THE POSSIBILITIES OF EMPLOYEE SHARED OWNERSHIP

DETERMINING THE IMPACT OF EMPLOYEE SHARED OWNERSHIP ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
HOME-BASED WORK AND ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE

Author: D.L.J. Kamphuis
Student number: s4813855



Abstract

This paper tries to contribute to existing literature by analysing the direct influence of home-
based work and organizational performance, as well as the moderating influence of employee shared
ownership on this relationship between home-based work and organizational performance.

To examine these effects a multilevel regression analysis is conducted. In this multilevel
regression analysis the random effect of country is considered and multiple control variables are
added. This provides interesting results regarding firm industry, firm size, trade unions, human
capital development, and managers in the workforce.

No significant relationships between home-based work and organizational performance were

found. Nor was there significant influence from the moderating variable employee shared ownership.
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Introduction

The current world pandemic is influencing our world in many ways, while confronting people
and academics with situations that lack earlier experience. This results in academics not being sure
how, nor having the capacities, to tackle the current crisis (Roozenbeek et al., 2020). Scholars are
working hard to solve the underlying issues of direct consequences that covid brings, like the
economic impact covid-19 brings (Ac¢ikgdz & Gilinay, 2020).

Results of covid-19 are difficult to overlook, they are everywhere. In the Netherlands the
impact of covid-19 on healthcare staff regulations and the huge implications of covid-19 on damage-
law are already thoroughly discussed. However, apart from consequences like these that form dire
problems that need to be solved, covid-19 has also brought change of which the impact is under-
investigated.

Covid-19 has resulted in an increase in home-based work around the world (Huntley, 2021).
This increase in home-based work changes the worlds business environments greatly (Huntley,
2021). While it is unsure whether these changes are permanent, it does create a motive and an
opportunity to look at how home-based work effects organizational performance and how this
relationship is influenced.

Home-based work and its consequences are research areas of work, with many discussions
revolving around whether home-based work will lead to higher/better performance or not. With the
current Covid-19 pandemic these subjects become more relevant to current day societies, mainly
due to the rise of home-based work due to Covid-19 (Huntley, 2021). Home-based work has been
linked to positively influence a number of organizational outcomes as productivity, retention,
organizational commitment, and performance (Martin & MacDonnell, 2012). Furthermore,
individuals that work relatively much from home are perceived to be more productive and have more
retention than their counterparts that are not working home-based (Martin & MacDonnell, 2012).

However, home-based work has also been linked to negative influences on the overall
organizational performance. Co-workers that work from home negatively influence the performance
of other individuals within the organization (Van Der Lippe & Lippényi, 2020). Looking more at the
organizational side, home-based work is shown to negatively influence team performance, reported
by managers, within an organization (Van Der Lippe & Lippényi, 2020). Employees working from
home reported an increase in administrative jobs, but also the increase in distractions and
interruptions that followed home-based work (Felstead & Jewson, 2000). These distractions and
interruptions decrease overall employee productivity.

Apart from the issues home-based work is said to create in employee productivity, common

consequences from home-based work like work-place isolation and decrease in informal



communication are said to lead to lower organizational commitment (Harris, 2003). Furthermore,
home-based work imposes an implication for managerial control: When employees conduct their
work from home instead of from the office, it is harder to manage them (Groen et al., 2018).
Research suggests the challenge of not being able to monitor work can lead to an increase in
emphasis on output controls (Felstead et al., 2003). On the contrary, employees with the possibility
to work from home experience less emphasis on output control (Groen et al., 2018). A possible
explanation for this is that employees with high feelings of job control experience less managerial
control (Kossek et al., 2006). Klein (1987) states that perceived job control is a major consequence
from employee shared ownership, which might hang together with the earlier statements regarding
managerial control and monitoring performance.

The literature generally seems to agree to the conclusion that employee shared ownership
has a positive influence on the economic performance of an organization (Kruse, 2016). Employee
shared ownership has been linked to higher employee satisfaction and organizational commitment,
while employee shared ownership also leads to lower employee turnover intention (Klein, 1987).
Earlier research has determined some of the key-issues that the concept of home-based work brings,
are communication issues between employees, which leads to lower employee satisfaction (Van Der
Lippe & Lippényi, 2020). Furthermore, organizations with high amounts of virtuality limit the amount
of interactions within organizations, leading to less immediacy and feedback (Brunelle, 2009).
Consequently, home-based work may lead to lower organizational commitment. Employee shared
ownership is a concept that has thoroughly been stated to be a means which goal is to increase
organizational commitment.

