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3 EMPLOYMENT COMMITMENT, UNEMPLOYMENT AVOIDANCE,
PUBLIC SERVICE ORIENTATION AND WORK VALUES

3.1 Introduction: employment commitment and institutions

This chapter concerns the question why people work. Do they work for money only or

is there another reason to participate in paid employment? In a tight international

labor market, that increasingly is characterized by global sourcing and

internationalization and which is getting more and more competitive, the question

about reasons for paid employment is of high importance. Looking at the issue from a

public administration point of view, governments are confronted with a need for cut

public spending. They therefore emphasize the necessity for people to engage in

paid employment and not depend on social security. Some countries emphasize the

“civic duty” or “moral obligation” that participation in paid work forms (Chadwick &

Hefernan, 2003; Furåker in Furåker et al, 2011).

In chapter 1 we argued that the development of the welfare state is

accompanied with two developments in work values. On the one hand there is

modernization that claims that extrinsic values will lose ground because everyone

can have some kind of income, while on the other hand the crowding out hypothesis

argues that intrinsic and societal work values will lose ground because of the

“generous provisions” of the welfare state that will make these work values less

popular.

In chapter 2 of this dissertation the subject was work values and their

development over time. The topics among others were work centrality, intrinsic and

extrinsic work values post materialism and gender. Supported by the findings of that

chapter and that of earlier research (Harding & Hikspoors, 1995), people’s orientation

to work varies over time and between nations. Since until now common explanation

for the value trend change could not or hardly be found, it seems natural to look to

nation-specific institutional frameworks and historical changes for explanations.

In this chapter similar topics to chapter 2 will be also examined, but this time in

light of the institutional perspective. Similar to chapter 2 we examine the relative

importance of (paid) work, and analyze its relationship with other variables such as

intrinsic and extrinsic values as well as personal characteristics. A new element is

flexibility to avoid unemployment. Another difference with chapter 1 is the data. With
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quite recent data from 2005 a more actual analysis can be made with sometimes a

slightly different operationalization.

This means that in addition to chapter 2 also societal/altruistic work values will

be analyzed. Work, as has been reviewed in chapter 2 and 3 of this dissertation,

always has an element of exchange (Dluglos & Weirmair, 1981). Condition for the

attachment of individuals to organizations that provide paid employment and to paid

work in general will often be the fulfillment of personal needs and ambitions or the

opportunity for obtaining a good salary. This leads basically to two forms of

“employment commitment”, a financial one (= prevention focus) and a non-financial

one (= promotion focus).

The first question that needs to be addressed in this chapter is to what extent

these two kinds of commitment to work and employment vary between relatively

similar countries in the Western world. People hold different reasons for being

engaged in paid employment. Some regard it as a pure business transaction where

they receive compensation for their effort in the form of remuneration. Others will

regard work as a phenomenon from a different nature that they have to conduct

regardless of the compensation (often in the expectation that work will provide growth

and personal fulfillment, with all consequences related to it). These two positions look

contradictory but it will be investigated if this assumption is correct.

Secondly the question if people work for the money only or have other reasons

for working will be related to their background or culture as well as institutional

variables as welfare state generosity, the role of unions, the age on which people quit

paid work (referred to as exit culture) or the level employment protection. All reasons

mentioned above in our view can explain employment commitment and are depicted

in box 1 of figure 3.1. In general we will study in this chapter if the “crowding out”

hypothesis is correct. In the research of Houston (2008) he addressed the problem of

the possible crowding out. Does the type of welfare state a nation has in place

moderate the attitudes that employees in general and public servants in particular

have towards intrinsic and extrinsic motivators? Houston’s hypothesis was that

individuals in more developed welfare states would value intrinsic/societal work

motivators less than in less well developed welfare regimes (Houston, 2008 p. 8).
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Figure 3.1 Conceptual model of institutional characteristics values preferences and personal
characteristics that affect employment commitment and flexibility to avoid unemployment

The underlying assumption in this research is that the differences found between

countries in fact are a reflection of the differences in institutional constellations.

Country differences therefore to an important extent represent institutional

differences.

A second question addressed here is the relative importance of values and

value change as an explanatory factor. One has to realize that institutions are not the

only explanatory factor that can explain employment commitment and flexibility to

avoid unemployment. Answers can also be found in the specific work values

(extrinsic, intrinsic and societal values) that people hold and that form the central

issue of this study. This means that as well cultural as structural explanations will be

used.

A third question that is raised is if personal characteristics can explain

employment commitment or flexibility to avoid unemployment: personal

characteristics such as age, gender, educational level and the sector one works in

are supposed to explain variance in employment commitment and flexibility to avoid

1. Institutional
characteristics of different

production regimes
Welfare state generosity

Union Density
Employment Protection
Early or late exit culture

2. Work values
Intrinsic
Extrinsic
Societal

3. Personal characteristics
Age

Gender
Employment status

Trade-union membership
Educational level

Sector one works in

4. Employment
commitment

Prevention focus
Promotion focus

5. Flexibility to avoid
unemployment
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unemployment. These three categories of variables will be used in this chapter. This

implies that in this chapter the choice is to use institutional features (box 1), value

preferences (box 2), and personal characteristics (box 3). This also implies that there

might be a shift from an aggregate level to a personal level and back in this chapter.

Summarizing: the dependent and the explanatory variables are combined in the

conceptual model that is shown in figure 3.1.

3.2 Model variables

3.2.1 The dependent variables

3.2.1.1 Employment commitment (box 4 of figure 3.1)

In this chapter work in general is studied. Realizing that the line between attitudes to

work in general and the attitudes toward the own job is very thin, it will be evident that

when answering questions about work in general it is likely that the situation of the

own job crosses one’s mind. The specificities of one’s own job will be treated in the

next chapter, dealing with organizational commitment.

The concept most commonly used in studies of work motivation is employment

commitment. It is defined as the extent to which a person wants to be engaged in

paid employment (Jackson, Stafford, Banks & Warr, 1983). Unlike concepts such as

‘work centrality’ or ‘work involvement’, the emphasis is thus explicitly on ‘employment’

– here synonymous with ‘having a job’. This definition excludes those values people

can find in a variety of other activities, such as leisure activities and housework. In

terms of values employment commitment refers to the perceived values in a job other

than financial ones (Warr, 1982).

One of the arguments used to restrict employment commitment to non-

financial aspects is that in principle people can be forced to work because of the

simple fact that they need the money. But ‘the very notion of commitment implies

choice and voluntary consent’ (Gallie et al., 1998). However, the fact that the

conceptualization of employment commitment until now clearly excludes the financial

aspect is criticized by Furåker (Furåker et al, 2011). He argues that, although

employment commitment refers to ‘the importance that people attach to employment

on intrinsic grounds, that is to say irrespective of the financial implications’ people

can be forced to work, simply because they need the money exchanged for their
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work performance (for more details see the definition of Dluglos & Weirmair in

Chapter 1). For this reason it may nevertheless be relevant to include the financial

aspect in the concept of employment commitment. Furåker expresses the view that

individuals may very well be engaged in employment for financial reasons, although

they can easily survive without the money. Despite having enough money to make a

living, they may still want more, for example for ‘luxurious’ consumption – a larger

house, yet another car, to travel around the world, etc. Concluding he states: “In

other words, the concept of non-financial employment commitment is crystal clear,

insofar as it simply excludes the financial dimension from the definition. However,

(…) when studying employment commitment, it seems difficult to exclude the

financial aspect completely even if we reserve the term for “choice and voluntary

consent” (Furåker, 2011).

Therefore we will include the financial aspect of employment commitment in

this study. A further reason is the conceptualization of employment commitment. Until

now it has been conceptualized as a combination of two notions that at first glance

seem to be contradictory: An instrumental attitude toward work (work is just a way to

earn money) and an attitudes that goes beyond instrumentality (non-financial

aspects):

 A job is just a way to earn money, no more;

 I would enjoy having a paid job even if I don’t need the money.

An important assumption in the research so far was that these two items are mutual

exclusive (that is that the presence of the one would automatically lead to the

absence of the other). Based on the regularity fit theory of Higgins (1996), we argue

however that it makes sense to use these two items separately as measures of two

different types of commitment: employment commitment with a promotion focus, and

employment commitment with a prevention focus.

A promotion focus is concerned with advancement growth, aspirations, and

accomplishments. An individual with a promotion focus is in a state of eagerness to

attain advancement and gains. In contrast, a prevention focus is concerned with

security, responsibilities, and safety. The strategic inclination is to be prudent and

precautionary and to avoid mismatches to the desired end state. An individual with a
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prevention focus is in a state of vigilance to assure safety and non-losses (Brendl &

Higgins, 1995; Higgins, 1996; Higgins et al., 1994). One would expect that people

with a promotion focus would prefer to use ambitious strategies to pursue their goals,

and people with a prevention focus would prefer to use cautious strategies. This is,

indeed, the case (Higgins, 1999). The most important concern of people with a

prevention focus is to prevent mistakes and chose for safety. The statement ‘Job is a

way of earning money’ does reflect a safety attitude without any further ambition.

While the statement ‘I would enjoy a paid job regardless the promotion focus’ reflects

a more ambitious perspective where work seems to have other functions than only

satisfying basic security and income needs.

So we assume that the statement “I enjoy having a job even if I did not need

the money” measures employment commitment from a promotion focus. And the

statement: ”A job is a way to earn money, no more” is assumed to measure

employment commitment from a prevention focus. Given the nature of the western

welfare states one might hypothesize in analogy to Maslow (1954) that in the

Northern and Rhineland welfare states there will be less prevention and more

promotion focus since security needs have been met to an important extent.

3.2.1.2 Flexibility to avoid unemployment (box 5 of figure 3.1)

Flexibility to avoid unemployment is in the academic literature a rather unexplored

area. Most literature is about the preparedness to accept flexibility in wages to avoid

unemployment. However the question has to be asked if people are prepared to

trade-down their demands on “non - financial issues” in order to remain in paid

employment when the situation changes. This topic was covered by Gallie (2000) in

his “Employment Precarity, Unemployment and Social Exclusion (EPUSE)” research

programme’. He compared the situation of the unemployed in eight countries –

Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, France, Ireland, Italy, the UK and Sweden. He

found that there was a willingness to trade down on pay in the Netherlands, Denmark

and Sweden. When it came to changing skills, respondents in the Netherlands and

Sweden showed themselves to be more flexible. In this study we first are going to

change perspective and look at the people still employed and their willingness to

trade down their demands in case of unemployment. We also are going to extend the

number of issues that represent flexibility to avoid unemployment. Besides trading
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down pay demands and change skills the acceptance of temporary work and the

willingness to travel further will be included and computed into our flexibility to avoid

unemployment index.

3.2.2 The independent variables

3.2.2.1 Production regimes (box 1 in figure 3.1)

Values and orientations differ among countries. So do the capitalist systems. In the

literature concerning the varieties within the capitalist economy there is a lot of

attention on the institutional interaction between government, labor and employers.

As has been argued in chapter 1 this interaction is called production regime (Huber &

Stephens, 1999). Two main types were distinguished: Liberal Market Economies and

Coordinated Market Economies.

Within Europe the countries that are closest to the ideal-typical coordinated

model are Germany, The Netherlands and the Scandinavian countries. Following

Esping-Andersen (1990), within the industry coordinated market economies, we can

distinguish two subtypes on the basis of their welfare state: The Nordic social

democratic welfare states and the continental European Christian democratic welfare

states. While both have very generous transfers systems, the social democratic type

is more redistributive (Bradley et al., 2003).

For the study this would mean that the expectation is to find that the effects of

the welfare state generosity on work values will be greater in the Scandinavian

countries than in Germany and the Netherlands. However this is only a sub analysis

within the Coordinated Market Economies, the most important distinction is between

the CMEs and the LMEs (see figure 3.2).
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Figure 3.2 The markets

Skill orientation or rule orientation

A distinction related to LME en CME Is skill versus rule orientations. Dobbin and

Boychuck, 1999 p. 264). The LMEs are characterized by the production of quantity

goods, which, on the one hand, demand a less skilled labor force and therefore less

investment in training. This implies an emphasis on rules rather than skills. In its turn

this could create a polarization of working conditions for low and high skilled

employees. LMEs are believed to have a rule orientation (Dobin & Boychuck, 1999).

