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Introduction

People work for different reasons, and find different aspects important in a job. For some an extrinsic reward, like good pay, is an important characteristic; whereas for others pay may be a prerequisite but work also intrinsically motivates them. Earlier research has examined individual determinants of extrinsic and intrinsic work motivations. It was found, for example, that women attach slightly more importance to intrinsic factors than men do (Bridges 1989; Marini et al. 1996). 

However, it is likely that not only individual characteristics, but also country characteristics are important in the formation of work motivations. Only a few studies have shown that countries vary in the extent to which workers attach importance to extrinsic and intrinsic motivations, but these have only examined country-by-country comparisons (Gallie 2007). In particular, Gallie showed that a greater social investment in improvement of the quality of work results in more intrinsically motivated employees, because especially countries which invest in the quality of work have highly intrinsically motivated employees. Although his research shows that there are more differences in preferences for intrinsic and extrinsic job aspects among employees in Denmark, Finland, Germany, Great Britain, and Sweden he concludes that the differences eventually predominantly come down to differences in workforce composition. 
In studies that compare only a few countries one-by-one, institutional and structural variation is much greater than the number of countries allows examining. Therefore, with such a design it is impossible to empirically test explanations for cross-national differences by institutional characteristics. It thus remains unclear whether, for example, the level of income inequality in a country, or the level of employment protection, affects individuals’ intrinsic and extrinsic work motivations. Moreover, due to the lack of empirical-analytical profundity, it is hard to tell from this research whether individual characteristics have a systematically differential impact on work motivations depending on the institutional structure within which they work. 
In this paper we will examine the extent to which countries vary in work motivations of workers, and whether this variation is systematically related to the institutional structure of the labour market. Furthermore, we will investigate whether the impact of individual characteristics affects work motivations differently across institutional contexts. More specifically, we analyze whether indicators of precariousness on the labour market affect work motivations differently in contexts that vary with regard to income inequality, employment protection and unemployment protection. 

To this aim we analyze European Value Study (EVS) data for sixteen countries and two time periods, with a total of 29 contexts. These data are very useful because they include an extensive list of issues that people may find important in their job. After having demonstrated that this list can be reduced to three dimensions of work motivations (extrinsic, intrinsic, and social job aspects), we examine the impact of individual and institutional characteristics on work motivations using multi-level models. The data for the labour market characteristics are based on data of the Organisation of Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). 
Our results show that individual characteristics best explain differences in job preferences. Especially the educational level influences preferences: higher educated employees, in comparison to lower educated workers, have a higher preference for intrinsic and social job aspects and a lower preference for the extrinsic dimensions of work. This finding that people with much human capital place less emphasis on extrinsic motivations relating to pay, indicates that the importance of pay grows if financial resources are less abundant. 

Labour market characteristics have limited, but in some cases important effects on work motivations. The level of income inequality and the unemployment rate have a negative influence on social work preferences, while the replacement rate has a positive influence. Furthermore, the level of income inequality positively affects the preferences for extrinsic job aspects and the unemployment rate influences the preferences for intrinsic job aspects negatively. Importantly, the effect of the institutional setting is no different for employees in precarious work positions; the structural and institutional variables have a comparable effect on all employees.
Individual characteristics and work motivations 
In the mid 1950s two studies in social psychology were responsible for making a distinction in occupational rewards that since then has been a leading principle in analyses by psychologists and sociologists on work motivation and job satisfaction (Johnson et al. 2007: 292). These studies were Rosenberg’s (1957) on occupational choice and Herzberg et al.’s (1959) on the characteristics of people’s actual job. Both studies state that the work reward has an extrinsic part, which means the context or situation of the job, and an intrinsic part which means the nature of the job tasks. So if workers stress the importance of income and the securities work offers, this indicates that they have an extrinsic or material work orientation. The goals these employees try to achieve are not directly related to work; favourable working conditions, such as not too much work stress, good working hours, and generous holidays, are highly important for employees with an extrinsic work orientation (De Witte et al. 2004: 256). On the other hand, employees however who emphasize the importance of the nature of the work tasks have an intrinsic or immaterial work orientation. Importantly, extrinsic and intrinsic motivations are not opposite ends of a continuum but rather two dimensions of work values.   

Some authors tried to further specify the extrinsic and intrinsic occupational rewards.
 Kalleberg (1977), for instance, distinguishes six job domains: one intrinsic dimension and five extrinsic dimensions. The intrinsic dimension deals with the job content. The other five extrinsic dimensions are convenience (work environment like work pressure), security of the job (financial and tenure), relationships (opinion on superiors, ambience at work), career opportunities (possibilities for promotion), and facilities to perform tasks well. 

Marini et al. (1996) differentiate the intrinsic part of a job in rewards that provide stimuli to show one’s capability and rewards that are social or altruistic. The extrinsic part is divided in the extrinsic rewards of pay and prestige and rewards providing security, independence, the possibility to decide one’s work tempo, and opportunities for leisure. 

Clark (2004) uses more or less the same classification as Kalleberg, although he uses it to determine the quality of a job. People’s opinion on the quality of a job however is closely related to the values they attach to a job. Clark divides the quality of a job in six categories: pay, hours of work, future prospects (promotion and job security), how hard or difficult the job is, job content (interest, prestige and independence), and interpersonal relationships.

Work has no inherent meaning of itself. It is individuals who attach various meanings to it. What is desirable in a job is therefore socially acquired. Characteristics relevant for differences in the process of socialization like gender, age, and educational attainment, are also related to differences in motivations to work differ. So far research mainly investigated what the effects of these characteristics individually are. The most studied individual characteristic is gender (Dæhlen 2005: 386; Johnson et al. 2007: 296). 

Gender

Due to the expectations society puts on them, men and women behave differently in social situations and take different roles. There used to be a time where the distribution in roles was very clear. If people got married men took on the financial responsibility, women became financially dependent upon their husbands and if any children were born women took care of the kids. The roles for men and women are nowadays much less pronounced. Marriage no longer means that women stop working. 
Studies show that men, more then women, feel they have a financial responsibility towards the child, even when men and women have a comparable pay (Walzer 1998; Cowan & Cowan, 1992). Walzer argues that both men and women live up to gendered ideals although it might be possible that they do not agree with the ideal types of parenthood. She claims that there are a number of ‘enforcement mechanisms’ that generate and strengthen the images of a good mother and a good father.

These different roles for men and women are likely to have their affect on the preferences for the various job characteristics. Early research on the influences of gender on job values shows that preferences are a reflection of the traditional gender roles. Female workers find ‘helping others’ and ‘personal rewards’ (the intrinsic aspects of a job) more important than male workers, while men find financial rewards and prestige (the extrinsic aspects) more important than women (Rosenberg 1957; Schwarzweller, 1960; Marini & Brinton 1984). However Bridges (1989) already finds a shift in preferences between men and women. She demonstrates that female college workers find both extrinsic and intrinsic aspects important while their male counterparts just value extrinsic job aspects. In a more recent study Marini et al. (1996) shows that there is much similarity between men and women in the various job aspects. Their research focuses on work values among male and female students. They find that both men and women equally value extrinsic rewards, but also that both men and women attach importance to the intrinsic and social job aspects, although women tend to find these aspects slightly more important than men. This is especially apparent for aspects like ‘helping others’, ‘a job that is useful for society’, ‘a job that gives you a chance to make friends’, and ‘a job which is interesting.’ 

Life course effects: age and household composition

As individuals move through the various stages of life their work values change. Age and the household composition are the two most prominent determinants of changing preferences in job characteristics over the life course.
 

Why do people of different ages vary in their work values? A difference in preferences for the various age groups is the result of the varying opportunities employees have during their life courses. Changing social roles as employees grow older is one of the factors that limits or enables the opportunities employees have. In the rush hour of life when employees, aged 25-45 years, marry and get children, the demands of family life changes their social roles, and therefore affects their job preferences. Latter on in life as workers grow older and they (gradually) withdraw from work life the job aspects which were once important to them, such as challenge and autonomy, become less relevant (Kalleberg & Loscocco 1983: 80).
Besides the influence of social roles on employees’ positions their opportunities are also tied to the characteristics of the job itself. Wages, for instance, are in most cases based on seniority. Thus, older workers are likely to have obtained more financial resources than younger workers (Kallenberg & Loscocco 1983: 79).
 

Marriage and parenthood are likely to affect preferences for the various job characteristics. Both events involve major changes in people’s lives. An effect of being married might be a higher preference for extrinsic aspects of the job. The purchase of a (bigger) home might heighten the material standards of living of the couple and therefore raise the interest in a more stable and well paid job. For another reason a well-paid job might be important in a marriage given that the spouses will find control over decision making of interest, good pay offers a source of power in the relationship (Gorman 2000).

People who are (becoming) a parent are likely to examine who they are, what their responsibilities are and what they find important in life. As a consequence of this evaluation their values (including job preferences) and beliefs might change (Johnson 2005: 353). Having children involves higher costs, because parents are not just financially responsible for their own well being but for the well being of their child(ren) as well. A possible effect of parenthood might therefore also be a heighten preference for the extrinsic aspects of work. 

In a single parent household the financial responsibility for the child(ren) rests with just one parent. This probably results in a heightened preference in these households for the extrinsic aspects of a job (Johnson 2005: 357). 

What will marriage and parenthood do for the preferences of the intrinsic job aspects? For parents intrinsic job aspects might become less important.
 In general interesting and challenging jobs are very demanding, especially for parents with young children who want to devote time to their children as well. Aspects that enable parents to combine work with family life might interest young parents more. It is not very likely that marriage will change the preferences for the intrinsic job aspects. 

The research on the effects of changes in family roles for job preferences mainly focuses on the extrinsic aspects of the job. Cross-sectional studies indeed show that marriage and parenthood are associated with greater emphasis on extrinsic rewards, but have no effect on preferences for intrinsic job aspects (Gorman, 2000). Holtzman and Glass (1999), however, find that for women parenthood diminishes their interest in the intrinsic job aspects because these aspects are to demanding in combination with the care for children. In her paper on the reciprocal influence of family roles and work values Johnson (2005) examines the effects marriage and parenthood have on the preferences for extrinsic and intrinsic job aspects. She finds that couples pay less interest to intrinsic job aspects as compared to singles. For fathers the extrinsic rewards are more important than for childless men. Whether mothers find extrinsic job aspects important depends on the marital status: especially single mothers find the extrinsic job aspects important.