Employee shared ownership is a concept that is said to have a motivational effect on
employees (Kuvaas, 2003). Klein (1987) introduced three models, one of which being the extrinsic
satisfaction model, which suggests that employee shared ownership increases organizational
commitment, as long as employee shared ownership is perceived as financially rewarding. The
instrumental satisfaction model, also introduced by Klein (1987), suggests that “it is not just the fact
of ownership itself (and its financial consequences, author.), but the associated increase in influence
on company decision-making activities and the perceived control over work that affect employee
attitudes and behaviour” (Summary of Employee Ownership Models, Appendix IlI). As stated,
organizational commitment is said to be lower in the case of home-based work, mainly due to lower
interaction and work-place isolation. Both lead to employees feeling more redundant within the
organization, and not important contributing factors to their company. For the employees, perceived
increases in decision-making and control over work can compensate for this feeling of redundancy.
This makes it interesting to see whether the relationship between home-based work and

organizational performance is influenced by the concept of employee shared ownership.



Relevance
Through this research a hiatus in knowledge, regarding the influence of employee shared
ownership on the relationship between home-based work and organizational performance, is
acknowledged and researched. While the results of this research are useful to fill this gap of
knowledge, the practical benefits this research holds for managers and organizations, lies in the

knowledge provided to improve the work/performance of managers and organizations as a whole.

Scientific contribution

The influence of employee shared ownership on the relationship between home-based work
and organizational performance lacks attention in the current literature, which creates an
opportunity for this research to add to the existing literature. At the current moment, there is ample
literature available regarding home-based work and organizational commitment, productivity and,
consequently, performance (Bergeaud et al., 2022; Conradie, 2019; Felstead & Jewson, 2000; Harris,
2003; Huntley, 2021; Martin & MacDonnell, 2012; Van Der Lippe & Lippényi, 2020). The relationship
between organizational performance and employee shared ownership has also had its fair share of
research. Klein’s (1987) three models are still extremely relevant to this relationships between
employee shared ownership and organizational performance (Summary of Employee Ownership
Models, Appendix Il). Furthermore, Kruse (2016) and Kuvaas (2016) have done research regarding
the influence of employee shared ownership on employee motivation, organizational commitment,
and organizational performance. Nevertheless, literature regarding the interaction between home-
based work and employee shared ownership that might influence the effect on the dependent
variable (organizational performance) has been underdeveloped. This research aims to contribute to
the literature, and fill the gap of the underdeveloped literature on the effect employee shared
ownership may have on the relationship between home-based work and organizational

performance.

Practical contribution

Organizational commitment has always played a key role in organizational performance (Dost
et al., 2011). Research has been undertaken to look at indicators of organizational commitment in
certain scenarios, like the Lam et al. (2015) research that found that collaboration and ingratiation
are significant and strong predictors of organizational commitment to improvement initiatives. The
earlier research from Dost et al. (2011) and Lam et al. (2015) suggests that organizational
commitment is an important topic to managers. With the abundant presence of home-based work,
managers struggle to keep their employees engaged and organizational commitment suffers (Van der
Lippe & Lippényi, 2020; Brunelle, 2009). Furthermore, performance is very important to the many

involved in organizations, and literature clearly shows that this is influenced via home-based work



and employee shared ownership (Bergeaud et al., 2022; Conradie, 2019; Felstead & Jewson, 2000;
Harris, 2003; Huntley, 2021; Klein, 1987; Kruse, 2016; Kuvaas, 2016; Martin & MacDonnell, 2012; Van
Der Lippe & Lippényi, 2020). With the rise of home-based work, it is valuable for managers, whom
focus on performance of the organization, to know how home-based work and employee shared
ownership interact in their influence on organizational performance. This knowledge can also
contribute in finding solutions to existing issues (e.g. low commitment, low productivity) within the

organization.

Problem statement & Research question

There exists plenty of research regarding the relationship between home-based work and
organizational performance and employee shared ownership and organizational performance.
However, research regarding the influence of employee shared ownership on the relationship
between home-based work and organizational performance lacks, even though home-based work
and employee shared ownership correlate with the same mechanisms. This paper will address
whether employee shared ownership is able to strengthen positive consequences, and lessen
negative influences, from home-based work on organizational performance, or not. This leads to the
research question: “What effect does employee shared ownership have on the relationship between

home-based work and organizational performance?”.