The CMEs are characterized by a focus on high quality products that demand

the use of advanced technology and therefore a skilled workforce. A major problem

for the employer is to have access to a supply of a highly skilled work force and to

train them to the specific work tasks.

The difference between CME and LME are several but in order to keep the

number of variables within limits in this study there will be focus on five elements that

are characteristic for the differences between the regimes (Table 3.1).

Capitalism

Liberal Market
Economies

Coordinated Market
Economies

Nordic Rhineland
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Table 3.1 Differences between Coordinated Market Economies and Liberal Market Economies
relevant for this study

As has been argued in chapter 1, Esping-Andersen compares several welfare state

regimes. The ability of decommodification is an important criterion in comparing these

welfare states. Welfare state generosity is an important production regime element

that will be related to work values and employment commitment in the course of this

study. Employment protection is an element that until now was much related to

organizational commitment (Harcourt, Wood & Roper, 2007) but certainly plays a role

in commitment to paid work as such. Finally, union density is a measure used to

express the relative strengths of the trade-unions. We will use two measures to

assess the involvement in trade-unions:

 Union Density;

 Self-reported union membership.

Union density explains the level onto which employees in a certain country are

organized in trade-unions and is used to estimate trade-union bargaining power. The

measure is an official statistic based on the information given by the trade-unions. It

is a typical statistic in order to compare nations in this respect.

In the course of this chapter this independent variable will be related at an

aggregate (read nation) level to the dependent variables employment commitment

and flexibility to avoid unemployment.

Exit culture

A last element in the production regime framework, represented in box 1 is the so

called “exit culture.” Particularly useful in this respect is the line of reasoning that

country-specific arrangements and routines also foster a country-specific ‘age culture’

Dimension CME LME

Welfare state generosity High Low

Employment protection High Low

Union Density

Exit Culture

Rule or Skill orientation

High

Early(Rhineland)

Late (Nordic)

Skill

Low

Late/Medium

Rule
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(Maltby et al., 2004). ‘Culture’ should here be understood as policy consequences

materialized in the public norms, values, and behavior that over time feed back into

the persistence of specific beliefs, arrangements. ‘Age culture’ implies the social

norms and general perceptions ‘that structure people’s ideas of the age–work

relationship’ (De Vroom, 2004 p. 8). Three types of age cultures are of interest:

1.: Late-exit culture – norms of active ageing and the older worker’s right and duty to

participate in the labor market.

2.: Early-exit culture – norms of the ageing worker’s right and duty to leave the labor

market relatively early.

3.: Medium-exit culture- where norms of the ageing worker’s right are in between the

two former categories.

3.2.2.2 Work values as explanatory factors (box 2 in figure 3.1)

Research shows that work values influence employment commitment. Gallie argues

that changes in (in this case) women’s values in the direction of more intrinsic job

features(as a result of being free of financial constraint) would have prevented a drop

in employment commitment (Gallie, 2007). Further evidence can be found by

Hofstede (2001). One of the major points of all Hofstede studies is that cultural

determined values influence motivation in work-related circumstances (Hofstede,

2001). Therefore a relationship between work values and employment commitment is

to be expected. The exact nature and direction of these supposed relations will be

explained in this section. Despite a non-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 (Borg in Fischer, 2005; Vinken, Ester & Braun, 2006, Veira

& Munoz, 2002).

In addition to chapter 2, where the emphasis was on extrinsic and intrinsic

values, there will be a third category of societal values. However the societal values

are not unanimously labeled as social or societal (Lyons, Duxburry & Higgins, 2009).

Some scientists classify items as “nice people to work with or having contact with
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others” (van der Velde, Feij & van Emmerik, 1998) as societal. While others (Hult,

2005; Lyons, Duxburry & Higgins, 2007) regard the items “work that enables you to

help others”, and “work that makes a contribution to society” as societal/altruistic.

Recent research of Berglund (Berglund 2001, Berglund in Furåker et al 2011) also

points into that direction.

The latter will be the line of research in this study. Societal items can also very

easily be classified as being altruistic-transcending the individual level (Dawis &

Lofquist, 1984; Super, 1970). As far as the items: nice people to work with and

having contact with others concerns, these can as easily be classified as

“convenience” item (Harding & Hikspoors, 1995) or as some (Borg & Braun, 1996)

classify it as a relatedness motive, which in some cases conflicts with the

performance motive.

In the past several major work values have been associated with issues like

income (Warr, 1981), interest and satisfaction (Harpaz, 1990) and societal service

(Meaning of Work Research Team, 1981). It seems obvious that income issues are

strongly related to the prevention focus commitment and interest issues more to the

promotion focus. We will use societal values to investigate if people employed in

public service and women differ on this issue from the rest of the population. In sum,

work values can be represented by the categorization depicted in table 3.2: with the

categories Extrinsic, Intrinsic and Societal/Altruistic.

Table 3.2 Categorization of work values

Values as asked in ISSP Extrinsic Intrinsic Societal/

Altruistic

Job security X

High income X

Good opportunities for

advancement

X

Interesting work X

Independent work X

Being able to help other people X

Being useful for society X
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3.2.2.3 Personal characteristics as explanatory factors (box 3 in figure 3.1)

Finally, a third set of explanatory factors is constituted by personal characteristics. In

this chapter we are going to use union membership as an indicator. At the

institutional level there was union density. Union membership will have an effect

through socialization. In other words: Do union members, as a result of their affiliation

with this particular institution, support other work values and do they differ in

employment commitment? (cf Parbotheea & Cullen, 2003).

The sector one works in can be an important source for the formation of work

values and work values can form important antecedents for the choice for being

employed in public service the public sector (Lyons, Duxberry & Higgins, 2006) and

can influence work values as is been argued from the concept of public service

motivation (Perry, 2000). From several sources and surveys Perry concludes that

public-sector employees place greater value on providing service (Perry, 2000),

contributing to society (Perry, 1996; Steijn, 2008) and the ability to help people than

private-sector employees do (Perry, 2000; Steijn, 2008). If this goes for public sector

employees only it is expected that there will be a difference in value orientations

between public service employees and employees employed in other sectors. Further

the background variables age, gender, educational level, and employment status are

going to be used as personal explanatory variables.

3.3 Hypotheses about production regimes and the dependent variables

3.3.1 Welfare state generosity and employment commitment

As has been argued in chapter 1 and 2 in the past In line with the argumentation of

Weber (The protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism), work, material success was

strongly emphasized or in other words, an extrinsic work orientation had developed.

In contemporary advanced welfare states, work is not any longer a necessity to

provide security and the satisfaction of fundamental or ‘lower’ needs (in the

Maslovian sense) (Yankelovich, 1985). Nowadays people work not only for the

material compensation but also to fulfill higher needs like self-development

(Herzberg, 1959, 1966; Klages, 1989; Inglehart, 1977). That raises the question if

there is a rationale behind the welfare states being more or less generous and the
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presence of prevention (money only, escaping hunger) or a promotion (factor beyond

money) focus.

The starting point of this discourse is an old discussion about adequacy and

equity. When introducing social policies the state provides citizens an alternative

income and therefore it has been argued the individual would encounter a

disincentive instead of an incentive to acquire a paid job. This would be more an

unintended consequence of the provision of an alternative income, hence there

would be a disruption of the work incentives and a promotion of a dependent attitude

among citizens (Esser, 2009). This is also in line with the crowding out hypothesis

that argues that the raise in welfare state generosity works negatively on intrinsic and

societal work attitudes.

Commonly incentives are understood as stimulants, motivations or impulses

for actions which might otherwise not take place (Esser, 2002 and 2009). In other

words: “Does the provision of a generous set of social welfare measures stimulate or

disencourage the willingness to be engaged in paid employment?” The point of view

taken by Esser is to cut it short: Generous welfare state provisions are beneficial if

people have a non-financial motivation to work (promotion focus). The findings by

Esser can be discussed, because she does not take into account that people can

regard state intervention as negative and therefore hold the position that this sort of

intervention could be regarded as a weakness in their efforts in the process of

acquiring a new job. For those with a prevention focus one would regard state

intervention as a disruptive element that brings people further away from employment

while on the other hand people with a promotion focus would regard this as a positive

incentive after all the efforts for searching for a new job are being rewarded. In

contrast with Esser’s studies in the current study employment commitment is

subdivided into promotion and prevention focus and therefore it can be studied into

more detail.

The prevention focus can have different implications as being the expression

of materialist and instrumental orientation towards work only. Since the two

statements: “A job is just a way to earn money no more” and “I would prefer a paid

job even if I did not need the money” are not mutually exclusive a choice for both

statements would be possible and to some extent even make sense. In terms of

choice and behavior that would mean that if people agree on the statement that work

is a way of earning money could also agree on the statement that they would enjoy
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having a paid job even if they don’t need the money. The reason for this attitude can

be found in education. People that have a rule compliance orientation and were

raised with cultural values that emphasize modesty and prudence can show an

attitude that combines both “work for the money” and “work even if it was not

necessary. ” In that case it would be in line with the civic virtues of neatness

politeness, hard work obedience thrift and patience (Harding & Hikspoors, 1995;

Schulz in Rödder (red), 2008). Besides that having money can be regarded as a

precaution against times of poverty. With this “civic virtue” attitude is very well

possible to take your job seriously and at the same time advocating instrumental

values. This work ethic based upon “civic virtues” can be found among working class

people.

The promotion focus has the implication of work for its own sake and not

especially for the money. This becomes particularly manifest during unemployment.

Many studies (Nordenmark, 1999; Jackson, Stafford, Banks & Warr, 1983; Rowley &,

Feather, 1987) indicate that the level of non-financial motivation to be employed

(promotion focus) affects well-being among the unemployed. High levels of

employment commitment (in the traditional conceptualization) are related to poorer

mental health, while weak commitment mitigates the negative consequences of

unemployment. It is Nordenmark who gives the argument that unemployed job

seekers can have a similar or higher level of employment commitment than working

people.3.06 He follows Gallie and Vogler (1994) who found that unemployed people

actively seeking employment were more committed to employment than those in paid

work” (Nordenmark, 1999 p. 135-136). The argument is also used by Svallfors,

Halvors and Andersen however they also relate it to welfare state generosity and

length of unemployment (Svallfors et al, 2001). To test this we start from the

hypothesis that job seekers have a stronger commitment from a promotion focus.

Concluding we can formulate the following hypotheses, concerning the relation

between production regimes/welfare state generosity and commitment:

Hypothesis 1A: Welfare state generosity is positively related to employment

commitment from a promotion focus.

Hypothesis 1B: Welfare state generosity is negatively related to employment

commitment from a prevention focus.
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Hypothesis 1C: Employment commitment with a promotion focus will be greater for

job seekers than for employed people.

3.3.2 Union density

One of the basic assumptions of the institutional approach is the idea of choice within

constraints. In the specific case of the chosen countries it is argued here that the role

of the trade-union density is a constraining factor. For example a major welfare state

reform in Coordinated Market Economies can only take place with the explicit

consent of the trade-unions (Huber & Stephens, 1999). In many CME countries

trade-unions are a well-respected partner of the government and the employers.

Through socialization their values are spread through their members. Therefore the

position taken by the trade-unions concerning the desirability of being engaged in

paid employment and the relation of work and welfare is a constraining factor in the

choice of people whether or not to participate in paid employment. This institutional

variable was related to several values and was found to have an insignificant

(correlation details in appendix 2 of this chapter).

Exit culture

In chapter 2 we related work centrality to the life cycle of persons. We saw a

diminishing work centrality. This is important given the early retirement trend of the

last decades along with the ageing population. These two developments have led to

a number of (proposed) pension reforms in European countries. The majority of such

reforms is intended at raising the retirement age, restricting access to early

retirement schemes, and/or reducing the generosity of the benefits. However the

question has to be asked if under such circumstances the commitment to paid

employment will be of an instrumental/prevention focus nature or from a promotion

nature.

