06 554 .87

≥ 50 .20 349 1.10 -.09 379 1.20 -.24 734 1.10

P-value .00 .85 .00

Eta .13 .02 .10

N-Ireland

1990 1999 2008

Age group Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD

15-29 .32 75 .95 -.15 159 1.00 -.21 81 .97

30-49 .22 118 1.10 .04 344 1.10 -.13 149 1.05

≥ 50 .11 109 1.30 -.69 431 1.40 -.98 228 1.35

P-value .48 .00 .00

Eta .07 .29 .32
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Great
Britain

1990 1999 2008

Age group Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD

15-29 .17 328 1.00 -.17 220 .95

30-49 .02 495 1.10 -.23 381 .93

≥ 50 -.50 585 1.40 -.65 284 1.30

P-value .00 .00

Eta .23 .19

W-
Germany

1990 1999 2008

Age group Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD

15-29 -.44 503 .95 -.08 503 .78 .08 140 .90

30-49 -.11 692 .93 -.14 692 .86 .07 422 .86

≥ 50 -.02 804 1.30 -.16 804 1.20 -.11 498 1.21

P-value .00 .00 .02

Eta .16 .13 .08

USA

1990 1999 2008

Age Group Mean N SD Mean N SD Mean N SD

15-29 .34 327 .98 .24 305 .91

30-49 .30 722 .93 .12 523 .91

≥ 50 -.10 751 1.20 -.14 367 1.10

P-value .00 .00

Eta .18 .15

Basically the hypothesis is confirmed for a great number of countries in 1990, fewer

countries in 1999 and only a few in 2008. The consistency is the biggest in France

where in all three decades the effect of an increasing importance of work over leisure

is visible in all three decades.

In all countries we see that the effect decreases in 1999. In other countries we

can distinguish a sort of curve effect where work is more relatively unimportant than

leisure during early age. There is an increase in importance during the period

between 30 and 49 followed by a decrease in the period after 50.
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Table 2.12 Countries where work gained more importance compared to leisure by growing age

Effect1990 Effect 1999 Effect 2008

Norway

Sweden

Italy

Spain

France

Belgium

Netherlands

Denmark

West Germany

Italy

Spain

France

Netherlands

France

Denmark

Table 2.13 Countries where work gained less importance compared to leisure by growing age

Effect1990 Effect 1999 Effect 2008

Great Britain

US

Ireland

Great Britain

US

West Germany

The Netherlands

Ireland

Northern Ireland

West Germany

As is shown in tables 2.11, 2.12 and 2.13 there is an age effect in 9 out of 13

countries in 1990 where the older one gets, the more the emphasis is on work

instead of leisure. The reversed effect is shown in the US and Great Britain. If

however we analyze the effect in 1999, only the three Mediterranean countries: Italy,

Spain, and France show the same effect as in 1990. The US and Great Britain show

consistency in still exhibiting the reversed effect. In the Netherlands and Germany the

direction of the effect reversed within ten years: work became less important

compared to leisure when getting older in 1999 compared to 1990.

The findings of the US and Great Britain are consistent with the work of

England and Misumi (1986), who found a decrease in work centrality in people aged

above 60 in Japan and the United States. It has to be mentioned that England and

Misumi did not investigate the work-to-leisure proportion but only work centrality.

Their and our findings support the so-called disengagement thesis. On an

institutional level one has to realize the standard of living in a country, the level of the

pension and meeting of financial needs often make it more difficult for people to go in

early retirement and therefore this is not a matter of choice but of necessity (Dorn &

Sousa Pouza, 2007). Central in the choice are the so-called replacement rates (the

proportion of expected income from work which is replaced by unemployment and
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related welfare benefits) one can see that the replacement rate in the UK is lower

than e.g. in Germany, the Netherlands or Denmark (Schils, 2008). Further

elaborating on this issue concerning age and exit culture will be done in chapter 3.

Looking at the results from a longitudinal perspective we can distinguish a

number of trends. First, a trend towards ‘disengagement’ in the oldest cohort can be

noticed in many of the countries. This development applies e.g. to Denmark, Spain

and Belgium. Here a development towards lower work centrality is noticed in the

oldest cohort, while less change is found in the other cohorts. A second pattern is a

negative trend for all the three cohorts, exemplified by Ireland. A third pattern is

countries that show almost no or a very small change in work centrality in all cohorts,

exemplified by France. A still further trend is found for West-Germany where there is

a clear positive development in the youngest cohort while small negative trend is

found in the oldest cohort.

