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1. Executive summary 
In this working paper we aimed at giving a concise overview of the work we have done in attempting 
to answer the questions in the STYLE proposal (WP9 Task 1):  
 

- (1) Are work values  different between birth cohorts’? 

And, if yes:  

- (2) How have work values  changed in the past decades?  

The assumption behind these questions was that if younger generations are less and less work 
oriented, have less trust in achieving a career on the labour market, are less optimistic about getting a 
job and making ends meet on the basis of a salary, etc., then no matter what new EU or national 
policies are recommended: they are all doomed to failure since new entrants (and even more so 
those who cannot enter) to the labour market will not respond positively to these policies. 
 
The title of the paper emphasizes that instead of testing the existing theories of generational 
differences, our aim was exploratory. We intended to conceptualize and operationalize different 
aspects of work values, and using existing databases to test empirically whether these values indeed 
differ among age groups, periods, and birth cohorts (with a special emphasis on the youngest ones) 
simultaneously in a large set of countries.   

1.1 The basic terms of the analysis 

In the course of the analysis we used the term birth cohort instead of generation. We decided to 
avoid using the generation concept partly since while it is useful to develop various hypotheses it is 
much too loosely defined time-wise, often based on anecdotical evidence or invalid and unreliable 
survey data, and they can be very different time-wise depending on the country specific deviations of 
technological, political and policy development. On the contrary the term birth cohort is narrowly 
defined (as a five-year wide “mini-generation”), and follows standard periodization of the database, 
i.e. does not fluctuate according to vague quasi-theoretical assumptions usually based on the 
technological-political changes in the USA. 
 
In the paper we rely on the simple but straightforward definition of work values as follows: 
 

“Work values are the evaluative standards relating to work or the work environment by which 
individuals discern what is ‘‘right’’ or assess the importance of preferences.”(Smola-Sutton, 
2002 p.366) 
 

In the course of analysis we used various work values as dependent variables: 

 The centrality of work refers to work in the widest sense (i.e. work as a basic human activity). 

This term covers paid and unpaid work and measures the attitude of the respondent towards 

work in general, i.e. how important work is for the respondent as a part of their life and identity. 

 Employment commitment can be considered as a more restricted form of the centrality of 

work. This approach assumes that the respondent compares the value of being employed 

(paid work) with to that of leisure. 
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 Finally we identified five aspects of work the respondents considered as important in 

evaluating a job. We first classified these five work values as belonging into either extrinsic or 

intrinsic work values. 

  Extrinsic values include having a “good income”, “security” and “flexibility”, however, the latter 

is less purely extrinsic since it indicates the need of at least a limited level of freedom for the 

employee, i.e. it has an intrinsic component as well. 

 Intrinsic work values include “interesting work” and having a job which is “useful for the 

society”. In this last case, however, the intrinsic value is derived not from the hedonistic self-

satisfaction of the individual but from a more general humanistic-holistic motivation.  

1.2 The methodology and data 

The basic problem in analysing generations stems from the fact that age, period, and birth cohort are 
linearly interdependent, their effects cannot be simultaneously estimated using standard regression 
models. 
 
A possible solution to this identification problem is to use a hierarchical age-period-cohort (HAPC) 
regression model. To minimize the effect of collinearity among age, birth cohort and period, we 
defined fixed and equal period (year of the survey) clusters. In this paper we use birth year as cohort 
variable, which fits well to our purpose of searching for gaps without any preliminary assumptions of 
“real” generations. With these solutions we are not able to directly calculate the year of birth from age 
and period (year of the survey), i.e. there is a less than perfect linear dependency between age, 
period and cohort. 
 
However, while age is an individual level variable, period and cohort are macro-level variables, i.e. we 
have a multilevel data structure since we assume that individuals in the same birth cohort or 
interviewed in the same year give similar responses.  The HAPC models  assume that individuals are 
nested simultaneously within the two second-level variables (period and cohort). 
 
Our analysis is based on the pooled data of the World Values Survey/European Values Study 
(WVS/EVS), the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP), and the European Social Survey 
(ESS) between 1980 and 2010 (N= cca. 160 000). 
 
To control for the changing composition along the basic socio-economic characteristics of subsequent 
generations in our multivariate models we use the following control variables: - gender, education, 
marital status, labour force status, and type of settlement. Additionally, every model contains country 
fixed effects to control time-invariant country characteristics.  

1.3 The steps of analysis 

The first three chapters cover the conceptual and methodological bases of the analysis and the main 
characteristics of the methodology and data. In the fourth to sixth chapters we first illustrate the 
changing (or unchanging) nature of work values, and secondly test the role of age, period and birth 
cohorts on these trends in case of centrality of work, employment commitment and extrinsic and 
intrinsic work values.  
 
In chapter seven we have created two groups of countries (EU15 and post-socialist countries) 
because we have assumed that their different historical, political, and cultural characteristics have had 
a significant influence on work values. We have assumed that the historical experiment of state 
socialism had a path dependent influence on the work values. Consequently, as a result of people’s 
socialization during state socialism (when the value of work was considered to be higher than other 
values, such as leisure, consumption, love for one’s country, etc.), the centrality of work and 
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employment commitment in post-socialist countries will be stronger as compared to countries without 
such a heritage of state socialism. 

1.4 The results 

We did not find significant gaps among the birth cohorts regarding centrality of work, employment 
commitment and extrinsic or intrinsic work values in evaluating a job. Consequently we claim that in 
contemporary Europe generations are not divided significantly in their work values. In this respect our 
findings reinforce the results of Kowske et al (2010) and Constanza et al (2012): instead of pointing to 
any generational differences, we should emphasize the lack thereof.  

 Centrality of work 1.4.1

There are, however, different trends in the centrality of work by age and birth cohort: while the former 
is close to an inverted U-shape curve (the centrality of work is higher in the middle-age groups than 
among the younger or older ones), the latter is closer to a curvilinear curve (the centrality of work is 
higher in the earlier and contemporary birth cohorts. As to the impact of period, it is characterized by a 
linear and slightly decreasing line. 
 
The interpretation of the inverted U-shape of the centrality of work by age is rather straightforward: 
since younger people are not yet and older people are not anymore involved in income generating 
activities, it is logical to find that work is less central for both of them when compared to those in their 
active household and labour market cycles. The decreasing linear trend of the centrality of work by 
period fits well into what the literature proposes: it indicates a shift from modernity towards post-
modernity. 
 
The U curve of the centrality of work by birth cohort means that work is less central for the birth cohort 
between 1940 and 1959 compared to the earlier and later born cohorts. This result may be interpreted 
as a weak generational effect, i.e. for those who entered the education system and the labour market 
in the 1960s and 1970s intrinsic values became more important than the extrinsic aspects of life. 
However, this change was rather soon reversed, and those who entered after the mid-1970s became 
again more and more extrinsic value oriented.   
 
Comparing EU15 and post-socialist countries, we found that while the general trend of the centrality 
of work was similar in the two groups of countries,  in post-socialist countries the U curve was much 
steeper than in the EU15 countries. Consequently, we should interpret the U curve as an all-
European trend only very cautiously since it might be caused mostly by the system specific content in 
the post-socialist countries: while there is a mild pendulum movement between ex- and intrinsic 
values in the EU15 countries, in the post-socialist countries there is a sharp split in the centrality of 
work among birth cohorts. This can be the result of disentanglement of the newly emerging wage 
worker incentives from the state socialist doctrines and/or the increasing fear of unemployment and/or 
impoverishment, etc. 

 Employment commitment 1.4.2

There is no relevant period and cohort effect on employment commitment but it sharply decreases 
with age, which is in accordance with a life course concept of health and working capacity: since 
younger people are healthier and are in better physical condition than older people, it makes sense 
that they have a stronger commitment to  employment than older people. The separated models for 
EU15 and post-socialist countries revealed only one relevant difference: the effect of age is stronger 
in the former group.  
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 Extrinsic and intrinsic work values 1.4.3

Birth cohort does not have any impact on extrinsic or intrinsic work values and the impact of age and 
period vary.  

- While the importance of having an interesting job, good pay, and flexible working 

hours decrease with age, the importance of job security does not change and the 

importance of the job’s usefulness for the society increases with age.  

- The importance of having an interesting and secure job with good pay and flexible 

working hours is higher in the last period than in the first one. The importance of 

usefulness for society, however, is higher in 1980-1984 than in 2005-2009.   

There are only minor differences between EU15 and post-socialist countries regarding the 
determinants of importance of ex- and intrinsic values:  
 

- While there is no age effect on job security in the EU15 countries, security is the most 

important for people around their 40 years in the post-socialist countries.  

- Whereas importance of job security is stable in the EU15 countries, in the post-

socialist countries it has increased significantly between 1990-1994 and 1995-1999 

which can be explained by the increased insecurity during the transitions in post-

socialist countries.  

- There is no period effect on importance of usefulness in the EU15 countries, in the 

post-socialist countries the importance of having a socially useful job useful is 

decreasing significantly between 1990-1994 and 2005-2009 that might be the reaction 

to the increased risk of unemployment during the transitions in post-socialist countries.  

1.5 Conclusions 

The most important conclusion from our results from policy point view is that our “search for gaps” 
was futile, i.e. we could not identify any relevant gap in attitudes between different age cohorts. 
Generational differences, often referred to in public debates and being used in political discourses, is 
a myth. Kowske et al, (2010) quite rightly summarized their findings that instead of generational 
differences we should speak about “generational similarities”. Our results imply that in contemporary 
Europe all generations follow a similar age trend, i.e. as the younger ones become older their work 
values change similarly. Changing attitudes at lower levels is permissible, for example at regional 
levels, but our aggregated analysis did not uncover these. 
 
In terms of policy these results suggest sound EU or national policies to cope with youth 
unemployment they will not fail because of generation specific cultural deviations.  
 
The second conclusion is based on the fact that although birth cohort does not have a strong impact 
on work values we detect differences of the work values by age and period as well as between two 
groups of European countries; thus we should be aware that generational stability does not mean full 
scale similarity.  
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For example,  

- The slow but steady decrease of the centrality of work by period suggests other 

sources of identity gives meaning to life; 

- Employment policies are important especially where there is a higher level of 

commitment to employment in the youngest cohorts, at a later stage of the career 

policies enabling work-life balance may become more important for older cohorts;  

- Intrinsic and extrinsic work values, if they are associated with different behaviour on 

the labour market are an important dimension in understanding how young people 

value different aspects of work. 

Thirdly, when uncertainties on the labour market and beyond it are on the rise (and especially if it is 
associated with worsening economic condition) finding a channel to enter into the labour market and 
become successful on it may turn to be more value sensitive compared to times when stability rules: 
the difficulties of finding a job could explain the stability or re-strengthening of extrinsic values among 
the younger cohorts. However, since once in a country intrinsic values become wide spread it is 
highly unlikely that in times of economic recession these values quickly give way to extrinsic values. 
In such a situation, consequently, it might be crucial to have policies to reduce the level of cognitive 
dissonance between having widely spread – and intrinsic value sensitive - higher level of education 
and lack of standard career patterns (which need extrinsic motivation more).  
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2. Introduction 
… in the house of Death there is no time but the present. (There 
was of course, a present before the present now, but that was 
also the present. It was just an older one.) (Pratchett, 1991 p.15) 

In this working paper we aim at giving a concise overview of the work we have done in attempting to 
answer the questions in the STYLE proposal (WP9 Task 1):  
 

- (1) Are work values different between birth cohorts’? 

And, if yes:  

- (2) How have work values changed in the past decades?  

The assumption behind these questions was that if younger generations are less and less work 
oriented, have less trust in achieving a career on the labour market, are less optimistic about getting a 
job and making ends meet on the basis of a salary, etc., than no matter what new EU or national 
policies are recommended: they are all doomed to failure since new entrants (and even more so 
those who cannot enter) to the labour market will not respond positively to these policies. 
 
The value of work as a significant part of personal identity has been declining, especially for some 
youth sub-cultures, in comparison to its importance for older generations. One of the consequences of 
increased labour market flexibility and precarious employment has been to create weaker incentives 
to build a career or invest in long-term human capital. The seeming impossibility of achieving what 
previous generations obtained in terms of career jobs, with attractive benefits and pensions, may 
create a form of cognitive dissonance reduction by rejecting the value of these achievements. These 
attitudinal developments are likely to be affected by periods of unemployment and/or precarious work. 

The title of the paper emphasizes that instead of testing the existing theories of generational 
differences, our aim is exploratory. We intend to conceptualize and operationalize different aspects of 
work values, and using existing databases to test empirically whether these values indeed differ 
among age groups, periods, and birth cohorts (with a special emphasis on the youngest ones) 
simultaneously, i.e. following the concept in the motto we try to find association among older and 
newer presents) in a large set of countries. 
 
The first three chapters cover the conceptual and methodological bases of the analysis and the main 
characteristics of the methodology and data. In the fourth and fifth chapters we first illustrate the 
changing (or unchanging) nature of work values including attitudes toward the centrality of work in 
general and toward employment commitment in particular, and secondly test the role of age, period 
and birth cohorts on these trends. In chapter six we have selected some extrinsic and intrinsic work 
values used by the respondents in evaluating jobs and repeated the aforementioned exercise.  
 
In chapter seven we have created two groups of countries (EU15 and post-socialist countries) 
because we have assumed that their different historical, political, and cultural characteristics have had 
a significant influence on work values. We have assumed that the historical experiment of state 
socialism had a path dependent influence on work values. Consequently, as a result of people’s 
socialization during state socialism (when the value of work was considered to be higher than other 
values, such as leisure, consumption, love for one’s country, etc.), the centrality of work and 
employment commitment in post-socialist countries will be stronger as compared to countries without 
such a heritage of state socialism. 
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3. On the conceptual foundation of the 

paper  
In this chapter we first focus on the two basic concepts of our analysis: (generation versus birth 
cohort) and work values. Secondly we summarize the main propositions of the literature on 
generations in general and in regard with the trend of work values by generation in particular. 

3.1 Generation, birth cohort and the conceptual bases of 

work values 

The term generation includes individuals born around the same time. From this it follows that they go 
through more or less similar historical and life events during their early years. The underlying 
assumption is that since in their childhood and adolescent periods they are influenced by actors with 
similar value systems, and identical events (news, economic or social booms and crisis, technological 
innovation, policy and political influences, etc.) their values will be rather similar and occasionally 
different from all other generations. It is also assumed that this impact is the strongest during an 
individual’s childhood and adolescence, and remains relatively stable from then on.2 The stability of 
such generation specific values offers a chance for a generation to develop into a social group having 
a loose form of self-consciousness and identity.  
 
Diepstraten and Ester (1992) provide us a brief but essential summary of the mannheimian theory of 
generation which served us in our empirical exercise qute well:  
 

“A generation location refers to individuals born in the same period and socio-cultural space, 
who are exposed to a common range of historical events. A generation location is a potential 
generation that may or may not materialize. This potentiality of generation formation becomes 
reality by way of a generation as an actuality, which is defined as ‘constituted when similarly 
located contemporaries participate in a common destiny and in the ideas and concepts which 
are in some way bound up with its unfolding’ ... The step from a generation location to a 
generation as an actuality depends on the recognition of common experiences during the 
formative period of individuals who are born in the same historical and cultural space or 
region, who feel connected with their contemporaries because of the common destiny... Thus 
a generation as an actuality exceeds the mere historical co-presence of individuals.  ... Shared 
formative years as such are not enough to create a generation as an actuality, it requires 
consciousness... of a shared destiny resulting from the collective formative years. It is within 
this generation as an actuality that generation units may emerge. They are the most concrete 
manifestations of a generation, and develop a common vision on societal events. Often 
cultural vanguards, they form a crystallization point that attracts other members of the same 
generation as an actuality.”  (Diepstraten-Ester, 1999 p.92) 

 

The consciousness of a generation of course is a dynamic social phenomenon. In case it emerges at 
all, there should be a significant event such as a war or a revolution, a completely new technology, 
etc. to lay the foundation for the emergence of a new generation. If such an impetus is strong enough 
to mobilize a group of young people who are in a position to influence their fellows from the same 
cohort to identify themselves as an “imagined generational community” than the nucleus of a 
generation may appear. If this generation concept takes inertia (a suitable name is of great 

                                                
2
 Harpaz-Xuanning (2002) using longitudinal data of the Israeli labour force suggests that attitudes toward work (especially 

the centrality of work and entitlement norms) are stable throughout an individual’s life. 
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importance) then these shared set of values and goals became the common denominator of a 
generation. 
 
The essence of this generation concept is well captured by the concept of generation subculture 
theory: 

“significant macro-level social, political, and economic events that occurred during a birth 
cohort’s impressionable pre-adult years result in a generational identity comprised of a 
distinctive set of values, beliefs, expectations, and behaviours that remain relatively stable 
throughout a generation’s lifetime... a generation’s values orientation becomes more pervasive 
in a national culture as it becomes the majority in societal positions of power and influence. 
(Egri and Ralston (2004, p. 3) 

 
Quite rightly this approach emphasizes the existence of within-generational cultural differences by 
social strata and ethnicity. The generational approach, however, should be sensitive to the country-
specific differences such as different life cycle of technological innovations, the impact of economic 
and political institutions, etc. as well. 
 
Generations identified by the literature are as follows: the GIs, the Silent Generation3 (born 1925-
1945), the Baby Boomers (1946-1964), Generation X (1965-1980-81), and Generation Y4 (1981-
1999) 5 . The main characteristics of these generations are defined by their behaviour at their 
workplace or by labour market status (Table 3.1). 
 
The problem with this definitional process, however, is multifold:  
 

- It is much too loosely defined time-wise, i.e. it sometimes covers more than a 

decade which is too long to assume that the members of a generation have indeed 

similar experiences.6 

- The characteristics used to grab their main features are often based on anecdotical 

evidence or invalid and unreliable survey data.  

- The assumption that there are global generations (i.e. a generation can be defined 

by the same characteristics all over the planet) is questionable.7  

- But even if a generation is rather similar in various countries, they can be very 

different time-wise, i.e. their periodization depends on a country’s specific timeline of 

technological, political and policy development.  