The percentage reduction in labor force participation from 55 will be the

indicator for early or late exit cultures (OECD, 2006, data from 2004). To simplify

matters a threefold categorization is made based on the percentage of people older

than 55 that is retired:
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 Equal or lower than - 25 %: Late Exit Cultures Sweden, Norway, New Zealand

and USA

 Between -22 and -40%: Medium Exit Cultures Ireland and Great Britain

 -40% or more: Early Exit Cultures The Netherlands and Germany

Source: OECD (2006)

As a government one can aim at restricting early retirement. However this does not

answer the question about the drive and the motivation of the older generation to be

continuing their paid employment. In other words is the older generation workforce

driven by promotion or prevention focus commitment? Hult & Edlund (2008) studied

employment commitment among elderly people in Germany and Denmark (early exit

cultures) and Norway and Sweden (late exit cultures).

Their conclusion was: ”For the two early-exit countries, the probability for men

to display low employment commitment was found to increase at the age of 43–54,

and then slightly decline at the age of 55+, describing a curve that may reflect a self-

selection tendency among the older workers: those still at work are so because they

choose to be” (Hult & Edlund, 2008).

Hypothesis 2: Within early exit cultures there will be a significant drop in

employment commitment from a promotion focus around the age of

55.

3.3.3 Work values and crowding out hypothesis

Work values depend (among others) upon the economic development and the

particular institutional framework.

Harpaz and Fu (1997) found that intrinsic orientation emerged as the strongest

predictor of work centrality in Germany, Israel, Japan, and the USA. If intrinsic values

are positively related to work centrality it is likely that there also will be a relationship

between intrinsic values and employment commitment from a promotion focus

(hypothesis 4). One of the key reasons is that employment commitment from a

promotion focus emphasizes the non-financial aspects of employment.
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It has been argued before that a welfare regime is beneficial for employment

commitment from a promotion focus. Based on Gallie (2007), the position is taken

that work values will be the intermediate chain that transmits welfare features into

work attitudes. The most direct evidence comes from Russell (1998), who found that

a stronger welfare regime was associated with a decreased importance of extrinsic

work values (hypothesis 3).

We reviewed the crowding out hypothesis in chapter 1. If it is so that welfare

state provisions affect the work values it would be likely that in regimes that can be

classified as a well-developed welfare state intrinsic work values would be less

valued than in regimes that were less developed as a welfare state (Houston, 2009).

In our opinion the same goes for societal values. Given the fact that societal values

relate to those aspects that are supposed to be taken care of by welfare state

(helping other people and being useful for society) therefore we expect that both

intrinsic values and societal values will be negatively affected by welfare state

generosity.

This will lead us to the following hypotheses, concerning welfare state and

work values as concerning work values and employment commitment:

Hypothesis 3: In well-developed welfare states employees will put less emphasis on

extrinsic values.

Hypothesis 3A: In welfare states with low generosity, there will be a positive relation

between extrinsic values and employment commitment from a

prevention focus on an aggregate level. This because of the greater

emphasis on security needs of people in welfare states with low

generosity.

Hypothesis 4: There will be a positive relation between intrinsic values and

employment commitment from a promotion focus.

Hypothesis 5: There will be a negative effect of welfare state generosity on intrinsic

and societal work values.
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3.4 Personal characteristics

3.4.1 Labor union membership

In paragraph 3.2 Labor Union density was treated as a variable on an aggregate

level. In this paragraph union membership is central and will be treated as a variable

on individual level. Parboteeah and Cullen (2003) studied the effect of trade-unions

on work commitment their line of argumentation is the following: In countries with

strong labor unions individuals are exposed to unions and their goals and therefore

unions form an element of their socialization especially in the work and work values

area. These socialization experiences in labor unions tend, according to the authors,

to be consistently and positively associated with favorable union attitudes. This not

only goes for the specific trade-unions but also for trade-unions as institutions. Even

non or former members are affected (Jones, 1986). Therefore the unions become

institutionalized. At the national level this results in an institutionalized support. It has

been argued earlier that the choice within an institutionalized economy is one a

choice within constraints. For instance, in France, the institutionalized support of

unions brings coercive and normative pressures on workers and citizens to reduce

hours worked, to reduce the retirement age, and to support national strikes even

when such activities (according to the authors) evidently disrupt the economy (Cullen,

2001).

In sum the presence of stronger labor unions results in societal norms for

increased job security and a reduction in the employer’s power (Parboteeah & Cullen,

2003). Here we have to consider that trade-unions have a different function

dependent upon the adversal or harmonic character of the industrial relations in the

specific countries. We however going to assess the general function and in that

respect only general comments can be made. Notwithstanding the argument

mentioned above there is a difference in people experiencing socialization where

trade-union values are transmitted (CMEs) and those that did not have such a

socialization (LMEs). One would expect that people that experienced such

socialization (read union members) would have lower employment commitment with

promotion and higher employment commitment with prevention focus than people

with no such socialization.

There has been some previous research for Ireland only where the non-union

members showed more commitment with a promotion focus. The percentages were
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69,3% against 65,1% for members (O’ Connel, Russel, Williams & Blackwell, 2004).

Therefore we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 6: Membership in a trade union has a negative effect on employment

commitment with a promotion focus and a positive effect for the

employment commitment with a prevention focus.

3.4.2 Gender, age and education

Gender age and education seem the two other interesting items that will affect

employment commitment from prevention or from a promotion focus. Gender is an

issue that is important as an antecedent for work values and work orientations. The

most explicit ideas about gender and work values in general can be found by Hakim

(1999, 2002). Hakims argues that men chase money, power, and status harder than

women, so that any highly paid or high status occupation becomes male-dominated,

whereas occupations with falling wages or status cease to attract men and become

female-dominated (Hakim, 2002).

She is also in agreement with Hofstede in that she takes the theoretical

departure in women’s particular role in reproduction, but here with focus on the

‘conflict between the production and reproduction as a central life activity’ (Hakim,

2000).

According to Hakim, women represent a heterogeneous category within a

given country and only career-women can be fully compared with men concerning

values, attitudes and commitment to paid work (Hult, 2008). This would imply a big

difference both in terms of prevention and promotion focus as well as extrinsic or

intrinsic work values.

Hult postulated that since feminine values are more emphasized among

women and in feminine cultures, we should expect such goals as finding a secure

job, helping other people and being useful to society, to be more strongly related to

the degree of employment commitment from a promotion focus among women than

among men, and also generally more so in Sweden than in Britain (Hult, 2008). Two

of these work values are reflected in the societal index.



96

Therefore we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 7: Women will score significantly higher on societal values than men:

this effect will be moderated or enforced by the nature of product

regimes in that sense that in LMEs the differences will be higher than

in CMEs.

Where it comes to education, there is some empirical evidence that people with a

higher education show more special flexibility in their search for employment than

lesser educated people (van Ham, Mulder & Hooimeijer, 2001; Börsch-Supan, 1990).

The age discussion was covered by Hult in his study on exit cultures, so age

will be treated as a variable within the framework of exit culture to explain variance in

employment commitment. Further age will be used as a control variable when

explaining flexibility to avoid unemployment.

3.4.3 Sector one works in

There have been a number of theories based on the idea that the motivation of

people working for civil service is rooted in other values than people working in other

sectors. The concept that is central here is called Public Service Motivation (PSM).

PSM can be defined as a general altruistic motivation to serve the interests of a

community of people, a state, a nation, or humankind (Rainey & Steinbauer, 1999,

23). This definition assumes that values like serving the community or serving or

helping people is important for civil servants. Within people employed in the public

service Brewer, Selden and Facer (2000) distinguish among others the following

types: Samaritans (driven by motivation for doing good deeds); Communitarians

(those who want to contribute to society); Brewer Selden and Facer say: “The desire

for economic rewards is not the defining feature of any of the four conceptions of

PSM. However, economic incentives play a role in defining the perspectives of

Samaritans and communitarians. Communitarians report that “doing good deeds” is

more important than “doing well financially.” Moreover, both Samaritans and

communitarians would elect to serve citizens, even if they were not paid to do so”

(Brewer, Selden & Facer; 2000, p. 260). Steijn (2008) broadened the

operationalization by choosing the statement: Work that enables me to contribute to
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society as an indicator for PSM, however we think that also the statement: “Work that

enables me to help other people” relates to the altruistic aspect mentioned in the

definition of Rainey and Steinbauer as well as the Samaritan type in the typology of

Brewer, Selden and Facer Perry and Hondeghem (2008) capture the underlying

universal essence of public serviced motivation as “an individual’s orientation to

delivering services to people with a purpose to do good for others and society” (p.

vii). Also Norris (Norris, 2003) regards the “help issue” as an indicator typical for civil

service work values (Norris, 2003 p. 10). Therefore the societal index as presented in

this study would be a good indicator of PSM. If PSM can be measured this way the

implication would be that people in the public service would have a significant higher

score on the societal/altruistic index than people working in other sectors. Steijn

(2008) postulated another related hypothesis about the preference of people with

strong societal values for the public service instead of working for private companies.

Steijn motivates his hypothesis as follows: However, following the logic of the

attraction-selection framework, one would expect private sector workers holding

values associated with PSM to be attracted to public sector employment because

such jobs will, in principle, fit their values. This is more than a theoretical issue

because it suggests that private sector workers with high PSM scores could be a

prime recruitment target for public sector organizations. (Steijn, 2008 p. 15 and 16).

Therefore the hypothesis will be also tested in this study but than in an international

context. In the survey that formed the basis for this study a question, was asked:

“Supposed you could choose between different types of jobs, which of the following

would you personally choose?”

 Working for private business;

 Working for the government or civil service.

It is to be expected that people that have a job preference for government or civil

service prefer societal values more than people who have a job preference private

business. Therefore we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 8: People working in public service will have a significant higher score

on the societal index than those who work for private companies.
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Hypothesis 9: People showing a preference for working in the public sector will

have a higher score on the societal index than people with a

preference for private companies.

3.5 Flexibility to avoid unemployment

Given the pursuit of higher values (going beyond material need satisfaction) in

employment, it is not surprising that the situation of being unemployed has received a

lot of attention in the research literature dealing with employment commitment.

Unemployment is a situation where the values perceived in employment may become

more salient for the individual as these can no longer be taken for granted. Study of

the unemployed and their orientation to work is also important in achieving a correct

understanding of unemployed people and their suffering in times of high

unemployment. On the other hand the negative consequences have to be considered

as well and unemployment has to be put in the perspective of the public worry that

some unemployed may become too comfortable with their situation in a welfare

society (Hult, 2004). Therefore the study of the values of unemployed versus

employed people is highly relevant.

Not only from a scientific perspective but also from a public administration

point of view study of the flexibility to avoid unemployment and employment

commitment provides information about the following widely held assumption among

scientists and policy makers: ”Where the welfare system provides high replacement

rates, it is suggested, this will lead both to lower commitment to having a job and to

greater inflexibility over job choice” (Gallie, 2000, p.3). Since there is little literature

about the flexibility to avoid unemployment we have formulated research questions

instead of hypotheses.

Research question 1: What is the relationship between employment commitment

from prevention focus and from a promotion focus and

flexibility to avoid unemployment?

Research question 2: What is the relationship between the work values (intrinsic,

extrinsic and societal) and flexibility to avoid unemployment?
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Research question 3: What is the relationship between educational level and

flexibility to avoid unemployment?

3.6 Research Design and measurement

As already outlined in chapter 1 the data analyzed in this project derive from the

International Social Survey Program (ISSP) for a detailed description paragraph 1.8.

3.6.1 Measurements

As argued in the theory part of this chapter employment commitment can be

subdivided into promotion and prevention focused commitment.

Until now the two items (one reversed) that were supposed to measure

employment commitment have created satisfactory Cronbach’s alpha values.

However our research shows that Cronbach’s alpha for the combined measures are

poor (varying from .27 for the US, .44 for the Netherlands to .61 for Sweden (for

details see appendix, table A1) therefore two separate measures will be used.

The two separate constructs are measured as follows:

Employment commitment for prevention reasons

A job is just a way to earn money no more

5 Strongly Agree 1 Strongly Disagree

Employment commitment for promotion reasons

I would prefer a paid job even if I did not need the money

5 Strongly Agree 1 Strongly Disagree

Intrinsic, extrinsic and societal value index

As indicated in the theory part of this chapter there is a distinction between extrinsic,

intrinsic values and the societal/altruistic values (see table 3.3).

For each of the measures we recoded the scale of importance, in a range from 2 to –

2, where 2 means “very important”, –2 means “not at all important” and the value 0

means “indifferent.”
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Flexibility avoiding unemployment index. In his study Gallie researched separate

items relating to flexibility to avoid unemployment.