We assumed in hypothesis 7 that women would have lower work centrality

than men, but that such a relationship would be mediated by employment status.

Gender and employment status were used to create eight categories of men and

women: full-time employees, part-time employees, housewives/housemen and

unemployed.

In 2008 we find that men in general still place somewhat more importance on

work (3.40) than women do (3.33), as they also did in 1990 and 1999. This difference

was significant in 1990 when examining both full-time and part-time working men and

women. However, in 2008 the gender difference among the full-time working had

disappeared.

Figure 2.5 also shows that full-time working men and women attach more

importance to work than those with less labor market attachments. Thus, full-time

working men and women place higher importance on work than part-time employed

men and women. Those outside the labor force place even lower importance on

work. Thus, labor market position has remained important in the period examined,

while the independent effect of gender considering differences in employment status

has weakened and became non-significant (for fulltime workers) in 2008 thus

hypothesis 7 is partly confirmed.
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Figure 2.5 Estimated marginal means of work centrality of six employment status groups in three
decades

This analysis, however, does not answer the question whether there is a gender

difference in the preference shift from centrality of work to centrality of family across

the decade.

Do males or females have larger distance between work and family?

Therefore an analysis of variance was conducted with work centrality minus family

orientation as dependent (see Figure 2.6). Again an analysis of variance was

conducted and every aspect (country, decade, and employment status) is relevant to

explain the gap between centrality of work or of family.
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Figure 2.6 Estimated marginal means of work centrality minus family centrality for all countries
(except the US) for eight subgroups

Here we see the gender difference, even fulltime working women seem to value

family over work to a bigger extent than men do. Housewives and housemen are

preferring family much more over work than the part-time working women and men

as well as the unemployed men. Between 1990 and 1999 housewives have a sharp

increase in preference of family over work. This stabilized between 1999 and 2008 as

is depicted in Figure 2.6.

These results seem to indicate that when it comes to work and family there is

an echo of traditional socialization in gender roles except for the “housemen.”

In the Netherlands between 1990 and 1999 there is a reverse development

taking place among full time working men and full time working women. While the

men tend to value work over family more than they did in 1990 fulltime working

women have the opposite tendency.

2.6 Conclusion and discussion

2.6.1 Conclusion

The main conclusion of this study has to be that work centrality first (1990-1999)

decreased in most of the thirteen western countries we investigated and after that
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(1999-2008) stabilized. Only in Belgium and France a significant increase could be

distinguished. The question could be asked if the changes in work centrality

correspond with a country change in leisure orientation. This means if there was a

decrease in work centrality at the same time an increase in leisure importance could

be found. In more and more countries work, when compared to leisure, lost

importance. Only France (in 1999 and 2008), Spain and Ireland (1999) are

exceptions on this development.

In 1990 the socialization hypothesis that older generations have a more

traditional value pattern in which work prevails above leisure was confirmed for

Norway, Sweden, Italy, Spain, France, Belgium, Netherlands, Denmark, and West

Germany. The reverse effect is found in Great Britain and the US where leisure was

preferred over work at older age. In 1999 most of the age-effect was gone for work

preference over leisure by growing age: only France, Italy and Spain and there was

an increase in countries where the reverse was found. The Netherlands, Germany,

Ireland, the US, and Great Britain showed a preference of leisure over work at

growing age. In 2008 the US and Britain were missing. Ireland, Northern Ireland, and

Germany showed a pattern of leisure becoming more important than work with

growing age.

Extrinsic work values gained popularity between 1990 and 1999 among all

subgroups; the same development to a lesser extent goes for intrinsic values. All in

all the conclusion of a more demanding work force is valid.

From the limited data from 2008 it looks as if this is not the case for this period

and employees are becoming less demanding.

It still is the managers that is the vanguard of change to more intrinsic work

values; in all countries surveyed the difference between intrinsic and extrinsic values

was significantly bigger among managers than among non-managers.

We find a positive correlation between unemployment and work centrality

(work minus leisure) for the countries examined. Thus countries with higher

unemployment generally have higher work centrality. Gender differences

disappeared when controlling for employment status. In particular this was the case

for people working fulltime. Employment status remained an important factor in

explaining levels of work centrality, while the importance of gender had decreased.
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2.6.2 Discussion

In 1995 Harding & Hikspoors (p. 446) draw the conclusion: ‘Northern European

countries form the most fertile ground for empowered employees, Southern

Europeans ascribe rather more importance to the value of comfort.’ This was based

upon the scores for intrinsic work values. If we look at this issue at the time of the

millennium change and in 2008 we see a good basis for empowered employees in

France, Italy (1999), the Netherlands, Denmark, Ireland, and Northern Ireland.