Educational level

If people invest in education they want a return for this investment in their jobs. That might lead to a preference for the extrinsic job aspects, especially in the form of high pay, because education is a costly activity, but the reward of the investment could as well be an interesting or challenging job, the intrinsic aspects of a job, to be able to put the acquired skills into practice (Martin & Shehan 1989: 185). 

In his classical book Class and Conformity, Kohn (1977) demonstrates that education and occupational position ‑ indicators of social class ‑ influence what people value. He shows that men in higher social class position have a greater valuation for self-direction than men in lower class positions. “Education is important because self-direction requires intellectual flexibility and breadth of perspective than does conformity; tolerance of nonconformity, in particular, requires a degree of analytic ability that is difficult to achieve without formal education (Kohn 1977: 190).”
 In accordance with the greater valuation of self-direction, Kohn also shows that men of higher class positions judge jobs more by their intrinsic qualities, while men in lower class positions with a preference for conformity attach more importance to the extrinsic characteristics of jobs (Kohn 1977: 76). 

A more recent study also shows that educational attainment has a strong influence on preferences. In their research on the importance adolescents attach to the different work values, Johnson and Elder (2002) demonstrate that young people with a higher level of education value intrinsic job aspects more than adolescents who attained a lower level of education. Additionally, adolescents with a higher level of education find the extrinsic aspects of the job, such as stable and secure work, less important than their less educated counterparts. 
The negative effect of educational level on extrinsic work motivations is obviously not explained by a lower expectation to earn higher wages. Rather, following standard human capital theory it is likely that highly educated workers expect (and receive) higher wages than people with fewer qualifications. Instead, it is likely that extrinsic rewards become less important once they have been more or less ‘secured’. This line of reasoning is based on Inglehart’s ideas on values which we will discuss in the next paragraph. 
An additional reason for the higher prevalence of intrinsic motivations is, according to Johnson and Elder (2002) that intrinsic rewards are more likely in those jobs that highly qualified workers occupy. 

Structural and institutional characteristics and work motivations
What motivates people will not depend solely on individual preferences but on the possibility to realize preferences as well. Neo-institutionalists, like North (1990), claim that institutions facilitate but also limit individual behaviour: individual behaviour is embedded in an institutional context.
 It is likely that institutional and structural factors, like the unemployment rate, and the unemployment and employment protection arrangements as well, affect preferences. 

Research on the influences of labour market institutions mainly focuses on actual labour market behaviour; hardly any research investigates whether labour market institutions affect preferences for the various job characteristics. However research on the effects of labour market institutions on, for instance, the performance of the labour market provides robust results: institutions matter. Nickel et al. (2005), for example, claim that over half of the upward shift in equilibrium unemployment over the period 1960-1995 can be explained by changes in institutions. In other research Nickel (1997) showed that it is especially the replacement rate and the benefit duration that affect unemployment. Scarpetta (1996) draws the same conclusion: institutions play an important role in the persistence of unemployment. He discovers that it is in particular the generous unemployment benefits, employment protection, and high degree of unionization that cause the unemployment level to take more time to adjust. 

Why would labour market institutions matter for preferences as well? Job preferences are not given. The socialization process is one important determinant in work value orientations (Dæhlen 2005: 385). But the job itself
, work conditions and the experiences in and out of the labour market will also influence the preferences for the various job characteristics (Dæhlen 2005: 385). Mainly for the latter ‑ the experiences in and out of the labour market ‑ it is to be expected that labour market institutions affect preferences. 

A few studies examined the influence of the institutional setting on values. Although Hult and Svallfors (2002) do not test the effects of institutions on job preferences their study casts light on the impact institutions have on values. They claim that work attitudes vary as a result of differences in the institutional context. They find that the individuals in Scandinavian countries have the highest employment commitment (which means an individual’s non-financial commitment to paid work), but also that it is very hard to discern a pattern between work commitment and institutional setting. 

Gallie (2007) does test the influence labour market institutions like the welfare system, production regimes, and work reform policies have on job preferences. Based on the ideas that socialization, a hierarchy in needs, nature of work itself and institutional settings might affect preferences he uses an OLS regression to investigate whether countries score differently on the job preference orientation measure, which is the score on extrinsic job aspects of his respondents subtracted from their score on intrinsic job characteristics. 
The results at first glance are that the Scandinavian countries are more intrinsically orientated, while British and German workers prefer the extrinsic aspects of a job. However, when he examines the differences in job preferences closer it shows that the composition of the workforce explains a great deal of the variation between countries. The only institutional characteristic that affects preferences is the investment in the quality of jobs resulting in increased preferences for intrinsic job aspects. Yet, the design Gallie uses, a comparison of empirical analyses on five different countries, does not allow for a careful examination of the potential institutional effects on work motivations. 
In sum, research on institutional effects on work motivations is scarce, and has been unable to systematically examine different institutions that could be important. To cast some light on the institutional factors that may be relevant, we start from theories that explain how values are formed.  

In his research on values Inglehart (1977, 1990, 1997) emphasizes the importance of increasing levels of security. His ideas are based on Maslow’s theory of the satisfaction of basic human needs. According to Maslow there is a hierarchy in human needs. At the bottom of his ‘needs pyramid’ are the lower or fundamental needs, such as physiological needs, safety and social security. Only when these needs are fulfilled people will try to realize the so-called ‘higher’ needs, like appreciation and self-development. Based on Maslow’s ideas, Inglehart claims that an individual’s preferences reflect his socio-economic position: i.e., people will attach value to what is scarce. Applying Inglehart’s ideas to work values would mean that if the labour situation offers little safety or security (e.g., no career certainty, insufficient pay, or an unsafe working environment), people will attach greater importance to the extrinsic dimensions of a job, because these aspects – reflecting the lower needs ‑ are insufficiently satisfied. When the labour situation is secure – e.g., sufficient pay, secure job, etc. – the basic needs are fulfilled and people no longer need to be concerned about these needs and could therefore instead focus on the realization of higher needs.

With the existence of labour market and welfare state arrangements paid work no longer is essential to provide security. Well-developed social security systems guarantee the satisfaction of basic human needs. As a result, people therefore might no longer need to focus on the extrinsic needs of a job, but could focus on the satisfaction of the intrinsic needs of a job. 

The labour market institutions that are likely to influence workers’ judgments about jobs are the replacement rate of the unemployment benefit, employment protection legislation, and the distribution of incomes. 

A relatively high replacement rate means that employees who lose their job are still able to maintain a comparable standard of living as in a paid job. This feeling of security is likely to make employees less interested in extrinsic job aspects, because the basic needs seem to be fulfilled. Therefore, we expect that the higher the replacement rate of the unemployment benefit the less important employees will find the extrinsic job aspects. 
Legislation to protect employees means both regulations concerning hiring (e.g. rules favouring disadvantaged groups, conditions for using temporary or fixed-term contracts, and training requirements) and firing (e.g. redundancy procedures, mandated prenotification periods and severance payments, and special requirements for collective dismissals). Insecurity about future finances –which means that future finances are ‘scarce’ ‑ makes employees more interested in a higher current pay so they will have a buffer if they loose their job in the future. Dismissal legislation thus smoothes the income stream in case of job loss. Therefore, we expect that if there is hardly any employment protection legislation the interest of employees for the extrinsic job aspects will be higher. 
If the spread in income is unequally distributed a well paid job, one of the items of the cluster of extrinsic job aspects, is scarce. Thus, the more unequal the distribution of income is the more important employees will find extrinsic job aspects.
If the claim that scarcity makes a job aspect preferable holds on the level of the individual, the micro level, it might hold as well on the macro level. So in time of economic prosperity individuals feel secure about the extrinsic aspects of their jobs which might make employees less interested in extrinsic job aspects and more interested in the intrinsic aspects of a job. However if the labour situation is insecure, as is the case with rising levels of unemployment, employees first want to satisfy their basic needs and value the extrinsic aspects of a job highly. Therefore, we expect that the higher the level of unemployment the more important extrinsic job aspects will be.
So far the focus of the influence of the labour market characteristics is on the extrinsic aspects of the job. Because extrinsic and intrinsic values are not opposite ends of a continuum but two dimensions of work values it is not necessarily the case that the labour market characteristics have the opposite effect for the intrinsic job aspects. The studied labour market institutions mainly focus on securing basic needs. We therefore expect the labour market characteristics to have the strongest effect on preferences for extrinsic job aspects. 
The basic idea of labour market policy and welfare state arrangements is to aid especially those who are in need of help or in a precarious work position. What exactly does a precarious work position mean? Precarious work is work of low quality, e.g. low wages, low job security, limited control over workplace conditions, and less opportunity for training and career progression. It thus involves instability, lack of protection, insecurity and social or economic vulnerability. It is not just one aspect that causes an employee to be in a precarious position; it rather is a combination of aspects that causes precariousness (Barbier et al. 2002). 

The existence of a (generous) unemployment benefit, of employment protection legislation, and of an equal distribution of incomes or the lack thereof is likely to affect employees in precarious positions mostly. Therefore we expect that the labour market characteristics have a more prominent effect on preferences of employees in precarious positions than on the preferences of employees in more favourable positions. 

To sum up, based on the theoretical insights on individual characteristics we expect that the socialization process will affect the preferences for the various job aspects, but that the effect of this process on preferences is in turn influenced by the structural and institutional characteristics of the labour market. Furthermore we expect that the labour market characteristics will have a stronger effect on employees in a precarious work position than employees who have a more favourable work position. 

Data and methods

To test the hypotheses we use data of the European Value Study (EVS) for the preferences on job aspects, and data of the Organisation of Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) for the labour market characteristics. 

The EVS is a large-scale, repeated cross-sectional survey that investigates fundamental value patterns among European people; the first survey took place in 1981 and had a follow up in 1990 and 1999. It gathers information on the importance of different aspects in various domains. Work is one of them. Democracy, religion, and family-life are others. The work aspects mentioned in the questionnaire are: 

•
good pay;

•
not too much pressure;

•
good job security;

•
a job respected by people in general;

•
good hours;

•
an opportunity to use initiative;

•
generous holidays;

•
a job in which you feel you can achieve something;

•
a responsible job;

•
a job that is interesting;

•
a job that meets one’s abilities;

•
pleasant people to work with;

•
good chances for promotion;

•
a useful job for society;

•
meeting people;

•
good physical working conditions;

•
to have time off at the weekends.

Respondents had to indicate with a simple yes or no if they found these seventeen job aspects important or not. 