                                                
3
 Also “Traditionalists” or “Veterans.” 

4
 Also known as “Gen Me,” “Millennials,” “nGen,” and “iGen,” as well as “Nexters,” “Generation www,” “the Digital 

generation,” “Generation E,” “Echo Boomers,” “N-Gens” and “the Net Generation,” etc.  
5
 Though there is a debate about how to label the next generation, at the moment “GenerationZ” or “Igeneration” (born 

between 1995-2009) seems to win over “plurals,” “Generation Wii”). 
6
 Becton at al (2014) refer to an artificial but interesting concept: the „generation cohort” separating the „core” and the „cusp” 

(born in the last five years of a generation).   
7
 Usually political/economic/technological periodization of the USA is the basis of these global generational definitions, e.g. 

as Twenge et al (2010) defines  
 - Boomers by the civil rights and women's movements, the Vietnam War, the assassinations of John F. Kennedy and Martin 
Luther King,  
- GenX by the AIDS epidemic, economic uncertainty, and the fall of the Soviet Union,  
- GenY by being “wired” as well being “tech savvy,” “like informality,” “learn quickly,” and “embrace diversity”. 
Bur for example Diepstraten and Ester (1999) defined “prewar”, “silent”, “protest”, “lost”, and “pragmatic” generations for the 
Netherlands on the basis of an entirely different “story”. 
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Table 3.1. A management and work style oriented typology of generational behavioural traits 
 

 

Due to the ambiguities above in the course of analysis we decided to avoid using the generation 
concept and rely on the concept of birth cohort. The birth cohort is a narrowly defined (in the course 
of analysis usually as five-year wide “mini-generation”), and follows standard periodization of the 
database (see Chapter 4.2), i.e. it does not fluctuate according to vague quasi-theoretical 
assumptions usually based on the technological-political changes in the USA.  
  
In the paper we rely on the simple but straightforward definition of work values as follows: 
 
“Work values are the evaluative standards relating to work or the work environment by which 
individuals discern what is ‘‘right’’ or assess the importance of preferences.”(Smola-Sutton, 2002 
p.366) 

 
Work values form a subset of the general value system (Whutnow, 2008). The reason for separating 
this subset originates from the basic structure of modern societies where work is considered to be an 
elemental source of development.8   
 
“Given the fact that work plays a fundamental role in human life by providing opportunities to satisfy 
different needs and goals, work values have been argued to be “salient, basic, and influential” occupy 

                                                
8
 For example, work is one of the most important determinants of subjective quality of life or subjective well-being (Layard, 

2005, Dolan et al 2008). 
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a central position in the overall pattern of values, and share significant relationship with other personal 
values.” (Jin-Rounds 2011)  

 
Work values have been the target of several large scale comparative projects since the 1970ies and 
1980ies (e.g. the MOW (meaning of work) and the Work Importance Study) using quantitative 
databases to describe the differences between citizens from various countries or nations with respect 
to the centrality of work (Roe-Ester, 1999). Most of these studies have treated work-related values: 
 

“ … as expressions of more general life values … All definitions treat values as latent 
constructs that refer to the way in which people evaluate activities or outcomes.  … Holders of 
values are not necessarily individuals but may also be collectivities, i.e. the people belonging 
to a certain occupational group, a firm, a subculture, a community, a national category, or a 
country. … These general values may produce work values that fit neatly into their structure, 
or at least are correlated with certain work values which independently develop. Some even 
assume that work values produce general values e.g. crafts, internal labour markets create 
their general value system. (Roe-Ester, 1999 p. 2-4)  

 

To understand the association between values and other socio-economic characteristics of the 
society as well as the relation between value systems in general and work values in particular since 
the 1980ies large quantitative datasets were used for comparative analysis of work values (Whutnow, 
2008).9 Since the late 1990ies a promising new direction of comparative quantitative research of 
values (cultural economics) have emerged and rephrased old questions in a new format. For 
example, using large scale survey carried out in several countries (such as World Value Survey, 
European Value survey, ISSP, etc.) they developed models to analyze the high inertia of culture.10  
 
In the following we summarize briefly the conceptual basis of work values as dependent variables of 
our research.11 
 
Centrality of work refers to work in the widest sense (i.e. work as a basic human activity). This term 
covers paid and unpaid work as well and measures the attitude of the respondent towards work in 
general, i.e. how important work is for the respondent as a part of their life and identity.  
 
The centrality of work (under various terms) is a core concept in organization, business and 
management sciences being considered as a crucial aspect of the activity at a workplace, i.e. from 
the employees point of view necessary to achieve higher income and subjective wellbeing, 
satisfaction, carrier, etc.), from the employers point of view being the primary source of commitment to 
hard work, efficiency, informal and on-the-job training, etc. (see Hansen-Leuty, 2011).12  
 

                                                
9
 These endeavors have been often overlapping with the sociology of religion and/or of culture. E.g. Dulk et al (2013) using 

the concept of “cultural centrality of work” refers to work as part of the culture and a social phenomenon closely related to  
the dominant religion. 
10

 There are several other papers about the impact of culture, for example on redistribution (Luttmer – Singhal, 2011), on 
trust (Dinesen 2013), on subjective well-being (Hajdu – Hajdu, 2015, Senik, 2014), and on female labour force participation 
(Alesina – Giuliano 2010, Fernández – Fogli, 2009). The most notable example of illustrating the role of work values are the 
analysis of role of an ethnic border (the so called Röstigraben) in Switzerland (Brügger et al, 2009). 
11

 Of course in the literature different terminologies and taxonomies live in peaceful co-existence. For example Turunen 

(2011) uses the term „subjective work goal” and within the term work orientation (similar to the centrality of work) 
differentiates extrinsic and intrinsic types. The value theory developed by Schwartz differentiates ten „motivationally distinct 
types of values” (Ros- Schwartz 1999 p. 51) and four types of work values: intrinsic (self-actualisation), extrinsic (security or 
material), social (relational) and self-enhancement, and argues that work values can be viewed as conceptually parallel to 
some of the basic human values, e.g. intrinsic work values express openness to change, values autonomy and creativity in 
work. Extrinsic work values express the importance of security and order.  
12

 Or as a classic opus argued: the meaning of work has two main components: work commitment, a general orientation that 

reflects the importance of work as part of one’s identity; and other specific work values, which represent the functions that 
work serves for people. (Loscocco- Kalleberg, 1988) 
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Employment commitment can be considered as a more restricted form of the centrality of work. This 
approach assumes that the respondent compares the value of paid work with to that of leisure. In this 
frame work is conceptualized as the source of income and the question is whether the respondent 
consider paid work as a standard economic resource (and work only until its additional return does 
not start to decrease) or not, i.e. do paid work for its own sake.13 Finally we identified five aspects of 
work the respondents considered as important in evaluating a job. We first classified these five work 
values as belonging into either extrinsic or intrinsic work values14, secondly within this typology 
differentiated them by their main characteristics. 
 
The reason of using the extrinsic-intrinsic work value dichotomy is that these terms are widely used in 
the organization, business, and management literature. An extrinsic work value “is dependent on a 
source external to the immediate task-person situation” (Brief-Aldag, 1977 497) such as status, 
respect, power, influence, high salary. An intrinsic value, on the contrary, is “… derived from the task 
per se; that is, from outcomes which are not mediated by a source external to the task-person 
situation. Such a state of motivation can be characterized as a self-fulfilling experience … “(Brief-
Aldag, 1977 498). In other words: 
 

“While the notion of extrinsic work values refers to values related to external factors of work, 
the notion of intrinsic work values refers to the actual content of work. Intrinsic work values 
express preferences for openness to change, the pursuit of autonomy, growth, creativity, and 
the use of initiative at work. Extrinsic work values express preferences for income, job security, 
and less demanding work.” (Parboteah et al 2013 3) 

 
We agree with those authors (Twenge 2010, Parboteah et al 2013) who emphasize that intrinsic and 
extrinsic work values do not form the two poles of a continuum. From this follows that extrinsic and 
intrinsic values may compete with each other or may constitute a peacefully coexisting complex 
system, i.e. they can be conceptualized as independent dimensions of work value (Malka-Chatman, 
2003 pp 737-738). For example the same people can follow extrinsically motivated behaviour when 
the task is boring and monotonous but intrinsic motivation becomes dominant in case of interesting 
phases of a task (Gagné-Deci, 2005). 
 
This approach has a solid theoretical basis, the so called self-determination theory (SDT) which 
emphasizes that intrinsic and extrinsic work values provide different sources of motivation (Shorteix et 
al, 2015). In case of intrinsic work values the motivation to work hard and long comes from the 
enjoyment and interest of the tasks themselves. Moreover, intrinsic work values motivate individuals 
encourage individuals to self-manage their careers and to engage in proactive behaviour as well as 
investing into developing their skills and extending their competences. Extrinsic work values, on the 
other hand, motivate individuals to pursue behaviour based on instrumental reasons efficiently. 
However, extrinsic motivation is related often to higher anxiety and higher burnout, effects job 
satisfaction and dedication negatively, and increases the probability of work-family conflict and 
turnover intentions. 
 
Beyond the dual classification of work values as extrinsic or intrinsic, however, we identified some 
relevant characteristics of the five work values the respondents use in the job evaluation process.  
 
We assume that within the three extrinsic values “good income” can be considered as the “classic” 
one since in a modern society income is the ultimate “external” motivation of work.  
 

                                                
13

 Svalfors et al (2001) refers to it as a type of work orientation which is highly dependent on social strata and institutional 

framework of the economy. 
14

 The extrinsic-intrinsic typology – either in this dualistic form or part of a more diverse typology – is very much frequented 

in the psychological literature on motivation. Usually intrinsic work values cover skill use, self-direction and enjoyment 
derived from doing the job), extrinsic work values focus external rewards, such as having a job that provides a good income 
or security (Shorteix et al, 2015) 
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“Security” is also an extrinsic value since it expresses the respondent’s positive attitude to the labour 
market in general and to a concrete job in particular (i.e. the respondent wants to hold the job proper), 
and such attitude has the same strength to motivate the employee on the market as income has.  
 
“Flexibility”, however, is less purely extrinsic since it indicates the need of at least a limited level of 
freedom for the employee, i.e. some control over working time, and implicitly expresses the 
importance of life beyond the labour market (i.e. family, leisure, etc.).  
 
As to the two intrinsic work values, to have an interesting work can be considered as the classic 
form of individualistic motivation on a post-industrial labour market, i.e. a shift towards a higher level 
on a maslowian scale.  
 
The same is the case with having a job which is useful for the society. In this case, however, the 
intrinsic value is derived not from the hedonistic self-satisfaction of the individual but from a more 
general humanistic-holistic or altruistic motivation. 
 
Relying on the conceptualization of the centrality of work in general, employment commitment (i.e. the 
preference of paid work over leisure), and the extrinsic and intrinsic work values in evaluating a job, in 
the literature we find various analyses in regard with their trend and their association with social 
groups. The core theoretical questions – and into which the whole literature of generation is 
embedded into (Chapter 3.2) – which can be answered using these work value concepts are: What 
happens with work values in the course of post-modern development? Does centrality of work 
decrease? Is employment commitment getting less strong in an increasingly consumption oriented 
and time constrained “leisure society”? Is there a shift from the “modern” (materialistic, industrial) 
world where extrinsic motivation rules towards a “post-modern” (post-materialistic, post-industrial) 
world dominated by intrinsic values? 

3.2 Hypotheses of the trend of work values by age, period 

and generation 

In the last paragraph of the previous chapter we gathered some theoretical questions which have a 
long tradition in the sociological and economic literature. The changing role or work in the society and 
its relation to culture, production system, history, class and/or stratification is one of the core issues. 
In this chapter we arranged the main hypotheses in regard with the association between age, period 
and generation to work. The overview we offer here is far from exhaustive since we selected only the 
most often referred opuses and we focused especially to those papers which analyzed the role of 
age, period and generation simultaneously.15  
 
The “mini-industry” (Twenge, 2010) of applied research on generational differences at the workplace 
or on the labour market has  a very strong impact on social science literature  therefore despite our 
previously explained serious doubts in regard with their empirical relevance16 it would have been a 
mistake to ignore them.  
 

                                                
15

 The reason why in this chapter we focus on generation instead of birth cohort is that why the former has a huge literature 
the latter has almost none. The reason of this discrepancy is that while generation – despite it’s previously mention 
shortcomings – offers a fertile soil for hypothesis building, birth cohort is usually a technical term without any promising 
theoretical aspect. 
16

 The criticism of the various quantitative databases on which the analysis of generations rely is diverse. Just to mention a 
view (and again focusing on those which have the largest impact on the generation discourse from HAPC perspective): 
They often use measurements taken only at one point in time, and/or a design that can- not distinguish between age or 
career stage differences and generational differences (e.g. Smola Sutton, 2002). 
The database is restricted only on one or two generations, on one or a few countries (Parry-Urwin, 2011). 
Often the data covers not the active population but high school and college students (e.g. Twenge et al, 2010 and 2012). 
Those (often huge) datasets that covers an economically active population are biased in several ways (e.g. selection bias 
due to (e.g. Kowske, 2010 with respondents who volunteered by responding to an advertisement) or focusing only on a 
special segment of the labour force): 
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The most influential hypotheses were the following:  

Generations have different attitudes towards work to the extent that  

“…the perceived decline in work ethic is perhaps one of the major contributors of 
generational conflicts in the workplace. Generation X for instance, has been labeled 
the ‘slacker’ generation, and employers complain that younger workers are 
uncommitted to their jobs and work only the required hours and little more. Conversely, 
Boomers may be workaholics (…) while Traditionals have been characterized as the 
most hardworking generation”. (Tolbize 2008, p. 4) 

 

The preferences for the type of work, workplace, working time, management techniques have 

generation specific features. A classic management survey (Harpaz, 1990) based on work value data 

of about 8000 managers in eight OECD countries from the early 1980ies found that 

"interesting work" and "good pay" are (…) the most important for all age categories and 
at every organizational level. (…) [Y]oung respondents value "autonomy" and 
"opportunity to learn" more than do their older counterparts. (…) On the other hand, the 
higher ranking of "job security" by the older age groups (50 years and up) may be an 
indication of the greater impact that actual and potential unemployment has had for 
these groups in many industrialized countries in recent years. In sum, overall 
differences between age groups in the relative importance of work goals are generally 
moderate in magnitude; nevertheless, the value attached to specific goals does seem 
to be related to age” (Harpaz, 1990, pp 88-89)  

Twenge et al (2012) examined generational differences in life goals, concern for others, and civic 

orientation among Baby Boomers, GenX'ers and Millennials at the same age (18) on three huge 

databases among high school and college students in the US. The period effect they identified (Figure 

3.1) shows a decreasing trend of intrinsic value (philosophy of life) and an increasing trend of extrinsic 

values (being well-off, money and being a leader). 

Figure 3.1: The importance of certain life goals, 1966–2009. 

 

Twenge et al, 2012 Figure 1 (p. 1051)  
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From a cohort analytical perspective they summarize their findings as follows:  

“the overall trend in life goals between the Boomers and the Millennials is toward less 
community feeling, including less intrinsic, more extrinsic, and more narcissistic goals, 
with Millennials continuing the trends begun by GenX and not reversing them. The 
overall pattern of trends does not support the “Generation We” view, though it receives 
some limited support in the small reversals in some items (e.g., money, making a 
contribution to society, helping others in difficulty). The significant generational 
differences in life goals do not generally support the generational similarities view. 
However, the smaller changes between GenX and the Millennials and the similarities 
on some items do demonstrate that not all life goals have changed at all time points.” 
(Twenge et al, 2012, p. 1053) 

 
- A meta-analysis of generation specific work values (Constanza et al, 2012) identified 20 

studies allowing for 18 generational pair-wise comparisons across four generations 

(Traditionals, Baby Boomers, Generation Xers, and Millennials). They found moderate or small 

differences between generational membership and work-related attitudes. They concluded 

that the differences between generations probably exist only as the impact of factors other 

than generational membership.  

Research combining longitudinal panel data between 1981 and 1993, and a representative 

survey of the Israeli Jewish labour force in 1993 analyzed how period, cohort effect and life 

course (in our vocabulary: age group) effect work values (primarily the importance of work). 

They found that in contrast to other developed countries the centrality of work has increased in 

Israel during the period between the early 1980s and 1990s. They concluded that 

“Work centrality in the restudied sample was found to have remained stable during that 
12-year period…) Maturation of the re-interviewed sample produced a decrease in the 
importance of leisure, while the importance of family, community and religion remained 
stable. …The present study detected no cohort effect, and young people (up to age 27) 
of the 1990s proved to have values regarding work and other life areas (leisure, 
community, religion and family) similar to those of the young people in the 1980s.” (ibid 
p. 103-104.) 

 
- Kowske et al (2010) used hierarchical regression technique on a huge sample (N=115044) of 

employees in the US (18-year–olds and over in full time employment, working in organizations 

with more than 100 employees) to differentiate the role of period, age and cohort on work 

values (satisfaction with company/job, recognition, career, security, pay and turnover intention) 

among generations with a special focus on the Millennials’. They found that 

 

“work attitudes differed across generations, although effect sizes were relatively small 
and depended on the work attitude. Compared to Boomers and Gen Xers, Millennials 
reported higher levels of overall company and job satisfaction, satisfaction with job 
security, recognition, and career development and advancement, but reported similar 
levels of satisfaction with pay and benefits and the work itself, and turnover intentions.” 
(ibid p.265) 

 

They concluded that compared to a set of labour market sensitive individual factors (such as gender, 
industry, occupation) the role of generation is significantly smaller: 
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“Generation clearly contributes least to turnover intentions, satisfaction with pay and 
benefits, and the work itself, while it contributes most to overall company and job 
satisfaction, and satisfaction with recognition, career development and advancement, 
and job security.” (ibid p. 273) 

 
As for the impact of the different generations, they found curvilinear trends (i.e. U-shape curves) in 
case of all four work values (Figure 3.2).  
 
This means that the least satisfied with the various aspects of work were usually the late Boomers, 
and the GI and the Millennial generations (the latter especially with recognition and career) were the 
most satisfied. However, the most important conclusion of their paper is that in opposition to the 
public image of the role of generation on the labour market “generational differences might be re-
named ‘generational similarities’” (ibid p. 275).  
 
Hansen-Leuty (2011) comparing GenerationX and Baby Boomers found that the latter ranked some 
intrinsic values (‘‘chance to learn new things’’ and ‘‘freedom from pressures” higher than the former, 
while Gen Xers ranked another one (‘‘freedom from supervision’)’ higher. The authors found that the 
importance of altruistic work values have decreased with the Silent Generation placing the most 
importance on altruism and Generation Y the least, and Generation X placed the most importance on 
intrinsic work values relative to Baby Boomers, Generation Y, or the Silent Generation. However, they 
summarized the findings of their meta-analysis that in the literature generational differences of work 
values are either negligible or controversial. Van der Velde, Feji, and van Emmerick (1998) concluded 
from their longitudinal analysis that values varied more by age than by cultural changes in the 
Netherlands. The youngest cohort reported placing more importance on intrinsic work values and the 
centrality of work. Hansen-Leuty (2011) concluded that: 
 

„the research on generational differences in work values has produced conflicting 
results that are complicated by the impact of age on values. When age is taken into 
account, differences in intrinsic, extrinsic, and social values seem to persist … ..” 
(Hansen-Leuty, 2011, ibid p. 38). 
 

