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In this paper, I examine whether and to which degree the quality of work and em-
ployment differs between men and women and how these gender differences are
shaped by societal beliefs about ‘gender equality.” Using data from the 2004 wave of
the European Social Survey, I compare the jobs of men and women across a variety of
measures of perceived job quality in 26 countries. Key findings are that job quality is
gendered: Jobs of men are typically characterized by high training requirements, good
promotion opportunities and high levels of job complexity, autonomy and
participation. Jobs for women, in contrast, are less likely to pose a health or safety risk
or to involve work during antisocial hours. However, contrary to expectation, the job
profiles of men and women are not more similar in societies with gender egalitarian
norms. While women are relatively more likely to be exposed to health and safety
risks, work pressure and demands to work outside regular working time, in more gen-
der-egalitarian societies their work is not, relative to men’s, more skilled, complex or
autonomous. Neither do more egalitarian societies provide more opportunities for
participation and advancement for women than less egalitarian societies.
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Introduction

While largely dormant during the 80s and 90s, concerns about the quality of jobs and
employment have increased as a result of initiatives such as the ILO decent work (e.g.,
Ghai, 2003) and the European Employment Strategy (European Commission, 2001).
Of particular interest in the recent discussion of job quality is the gender dimension:
How does the quality of jobs of women compare with the jobs of men (e.g., Smith,
2008)? The general finding appears to be that there are persistent gender differences
with regard to job quality, in particular less access by women to high-status occupa-
tions such as managers and an overrepresentation in part-time work that is associated
with an inferior quality of work (Burchell et al., 2007). However, there are also indica-
tors that the jobs of women are not poorer in all dimensions: For example, women are
less likely to work long hours and exposure to physical health risks is higher for men
(European Foundation, 2007; Leeth & Ruser, 2006). A systematic description of the
gender differences regarding quality indicators for work and employment is missing.
The first aim of this paper is to describe the perceived quality of working men and
women in European countries using a wide range of relevant attributes of the job and
the employment relation.

The second issue is to understand how differences between ‘male” and ‘female’
jobs vary across European countries. For example, Pollart & Fodor (2005) see a high-
er level of gender equality in the New Member States of Eastern Europe when com-
pared with the established member states (Pollert & Fodor, 2005). In this paper, I take
a closer look at one dimension accounting for the salience of differences between the
quality of jobs of men and women in different societies, the prevailing gender ideolo-
gies or norms of gender-egalitarianism. Gender egalitarianism has been found to be
associated with higher employment rates among women (Fontin, 2005), a smaller
gender-wage gap (Fontin, 2005), a more equal division of domestic work (Fuwa, 2004)
and less educational gender segregation (Charles & Charles, 2002). The second aim of
the paper is to establish whether norms of gender equality at the societal level are also
associated with a more similar profile of the jobs held by men and women. The basic
idea underlying the hypothesis that an egalitarian gender ideology is associated with a
larger similarity between men and women across attributes defining job quality draws
on economic and cultural theories of occupational sex segregation: In societies em-
phasizing gender inequality, behaviour and trait differences between men and women
are amplified, segregated gender roles are supported by societal expectations and poli-
cies, jobs are more consistently packaged in ‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’ bundles and
women and men are more stringently allocated to these jobs by processes of selection
and self-selection. It is expected that this leads to a stronger contrast in the job
attributes of men and women than in more gender egalitarian societies. Before elabo-
rating on this basic idea, I briefly discuss the relevant literature regarding job quality
and how job quality is shaped by social institutions.

Job Quality
Job quality refers to characteristics of work (such as work autonomy, physical working
conditions, risks for health and safety), characteristics of the employment relation
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(such as work hours, wage, job security) and characteristics of the interface of work
and employment (such as participation and career development) that affect the subjec-
tive and objective well-being of the ‘typical’ employee (Munoz de Bustillo et al., 2009).
Job quality or the quality of work and employment is a multi-faceted concept that in-
cludes a variety of dimensions which reflect different layers of the debate what consti-
tute a ‘good’ job (Gallie, 2007a, 2007b). In the 60s and 70s, sociologists developed a
‘skill-centered’ understanding of ‘quality of work life’ against a backdrop of expanding
mass production industries creating a stratum of semi-skilled workforce engaged in
fragmented and repetitive tasks with little influence and control over the work
process. This approach emphasized the importance of a close link between skill level,
autonomy, participation and intrinsic quality of work. In the 70s and 80s, institutional
economists and structural sociologists, in contrast, expanded the concern with wages
as a dominant indicator of job quality to other aspects such as job security, chances of
advancement and health risks with ‘good’ and ‘bad’ jobs being organized in different
segments of the labour market. More recently, work pressure and intensification (e.g.,
Green, 2005) and, in conjunction with the increasing share of women participating in
the workforce, issues of combining work and family commitments (‘work-life bal-
ance’) have received increasing attention. In this paper, | examine a variety of job qual-
ity indicators that reflect these different layers of the quality of work debate. I look at
training requirements, job complexity, job autonomy, participation in organizational
decisions and co-worker support, key aspects of the ‘skill-centered approach’. Along
with job security, promotion opportunities and health and safety risks, training re-
quirements belong also to a second cluster of characteristics of ‘good jobs’ as unders-
tood by segmentation theorists. The recent discussion is represented by the dimen-
sions of experienced work pressure and the extent that the employee works antisocial
hours such as weekends, evenings or unscheduled overtime.