To figure out what the trends in preferred job aspects are we use the data for 16 countries. These countries are Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Great Britain and United States. They are in some respects similar to each other – they all have a similar level of prosperity ‑ but differ in other respects such as the labour market institutions and how they deal with labour market problems. 

All respondents regardless of employment status answered the EVS question on importance of job aspects. Because we are interested in people’s motives to work and the aspects they prefer in a job just those respondents who have a job are relevant for an analysis on job preferences; thus only the answers of the fulltime and part-time employees are taken into account. 

The aspects ‘good physical working conditions’ and ‘to have time off at the weekends’ were only part of the 1999 survey and not all participating countries asked the respondents how they felt about these aspects, therefore these aspects are not part of the empirical analysis. 

The observed scores for the job aspects per survey for all selected countries and the results per country and per survey are depicted in Appendix A. In general most employees have a preference for ‘good pay’, ‘good job security’, ‘a job in which you can achieve something’, ‘a job that is interesting’, and ‘pleasant people to work with’. 

To give a clear insight in the trend in preferred job aspects the number of job items the EVS distinguishes is too large. Clustering the different variables offers a solution. For the analysis we used an exploratory factor analysis (Kim and Mueller 1978: 9): a principal axis factoring procedure with a rotation which allows for correlation of the factor scores and with eigen values for the observed factors greater than one. The results of the analysis are depicted in Appendix B. The various job aspect items can be grouped in three factors; however, it is not straightforward how these factors should be labelled. Clear is that in 1981, 1990 and, 1999 the job aspects ‘not too much pressure’, ‘good hours’, and ‘generous holidays’ are grouped in one factor which seems to point to the extrinsic aspects of work. ‘An opportunity to use initiative’, ‘a job in which you feel you can achieve something’, ‘a responsible job’, ‘a job that is interesting’, and ‘a job that meets one’s abilities’ go in another cluster for each of the distinguished surveys. All these aspects deal with an individual’s intrinsic motivation to work. The third factor does not seem to have a single aspect that clearly belongs to it. 

An extra exploratory analysis is necessary to demonstrate in which factor(s) the ‘ambiguous’ aspects fit best. Appendix B also shows the results of the extra exploratory analysis, which is an analysis in which the job aspect items have to be assigned to two factors. Now ‘good pay’ is in each of the surveys an item belonging to the extrinsic job aspects factor. The items ‘a useful job for society’ and ‘meeting people’ seem to best fit in the cluster of the intrinsic job aspects, although this labelling does not hold for each survey. Even after the second exploratory analysis the items ‘a respected job’, ‘pleasant people to work with’ and, ‘good chances for promotion’ do not fit well in either of the factors. Based on these results, excluding these items from the analysis would be the best option. However looking at the observed scores on the various job aspects, depicted in Appendix A, the majority of the employees find ‘pleasant people to work with’ an important job characteristic. It is too relevant to be left out of an analysis on individual job preferences. Therefore we assign the item ‘pleasant people to work with’ to the undefined third factor of the first exploratory analysis. The lower observed scores for the items ‘a respected job’ and ‘good chances for promotion’ and their ambiguity (both items can be seen as an extrinsic and intrinsic motive to work) made us decide to exclude them from the analysis. The exploratory analysis thus results in dividing the various items in three factors labelled extrinsic job aspects, intrinsic job aspects and social job aspects.
 

A reliability test helps to test if the results of the exploratory factor analysis are robust. It shows the same results as the exploratory factor analysis: the extrinsic motives factor and intrinsic motives factor have an acceptable score for Cronbach’s alpha for each survey. The results are reported in table 1. 

[Table 1 about here]

The results of the reliability tests for individual countries are summarized in Appendix C. With the results of the exploratory factor analysis in mind it is not surprising that the scores on the reliability tests are not good for all countries individually. For instance, the scores for France on the extrinsic motives factor and intrinsic motives factor are rather low. Sometimes the score drops for just one survey, as is the case in Portugal for the intrinsic motives factor in 1999. In general however the scores of the reliability test for he three factors are in most countries satisfactory.

To test the influence of different individual and labour market characteristics on the job preferences a simple regression model is not the most appropriate model. If the institutional setting of the labour market is a significant determinant for the preferences of job aspects it probably affects the opinions of all employees working under these institutional conditions to the same extent. In other words the data have a hierarchical structure or are nested. Taking all individuals separately in the analysis without identifying the country they live and work in will therefore lead to biased results (Hox 2002). With multilevel models it is possible to test the influence of a higher level of analysis. 

The higher level of analysis in this research is a combination of the country level and the year of survey. Some major macro economic developments apply to a particular year and might have different effects on the labour market characteristics in a specific country which in turn might have an effect on preferences for all the individuals of the specific country. To test the effects of the country and year level we used a fixed effects model with a random intercept.

The data on the unemployment rate, the replacement rate, and the income inequality are available for all years under survey (see Appendix E). Data on the employment protection legislation are missing for 1981. For reasons of comparability we decide to use just the data of 1990 and 1999. 

The data of the social job aspects factor are dichotomous thus a logistic regression analysis is necessary to test the effects of individual and labour market characteristics for this factor.

To examine whether employees in precarious work positions have different job preferences in comparison to employees in non-precarious positions we also test models which combine the influence of a specific labour market characteristic and its interaction effect with the educational level and the income level. The categorization of the educational level is a very rough one. The EVS data just distinguishes three categories, lower, middle, and upper educational level. The unit of the income level is the household and is also roughly categorized in three levels, where the low income level consists of the first, second and third decile, the medium income level exists of the fourth and fifth decile and the remaining deciles form the high income level. 
Results

Before examining the data by regression analyses a quick scan of the data can already provide some insight in possible trends in preferences for the various job aspects factors. Figures 1 and, 2 illustrate this examination.

[Figure 1 about here]

Although it is hard to compare scores of the different factors with each other because the factors do not consist of an equal number of items and because the tests of items belonging to the factors are not equally robust, figure 1 does show that a large majority of the male and female employees finds the social aspects of a job important. More women than men value theses aspects. The shares hardly change over time. For the extrinsic job aspects the opposite holds more men than women find extrinsic aspects important but over time the fractions tend to converge. More women than men attach relevance to the intrinsic job facets; however the difference between men and women seems to diminish as well. 

[Figure 2 about here]

Figure 2 shows that for all three job aspect factors the relevance of these job aspects slightly diminishes with age. In 1990 the 55-64 aged break the trend, because they find extrinsic, intrinsic and social job aspect more important than the directly preceding age category. 

The underlying numbers of the presented figures are reported in Appendix D, along with the observed mean scores of the preferences for the job aspects factors per household type, per educational level, and per country. 

Table 2, 3, and, 4 report the results of the multilevel regression analyses. A first general finding of the analyses is that the model fit of all models is rather low and furthermore that most coefficients have quite small values as well. 

The results for the extrinsic job aspects, reported in table 2, show that of the individual characteristics the educational level has the most pronounced effect on preferences. The more educated employees are the less important extrinsic job aspects become. Other effects are that women find extrinsic job aspects slightly more important than men, and employees in the age category 45 – 54 years and 55 – 64 years value aspects, like good pay and good working hours, more than employees in the age category 35 – 44 years. The other individual characteristics have no significant effect on preferences for the extrinsic job aspects. Of the labour market characteristics only the level of income inequality influences preferences for the extrinsic job aspects: the more unequal the income distribution the more important extrinsic job aspects are. The interaction effects between the labour market characteristics and the indicators for precariousness have no effect on the extrinsic job preferences. The educational level and income level both have a negative effect on preferences for the extrinsic dimension of a job but this effect is not more pronounced for the employees in precarious positions.
For the preferences for intrinsic job aspects the educational level is also the individual characteristic with the most significant effect: the higher the educational level the more important intrinsic job aspects will be. Table 3 also shows that all other individual characteristics, except the household type singles with children, have no influence on the preferences for the intrinsic job aspects. For singles with children the intrinsic job aspects are in comparison to couples who have no children less important. The unemployment rate is the only labour market characteristic that influences the preferences for intrinsic job aspects; it has a negative effect on preferences. Taking the interaction effects between the labour market characteristics and the indicators for precariousness into account shows that the labour market characteristic in model 5 has no effect on intrinsic job preferences but the income level does. Testing the influence of the interaction effects for the level of income inequality, model 9, shows that while the level of income inequality by itself (model 8) has no effect on preferences it does in combination with the interaction effects for precariousness. The level of income inequality in model 8 affects the preferences for the intrinsic aspects, in a positive sense. However the main effect of the Gini coefficient in model 9 indicates the effect of the Gini coefficient on preferences if the other variables, educational level and income level, are zero which is not very likely. So it is mainly the coefficients of the interaction effects that have explaining capacity. The interaction effects however are not significant. 

The results for the social job aspects are reported in table 4. Female and higher educated employees have higher odds of finding social job aspects more important than respectively male and lower educated employees. As concerned for age, younger employees, the 15 – 24 years and 25 – 34 years old, have a higher probability to find social job aspects more important than employees aged 35 – 44 years. The effect is the most prominent for the youngest age category. Single parents are the only household type with deviating preferences for social job aspects. The odds that single parents will find having nice colleagues to work with an important job aspect are lower than for a couple without children. Of the labour market characteristics the unemployment rate decreases the chance that employees will find social job aspects important, while the replacement rate increases the chance. A more unequal income distribution also diminishes the chance employees will find pleasant people to work with an important job aspect. Employment protection legislation has no effect on preferences for the social job aspects. Including the interaction effects between the different labour market characteristics and the indicators for precariousness shows that the replacement rate (model 5) and income inequality (model 9) affect the preferences of low educated and highly educated employees and low paid and well paid employees to the same extent because the interaction effects have no significant effect on preferences. However adding the interaction effects does make the variable educational level loose its effect. Combining the labour market characteristic employment protection with the indicators for precariousness (model 7) results in an increased probability that employees attach importance to social job aspects and that especially holds for higher educated employees. In this model the variable educational level also looses its effect.

Table 5 reports the variance components of the different models. The results of these tests show that the variance in the error term on the individual level is much larger than on the country and year level indicating that multilevel modelling indeed is the appropriate method of analysis. A model testing the effect of income inequality (model 8) best describes the variance on the country and year level for the preferences for extrinsic job aspects. Model 3, which takes the effect of the unemployment rate into account, explains the variance on the country and year level for the intrinsic job aspects best. For the social job aspects all labour market characteristics add to an explanation of the variance on the country and year level, but the unemployment rate (model 3) and the replacement rate (model 4) show the best results. The small differences in educational level within the country and year level indicate that the effect of labour market characteristics is not likely to vary much for the employees in precarious work positions. 