To sum up, we use a quotation from authors of a more recent overview in which they convincingly 
summarize the theoretical and methodological state of art of the research on generations: 
  

“Considering the extent to which generational stereotypes are commonly accepted, it is 
surprising that empirical evidence of generational differences is relatively sparse, and 
the research that exists is somewhat contradictory. One stream of research supports 
the general stereotypes concerning generational differences in work values, personal 
values, leadership behaviours, psychological/personality traits, and organizational 
commitment. Another stream of research has found few, if any, generational 
differences in a variety of employee characteristics such as personality and motivation  
… or found little evidence of generational differences in a variety of traits, attitudes, 
and behaviours … Considering these inconsistent findings, there exists a great deal of 
controversy about whether or not generational differences exist at all with some 
suggesting that perceived generational differences are a product of popular culture 
versus social science. Scholars have also noted that observed generational differences 
may be explained, at least in part, by age, life stage, or career stage effects instead of 
generation. According to this view, human development is punctuated by different life 
stages that involve unique cognitive, emotional, and behavioural experiences and 
differences in attitudes or values that are often attributed to generations may be 
explained by the nature of jobs held by older workers or their current life cycle. (Becton 
et al 175-176)17 

                                                
17

 The bibliographical references of the quotation were omitted. 
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Figure 3.2: The generational differences of four work values 
 

a) in overall company and job satisfaction      b) in satisfaction with recognition 

 
 
c) in satisfaction with career development and advancement    d) in job security 

 
 

 

Note: On the y-axis, zero represents the grand mean across all periods holding age constant (Kowske et al, 2010 , p.273. 
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4. On the methodology 
A: I can’t seem to shake off this tired feeling. Guess I’m just 
getting old. [Age effect] 
B: Do you think it’s stress? Business is down this year, and 
you’ve let your fatigue build up. [Period effect] 
A: Maybe. What about you? 
B: Actually, I’m exhausted too! My body feels really heavy. 
A: You’re kidding. You’re still young. I could work all day long 
when I was your age. 
B: Oh, really? 
A: Yeah, young people these days are quick to whine. We were 
not like that. [Cohort effect] (Suzuki, 2012, in Bell-Jones, 2013) 

 

The four topics covered in this chapter are crucial to answer validly and reliably the questions of the 
first chapter. The first one is the ultimate problem of disentangling the effect of the three closely 
interrelated (as nicely illustrated by the motto above) aspects of time, i.e. age, period and cohort. The 
second issue is the operationalization of the dependent variables, i.e. the centrality of work, the 
employment commitment and the extrinsic and intrinsic work values which serve as the bases in 
evaluating a job. Last but not least we should introduce the reader to the main characteristics of the 
data and the control variables.  
 
In this chapter we intend to convince the reader that the data we use have high level of reliability and 
external validity, the dependent variables we work with have adequate level of internal validity, and 
the explanatory models we use are the best available to solve the unsolvable problem of the motto of 
the chapter which lucidly illustrates the interdependence of the three aspects of time.   
 

4.1 The problem of decomposing the effects of age, period, 

and birth cohort  

The basic problem in analyzing generations stems from the fact that (a) age, period, and birth cohort 
are closely intertwined and (b) all three factors are effected by the impact of various external 
influences, such as physiological changes of aging and the accumulation/deterioration of experience, 
and overlapping historical, political, economic, technological innovations of a birth cohort and more or 
less identically in the same period.  
 
Since age, period (year of the survey) and birth cohort (the year of birth) are linearly interdependent, 
their effects cannot be simultaneously estimated using standard regression models (Firebaugh, 1997, 
Yang and Land, 2006, 2008). This perfect linear dependency is clear if we think about an individual 
with age 45, who is interviewed in 1995. If we know these two pieces of data, we also know that 
her/his birth cohort (birth year) must be 1950. 
 
A possible solution to this identification problem is to use a hierarchical age-period-cohort (HAPC) 
regression model (Yang and Land, 2006, 2008). To minimize the effect of multicollinearity among age, 
birth cohort and period, we defined fixed and equal period (year of the survey) clusters. This can only 
be done artificially, i.e. it is ultimately a subjective decision of the researcher; however, we grouped 
our data by taking account of waves of surveys, i.e. data from each wave were grouped together 
which can be considered as the most “natural” (and “theory-blind”) grouping principle. In this grouped 
data age, period (with five-year interval) and birth cohort are not perfectly dependent, i.e. we are not 
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able anymore to directly calculate the year of birth from age and period (with five-year interval), 
however, remarkable multicollinearity still remains. 
 
Moreover, while age is an individual level variable, period and cohort are macro-level variables18, i.e. 
we have a multilevel data structure assuming that the attitudes of the individuals in the same birth 
cohort or interviewed in the same year will be more similar  than that of from other period or birth 
cohort.  
 
Yang and Land (2006, 2008) propose cross-classified hierarchical models to represent clustering 
effects in individual survey responses by period and birth cohorts when using repeated cross-
sectional data. In this analysis we use these models where it is assumed that individuals are nested 
simultaneously within the two second-level variables (period and cohort), i.e. we use cross-classified 
hierarchical regression models. 
The level-1 model is the following: 

ijkijkijkijkjkijk eβAGEβAGEββY  X3

2

210 , 

the level-2 model is 

kjjk vuγβ 0000  , 

and the combined model is 

ijkkjijkijkijkijk evuβAGEβAGEβγY  003

2

210 X , 

where, within each cohort j and period k, respondents’ work attitude is a function of their age, squared 
age, other individual characteristics (vector of X). This model allows level-1 intercepts to vary 
randomly by cohorts and periods. β0jk is the mean of the work attitude variable of individuals in cohort j 
and period k (cell mean); β1, β2 and β3 are the level-1 fixed effects; eijk is the random individual 
variation, which is assumed normally distributed with mean 0 and within-cell variance σ2; γ0 is the 
grand mean (across all cohorts and periods) or the model intercept, u0j is the residual random effect of 
cohort j, v0j is the residual random effect of period k. Both u0j and v0j are assumed normally distributed 
with mean 0 and variance τu and τv, respectively. 
 
Hierarchical age-period-cohort (HAPC) regression models were used to analyze repeated cross-
sectional data by Yang and Land (2006, 2008) examining verbal test scores, by Schwadel (2014) 
examining the changing association between higher education and reporting no religious affiliation in 
the United States, Down and Wilson (2013) examining life-cycle and cohort effects on support for the 
EU, and Kowske et al (2010) examining the effect of generation on job satisfaction and on satisfaction 
with other job aspects. 
 
Bell and Jones (2014) argue that there is no statistically and mathematically correct solution to the 
age-period-cohort identification problem without making some preliminary theoretical assumption, i.e. 
“there is no technical solution to the identification problem without the imposition of strong (and 
correct) a priori assumptions” (Bell and Jones, 2014: 335). They show with simulations that in several 
scenarios the results of the HAPC model are biased, e.g. if there is quadratic age effect and linear 
cohort trend, these effects are estimated as period trend. With other words, the effects of the three 
time-related variables might be assigned to each other or combined by the effects of the other two 

                                                
18

 Yang and Land (2008) argues that while the age variable is related to the biological process of individual aging, period and 
cohort effects reflect the influences of external (political, technological, economic, etc.) forces, thus the latter two variables 
can be treated as level-2 (or macro-level) variables. 
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variables. However, they also show that the model works if there are no linear (or nonlinear) trends in 
periods or cohorts. Since – as we will show below (from chapter 4 to chapter 6) – we found that cohort 
and period effects are quite small – especially compared to effect of age – therefore we can conclude 
that there is no linear period and cohort trends, consequently according to Bell and Jones (2014)  our 
results are “probably justifiable”.  
 
Twenge (2010) recommends another solution to avoid the identification problem mentioned above by 
taking one step backwards. She suggests the use the time-lag method, where individuals of the same 
age at different points in times are compared: “with age held constant, any differences are due to 
either generation (enduring differences based on birth cohort) or time period (change over time that 
affects all generations)” (Twenge, 2010: 202). Twenge argues that since the impact of period is often 
the weakest, thus time-lag design is supposed to be able to isolate generational differences.  
 
In the course of analysis first we will provide a descriptive analysis, i.e. we separately model age, 
period, and birth cohort effects on work values; to illustrate the main trends. Some of these descriptive 
analyses are equivalent to Twenge’s time-lag method, however, the results might by biased by 
omitted variables since they are based on bivariate relationships and socio-demographic 
characteristics of the respondents are uncontrolled. In the second step we develop hierarchical age-
period-cohort (HAPC) regression models to avoid problems that stem from the linear dependency of 
these three dimensions of time (Yang and Land, 2006, 2008). As part of this exercise we run models 
for the youngest respondents (age 18-40) separately as well, which meets the requirements of the 
time-lag method recommended by Twenge (2010), i.e. individuals with more homogenous age are 
compared. 

4.2 The operationalization of work values and the data 

Since our strategy to analyze the changing or unchanging attitudes towards work of generations was 
based on secondary analysis of existing large and longitudinal datasets, first we had to select those 
precious few questions which were asked either similarly in these surveys or could be made identical 
by recoding, and therefore we could use them as proxies of work values.19 These questions had to 
meet with two conditions: 
 

- to be valid as a proxy of a work value (chapter 2.1), and 

- have been repeated identical (or at least very similar) form in several waves in the surveys.   

The final outcome of the operationalization exercise was as follows: 
In constructing the centrality of work variable we started out from the following question:  
 

“How important is work in your life?” 

Questions about the centrality of work were asked in the WVS/EVS. Between 1980 and 2010 the 
WVS/EVS had five waves (see the first row in Annex Table A1.1). Our analysis covers most of the 
European countries and some countries from the Euro-Atlantic area. Table A1.1 in Annex contains 
the list of countries (arranged into three groups: post-socialist, EU15 and other OECD) included in the 
various waves.20 

                                                
19

 There are, however, other approaches where more complex scales are used (e.g. Wollack et al, 2007, Ros-Schwartz, 
1999, Dulk et al, 2013), but we wanted to keep our variables simple and we needed variables that have been identically 
repeated in more than one survey, thus single variables were more appropriate for our analysis. 
20

 In the analysis of chapter 7, Germany is split into (former) West-Germany and (former) East-Germany. 
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The original variable was measured on a 4-point scale. We recoded this variable21 into a dichotomous 
one: the new variable has the value of 1 if one thinks that work is very important in her/his life and 0 if 
one thinks work is not very important.22 
 
The number of observations and means of the variable of the centrality of work by period are shown 
in Table 4.1. Since the question was not asked in the first wave of WVS/EVS we only have data from 
3-4 periods.23  
 
The aggregate value of the centrality of work is constant in the 1990ies but lower in the mid-2000ies.24 
 
Table 4.1: Number of observations and the average of centrality of work by period 
 

 N Mean SD Min Max 

1990-1994 36435 0,569 0,495 0 1 

1995-1999 64458 0,566 0,496 0 1 

2005-2009 65594 0,531 0,499 0 1 

Total 166487 0,553 0,497 0 1 

 

As to employment commitment we used a question in which the respondents were asked to express 
their preference by rating their agreement with the statement  
 

“I would enjoy having a paid job even if I did not need the money” 

  

The question about employment commitment was asked in the fourth wave of ESS (2010), and in 
three waves of the ISSP (1989, 1997, 2005). Since in 1989 only 7 countries participated in the 
survey25, we excluded this wave, thus we have data from three periods (1995-1999, 2005-2009, 
2010-2014) and 32 countries. Annex 1 Table A1.2 contains the list of countries (arranged into three 
groups: post-socialist, EU15 and other OECD) included in the various waves.26 
 
Respondents answered the question on a 5-point scale from 1-strongly disagree to 5-strongly agree, 
thus the higher values of our variable indicates that the respondent would enjoy having a paid job 
even if she/he did not need the money, and the lower values of the variable indicates that the 
respondent would not enjoy having a paid job. 
 

                                                
21

 The original coding was as follows: 1 (very important), 2 (quite important), 3 (not important), 4 (not important at all). We 
had to recode the original variable due to small number of observations in the latter two categories. 
22

 As a robustness check we computed the relative centrality of work as well, i.e. comparing the level of centrality of work to 
other priorities (such as family, friends, and leisure time). With this technique we intended to control for scale usage 
heterogeneity (and its possible changes over time). The brief description of the results is in chapter 4.3. 
23

 Although the second wave of WVS/EVS was conducted between 1989 and 1993, the date of the fieldwork was between 
1990 and 1993 in all but two of the participating countries. We excluded from this wave two countries (Poland, Switzerland) 
where the year of the fieldwork was 1989 in order to avoid a small sample size in this year (or in the period 1985-1989), and 
to avoid results driven by only two countries. Moreover, since the number of observations between 2000 and 2004 is 
relatively low as the fourth (1999-2004) wave of WVS/EVS was conducted in most countries in 1999, we exclude this period 
from the analysis as well. 
24

 The total mean of the variable is the highest in Malta, France, Greece, Bosnia, and Poland (over 0.650), and the lowest is 
in Finland and the Netherlands (under 0.450). 
25

 From the countries we were interested in European countries and countries from the Euro-Atlantic area only. 
26

 In the ESS questionnaire the question was asked only from respondents under age 70, thus we restricted the sample for 
respondents between age 18 and 70. 
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The number of observations and the mean of employment commitment are shown in  
Table 4.2. It seems that employment commitment has – statistically – declined over the past 20 years, 
but this change is quite small (only 0,12 on a 5-point scale).27 
 
Table 4.2: Number of observations and the average of employment commitment by period 
 

 N Mean SD Min Max 

1995-1999 25212 3,42 1,17 1 5 

2005-2009 23744 3,38 1,20 1 5 

2010-2014 37779 3,30 1,18 1 5 

Total 114225 3,36 1,18 1 5 

 
Finally, to proxy extrinsic and intrinsic values in evaluating a job, we used a set of questions in which 
respondents were asked to choose which aspects they personally think are important in a job. The 
exact wording of the question was the following:  
 

„Here are some more aspects of a job that people say are important. Please look at 

them and tell me which ones you personally think are important in a job?” 

The respondent was offered a long list of items from  which the following items were selected as 
extrinsic and intrinsic work motivations: extrinsic motivations are: good pay, good job security, and 
good hours, intrinsic motivations are those when the satisfaction of the job is provided by the activity 
itself such as an interesting job, and being useful for the society. 
 
Questions about extrinsic and intrinsic work values were asked in four WVS/EVS questionnaires, and 
we have data from 36-39 countries (depending on the type of work value).28 Since respondents were 
able to “mention” or “not mention” job aspects they personally think are important in a job, these 
variables are binary variables, i.e. they have value of 1 if someone “mentioned” and value of 0 if 
someone “not mentioned” the aspects. 
 
The number of observations and the importance of work values are shown in Table 3.3.29 Most of the 
variables seem to be increasing during the four periods, only the importance of having a useful job is 
higher in the middle periods than in the first and the last one. 
 
  

                                                
27

 The total mean of the variable is the highest in Denmark (3.85), and in Norway (3.76), and the lowest in Lithuania (2.76), 
in Russia (2.88), and in the Czech Republic (2.90). The overall trends in the countries are more or less similar to the main 
trend, however in Denmark, Portugal, Sweden, and in the Czech Republic there are stronger decreasing patterns, while in 
Bulgaria the mean of the variable is increasing in the three periods. 
28

 Means and number of observations by country and year for the five variables are not included in this working paper due to 
the huge number of tables, but they are available from the authors upon request.  
29

 The sample is restricted for those who are employed or self-employed (WVS/EVS, ISSP) or their main activity is paid work 
(ESS). 
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Table 4.3: Number of observations and the average of extrinsic and intrinsic work values by period 
 

Period 
 

1980-
1984 

1990-
1994 

1995-
1999 

2005-
2009 

Total 

Extrinsic values 

Good pay Mean 0,671 0,742 0,813 0,810 0,781 

 N 17092 36837 65240 44994 164163 

Job security Mean 0,600 0,592 0,688 0,662 0,650 

 N 17092 36837 65244 44768 163941 

Flexible hours Mean 0,442 0,445 0,486 0,515 0,480 

 N 17092 36837 65162 44666 163757 

Intrinsic values 

Interesting job Mean 0,582 0,607 0,677 0,678 0,652 

 N 17092 36837 65209 44749 163887 

Useful for the society Mean 0,373 0,411 0,418 0,386 0,400 

 N 15974 36837 35583 44357 132751 

 

Our analysis is based on data of the World Values Survey/European Values Study (WVS/EVS), the 
International Social Survey Programme (ISSP), and the European Social Survey (ESS). Since our 
analysis is extremely time-sensitive, i.e. the task of “searching for gaps” is very sensitive to the year of 
the information our analysis is based upon, we decided to use the year of fieldwork country by 
country.30   
 
In the descriptive analysis, the period, the age of the respondent and the birth cohorts were coded 
into 5-year intervals, which is conventional in age-period-cohort analyses (Yang et al., 2008) and 
significantly shorter than that used in the sociological or psychological literature for generation. The 
result of this exercise was twelve age groups (from 18-22 to 73+)31, seven period groups (from 1980-
1984 to 2010-2014), and eighteen cohort groups (from 1905-1909 to 1990-1994).32  
 
In the multivariate models age was allowed to have a non-linear (curvilinear) effect (squared age is 
also included in the models), cohorts were included as birth year, while periods (year of the survey) 
were grouped into 5-year intervals as in the descriptive analysis.  
 
To control for the changing composition along the basic socio-economic characteristics of subsequent 
generations in our multivariate models we use the following control variables:  
 

- gender (binary variable, 1=female ),  

- education (binary variable, 1=more than secondary education),  

- marital status (married/living with partner, divorced/separated, widowed or never married),  

                                                
30

 The same applies in defining the age of the respondent: it was calculated as the difference of the year of fieldwork and the 
respondent’s birth year. 
31

 We grouped ages 75 and above into a single category in order to obtain larger group size and more stable results. 
32

 Obviously, the number of the groups depends on the available data and on the sample restrictions. For example, as we 
will note later, sample of preference for having a job is restricted for respondents between age 18-70, thus number of age 
and cohort groups is smaller in this analysis. 
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- labour force status (binary variable, 1= respondent has a job, i.e. her/his employment status 

is “working”), and  

- type of settlement (binary variable, 1= respondent lives in a city (with population over 

100.000 people) 

Additionally, every model contains country fixed effects to control time-invariant country 
characteristics.   
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5. The centrality of work 

5.1 The cumulated impact of age and period (and birth 

cohort) on the centrality of work 

Table 5.1 displays the mean of centrality of work by age group and period. The last column (age 
effect) shows that the centrality of work increases until age 48-52 and then decreases constantly, i.e. 
people slowly “learn” the centrality of work but the centrality of work holds only until they are in their 
active age cohorts.  
 