Societal context and quality of work and employment

Only recently, sociologists have started to theorise explicitly about how the societal
context shapes the quality of work and employment of the workforce. Following Gal-
lie (2003, 2007a, 2007b), three directions can be distinguished: a production regime
approach, an employment regime approach and the idea of an exceptional develop-
ment in Scandinavian countries. The production regime approach is closely connected
to the varieties of capitalism literature (Hall & Soskice, 2001; Estevez-Abe et al.,
2001). In coordinated market economies, long-term attachments between companies
and workers, supported by cooperative relations between labour and management,
protect investments in specific skills which are utilized in production strategies such as
diversified quality production. Loose bonds between employers and employees and
adversarial labour relations in liberal economies, in contrast, provide no safeguard for
training investments other than in general training and skills are substituted by strict
rule governance and Taylorist strategies. The production regimes of coordinated mar-
ket economies are expected to involve better jobs for workers: The heavy reliance on
internal labour markets in coordinated market economies is reflected in higher job se-
curity and more opportunities for internal advancement; the use of skilled labour goes
along with higher levels of autonomy and participation (Dobbin & Boychuk, 1999;

[@her |


https://doi.org/10.5771/0935-9915-2011-2-114
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

management revue, 22(2), 114-131 DOI 10.1688/1861-9908_mrev_2011_02_Muechlau

Gallie, 2007b). While the production regime approach emphasizes the importance of
employer strategies, the employment regime approach highlights the power of orga-
nized labour which is directly or indirectly converted into job quality. Gallie (2007a)
distinguishes between inclusive, dualist and market employment regimes. While the
role of organized labour is marginal in market employment regimes, it has a strong
power base in collective bargaining and government in inclusive regimes. In dualist re-
gimes, participation is largely restricted to consultative workplace arrangements, lead-
ing to a polarization between high quality jobs for core workers and low quality jobs
for marginal workers. The exceptionalism hypothesis shares the emphasis on the mo-
bilization of power resources, but holds that Nordic countries were much more com-
mitted in translating these resources into a concerted efforts to improve the quality of
work life of low skilled workers since the 60s, in particular in the areas of skill devel-
opment, autonomy, participation and teamwork (Payne & Keep, 2003; Alasoini, 20006;
Gustavsen, 2007). The Scandinavian exceptionalism thesis appears to be empirically
the best supported perspective (Arundel et al., 2007; Gallie 2003, 2007b, 2009), but
few insights regarding the gendering of job quality follow from it. In the varieties of
capitalism tradition, Estevez-Abe (2005, 2000) has argued that production regimes
based on specific training and internal labour markets create a stronger divide between
men and women than production regimes based on general skills and external labour
markets as women are excluded from the core sectors in these societies. Similarly,
Gallie (20072) makes the point that dualist employment regimes tend to reinforce the
gender divide as women are less likely to be a part of the core workforce, while wom-
en benefit strongly from inclusive employment regimes, in particular if the ‘decom-
modification’ of labour is complemented by the ‘defamilization’ of care (cp., Esping-
Andersen, 1990). In the following, I build on this idea, assuming that those policies
are an integral part of an institutionalised gender ideology.

Gender ideology and the gendering of job quality

Gender ideology or gender egalitarianism primarily refers to beliefs held by individuals
about appropriate roles for women and men in family and the wider society. McDaniel
(2008, p. 59), for example, regards gender egalitarianism ‘as a belief that men and
women should attain a certain degree of equality within both public and private realms
of society, and that women’s status should not depend on their reproductive behavior’
while Davis and Greenstein (2009, p. 89) use the term gender ideology “...to
represent the underlying concept of an individual’s level of support for a division of
paid work and family responsibilities that is based on the notion of separate spheres”.
Women with more gender egalitarian beliefs tend to work longer hours, are longer in
full-time employment and earn more than women who believe in a more traditional
division of labour between men and women. (Vella, 1994; Corrigal & Konrad, 2007;
Stickney & Konrad, 2007). Men with gender egalitarian beliefs in contrast tend to con-
tribute more to domestic and child-rearing tasks (e.g., Nordenmark 2004, Gaunt,
20006). Gender ideology or egalitarianism may however also refer to socially institutio-
nalised beliefs or cultures. Gender egalitarian cultures (as opposed to individual be-
liefs) may be important in shaping the opportunities and constraints of individuals.
The views of others, for example employers, but also of spouses and friends, and gen-
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eral social expectations matter directly and indirectly via policies and structures that
emerged from the collective gender ideologies. Indications that gender egalitarian cul-
tures shape labour market outcomes are provided by Fortin (2005) who finds that the
employment rate of women is larger and the gender-pay gap is smaller in countries
with more gender egalitarian cultures. Fuwa (2004) reports that housework is more
evenly divided in countries that exhibit a strong empowerment of women. Further-
more, Charles and Bradley (2002) find that gender egalitarian countries exhibit less
vertical and horizontal sex segregation in third-level education. The picture however is
less clear for occupational segregation: Blackburn et al. (2000) find no relationship be-
tween empowerment and occupational segregation while Charles (2003) sees gender
egalitarianism as associated with less vertical occupational segregation in the non-
manual occupation but also with more horizontal segregation and vertical segregation
in manual occupations.