Thesis outline

After this introductory chapter this thesis will follow with the theoretical framework. The
theoretical framework will include the four hypothesis this thesis draws upon. After the theoretical
framework, the next chapter will follow with the methodology of this research. This chapter will
elaborate on the used database, the way this research is conducted, and how the hypothesis will be
tested. The next chapter will report the results and check assumptions, reliability and validity of the
research. Then, the last chapter will show the discussion, conclusion, theoretical recommendations,
practical implications, research limitations, and future research possibilities. Lastly, this reference list
will be presented, followed by the appendix, which, amongst others, includes data tables and a

personal reflection.



Theoretical Framework

In this chapter the different knowledge and theories regarding the key concepts of this
research will be outlined against and next to each other. Based on the gathered information, the

hypothesis for this research are created and summarized in a conceptual model.

Organizational performance

The dependent variable throughout this research is organizational performance.
Organizational performance can consist of many measures and plenty of research has been
conducted to look at predictors and components of organizational performance. Yoshifimu et al.
(2018) conducted research in which they show that overall productivity relates to organizational
performance, and that managerial focus on increasement of productivity is a measure to improve
organizational performance. The research shows that organizational performance can be measured
through organizational productivity (Yoshifumi et al, 2018). Therefore, productivity will be the first
indicator of organizational performance in this research.

Organizational performance is an important factor and challenge for most managers. Many
organizations want to improve their performance (Princy & Rebeka, 2019). In their research, Princy
and Rebeka (2019) show that a major part of organizational performance stems from organizational
commitment amongst employees. Organizational commitment has a positive relation to job
satisfaction, motivation, and job involvement (Princy & Rebeka, 2019). More importantly,
organizational commitment positively influences organizational performance (Princy & Rebeka,
2019). For high level organizational performance, it is important that the organization focusses on
the increase of organizational commitment, and organizational performance can be measured on the
hand of overall organizational commitment (Princy & Rebeka, 2019). For this reason, organizational
commitment will be the second indicator of organizational performance used in this research.

Poutsma et al. (2013) stated more indicators of organizational performance, for example
profitability and stock market performance. However, due to less ‘fit" with the conceptual model, and
the great ‘fit’ of productivity and organizational commitment with the conceptual model,
productivity of an organization and organizational commitment amongst the employees of an

organization will be the indicators this research uses to measure organizational performance.

Home-based work

The world is seeing a rise in home-based work, due to the covid-19 pandemic (Huntley,
2021). This stimulates an ongoing debate about how home-based work influences employees and
whether it leads to higher/better performance or not. Literature is not uniform on this matter.

There are multiple reasons behind this, and most are based on different suggested and

concluded impacts of home-based work. The commitment theory by Gallie et al. (2001) suggests that
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organizational commitment should be higher when opportunities for home-based work are better.
However, this is contradictory to Harris’s (2003) research, which stated that a total of eighty percent
of their team had the feeling that their organizational commitment dropped due to home-based
work. This drop in organizational commitment is mostly due to a lack of formal communications,
which leads to the so-called communication-gap (Harris, 2003), and a full agenda and high amounts
of formality during the remaining meetings, which reduced the time for informal communication
(2003). This decrease in informal communication and social contact amongst employees leads to a
decline in overall organizational productivity. Furthermore, the lack of social contact amongst
employees leads to a feeling of isolation, in part because the amount of team meetings decreased
and formality in these meetings increased, and in part due to being alone-at-home without social
contact during home-based work (Harris, 2003). The mentioned feeling of isolation is also described
as work(place) isolation, which can lead to lower organizational commitment (Harris, 2003). Another
issue that came up, was the lack of speed with problem solving and the unknowing of what is
happening in the work environment, which led to valuable time being wasted (Harris, 2003). This
wasted time and unnecessary time invested in catching up could also reflect in employee boredom or
neglect, which in its turn might negatively influence organizational commitment.

While a lack of organizational commitment has a negative influence on organizational
performance, other research states that home-based work holds benefits to the organization:
According to Conradie & Klerk (2019) home-based work arrangements are perceived by employees
to be beneficial to both themselves and their organisations. Home-based work arrangements
increases the amount of engagement and performance within a company, at the same time
engagement is positively associated with performance (Conradie & Klerk, 2019). A significant
influencer of this employee engagement is job resources (Bailey et al., 2017). Job resources refers,
amongst other aspects, to “physical, psychological, social or organizational aspects that reduce job
demand and the associated physical and psychological costs” (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004, p. 296).
Home-based work can be argued to provide both physical and psychological job resources to the
employee. Physical job resources are provided to employees via home-based work by allowing them
to work from a space and at a time that suits them best, combined with their preferred physical
activity to get to work. Psychological job resources are provided via home-based work through the
creating of personal freedom and autonomy to plan one’s work, combined with the feeling of being
cared for by the organization (Chen & Fulmer, 2018; Onken-Menge et al., 2018; Peretz et al., 2018).