The choice made in this study is to go one step further and not only measure

separate items of flexibility but to construct an overall index of all items that gives a

good indication of people’s overall flexibility to avoid unemployment. By doing this all

separate items of the flexibility are added into one overall measure that can form a

standard. We created an index on the basis of the following question. In order to

avoid unemployment I am willing to:

accept a job that requires new skills

+

accept a position with lower pay

+

accept temporary employment

+

travel longer to get to work

Scale is:

Strongly agree [1], Agree [2], Neither agree or disagree [3], Disagree [4], Strongly

disagree [5]. The maximum score is 20. In order to increase interpretability, the index

is divided by its maximum value and multiplied by 100. This is subtracted from 100

because the scale is reverted: high score means little flexibility. Means standard

deviations and reliability measures (Cronbach’s alpha) are presented in the result

section of this chapter.

Welfare state generosity index

A tool developed by Sruggs (2002 and 2006) is used where a comparison is made of

the replacement rates in case of unemployment illness and other risks for working

people. He is working from Andersen decommodification index. This index refers to

the degree that citizens have an adequate standard of living regardless their position

in the market (read: whether they are employed or unemployed) (Scambler, 2004).

Scruggs database represents one of the most elaborate attempts to quantify

information on nations on social rights across five clusters in 18 OECD countries.

Benefit levels have been calculated net (that is with subtraction of taxes) and ceilings



101

for benefit levels have been taken into account. Also other restrictions have been

calculated and taken into account for the index. For unemployment and sick pay, this

includes the number of waiting days before one can receive the benefit; the benefit

duration: the number of weeks for which the benefit can be received; and the

qualifying condition: the number of weeks of work or insurance necessary to receive

a benefit of the length specified in benefit duration.

It has to be mentioned that since Scruggs did not get funding for further

research, the most recent data are from 2002. The question has to be asked if this

does affect the validity. Our position here is that is does not. There are two reasons in

an international comparative study the emphasis is more on differences and relative

positions (when e.g. Norway is the most generous in its welfare state provisions in

year A, it is most unlikely that it will be behind other countries in year D, because

major changes in welfare state provisions usually are shaped over decades instead

of years). Therefore the change in generosity has to be regarded as rather a long

term development instead of a short term one. If one looks at Scruggs data from the

late 70s onwards the pattern is always the same where Norway and Sweden are the

most generous and the United States the least generous. The second reason is that

institutional change is not a question of years, institutional change usually takes

decades, so the possibility that major changes occur during a three year period will

not be very likely.

 Gender

Male [1] – Female [2]

 Trade-union membership

Member [1] - Past member (2) - Never member (3)

 Educational level

Lowest formal education (1) - Above lowest qualification (2) - Higher secondary

completed (3) - Above higher secondary level (4) - University degree completed

 Job seeking in order to contrast the job seekers against the working population

the following variable was created by using two questions: are you working for
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pay and are you currently looking for a job if : are you working for pay was

answered by no and are you looking for a job by yes, respondents were classified

as job seekers.

 Working for public service

Respondents were asked where they worked:

 Working for government;

 Working for a public owned firm;

 Private firm, other;

 Self-employed;

 ZA, other GB, Other.

Since the category public owned firms is very mixed in several countries the only

reliable measure seems to be working for government.

Personal interest in public service. In the survey the question was asked:

“Supposed you could choose between different types of jobs, which of the following

would you personally choose?”

 Working for private business

 Working for the government or civil service.

3.7 Results

We will first describe the variables in general (distribution, standard deviation and in

some cases (Tukey test) to see how their frequencies are among countries.

3.7.1 Dependent variables

Employment commitment

In section 3.2.1.1 it was concluded that the two items for employment commitment

indicate two more or less independent constructs. We prefer to work with the two

items separately and to interpret them in terms of the regularity fit theory of Higgins
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who is talking about prevention and promotion focus. In order to assess the

difference between the two statements the terms promotion focus and prevention

focus will be used.

In table 3.3 we report the two statements that represent the prevention and the

promotion focus. The test results of a significance test for the difference of the means

are reported. As indicated in tables 3.4 and 3.5 by the Tukey test for multiple

comparisons. If we compare the prevention focus among countries it is Great Britain

and the Eastern part of Germany that show the highest scores. The results for

promotion focus commitment are the highest in Germany East and Norway. The high

score of Germany East for promotion focus can be partly explained by the fact that in

the former German Democratic Republic work has been regarded as a social event

without alternatives.

Table 3.3 Dimensions of work orientation in New Zealand, the United States, Great Britain, West
Germany, Norway and Sweden, The Netherlands, and Ireland

Means

US GB NZ GW GE NR SW NL IR

Prevention

focus
2.56 2.78 2.55 2.66 2.73 2.09 2.44 2.36 2.65

Standard

deviation
1.19 1.09 1.15 1.27 1.27 1.04 1.12 1.17 1.33

Promotion

focus
3.44 3.34 3.61 3.54 3.82 3.77 3.61 3.25 3.45

Standard

deviation
1.14 1.23 .94 1.20 1.09 .95 .99 1.09 1.22

N 1506 764 1205 1031 568 1273 1234 763 991
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Table 3.4 Tukey test for means on prevention focus in New Zealand, the United States, Great
Britain, West Germany, Norway and Sweden, The Netherlands and Ireland

Tukey HSD Subset

Country N 1 2 3 4 5

NO Norway 1253 2.09

NL Netherlands 753 2.36

SE Sweden 1310 2.44 2.44

NZ New Zealand 1251 2.55 2.55

US United States 1511 2.56 2.56

IE Ireland 991 2.65 2.65

GE W Germany-West 1061 2.66 2.66

GE E Germany-East 559 2.73

GB Great Britain 833 2.80

Sig. 1.00 .88 .35 .56 .15

Table 3.5 Tukey test for means on promotion focus in New Zealand, the United States, Great
Britain, West Germany, Norway and Sweden, The Netherlands and Ireland

Tukey HSD Subset

Country N 1 2 3 4 5

NL Netherlands 775 3.25

GB Great Britain 833 3.34 3.34

IE Ireland 991 3.46 3.46

US United States 1511 3.47 3.47

GW Germany West 1030 3.54

NZ New Zealand 1249 3.61

SE Sweden 1310 3.61

NO Norway 3.77 3.77

GE Germany East 559 3.82

Sig. .76 .37 .07 .05 .99

Tables 3.6 and 3.7 show also an interesting picture. The people in Germany East

show high scores on both aspects while the Dutch have a particular low score on

both statements. This is an indication that both items are not mutually exclusive.

Great Britain, Norway and Sweden are the countries that come closest to the original

concept (low scores on prevention focus and high on promotion focus).

Flexibility to avoid unemployment

Besides employment commitment there is a second dependent variable and that is:

flexibility to avoid unemployment. The means, standard deviations and Cronbach’s

alphas are displayed in table 3.6.
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Table 3.6 Flexibility to avoid unemployment in the United States, Great Britain, New Zealand,
Germany, Norway, Sweden, The Netherlands and Ireland

US GB NZ G W G E NW SE NL IRL

Flexibility to avoid

unemployment (means) 54.31 47.66 49.73 54.95 54.22 49.34 47.97 50.20 53.58

Standard deviation 16.4 14.8 17.1 16.6 14.6 14.4 15.2 14.06 17.5

Cronbach’s alpha .74 .70 .71 .73 .71 .67 .70 .73 .77

N 1006 8333 828 564 258 1229 1234 567 972

As indicated in table 3.7 the US, both parts of Germany and Ireland and the USA

score high on flexibility to avoid unemployment while Norway, Sweden and Great

Britain score less. As shown in the Tukey test in table 3.7 12 countries can be

subdivided in two groups of scores on flexibility. At first sight the division between

Coordinated and Liberal Market Economies are no explanatory factor.

Table 3.7 Tukey test for flexibility to avoid unemployment

Tukey HSD

Country N 1 2

GB Great Britain 833 47.60

SE Sweden 815 47.90

NO Norway 950 49.40

NZ New Zealand 828 49.70

NL Netherlands 567 50.20

IE Ireland 539 53.60

GE E Germany-East 285 54.20

US United States 1006 54.30

GE W Germany-West 564 54.90

Sig. .30 .86

For Norway and Sweden an explication for the inflexibility could be found in the

welfare state generosity that makes it less necessary to take own precautions for

unemployment. For the antecedents of flexibility in avoiding unemployment we

conducted a regression analysis that will be presented further on in this chapter.

3.7.2 Employment commitment and production regimes

Hypotheses 1A and 1B concerned the relationship between specific welfare state

generosity, and employment commitment with prevention or a promotion focus. In

Hypothesis 1A it is suggested that the welfare state generosity was positively related
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to employment commitment from a promotion focus. We reject the hypothesis. The

correlation coefficient is .614 overall and the p value is .20. The relationship between

commitment from a prevention focus and welfare state generosity. The correlation

coefficient is .29 and the p-value is .45 therefore the hypotheses 1A and 1B are both

rejected. Since the crowding out hypothesis explicitly is about the diminishing of

intrinsic or non-financial reasons as a result of welfare state provisions. These results

confirm also that the prevention focus has a weaker relation with the generosity index

than the promotion focus.

In order to elaborate, we also looked at the relationship between the specific

generosity for unemployment and employment commitment with prevention and with

promotion focus. The correlation coefficient is .39 and the p-value is .30 for

prevention focus and -.34 with a p-value of .37 for the promotion focus. This means

the relations are not significant and there is no relation between unemployment

benefit generosity. This means that there is only a relationship between promotion

focus and welfare state generosity and not between specific unemployment

generosity and promotion or prevention focus.

Other Institutional variables that were also investigated were: relations

between employment protection and commitment with prevention or promotion focus;

relations between union density with commitment with prevention or promotion focus.

None of these relations were found significant.

3.7.3 Employment commitment production regimes and occupational status

Hypotheses 1C concerned the relationship between (un)employment and

employment commitment with promotion focus. The result is shown in Table 3.8.
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Table 3.8 Comparing means employment commitment from promotion focus for employed
persons and persons looking for a job United States, Great Britain, New Zealand,
Germany, Norway, Sweden, The Netherlands and Ireland

US GB NZ GW GE NW SE NL IRL

Employment commitment from promotion

focus(means) for employed people 3.55 3.40 3.66 3.60 3.94 3.80 3.63 3.34 3.62

Employment commitment (means) from

promotion focus for job seekers 3.50 3.57 3.39 3.71 3.69 3.32 3.62 3.66 3.47

Eta .01 .04 .07 .03 .09 .11 .01 .08 .03

P value .69 .34 .04 .49 .10 .00 .87 .04 .44

N 1084 1204 1179 1114 654 1322 1220 925 1001

Table 3.9 shows that only In Norway, New Zealand and the Netherlands there are

significant differences on employment commitment from a promotion focus between

employed and job seekers. In Norway and New Zealand the employed show more

employment commitment from a promotion focus whereas in the Netherlands

jobseekers are significantly more committed from a promotion focus. The Norwegian

results confirm earlier findings by Svallfors, Halvorsen and Andersen who found that

there were differences but in their study these were not significant: Only in Norway

the expected patterns of a lower employment commitment among students and other

groups (than unemployed) outside the workforce showed lower commitment

(Svallfors et al 2001). The overall idea of more commitment for job seekers has to be

rejected. Thus, one cannot say that in general the unemployed have a more

promotion focus.

3.7.4 Exit culture and employment commitment from a promotion focus

Hypothesis 2: “Within early exit cultures there will be a greater drop in employment

commitment from a promotion focus than in other cultures” is tested in this part. As

has been mentioned in the theory part of this chapter the percentage reduction in

labor force participation from 55 year will be the indicator for early or late exit cultures

(OECD, 2006, data from 2004):

 Equal or lower than- 25 %: Late Exit Cultures

Sweden, Norway, New Zealand and USA

 Between -22 and 40% Medium Exit Cultures

Ireland and Great Britain
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 -40% or more: Early Exit Cultures

The Netherlands and Germany

Source: OECD (2006)

This classification is also supported by theory (de Vroom, 2001). In order to test our

hypothesis the levels of employment commitment from a promotion focus are

presented for each exit culture in Table 3.9.