How do individual and collective beliefs in gender equality translate into gender
differences with regard to the quality of work and employment? On the one side, so-
ciologists and social-psychologists have pointed to the pervasive role of gender socia-
lization and gender stereotypes in the process of sorting men and women to gendered
jobs and occupations. It is likely that women and men are attracted to jobs that re-
quire traits and behaviour that is akin to the behaviour and traits defining general
gender roles and gender identities (e.g., Marini et al., 1996; Marini & Feng, 1997;
Johnston, 2005). Moreover, gender stereotyping might affect the selection and self-
selection of men and women for ‘gendered’ jobs: For example, Eagly and Steffen
(1984) argue that gender stereotypes reflect the role distribution in society. Ceijka and
Eagly (1999) identify specific ‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’ personality, physical and cog-
nitive characteristics (such as being gentle, nurturing, helpful, sociable vs being com-
petitive, dominant and aggressive) which respondents associate with being successful
in male or female dominated occupations. Similarly, employers may use these stereo-
types in hiring decisions to fill ‘female’ and ‘male’ jobs. Chatles (2005) emphasizes the
importance of distinguishing between two aspects of gender ideology, gender essen-
tialism and male primacy, in this respect: Gender essentialism refers to the ideological
construct that “men and women are naturally and fundamentally different and that
women are better suited than men for tasks involving service, nurturance, and social
interaction. The second principle, male primacy, represents men’s traits as more valu-
able, and men as more status worthy and accordingly better suited for positions of au-
thority and domination.” Moreover, society may overvalue ‘masculine’ characteristics
and undervalue ‘female’ ones (e.g., England et al., 1994).

On the other side, economists have analysed how gender roles affect the accumu-
lation and atrophy of human capital and how that in turn shapes human capital in-
vestment strategies of men and women and their occupational and job choices (Min-
cer & Polachek 1974; Polachek, 1981). Differentiation of gender roles tends to allo-
cate the primary role as provider to men while women are expected to be responsible
for housekeeping, child rearing and other caring tasks. While men typically have con-
tinuous careers and little involvement in household tasks, many women work limited
hours and interrupt their careers in order to fulfill domestic and caring obligations. As
a consequence, women suffer a disadvantage in jobs where productivity depends on
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experience and continuous accumulation of human capital. Moreover, statistical dis-
crimination by employers reinforces this process. Women and men also go for jobs
that fit their perceived family roles and orient their educational and occupational
choices toward their expected roles. Anticipating their different career trajectories,
women are expected to invest less than men in schooling and training, in particular in
training that is specific to particular jobs or employers and that they choose jobs and
occupations where productivity is less dependent on specific skills and accumulated,
continuous work experience. Moreover, women are expected to choose education and
jobs that develop and draw on skills that overlap with the skills needed to fulfill their
role as housekeeper, mother and wife. Finally, the gender role division in families
makes it likely that investment and career moves are biased toward furthering the ca-
reer of the ‘breadwinner’ at the expense of the ‘second earner’ (Bielby & Bielby, 1992)

In societies with more gender-egalitarian norms, gender socialization is expected
to be less directed toward traditional gender roles and individuals experience less pres-
sure to comply with corresponding expectations. Consequently, gender identities are
more diffuse and behavior and traits less differentiated between men and women
weakening the link between gender and job and occupational choices and between
gender and career continuity. Gender stereotypes guiding employer discrimination are
expected to be less pronounced and gender discrimination, whether statistical or ‘im-
plicit’” (Bertrand et al., 2005), less legitimate and more strongly sanctioned in societies
with strong beliefs in gender equality (Weichselbaumer & Winter-Ebmer, 2007). It is
also likely that gender-egalitarian norms are translated into policies that help women
to combine domestic and work roles and erode the primacy of the ‘breadwinner mod-
el’. Separate taxation of couples, provision with childcare facilities and maternity leave
arrangements remove disincentives for women to participate in the labour market and
strengthen the workforce attachment of women (Jaumotte, 2003).

Hypotheses

With regard to job quality, the previous leads to the following hypothesis: First, I ex-
pect that the profile of gender differences regarding job quality characteristics reflects
primarily stylized differences in work commitment and attachment, but also ‘mascu-
line’ and ‘feminine’ job contents. Specifically, I expect that men will more likely hold
jobs that require more training, will more likely have higher job security and better
possibilities of advancement than women. Men’s jobs will be more complex and they
will experience greater autonomy and more participation in organizational decisions
than women. Women in contrast will experience less work pressure and more co-
worker support and are less likely to work asocial hours. Moreover, women are ex-
pected to be less exposed to working conditions that are risky in terms of the health
and safety of the employee.