Table 5.1: The means of the centrality of work by age group and period (cohort uncontrolled) 
 

Period 

 1990-1994 1995-1999 2005-2009 Total 

18-22 0,490 0,500 0,476 0,489 

23-27 0,510 0,545 0,523 0,529 

28-32 0,507 0,557 0,545 0,541 

33-37 0,536 0,579 0,565 0,564 

38-42 0,585 0,611 0,579 0,593 

43-47 0,637 0,628 0,595 0,617 

48-52 0,639 0,649 0,596 0,625 

53-57 0,636 0,599 0,564 0,592 

58-62 0,616 0,556 0,526 0,557 

63-67 0,607 0,531 0,454 0,518 

68-72 0,580 0,501 0,448 0,497 

73+ 0,539 0,466 0,432 0,462 

Total 0,569 0,566 0,531 0,553 

 

If we focus on the bottom row, we find an aggregate decrease of the mean centrality of work (period 
effect) between 1995-1999 and 2005-2009. This can be interpreted as work in general is losing its 
importance. 
 
The differences by age groups and birth cohorts (the last column in Table 5.2) show that work seems 
to be most important in the birth cohorts 1947-1961 and less important for the earlier and later 
cohorts. 
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Table 5.2. The means of the centrality of work by birth cohort and age group (period uncontrolled) 

 Age             

Cohort 18-22 23-27 28-32 33-37 38-42 43-47 48-52 53-57 58-62 63-67 68-72 73+ Total 

-1916            0,495 0,495 

1917-1921           0,549 0,477 0,507 

1922-1926          0,604 0,538 0,449 0,513 

1927-1931         0,591 0,531 0,516 0,422 0,512 

1932-1936        0,622 0,591 0,547 0,421 0,467 0,540 

1937-1941       0,634 0,610 0,565 0,408 0,460  0,543 

1942-1946      0,632 0,627 0,609 0,478 0,478   0,569 

1947-1951     0,579 0,629 0,658 0,522 0,549    0,597 

1952-1956    0,531 0,598 0,632 0,562 0,584     0,589 

1957-1961   0,499 0,567 0,616 0,588 0,612      0,584 

1962-1966  0,518 0,543 0,580 0,570 0,599       0,567 

1967-1971 0,490 0,503 0,559 0,555 0,584        0,546 

1972-1976 0,487 0,555 0,552 0,569         0,549 

1977-1981 0,504 0,518 0,542          0,521 

1982-1986 0,495 0,526           0,516 

1987-1991 0,467            0,467 

Total 0,489 0,529 0,541 0,564 0,593 0,617 0,625 0,592 0,557 0,518 0,497 0,462 0,553 
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For a detailed analysis of the main differences and similarities of the trends between age and period 
(i.e. comparing the results of Table 5.1 and Table 5.2) we have visualized the results in two closely 
related figures ( 
Figure 5.1A and Figure 5.2B).  
 
 
Figure 5.1A shows the trend of the centrality of work by age, controlling for period. The general 
pattern (the inverted U curve) is rather similar in the three periods but  while  the highest level of the 
centrality of work is in the  middle period,  an almost similarly high level of the centrality of work starts 
one age group earlier (age 43-47) and lasts longer (age 53-57) in the first period.  
 
 
Figure 5.1B focuses on the trend of the centrality of work by period in seven age groups.33 While the 
general trend does not decrease between the first two periods but shows a somewhat steeper 
decrease after 1995-1999. Among the oldest people centrality of work sharply declines after 1990-
1994. In the middle age groups the decrease is similar to the average but since it starts  on a higher 
level by the end of the period they still show the highest level of centrality of work. In the youngest 
groups the trend differs from the general one since (similarly to the 48-52-year-olds) there is a slight 
increase between 1990-1994 and 1995-1999, and afterwards the centrality of work remains more or 
less stable. 
 
Figure 5.1: The means of the centrality of work by (A) age in the three periods and (B) by period in seven age 
groups 

Figure 5.1A 

 

                                                
33

 We show only seven age groups (three of the youngest groups, two from the middle aged groups and two of the oldest 
groups) in order to have a less cluttered table. 
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Figure 5.1B 

 
 

5.2 The HAPC model of the centrality of work 

The hierarchical age-period-cohort (HAPC) regression models (Table 5.3), contain the three time-
related and all control variables (including country dummies to control for unobserved time-invariant 
country characteristics). While age and squared age are included as individual level variables, period 
(year of the survey) and cohort as second-level predictors. Random period and cohort intercepts allow 
level-1 intercepts to vary randomly by cohorts and periods, i.e. they allow variation from the mean for 
each cohort and period.  
 
While the models in columns 0 to 5 contain the entire sample, the model in column 6 covers the 
young (age 18-40) individuals only. 34 
 
Comparing the six models, the sign and the size of the coefficients are fairly stable. Age differences 
become smaller with the inclusion of the other variables since there is collinearity between age and 
other variables (e.g. labour force status or marital status). Focusing on the role of the three time 
variables we find that though they have significant impact on the centrality of work but compared to 
the impact of the non-age individual variables and country fixed effects their impact is small. 
 
The visualized results (Figure 5.2), show that controlling for period, birth cohort and relevant socio-
demographic characteristics, the centrality of work increases from age 18, reaching a peak around 
age 50, and decreases thereafter. This result is similar to that of the uncontrolled inverted U curve 
Figure 5.1A), and is in accordance with a life course concept of economic activity: since younger 
people are not yet and older people are not anymore involved in income generating activities, it 
makes sense that their attitude towards the centrality of work is lower compared to those for whom 
work plays the central role in their identity (i.e. career oriented, human capital investing, etc. 
individuals in their (early) middle age), as they are in their active household and labour market cycles 
(i.e. entering the labour market, becoming adults, establishing a family, having children, etc.).  
 
Compared to the residual variance on the empty model (column 0 in Table 5.3), model 1 with age 
variables only reduced the residual variance by 1%, which means that about 1% of the variation is 
due to age differences. 
 

 
 

                                                
34

 This model is a special form of the time-lag method recommended by Twenge (2010), since we analyze respondents with 
similar age. 
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 Table 5.3: The HAPC models of the centrality of work 

 (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  

 All  All  All  All  All  All  
Youth  

(18-40) 
 

Individual 
effects 

B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Age   0.0002
***

 (0.000) 0.0003
***

 (0.000) 0.0011
***

 (0.000) 0.0017
***

 (0.000) 0.0016
***

 (0.000) 0.0028
*
 (0.002) 

Age squared   -0.0002
***

 (0.000) -0.0002
***

 (0.000) -0.0002
***

 (0.000) -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0000 (0.000) 

Female         -0.0334
***

 (0.003) -0.0310
***

 (0.002) -0.0309
***

 (0.004) 

Education: 
more than 
secondary 

        -0.0202
***

 (0.003) -0.0113
***

 (0.003) -0.0364
***

 (0.004) 

Employment 
status: working 

        0.0858
***

 (0.003) 0.0965
***

 (0.003) 0.0625
***

 (0.004) 

Type of 
settlement: city 

        -0.0273
***

 (0.003) -0.0217
***

 (0.003) -0.0321
***

 (0.004) 

Marital status: 
single 

        ref.  ref.  ref.  

Married/living 
with partner 

        0.0101
***

 (0.004) 0.0144
***

 (0.004) 0.0064 (0.005) 

Divorced/ 
separated 

        0.0192
***

 (0.006) 0.0399
***

 (0.006) 0.0523
***

 (0.009) 

Widowed         -0.0296
***

 (0.006) -0.0224
***

 (0.006) 0.0222 (0.025) 

Intercept 0.5529
***

 (0.001) 0.5999
***

 (0.002) 0.6019
***

 (0.011) 0.6176
***

 (0.014) 0.5813
***

 (0.015) 0.5583
***

 (0.020) 0.5717
***

 (0.022) 

Variance 
components 

Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE 

Individual 0.2472
***

 (0.000) 0.2448
***

 (0.000) 0.2444
***

 (0.000) 0.2441
***

 (0.000) 0.2420
***

 (0.000) 0.2371
***

 (0.000) 0.2408
***

 (0.001) 

Period     0.0004
***

 (0.000) 0.0006
***

 (0.000) 0.0005
***

 (0.000) 0.0007
***

 (0.000) 0.0004
***

 (0.000) 

Cohort       0.0006
***

 (0.000) 0.0007
***

 (0.000) 0.0004
***

 (0.000) 0.0001
***

 (0.000) 

Country           0.0061
***

 (0.001) 0.0064
***

 (0.001) 

N 166487  166487  166487  166487  166487  166487  70705  

AIC 239799.8  238151.8  237906.5  237861.7  236414.9  233215.7  100163.1  

Deviance(df) 239795.8(2)  238143,8(4)  237896,5(5)  237849,7(6)  236388,9(13)  233187,7(14)  100135,1(13)  

Standard errors in parentheses 
*
 p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 



32 Hajdu and Sik 

 

Figure 5.2: The age, period and birth cohort effects on the centrality of work in the total sample and in the young 
(18-40 years old) cohorts (hierarchical age-period-cohort regression model).*  

Age 

 

Period 

 

Birth cohort 

 

*The y-axis shows the predicted value of the dependent variable (for an average respondent). In case of period: the dashed line shows the 
result of intrapolation for the years with missing data. In case of birth cohort: the dashed line displays the 5-year moving average. 

The results of the second panel of Figure 5.2 confirm that controlling for age, cohort and relevant 
socio-demographic characteristics, the centrality of work is significantly lower in 2005-2009 than in the 
1990s. However, period accounts for only 0.3% of the variance of the centrality of work, i.e. the effect 
size is rather small. 
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Finally, after controlling for age and period and relevant socio-demographic characteristics, work is 
somewhat less important for birth cohorts born in the middle of the 20th century compared to the 
earlier and later born cohorts. This result may tentatively be interpreted as a generational effect, i.e. 
for those who entered the labour market around 1968 the centrality of work has temporarily 
decreased.  
 
However, we have to note that the effect size is quite small: cohort accounts for only 0.2% of the 
variance in the centrality of work.  
 
The cohort and period differences among the youngest (age 18-40) are even smaller compared to the 
full sample (column (6) of Table 5.3). Thus, it seems than our finding on the full sample (only age has 
relevant impact on the centrality of work) is true in case of the young subsample as well.35 
 

5.3 A robustness test: the relative centrality of work 

By computing the relative centrality of work3637  we intended to control for scale usage heterogeneity 
(and its possible changes over time), i.e. someone who thinks that besides work other aspects of life 
are also very important for them differs from a person for whom work is very important, while other 
aspects of life are less important. The results of the HAPC models are in Table 5.4 below. 
 

                                                
35

 Period accounts for only 0.15% and cohort accounts only 0.02% of the variance in the centrality of work among the 
youngest individuals. 
36

 Comparing the level of the centrality of work to the centrality of other priorities (such as family, friends, and leisure time) 
from the same WVS/EVS questionnaires, and calculating the difference between the centrality of work and the average 
centrality of the three other life aspects. 
37

 The variable has a value of 0 if work is equally important as other aspects of life. It has positive value if work is more 
important than other aspects and negative value if work is less important than other life aspects. Thus, high values for this 
new variable indicate that work is relatively more important than other life aspects, while low values for the variable indicates 
that work plays a relatively small role in someone’s life. 
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Table 5.4: The HAPC models of the centrality and relative centrality of work 

 Centrality of work Relative centrality of work 

Individual effects B SE B SE 

Age 0.0016
***

 (0.000) 0.0026
***

 (0.000) 

Age squared -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0003
***

 (0.000) 

Female -0.0310
***

 (0.002) -0.0646
***

 (0.004) 

Education: more than secondary -0.0113
***

 (0.003) -0.0339
***

 (0.005) 

Employment status: working 0.0965
***

 (0.003) 0.2069
***

 (0.005) 

Type of settlement: city -0.0217
***

 (0.003) -0.0492
***

 (0.004) 

Marital status: single ref.  ref.  

Married/living with partner 0.0144
***

 (0.004) -0.0005 (0.006) 

Divorced/separated 0.0399
***

 (0.006) 0.0771
***

 (0.009) 

Widowed -0.0224
***

 (0.006) -0.0382
***

 (0.010) 

Intercept 0.5583
***

 (0.020) 0.0222 (0.060) 

Variance components Variance SE Variance SE 

Period 0.0007
***

 (0.000) 0.0074
***

 (0.003) 

Cohort 0.0004
***

 (0.000) 0.0024
***

 (0.000) 

Country 0.0061
***

 (0.001) 0.0382
***

 (0.004) 

Individual 0.2371
***

 (0.000) 0.6176
***

 (0.001) 

N 166487  166367  

AIC 233215.7  392356.6  

Deviance (df) 233187,7(14)  392328,6(14)  

Standard errors in parentheses 
*
 p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 

 

The main results of the HAPC models are visualized in Error! Reference source not found.Error! 
Reference source not found.. Since there is no major difference between the two models, we can 
conclude that the expected scale effect on the centrality of work is negligible. However, age and 
period differences are slightly larger when using the relative centrality approach.38 This might mean 
that as work became less (or more) important, other aspects of life became more (or less) important 
as well. 

                                                
38

 Range of the Y-axis is one standard deviation in both cases, thus the differences on the graph are comparable.  
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Figure 5.3: The age, period and birth cohort effects on the centrality and relative centrality of work (hierarchical 
age-period-cohort regression model).* 

Age 

 

Period 

 

Birth cohort 

 

* On the left y-axis: the predicted value of the centrality of work, on the right y-axis: the predicted value of the relative centrality of work. In 
case of period the dashed line shows the result of intrapolation for the years with missing data. In case of birth cohort the dashed line 
displays the 5-year moving average. 
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5.4 Gender differences 

To test whether the determinants of the centrality of work are different by gender39 we ran the HAPC 
models for men and women separately. The result (the detailed results in Table 5.5 and the visualized 
effects of the three time-related variables in Figure 5.4) shows that the differences by gender were 
very small40. The effect of the three time related variables do not differ between men and women. 
There are, however, other significant gender differences such as: 
 

- on average, work is more important for men 

- being married or living with a partner has a positive effect on the centrality of 

work among men but it has a negative effect among women, and 

- age difference has a larger effect among women.  

These findings might be explained by traditional gender norms, i.e. traditional gender roles prescribe 
that a man has to work more and has to be the main earner in the family. 
 
Table 5.5: The HAPC models of the centrality of work among men and women 

 Men Woman 

Individual effects B SE B SE 

Age 0.0010
***

 (0.000) 0.0012
***

 (0.000) 

Age squared -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0001
***

 (0.000) 

Education: more than secondary -0.0187
***

 (0.004) -0.0096
**
 (0.004) 

Employment status: working 0.1018
***

 (0.005) 0.0857
***

 (0.004) 

Type of settlement: city -0.0199
***

 (0.004) -0.0231
***

 (0.004) 

Marital status: single ref.  ref.  

Married/living with partner 0.0605
***

 (0.005) -0.0364
***

 (0.005) 

Divorced/separated 0.0387
***

 (0.009) 0.0220
***

 (0.007) 

Widowed -0.0174 (0.011) -0.0475
***

 (0.007) 

Intercept 0.5078
***

 (0.019) 0.5584
***

 (0.020) 

Variance components Variance SE Variance SE 

Period 0.0006
***

 (0.000) 0.0005
***

 (0.000) 

Cohort 0.0000
***

 (0.000) 0.0001
***

 (0.000) 

Country 0.0056
***

 (0.001) 0.0070
***

 (0.001) 

Individual 0.2335
***

 (0.001) 0.2393
***

 (0.001) 

N 76548  89939  

AIC 106097.1  126824.9  

Deviance (df) 106071,1(13)  126798,9(13)  

Standard errors in parentheses 
p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 

                                                
39

 Assuming that the three time-related variables vary by gender, for example due to different life-cycle, different gender 
roles, etc. 
40

 The lack of differences between men and women was found by other authors as well any in case of various work values 
(e.g. Clark, 2009). 
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Figure 5.4: The age, period and birth cohort effect on the centrality of work (hierarchical age-period-cohort 
regression model) among men and women.*  

Age 

 

Period 

 

Birth cohort 

 

* On the y-axis: the predicted value of the dependent variable (for an average respondent). In case of period the dashed line shows the 
result of intrapolation for the years with missing data. 
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6. Employment commitment  

6.1 The cumulated impact of age and period (and birth 

cohort) on employment commitment 

Table 6.1 displays the mean of employment commitment by age group and period. The last column of 
the table shows that employment commitment decreases with age: it is the highest among the 
youngest (age 18-37) and decreases constantly.  
 
Table 6.1: The means of employment commitment by age group and period (cohort uncontrolled) 

Period 

 1995-1999 2005-2009 2010-2014 Total 

18-22 3,49 3,32 3,43 3,42 

23-27 3,53 3,50 3,39 3,46 

28-32 3,46 3,41 3,35 3,41 

33-37 3,48 3,44 3,35 3,42 

38-42 3,45 3,38 3,31 3,37 

43-47 3,42 3,37 3,30 3,35 

48-52 3,42 3,40 3,31 3,36 

53-57 3,37 3,43 3,28 3,34 

58-62 3,30 3,37 3,17 3,26 

63-67 3,23 3,24 3,17 3,21 

68+ 3,22 3,24 3,12 3,18 

Total 3,42 3,38 3,30 3,36 

 

If we focus on the bottom row, employment commitment decreases between 1995 -1999 and 2010-
2014, however the difference of 0.12 on a 5-point scale is negligible.  
 
The differences by age groups and birth cohorts (the last column in Table 6.2) show that employment 
commitment is the highest in the youngest cohorts (born after 1972) and it is lower in the earlier 
cohorts. 
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Table 6.2. The means of employment commitment by birth cohort and age group (period uncontrolled) 

 Age            

Cohort 18-22 23-27 28-32 33-37 38-42 43-47 48-52 53-57 58-62 63-67 68+ Total 

1927-1931          3,28 3,22 3,24 

1932-1936         3,23 3,20 3,25 3,22 

1937-1941        3,32 3,35 3,26 3,12 3,27 

1942-1946       3,40 3,40 3,40 3,20 3,16 3,30 

1947-1951      3,42 3,42 3,41 3,20 3,13  3,31 

1952-1956     3,45 3,42 3,38 3,32 3,13   3,34 

1957-1961    3,51 3,44 3,39 3,32 3,25    3,37 

1962-1966   3,43 3,46 3,37 3,32 3,35     3,37 

1967-1971  3,40 3,48 3,45 3,30 3,24      3,37 

1972-1976 3,54 3,62 3,41 3,37 3,36       3,44 

1977-1981 3,45 3,50 3,36 3,30        3,40 

1982-1986 3,33 3,40 3,36         3,37 

1987-1991 3,41 3,40          3,41 

1992-1996 3,44           3,44 

Total 3,42 3,46 3,41 3,42 3,37 3,35 3,36 3,34 3,26 3,21 3,18 3,36 
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For a more detailed analysis of the main differences and similarities of the trends between age and 
period (i.e. comparing the uncontrolled results of the rows and columns in Table 6.1 and Table 6.2) 
we have visualized the results in two closely related figures.  
 