In most countries the largest changes took place between 1980 and 1990.

From 1990 to 1999 the US, Ireland, Northern Ireland, Italy, and Sweden were the

countries that showed the most popularity in intrinsic work values. In 2008 Northern

Ireland, Ireland and the Netherlands were countries with the highest intrinsic scores.

The emerging emphasis on intrinsic work values does not mean that extrinsic values

are rejected or denied. On the contrary, such qualities are, to large publics, still highly

relevant (Halman, 1999). It even seems that when people fell economically deprived

their primary concern shifts from intrinsic to extrinsic matters. See also the results of

2008.

But even if this were not the case and our initial idea of a more committed type

of employee is true then the emphasis on extrinsic values can be explained from a

more business like approach. Hence the employee is well aware of his/her market

value.

Nevertheless, it can be argued that the popularity of intrinsic values is

beneficial for commitment and a fit between needs and intrinsic supplies is an

important precondition for commitment. In the later chapters of this study there will be

an explicit linkage of intrinsic and extrinsic values to organizational commitment and

to the willingness to perform paid work.

The work centrality seemed to have diminished between 1990 and 1999 and

stabilized after then. As mentioned in the theory part there was many authors that

predicted a development like this. Implications for the role of work in society cannot

be made. However the finding that work is surpassed by leisure in rank of importance

in many of our researched countries does tell something about the position of work in

society.

The analysis reveals that work centrality among unemployed men and women

declined between 1990 and 2008 (Figure 2.5). However, we find higher levels of work
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centrality in countries with higher unemployment. Thus, one is faced to the strange

situation of a positive relationship between levels of unemployment and work

centrality on the national level, while the importance of work has decreased among

the unemployed since 1990. One possible reason for this surprising result has to do

with a tension between values and reality. If the unemployed regard re-employment

as unlikely in the near future but they still hold employment to be very important, a

tension is created between values and reality. This tension can only be solved by

either getting a job or attaching lower importance to work. Adapting one’s values to

reality in such a situation could resolve such a conflict, as suggested by cognitive

dissonance theory (Wiendieck 1980).

Our hypothesis about post-materialism was confirmed. There is evidence of a

positive relation between post-materialism and intrinsic work values. This matter

could be a precondition to an overall evaluation of a new culture (intrinsic/post-

materialist). The 2008 data however show that one has to be cautious because the

relation between intrinsic work values and post-materialism is weakening.

2.6.3 Contribution to theory

One of the contributions is that the idea of modernization theory of a development

towards a more post-materialist and intrinsic culture is not a direct and linear one. On

basis of the empirical evidence found in this study one cannot argue that there is a

convergence or divergence concerning extrinsic and intrinsic work values in Europe.

Diversity in Europe is strong so more than expected national differences seem to

shape the intrinsic extrinsic division than it is shaped by overall developments. A third

important issue is that the materialist/post-materialist distinction is related to work

values. While intrinsic work values relate to post-materialism the materialism relates

to extrinsic work values. By researching this we are entering largely unexplored

areas.

The findings give more indication of an emerging culture with intrinsic and

post-material values. However the question has to be asked if the socialization

hypothesis seems to be confirmed to a certain extent. At least in 1990 there are

considerable age differences, however in the US and Great Britain the effect is just

reversed to the one found in other countries that is that work centrality compared to

leisure decreases toward retirement. In 1999 the effect of a growing distance in favor
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of work compared to leisure seems to have vanished except for three countries. In

Great Britain, the US, the Netherlands (1990-1999) as well as in Ireland and

Germany (2008) the disengagement thesis seems to apply, where older employees

disengage from work in anticipation on their retirement. There are two possible

explanations, an extrinsic and an intrinsic one. The one, as already mentioned,

depends upon the conditions regarding pension issues and replacement rates in the

countries surveyed. The intrinsic reason will depend upon the personal disposition of

the respondents and this would reflect a more cultural change.

Given the results an evaluation of the scarcity hypothesis (Inglehart 1990)

seems adequate. This hypothesis states that ‘an individual’s priorities reflect one’s

socioeconomic environment: one places the greatest subjective value on those

things that are in relatively short supply’ (Inglehart 1990, p. 68). Therefore, people

who are or feel economically deprived should place a higher emphasis on material

acquisition then those who are more affluent. This helps explain short-term

fluctuations in material values as when, for example, during economic downswings,

people’s concern about money and material issues increases. Thus, an economic

downturn with increasing unemployment possibly shifts values temporarily. We think

additional research in needed how the socialization and the scarcity can be applied in

explaining value change. We suggest that the concept of ‘scarcity’ is fruitful for

explaining this increased preference for leisure. This concept might explain why work

centrality is lower in countries where the employment rate is higher. ‘Scarcity’ affects

values in the way that lack of something increases the demand for it.