Second, I expect that .that ‘gender egalitarianism’ at the societal level is associated
with weaker gender differences. In more gender-egalitarian societies, women will have
relatively more access to ‘full commitment’-jobs characterized by high levels of train-
ing needs, task complexity, autonomy and participation, job security and opportunities
of advancement. The side other of the coin is that women are also expected to be less
sheltered from demands of their employers. Lower restrictions on the use of female
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labour power in gender-egalitarian societies will be reflected in relatively higher levels
of work pressure, health risks and antisocial working times and less experienced co-
worker support. Empirically, this implies a differential relationship between measures
of ‘gender egalitarianism’ at the country level and job quality attributes for men and
women resulting in a narrowing of the gender-gap in more egalitarian countries: For
job quality characteristics for which males typically have an advantage compared to
females the relationship with gender egalitarianism is expected to be more positive for
women than for men. For job quality attributes which score more favorable for the
average women relative to men the relationship is expected to be more negative for
women than for men.

Data, Measurement, Modelling

For the individual-level data, I use the Second Round (2004) of the European Social
Survey (ESS2). This round contains a module on Family, Work and Well-Being, with a
special emphasis on the experience of work on which this study largely draws. The
European Social Survey is a comparative multi-national survey ensuring that the sam-
ples and data collection are comparable in the different countries and that the ques-
tions are understood in the same way by respondents in different countries and lan-
guages. The data collection consists in face-to-face interviews. Sampling is based on
simple random sampling or multi-stage cluster sampling, sometimes stratified. The net
sample size of the ESS2 is 47,537 respondents in 26 countries. The national samples
range from 579 (Iceland) to 3,036 (Czech Republic). Response rates vary from 43.6
(France) to 79.1 (Estonia) percent . The job quality module has been only asked for
employees. This reduces the sample size to 16,227. The share of employees among the
sample appears small, but is largely in line with labour force survey data on employ-
ment in these countries if it is taken into account that the ESS also covers people old-
er than 65 and that about 20 percent of the workers are self-employed. Sample sizes
vary from 204 (Luxenbourg) to 918 (Poland) and the share of women (unweighted)
between 27.3 (Turkey) and 54.8 percent (Hungary). For the combined sample, the
share of women is 48.3 percent.

Measurement
Dependent variables

All variables measuring perceived quality of job and employment have been standar-
dized as normal scores using the pooled data. These pooled data are weighted by a
product of design and population weights. The reference point for standardization is
thus the universe of workers in Europe. If measures consist of multi-item composites,
the standardized individual items have been summed up and the resulting variable
again standardized. This procedure secures that the means of variables can be com-
pared and, in the case of multi-item variables, that each of the item exerts the same in-
fluence on the composite regardless of the scaling of the item. Variables have been re-
coded so that positive values in the dimensions refer to high quality and negative val-
ues to low quality in the respective dimension.

Training: normal score of the sum of the normal scores of the following items: ‘If
someone was applying nowadays for the job you do now, would they need any educa-
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tion or vocational schooling beyond compulsory education?” (no=0, yes-> how
many), ‘About how many years of education or vocational schooling beyond compul-
sory education would they need?” (1=less than one year, 8= 10 years or more), ‘If
somebody with the right education and qualifications replaced you in your job, how
long would it take for them to learn to do the job reasonably well?” (1= 1 day or less,
8= more than 5 years).

Job security: normal score of the following item: ‘My job is secure (in the sense of
an actual or implied promise/likelihood of continued employment)’, (1=Not at all
true, 4=Very true)

Promotion opportunities: normal score of the following item: ‘My opportunities for
advancement are good’, (1=Agree strongly, 5="Disagree strongly’, reversed)

Job complexity: normal score of the sum of the normal scores of the following
items: “There is a lot of variety in my work’, ‘My job requires that I keep learning new
things’ (1=Not at all true, 4=Very true)

Auntonomy: normal score of the sum of the normal scores of the following items:
‘how much management at your work allows you to decide how your own daily work
is/was organised?”’, ‘how much management at your work allows you to choose or
change your pace of work?” (0=I have no influence, 10= I have complete control),
normalised , ‘I can decide the time I start and finish work’ (1=Not at all true, 4=Very
true),” My work is closely supervised’” (1=Agree strongly, 5=’Disagree strongly’, re-
versed)

Participation: normal score of the following item: how much management at your
work allows you to to influence policy decisions about the activities of the organisa-
tion?” (0=I have no influence, 10= 1 have complete control)

Work pressure: normal score of the following item: ‘I never seem to have enough
time to get everything done in my job’ (1=Agree strongly, 5="Disagree strongly’)

Co-worker support: normal score of the following item: ‘I can get support and help
from my co-workers when needed’, (1=Not at all true, 4=Very true)

Health/ Safety: normal score of the following item: ‘My health or safety is at risk
because of my work’, (1=Not at all true, 4=Very true, reversed)

Antisocial hours: normal score of normal scores of the following items: ‘How often
does your work involve working evenings or nights?’, ‘How often does your work in-
volve having to work overtime at short notice’ (1=never, 7=every day), ‘How often
does your work involve working at weekends’ (1=never, 5=every week)

Independent variables:

I measure gender egalitarianism in three different ways in order to assure that the re-
sults are robust and independent of potential shortcomings of specific measures of
gender egalitarianism.