Figure 6.1A shows the trend of employment commitment by age, controlling for period. The general 
pattern is very similar in the three periods. We can see only in 2005-2009 a little fluctuation between 
age groups, however, the general decreasing pattern is clearly there. The decreasing slopes (the 
difference between the youngest and the oldest) are also very similar in the three periods. The small 
difference between the level of employment commitment is also visible: while the line of 1995-1999 is 
above , the line of 2010-2014 is below the other two lines. 
 
Figure 6.1B focuses on the trend of the employment commitment by periods in seven age groups.41 
As we noted above, the general trend is a slow decrease between the 1995-1999 and 2010-2014, 
and this pattern is similar more or less among every age group. Among the 18-22-year-olds, in 2005-
2009 we can see a slightly sharper drop (however, the size of this decrease is still only 0.17), but the 
difference between the first and the last period does not differ from the general pattern. 
 

Figure 6.1: The means of employment commitment by (A) age in the three periods and (B) by period in seven age 
groups 

Figure 6.1A 

 

Figure 6.1B 

 

 

                                                
41

 We show only seven age groups (three of the youngest groups, two from the middle aged groups and two of the oldest 
groups) in order to have a less cluttered table. 
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6.2 The HAPC model of employment commitment 

The hierarchical age-period-cohort (HAPC) regression models (Table 6.3), contain the three time-
related and all control variables (including country dummies to control for unobserved time-invariant 
country characteristics). While age and squared age are included as individual level variables, period 
(year of the survey) and cohort as second-level predictors. Random period and cohort intercepts allow 
level-1 intercepts to vary randomly by cohorts and periods, i.e. they allow variation from the mean for 
each cohort and period. 
 
In brief, the relevant outcome for the analysis is that though all three time-related variables have 
statistically significant impact on employment commitment only age has small some effect on the 
dependent variable, the impact of cohort and period is even smaller. 
 
The visualization of these results (Figure 6.2) shows that controlling for period, birth cohort and 
relevant socio-demographic characteristics (first panel), employment commitment decreases with 
age: the difference between an 18-years-old and a 60-years old is 0.21 which is only a bit smaller 
than the effect of education and twice of the effect of gender. The result is similar to that of the 
uncontrolled relationship (Figure 6.2A)  and is in accordance with a life course concept as well as with 
the age specific differences of health and working capacity. Compared to the residual variance on the 
empty model (column (0) of Table 5.3), model 1 with age variables only reduced the residual variance 
by 0.4%, which means that about 0.4% of the variation in the centrality of work variable is due to age 
differences. 
 
The results confirm that controlling for age, cohort and relevant socio-demographic characteristics 
(second panel), employment commitment is significantly lower in 2010-2014 than in the 1995-1999. 
However, period accounts for only 0.04% of the variance in employment commitment, i.e. the effect 
size is really small. 
 
Although, there are statistically significant differences between birth cohorts (third panel), there is no 
general pattern; and birth cohort accounts for only 0.04% of the variance in employment commitment.  
The cohort and period differences among the youngest (age 18-40) are similar to the full sample 
(column (6) of Table 5.3.). Thus, it seems than our findings on the full sample (only age has relevant 
impact on employment commitment) is true in case of the the youth subsample as well. Period 
accounts for only 0.06% and cohort accounts only 0.09% of the variance in employment commitment 
among the youngest individuals. Age differences seems to be also similar, however coefficients on 
the age variables are insignificant due to the smaller range of the respondents’ age. 
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 Table 6.3: The HAPC models of employment commitment  
 (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  

 All  All  All  All  All  All  
Youth  

(18-40) 
 

Individual 
effects 

B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Age   -0.0049
***

 (0.000) -0.0047
***

 (0.000) -0.0049
***

 (0.000) -0.0027
***

 (0.000) -0.0043
***

 (0.000) 0.0005 (0.005) 

Age squared   -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0001
***

 (0.000) 0.0000 (0.000) 0.0001
**
 (0.000) 0.0002 (0.000) 

Female         0.0726
***

 (0.008) 0.0741
***

 (0.008) 0.1220
***

 (0.012) 

Education: 
more than 
secondary 

        0.2557
***

 (0.009) 0.2419
***

 (0.009) 0.2598
***

 (0.013) 

Employment 
status: working 

        0.0932
***

 (0.009) 0.0586
***

 (0.009) 0.0170 (0.013) 

Type of 
settlement: city 

        -0.0040 (0.008) 0.0134 (0.008) 0.0181 (0.012) 

Marital status: 
single 

        ref.  ref.  ref.  

Married/living 
with partner 

        -0.0618
***

 (0.012) -0.0038 (0.011) -0.0384
***

 (0.015) 

Divorced/ 
separated 

        -0.1016
***

 (0.016) -0.0302
*
 (0.016) -0.0326 (0.027) 

Widowed         -0.1479
***

 (0.023) 0.0049 (0.022) 0.1008 (0.086) 

Intercept 3.3585
***

 (0.004) 3.3831
***

 (0.006) 3.3915
***

 (0.029) 3.3920
***

 (0.029) 3.2443
***

 (0.035) 3.1763
***

 (0.050) 3.2180
***

 (0.059) 

Variance 
components 

Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE 

Individual 1.3907
***

 (0.003) 1.3850
***

 (0.003) 1.3824
***

 (0.003) 1.3818
***

 (0.003) 1.3635
***

 (0.003) 1.2980
***

 (0.003) 1.2444
***

 (0.004) 

Period     0.0024
***

 (0.001) 0.0024
***

 (0.001) 0.0028
***

 (0.001) 0.0006
***

 (0.000) 0.0007
***

 (0.000) 

Cohort       0.0006
***

 (0.000) 0.0009
***

 (0.000) 0.0006
***

 (0.000) 0.0012
***

 (0.000) 

Country           0.0652
***

 (0.008) 0.0666
***

 (0.008) 

N 86735  86735  86735  86735  86735  86735  38316  

AIC 274754.1  274403.3  274252.4  274245.2  273116.1  268981.4  117299.6  

Deviance(df) 274750,1(2)  274395,3(4)  274242,4(5)  274233,2(6)  273090,1(13)  268953,4(14)  117271,6(14)  

Standard errors in parentheses 
*
 p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 
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Figure 6.2: The age, period and birth cohort effects on employment commitment in the total sample and in the 
younger (18-40 years old) cohorts (hierarchical age-period-cohort regression model).*  

Age 

 

Period 

 

Birth cohort 

 

*The y-axis shows the predicted value of the dependent variable (for an average respondent). In case of period: the dashed line shows the 
result of intrapolation for the years with missing data. In case of birth cohort: the dashed line displays the 5-year moving average. 
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6.3 Gender differences 

Since the determinants of employment commitment might differ by gender we ran the HAPC models 
for men and women separately. The results are shown in Table 6.4 and are visualized in Figure 6.3.  
 
There are no relevant differences regarding the effects of period and cohort between the two gender 
groups, but age differences are higher among women.42  While difference between an 18-year-old 
and a 55-year-old man is 0.12 point, it is 0.23 between two women with the same age. Moreover, 
being married has positive effect among men and negative effect among women, and  labour force 
status (being employed or self-employed) has positive effect among women but it has no effect 
among men.  
 
These findings could be explained by traditional gender roles and gender specific life-cycles e.g. the 
positive coefficient among men (and the negative coefficient among women) of being married (or 
living with partner) might reflect the traditional norms of a man being the breadwinner of the 
household and a woman who has a partner might be less committed to have a job since she wants to 
allow her partner to fulfill his “traditional role” and allocate her activities differently. 
 
Table 6.4: The HAPC models of employment commitment among men and women 

 Men Women 

Individual effects B SE B SE 

Age -0.0029
***

 (0.001) -0.0057
***

 (0.000) 

Age squared 0.0000 (0.000) 0.0000 (0.000) 

Education: more than secondary 0.2176
***

 (0.013) 0.2561
***

 (0.012) 

Employment status: working -0.0041 (0.015) 0.0949
***

 (0.012) 

Type of settlement: city 0.0177 (0.013) 0.0087 (0.011) 

Marital status: single ref.  Ref.  

Married/living with partner 0.0442
***

 (0.017) -0.0542
***

 (0.016) 

Divorced/separated -0.0379 (0.025) -0.0439
**
 (0.021) 

Widowed 0.0249 (0.045) 0.0060 (0.027) 

Intercept 3.1980
***

 (0.051) 3.2669
***

 (0.055) 

Variance components Variance SE Variance SE 

Period 0.0000 (0.000) 0.0018
***

 (0.001) 

Cohort 0.0003
***

 (0.000) 0.0002
***

 (0.000) 

Country 0.0673
***

 (0.009) 0.0660
***

 (0.008) 

Individual 1.3228
***

 (0.005) 1.2703
***

 (0.004) 

N 40320  46415  

AIC 125866.7  143000.2  

Deviance (df) 125840,7(13)  142974,2(13)  

Standard errors in parentheses 
p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 

                                                
42

 Just as it was in case of the centrality of work as well (Table 4.5). 
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Figure 6.3: The age, period and birth cohort effect on employment commitment (hierarchical age-period-cohort 
regression model) among men and women.*  

Age 

 

Period 

 

Birth cohort 

 

* On the y-axis: the predicted value of the dependent variable (for an average respondent). In case of period the dashed line shows the 
result of intrapolation for the years with missing data. 
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7. Extrinsic and intrinsic work values 

7.1 The cumulated impact of age and period (and birth 

cohort) on work values 

Figure 7.1A and Figure 7.1B show the importance of five work values which influence the evaluation 
of jobs by age and by period, respectively43.  
 
Figure 7.1A shows that the most important aspect of a job is the “classic” extrinsic value, the good 
pay in all age groups followed by whether the job is interesting (which corresponds with results of 
Harpaz, 1990) and secure, i.e. an individual-level intrinsic and another extrinsic value. This suggests 
that extrinsic and intrinsic values are not each other’s substitute but operate side by side. Flexibility 
and usefulness are the least important for all age groups. 
 
However, while the importance of good pay, interesting job and flexible hours slightly decrease with 
age, the importance of usefulness is the highest in the age group 63+. Although job security is more 
or less equally important in all age groups, it is somewhat more important among the pre-retirement 
age groups. 
 
Figure 7.1B shows rather similar trends by period (an increasing trend in general and especially 
during the 1990ies) except that usefulness decreases slightly between 1995-1999 and 2000-2004, 
and has a similar level of importance in the first and the last period. 
 

                                                
43

 Since respondents were able to either “mention” or “not mention” whether they think these work attitudes are important as 
aspects of a job, the means of the variables reflect the proportion of the respondents that thought them to be important.  
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Figure 7.1: The importance of  five work values by age groups (A) and by period (B) 
Figure 7.1A 

 

Figure 7.1B 

 

 

7.2 The HAPC model  

Turning our attention to the HAPC models of the five work values in evaluating a job (Table 7.1) we 
find that age, period and birth cohort have different impact on them, i.e. the extrinsic and intrinsic 
aspects of work value in evaluating a job are differently effected by the three time related factors:  
 

- While the importance of having interesting job, good pay, and flexible working 

hours decrease with age, job security does not change and  usefulness 

increases with age, 

- The importance of four of the work values increase towards the present, the 

only exception being usefulness which is higher in 1980-1984 than in 2005-

2009 (having the highest value in 1990-1999), 

- birth cohort does not have any relevant impact, even the strongest (on 

security) accounts for only 0.04% of the variance. 
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Table 7.1: The HAPC models of  work values (hierarchical age-period-cohort regression model)  

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

 Good pay  Job security  
Flexible 
hours 

 
Useful for the 

society 
 Interesting job  

Individual effects B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Age -0.0029
***

 (0.000) -0.0004
**
 (0.000) -0.0021

***
 (0.000) 0.0022

***
 (0.000) -0.0018

***
 (0.000) 

Age squared -0.0000
***

 (0.000) -0.0000
***

 (0.000) -0.0000
**
 (0.000) 0.0000

***
 (0.000) 0.0000

***
 (0.000) 

Female -0.0596
***

 (0.003) -0.0006 (0.003) 0.0718
***

 (0.003) 0.0215
***

 (0.004) -0.0024 (0.003) 

Education: more than 
secondary 

-0.0325
***

 (0.003) -0.0952
***

 (0.004) -0.0632
***

 (0.004) 0.0718
***

 (0.004) 0.0895
***

 (0.004) 

Type of settlement: city 0.0063
**
 (0.003) -0.0284

***
 (0.003) 0.0064

*
 (0.004) -0.0073

*
 (0.004) 0.0257

***
 (0.003) 

Marital status: single ref.  ref.  ref.  ref.  ref.  

Married/living with 
partner 

0.0136
***

 (0.004) 0.0152
***

 (0.004) 0.0122
***

 (0.005) -0.0019 (0.005) -0.0120
***

 (0.004) 

Divorced/separated 0.0247
***

 (0.006) 0.0063 (0.007) 0.0072 (0.007) -0.0086 (0.008) -0.0066 (0.007) 

Widowed 0.0274
***

 (0.009) 0.0248
**
 (0.011) 0.0094 (0.011) -0.0165 (0.012) -0.0236

**
 (0.011) 

Intercept 0.7974
***

 (0.029) 0.6747
***

 (0.027) 0.4709
***

 (0.022) 0.3940
***

 (0.024) 0.6410
***

 (0.023) 

Variance components Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE 

Individual 0.1503
***

 (0.000) 0.2112
***

 (0.000) 0.2387
***

 (0.001) 0.2272
***

 (0.001) 0.2083
***

 (0.000) 

Period 0.0021
***

 (0.001) 0.0015
***

 (0.000) 0.0008
***

 (0.000) 0.0006
***

 (0.000) 0.0013
***

 (0.000) 

Cohort 0.0000
***

 (0.000) 0.0001
***

 (0.000) 0.0001
***

 (0.000) 0.0000
***

 (0.000) 0.0001
***

 (0.000) 

Country 0.0109
***

 (0.001) 0.0132
***

 (0.001) 0.0107
***

 (0.001) 0.0136
***

 (0.002) 0.0065
***

 (0.001) 

N 91488  91422  91372  73885  91529  

AIC 86473.9  117559.1  128651.2  100384.7  116365.0  

Deviance(df) 86447,9(13)  117533,1(13)  128625,2(13)  100358,7(13)  116339.0(13)  

Standard errors in parentheses 
*
 p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 
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To visualize the aforesaid, Figure 7.2 shows the effect of age, period and cohort on the five work 

values. While the importance of interesting job, good pay and flexible hours decrease with age (first 

panel), the holistic intrinsic value (usefulness) increases with age. Job security is equally important for 

everyone.44 

The second panel of Figure 7.2 shows the period effect on work values in evaluating a job. While the 

importance of having an interesting job, good pay, and flexible hours is higher in 2005-2009 than in 

1980-1984, the importance of usefulness is the highest in the 1990s and the lowest in 2005-2009. 

Regarding job security we can see a significant increase between 1990-1994 and 1995-1999, and the 

importance of job security is the highest in 1995-1999 and decreases slightly thereafter. It might 

reflect the Eastern-European transitions after 1989-1990, where risk of unemployment was an 

everyday experience, thus the actual and potential unemployment made job security more important. 

However, all these differences are rather small: The period effect accounts for 1.3% of the variance in 

the importance of good pay, 0.6% of the variance in the importance of interesting job, 0.7% of the 

variance in the importance of job security, 0.3% of the variance in the importance of flexible hours, 

and 0.2% of the variance in the importance of usefulness. 

The third panel of Figure 7.2 indicates the complete lack of birth cohort effect on both extrinsic and 

intrinsic work values. 

                                                
44

 Although people around age 40 statistically think “security” a bit more important than younger and older individuals,  the 
size of these differences is less than 1.3 percentage point. 
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Figure 7.2: The age, period and birth cohort effect on the work values in evaluating a job (hierarchical age-
period-cohort regression model).* 

Age 

 

Period 

 

Birth cohort 

 

* In case of age on the y-axis: the predicted value of the dependent variable (for an average respondent). In case of period the dashed line 

shows the result of intrapolation for the years with missing data. 
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8. The impact of age, period and birth 

cohort in EU15 and post-socialist 

countries 
In this chapter first we analyze the impact of age, period and birth cohort on the centrality of work in 
general, on employment commitment and on extrinsic and intrinsic work values in two subgroups of 
European countries: post-socialist and EU-15 countries. 45  The assumption is that since state 
socialism as a “natural experiment” influenced only the post-socialist  countries for four decades there 
might emerge cohort specific work value differences among them such as: (a) in the case of 
generations socialized during the socialist era the path dependent characteristics of the system’s 
ideology might still be tangible, and (b) the work values at least at the beginning of the post-socialist 
period might be different from that of people living in countries without this socialist heritage.46 
 
Borg and Braun (1996) argued that the transition from socialism to capitalism is not only a shift 
between two political or economic systems but a relevant change between value systems as well. 
They refer to an earlier empirical research which showed that 
 

“work values and other values changed in the former Czechoslovakia over the years 1984 until 
1990, and how these changes could be explained in terms of major political events. The 
trends reflected a decline of traditional communist values and a rise of capitalistic values. For 
example, over these years Czechs and Slovaks found it increasingly less important that their 
work would make a contribution to society, while the importance of making a lot of money went 
up considerably. Some change patterns were, however, U-shaped, which means, for example, 
that some of the old pro-social work values recovered from an initial depreciation ... ”. (ibid 
541-42) 

 

8.1 The centrality of work in EU15 and post-socialist 

European countries 

Figure 8.1 shows the trend of the centrality of work by age controlling for period in EU-15 and post-
socialist countries, respectively. 47 The pattern is similar in the two groups but in the post-socialist 
countries the distribution is closer to an inverted U-shape, i.e. both the increase before and the 
decrease after the turning point is significantly steeper (the differences between age groups are 
higher) than in the EU15 countries.  
 
Moreover, while in the EU countries there is practically no deviation from the age specific trend of the 
centrality of work among periods, in the post-socialist countries in 1990-1994 the centrality of work 
fails to decrease with age, i.e. it remains roughly similar for older people as for middle aged 
individuals. 

                                                
45

 Germany is split into two parts: federal states from the former West-Germany as an EU-15 country and federal states from 
the former East-Germany as a post-socialist country. 
46

 Dulk et al (2013) refer to the socialist work ethic as an equivalent of religion in other context.  
47

 Detailed data can be found in Table A4 to Table A7 in the Annex. 
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Figure 8.1: The age trend of the centrality of work by periods in EU-15 and post-socialist countries 
EU-15 

 
 

Post-socialist 
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Figure 8.2 displays period trends within selected age groups in EU-15 and post-socialist countries, 
respectively. The general pattern is similar again (though the decrease by period is sharper in the 
post-socialist countries after 1995). As to age specific changes, they are also similar: while among the 
oldest people the centrality of work declines, in the youngest groups we can see a slight increase. 
While the middle age groups show the highest level  of work centrality, the younger middle aged 
individuals resemble to the younger ones, the older middle age group resembles to the older age 
groups more.  
 