Conclusions

We investigated the extent to which preferences for the extrinsic and intrinsic aspects of a job vary for individual characteristics and whether the impact of individual characteristics affects work motivations differently across institutional contexts. Furthermore we examined whether the structural characteristics the level of income inequality, employment protection and unemployment protection, affect especially the preferences of employees in precarious work positions – the low educated and low paid employees.

Our research shows that based on the items listed in the EVS questionnaire on importance of different job characteristics the distinction between extrinsic and intrinsic job aspects needs to be extended with an extra dimension, the social aspects of a job. 

To test the influence of individual and labour market characteristics on preferences for the three job aspects clusters we used a multilevel analysis. 
The results of these analyses show that the individual characteristics have a more pronounced effect on preferences than the labour market characteristics. 

It is especially the educational level that contributes to explaining differences in job preferences. Employees with a higher educational level have a preference for intrinsic and social job aspects and value extrinsic job aspects less in comparison to lower educated employees. Although an investment in education is a costly activity the expected returns for such an investment are non material. The limited interest in extrinsic job aspects probably is a result of the availability of rewards as well. The higher educated employees mostly have a well paid job so the extrinsic job aspects are not a scarce ‘product’ and therefore not that important for the higher educated. 
While theoretical claims (Kalleberg & Loscocco 1983; Loscocco & Kallenberg 1988) suggest age to have a clear effect on work preferences our results show that age only has a modest effect on job preferences. Older workers, in particular those aged 54–64 years, have a higher preference for the extrinsic aspects and employees aged 15–34 years have a higher probability of valuing social job aspects in comparison to the 35–44 years old. These results might indicate that those aged 55-64 years who still work need to work because they are not entitled (yet) to early retirement arrangement and have to work to secure their basic (financial) needs. For the younger employees the social aspects of the job may be important because their social network is relatively small and work is a good opportunity to extend the network. However further research is needed to test the validity of these ideas.
Although parenthood is a major change in people’s life (Johnson 2005) it has no significant effect on work values. Nor does marriage affects the preferences significantly. A break up however does affect what employees find important in a job. That is especially apparent if there are children involved because the single parents are the only household type with deviating preferences. For those households extrinsic aspects of a job are more important than the intrinsic and social job dimensions. 
For the last individual characteristic, gender, our analysis shows, in contrast with results of previous studies, that women find extrinsic job aspects slightly more important than men. This however is not a very striking result. In most countries studied different policy instruments were introduced to replace the male breadwinner model by a dual breadwinner model providing women with a financial incentive ‑ an extrinsic reward ‑ to participate on the labour market. It is likely that women are making up their ‘deficit’ with respect to preferences for extrinsic aspects of a job. Furthermore, in line with previous research, men and women do equally value the intrinsic job aspects, but female employees find social job aspects more important than male workers. 

Adding labour market characteristics to a model with just individual characteristics hardly changes the explaining capacity of the individual characteristics for differences in job preferences, indicating that the labour market characteristics themselves have only a modest effect on preferences. That especially holds for the extrinsic and intrinsic job aspects. However labour market characteristics do affect the preferences for social job aspects. Our findings are therefore not in accordance with Gallie’s (2007) – one of the very few studies on the influence of institutions on work preferences ‑ who claims that after correcting for the composition of the work force the institutional setting has hardly any effect on job preferences. 
The labour market characteristic with the strongest effect on the preferences for the social dimension of a job is the level of income inequality. It has a negative influence. The other labour market characteristics which affect preferences for the social aspects of a job are the level of unemployment, which has a negative impact as well, and the replacement rate, which has a positive influence. Furthermore, the level of income inequality also influences the preferences for extrinsic job aspects, but in a positive sense, and the level of unemployment also has a negative effect on the preferences for intrinsic job aspects. The analysis thus shows that the basic idea that scarcity makes a job aspect attractable which should especially hold for the extrinsic job aspects has limited validity. Our results show that the preferences for these aspects are relatively inelastic. The aspects however that seem most affect by the scarcity idea are the job aspects with a social dimension. Because the social aspect is not a basic need that should be fulfilled by working changes in labour market characteristics therefore have a stronger effect on these aspects; they are more elastic. The relatively unaffectedness of preferences for intrinsic job aspects for labour market characteristics is probably the result of the nature of these aspects. Intrinsic aspects are tied to the job itself and labour market characteristics have little to do with the specific content of a job. Therefore it is likely that the job itself, or working conditions in the organization and firm size are more relevant determinants for the intrinsic job preferences. 
Finally the interaction effects between the labour market characteristics and the indicators of precariousness show that the job preferences of employees in precarious positions ‑ the lower paid and lower educated employees ‑ are not differently affect by the labour market institutions then those of higher educated and higher paid employees. 
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Tables and figures

	Table 1 

Results of the reliability test, total 

	Factors
	Job aspects 
	Cronbach’s alpha

	
	
	1981
	1990
	1999

	Extrinsic 
	· good pay;

· not too much pressure; 

· good job security;

· good hours; 

· generous holidays.
	.648
	.651
	.642

	Intrinsic 
	· an opportunity to use initiative;

· a job in which you can achieve something; 

· a responsible job; 

· a job that is interesting; 

· a job that meets one abilities;

· a useful job for society; 

· meeting people.
	.761
	.732
	.734

	Social 
	· pleasant people to work with
	-
	-
	-

	


Figure 1 

Importance of the extrinsic, intrinsic and social job aspects by sex

mean scores 
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Source: EVS

Figure 2

Importance of the extrinsic, intrinsic and social job aspects by age categories

mean scores 
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	Table 2
Regression results: Extrinsic job aspects



Multilevel analyses, 1990-1999

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3a
	Model 4
	Model 5b

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	4.137***
	4.304***
	4.576***
	4.559***
	4.785***

	
	(0.086)
	(0.113)
	(0.191)
	(0.181)
	(0.200)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sex (male = 0, female = 1)
	
	0.083*
	0.087**
	0.083*
	0.093*

	
	
	(0.033)
	(0.034)
	(0.033)
	(0.036)

	Age
15 – 24 year
	
	-0.031
	-0.019
	-0.031
	-0.065

	
	
	(0.064)
	(0.065)
	(0.064)
	(0.071)

	Age
25 – 34 year
	
	-0.020
	-0.014
	-0.020
	-0.021

	
	
	(0.046)
	(0.046)
	(0.046)
	(0.049)

	Age
45 – 54 year
	
	0.095*
	0.100*
	0.095*
	0.109*

	
	
	(0.047)
	(0.048)
	(0.047)
	(0.051)

	Age
55 – 64 year
	
	0.143*
	0.150*
	0.142*
	0.135*

	
	
	(0.062)
	(0.063)
	(0.062)
	(0.068)

	Educational level
	
	-0.118***
	-0.115***
	-0.117***
	-0.106***

	
	
	(0.023)
	(0.023)
	(0.023)
	(0.026)

	Household:
Single, no children
	
	0.072
	0.068
	0.072
	0.011

	
	
	(0.063)
	(0.064)
	(0.063)
	(0.070)

	Household:
Single, with children
	
	-0.076
	-0.077
	-0.077
	-0.131

	
	
	(0.077)
	(0.078)
	(0.077)
	(0.084)

	Household:
Couple, with children
	
	-0.026
	-0.023
	-0.027
	-0.055

	
	
	(0.059)
	(0.060)
	(0.059)
	(0.064)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Income level
	
	
	
	
	-0.097***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.026)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Standardized unemployment rate (SUR)
	
	
	-0.021
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.012)
	
	

	Replacement rate (RR)
	
	
	
	-0.017
	-0.017

	
	
	
	
	(0.010)
	(0.010)

	
Interaction effect: RR and education
	
	
	
	
	-0.000

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.001)

	
Interaction effect: RR and income
	
	
	
	
	-0.000

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.001)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Restricted log-likelihood
	-47,507.57
	-45,180.98
	-43,879.76
	-45,183.15
	-37,671.48

	Explaining capacity model compared to model 1(%)
	
	4.9
	
	4.9
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** = (p<.001)

** = (p<.01)

* = (p<.05)

a: Missing unemployment data for Austria in 1990.
b: Missing income data for Sweden in 1990.


	Table 2
Regression results: Extrinsic job aspects

continued



Multilevel analyses, 1990-1999

	
	Model 6
	Model 7a
	Model 8
	Model 9a

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	4.201***
	4.414***
	3.902***
	3.960***

	
	(0.180)
	(0.188)
	(0.179)
	(0.184)

	
	
	
	
	

	Sex (male = 0, female = 1)
	0.084*
	0.093*
	0.084*
	0.093*

	
	(0.033)
	(0.036)
	(0.033)
	(0.036)

	Age
15 – 24 year
	-0.031
	-0.062
	-0.032
	-0.071

	
	(0.064)
	(0.071)
	(0.064)
	(0.071)

	Age
25 – 34 year
	-0.020
	-0.020
	-0.021
	-0.024

	
	(0.046)
	(0.049)
	(0.046)
	(0.049)

	Age
45 – 54 year
	0.095*
	0.109*
	0.095*
	0.110*

	
	(0.047)
	(0.051)
	(0.047)
	(0.051)

	Age
55 – 64 year
	0.143*
	0.134*
	0.143*
	0.136*

	
	(0.062)
	(0.068)
	(0.062)
	(0.068)

	Educational level
	-0.118***
	-0.071*
	-0.115***
	-0.134***

	
	(0.023)
	(0.035)
	(0.023)
	(0.035)

	Household:
Single, no children
	0.072
	0.008
	0.071
	0.010

	
	(0.063)
	(0.070)
	(0.063)
	(0.070)

	Household:
Single, with children
	-0.076
	-0.130
	-0.077
	-0.132

	
	(0.077)
	(0.084)
	(0.077)
	(0.084)

	Household:
Couple, with children
	-0.026
	-0.053
	-0.027
	-0.056

	
	(0.059)
	(0.064)
	(0.059)
	(0.064)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Income level
	
	-0.085**
	
	-0.094**

	
	
	(0.032)
	
	(0.033)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Employment protection legislation (EPL)
	0.008
	0.011
	
	

	
	(0.011)
	(0.011)
	
	

	
Interaction effect: EPL and education
	
	-0.003
	
	

	
	
	(0.002)
	
	

	
Interaction effect: EPL and income
	
	-0.001
	
	

	
	
	(0.001)
	
	

	Gini coefficient
	
	
	0.029**
	0.038***

	
	
	
	(0.010)
	(0.010)

	
Interaction effect: Gini and education
	
	
	
	0.002

	
	
	
	
	(0.001)

	
Interaction effect: Gini and income
	
	
	
	-0.000

	
	
	
	
	(0.001)

	
	
	
	
	

	Restricted log-likelihood
	-45,184.30
	-37,669.82
	-45,181.05
	-37,665.28

	Explaining capacity model compared to model 1(%)
	4.9
	
	4.9
	

	
	
	
	
	

	*** = (p<.001)

** = (p<.01)

* = (p<.05)

a: Missing income data for Sweden in 1990.