Gender Egalitarianism (ESS) is the country average of an individual-level measure
of the belief in the primacy of the breadwinner role (cp. Davis & Greenstein, 2009).
This individual measure is the sum score of following items: “Women should be pre-
pared to cut down on paid work for the sake of the family”, “Men should have more
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rights to jobs then women when jobs are scarce” (1=Strongly agree, 5=Strongly disag-
ree). These items are contained in ESS2.

Gender Egalitarianism (W17S) is derived from the fifth wave of the World Value
Survey (2005-7). It is the sum score of the country means of the following items:
“When jobs are scarce, men should have more right to a job than women” (1=agree,
3=disagree), “Men make better political leaders”, “University is more important for a
boy”, “Men make better business executives than women” (1=strongly agree,
4=strongly disagree). It is a wider measure of the acceptance of male privilege than the
ESS- based measure (cp. Davis & Greenstein, 2009). Unfortunately, it is currently only
available for a subset of the countries in the EES2: Finland, France, Germany (East),
Germany (West), Great Britain, Greece, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Slovenia,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine

Gender Enpowerment Measure (GEM). This GEM is an indicator for de-facto gender
equality. It is a composite of 25 quantitative indicators covering the dimension of eco-
nomic participation, economic opportunity, political empowerment, educational at-
tainment and health and well being. Measures are taken from the 2004 edition (Lopez-
Claros & Zahidi, 2005). This measure is not available for the Ukraine and there are no
separate measures for West and East Germany.

As control-variable, I use the cluster a country belongs to. Following typologies
largely inspired by the Varieties of Capitalism or World of Welfare Capitalism litera-
ture, 1 distinguish between Continental (Conservative), Nordic (Scandinavian, Social-
Democratic), Liberal, South (Mediterranean) and East (Post-Socialist, Transition) clus-
ters (Pollart & Fodor, 2005; Gallie, 2007; Cerdeira & Kovacs, 2008; Davoine et al.,
2008). Countries are allocated to clusters as follows:

o Continental: Austria, Belgium, France, Germany (West), Luxembourg, Nether-
lands, Switzerland ;

e Nordic: Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden;
o [ jberal: Great Britain, Ireland;
o South: Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain, Turkey;

e  FEas: Czech Republic, Estonia, Germany (East), Hungary, Poland, Slovenia,
Slovakia, Ukraine.

Modelling

The data have been modelled as hierarchical linear models (multi-level models) using
MLwiN 2.15. Two levels have been specified: Individuals at the lowest (n=16, 227)
and countries of residence as the highest level. As there are strong differences regard-
ing the gendering of work and regarding gender ideologies between the West and East
Germany, they have been specified as separate countries (n=27). All regressions are li-
near in order to facilitate comparison across different indicators. Robustness checks
indicated that significance levels of linear specifications are qualitatively not different
from ordinal specifications. Random intercepts have been specified for the countries
and random slopes for gender that are interacted with higher level predictor variables.
Co-variances between intercepts and slopes are estimated but not reported.
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Results

Table 1 and table 2 report the results of the regressions of job quality characteristics.
Model 1 refers to a specification that contains only one predictor variable, being fe-
male, The estimates for this variable give the average differences between men and
women for the respective job quality indicator, adjusted for country nesting. These es-
timates are relevant for evaluating the support for the first general hypothesis regard-
ing the ‘typical’ differences between the quality of ‘male’ and ‘female’ jobs.

As hypothesized, women hold jobs that require less skills or training than the jobs
of men. The highly significant estimate for the gender difference (-.20) indicates that
men have the largest advantage in the dimension of #raining. The jobs of women are al-
so less complex (-.09), i.e. ‘male’ jobs consist of more varied tasks and provide more
opportunities to acquire new knowledge and skills, and women exert less discretion in
carrying out their work: As the negative estimate for aufonomy (-.13) indicates, men
have more say about method, timing and pace of their work and are less likely to be
directly supervised. In line with this, women are less likely than men to influence or-
ganizational decisions, as evidenced by the negative estimate for participation (.06).

However, contrary to expectations, women do not report less job security than
men. There are no significant gender differences with regard to promised or signaled
permanence and continuity of the job. It may be that the greater likelihood for women
to hold fixed-term contracts (e.g., Burchell et al., 2007) and to be part-time (which ar-
guably frequently implies less job security) is balanced on the one hand by a higher re-
presentation of women on particularly secure ‘public sector jobs” and on the other by
an overrepresentation of men in declining sectors such as manufacturing or industries
which are more volatile by nature, e.g., construction. In line with expectations, women
experience less opportunities for promotion in their jobs than men. As indicated by
the estimate for advancement (-.15), the men enjoy a substantial advantage over women
with regard to promotion opportunities, second only to the training requirements.