Table 3.9 shows that the employment commitment from a promotion focus only

differs per age group in the late and early exit cultures.

Table 3.9 Comparing means age groups and employment commitment from a promotion focus in
3 exit culture

Early exit

countries Mean N SD

Medium exit

countries Mean N SD

Late exit

countries Mean N SD

Age group

18-29 3.69 353 1.08 3.52 315 1.19 3.69 915 1.03

30-43 3.50 609 1.10 3.44 436 1.12 3.66 1397 .99

43-55 3.58 588 1.16 3.36 388 1.18 3.60 1288 1.04

Over 55 3.37 714 1.30 3.34 506 1.16 3.56 1476 1.02

P-value .00 .17 .00

Eta .09 .06 .05

A Scheffe test showed that only the age group of over 55 differs significantly from the rest.

In the late exit cultures there is almost a linear decrease in commitment from a

promotion focus but the differences are relatively small while in the early exit cultures

the age group between 43 and 55 breaks the pattern. The relative low drop of

commitment in the age group of 55 plus in late exit cultures could be explained by the

fact that their status of being still employed is a result of the culture. So they still are

engaged in labor because they are supposed to. They act conform the norm.
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A Tukey test was conducted on the early exit culture group and exhibited in Table

3.10. It showed that in that exit culture at least three subgroups can be distinguished

with significant scores on employment commitment from promotion focus. This

refutes our hypothesis that in particular around the age of 55 there is a considerable

drop in employment commitment from a promotion focus.

Table 3.10 Tukey test for promotion focus and age groups within early exit cultures

Age category N 1 2 3

55 plus 1868 3.37

30-43 741 3.50 3.50

43-55 779 3.58 3.58

18-29 462 3.69

Within the early exit cultures, as shown in table 3.10, we see a drop in commitment at

the age of 55. The contrast with the group of 43-55 is strong. It seems that people in

Germany and the Netherlands are behaving in accordance to the culture. Given the

early exit culture in both countries their commitment drops at the age where a

possibility for early retirement can be expected. Both in the Netherlands and

Germany provisions for early retirement used to be very generous (Schils, 2008).

In the Netherlands during the 1980s early retirement incentives were

particularly strong as from the age of 60 years with replacement rates of about 90 per

cent. During the 1990s the generosity was reduced and entitlement was tightened,

yet replacement rates were still over 80 percent and the taxes on work after the age

62 years were very high. This is because no additional pension income is generated

when people continued working therefore working longer creates income but reduces

the entitlements on pensions after work. The implicit tax is defined as the loss of

pensions in percentage of extra income gained by working longer (Schils, 2006,

2008). In several countries this implicit tax can be 40%.

In Germany, there are various pathways into retirement. The Pre-Retirement

Act enables workers to withdraw from the labor market at age 58 (Hult & Edlund,

2005) and to receive payments from their employers until the earliest possible

pension takes effect. There is also the ‘59er regulation’, which enables workers to

draw pensions at the age of 59 after a period of unemployment lasting at least one

year. In Germany there is a strong effect of length of tenure on early retirement.
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Entitlement to early retirement schemes is strongly related to the contribution period.

Furthermore, the pension system is highly fragmented. An early retirement in terms

of coverage and benefit levels largely differs between occupational groups. Pull

effects due to high generosity and a lower early retirement age are stronger for

Germany public sector employees (Schils, 2008).

This means that existing entitlements will have to be reduced. Given the

results in table 3.9 this will not only have financial but also an attitudinal aspect,

because the 55 plus employees will not be driven by a promotion focus. We also

investigated the age effect on the prevention focus but no significant differences

could be found.

3.7.5 The relationship between welfare state development and value orientations

In hypothesis 3 it was hypothesized that in well-developed welfare states employees

will put less emphasis on extrinsic values.

The effect on extrinsic values was tested (table 3.11). The US, Ireland and Germany

(Eastern part) score high on the extrinsic value index. Norway, Sweden and the

Netherlands score low.

Table 3.11 Scores on intrinsic, extrinsic and societal values indices in the United States, Great
Britain, New Zealand, Germany, Norway, Sweden, the Netherlands and Ireland

US GB NZ GW GE NW SE NL IRL

Score extrinsic value index 1.25 1.07 1.07 1.09 1.21 .86 .92 .81 1.18

Standard deviation .60 .55 .56 .58 .54 .55 .57 .57 .63

Score on intrinsic value index 1.29 1.16 1.32 1.30 1.33 1.24 1.25 1.21 1.30

Standard deviation .62 .58 .52 .63 .64 .53 .61 .56 .59

Score on societal/altruistic

value index
1.32 .86 1.03 .85 1.01 .70 .72 .81 1.25

Standard deviation .65 .77 .67 .75 .76 .76 .83 .71 .70

In table 3.11 we can see that the assumption that extrinsic values are not that

important in the countries with stronger welfare regimes is partly confirmed. That

means that only the US, Ireland and the eastern part of Germany score relatively

high on the extrinsic value index. To test which means are significantly different we

used a Tukey test (table 3.12). This test compares all possible pairs of means, and is

based on a studentized range distribution q.
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Table 3.12 Mean scores of eight countries on the extrinsic index

Tukey HSD Subset for alpha = .05

Country N 1 2 3 4

NL Netherlands 746 .81

NO Norway 1253 .86

SE Sweden 1310 .92

GB Great Britain 833 1.07

NZ New Zealand 1236 1.07

GE W Germany-West 1061 1.09

IE Ireland 962 1.18 1.18

GE E Germany-East 572 1.21 1.21

US United States 1510 1.25

Sig. .32 .29 .06 .15

From table 3.12 we can conclude a significant difference between groups of

countries. In accordance with Hypothesis 2, Norway, Sweden and the Netherlands

are distinctively lower on extrinsic values. Since these are the countries that also

show the highest scores on the welfare state generosity index one can say that

hypothesis 2 cannot be rejected. The interesting thing about the results is the fact

that the means of Germany East and West differ that much that these are in two

separate clusters.

Looking for an explanation one could argue that there is a sort of ‘relative

deprivation’ (denotation used in the American Soldier study by Stouffer, 1949). Since

the reunification the East Germans have encountered a great rise in the living

standard but also a lot of western publicity and therefore have become very sensible

for the relative luxury from the western part, and the relative absence in their part of

the country. Because the wages are still lower but the costs of living are also cheaper

than in the western part of the country, one could label this as relative deprivation.

The crowding out effect seems on societal values to be also confirmed (except

for Great Britain). For the intrinsic index results are ambiguous. One has to realize

that tables 3.11 and 3.12 don’t display information about the magnitude of the welfare

state generosity. When using a correlation one loses detail on country differences but

gains in explaining magnitude as will be shown in paragraph 3.8.6.2.
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3.7.6 Value orientations and employment commitment from a prevention focus and

a promotion focus

3.7.6.1 In general

Hypotheses 3A and 4 are tested and reported. Tables 3.13 and 3.14 show that there

is a positive relationship between extrinsic work values and commitment from a

prevention focus and a negative one between intrinsic work values and commitment

from a prevention focus. The positive relation between extrinsic work values and

prevention focus is the strongest in the US, Germany (both parts) and Great Britain.

In all countries except Ireland there is a positive relationship between the extrinsic

index and prevention focus and a negative one between the intrinsic index and

promotion focus. The societal index is to a limited extent an explanatory factor.

Table 3.13 Regression analysis for all countries. Scores for standardized betas for 8 countries with
employment commitment with prevention focus as a dependent variable

Country US GB NZ GW GE NW SE NL IRL

Constant 3.58 3.21 3.73 3.14 3.20 3.72 3.48 3.41 3.08

Extrinsic Index .24** .18** .14** .17** .19** .16** .15** .16** .12

Intrinsic Index -.09** -.18** -.13** -.22** -.18** -.18** -.14** -.19** -.13**

Societal Index -.09 -.01 .01 -.01 .08 .05 -.07 .02 -.12**

Adj R Squared .07 .04 .02 .05 .04 .04 .03 .05 .04

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

Table 3.14 Regression analysis for all countries. Scores for standardized betas for 8 countries with
employment commitment with promotion focus as an independent variable

Country US GB NZ GW GE NW SE NL IRL

Constant 3.79 2.83 2.63 3.73 3.46 3.69 3.36 3.41 2.94

Extrinsic Index .01 -.04 -.01 -.07 -.04 -.08** -.06 .06 .03

Intrinsic Index .04 .08 .06 .13** .12** .07** .11** .10** .16**

Societal Index .13** .07 .05 .00 .13** .05 .14** .02 .08**

Adj R Squared .02 .01 .01 .01 .04 .01 .03 .01 .04

**=Significance at the 0.05 level (p≤ .05) 
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3.7.6.2 Welfare state generosity

In hypothesis 5 the question was raised if a ‘crowding out’ process would affect work

values in the sense that a high welfare state generosity would be related to lower

levels of intrinsic and societal work values. This hypothesis was tested by means of

three correlations. The correlation between welfare state generosity and intrinsic

value index was -.81 (p = .01, N = 8), with the societal index it was -.71 (p = .03, N =

8). The extrinsic index and welfare state generosity were not significantly correlated -

.26 p value was .497 (N = 8). This may be called a remarkable result, because with a

very low number of countries surveyed the crowding out hypothesis seems not be

rejected.

3.7.7 Flexibility to avoid unemployment

There were three research questions:

Research question 1: What is the relationship between employment commitment

from prevention focus and from a promotion focus and

flexibility to avoid unemployment?

Research question 2: What is the relationship between the work values (intrinsic,

extrinsic and societal) and flexibility to avoid unemployment?

Research question 3: What is the relationship between educational level and

flexibility to avoid unemployment?

To obtain an answer to the research questions 1 and 2, we used a regression

analysis with the value indices and promotion and prevention focus as independent

variables.

Table 3.15 shows that, in most cases, commitment from a promotion focus is

positively related to flexibility to avoid unemployment, and commitment from a

prevention focus negatively. We have to put this into perspective and realize that age

and education are also strong predictors. The age factor is of course important. The

older one gets the less flexible one becomes. There are considerable international

differences. In Ireland the societal index is a predictor. In Norway, the Netherlands
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intrinsic values are valuable predictors. While in Norway, Sweden, and Ireland the

extrinsic values do count. In Germany East and Norway low prevention focus and

promotion focus are related to flexibility to avoid unemployment. Norway is the only

country where values in the model besides age explain the most variance. The

values that are important when predicting flexibility are prevention commitment,

intrinsic values and societal values. In sum, one has to realize that the differences

between countries are considerable.

Further, it seems that educational level is an important antecedent for

flexibility. The education-effect confirms the earlier findings of van Ham, Mulder and

Hooimaijer (2001) and van Ham and Börsch-Supan (1990) about education being

antecedents for spatial flexibility. It answers research question 3 and indicates

education as an antecedent for flexibility to avoid unemployment in at least 6

countries.

Table 3.15 Scores for standardized betas for 8 countries with flexibility to avoid unemployment as a
dependent variable

Country US GB NZ GW GE NW SE NL IRL

Constant 5.79 5.31 5.66 6.49 4.92 4.82 5.88 5.89 4.65

Commitment prevention focus -.14** -.10** -.11** -.05 -.18** -.10** -.15** -.16** -.01

Commitment promotion focus .09** .07 .10** .11** .21** .17** .08** .04 .15**

Extrinsic index .01 .01 -.02 .01 .03 -.11** -.07** -.07 .10**

Intrinsic index .00 .06 .06 .03 -.04 .16** .06 .11** .00**

Social index .03 .02 .01 -.06 .04 -.02 .03 -.06 .10**

Gender .05 .08 .06 .09** -.04 -.06 -.06 -.02 -.15**

Age -.13** -.20** -.18** -.21** .09 -.19** -.28** -.17** -.21**

Educational level .10** .22** .05 .11** .08 .08** .17** .08 .20**

Adj R squared .06 .13 .07 .08 .09 .15 .20 .08 .22

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

3.7.8 Membership of a union

Hypothesis 6 was: Membership in a trade union has a negative effect on employment

commitment with a promotion focus and a positive effect for the employment

commitment with a prevention focus. In table 3.16 this hypothesis is tested by
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analysis of variance3. Table 3.16 shows significant differences in Great Britain,

Norway and the Netherlands. In Great Britain and the Netherlands trade-union

members have significantly higher scores on prevention focus than non-members in

Great Britain and the Netherlands. In Norway the relationship is just the other way

around. In most countries however there is no significant difference. Therefore to an

important extent, Hypothesis 6 has to be rejected. It has to be mentioned that in the

CME the role of the trade-unions is a different one than in the LMEs. In the CMEs

trade-unions have a broader function than pure interest representation and to a

certain extent are more “state supporting and common interest” oriented. Therefore

we had expected a greater difference in the other CME countries like Sweden and

German and a reverse effect for the Netherlands.