	Table 3
Regression results: Intrinsic job aspects



Multilevel analyses, 1990-1999

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3a
	Model 4
	Model 5b

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	6.516***
	5.845***
	6.297***
	6.036***
	5.699***

	
	(0.116)
	(0.163)
	(0.259)
	(0.256)
	(0.279)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sex (male = 0, female = 1)
	
	-0.022
	-0.034
	-0.022
	0.011

	
	
	(0.051)
	(0.052)
	(0.051)
	(0.056)

	Age
15 – 24 year
	
	0.018
	0.011
	0.018
	-0.002

	
	
	(0.099)
	(0.100)
	(0.099)
	(0.109)

	Age
25 – 34 year
	
	0.036
	0.045
	0.036
	0.016

	
	
	(0.070)
	(0.071)
	(0.070)
	(0.076)

	Age
45 – 54 year
	
	0.100
	0.103
	0.100
	0.088

	
	
	(0.073)
	(0.074)
	(0.073)
	(0.078)

	Age
55 – 64 year
	
	0.126
	0.142
	0.125
	0.075

	
	
	(0.095)
	(0.096)
	(0.095)
	(0.104)

	Educational level
	
	0.357***
	0.357***
	0.358***
	0.346***

	
	
	(0.035)
	(0.035)
	(0.035)
	(0.039)

	Household:
Single, no children
	
	0.070
	0.064
	0.070
	0.009

	
	
	(0.098)
	(0.099)
	(0.098)
	(0.107)

	Household:
Single, with children
	
	-0.348**
	-0.346**
	-0.348**
	-0.389**

	
	
	(0.118)
	(0.120)
	(0.118)
	(0.129)

	Household:
Couple, with children
	
	-0.097
	-0.093
	-0.097
	-0.180

	
	
	(0.091)
	(0.093)
	(0.091)
	(0.099)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Income level
	
	
	
	
	0.087*

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.041)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Standardized unemployment rate (SUR)
	
	
	-0.034*
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.016)
	
	

	Replacement rate (RR)
	
	
	
	-0.013
	-0.009

	
	
	
	
	(0.013)
	(0.013)

	
Interaction effect: RR and education
	
	
	
	
	0.001

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.001)

	
Interaction effect: RR and income
	
	
	
	
	0.002

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.001)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Restricted log-likelihood
	-56,572.56
	-53,796.99
	-52,259.72
	-53,799.93
	-44,848.91

	Explaining capacity model compared to model 1(%)
	
	4.9
	
	4.9
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** = (p<.001)

** = (p<.01)

* = (p<.05)

a: Missing unemployment data for Austria in 1990.
b: Missing income data for Sweden in 1990.
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Multilevel analyses, 1990-1999

	
	Model 6
	Model 7a
	Model 8
	Model 9a

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	5.700***
	5.665***
	5.623***
	5.258***

	
	(0.248)
	(0.260)
	(0.269)
	(0.277)

	
	
	
	
	

	Sex (male = 0, female = 1)
	-0.022
	0.010
	-0.022
	0.011

	
	(0.051)
	(0.056)
	(0.051)
	(0.056)

	Age
15 – 24 year
	0.018
	0.003
	0.018
	0.001

	
	(0.099)
	(0.109)
	(0.099)
	(0.109)

	Age
25 – 34 year
	0.036
	0.017
	0.035
	0.015

	
	(0.070)
	(0.076)
	(0.070)
	(0.076)

	Age
45 – 54 year
	0.100
	0.088
	0.101
	0.087

	
	(0.073)
	(0.078)
	(0.073)
	(0.078)

	Age
55 – 64 year
	0.126
	0.073
	0.126
	0.070

	
	(0.095)
	(0.104)
	(0.095)
	(0.104)

	Educational level
	0.358***
	0.361***
	0.359***
	0.376***

	
	(0.035)
	(0.054)
	(0.035)
	(0.054)

	Household:
Single, no children
	0.070
	0.013
	0.069
	0.007

	
	(0.098)
	(0.107)
	(0.098)
	(0.107)

	Household:
Single, with children
	-0.347**
	-0.386**
	-0.348**
	-0.390**

	
	(0.118)
	(0.129)
	(0.118)
	(0.129)

	Household:
Couple, with children
	-0.097
	-0.179
	-0.097
	-0.180

	
	(0.091)
	(0.099)
	(0.091)
	(0.099)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Income level
	
	0.054
	
	0.059

	
	
	(0.049)
	
	(0.051)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Employment protection legislation (EPL)
	0.011
	-0.001
	
	

	
	(0.015)
	(0.015)
	
	

	
Interaction effect: EPL and education
	
	-0.001
	
	

	
	
	(0.003)
	
	

	
Interaction effect: EPL and income
	
	0.003
	
	

	
	
	(0.002)
	
	

	Gini coefficient
	
	
	0.016
	0.030*

	
	
	
	(0.016)
	(0.015)

	
Interaction effect: Gini and education
	
	
	
	-0.001

	
	
	
	
	(0.002)

	
Interaction effect: Gini and income
	
	
	
	0.002

	
	
	
	
	(0.002)

	
	
	
	
	

	Restricted log-likelihood
	-53,799.99
	-44,848.56
	-53,799.70
	-44,847.26

	Explaining capacity model compared to model 1(%)
	4.9
	
	4.9
	

	
	
	
	
	

	*** = (p<.001)

** = (p<.01)

* = (p<.05)

a: Missing income data for Sweden in 1990.
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Regression analyses: Social job aspects



Multilevel logistic analyses, 1990-1999, Exp(B)

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3a
	Model 4
	Model 5b

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	2.685***
	2.165***
	3.359***
	1.863***
	2.022***

	
	(0.085)
	(0.206)
	(0.345)
	(0.170)
	(0.253)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sex (male = 0, female = 1)
	
	1.368***
	1.386***
	1.386***
	1.392***

	
	
	(0.050)
	(0.051)
	(0.050)
	(0.055)

	Age
15 – 24 year
	
	1.427***
	1.426***
	1.442***
	1.407***

	
	
	(0.105)
	(0.105)
	(0.105)
	(0.113)

	Age
25 – 34 year
	
	1.153**
	1.153**
	1.158**
	1.183**

	
	
	(0.057)
	(0.058)
	(0.057)
	(0.063)

	Age
45 – 54 year
	
	0.942
	0.954
	0.941
	0.924

	
	
	(0.047)
	(0.048)
	(0.047)
	(0.049)

	Age
55 – 64 year
	
	1.000
	0.981
	1.001
	0.962

	
	
	(0.065)
	(0.065)
	(0.065)
	(0.069)

	Educational level
	
	1.077**
	1.071**
	1.069**
	1.053*

	
	
	(0.027)
	(0.026)
	(0.025)
	(0.027)

	Household:
Single, no children
	
	1.038
	1.019
	1.020
	0.968

	
	
	(0.075)
	(0.075)
	(0.073)
	(0.076)

	Household:
Single, with children
	
	0.786**
	0.790**
	0.797**
	0.772**

	
	
	(0.065)
	(0.067)
	(0.066)
	(0.071)

	Household:
Couple, with children
	
	0.881
	0.881
	0.883
	0.876

	
	
	(0.059)
	(0.060)
	(0.059)
	(0.064)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Income level
	
	
	
	
	0.991

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.029)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Standardized unemployment rate (SUR)
	
	
	0.978***
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.003)
	
	

	Replacement rate (RR)
	
	
	
	1.013***
	1.014***

	
	
	
	
	(0.002)
	(0.003)

	
Interaction effect: RR and education
	
	
	
	
	1.000

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.001)

	
Interaction effect: RR and income
	
	
	
	
	0.999

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.001)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Restricted log-likelihood
	-11,075.40
	-10,458.25
	-10,081.82
	-10,445.51
	-8,828.05

	Explaining capacity model compared to model 1(%)
	
	5.6
	
	5.7
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	*** = (p<.001)

** = (p<.01)

* = (p<.05)

a: Missing unemployment data for Austria in 1990.
b: Missing income data for Sweden in 1990.


	Table 4
Regression analyses: Social job aspects

continued



Multilevel logistic analyses, 1990-1999, Exp(B)

	
	Model 6
	Model 7a
	Model 8
	Model 9a

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	3.064***
	3.621***
	3.565***
	3.687***

	
	(0.292)
	(0.438)
	(0.424)
	(0.486)

	
	
	
	
	

	Sex (male = 0, female = 1)
	1.378***
	1.383***
	1.382***
	1.389***

	
	(0.050)
	(0.055)
	(0.050)
	(0.055)

	Age
15 – 24 year
	1.429***
	1.392***
	1.453***
	1.408***

	
	(0.105)
	(0.112)
	(0.106)
	(0.113)

	Age
25 – 34 year
	1.154**
	1.179**
	1.161**
	1.186**

	
	(0.057)
	(0.063)
	(0.057)
	(0.064)

	Age
45 – 54 year
	0.944
	0.932
	0.950
	0.935

	
	(0.047)
	(0.050)
	(0.047)
	(0.050)

	Age
55 – 64 year
	1.001
	0.961
	1.003
	0.966

	
	(0.065)
	(0.069)
	(0.065)
	(0.069)

	Educational level
	1.063**
	1.011
	1.059*
	1.005

	
	(0.025)
	(0.033)
	(0.025)
	(0.035)

	Household:
Single, no children
	1.051
	0.973
	1.032
	0.985

	
	(0.076)
	(0.077)
	(0.074)
	(0.078)

	Household:
Single, with children
	0.806*
	0.767**
	0.790**
	0.776**

	
	(0.071)
	(0.070)
	(0.066)
	(0.071)

	Household:
Couple, with children
	0.888
	0.876
	0.882
	0.877

	
	(0.059)
	(0.064)
	(0.059)
	(0.064)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Income level
	
	1.010
	
	1.031

	
	
	(0.032)
	
	(0.035)

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Employment protection legislation (EPL)
	0.994
	0.973***
	
	

	
	(0.003)
	(0.004)
	
	

	
Interaction effect: EPL and education
	
	1.004**
	
	

	
	
	(0.002)
	
	

	
Interaction effect: EPL and income
	
	0.999
	
	

	
	
	(0.001)
	
	

	Gini coefficient
	
	
	0.968***
	0.968***

	
	
	
	(0.005)
	(0.004)

	
Interaction effect: Gini and education
	
	
	
	1.002

	
	
	
	
	(0.001)

	
Interaction effect: Gini and income
	
	
	
	0.998

	
	
	
	
	(0.001)

	
	
	
	
	

	Restricted log-likelihood
	-10,448.07
	-8,829.87
	-10,442.97
	-8,827.64

	Explaining capacity model compared to model 1(%)
	5.7
	
	5.7
	

	
	
	
	
	

	*** = (p<.001)

** = (p<.01)

* = (p<.05)

a: Missing income data for Sweden in 1990.