It was hypothesized that women experience less work pressure than men and ex-
perience more help and support from co-workers. Both expectations do not find sup-
port in the data. With regard to work pressure, women experience, if any, more work
pressure than men as the negative, but insignificant estimate indicates (.03). The esti-
mate for co-worker support is negative (.05) implying that women are more likely to re-
port that they cannot get help from co-workers when they need it.

The largest differences between women and men are found for safety (.32) and un-
social honrs (31). Men report substantially more than women that their work poses a
hazard for their health or safety and men work more frequently in the evenings, week-
ends or are more likely to be scheduled for overtime on short notice.

Taken together, the data provide substantial evidence that job characteristics rele-
vant for the well-being of employees are ‘gendered’. Significant gender differences are
found for 8 of the ten dimensions. No differences were found in only two of the di-
mensions - job security and work pressure. Moreover, the pattern of the differences
was largely consistent with the expectations that the profile of quality of work
attributes and employment correspond to gender roles, i.c. that women are expected
to combine work roles with domestic roles of mother and homemaker and choose
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‘feminine’ jobs while men focus their energies on the job in their ‘provider’ role and
choose jobs that are consistent with their ‘masculinity’. All estimates were in the ex-
pected direction but one: women experience less and not more support from co-

workers.

Table 1: Multi-level linear regressions of job characteristics

Fixed Effects Skill Job Security Advancement Complexity Autonomy
Model 1 Coeff SE Coeff SE Coeff SE Coeff SE Coeff SE
Constant 0124™ 0061 0042 0054 0089 0043  0108" 0053 0047 0067
Female 0199 0031 0020 0028 -0.154™ 0024 -0090"* 0023 -0120" 0027
Model 2

Nordic 009 0165 0201 0174 0411 0102  0206® 0096 0124 0411
Liberal 0208 0487 0413 0198 0195 0115 0005 0106 -0.386™*  0.125
South 0305 0462 0144 0471 -0046 0400 -0479"™* 0094  -0633*  0.09
East 0016 0144  0286* 0152 -0339™ 0089 -0220"* 0084 -0280™ 0097
(Egggt)a”a"'sm 0095 0097 008 0100 0020 0060 0026 0061 0057 0066
Egalitarianism - .

(ESS) X Fomale | 007" 0035 . 0034 0012 000 0006 0028 0091 00
Model 3

GEM 0098 0421 0044 0158 0064 0099 -0085 0109  0239%  0.106
GEMXFemale | -0026 0048 0073 0046 0042 0040 0050 0033 -0.080* 0043
Model 4

Egaltarianism 0.143* 0069 0072 0061 0016 0048  0124* 0049 0058 0035
(WVS)

Egalitarianism " " ] ! " ! "

(WVS) X Fomale | 0127 0030 0062 0035 0043 0031 0088 003 008" 002
Random

Effects

Model 1

IL-Variance 0846 0009 0876 0010 0898 0010 0882 0010 0904 0010
:i::r']'c”;ercept Ve | 007 0027 0074 0021 0048 0014 0074 0021 0417 0033
CL-Gender 0019 0007 0015 0006 0008 0004 0007 0004 0013 0005
Slope Variance

Model 2

IL-Variance 0821 0009 0874 0010 085 0010 0870 0010 0899 0010
CL-Intercept 0060 0017 005 0017 0020 0006 0027 0008 002 0008
Variance

CL-Gender 0016 0006 0014 0005 0009 0004 0007 0003 0006 0003
Slope Variance

52 p<01,* =p<.05,*=p<.10
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Table 2: Multi-level linear regressions of job characteristics

DOI 10.1688/1861-9908_mrev_2011_02_Muehlau

Work Pressure

Co-worker

Unsocial Hours

Fixed Effects Participation (rev) support Safety (rev)
Model 1 Coeff SE Coeff SE Coeff SE Coeff SE Coeff SE
Constant 0022 0067 0061 0043 0072* 0036 012" 0061 e 0007
Female 0055 0023 0026 0024 -0.048" 0023  0315* 0036 0301 0.021
Model 2

Nordic 0286* 0142 0080 0139 0106 0078 -0.067 0081 -0.230"  0.090
Liberal 002 0461 0027 0457 0066 0087  0.312** 0085 -0.009  0.099
South 0007 0139 0064 0436 -0270"* 0076 0477 0081  0.229"  0.088
East 0256 0124 0473 0421 -0128* 0068 -0020 0071 -0068 0078
(Egsa"s't)a”a"'sm 0.441* 0082 -0063 0080 0036 0046 0279 0066 0073  0.055
Egalitarianism - } .
(E55) X Fomale | 0021 0029 0041 0029 0032 0029 013" 0031 00m™ 0024
Model 3