The difference between the centrality of work by age groups is much more significant in the post-
socialist countries, and the slopes are also steeper in this group, e.g. both the declining trend among 
older people and the increasing trend among younger people are steeper in post-socialist countries 
than in the EU-15 countries. 
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Figure 8.2: The period trend of the centrality of work by selected age groups in EU-15 and post-
socialist countries 

EU-15 

 

Post-socialist 

 

 
Table 8.1 and Table 8.2 contain the results of the two HAPC model for the two groups of countries 
separately. 
 
Although coefficients of the control variables are mostly similar in the two group of countries (the 
centrality of work is significantly higher among men, those married or divorced (compared to single 
individuals), and lower among city dwellers in both country groups) there are system-specific 
differences as well. For example:  
 

- In the EU15 countries the level of centrality of work is lower.  

- In the EU15 countries high education has negative effect on the centrality of 

work, in the post-communist countries the estimated coefficient is positive.  

- Being widowed has a negative effect in the EU-15 countries but it has no 

effect in the post-communist countries.  

- The signs of gender and higher education effects are the same in the two 

groups but the sizes of the coefficients are twice as large in the EU15 

countries when compared to the post-socialist countries.
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Table 8.1: The HAPC models of the centrality of work in EU15 countries 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

Individual effects B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Age -0.0001 (0.000) -0.0000 (0.000) -0.0000 (0.000) 0.0005
***

 (0.000) 0.0007
***

 (0.000) 

Age squared -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0000
***

 (0.000) 

Female       -0.0400
***

 (0.004) -0.0388
***

 (0.004) 

Education: more than 
secondary 

      -0.0304
***

 (0.005) -0.0253
***

 (0.005) 

Employment status: working       0.0708
***

 (0.004) 0.0798
***

 (0.004) 

Type of settlement: city       -0.0123
***

 (0.004) -0.0206
***

 (0.004) 

Marital status: single       ref.  ref.  

Married/living with partner       0.0081 (0.006) 0.0138
**
 (0.005) 

Divorced/ separated       0.0222
***

 (0.009) 0.0401
***

 (0.008) 

Widowed       -0.0372
***

 (0.009) -0.0301
***

 (0.009) 

Intercept 0.5789
***

 (0.003) 0.5805
***

 (0.008) 0.5858
***

 (0.009) 0.5649
***

 (0.012) 0.5479
***

 (0.024) 

Variance components Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE 

Individual 0.2465
***

 (0.001) 0.2463
***

 (0.001) 0.2461
***

 (0.001) 0.2442
***

 (0.001) 0.2380
***

 (0.001) 

Period   0.0002
***

 (0.000) 0.0002
***

 (0.000) 0.0002
***

 (0.000) 0.0002
***

 (0.000) 

Cohort     0.0002
***

 (0.000) 0.0005
***

 (0.000) 0.0003
***

 (0.000) 

Country         0.0070
***

 (0.001) 

N 71681  71681  71681  71681  71681  

AIC 103051.7  103010.8  102999.1  102474.2  100694.0  

Deviance(df) 103043,7(4)  103000,8(5)  102987,1(6)  102448,2(13)  100666,0(14)  

Standard errors in parentheses 
*
 p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01  
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Table 8.2: The HAPC models of the centrality of work in post-socialist countries 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

Individual effects B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Age 0.0005
***

 (0.000) 0.0006
***

 (0.000) 0.0033
***

 (0.000) 0.0036
***

 (0.000) 0.0034
***

 (0.000) 

Age squared -0.0002
***

 (0.000) -0.0002
***

 (0.000) -0.0003
***

 (0.000) -0.0003
***

 (0.000) -0.0002
***

 (0.000) 

Female       -0.0202
***

 (0.004) -0.0160
***

 (0.004) 

Education: more than 
secondary 

      0.0019 (0.005) 0.0108
**
 (0.005) 

Employment status: working       0.0958
***

 (0.004) 0.1078
***

 (0.004) 

Type of settlement: city       -0.0364
***

 (0.004) -0.0275
***

 (0.004) 

Marital status: single       ref.  ref.  

Married/living with partner       0.0247
***

 (0.006) 0.0259
***

 (0.006) 

Divorced/ separated       0.0205
**
 (0.009) 0.0418

***
 (0.009) 

Widowed       -0.0132 (0.009) -0.0054 (0.009) 

Intercept 0.6277
***

 (0.003) 0.6264
***

 (0.011) 0.6711
***

 (0.021) 0.6024
***

 (0.020) 0.5832
***

 (0.028) 

Variance components Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE 

Individual 0.2414
***

 (0.001) 0.2410
***

 (0.001) 0.2397
***

 (0.001) 0.2376
***

 (0.001) 0.2345
***

 (0.001) 

Period   0.0003
***

 (0.000) 0.0010
***

 (0.000) 0.0008
***

 (0.000) 0.0012
***

 (0.001) 

Cohort     0.0047
***

 (0.001) 0.0041
***

 (0.001) 0.0036
***

 (0.001) 

Country         0.0039
***

 (0.001) 

N 72262  72262  72262  72262  72262  

AIC 102375.8  102263.0  102106.6  101452.2  100558.0  

Deviance(df) 102367,8(4)  102253,0(5)  102094,6(6)  101426,2(13)  100530,0(14)  

Standard errors in parentheses 
*
 p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 
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Figure 8.3 shows the effects of the three time-related variables (from the HAPC models) in EU15 and 
post-socialist countries. The first panel shows that, controlling for period, cohort and relevant socio-
demographic characteristics, age differences are smaller in EU15 countries and the curve is more 
similar to an inverted U-shape in post-socialist countries. However, the effect size is notable in EU15 
countries as well: for an 18-year-old individual work is 6 percentage point less important than for an 
individual in her/his 50s.  
 
The second panel shows that period trends are similar in both country groups but the centrality of 
work declines somewhat more in the post-socialist countries than in the EU15 countries. Period 
accounts for only 0.1% and 0.5% of the variance in the centrality of work in the EU15 and in the post-
socialist countries, respectively.  
 

Finally the third panel of Figure 8.3 shows that after controlling for age and period (and other 
variables), the centrality of work drops and remains very low among those born in the 1940s in post-
socialist countries and starts increasing afterwards. In the EU15 countries, however, there is an 
almost continuous but slight decline of the centrality of work between cohorts born in the 1910s and 
1950s and increases again afterwards. However, cohort accounts for only 0.1% of the variance in the 
centrality of work in the EU15 countries and 1.5% in the post-socialist countries. 
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Figure 8.3: The age, period and birth cohort effects of the centrality of work in EU15 and post-socialist countries * 
Age 

 

Period 

 

Birth cohort 

 

* On the y-axis: the predicted value of the dependent variable (for an average respondent). In case of period the dashed line shows the 

result of intrapolation for the years with missing data. In case of birth cohort the dashed lines display 5-year moving averages. 

 

With large enough number of observations it is possible to run the HAPC model for individual 
countries as well. Although analyzing trends in individual countries is beyond the scope of our paper, 
we ran the HAPC models in nine countries with illustrative purpose.48 Without any detailed analysis, 
the results show that there might be smaller country differences in the effect of age, period and 

                                                
48

 The results are shown in Table A12 and Table A13, and in Figure A1 and Figure A2 in the Annex. 
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cohort, however the EU15 – post-socialist differences are often replicated in the individual countries. 
The most apparent example is the effect of age that forms an inverted U-shape in the post-socialist 
countries but there is only smaller or no such shape in the EU15 countries. 
 

8.2 Employment commitment in EU15 and post-socialist 

European countries 

Figure 8.4 shows the trend of employment commitment by age controlling for period in EU-15 and 
post-socialist countries, respectively. 49 The pattern of the aggregates is similar in the two groups: 
there is a declining trend by age, but the trend line is significantly steeper (the differences between 
age groups are higher) in the EU15 countries, than in the post-socialist countries. Moreover, while in 
the EU countries there is no deviation in the age specific trend among periods, in the post-socialist 
countries in 2005-2009 there are no systematic differences among age groups. 
 
Figure 8.4: The age trend of employment commitment by periods in EU-15 and post-socialist 
countries 

EU-15 

 
 

Post-socialist 

 

 
Figure 8.5 displays period trends within selected age groups in EU-15 and post-socialist countries, 
respectively. The general pattern is similar again: there is hardly any decrease between the first and 

                                                
49

 Detailed data can be found in Table A8 to Table A11 in the Annex. 
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the last period, and the age specific changes seem to be also more or less similar to the main trend. 
The only deviation worth to note is that in 2005-2009  employment commitment slightly decrease 
among the youngest group (age 18-22) in both country groups. 
 
Figure 8.5: The period trend of employment commitment by selected age groups in EU-15 and post-
socialist countries 

EU-15 

 

Post-socialist 

 

Table 8.3 and Table 8.4 show the results of the HAPC models for the two groups of countries. The 
main trends are similar in both groups, but there are small differences in the effect sizes: age 
differences are smaller in the post-socialist countries, and period differences are marginal in the EU-
15 countries. 
 
The effects of the control variables are very similar in the two country groups: female and highly 
educated respondents prefer more to have a job, and being divorced or separated has a negative 
impact. The only relevant differences are that 
 

- being employed or self-employed has a positive impact in the EU-15 

countries, whereas it has no impact in the post-socialist countries, 

- living in a city is marginally significant in the post-socialist countries but 

insignificant in the EU-15 countries. 
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Table 8.3: The HAPC model of employment commitment in EU15 countries 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

Individual effects B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Age -0.0070
***

 (0.000) -0.0070
***

 (0.000) -0.0072
***

 (0.000) -0.0060
***

 (0.001) -0.0067
***

 (0.001) 

Age squared -0.0001
**
 (0.000) -0.0001

**
 (0.000) -0.0001

*
 (0.000) 0.0001

***
 (0.000) 0.0001

**
 (0.000) 

Female       0.0600
***

 (0.013) 0.0629
***

 (0.013) 

Education: more than 
secondary 

      0.2887
***

 (0.014) 0.2663
***

 (0.014) 

Employment status: working       0.0908
***

 (0.015) 0.0584
***

 (0.015) 

Type of settlement: city       0.0364
***

 (0.013) 0.0170 (0.013) 

Marital status: single       ref.  ref.  

Married/living with partner       -0.0059 (0.017) 0.0066 (0.017) 

Divorced/ separated       -0.0516
**
 (0.026) -0.0435

*
 (0.026) 

Widowed       -0.0501 (0.039) -0.0190 (0.038) 

Intercept 3.4455
***

 (0.009) 3.4495
***

 (0.014) 3.4493
***

 (0.015) 3.2418
***

 (0.026) 3.2616
***

 (0.059) 

Variance components Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE 

Individual 1.3905
***

 (0.005) 1.3902
***

 (0.005) 1.3893
***

 (0.005) 1.3682
***

 (0.005) 1.3354
***

 (0.005) 

Period   0.0003
***

 (0.000) 0.0003
***

 (0.000) 0.0003
***

 (0.000) 0.0005
***

 (0.000) 

Cohort     0.0010
***

 (0.000) 0.0015
***

 (0.000) 0.0008
***

 (0.000) 

Country         0.0331
***

 (0.007) 

N 35842  35842  35842  35842  35842  

AIC 113806.9  113540.3  113538.1  113536.2  113009.2  

Deviance(df) 113532,3(4)  113528,1(5)  113524,2(6)  112983,2(13)  112153,8(14)  

Standard errors in parentheses 
*
 p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01  
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Table 8.4: The HAPC model of employment commitment in post-socialist countries 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

Individual effects B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Age -0.0024
***

 (0.000) -0.0023
***

 (0.000) -0.0023
***

 (0.001) -0.0011 (0.001) -0.0026
***

 (0.001) 

Age squared -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0001
**
 (0.000) -0.0001 (0.000) 

Female       0.0890
***

 (0.015) 0.0912
***

 (0.014) 

Education: more than 
secondary 

      0.1927
***

 (0.017) 0.2516
***

 (0.017) 

Employment status: working       -0.0036 (0.017) -0.0014 (0.017) 

Type of settlement: city       -0.0084 (0.015) 0.0262
*
 (0.015) 

Marital status: single       ref.  ref.  

Married/living with partner       -0.0533
**
 (0.022) -0.0224 (0.022) 

Divorced/ separated       -0.1481
***

 (0.030) -0.0700
**
 (0.029) 

Widowed       -0.1036
***

 (0.036) -0.0061 (0.035) 

Intercept 3.1695
***

 (0.010) 3.1843
***

 (0.031) 3.1852
***

 (0.032) 3.1513
***

 (0.045) 3.1029
***

 (0.087) 

Variance components Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE 

Individual 1.5103
***

 (0.006) 1.5080
***

 (0.006) 1.5074
***

 (0.006) 1.4973
***

 (0.006) 1.4308
***

 (0.006) 

Period   1.5103
***

 (0.006) 1.5080
***

 (0.006) 1.5074
***

 (0.006) 1.4973
***

 (0.006) 

Cohort     0.0006
***

 (0.000) 0.0007
***

 (0.000) 0.0006
***

 (0.000) 

Country         0.0750
***

 (0.015) 

N 30024  30024  30024  30024  30024  

AIC 97622.9  97590.7  97556.6  97557.5  97371.7  

Deviance(df) 97618,9(4)  97582,7(5)  97546,6(6)  97545,5(13)  97345,7(14)  

Standard errors in parentheses 
*
 p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 



D 9.1 – Searching for gaps: are work values of the younger generation changing? 63 
 

 

 

Turning our attention again on the role of the three time-related variables in the two groups of 
countries in Figure 8.6 we visualize the trend of the results of the HAPC models in EU15 and post-
socialist countries.  
 
The first panel shows that, controlling for period, cohort and relevant socio-demographic 
characteristics, age differences are larger in EU15 countries, however, in both country groups there is 
a decreasing trend: as people become older they prefer less and less to have a job. 
 
The second panel shows that though period trends are similar in both country groups, while the 
decreasing trend in the EU15 countries is marginal (the effect size indicates only 0.04 point decrease 
between the first and the last period) period has  somewhat stringer effect in the post-socialist 
countriesl: period accounts for only 0.2% of the variance in employment commitment in this group. 
 
Finally the third panel of Figure 8.6 shows that after controlling for age and period (and other 
variables), there is no cohort effect on employment commitment neither in the EU15 countries nor in 
the-post socialist countries. 
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Figure 8.6: The age, period and birth cohort effects on employment commitment in EU15 and post-socialist 
countries* 

Age 

 

Period 

 

Birth cohort 

 

* On the y-axis: the predicted value of the dependent variable. In case of period the dashed line shows the result of intrapolation for the 

years with missing data. In case of birth cohort the dashed lines display 5-year moving averages. 
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8.3 Extrinsic and intrinsic work values in EU15 and post-

socialist European countries 

The impact of age, period and birth cohort on the five work values is rather similar in the post-socialist 
and EU-15 countries (Table 8.5A (EU15 countries) and Table 8.6B (post-socialist countries)).  
 
However, while the main trends are similar in the two country groups (Importance of good pay, 
interesting job and flexible hours decrease, and importance of having a useful job increases with age 
in both groups), there are differences as well:  
 

 There is no age effect on job security in the EU15 countries but job security is the most 

important for people around their 40s in the post-socialist countries. 

 Importance of job security is roughly stable during the whole time in the EU15 countries but in 

the post-socialist countries it has increased significantly between 1990-1994 and 1995-1999 

which reflects the Eastern-European transitions after 1989-1990, when unemployment and 

impoverishment made job security more important than it was before.50 

 Whereas in case of usefulness there are no relevant differences among the periods in the 

EU15 countries, in the post-socialist countries it is decreasing significantly between 1990-1994 

and 2005-2009 (more than 10 percentage point). 

 

 

 

                                                
50

 In the socialist countries unemployment did not exist officially, i.e. everybody had to have a job before the transition. 
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Table 8.5A: The HAPC models of extrinsic and intrinsic work values in EU15 countries 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

 Good pay  Job security  
Flexible 
hours 

 
Useful for the 

society 
 Interesting job  

Individual effects B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Age -0.0031
***

 (0.000) -0.0003 (0.000) -0.0024
***

 (0.000) 0.0024
***

 (0.000) -0.0017
***

 (0.000) 

Age squared -0.0000 (0.000) 0.0000 (0.000) -0.0000
*
 (0.000) 0.0000

***
 (0.000) 0.0000

*
 (0.000) 

Female -0.0820
***

 (0.005) -0.0151
***

 (0.005) 0.0699
***

 (0.005) 0.0206
***

 (0.005) -0.0096
**
 (0.005) 

Education: more than 
secondary 

-0.0394
***

 (0.005) -0.0913
***

 (0.006) -0.0557
***

 (0.006) 0.0890
***

 (0.006) 0.1079
***

 (0.006) 

Type of settlement: city 0.0137
***

 (0.005) -0.0162
***

 (0.005) 0.0132
**
 (0.006) -0.0021 (0.006) 0.0263

***
 (0.005) 

Marital status: single ref.  ref.  ref.  ref.  ref.  

Married/living with 
partner 

0.0205
***

 (0.006) 0.0208
***

 (0.007) 0.0231
***

 (0.007) -0.0027 (0.007) -0.0088 (0.006) 

Divorced/separated 0.0231
**
 (0.010) 0.0064 (0.011) 0.0014 (0.011) -0.0212

*
 (0.011) -0.0075 (0.010) 

Widowed 0.0475
***

 (0.017) 0.0191 (0.019) -0.0016 (0.019) -0.0520
***

 (0.019) -0.0232 (0.019) 

Intercept 0.7198
***

 (0.034) 0.6103
***

 (0.033) 0.4116
***

 (0.026) 0.3569
***

 (0.031) 0.6019
***

 (0.033) 

Variance components Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE 

Individual 0.1924
***

 (0.001) 0.2227
***

 (0.001) 0.2396
***

 (0.001) 0.2221
***

 (0.001) 0.2184
***

 (0.001) 

Period 0.0028
***

 (0.001) 0.0002
***

 (0.000) 0.0011
***

 (0.000) 0.0002
***

 (0.000) 0.0020
***

 (0.001) 

Cohort 0.0000
***

 (0.000) 0.0001
***

 (0.000) 0.0002
***

 (0.000) 0.0000
***

 (0.000) 0.0001
***

 (0.000) 

Country 0.0065
***

 (0.001) 0.0150
***

 (0.003) 0.0053
***

 (0.001) 0.0131
***

 (0.002) 0.0080
***

 (0.001) 

N 39545  39527  39506  36878  39574  

AIC 47149.9  52933.9  55791.8  49277.0  52217.5  

Deviance(df) 47123,87(13)  52907,88(13)  55765,81(13)   49250,99(13)   52191,5(13)  

Standard errors in parentheses 
*
 p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 
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Table 8.6B: The HAPC models of extrinsic and intrinsic work values in post-socialist countries 

 (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  

 Good pay  Job security  
Flexible 
hours 

 
Useful for the 

society 
 Interesting job  

Individual effects B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Age -0.0024
***

 (0.000) -0.0001 (0.000) -0.0016
***

 (0.000) 0.0023
***

 (0.000) -0.0023
***

 (0.000) 

Age squared -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0000 (0.000) 0.0000
**
 (0.000) 0.0001

***
 (0.000) 

Female -0.0250
***

 (0.003) 0.0272
***

 (0.005) 0.0813
***

 (0.005) 0.0313
***

 (0.006) 0.0055 (0.005) 

Education: more than 
secondary 

-0.0419
***

 (0.004) -0.0949
***

 (0.006) -0.0760
***

 (0.006) 0.0291
***

 (0.007) 0.0698
***

 (0.006) 

Type of settlement: city -0.0005 (0.004) -0.0327
***

 (0.005) 0.0042 (0.006) -0.0040 (0.007) 0.0347
***

 (0.005) 

Marital status: single ref.  ref.  ref.  ref.  ref.  