	Table 5 

Variance components

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 6
	Model 8

	Extrinsic job aspects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· individual level
	2.315
	2.306
	2.308
	2.306
	2.306
	2.307

	· year and country level
	.452
	.447
	.432
	.430
	.452
	.397

	· educational level
	
	.049
	.055
	.043
	.052
	.039

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intrinsic job aspects 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· individual level
	3.564
	3.547
	3.553
	3.547
	3.547
	3.547

	· year and country level
	.606
	.631
	.572
	.640
	.625
	.635

	· educational level
	
	.149
	.163
	.149
	.160
	.149

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social job aspects
	-1.90
	-1.89
	-1.36
	-1.15
	-1.48
	-1.44

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix A

	Important in a job… 

mean score

	

	
	
	A
	B
	CA
	DK
	FIN
	FR
	G
	IR
	IT
	NL
	N
	PT
	SP
	SW
	UK
	US
	Total

	good pay
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	0.70
	0.77
	0.57
	
	0.54
	
	0.67
	0.63
	0.61
	0.66
	
	0.77
	0.61
	0.63
	0.84
	0.69

	
	1990
	0.60
	0.71
	0.78
	0.60
	0.69
	0.52
	0.76
	0.73
	0.71
	0.73
	0.63
	0.78
	0.76
	0.75
	0.74
	0.87
	0.73

	
	1999
	0.67
	0.70
	
	0.58
	0.72
	0.71
	0.76
	0.88
	0.86
	0.75
	
	0.78
	0.84
	0.64
	0.85
	
	0.75

	not too much pressure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	31
	0.28
	0.28
	
	0.11
	
	0.29
	0.17
	0.35
	0.40
	
	0.37
	0.37
	0.22
	0.35
	0.30

	
	1990
	0.18
	0.26
	0.25
	0.15
	0.22
	0.10
	0.25
	0.24
	0.32
	0.39
	0.22
	0.38
	0.38
	0.46
	0.19
	0.32
	0.28

	
	1999
	0.18
	0.30
	
	0.14
	0.32
	0.13
	0.24
	0.42
	0.60
	0.31
	
	0.28
	0.41
	0.36
	0.36
	
	0.31

	good job security
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	0.54
	0.67
	0.55
	
	0.46
	
	0.56
	0.54
	0.40
	0.81
	
	0.62
	0.66
	0.62
	0.73
	0.63

	
	1990
	0.64
	0.33
	0.66
	0.55
	0.54
	0.33
	0.74
	0.61
	0.54
	0.37
	0.78
	0.72
	0.65
	0.65
	0.57
	0.73
	0.62

	
	1999
	0.73
	0.41
	
	0.52
	0.69
	0.45
	0.80
	0.70
	0.72
	0.24
	
	0.66
	0.74
	0.48
	0.71
	
	0.61

	good hours
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	0.44
	0.46
	0.45
	
	0.37
	
	0.39
	0.35
	0.41
	0.48
	
	0.45
	0.51
	0.35
	0.59
	0.47

	
	1990
	0.37
	0.39
	0.53
	0.34
	0.40
	0.30
	0.47
	0.43
	0.39
	0.45
	0.32
	0.57
	0.48
	0.64
	0.38
	0.55
	0.46

	
	1999
	0.43
	0.42
	
	0.33
	0.53
	0.39
	0.38
	0.63
	0.62
	0.37
	
	0.42
	0.63
	0.45
	0.63
	
	0.49

	generous holidays
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	0.33
	0.28
	0.30
	
	0.19
	
	0.30
	0.14
	0.33
	0.18
	
	0.34
	0.23
	0.24
	0.31
	0.28

	
	1990
	0.17
	0.28
	0.26
	0.17
	0.23
	0.16
	0.35
	0.27
	0.21
	0.36
	0.09
	0.46
	0.31
	0.35
	0.24
	0.31
	0.28

	
	1999
	0.22
	0.31
	
	0.16
	0.25
	0.21
	0.23
	0.46
	0.34
	0.27
	
	0.37
	0.35
	0.20
	0.42
	
	0.29

	


	Important in a job… (continued)

mean score 

	

	
	
	A
	B
	CA
	DK
	FIN
	FR
	G
	IR
	IT
	NL
	N
	PT
	SP
	SW
	UK
	US
	Total

	opportunity to use initiative
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	0.38
	0.61
	0.52
	
	0.36
	
	0.41
	0.41
	0.52
	0.54
	
	0.37
	0.50
	0.54
	0.62
	0.50

	
	1990
	0.47
	0.45
	0.59
	0.49
	0.47
	0.44
	0.64
	0.57
	0.54
	0.69
	0.50
	0.54
	0.35
	0.72
	0.49
	0.57
	0.54

	
	1999
	0.55
	0.51
	
	0.55
	0.53
	0.47
	0.57
	0.65
	0.67
	0.67
	
	0.41
	0.39
	0.53
	0.46
	
	0.54

	that you can achieve something
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	0.31
	0.73
	0.56
	
	0.30
	
	0.58
	0.45
	0.29
	0.74
	
	0.36
	0.62
	0.63
	0.79
	0.56

	
	1990
	0.52
	0.39
	0.75
	0.59
	0.55
	0.45
	0.67
	0.62
	0.56
	0.43
	0.72
	0.66
	0.37
	0.85
	0.66
	0.75
	0.60

	
	1999
	0.56
	0.48
	
	0.58
	0.57
	0.53
	0.56
	0.74
	0.76
	0.39
	
	0.52
	0.50
	0.74
	0.62
	
	0.58

	a responsible job
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	0.36
	0.56
	0.36
	
	0.41
	
	0.37
	0.28
	0.32
	0.49
	
	0.38
	0.54
	0.43
	0.65
	0.46

	
	1990
	0.48
	0.42
	0.58
	0.48
	0.28
	0.58
	0.54
	0.44
	0.35
	0.49
	0.45
	0.54
	0.33
	0.73
	0.44
	0.58
	0.49

	
	1999
	0.53
	0.44
	
	0.52
	0.43
	0.51
	0.57
	0.56
	0.54
	0.41
	
	0.43
	0.39
	0.57
	0.42
	
	0.49

	a job that is interesting
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	0.40
	0.76
	0.61
	
	0.53
	
	0.63
	0.44
	0.47
	0.68
	
	0.43
	0.60
	0.81
	0.77
	0.62

	
	1990
	0.61
	0.48
	0.73
	0.68
	0.64
	0.62
	0.71
	0.73
	0.58
	0.65
	0.66
	0.51
	0.46
	0.81
	0.74
	0.72
	0.65

	
	1999
	0.62
	0.59
	
	0.70
	0.81
	0.67
	0.72
	0.75
	0.76
	0.63
	
	0.47
	0.55
	0.72
	0.71
	
	0.67

	a job that meets one abilities
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	0.38
	0.61
	0.55
	
	0.32
	
	0.42
	0.48
	0.54
	0.54
	
	0.54
	0.28
	0.48
	0.62
	0.49

	
	1990
	0.59
	0.49
	0.56
	0.56
	0.45
	0.48
	0.69
	0.53
	0.55
	0.74
	0.41
	0.57
	0.51
	0.53
	0.42
	0.59
	0.55

	
	1999
	0.62
	0.58
	
	0.55
	0.57
	0.50
	0.58
	0.62
	0.74
	0.74
	
	0.54
	0.55
	0.41
	0.44
	
	0.57

	a useful job for society
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	0.32
	0.39
	0.37
	
	0.25
	
	0.25
	0.44
	0.38
	0.45
	
	0.45
	0.27
	0.30
	0.47
	0.38

	
	1990
	0.30
	0.29
	0.40
	0.21
	0.19
	0.31
	0.39
	0.31
	0.47
	0.45
	0.35
	0.59
	0.39
	0.42
	0.28
	0.44
	0.37

	
	1999
	0.36
	0.41
	
	0.24
	0.28
	0.30
	0.34
	0.42
	0.63
	0.36
	
	0.52
	0.44
	0.25
	0.31
	
	0.38

	meeting people
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	0.43
	0.52
	0.48
	
	0.38
	
	0.37
	0.39
	0.54
	0.48
	
	0.39
	0.46
	0.46
	0.55
	0.47

	
	1990
	0.42
	0.47
	0.42
	0.45
	0.29
	0.41
	0.53
	0.35
	0.49
	0.72
	0.41
	0.54
	0.38
	0.65
	0.45
	0.36
	0.46

	
	1999
	0.49
	0.53
	
	0.47
	0.43
	0.44
	0.55
	0.54
	0.68
	0.65
	
	0.38
	0.43
	0.46
	0.46
	
	0.51

	


	Important in a job… (continued)

mean score

	

	
	
	A
	B
	CA
	DK
	FIN
	FR
	G
	IR
	IT
	NL
	N
	PT
	SP
	SW
	UK
	US
	Total

	a respected job
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	0.34
	0.40
	0.17
	
	0.12
	
	0.26
	0.17
	0.44
	0.41
	
	0.39
	0.26
	0.27
	0.48
	0.33

	
	1990
	0.33
	0.37
	0.37
	0.14
	0.24
	0.16
	0.43
	0.29
	0.38
	0.55
	0.29
	0.61
	0.37
	0.44
	0.26
	0.44
	0.37

	
	1999
	0.35
	0.44
	
	0.10
	0.31
	0.27
	0.43
	0.44
	0.57
	0.52
	
	0.50
	0.33
	0.31
	0.31
	
	0.38

	pleasant people to work with
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	0.68
	0.76
	0.83
	