Table 3.16 Comparing means employment commitment from prevention focus for trade-union
members and nonmembers United States, Great Britain, New Zealand, Germany,
Norway, Sweden, The Netherlands, and Ireland

US GB NZ GW GE NW SE NL IRL

Employment commitment

(means) with prevention focus for

current union members 2.65 2.85 2.64 2.64 2.44 1.97 2.42 2.51 2.78

Employment commitment

(means) with prevention focus for

non-union members 2.55 2.56 2.53 2.79 2.76 2.20 2.45 2.29 2.68

P-value .30 .01** .26 .22 .07 .00** .62 .00** .21

Eta .03 .09 .03 .04 .08 .11 .01 .08 .04

N 1507 829 1179 1019 546 1210 1220 754 915

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

A similar test has been conducted for promotion focus but that gave no significant

results. The traditional role of the trade-unions as a safeguard for “bread and butter

issues” can form an explanation.

3.7.9 Gender and societal values

From the theoretical work of Hakim (1999, 2002) and previous research of Hult

(2005) we came to Hypothesis 7: “Women will score significantly higher on the

3
For this purpose the union membership variable has been recorded into member and non member qualifying the category

former members as non-members.
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societal index than men; this effect will be moderated or enforced by the nature of

product regimes (In LMEs the differences will be higher than in CMEs).” Table 3.17

summarizes findings related to this hypothesis.

The first part of the hypothesis seems to be confirmed except for Germany

West and Ireland. In these countries there is no significant effect of gender on

societal values. Women score higher than men on societal values in Great Britain,

New Zealand, Norway, and Sweden. Germany is divided. While the effect in the

Eastern part is significant in the western part there is no significant effect. The

second part of the hypothesis has to be rejected.

Table 3.17 Comparing means for the societal value index for men and women in the United States,
Great Britain, New Zealand, Germany, Norway, Sweden, The Netherlands and Ireland

US GB NZ GW GE NW SE NL IRL

Societal value index

scores(means) for men 1.26 .74 .93 .83 .92 .55 .52 .72 1.23

Societal index scores(means)

for women 1.37 .93 .11 .86 1.10 .84 .90 .88 1.26

P value .00 .00 .00 .46 .00 .00 .00 .00 .53

Eta .08 .12 .14 .02 .12 .20 .23 .12 .02

N 1510 746 1179 1049 578 1210 1220 834 915

An analysis of women further subdivided in working and non working, gave only one

significant result (US).

To confirm these results there was a regression analysis conducted with some

competing explanatory background variables. The choice of the competing

explanatory variables follows the assumption that educational background and age

are also strong predictors for values.

Table 3.18 confirms the position of gender as an explanatory variable for high

scores on the societal index; also the strengths of the effects are similar in several

countries. This means that in general gender is predictor for societal values. Age also

plays a role and educational background can be neglected.
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Table 3.18 Standardized betas for 8 countries with societal index as dependent variable

Country US GB NZ GW GE NW SE NL IRL

Constant 1.17 .42 .57 .64 .46 .03 -.25 .36 .91

Gender .09** .13** .10** .03 .12** .20 .23** .14** .02

Age -.05 .10** .08** .05 .12** .05 .11** .09** .07

Educational level .04 .02 -.00 .05 .01 .05 .07** -.04 .11**

Adj R squared .01 .03 .02 .00 .02 .04 .07 .02 .01

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

3.7.10 Societal index and public service

Hypothesis 8 was: “People working in public service will have a significant higher

score on the societal index than those who work for private companies.” Because 5

categories were distinguished in the variable: “sector of occupation.” A Scheffe test

was conducted where the pair of means were compared. The results are displayed in

table 3.19.

Table 3.19 Scheffe test on means for societal index for public service and private companies United
States, Great Britain, New Zealand, Germany**, Norway, Sweden, The Netherlands and
Ireland

Country US GB NZ GW GE NW SE NL IRL

Means for societal index for public

service 1.43 1.04 1.19 MD MD .96 1.00 .90 1.45

Means for private companies 1.29 .75 .96 MD MD .54 .51 .65 1.20

Mean difference (I-J) .14 .29 .22 MD MD .41 .49 .25 .25

Standard Error .04 .06 .07 .10 .09 .09 .05

P-value .00 .00 .00 MD MD .00 .00 .02 .00

N 1460 780 1022 MD MD 1127 1229 771 912

** For Germany the data are missing

A regression analysis was also conducted that confirmed the findings of table 3.19. In

New Zealand and the US the combination of gender and working for government was

significantly related to a high score on the societal index. From these data we can

conclude that in every country employees in civil service score significantly higher on

the societal value index and therefore our hypothesis 7 is confirmed. The highest

score for public service employees can be found in the Anglo Saxon countries. The
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largest differences between public and private employed people however can be

found in the Scandinavian countries, in particular Sweden. Given the relative large

number of people employed in public service and the low overall scores this is

remarkable. We conducted a Scheffe post hoc test for each country and results show

that in Sweden and Norway the value orientation of people employed in civil service

forms a separate cluster from the orientation of people employed in other sectors so

the differences are considerable. All in all, hypothesis 8 is confirmed.

Hypothesis 9 was: People that show a preference for working in the public

sector will have a higher score on the societal index than people with a preference for

private companies.

Results are displayed in Table 3.20. Again there is a big difference in the two

Scandinavian countries. Remarkable is the lack of difference in the Eastern part of

Germany. This is the only case in which there is a similarity in value orientation for

private and public service interested employees.

Table 3.20 Comparing means for societal index for people interested in private companies and in
civil service public service and private companies United States, Great Britain, New
Zealand, Germany, Norway, Sweden, The Netherlands and Ireland

Country US GB NZ GW GE NW SE NL IRL

Societal index value for people

with preference for working in:

public service

(standard error)

1.38

(.66)

1.04

(.72)

1.18

(.64)

.97

(.72)

1.04

(.70)

.99

(.72)

1.01

(.75)

.97

(.65)

1.33

(.63)

private companies

(standard error)

1.29

(.61)

.79

(.72)

.97

(.67)

.78

(.72)

1.03

(.75)

.54

(.74)

.58

(.84)

.72

(.71)

1.20

(.72)

Eta .06 .16 .13 .12 .01 .28 .22 .16 .09

P value .00 .00 .02 .00 .91 .00 .00 .04 .00

N 1454 1204 1019 881 510 996 1078 619 880

It can very well be possible that there is an interaction between interest in public

service and gender therefore we conducted a regression analysis as shown in Table

3.21.
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Table 3.21 Standardized betas for 8 countries with societal index as dependent variable

Country US GB NZ GW GE NW SE NL IRL

Constant .74 .01 .49 .58 .35 -.27 -.78 -.11 .71

Sex .24** .19 .10 -.05 .20 .11 .24** .17 .08

Age -.05 .02 .07** .04 .13** .04 .14** .14** .05

Preference public service .22** .19 .10 .05 .05 .23** .24** .19 .16

Interaction sex and interest in

public service and gender -.23** .05 .04 .12 .12 .02 -.12 -.06 -.10

Educational level .04 .03 .04 .05 .01 .04 .07** -.09** .09**

Adj R squared .02 .06 .04 .02 .02 .09 .09 .06 .01

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

Here we see that the interaction between gender and sector preference is only an

issue in the US. Table 3.21 gives an in depth analysis of the table 3.20 because the

background variables gender and age are included. Now only the US and the two

Scandinavian countries have a significant beta for sector choice. The conclusion can

be that when selecting the candidates for a position in civil service the preference for

societal/altruistic values seems to be one of the predictors in at least three countries.

3.8 Conclusion and discussion

3.8.1 Summary of the main findings

We started this chapter by asking how and to what extent the different 'production

regimes' and other institutional differences found in the eight at hand would affect

work orientations. To what extent have these analyses illuminated this question?

One of the most striking and important findings was that welfare state

generosity in countries is negatively correlated with societal/altruistic value

orientation. This is a welcome addition to the discussion on the crowding out

hypothesis that says that welfare state provisions tend to crowd out social en intrinsic

attitudes. One of the important functions of this study is that this hypothesis is applied

to work values. As far as we know this has only be done by Houston (2009) in a very

marginal way.

Another finding is the relation between employment commitment and flexibility

to avoid unemployment. When people show employment commitment from a

promotion focus they are prepared to trade down their wishes in order to avoid
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unemployment. No such relation is visible with people that are committed from a

prevention focus.

Unemployment avoidance flexibility was related to all three value indices

(extrinsic, intrinsic and societal). There is a small negative effect of extrinsic values

on employment commitment with a promotion focus and a small positive effect of

intrinsic and societal values where the effect of intrinsic values is the strongest and

the most significant one.

The assumption that extrinsic values are not that important in the countries

with stronger welfare regimes is partly confirmed. In particular support to this

assumption was found for the Scandinavian countries and the Netherlands. Which

implies as shown in table 3.11 that these countries have a low score on all three

indices. One has to realize that in the Anglo Saxon world people have to rely more

heavily upon paid labor to meet a minimum standard of living by acquiring often more

than one job (Furåker 2011) therefore an orientation to more extrinsic features makes

sens.

When it comes to aggregate differences, it was shown that employment

commitment for prevention and promotion focus are not mutually exclusive. The

Eastern part of Germany and the Netherlands score relatively low and relatively high

on both focuses.

Employment commitment for promotion focus is highest in Eastern Germany

and Norway, followed by Sweden; something that could be expected when the

institutional characteristics of Scandinavian countries are taken into account. The

integration of most of the adult population into employment (see appendix), and the

work-enforcement mechanisms relating to social welfare is a possible explanation for

the results for the Scandinavian countries. The New Zealand result is surprising

because it does not fit into the overall pattern of the divide between coordinated and

liberal market economies. Further research has to be done here. There were some

findings from previous research that would predict a higher employment with

promotion focus commitment among unemployed than among employed people. In

Great Britain and to a lesser extent in the Netherlands we see such results. In all

other countries the reverse is true, that’s a higher employment commitment with

promotion focus among employed people.

Women prefer social work values. Women are more likely to work for social

motives than their male counterparts. People employed in public service or people
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with a preference to work in that sector score significantly higher on the societal

index. Working for a “higher goal” can be interpreted as search for the meaning of

life.

3.8.2 Contribution to theory and research

Contribution of this chapter to theory and research requires two sets of discussions: a

methodological discussion and a more conceptual discussion. The methodological

discussion is about the measurement of employment commitment. This study

showed that the Cronbach’s alphas are too low to measure employment commitment

in combined measure with the two items mentioned in. When we divide the two items

the promotion focus has the biggest effect.

On a more conceptual level this study showed that the intrinsic and societal

work values are strongly negative related to the welfare state generosity.

Since the promotion focused commitment is also related to welfare state

generosity, one could ask oneself if this relation reflects a deeper relation between

welfare state generosity and non-financial work motives. Flexibility to avoid

unemployment was inventoried and a new index was constructed to measure this

concept. The most important antecedents for flexibility to avoid unemployment are:

age, educational level and extrinsic work values (in a negative way) and in some

countries intrinsic work values in a positive way. So young well educated people with

intrinsic values are more likely to be flexible in case of unemployment.

It has to be recognized that within the framework of the current

operationalization of institutional variables only the welfare state generosity seems to

matter. Neither Union density nor employment protection explains variance. It was

not surprising to find a relation between promotion focus and flexibility to avoid

unemployment. But this is contrary to our expectations.

Earlier research results that women prefer societal work values was broadly

confirmed. There seems to be no link with the production regimes. It is recommended

to have a more “in depth analysis” into in which circumstances women prefer societal

values. Are these circumstances conditions beyond the scope of this study such as

family obligations? This is a topic for further study.