Married/living with 
partner 

0.0053 (0.005) 0.0121 (0.007) -0.0036 (0.008) -0.0077 (0.009) -0.0126
*
 (0.008) 

Divorced/separated 0.0134
*
 (0.007) 0.0028 (0.010) -0.0009 (0.012) -0.0071 (0.013) -0.0057 (0.011) 

Widowed 0.0063 (0.010) 0.0064 (0.015) -0.0057 (0.016) 0.0140 (0.018) -0.0286
*
 (0.015) 

Intercept 0.8967
***

 (0.030) 0.7042
***

 (0.058) 0.5110
***

 (0.034) 0.4102
***

 (0.038) 0.6447
***

 (0.030) 

Variance components Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE 

Individual 0.0952
***

 (0.000) 0.1958
***

 (0.001) 0.2397
***

 (0.001) 0.2306
***

 (0.001) 0.2054
***

 (0.001) 

Period 0.0023
***

 (0.001) 0.0083
***

 (0.003) 0.0020
***

 (0.001) 0.0020
***

 (0.001) 0.0018
***

 (0.001) 

Cohort 0.0000
***

 (0.000) 0.0002
***

 (0.000) 0.0001
***

 (0.000) 0.0000
***

 (0.000) 0.0001
***

 (0.000) 

Country 0.0017
***

 (0.001) 0.0081
***

 (0.002) 0.0059
***

 (0.001) 0.0097
***

 (0.002) 0.0038
***

 (0.001) 

N 36267  36220  36190  26939  36278  

AIC 17719.9  43869.6  51110.0  37018.8  45640.7  

Deviance(df) 17693,95(13)  43843,6(13)  51083,97(13)   36992,78(13)   45614,65(13)  

Standard errors in parentheses 
*
 p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 
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The effects of the control variables are similar in the two groups of countries, in both cases there are 
only small effects but there are some system-specific differences as well:   
 

- In case of  good pay the effect of the type of settlement and marital status is 

higher in the EU15 countries which may indicate stringer association between 

labour market position, settlement hierarchy and domestic status.. 

- . The impact of education on usefulness is much higher in the EU15 countries 

than in the post-socialist countries which may be a sign that the “luxury” of 

having holistic-altruistic intrinsic values characterizes the EU15 population 

more. 

- Being divorced or widowed has negative effect in the EU15 countries which 

may mean that in these countries the importance of usefulness depends more 

on wealth and economic circumstances.  

 

The impact of age, period and cohort effects on the extrinsic (Figure 8.6) and intrinsic work values 
(Figure 8.7) in the two groups of countries indicate that age has negative effect on two extrinsic 
values (good pay, flexible hours) in both groups (the first panels of the two figures), but regarding job 
security there are no relevant age differences in the EU15 countries and age effect has an inverted U-
shape in the post-socialist countries. The latter result shows that security is the most important around 
age 40-49 which may be an indication of the greater unemployment risk of these age-groups. Age has 
negative impact on importance of interesting job, but it has positive impact on importance of having a 
useful job which might reflect a shift from individualistic motivation toward more altruistic values or 
toward a general humanistic-holistic motivation with ageing. 
 
Good pay, flexible hours and interesting job became more important in the latter periods in both 
groups (the second panels of the two figures), but usefulness and security did not change significantly 
in the EU15 countries, however there is a different picture in the post-socialist countries. Usefulness 
became less important and job security became more important after 1990-1994. These trends reflect 
– as we already noted – the increased unemployment rate after 1990 which might have resulted in 
increased importance of having a (secure) job, and in decreased importance of altruistic or general 
humanistic-holistic aspects of this job. 
 
Birth cohort has no relevant effect on the five work values neither in the EU15 countries nor in the 
post-socialist countries (the third panels of the two figures). 
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Figure 8.7: The HAPC models of the extrinsic work values in EU15 and post-socialist countries* 
Age 

 

Period 

 

Birth cohort 

 

* On the y-axis: the predicted value of the dependent variable (for an average respondent). In case of period the dashed line shows the 

result of intrapolation for the years with missing data. In case of birth cohort the dashed lines display 5-year moving averages. 
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Figure 8.8: The HAPC models of the intrinsic work values in EU15 and post-socialist countries* 
Age 

 

Period 

 

Birth cohort 

 

* On the y-axis: the predicted value of the dependent variable (for an average respondent). In case of period the dashed line shows the 

result of intrapolation for the years with missing data. In case of birth cohort the dashed lines display 5-year moving averages. 
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9. Summary and conclusions 
1. We did not find significant gaps among the birth cohorts regarding centrality of work, 

employment commitment and extrinsic or intrinsic work values in evaluating a job. Consequently we 
claim that in contemporary Europe generations are not divided significantly in their work values. In this 
respect our findings reinforce the results of Clark (2009), Kowske et al (2010), Jin and Rounds (2011), 
Constanza et al (2012), Becton et al, 2014: instead of pointing to any generational differences, we 
should emphasize the lack thereof.  

 
2. There are, however, different (statistically significant but with small effect size) trends in the 

centrality of work by age and birth cohort: while the former is close to an inverted U-shape curve (the 
centrality of work is higher in the middle-age groups than among the younger or older ones), the latter 
is closer to a curvilinear curve (the centrality of work is higher in the earlier and contemporary birth 
cohorts. As to the impact of period, it is characterized by a linear and slightly decreasing line. 
 
The interpretation of the inverted U-shape of the centrality of work by age is rather straightforward: 
since younger people are not yet and older people are not anymore involved in income generating 
activities, it is logical to find that work is less central for both of them when compared to those in their 
active household and labour market cycles. The decreasing linear trend of the centrality of work by 
period fits well into what the literature proposes: it indicates a shift from modernity towards post-
modernity (Egri and Ralston, 2004, Twenge, 2010, etc.). 
 
The U curve of the centrality of work by birth cohort means that work is less central for the birth cohort 
between 1940 and 1959 compared to the earlier and later born cohorts. This result may be interpreted 
as a weak generational effect, i.e. for those who entered the education system and the labour market 
in the 1960s and 1970s intrinsic values became more important than the extrinsic aspects of life. 
However, this change was rather soon reversed, and those who entered after the mid-1970s became 
again more and more extrinsic value oriented. It is worth to note again that the differences between 
cohorts are quite small.  

 
3. Comparing EU15 and post-socialist countries, we found that while the general trend of the 

centrality of work was similar in the two groups of countries in post-socialist countries the U curve was 
much steeper than in the EU15 countries. Consequently, we should interpret the U curve as an all-
European trend only very cautiously since it might be caused mostly by the system specific content in 
the post-socialist countries: while there is a mild pendulum movement between ex- and intrinsic 
values in the EU15 countries, in the post-socialist countries there is a sharp split in the centrality of 
work among birth cohorts. This can be the result of disentanglement of the newly emerging wage 
worker incentives from the state socialist doctrines and/or the increasing fear of unemployment and/or 
impoverishment, etc. 

 
4. There is no relevant period and cohort effect on employment commitment but it sharply 

decreases with age, which is in accordance with a life course concept of health and working capacity: 
since younger people are healthier and are in better physical condition than older people, it makes 
sense that they have a stronger commitment to  emplyoment than older people. The separated 
models for EU15 and post-socialist countries revealed only one relevant difference: the effect of age 
is stronger in the former group.  

 
5. The impact of age and period on ex- and intrinsic values vary.  
 

 While the importance of having an interesting job, good pay, and flexible working hours 

decrease with age, the importance of job security does not change and the importance of the 
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job’s usefulness for the society increases with age. These trends suggests that while security 

has eternal value, during the active life cycle people - being time- as well as financially 

constrained - have various demands for a better situation on the labour market, however, 

getting closer to leave the labour market or being outside of it, these values lose their weight 

and the holistic-altruistic intrinsic value becomes more important. 

 The importance of having an interesting and secure job with good pay and flexible working 

hours is higher in the last period than in the first one. The importance of usefulness for society, 

however, is higher in 1980-1984 than in 2005-2009.  

 
6. There are only minor differences between EU15 and post-socialist countries regarding the 

determinants of importance of ex- and intrinsic values:  
 

 While there is no age effect on job security in the EU15 countries, security is the most 

important for people around their 40 years in the post-socialist countries.  

 Whereas importance of job security is stable in the EU15 countries, in the post-socialist 

countries it has increased significantly between 1990-1994 and 1995-1999 which can be 

explained by the increased insecurity during the transitions in post-socialist countries.  

 There is no period effect on importance of usefulness in the EU15 countries, in the post-

socialist countries the importance of usefulness is decreasing significantly between 1990-1994 

and 2005-2009 that might be the reaction to the increased risk of unemployment during the 

transitions in post-socialist countries.  

 
7. The first conclusion from policy point view is that our “search for gaps” was futile, i.e. we 

could not identify any relevant gap among them. From this follows that the generational differences 
often referred to in public debates and being used in political discourses is a myth. Kowske et al, 
(2010) quite rightly summarized their findings that instead of generational differences  we should 
speak about “generational similarities”. Our results (having hardly any birth cohort and relatively 
stronger age effect on work values) imply that in contemporary Europe all generations follow a similar 
age trend, i.e. as the younger ones become older their work values change similarly.  
 
While this of course does not mean that within a country (and especially in smaller social units such 
as a region, a settlement or a workplace) generational effects (including consciousness and 
organization) could not emerge but these are more likely the exceptions than the rule otherwise in our 
aggregated analysis they would have stronger visibility. 
 
If there are no significant difference among the generations, policy-wise this means that those social 
and economic efforts that are suggested to decrease youth unemployment will not be hindered by 
changing generational attitudes towards work. In other words, the unchanging nature of work values 
generation by generations does not doom to failure such efforts. 
 
To sum up, our assumption that if younger generations are less and less work oriented, have less 
trust in achieving a career and are less optimistic about getting a job and making ends meet on the 
basis of a salary, etc. turned out to be wrong. Therefore if there are sound EU or national policies to 
cope with youth unemployment they will not fail because of generation specific cultural deviations. In 
other words, if we accept the findings of the literature that work values have significant impact on 
values in general as well as on behaviour on the workplace and on the labour market than the 
unchanging nature of work values generation by generation provides policy-makers firm ground to 
act. 



D 9.1 – Searching for gaps: are work values of the younger generation changing? 73 
 

 

 

8. The second conclusion is based on the fact that though birth cohort does not have strong 
impact on work values we detect differences of the work values by age and period as well as between 
two groups of European countries thus we should be aware that generational stability does not mean 
full scale similarity.  
 
For example the slow but steady decrease of the centrality of work by period assumes that the 
development of policies that relax the association between life and work for the future generations, i.e. 
instead of having work the only social phenomenon that gives meaning to life, multiple centrality of a 
value system (having work as one of them) is getting more and more suitable for Europe, etc. 
 
The higher level of commitment to employment in the youngest cohorts assumes that while 
employment generating policies can be important to help the young to enter into the labour market, at 
a later stage of the career policies to develop alternative non-employment forms can be more useful. 
As to intrinsic and extrinsic work values, if they are associated with different behaviour on the labour 
market (including the transition from school to work () than we can conclude that work values are 
important (more precisely necessary but insufficient) antecedents of success on the labour market 
and that different work values are associated with different value systems. 

 
9. When uncertainties on the labour market and beyond it are on the rise (and especially if it is 

associated with worsening economic condition) finding a channel to enter into the labour market and 
become successful on it may turn to be more value sensitive compared to times when stability rules: 
The difficulties of finding a job could explain the stability or re-strengthening of extrinsic values among 
the younger cohorts. 
 
However, since once in a country intrinsic values become wide spread it is highly unlikely that in times 
of economic recession these values quickly give way to extrinsic values. In such a situation, 
consequently, it might be crucial to have policies to reduce the level of cognitive dissonance between 
having widely spread – and intrinsic value sensitive - higher level of education and lack of standard 
career patterns (which need extrinsic motivation more). According to a recent analysis in Finland 
(Shorteix et al 2015):  

 

“…Training programs aimed at assisting job seekers might profitably try to shape work 
expectations to realistic opportunities. There are few opportunities nowadays of finding 
traditional and stable jobs, so it could be useful to help young adults to develop competencies 
that allow them to adapt more flexibly to the labour market options. … finding a well-suited job 
is more likely for those in a vocational track than those in an academic track. For university 
graduates the pathways from “survival” to “career” jobs are longer and it may take more time 
for them to find a job that matches their higher education …. Thus, especially for university 
graduates, who seem to have more difficulties in finding well-fit jobs at early stages of their 
careers, job crafting may allow them to modify their jobs and develop them into career jobs. It 
is also relevant to consider that intrinsic motivation is not a static trait but rather, it develops in 
the interaction with the context…” (Shorteix et al 2015 p.169).  
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11. Annex  
Table A1: The number of observations of the centrality of work by country and year of fieldwork 

Country 
1990 
WVS/
EVS 

1991 
WVS/
EVS 

1992 
WVS/
EVS 

1993 
WVS/
EVS 

1995 
WVS/
EVS 

1996 
WVS/
EVS 

1997 
WVS/
EVS 

1998 
WVS/
EVS 

1999 
WVS/
EVS 

2005 
WVS/
EVS 

2006 
WVS/
EVS 

2007 
WVS/
EVS 

2008 
WVS/
EVS 

2009 
WVS/
EVS 

Total 

EU-15 
AT 1396 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1501 0 0 0 1505 0 4402 
BE 2583 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1795 0 0 0 0 1490 5868 
DE-W 2615 0 0 0 0 0 1549 0 1615 0 933 0 1627 0 8338 
DK 995 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 998 0 0 0 1388 0 3381 
ES 3409 0 0 0 1203 0 0 0 1194 0 0 1176 1483 0 8466 
FI 49 0 0 0 0 901 0 0 0 973 0 0 0 1061 2984 
FR 786 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1541 0 963 0 1486 0 4776 
GB 1406 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 847 0 919 0 0 895 4067 
GR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1043 0 0 0 1489 0 2532 
IE 991 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 906 0 0 0 541 0 2438 
IT 1960 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1972 978 0 0 0 1416 6327 
LU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1108 0 0 0 1592 0 2700 
NL 976 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 959 0 950 0 1534 0 4419 
PT 1091 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 997 0 0 0 1527 0 3615 
SE 910 0 0 0 0 990 0 0 740 0 984 0 0 987 4611 

 
Post-socialist 

BA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1178 0 0 0 0 1356 0 2534 
BG 945 0 0 0 0 0 987 0 974 0 963 0 1399 0 5269 
CS 0 0 0 0 0 1455 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1455 
CZ 770 2083 0 0 0 0 0 1084 1880 0 0 0 1697 0 7515 
DE-E 684 0 0 0 0 0 405 0 376 0 976 0 373 0 2814 
EE 962 0 0 0 0 1000 0 0 990 0 0 0 1503 0 4456 
HR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 934 0 0 0 1410 0 2344 
HU 0 981 0 0 0 0 0 631 975 0 0 0 1507 0 4094 
LT 0 0 0 0 0 0 969 0 993 0 0 0 1462 0 3425 
LV 818 0 0 0 0 1160 0 0 984 0 0 0 1488 0 4451 
PL 960 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1083 979 0 0 1448 0 4471 
RO 0 0 0 1085 0 0 0 1226 1134 1711 0 0 1430 0 6586 
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Country 
1990 
WVS/
EVS 

1991 
WVS/
EVS 

1992 
WVS/
EVS 

1993 
WVS/
EVS 

1995 
WVS/
EVS 

1996 
WVS/
EVS 

1997 
WVS/
EVS 

1998 
WVS/
EVS 

1999 
WVS/
EVS 

2005 
WVS/
EVS 

2006 
WVS/
EVS 

2007 
WVS/
EVS 

2008 
WVS/
EVS 

2009 
WVS/
EVS 

Total 

RU 1002 0 0 0 2007 0 0 0 2454 0 1867 0 1442 0 8773 
SI 0 0 950 0 970 0 0 0 987 1024 0 0 1337 0 5269 
SK 382 1104 0 0 0 0 0 1037 1323 0 0 0 1493 0 5339 
UA 0 0 0 0 0 2666 0 0 1142 0 968 0 1479 0 6255 

 
Other 

AU 0 0 0 0 1857 0 0 0 0 1216 0 0 0 0 3073 
CA 1676 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2018 0 0 0 3694 
CH 0 0 0 0 0 1149 0 0 0 0 0 0 1228 0 2377 
IS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 930 0 0 0 0 0 930 
MT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 991 0 0 0 685 0 1677 
NO 1139 0 0 0 0 1114 0 0 0 0 0 0 2096 0 4350 
NZ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1026 0 0 0 0 0 0 1026 
US 1662 0 0 0 1379 0 0 0 1184 0 1163 0 0 0 5389 
Total 30169 4169 950 1085 7417 10436 3911 6182 36554 6881 12703 1176 39005 5849 166487 
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Table A2: The mean of the centrality of work by country and year of fieldwork 

Country 
1990 
WVS/
EVS 

1991 
WVS/
EVS 

1992 
WVS/
EVS 

1993 
WVS/
EVS 

1995 
WVS/
EVS 

1996 
WVS/
EVS 

1997 
WVS/
EVS 

1998 
WVS/
EVS 

1999 
WVS/
EVS 

2005 
WVS/
EVS 

2006 
WVS/
EVS 

2007 
WVS/
EVS 

2008 
WVS/
EVS 

2009 
WVS/
EVS 

Total 

EU-15 
AT 0,619        0,658    0,538  0,605 
BE 0,575        0,631     0,539 0,583 
DE-W 0,349      0,412  0,407  0,426  0,463  0,403 
DK 0,505        0,394    0,503  0,472 
ES 0,653    0,592    0,630   0,523 0,616  0,616 
FI 0,714     0,501    0,417    0,345 0,422 
FR 0,623        0,696  0,645  0,669  0,665 
GB 0,506        0,419  0,392   0,452 0,450 
GR         0,586    0,698  0,652 
IE 0,651        0,509    0,529  0,571 
IT 0,622        0,618 0,622    0,644 0,626 
LU         0,521    0,691  0,621 
NL 0,509        0,487  0,335  0,451  0,447 
PT 0,354        0,580    0,586  0,514 
SE 0,662     0,655   0,538  0,533   0,463 0,570 