	0.57
	
	0.65
	0.47
	0.90
	0.85
	
	0.63
	0.84
	0.71
	0.83
	0.75

	
	1990
	0.64
	0.69
	0.76
	0.78
	0.64
	0.60
	0.75
	0.65
	0.54
	0.94
	0.80
	0.79
	0.63
	0.91
	0.66
	0.77
	0.73

	
	1999
	0.70
	0.76
	
	0.81
	0.77
	0.68
	0.67
	0.78
	0.74
	0.92
	
	0.73
	0.67
	0.84
	0.75
	
	0.77

	good chances for promotion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	0.27
	0.52
	0.17
	
	0.20
	
	0.33
	0.31
	0.22
	0.27
	
	0.37
	0.22
	0.39
	0.64
	0.37

	
	1990
	0.35
	0.28
	0.49
	0.17
	0.29
	0.27
	0.37
	0.39
	0.25
	0.33
	0.19
	0.53
	0.38
	0.40
	0.37
	0.59
	0.37

	
	1999
	0.33
	0.28
	
	0.18
	0.21
	0.31
	0.33
	0.51
	0.44
	0.27
	
	0.37
	0.44
	0.29
	0.38
	
	0.34

	


A

Austria

B

Belgium

CA

Canada

DK

Denmark

FIN

Finland

FR

France

G

Germany

IR

Ireland

IT

Italy

NL

Netherlands

N

Norway

PT

Portugal

SP

Spain

SW

Sweden

UK

Great Britain

US

United States

Appendix B 

	Pattern matrices of the exploratory factor analysis: PAF, eigen value =1



	
	1981
	
	1990
	
	1999

	
	1
	2
	3
	
	1
	2
	3
	
	1
	2
	3

	Important in a job: good pay
	-.016
	.173
	.489
	
	.057
	.239
	.418
	
	.041
	.422
	.250

	Important in a job: not too much pressure
	.061
	.552
	-.022
	
	-.010
	.568
	-.043
	
	-.009
	.529
	-.169

	Important in a job: good job security
	.170
	.150
	.272
	
	.127
	.274
	.199
	
	.059
	.372
	.059

	Important in a job: a respected job
	.420
	.234
	-.028
	
	.352
	.275
	-.117
	
	.307
	.216
	-.203

	Important in a job: good hours
	-.024
	.573
	.148
	
	-.049
	.632
	.112
	
	-.064
	.645
	-.036

	Important in a job: an opportunity to use initiative
	.674
	-.108
	.003
	
	.693
	-.113
	-.001
	
	.687
	-.104
	-.014

	Important in a job: generous holidays
	.023
	.588
	.128
	
	-.018
	.666
	.048
	
	.009
	.619
	-.058

	Important in a job: that you can achieve something
	.607
	-.106
	.070
	
	.591
	-.113
	.067
	
	.540
	-.013
	.006

	Important in a job: a responsible job
	.620
	-.050
	.078
	
	.611
	-.042
	.009
	
	.656
	-.093
	.054

	Important in a job: a job that is interesting
	.535
	-.027
	.057
	
	.483
	.008
	.096
	
	.465
	.034
	.078

	Important in a job: a job that meets one’s abilities
	.509
	.077
	.004
	
	.460
	.087
	-.048
	
	.452
	.072
	-.093

	Important in a job: pleasant people to work with
	.277
	.174
	.004
	
	.239
	.213
	.060
	
	.215
	.187
	-.036

	Important in a job: good chances for promotion
	.410
	.012
	.362
	
	.391
	.119
	.283
	
	.420
	.238
	.169

	Important in a job: a useful job for society
	.480
	.168
	-.120
	
	.389
	.241
	-.223
	
	.353
	.151
	-.336

	Important in a job: meeting people
	.452
	.171
	-.136
	
	.382
	.213
	-.169
	
	.394
	.083
	-.201

	


Appendix B (continued) 

	Pattern matrices of the exploratory factor analysis: PAF, eigen value =1 (continued)



	
	1981 – 1999

	
	1
	2
	3

	Important in a job: good pay
	.050
	.246
	.406

	Important in a job: not too much pressure
	.004
	.570
	-.051

	Important in a job: good job security
	.127
	,263
	.197

	Important in a job: a respected job
	.361
	.266
	-.098

	Important in a job: good hours
	-.050
	.628
	.099

	Important in a job: an opportunity to use initiative
	.689
	-.109
	-.008

	Important in a job: generous holidays
	-.002
	.639
	.062

	Important in a job: that you can achieve something
	.589
	-.089
	.058

	Important in a job: a responsible job
	.628
	-.064
	.037

	Important in a job: a job that is interesting
	.493
	-.003
	.079

	Important in a job: a job that meets one’s abilities
	.475
	.089
	-.043

	Important in a job: pleasant people to work with
	.238
	.202
	.022

	Important in a job: good chances for promotion
	.415
	.106
	.284

	Important in a job: a useful job for society
	.404
	.231
	-.208

	Important in a job: meeting people
	.399
	.191
	-.170

	


Appendix B (continued) 

	Pattern matrices of the exploratory analysis: PAF, factor = 2


	
	1981
	
	1990
	
	1999
	
	1981-1999

	
	1
	2
	
	1
	2
	
	1
	2
	
	1
	2

	Important in a job: good pay
	.013
	.399
	
	.032
	.363
	
	-.004
	.382
	
	.018
	.376

	Important in a job: not too much pressure
	.049
	.507
	
	.000
	.535
	
	.041
	.523
	
	.020
	.527

	Important in a job: good job security
	.169
	.294
	
	.108
	.343
	
	.046
	.365
	
	.104
	.338

	Important in a job: a respected job
	.418
	.196
	
	.369
	.212
	
	.363
	.206
	
	.381
	.205

	Important in a job: good hours
	-.055
	.660
	
	-.068
	.679
	
	-.060
	.656
	
	-.068
	.672

	Important in a job: an opportunity to use initiative
	.698
	-.135
	
	.707
	-.133
	
	.705
	-.132
	
	.705
	-.134

	Important in a job: generous holidays
	-.004
	.655
	
	-.024
	.679
	
	.021
	.626
	
	-.011
	.660

	Important in a job: that you can achieve something
	.623
	-.085
	
	.589
	-.098
	
	.548
	-.033
	
	.588
	-.077

	Important in a job: a responsible job
	.636
	-.028
	
	.621
	-.056
	
	.647
	-.114
	
	.634
	-.066

	Important in a job: a job that is interesting
	.550
	-.016
	
	.478
	.035
	
	.449
	.017
	
	.489
	.018

	Important in a job: a job that meets one’s abilities
	.519
	.057
	
	.473
	.053
	
	.485
	.057
	
	.491
	.054

	Important in a job: pleasant people to work with
	.276
	.162
	
	.236
	.229
	
	.229
	.180
	
	.241
	.202

	Important in a job: good chances for promotion
	.410
	.202
	
	.357
	.217
	
	.378
	.214
	
	.374
	.213

	Important in a job: a useful job for society
	.476
	.079
	
	.408
	.139
	
	.430
	.148
	
	.431
	.126

	Important in a job: meeting people
	.446
	.074
	
	.401
	.132
	
	.448
	.076
	
	.423
	.104

	


Appendix C

	Results of the reliability test per country



	
	
	A
	B
	CA
	DK
	FIN
	FR
	G
	IR
	IT
	NL
	N
	PT
	SP
	SW
	UK
	US

	Extrinsic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	.630
	.665
	.607
	
	.505
	
	.647
	.589
	.689
	.621
	
	.724
	.593
	.660
	.646

	
	1990
	.586
	.639
	.636
	.509
	.625
	.487
	.669
	.648
	.604
	.668
	.554
	.753
	.703
	.705
	.601
	.628

	
	1999
	.564
	.668
	
	.522
	.547
	.553
	.569
	.694
	.650
	.617
	
	.647
	.692
	.665
	.642
	

	Intrinsic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1981
	
	.814
	.757
	.741
	
	.684
	
	.698
	.673
	.709
	.766
	
	.796
	.755
	.710
	.772

	
	1990
	.653
	.745
	.722
	.644
	.766
	.624
	.684
	.731
	.692
	.716
	.700
	.816
	.788
	.764
	.683
	.770

	
	1999
	.707
	.711
	
	.627
	.716
	.693
	.746
	.787
	.794
	.653
	.770
	.683
	.844
	.683
	.730
	

	


Intrinsic:
an opportunity to use initiative; that you can achieve something; a responsible job; a job that is interesting; a job that meets one abilities; a useful job for society; meeting people.

Extrinsic:
good pay; not too much pressure; good job security; good hours; generous holidays. 

Social: 

pleasant people to work with.
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N
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PT
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FR
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SW

Sweden

G

Germany




UK

Great Britain

IR

Ireland





US

United States

Appendix C (continued)

	Reliability test for items ‘meeting people’ & ‘pleasant people to work with’



	
	
	A
	B
	CA
	DK
	FIN
	FR
	G
	IR
	IT
	NL
	N
	PT
	SP
	SW
	UK
	US

	
	1981
	
	.314
	.397
	.368
	
	.364
	
	.416
	.320
	.312
	.239
	
	.430
	.191
	.426
	.363

	
	1990
	.535
	.307
	.442
	.265
	.458
	.383
	.304
	.359
	.464
	.255
	.198
	.426
	.406
	.356
	.408
	.395

	
	1999
	.314
	.380
	
	.206
	.311
	.300
	.275
	.474
	.440
	.116
	
	.203
	.547
	.273
	.461
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	


Appendix D

	Observed mean scores for the different job aspects factors

per individual characteristic



	
	
	Sex
	
	Age
	
	Household type
	
	Educational levela

	
	
	male
	female
	
	15-24
	25-34
	35-44
	45-54
	55-64
	
	single
	couple
	
	lower
	middle
	upper

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	children
	children
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	living at home
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	yes
	no
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extrinsic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1990
	0.48
	0.47
	
	0.50
	0.48
	0.46
	0.46
	0.48
	
	0.49
	.046
	0.48
	0.47
	0.47
	
	0.50
	0.47
	0.44

	
	1999
	0.50
	0.48
	
	0.51
	0.50
	0.49
	0.48
	0.46
	
	0.50
	0.47
	0.49
	0.49b
	
	
	0.51
	0.51
	0.43

	Intrinsic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1990
	0.52
	0.53
	
	0.55
	0.52
	0.52
	0.51
	0.53
	
	0.54
	0.50
	0.54
	0.51
	0.53
	
	0.48
	0.52
	0.59

	
	1999
	0.53
	0.54
	
	0.52
	0.54
	0.54
	0.53
	0.51
	
	0.54
	0.50
	0.53
	0.53b
	
	
	0.48
	0.53
	0.59

	Social
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1990
	0.70
	0.77
	
	0.81
	0.75
	0.71
	0.70
	0.73
	
	0.77
	0.73
	0.77
	0.71
	0.73
	
	0.71
	0.75
	0.76

	
	1999
	0.74
	0.79
	
	0.80
	0.79
	0.77
	0.73
	0.72
	
	0.79
	0.74
	0.80
	0.75b
	
	
	0.75
	0.76
	0.77

	a: data based on age of completing education.

b: in 1999 there is just data on couples with children; there is no additional information on whether children are still living at home or if they already left the parental residence.