For the testing of the theory of Public Service Motivation at two important

aspects and types (Samaritans and Communitarians) this study confirms that the
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group of people that work for government or those who are interested in that sector

have considerably higher scores on the combined scale of two items:

 Having a job that is useful for society;

 Having a job that enables them to help other people.

It has long been assumed (Hult, 2005; Gallie, 2000) that the presence of a non-

financial commitment to work is important; this is measured with the combined scale.

This study shows that rather the absence of a financial commitment is more

important than the presence of a non-financial one. This also explains other factors

like flexibility to avoid unemployment. This matter is recommended to be further

investigated. Type of production regime seems to have little consequence for work

value preference. As already mentioned the range of western institutions might be so

small that a real test only can be possible if extremes are researched.

When studying the exit culture a clear finding is that within early exit cultures

there is a drop in employment commitment from a promotion focus around the age of

55. This is both surprising and as expected. Given the later entry in the labor market

one would expect that a promotion focus at later age would be more likely than in the

past. The current cohort obviously does not differ that much from the earlier cohorts.

3.8.2.1 Suggestions for further research

As has been mentioned earlier work values and preferences are being shaped in the

environment of an organizational setting. Therefore it is interesting to investigate

work values and organizational commitment. Whereas in this chapter the scope was

on employment commitment, in the next chapter organizational commitment will be

one of the issues to study in order to complete the picture.

Limiting itself to institutional and national differences it is self-evident that

these results cannot go into detail. Therefore more detailed national and international

studies in this area can put things into different perspectives and broaden the

explanatory factors. This study can only distinguish general trends and no detailed

explanations.
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Case studies or national studies can give more in depth insight. For example the

differences found between the Eastern and Western part of Germany would be

interesting issues for further research.

3.8.3 Limitations

As already mentioned 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 budgetary

reasons. This implies that operationalizations are suboptimal. However the big

advantage is that at least one can research a limited number of highly relevant

variables in a large number of countries that enables one to draw general

conclusions and leave detailed explanations for further studies more focused on

partial problems. Ideal would be a comparison from research using the same data

bases and operationalizations. To an important extent this study did achieve that. A

second issued is the use of single item measures. We have to make the same

remarks as in chapter 2. 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 ISSP studies have the strengths of generalizability and simplicity,

but are less than perfect in respect of accuracy.

It has to be realized that this has its implications for the comparability of

results. In other words the validation of the results will only be possible in a broad

survey of a similar nature with comparable questions.

Unfortunately the welfare state generosity index figures were from 2002. As

has been argued this does hardly affect the ranking of countries because welfare

state generosity and its difference between countries is a rather long term and stable

given the fact that the data gathering had to be before 2005 if there were a bias it

would be minimal. Another limitation lies in the choice of the countries surveyed one

has to take into account that the variation in institutional arrangements is limited

within the countries chosen. To get a proper assessment of international differences

it might have been useful to include countries like Russia the Dominican Republic.

However if one aims at a comparison among similar countries this is an advantage.
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3.8.4 Practical implications

The generous welfare states obviously do not trigger their citizens to take a job for

extrinsic reasons; however when it comes to avoiding unemployment and trading

down demands for a job in case of future unemployment a combination of intrinsic

and societal values and a prevention focus will make people more flexible; this

however differs by country. Institutional variables that count are welfare state

generosity and to a smaller extent unions. Not union density but membership of a

trade-union makes in some nations a difference in how people‘s work orientations are

shaped.

Recruiters and managers at government and government related institutions

should realize that employees in this sector are particularly driven by

societal/altruistic values. They should handle budget cuts and organizational

restructuring with care, due to the risk of crowding out the societal/altruistic and

helping work features, which determine the specificity of the civil service job.

Policy makers and employers in Germany should realize that there are

considerable differences in work values in the eastern and western part of the

country.

With the ageing problem high on the political agenda on basis of this research

one does not have to fear that a higher age on the moment of retirement would lead

to less promotion focus commitment. Further research will have to show if the effects

found are the result of age itself or of institutional arrangements related to age.
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Appendix 3.1: Description of institutional characteristics

The Nordic Model

Nordic industrial relations are characterized by a relative balance of power between

capital and labor compromises between capital and labor. Compromises between

employer’s associations and unions were concluded in an earlier stage in the two

Scandinavian countries we are surveying. A crucial element forms the cooperation in

the industrial area. The 'social democratic' model of Sweden and Norway puts more

emphasis on full employment and the labor-market participation of all adults. Within

postindustrial societies, Norway and Sweden exemplify smaller affluent welfare

states, with extensive public services, while the size of the public sector has

historically been smaller in the US and other Liberal Market Economies.

Norway

Full employment

Norway formalized the policy to achieve full employment by the National Strategy for

increased employment and “the solidarity alternative” (Ferner & Hyman, 1998),

including women regardless of whether they have small children or not (Svallfors &

Hult, 2002). Nevertheless there is unemployment of around 3% in Norway.

Rule/skill orientation

The management tends to be skill oriented (Dobbin & Boychuck, 1999).

Union Density

In Norway the (trade) union density is very high in mainly because of the fact that in

Norway unemployment registration is with the unions.

There is a union density of 53.34.

Welfare state generosity

Norway had a value of 41.8 in the Overall welfare generosity index 2002.

4
Figures of union density are taken from: Jelle Visser: Union membership statistics

in 24 countries. When data allowed it we took the figures of 2004 in all other cases the 2003 figures
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Unemployment

There are barriers for lay-offs therefore layoffs are expensive. Dismissal protection in

Norway appears to be strong in international comparison According to the OECD

(2004) index, a common international measure for the strictness of firing regulations,

Norway ranks 21st among 28 industrialized countries when it comes to dismissal from

regular employment.

Exit Culture

As most Scandinavian countries Norway has a late exit culture with 68% of the

population still working in the age interval between 55 and 64 Unemployment was

always low and therefore there was no reason to introduce early retirement (Hult,

2005). Rather than cutting benefits in order to make people prolong their working

lives, the policy focus has been on improving working conditions, personnel policy

and activation programmes (Hult, 2008).

Sweden

Full employment

For Scandinavian welfare states, moreover as for Anglo Saxon welfare states work

comes before welfare. But whereas this is the result of a necessity in Anglo-Saxon

welfare states (Scharpf & Schmidt, 2000) it is a matter of choice for Sweden.

Although the actual unemployment levels are around 5%.

Rule/skill orientation

Similar to Norway the management tends to be skill oriented.

Union Density

Compared to other countries union density is very high and scores 78.

Welfare state generosity

Sweden showed a score of score of 35.7 in the welfare state generosity index.

Unemployment

There are barriers for lay-offs therefore layoffs are expensive. Dismissal protection in

Sweden appears to be strong in international comparison According to the OECD
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(2004) index, a common international measure for the strictness of firing regulations,

Sweden ranks 22nd among 28 industrialized countries when it comes to dismissal

protection from regular employment.

Exit culture

Sweden has a late exit culture with 70% of the age group 55-64 still working. Also

Sweden did use early retirement for downsizing (Hult, 2005; Ebbinghaus, 2007). The

relatively high representation of older workers in Sweden has been coupled with

increasing difficulties for younger people to enter the labor market. Around 2005

however there were few signs of a policy change.

The Anglo Saxon model USA, Great Britain, Ireland and New Zealand

These countries are treated as a group because they are all Anglo Saxon and all can

be characterized as Liberal Market Economies.

New Zealand

The introduction of the 1991 Employment Contracts Act (ECA) completely dismantled

the long-standing industrial relations system of compulsory unionism (through union

shop clauses), centralized collective bargaining and a tribunal system which

automatically extended agreements to entire industries. By eliminating this system

and indeed all statutory protections for unions, the ECA radically transformed the

industrial relations landscape in New Zealand. As a result of these changes, union

density has rapidly fallen from among the highest in the world to levels projected to

approach that of the U.S. In a relatively short period of time, firms have been

catapulted from a largely protectionist, unionized environment into a land where it is

“as if Chicago School economists staged a coup d'état” (Guthrie, 2001).

Full employment

Full employment is an objective in New Zealand and long has been the goal for many

governments. After 1997, however, the ‘New Labor’ government set out to adjust the

liberal welfare state to conditions in which government economic policies could no

longer ensure full employment. (Rhodes in Scharpf & Schmidt, 2000).
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Rule/skill orientation

New Zealand is mostly categorized as a rule oriented country (Svallfors & Hult,

2004).

Union Density

Union density is 22% (this was 69% in 1980).

Welfare state generosity

New Zealand showed a score of score of 24.7 in the welfare state generosity index.

Unemployment

There are few barriers for lay-offs that make them relative inexpensive. Dismissal

protection in New Zealand appears to be weak in international comparison.

According to the OECD (2004) index, a common international measure for the

strictness of firing regulations, ranks 5th among 28 industrialized countries when it

comes to dismissal from regular employment.

Exit culture

New Zealand has a Medium Exit Culture. The pension scheme is based on the

Beveridge concept of poverty prevention instead of the Bismarckian system of the

Rhineland countries. Replacement rates are low. This country can on basis of the

OECD figures characterized as a Late Exit Culture.
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USA

The prominence of the non-union sector is the single most striking feature of

American employment relations. However, we are also mindful of the tradition of

unionization and collective bargaining in the USA.

Full employment

Full employment is still an issue in the USA (Scharpf & Schmidt, 2005).

Rule/skill orientation

The USA is mostly categorized as a rule oriented country (Dobbin & Boychuck,

1999).

Union Density

Union density is 12,5 (figure over 2004).

Welfare state generosity

The welfare generosity score of the US 18.9, which is low in an international

comparison.

Unemployment

There are few barriers for lay-offs that make them relative inexpensive. Dismissal

protection in US appears to be the weakest in international comparison. The well –

known principle of “easily hired”, easily fired still seems to apply. According to the

OECD (2004) index, a common international measure for the strictness of firing

regulations. The USA ranks 1st among 28 industrialized countries when it comes to

dismissal from regular employment.

Exit Culture

Together with Switzerland and the Nordic countries the USA has one of the highest

participation rates of people aged 55 or older (Dorn & Souza-Posa, 2006). Together

with the fact that the institutional constellation of a protection of senior rights (last in

first out) a high turnover and a reliability on general skills a Late Exit Culture is

common.
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Ireland

Ireland is seen by many as on the one hand having still very British characteristics in

their employment relations and on the other hand going from corporatism to

liberalism and back (von Prodzynsky in Ferner & Hyman, 1998).

Full employment

Full employment is far away for Ireland and the unemployment always has been high,

also given the labor market structure and the special position of agriculture.

Rule/skill orientation

It is generally agreed that liberal market economies are rule oriented. Since Ireland is

classified as a Liberal Market Economy (Hall & Soskice, 2001) it can be regarded as

a rule oriented country.

Union Density

Union density is 35.3 (was 50.3 in 1980).

Welfare state generosity

The welfare generosity score of Ireland was 25.3.

Unemployment

There are few barriers for lay-offs that make them relative inexpensive. Dismissal

protection in Ireland appears to be very weak in international comparison. According

to the OECD (2004) index, a common international measure for the strictness of firing

regulations, Ireland ranks 4th among 28 industrialized countries when it comes to

dismissal from regular employment.

Exit Culture

The Irish Exit Culture can be classified as Medium (OECD, 2006, Ebbinghaus, 2008).

However de Vroom argues that the exit culture is in the same range as the UK, the

same institutional characteristics can be found as in Great Britain therefore we

classify it as a medium exit culture. Contrary to other countries in Ireland it is the

women that exit early from paid labor.
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Great Britain

For a long time industrial relations in Great Britain have been characterized by the

“closed shop” system of union membership, that is the practice that workers must be

or become a trade-union member as a condition of employment (Edwards Hall,

Hyman Marginson Sisson Wadington & Winchester in Ferner & Hyman, 1998) and a

protection for dismissal. Nowadays the British have another system that is more

liberalistic, unionism has decreased as the protection for unemployment became far

out of reach.

Full employment

Until about 1973 Great Britain did come close to its ideal of full employment (Forde,

2008). Since then things deteriorated rapidly and a policy of full employment.

Rule/skill orientation

Great Britain is mostly categorized as a rule oriented country (Svallfors & Hult, 2004).