GEM 0248 0141 -0160 0135 0073 0072 0201 0098 0037  0.090
GEMXFemale | 0012 0040 -0.093* 0038 0047 0042 -0135™* 0046 -0070* 0038
Model 4

Egalitarianism 0192 0054 -0112* 0046 0019 0035 0225 0061  0.117*  0.044
(WVS)

Egalitarianism . - *

(WVS) X Fomale | 001" 0030 0000 0031 0034 003 011" 008 0051 0029
Random

Effects

Model 1

IL-Variance 0858 0010 0897 0010 0881 0010 0825 0009 0899  0.010
CL-Intercept 0420 0033 0046 0014 0033 0010 0097 0027 0033 0010
Variance

CL-Gender 0008 0004 0009 0004 0008 0004 0028 0009 0006  0.003
Slope Variance

Model 2

IL-Variance 0852 0009 0897 0010 0875 0010 0821 0009 0896  0.010
CL-Intercept 0040 0012 0036 0011 0010 0004 0050 0014 0020  0.006
Variance

CL-Gender 0008 0004 0008 0004 0008 0004 0010 0004 0003  0.002
Slope Variance

#r2p <01, =p<.05,*=p<.10

Models 2 to 4 are different specifications that are needed to evaluate the support for
the second hypothesis, that gender differences with regard to the quality of work and
employment are less pronounced in countries with higher gender egalitarianism. Mod-
el 2 augments Model 1 by adding gender ideology and the product term between the
gender dummy and gender ideology at the individual level and a set of country cluster
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dummies, the variable ‘gender egalitarianism’ on the basis of ESS2 variables and the
cross-level interaction term between the gender dummy and the country-level variable
gender egalitarianism (ESS). The individual-level variable ‘gender ideology’ is centered
around the country means, i.e. explains only within-country differences. In Model 3,
gender egalitarianism (ESS2) is substituted by the gender empowerment measure of 2004
at the country level (GEM). This regression includes only 25 countries as the GEM is
missing for the Ukraine and no separate estimates are available for Fast and West
Germany. In Model 4, gender egalitarianism (ESS2) is substituted by the gender egalita-
rianism measure based on the fifth wave of the World Value Survey, gender egalitarian-
ism (W17S). This regression is restricted to the 15 countries (including Fast and West
Germany) for which the latest edition of the World Value Survey is available. All con-
tinuous country level variables are centered around the grand mean. The estimates for
co-variates and variance components are only reported for Model 2.

The main effects of the country-level measures for gender egalitarianism indicate
whether men have better jobs in countries with higher gender equality, the estimates
for the interaction term between gender and measures of egalitarianism pertains to the
differential effect of the macro-context on men and women and the sum of the main
and interaction effect describes how a gender egalitarian culture affects the job
attributes of women. For the dependent vatiable #aining and job complexity, the esti-
mates for the country-level measures of gender egalitarianism are positive but negative
for the empowerment index and hence somewhat inconclusive. All estimates for the
interaction effects with the gender dummy on #raining, however, are negative, signifi-
cantly so for Egalitarianism (ESS) and Egalitarianism (WVS). Contrary to expecta-
tions, the gap in training requirements between jobs of men and jobs of women does
not narrow, but widens with increasing strength of the gender egalitarian culture in the
country. For job complexity, the estimates for the product terms with the gender dum-
my vary in size and direction providing scant support for the hypothesis of a narrow-
ing gender gap. With regard to autonomy and participation, the main effects are all posi-
tive, most often significantly so. The interaction effects with the gender dummy are
negative and significant in the case of autonomy, again describing a widening gender gap
for gender egalitarian societies. For participation, the data yield a significantly negative
estimate for the interaction effect with egalitarianism (W17S) and estimates close to zero
for the other two. The data are again more in support of a widening than a narrowing
gap in gender egalitarian societies. Neither finds the hypothesis support that gender
equality at the societal level goes along with a narrowing gender gap for promotion
opportunities: For the variable advancement, all main effects are close to zero and the
interaction effects with the gender dummy vary but are insignificant. While there is no
consistent main effect for job security, the interaction effects with the gender dummy
are all positive, significantly so in the case of Egalitarianism (ESS). In gender egalitarian
societies women have substantially higher job security than men. For work pressure, the
main effects are all negative, significantly so for Egalitarianism (W1/S). Men appear to
experience higher work pressure in more gender egalitarian societies. The estimates
for the product terms are negative or zero, significantly negative for the product term
with GEM. If any, women experience relatively higher work pressure than men in
gender egalitarian societies. Strictly speaking, however, neither the situation for job se-
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curity nor for work pressure describes a narrowing gender gap, as little difference be-
tween men and women in the average has been found in Models 1. For Co-worker sup-
port, all main and interaction effects are close to zero. The main effects for regressions
on the variables Safety and Antisocial honrs are all positive and mostly significant. Men in
gender egalitarian societies are less exposed to health and safety risk and are less in-
volved in work during the weekends, evenings, nights or unscheduled overtime. The
interaction effects with the gender dummy are all negative and mostly significant con-
firming for these two variables the hypotheses of a narrowing gender gap: The im-
provements with regard to safety and working time that are experienced by men in
gender egalitarian societies are not shared to the same degree by women in these so-
cieties.