Intrinsic:
an opportunity to use initiative; that you can achieve something; a responsible job; a job that is interesting; a job that meets one abilities; a useful job for society; meeting people.

Extrinsic:
good pay; not too much pressure; good job security; good hours; generous holidays. 

Social: 

pleasant people to work with.

Appendix D (continued) 

	Observed mean scores on the job aspects factors

per country

	
	
	A
	B
	Ca
	DK
	FIN
	FR
	G
	IR
	IT
	NL
	N
	PT
	SP
	SW
	UK
	US
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extrinsic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1990
	0.41
	0.41
	0.50
	0.38
	0.41
	0.29
	0.52
	0.46
	0.44
	0.46
	0.41
	0.58
	0.52
	0.58
	0.43
	0.56
	0.47

	
	1999
	0.47
	0.44
	
	0.35
	0.51
	0.38
	0.50
	0.62
	0.64
	0.41
	
	0.51
	0.59
	0.43
	0.60
	
	0.49

	Intrinsic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1990
	0.48
	0.42
	0.57
	0.50
	0.41
	0.47
	0.59
	0.51
	0.50
	0.59
	0.50
	0.57
	0.40
	0.68
	0.50
	0.57
	0.52

	
	1999
	0.53
	0.50
	
	0.51
	0.51
	0.49
	0.54
	0.61
	0.68
	0.55
	
	0.47
	0.46
	0.53
	0.48
	
	0.53

	Social
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1990
	0.68
	0.70
	0.76
	0.81
	0.64
	0.61
	0.76
	0.66
	0.55
	0.94
	0.82
	0.81
	0.65
	0.92
	0.66
	0.77
	0.73

	
	1999
	0.75
	0.77
	
	0.81
	0.82
	0.68
	0.67
	0.80
	0.74
	0.94
	
	0.74
	0.68
	0.85
	0.75
	
	0.77

	


Intrinsic:
an opportunity to use initiative; that you can achieve something; a responsible job; a job that is interesting; a job that meets one abilities; a useful job for society; meeting people.

Extrinsic:
good pay; not too much pressure; good job security; good hours; generous holidays. 

Social: 

pleasant people to work with.
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United States
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Italy
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Netherlands
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Norway
Appendix E

	Labour market characteristics



	
	
	A
	B
	Ca
	DK
	FIN
	FR
	Gf
	IR
	IT
	NL
	N
	PT
	SP
	SW
	UK
	US

	Standardized unemployment rate
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1990
	-
	6.6
	8.1
	7.2
	3.2
	8.5
	4.8
	13.4
	8.9
	5.3
	5.8
	4.8
	13
	1.7
	6.9
	5.6

	
	1999
	3.9
	8.5
	7.6
	5.1
	10.2
	10.5
	7.9
	5.7
	10.9
	3.2
	3.2
	4.5
	12.5
	6.7
	5.9
	4.2

	Replacement Rate (RR)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1990c
	31.2
	41.6
	19.3
	51.9
	38.8
	37.6
	28.8
	29.3
	2.5
	53.2
	38.8
	34.4
	33.5
	29.4
	17.8
	11.1

	
	1999
	32.9
	39.0
	15.3
	61.1
	33.5
	36.9
	26.7
	29.1
	34.5
	52.2
	41.3
	44.5
	37.8
	24.3
	16.6
	13.6

	Strictness of employment protection legislation (EPL)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1990
	2.208
	3.152
	0.784
	2.32
	2.33
	2.702
	3.167
	0.927
	3.574
	2.729
	2.896
	4.104
	3.815
	3.494
	0.599
	0.208

	
	1999
	2.208
	2.152
	0.784
	1.422
	2.092
	2.983
	2.464
	0.927
	2.699
	2.12
	2.688
	3.667
	2.929
	2.241
	0.599
	0.208

	Gini-coefficient 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1990d
	23.8
	27.2
	28.3
	21.3
	22.8
	27.8
	28.3
	32.5
	34.8
	25.5
	25.6
	35.9
	30.3
	21.2
	31.2
	36.2

	
	1999e
	25.2
	27.2
	30.1
	22.5
	26.1
	27.3
	27.7
	30.4
	34.7
	25.1
	26.1
	35.6
	30.3
	24.3
	32.6
	35.7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	a: 1982
b: 1983

c: 1991

d: For all countries data for mid 90s.

e: For all countries data for 2000, except Austria (1999) and Germany (2001).

f: Data for Germany in 1981 are estimations for unified Germany.
The standardized unemployment rates give the numbers of unemployed persons as a percentage of the civilian labour force. Civilian labour force consists of civilian employees, the self-employed, unpaid family workers and the unemployed. The definitions of employment and unemployment conform with the definitions adopted by the 13th Conference of Labour Statisticians (generally referred to as the ILO guidelines) with the exception that employment and unemployment estimates are based on labour force surveys which cover only private households and exclude all people living in institutions. Under these guidelines the unemployed are persons of working age who, in a specified period, are without work and are both available for and are actively seeking work. 

The replacement rate is defined as the average of the gross unemployment benefit replacement rates for two earnings levels, three family situations and three durations of unemployment. 

The employment protection legislation (EPL) is described along 18 items, which can be classified in three main areas: 1) employment protection of regular workers against individual dismissal; 2) specific requirements for collective dismissals; and 3) regulation of temporary forms of employment. The 18 items are: Notification procedures; Delay to start a notice; Notice period after 9 months, 4 years, or 20 years; Severance pay after 9 months, 4 years, or 20 years; Definition of justified or unfair dismissal; Length of trial period; Compensation following unfair dismissal; Possibility of reinstatement following unfair dismissal; Valid cases for use of fixed-term contracts (FTC); Maximum number of successive FTC; Maximum cumulated duration of FTC; Types of work for which temporary work agency (TWA) employment is legal; Restrictions on number of renewals; Maximum cumulated duration of TWA contracts; Definition of collective dismissal; Additional notification requirements; Additional delays involved before notice can start; and Other special costs to employers. The overall index has a score ranging from 0 to 6, with higher scores representing stricter regulation. The OECD constructed two indices. Since the summary measures for collective dismissals are only available since the late 1990s index 1 is an unweighted average of the summary measures for regular and temporary contracts only. Index 1 is more restrictive than index 2, which takes the measures for collective dismissal into account, but index 1 allows for comparison over a longer period (from the late 1980s to 2003 compared with the late 1990s to 2003). It is index 1 that is used for the analysis for job preferences. 

Gini-coefficient: the extreme values of the Gini-coefficient are zero and 100. Zero indicates that the distribution of income in a society is perfectly equal: every household has the same income. A Gini-coefficient with the value 100 represents a perfectly unequal income distribution in a society where one household has all the income and everyone else has none. 

Source: OECD-Stat and OECD Employment Outlook 1989, 1993, 1996, 1999, 2004
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� Johnson et al. (2007) even suggest using a completely new distinction. They distinguish job aspects along the line of the entrepreneurial and bureaucratic dimensions of work. 


� In cross-sectional data as we use, age can also have an effect on work motivations as a cohort effect. The birth cohort is a reflection of a historical context with its own values and norms resulting in a different socialization, which leads to diverse conceptions of what are desirable job aspects (Loscocco & Kalleberg 1988: 339). We can not distinguish age from cohort effects in this study. 


� Although the height of the wages is too a large extend based on seniority a structural factor, like the size of the birth cohort, affects the individual’s possibilities as well. Members of small birth cohorts may have better opportunities to attain good jobs than members of large birth cohorts (Kalleberg &Loscocco 1983: 79).


� Family roles influences work values, but work values could also influence family roles: the causal relationship could work both ways (Johnson 2005). So therefore it could also be that workers � especially young employees � with preferences for extrinsic job aspects have a higher probability of getting married, because a well paid and stable job makes the economic responsibilities of marriage more feasible. Or that people who liked to get married attach importance to extrinsic job aspects in order to be able to support a family. As Johnson (2005: 356) puts it: “In this case, marriage might be viewed as a route to the display of material success or as a transition that would even foster such success.”


� Again the causal relationship might work out both ways. Johnson (2005: 355) shows that those adolescents who have a stronger preference for intrinsic job aspects were less likely to become parents during the follow-up survey, perhaps because intrinsically rewarding work often involves longer investments in education and training.


� Education is just part of the effect class has on values and orientations. The conditions of the job – the occupational experiences – affect the preference for self-direction as well. For men in higher social class self-direction is achievable because they have the opportunity to be self-directed in their work. “The job does mold the man – it can either enlarge his horizons or narrow them (Kohn 1977: 1990)”. 


� Institutions shape individual behaviour or preferences but are a result of this behaviour or preferences as well; they are mutually related. We take the influence of institutions on the individual behaviour and preferences as a starting point.


� The job itself could have an influence on the job preferences because workers might adapt their preferences to fit the realities of their jobs. In that case individuals adjust their job preferences to their job situations in an attempt to ‘value’ what they have already achieved or what they believe is ‘achievable’.


� It seems logical to qualify the item ‘meeting people’ together with the item ‘pleasant people to work with’ as the social aspects of a job. However ,a reliability test just for these two items showed that the scores are relatively low (.380 for 1981, .385 for 1990, and .344 for 1999), indicating that the items are not so related (see also Appendix C for the country scores). This is not that odd because the item ‘meeting people’ could be seen as a specific task of a job which not every job has but makes it worthwhile, and thus as an intrinsic aspect of a job. This is different for the item ‘pleasant people to work with’ because this item cannot be seen as a part of a specific job but applies to almost any job because it has to do with colleagues; it deals with the social conditions of work. 
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