Other issues that can be a subject for further research are the socialization

and the disengagement thesis. This study gives a broad and global indication,

however country studies could give a more detailed explanation and clarify the

institutional conditions under which people “disengage” from work at growing age.

2.6.4 Limitations

Like all other studies this study has limitations. If one wants to include institutional

differences as an explanatory factor one has little choice as to do secondary analysis

on existing international data bases if it were only for budget reasons. This implies

that operationalizations are often not optimal. However the big advantage is that at

least one can research a limited number of highly relevant variables in a large
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number of countries that enables one to draw general conclusions and leave detailed

explanations for further studies more focused on partial problems. An additional

problem is that given the progress of the dissertation waiting until the 2008 European

Values Study data were complete was no option. This means that only 8 countries in

2008 were studied.

Because we work from the same data as Peter Warr we refer to his

assessment of limitations of the European Value Study Survey. He argues: “The

European Values Survey makes analysis material from representative samples

available for many countries. This material extends valuably across a range of topics,

but in respect of work values it appears to lack an overall theoretical orientation

(Warr, 2008). Although single-item scores are likely to be strongly correlated with

more sophisticated measures (Nagy, 2002; Wanous et al., 1997), low measurement

reliability may sometimes be of concern. The use of single items is very common in

broad survey investigations. As pointed out by Weick (1979), the three research

ideals of generalizability, accuracy and simplicity cannot together be achieved in a

single study; in gaining any two of them, the third is necessarily compromised. In the

present case, the European Values Survey has the strengths of generalizability and

simplicity, but is less than perfect in respect of accuracy. In addition to a reliance on

single-item measurement, some of the Survey’s interview questions are sub-optimal

in other respects. The question about work centrality evaluation (‘how important is

work in your life’) offered as alternative responses: very important, rather important,

not very important, and not at all important. The mean response was close to the

maximum possible on that particular continuum, substantially reducing potential

variance. Response options that provide greater measurement sensitivity, a wider

range of alternatives, and a less skewed distribution would be preferable. Besides

that, the question concerned did not explicitly mention that it referred to paid

employment” (Warr 2008, p. 771). As mentioned earlier, given the analyses of Borg

(Borg in Fischer 2005) of work values all being to perceived to be important, one has

to classify the latter as a limitation.

2.6.5 Practical implications

Managers have to realize that according to the results of this research the importance

of work has decreased towards that of family and that of leisure. This would imply
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that employers not only have to offer well paid interesting work but also have to

invest in their concerns in the balance between work and family and work and leisure.

This research showed that especially the younger workers do not automatically let

work prevail above leisure, thus this could have serious implications for issues like

the life work balance on the part of the employers. Given the discussion about a later

retirement age the interest of a high work centrality on growing age is high. Certainly

with the background of the findings of Sharabi and Harpaz (2010) finding a relation

between work centrality and performance it is argued by some (Twenge et al. 2010)

that the programs for “baby-boomer” gradually heading to retirement should be

expanded to the younger people that want leisure time to travel or to spend with

friends. Given the results of our study this would certainly be an option for companies

in the Netherlands and Germany.

Differences between groups in the evaluation of the desirability of being in a

job or of particular job features like extrinsic or intrinsic features have implications for

organizational practice. In their attempts to understand and motivate their employees

managers need to build on the differential patterns illustrated here by varying

relevant aspects of job content and working conditions.

In addition, information about job-related values could in some settings

contribute to decisions about selection and placement. For example, certain values

were shown by England & Lee (1974) to be related to job success among managers.

They found that in many modern western states try to involve more women into paid

labor both for economical and emancipatory reasons. In their attempts to get, to say it

bluntly, women from the kitchen sink into paid labor, the work values of working and

non-working women are very interesting. The differences between these two groups

of women are remarkable. Also the fact that when working they share the same

values as their male colleagues after being engaged in paid employment is an

interesting feature for policy makers. Space prevents this study from going into more

detail for the separate countries and their institutional surroundings. However policy

makers should also consider that a good balance between work and leisure and

between work and family is one of the learning points this study can supply.