To sum up: The hypothesis that the gendered profiles of work attributes will be
less pronounced in more gender egalitarian societies finds no support in the data. The
data show a narrowing gap only for two attributes associated with gender egalitarian-
ism at the societal level: for exposure to safety risks and for antisocial hours. In both
cases, gender egalitarianism erodes the ‘privilege’ of women to be relatively more pro-
tected from safety risks and less obliged to work inconvenient working times. For
some of the other job attributes, the data indicate that gender egalitarianism goes
along with a widening gender gap. This appears to be cleatly the case for #raining re-
quirements and for autonomy, and to a lesser degree for participation. The situation of
women in gender egalitarian societies appears also to be relatively worse in terms of
experienced work pressure. No relationship could be found for job complexity, advancement
and co-worker support. There is only one of the ten job attributes examined for which
the situation of women is relatively better in gender egalitarian societies than in socie-
ties where traditional gender roles prevail, job security. Thus the pattern evidenced by
this study points in a very different direction than had been anticipated: With an in-
creasing salience of gender egalitarian norms in a society, the use of female labour is
less restricted relative to the use of male labour. In these societies, the position of
women with regard to safety and health risk, work pressure and working times deteri-
orates relative to that of men. However, this is not mirrored by an enhanced relative
position of female workers in the work process: Relative to men, women do not have
more complex jobs or more promotion opportunities in gender egalitarian societies.
Quite the opposite: Women enjoy relatively less autonomy and influence in organiza-
tional decisions than men and their jobs requitre relatively less skilling and training the
more the society is committed to norms of gender equality.

Conclusion

This paper examined the ‘gendering’ of job quality using micro-data about a wide
range of attributes relevant for the perceived quality of work and employment from 26
European countries. The study revealed pronounced gender differences with regard to
most of the attributes that largely corresponds to traditional gender roles. Men hold
jobs that require full employment and career commitment: Jobs that require conti-
nuous training and are complex, but provide room for discretion and participation and
offer good promotion opportunities. Women in contrast hold jobs that are compatible
with combining the work role with domestic roles as mother and homemaker. This
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limited involvement materializes in jobs that pose fewer health and safety risks and
fewer demands to work antisocial hours. The paper further examined how these job
profiles would co-vary with the degree that gender egalitarian norms are institutiona-
lized in a society. The hypothesis that the jobs of the average men and women are
more similar in more gender-egalitarian societies found scant support by the data.
Nevertheless, the data showed a clear pattern: The data revealed that demands toward
women are less restrictive in gender-egalitarian societies. Women are, relative to men,
more exposed to work pressure and health and safety hazards and less protected from
having to work at weekends or nights and evenings in gender-egalitarian societies. But
this is not accompanied by an improvement of the relative position in the work
process: In gender-egalitarian societies, women’s jobs are not more complex and do
not provide more opportunities for advancement; they appear to require less skill and
training and provide less room for autonomy and participation relative to men’s jobs.

How can this surprising and counter-intuitive pattern be understood? How can it
be that gender-egalitarian norms do not lead to a situation that the responsible auton-
omy of women increases relative to men? Two mechanisms come to mind which may
contribute to an explanation of this finding: The first is that gender egalitarian socie-
ties have a higher employment rate for women than less egalitarian societies. In part,
this appears to be due to social norms of continuous employment for women, in part
due to policies that encourage continuous employment of women such as indepen-
dent taxation, subsidies for child care and maternity leave arrangements. While em-
ployment rates of university educated women do not vary much between societies, it
is mainly the less educated that are mobilized by changing norms and supportive poli-
cies. Studies have shown that increasing employment rates for women are, ceteris pa-
ribus, associated with a larger gender gap in wages (Blau & Kahn, 2003). The female
workforce is less strictly selected and women take jobs they would have rejected in a
less employment-supportive normative and policy environment. Increasing employ-
ment participation of women may therefore, other things being equal, lead to a de-
crease of training requirements, autonomy and participation and so on of the average
female worker relative to the average male worker. Some studies have further ad-
vanced the hypothesis, that women in gender egalitarian environments with suppor-
tive policies have more difficulties to permeate high end jobs than women in less sup-
portive environments. A combination of higher incentives of employers for statistical
discrimination and of lower incentives for women and lower aspirations of women to
enter the race for these positions has been invoked to account for these phenomena
(Mandel & Semyonov, 2005; 2006). Such processes would thin out the tail at the high-
er end of the job distribution instead of thickening the lower tail as participation in-
creased, but both would lower the average quality of work and employment for wom-
en relative to men.

Further research is clearly warranted to describe the pattern evidenced in this
study more clearly and to explore whether the suggested explanations can be substan-
tiated or to uncover alternative mechanisms.
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