Union Density

Union density is 29.3 (this was 50% in 1980).

Welfare state generosity

Great Britain showed a score of score of 24.6 in the welfare state generosity index.

Unemployment

Expect for the act against unfair dismissal there are few barriers for lay-offs that

make them relative inexpensive. Dismissal protection in Great Britain appears to be

very weak in international comparison. According to the OECD (2004) index, a

common international measure for the strictness of firing regulations, Great Britain

ranks 2nd among 28 industrialized countries when it comes to dismissal from regular

employment.

Exit Culture

As far as the Exit Culture is concerned Great Britain can be characterized as a late

exit culture. One of the reasons is that replacement rates (the proportion of expected

income from work which is replaced by unemployment and related welfare benefits)
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are low therefore, where the median replacement rate for early retirement schemes is

74 per cent of previous income. To put this figure into perspective: In both Germany

and the Netherlands this lies around 90%. An additional problem is the occupation of

the spouse in the United Kingdom, workers with an employed spouse are less likely

to exit to early retirement (Schils 2008, p. 318).

The Rhineland model Germany and the Netherlands

Unlike traditionally liberal Britain and New Zealand, which had hardly developed

welfare states, both the Netherlands and Germany had reasonably generous welfare

states based on traditional Christian-democratic values in which welfare was

centered on the family, benefits were differentiated by status and gender, and the

core workforce of male breadwinners employed full-time until retirement were the

main beneficiaries. For both countries, in consequence, the challenges to the

traditional welfare state resulted not only from economic crisis, which came early in

the Netherlands and only very late in Germany, but also from the postindustrial

values represented by changing gender roles and patterns of work (Schmidt, 2002).

Germany

The history of industrial relations in Germany provides excellent examples of

cooperative labor-business relations and employee representation (Siegel, 2005;

Thelen, 2004; Streeck, 1994; Hall, 1994). For many decades, Germany has had a set

of institutionalized practices for wage bargaining that are highly coordinated, capable

of delivering wage restraint, and relatively stable economic progress. There is no

doubt that the resilience of the system depends partly on the satisfaction of

employers and employees with the results it has generated, and a standard

institutional logic can be adduced to explain why the system generates such returns.

Full employment

Full employment is no realistic option for Germany, the more because reunification

brought masses of unemployed eastern German.



133

Rule/skill orientation

According to Dobbin and Boychuck Germany can be characterized as a skill oriented

country.

Union Density

Union density is 22.6.

Welfare state generosity

The welfare generosity score of Germany was 26.6.

Unemployment

Dismissal protection in Germany appears as relatively stringent by international

comparison. According to the OECD (2004) index, a common international measure

for the strictness of firing regulations, Germany ranks 19th among 28 industrialized

countries when it comes to dismissal from regular employment.

Exit Culture

As has been mentioned under Great Britain the replacement rates for early

retirement are relatively high in Germany and the Netherlands (more than 90

percent). In Germany, the roots of the early-exit culture have grown deep, and there

was around 2005 no sign of a shift toward active ageing (De Vroom, 2004). In

Germany, only one in five older men (aged 60-64) works, and only half of the men in

the younger age-group (aged 55-59) work. Employment protection legislation in the

1960s and 1970s provided additional support for seniority rules in Germany

(Ebbinghaus, 2005). The Exit Culture is formed by on the one hand the favorable

replacement rates on the other hand as Shils puts it: in corporatist countries such as

Germany and to a smaller extent the Netherlands, strong ties between the firm and

the worker exist that are likely to result in increasing wages with seniority. This

implicates relatively expensive labor with growing age.

The Netherlands

In the 70s and 80s, the Netherlands, which had once been described as the ideal

typical “corporatist” country because of its highly cooperative labor management

relations and centralized concerted bargaining, there are many similarities with
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Germany. It had been seen as one of the more successful of consociational

democracies because of its consensual political relations by large coalition

governments (Schmidt, 2002).

After a temporary backlash the system regained its power and was able to

create masses of jobs (especially part-time jobs for women) by some referred to as

the Dutch miracle (Visser & Hemerijck, 1997).

Full employment

Full employment is no realistic option for the Netherlands.

Rule/skill orientation

The Netherlands have every characteristic of a skill oriented management.

Union Density

Union density is 22.6.

Welfare state generosity

The welfare generosity score of The Netherlands was 26.6.

Unemployment

Dismissal protection in the Netherlands appears to be moderately stringent in

international comparison. According to the OECD (2004) index, a common

international measure for the strictness of firing regulations, the Netherlands ranks

16th among 28 industrialized countries when it comes to dismissal from regular

employment.

Exit Culture

The Netherlands is an example of a highly complex institutionalized Early Exit Culture

(De Vroom, 2006). Participation rates of seniors are around 50%. The official age of

retirement is still sixty-five, but massive numbers of older wage-earners have been

channeled through a variety of early exit pathways, which varied from one sector,

firm, or group to another (Guilemard, 2001). In the Netherlands as in Germany strong

ties between the firm and the worker exist that are likely to result in increasing wages

with seniority and therefore relative expensive labor.
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Appendix 3.2: Cronbach’s alpha test on employment commitment and

insignificant correlations with institutional characteristics

Table A1 Traditional measures of employment commitment in the United States, Great Britain,
New Zealand, Germany, Norway, Sweden, The Netherlands and Ireland

Country US GB NZ GW GE NW SE NL IRL

Employment commitment (means) 61.20 57.00 63.30 60.60 63.50 71.10 65.10 62.00 60.20

Standard deviation 22.10 22.90 20.80 24.60 22.60 20.60 22.30 22.00 25.90

Cronbach’s alpha .27 .44 .41 .43 .30 .54 .61 .44 .50

N 1506 764 1205 1020 548 1229 1234 763 972
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Table A2 Correlations

Generosity
Promotion

Commitment
Prevention

Commitment
Unemploy-

ment rate 2005
Organizational
Commitment

Union Density
Employment
Protection

Flexibility to
avoid

unemployment

Generosity
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

1

9

-.811**
.008

9

.291

.448
9

-.055
.888

9

-.582
.100

9

.705**

.034
9

.743**

.022
9

-.397
.290

9

Promotion Commitment
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.811**
.008

9

1

9

-.214
.580

9

.336

.377
9

.324

.395
9

-.459
.214

9

-.441
.235

9

.345

.364
9

Prevention Commitment
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.291

.448
9

-.214
.580

9

1

9

.430

.248
9

-.156
.689

9

.318

.405
9

.462

.211
9

.149

.702
9

Unemployment rate 2005
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.055
.888

9

.336

.377
9

.430

.248
9

1

9

-.223
.565

9

.015

.970
9

.586

.097
9

.494

.176
9

Organizational commitment
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.582
.100

9

.324

.395
9

-.156
.689

9

-.223
.565

9

1

9

-.752*
.019

9

-.671**
.048

9

.680**

.044
9

Union Density
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.705**

.034
9

-.459
.214

9

.318

.405
9

.015

.970
9

-.752*
.019

9

1

9

.485

.186
9

-.571
.108

9

Employment Protection
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.743**

.022
9

-.441
.235

9

.462

.211
9

.586

.097
9

-.671*
.048

9

.485

.186
9

1

9

-.072
.854

9

Flexibility to avoid
unemployment

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.397
.290

9

.345

.364
9

.149

.702
9

.494

.176
9

.680*

.044
9

-.571
.108

9

-.072
.854

9

1

9

Generosity for
unemployment

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.638

.065
9

-.343
.366

9

.390

.299
9

.584

.099
9

-.231
.549

9

.329

.388
9

.806**

.009
9

.313

.413
9

Societal
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.706**
.033

9

.468

.204
9

-.121
.757

9

-.163
.674

9

.864**

.003
9

-.594
.092

9

-.751**
.020

9

.638

.064
9

Intrinsic
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.806**
.009

9

.748*

.020
9

.125

.750
9

.245

.525
9

.710**

.032
9

-.524
.147

9

-.575
.106

9

.682**

.043
9

Extrinsic
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.261
.497

9

.227

.557
9

.522

.149
9

.427

.252
9

.385

.306
9

-.273
.477

9

.027

.946
9

.731**

.025
9

HOFSTEDE
Power Distance Index

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.195
.614

9

.085

.829
9

-.342
.367

9

.304

.427
9

.122

.755
9

-.291
.448

9

.035

.930
9

.301

.431
9

HOFSTEDE
Individualism

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.586
.097

9

.200

.606
9

-.630
.069

9

-.573
.107

9

.297

.437
9

-.400
.286

9

-.780**
.013

9

-.246
.523

9

HOFSTEDE
Individualism

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.849**
.004

9

.856**

.003
9

-.081
.836

9

.185

.634
9

.710**

.032
9

-.696*
.037

9

-.585
.098

9

.587

.097
9

HOFSTEDE
Individualism

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.084
.831

9

.022

.956
9

.322

.398
9

.557

.119
9

.230

.552
9

-.570
.109

9

.389

.300
9

.596

.091
9
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Table A2 Correlations (continued)

Generosity for
unemployment

Societal Intrinsic Extrinsic
HOFSTEDE
Power Distance
Index

HOFSTEDE
Individualism

HOFSTEDE
Masculinity

HOFSTEDE
Uncertainty
Avoidance Index

Generosity
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.638

.065
9

-.706**
.033

9

-.806**
.009

9

-.261
.497

9

-.195
.614

9

-.586
.097

9

-.849**
.004

9

-.084
.831

9

Promotion Commitment
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.343
.366

9

.468

.204
9

.748**

.020
9

.227

.557
9

.085

.829
9

.200

.606
9

.856**

.003
9

.022

.956
9

Prevention Commitment
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.390

.299
9

-.121
.757

9

.125

.750
9

.522

.149
9

-.342
.367

9

-.630
.069

9

-.081
.836

9

.322

.398
9

Unemployment rate 2005
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.584

.099
9

-.163
.674

9

.245

.525
9

.427

.252
9

.304

.427
9

-.573
.107

9

.185

.634
9

.557

.119
9

Organizational commitment
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.231
.549

9

.864**

.003
9

.710**

.032
9

.385

.306
9

.122

.755
9

.297

.437
9

.710**

.032
9

.230

.552
9

Union Density
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.329

.388
9

-.594
.092

9

-.524
.147

9

-.273
.477

9

-.291
.448

9

-.400
.286

9

-.696**
.037

9

-.570
.109

9

Employment Protection
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.806**

.009
9

-.751**
.020

9

-.575
.106

9

.027

.946
9

.035

.930
9

-.780**
.013

9

-.585
.098

9

.389

.300
9

Flexibility to avoid
unemployment

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.313

.413
9

.638

.064
9

.682**

.043
9

.731**

.025
9

.301

.431
9

-.246
.523

9

.587

.097
9

.596

.091
9

Generosity for
unemployment

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

1

9

-.393
.295

9

-.263
.495

9

.099

.800
9

.283

.461
9

-.772**
.015

9

-.350
.355

9

.382

.311
9

Societal
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.393
.295

9

1

9

.847**

.004
9

.529

.143
9

.053

.892
9

.354

.350
9

.700**

.036
9

-.002
.996

9

Intrinsic
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.263
.495

9

.847**

.004
9

1

9

.589

.095
9

.069

.861
9

.157

.687
9

.888**

.001
9

.128

.743
9

Extrinsic
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.099

.800
9

.529

.143
9

.589

.095
9

1

9

-.304
.427

9

-.449
.226

9

.438

.239
9

.463

.209
9

HOFSTEDE
Power Distance Index

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.283

.461
9

.053

.892
9

.069

.861
9

-.304
.427

9

1

9

.334

.380
9

-.010
.980

9

.250

.517
9

HOFSTEDE
Individualism

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.772**
.015

9

.354

.350
9

.157

.687
9

-.449
.226

9

.334

.380
9

1

9

.186

.631
9

-.340
.370

9

HOFSTEDE
Masculinity

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-.350
.355

8

.700**

.036
9

.888**

.001
9

.438

.239
9

-.010
.980

9

.186

.631
9

1

9

.230

.552
9

HOFSTEDE
Uncertainty Avoidance Index

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.382

.311
9

-.002
.996

9

.128

.743
9

.463

.209
9

.250

.517
9

-.340
.370

9

.230

.552
9

1

9

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