 
Post-socialist 

BA        0,813     0,512  0,652 
BG 0,562      0,550  0,616  0,515  0,615  0,575 
CS      0,633         0,633 
CZ 0,546 0,595      0,494 0,529    0,435  0,523 
DE-E 0,614      0,611  0,630  0,623  0,541  0,609 
EE 0,327     0,606   0,517    0,463  0,478 
HR         0,486    0,465  0,474 
HU  0,591      0,512 0,569    0,562  0,563 
LT       0,465  0,542    0,423  0,469 
LV 0,331     0,562   0,697    0,540  0,542 
PL 0,663        0,780 0,620   0,563  0,650 
RO    0,684    0,590 0,707 0,550   0,579  0,613 
RU 0,452    0,494    0,585  0,509  0,522  0,523 
SI   0,749  0,554    0,616 0,472   0,581  0,592 
SK 0,547 0,670      0,478 0,615    0,633  0,600 
UA      0,492   0,620  0,396  0,583  0,522 
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Country 
1990 
WVS/
EVS 

1991 
WVS/
EVS 

1992 
WVS/
EVS 

1993 
WVS/
EVS 

1995 
WVS/
EVS 

1996 
WVS/
EVS 

1997 
WVS/
EVS 

1998 
WVS/
EVS 

1999 
WVS/
EVS 

2005 
WVS/
EVS 

2006 
WVS/
EVS 

2007 
WVS/
EVS 

2008 
WVS/
EVS 

2009 
WVS/
EVS 

Total 

 
Other 

AU     0,517     0,361     0,455 
CA 0,588          0,489    0,534 
CH      0,478       0,657  0,571 
IS         0,539      0,539 
MT         0,757    0,727  0,745 
NO 0,734     0,591       0,570  0,619 
NZ        0,469       0,469 
US 0,626    0,555    0,538  0,317    0,522 
Total 0,553 0,614 0,749 0,684 0,535 0,556 0,481 0,569 0,584 0,506 0,474 0,523 0,558 0,503 0,553 
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Table A3: The mean and the number of observations of employment commitment by country and year 
of fieldwork 

 
1997 
ISSP 

1997 
ISSP 

2005 
ISSP 

2005 
ISSP 

2010 
ESS 

2010 
ESS 

Total Total 

Country Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N 

EU-15 

BE  0  0 3,56 1391 3,56 1391 
DE-W 3,53 965 3,54 900 3,59 1951 3,56 3816 
DK 4,03 881 3,93 1279 3,65 1253 3,85 3412 
ES 3,18 1021 3,01 1024 3,17 1570 3,13 3614 
FR 3,20 719 3,30 1180 3,28 1384 3,27 3283 
GB 3,30 874 3,34 704 3,36 1923 3,34 3501 
GR  0  0 3,34 2204 3,34 2204 
IE  0 3,49 863 3,44 2105 3,46 2968 
IT 3,18 920  0  0 3,18 920 
NL 3,27 1664  0 3,75 1503 3,50 3168 
PT 3,55 1358 3,40 1549 3,08 1599 3,33 4506 
SE 3,74 1107 3,62 1110 3,38 1164 3,58 3381 

Post-socialist 
BG 2,85 818 2,77 904 3,66 1949 3,26 3671 
CZ 3,18 876 3,18 1021 2,64 2029 2,90 3926 
DE-E 3,60 406 3,86 494 3,66 448 3,72 1347 
EE  0  0 3,11 1368 3,11 1368 
HR  0  0 3,37 1218 3,37 1218 
HU 3,40 1295 3,36 863 3,39 1253 3,38 3411 
LT  0  0 2,76 1113 2,76 1113 
LV  0 3,16 946  0 3,16 946 
PL 3,69 998  0 3,23 1333 3,43 2331 
RU 3,06 1395 2,87 1387 2,78 2144 2,88 4926 
SI 2,93 861 3,14 823 2,89 1056 2,98 2740 
SK  0  0 3,31 1425 3,31 1425 
UA  0  0 3,00 1485 3,00 1485 

Other 
AU  0 3,48 1549  0 3,48 1549 
CA 3,33 790 3,42 728  0 3,37 1518 
CH 3,59 2228 3,69 909 3,62 1212 3,62 4350 
CY 3,23 909 2,68 889 3,46 821 3,11 2619 
IL 3,71 1057 3,66 915  0 3,69 1972 
NO 3,71 1830 3,80 1143 3,80 1242 3,76 4216 
NZ 3,58 933 3,62 1110  0 3,60 2043 
US 3,43 1025 3,51 1372  0 3,47 2397 
Total 3,42 24931 3,38 23663 3,30 38141 3,36 86735 
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Table A4:The centrality of work by age group and period, EU-15 countries 

 Period    

Age 1990-1994 1995-1999 2005-2009 Total 

18-22 0,513 0,533 0,530 0,525 

23-27 0,519 0,548 0,539 0,536 

28-32 0,498 0,521 0,553 0,527 

33-37 0,527 0,552 0,536 0,539 

38-42 0,560 0,565 0,566 0,564 

43-47 0,623 0,588 0,594 0,600 

48-52 0,618 0,631 0,573 0,603 

53-57 0,609 0,583 0,542 0,572 

58-62 0,572 0,558 0,544 0,556 

63-67 0,587 0,562 0,481 0,537 

68-72 0,533 0,538 0,505 0,524 

73+ 0,518 0,496 0,478 0,492 

Total 0,554 0,556 0,540 0,549 

 

Table A5: The centrality of work by age group and period, post-socialist countries 

 Period    

Age 1990-1994 1995-1999 2005-2009 Total 

18-22 0,390 0,477 0,426 0,444 

23-27 0,427 0,543 0,526 0,516 

28-32 0,473 0,586 0,558 0,555 

33-37 0,528 0,604 0,599 0,587 

38-42 0,602 0,652 0,616 0,630 

43-47 0,640 0,663 0,614 0,642 

48-52 0,664 0,682 0,624 0,656 

53-57 0,648 0,621 0,594 0,615 

58-62 0,668 0,556 0,503 0,555 

63-67 0,637 0,506 0,420 0,494 

68-72 0,683 0,477 0,383 0,467 

73+ 0,588 0,432 0,373 0,416 

Total 0,569 0,577 0,528 0,557 
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Table A6: The centrality of work by cohort and age group, EU-15 countries 

 Age             

Cohort 18-22 23-27 28-32 33-37 38-42 43-47 48-52 53-57 58-62 63-67 68-72 73+ Total 

-1916            0,505 0,505 

1917-1921           0,522 0,505 0,514 

1922-1926          0,591 0,560 0,476 0,532 

1927-1931         0,556 0,553 0,538 0,467 0,526 

1932-1936        0,608 0,613 0,567 0,466 0,515 0,561 

1937-1941       0,622 0,616 0,556 0,470 0,521  0,562 

1942-1946      0,616 0,620 0,577 0,535 0,485   0,563 

1947-1951     0,562 0,635 0,628 0,538 0,547    0,582 

1952-1956    0,529 0,559 0,585 0,551 0,543     0,554 

1957-1961   0,481 0,556 0,565 0,580 0,582      0,550 

1962-1966  0,527 0,557 0,546 0,560 0,599       0,559 

1967-1971 0,507 0,495 0,519 0,551 0,569        0,532 

1972-1976 0,550 0,554 0,548 0,529         0,544 

1977-1981 0,530 0,532 0,555          0,541 

1982-1986 0,545 0,542           0,543 

1987-1991 0,523            0,523 

Total 0,525 0,536 0,527 0,539 0,564 0,600 0,603 0,572 0,556 0,537 0,524 0,492 0,549 
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Table A7: The centrality of work by cohort and age group, post-socialist countries 

 Age             

Cohort 18-22 23-27 28-32 33-37 38-42 43-47 48-52 53-57 58-62 63-67 68-72 73+ Total 

-1916            0,461 0,461 

1917-1921           0,634 0,451 0,502 

1922-1926          0,619 0,550 0,414 0,489 

1927-1931         0,633 0,523 0,491 0,355 0,488 

1932-1936        0,610 0,597 0,525 0,393 0,416 0,518 

1937-1941       0,648 0,622 0,566 0,375 0,378  0,526 

1942-1946      0,638 0,648 0,642 0,439 0,448   0,575 

1947-1951     0,584 0,640 0,697 0,541 0,530    0,617 

1952-1956    0,518 0,619 0,672 0,603 0,618     0,621 

1957-1961   0,480 0,567 0,666 0,618 0,635      0,614 

1962-1966  0,412 0,514 0,614 0,626 0,612       0,576 

1967-1971 0,392 0,483 0,598 0,581 0,611        0,556 

1972-1976 0,438 0,556 0,600 0,607         0,559 

1977-1981 0,482 0,543 0,539          0,513 

1982-1986 0,466 0,518           0,501 

1987-1991 0,406            0,406 

Total 0,444 0,516 0,555 0,587 0,630 0,642 0,656 0,615 0,555 0,494 0,467 0,416 0,557 
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Table A8: The employment commitment by age group and period (cohort uncontrolled), EU15 
countries 

Period 

 1995-1999 2005-2009 2010-2014 Total 

18-22 3,69 3,53 3,58 3,60 

23-27 3,58 3,66 3,54 3,58 

28-32 3,50 3,48 3,46 3,48 

33-37 3,51 3,48 3,51 3,50 

38-42 3,42 3,44 3,40 3,42 

43-47 3,45 3,44 3,44 3,44 

48-52 3,40 3,48 3,42 3,43 

53-57 3,44 3,51 3,38 3,42 

58-62 3,27 3,43 3,26 3,30 

63-67 3,15 3,28 3,22 3,22 

68+ 3,15 3,23 3,22 3,20 

Total 3,44 3,47 3,41 3,43 

 

Table A9: The employment commitment by age group and period (cohort uncontrolled), post-socialist 
countries 

Period 

 1995-1999 2005-2009 2010-2014 Total 

18-22 3,15 2,93 3,21 3,13 

23-27 3,27 3,16 3,19 3,20 

28-32 3,22 3,18 3,16 3,18 

33-37 3,28 3,27 3,10 3,18 

38-42 3,34 3,13 3,11 3,17 

43-47 3,21 3,09 3,07 3,11 

48-52 3,29 3,15 3,11 3,15 

53-57 3,14 3,24 3,10 3,14 

58-62 3,15 3,10 3,04 3,07 

63-67 3,20 2,97 3,05 3,06 

68+ 3,15 3,10 2,95 3,03 

Total 3,23 3,12 3,11 3,14 
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Table A10. The employment commitment by birth cohort and age group (period uncontrolled), EU15 countries 

 Age            

Cohort 18-22 23-27 28-32 33-37 38-42 43-47 48-52 53-57 58-62 63-67 68+ Total 

1927-1931          3,20 3,15 3,17 

1932-1936         3,18 3,12 3,22 3,16 

1937-1941        3,32 3,32 3,28 3,17 3,28 

1942-1946       3,42 3,51 3,49 3,27 3,28 3,37 

1947-1951      3,44 3,39 3,50 3,27 3,14  3,33 

1952-1956     3,41 3,45 3,48 3,38 3,23   3,39 

1957-1961    3,53 3,42 3,49 3,40 3,40    3,43 

1962-1966   3,48 3,49 3,45 3,44 3,48     3,46 

1967-1971  3,41 3,51 3,51 3,37 3,40      3,43 

1972-1976 3,73 3,70 3,48 3,50 3,49       3,55 

1977-1981 3,66 3,67 3,43 3,48        3,53 

1982-1986 3,52 3,51 3,54         3,52 

1987-1991 3,56 3,62          3,57 

1992-1996 3,63           3,63 

Total 3,60 3,58 3,48 3,50 3,42 3,44 3,43 3,42 3,30 3,22 3,20 3,43 
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Table A11. The employment commitment by birth cohort and age group (period uncontrolled), post-socialist countries 

 Age            

Cohort 18-22 23-27 28-32 33-37 38-42 43-47 48-52 53-57 58-62 63-67 68+ Total 

1927-1931          3,25 3,15 3,19 

1932-1936         3,20 3,16 3,16 3,17 

1937-1941        3,12 3,12 3,01 2,91 3,04 

1942-1946       3,15 3,15 3,10 3,01 3,00 3,06 

1947-1951      3,23 3,36 3,20 3,07 3,08  3,15 

1952-1956     3,35 3,20 3,13 3,17 2,98   3,15 

1957-1961    3,34 3,33 3,10 3,11 3,02    3,14 

1962-1966   3,14 3,24 3,11 3,09 3,15     3,12 

1967-1971  3,10 3,28 3,31 3,09 3,04      3,14 

1972-1976 3,25 3,38 3,20 3,12 3,18       3,19 

1977-1981 3,08 3,12 3,17 3,07        3,13 

1982-1986 2,96 3,21 3,12         3,13 

1987-1991 3,17 3,17          3,17 

1992-1996 3,18           3,18 

Total 3,13 3,20 3,18 3,18 3,17 3,11 3,15 3,14 3,07 3,06 3,03 3,14 
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Table A12: The HAPC model of the centrality of work in four EU15 countries 

 DE-W  ES  IT  BE  

Individual effects B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Age 0.0018
***

 (0.001) -0.0001 (0.000) 0.0034
***

 (0.001) 0.0008 (0.001) 

Age squared -0.0000
*
 (0.000) -0.0001

***
 (0.000) -0.0000 (0.000) -0.0000 (0.000) 

Female -0.0867
***

 (0.013) -0.0138 (0.011) -0.0439
***

 (0.013) -0.0604
***

 (0.013) 

Education: more than 
secondary 

0.0145 (0.018) -0.0251
*
 (0.015) -0.0033 (0.016) -0.0316

**
 (0.015) 

Employment status: working 0.1637
***

 (0.015) 0.0376
***

 (0.012) 0.0329
**
 (0.014) 0.0204 (0.015) 

Type of settlement: city -0.0201 (0.013) -0.0160 (0.011) -0.0387
***

 (0.014) -0.0212 (0.016) 

Marital status: single ref.  ref.  ref.  ref.  

Married/living with partner 0.0056 (0.019) 0.0305
*
 (0.016) -0.0395

**
 (0.018) -0.0441

**
 (0.020) 

Divorced/ separated 0.0627
**
 (0.028) 0.0317 (0.031) -0.0329 (0.036) 0.0041 (0.030) 

Widowed -0.0298 (0.031) -0.0017 (0.027) -0.1526
***

 (0.033) -0.0530
*
 (0.032) 

Intercept 0.3691
***

 (0.033) 0.6347
***

 (0.026) 0.6799
***

 (0.023) 0.6551
***

 (0.034) 

Variance components Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE 

Individual 0.2279
***

 (0.002) 0.2321
***

 (0.002) 0.2310
***

 (0.002) 0.2386
***

 (0.002) 

Period 0.0015
***

 (0.001) 0.0008
***

 (0.000) 0.0000 (.) 0.0018
***

 (0.001) 

Cohort 0.0003
***

 (0.000) 0.0000
***

 (0.000) 0.0001
**
 (0.000) 0.0007

***
 (0.000) 

N 5972  8494  6342  5861  

AIC 8158.0  11731.7  8730.8  8283.3  

Deviance(df) 8132,0(13)  11705,7(13)  8706,8(13)  8257,3(13)  

Standard errors in parentheses 
*
 p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 
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Table A13: The HAPC model of the centrality of work in five post-socialist countries 

 CZ  RU  RO  SK  DE-E  

Individual effects B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Age 0.0041
***

 (0.001) -0.0012
***

 (0.000) 0.0023
***

 (0.000) 0.0026
***

 (0.001) -0.0001 (0.001) 

Age squared -0.0001
***

 (0.000) -0.0002
***

 (0.000) -0.0002
***

 (0.000) -0.0002
***

 (0.000) -0.0002
***

 (0.000) 

Female -0.0292
**
 (0.012) -0.0417

***
 (0.011) -0.0281

**
 (0.012) -0.0137 (0.014) -0.0140 (0.014) 

Education: more than 
secondary 

0.0264 (0.018) 0.0138 (0.013) 0.0211 (0.016) 0.0156 (0.022) 0.0194 (0.017) 

Employment status: working 0.1136
***

 (0.015) 0.1731
***

 (0.013) 0.0438
***

 (0.014) 0.1342
***

 (0.017) 0.1665
***

 (0.016) 

Type of settlement: city 0.0051 (0.013) -0.0270
***

 (0.010) -0.0294
**
 (0.013) -0.0548

**
 (0.023) -0.0426

***
 (0.015) 

Marital status: single ref.  ref.  ref.  ref.  ref.  

Married/living with partner 0.0549
***

 (0.020) -0.0040 (0.018) 0.0681
***

 (0.021) 0.0080 (0.022) -0.0002 (0.022) 

Divorced/ separated 0.0764
***

 (0.027) 0.0181 (0.022) 0.0535 (0.036) -0.0019 (0.035) -0.0130 (0.029) 

Widowed 0.0017 (0.029) -0.0157 (0.024) -0.0012 (0.029) -0.0084 (0.032) -0.0378 (0.032) 

Intercept 0.4435
***

 (0.041) 0.4880
***

 (0.035) 0.6299
***

 (0.035) 0.5829
***

 (0.032) 0.5880
***

 (0.029) 

Variance components Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE Variance SE 

Individual 0.2370
***

 (0.002) 0.2290
***

 (0.002) 0.2273
***

 (0.002) 0.2290
***

 (0.002) 0.2237
***

 (0.002) 

Period 0.0031
***

 (0.001) 0.0021
***

 (0.001) 0.0021
***

 (0.001) 0.0010
***

 (0.000) 0.0004
***

 (0.000) 

Cohort 0.0013
***

 (0.000) 0.0004
***

 (0.000) 0.0000
***

 (0.000) 0.0005
***

 (0.000) 0.0022
***

 (0.001) 

N 7521  8780  6592  5341  5203  

AIC 10584.2  12022.9  8977.2  7328.2  7041.1  

Deviance(df) 10558,2(13)  11996,9(13)  8951,2(13)  7302,2(13)  7015,1(13)  

Standard errors in parentheses 
*
 p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01 
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Figure A1: The age, period and birth cohort effects of the centrality of work in four EU15 countries * 

Age 

 

Period 

 

Birth cohort 

 

* On the y-axis: the predicted value of the dependent variable (for an average respondent). In case of period the dashed line shows the 

result of intrapolation for the years with missing data. In case of birth cohort the dashed lines display 5-year moving averages. 
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Figure A2: The age, period and birth cohort effects of the centrality of work in five post-socialist countries * 

Age 

 

Period 

 

Birth cohort 

 

* On the y-axis: the predicted value of the dependent variable (for an average respondent). In case of period the dashed line shows the 

result of intrapolation for the years with missing data. In case of birth cohort the dashed lines display 5-year moving averages. 
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