Earlier in this chapter, time being wasted was stated as a consequence of home-based work.
Other research shows that home-based work is said to give employees more time, due to a reduction
of the constraints of location and time that follow from implementing home-based work (Bailyn,

1988). Giving employees control over where they work and what times they work minimizes the
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constraints of a fixed location, while travel can also be sorted by the employees to suit them best.
Simultaneously, home-based work leads to an increased feeling of importance, which increases
motivation of employees to perform well for their organization. This is due to the greater sense of
autonomy that home-based work gives its employees (Sewell & Taskin, 2015). The greater sense of
autonomy amongst employees stems from their ability to suit their work environment to their own
needs and wishes, and the possibility to be flexible with working hours. However, Sewell & Taskin
(2015) clearly mention that home-based work can result in the replacement of informal coordination
with formal meetings, which can gradually evolve to meetings where management checks work
progress and who has done what. If this happens, home-based work can consequently reduce the
feeling of autonomy amongst employees.

Aforementioned studies and results show that home-based work arrangements could
provide employers/managers with a method to increases company performance as a whole. In the
current literature, home-based work is said to influence multiple concepts. Martin & MacDonnell
(2012) stated that home-based work is a positive influencer of organizational commitment and
productivity. However, there is no unanimity on the latter. Bergeaud et al. (2022) stated that home-
based work influences organizational productivity via an inverted U-curve, meaning home-based
work positively influences productivity up to a certain point, after which organizational productivity
has reached its maximum potential, and where a further increase in home-based work will lead to
less productivity. Bergeaud et al. (2022) argues that interaction is a factor of overall productivity, and
therefore home-based work influences the overall productivity via an inverted U-curve. Bergeaud et
al. (2022) uses about 1400 firms to estimate the impact of home-based work on their productivity,
and it appears that the maximized firm productivity is reached at an intermediate level of home-
based work intensity. This is in correlation with Criscuolo et al. (2021) their research, who also
hypothesized the inverted U-curve regarding the impact of home-based work on productivity. This
means that the optimal home-based working days is two to three (Criscuolo et al., 2021). Criscuolo et
al. (2021) research showed a survey, where both managers and workers agreed on two to three days
being the ideal amount of home-based work. This emphasizes that home-based work might influence
productivity via an inverted U-curve.

It is important to show that current literature also reflects negative consequences of home-
based work, like time constraints and isolation. Palumbo (2020) did research towards on the work-
life interplay caused by increased home-based work. Home-based workers are more likely to work
irregularly (night, weekends), more hours, and with less recovery (Palumbo, 2020). Home-based
workers also reported a higher feeling of fatigue than their counterparts (Palumbo, 2020). This higher
feeling of fatigue might be a direct consequence of the earlier mentioned differences between

home-based workers and office-based workers.
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The research of Palumbo (2020) drew upon another interesting conclusion, which stated that
home-based work negatively influences work-life balance. Regarding this, Crosbie & Moore (2004)
state: “overlapping between work commitment and private affairs triggered by working at home
involves drawbacks on the employees’ ability to manage the boundaries between work and life”. This
would mean that home-based work has negative influences on employee well-being, which might
consequently influence their productivity and performance.

The research regarding home-based work and organizational productivity seems quite clear,
at least until some point home-based work positively influences organizational productivity.
However, there is unconformity about the limits of this positive effect. Some stated that home-based
work has a positive linear effect on organizational productivity (Bailyn, 1988; Sewell & Taskin, 2015;
Martin & MacDonnell, 2012), while others state that home-based work influences organizational
productivity via an inverted U-curve (Bergeaud et al., 2022; Criscuolo et al., 2021). Based on the
research discussed above, this research will try to determine whether an increase in the amount of
home-based work within an organization will results in an increase in the productivity within this
organization. Therefore, the following is hypothesized:

Hla: Home-based work has a significant positive influence on organizational productivity.

H1b: Home-based work has a significant influence on organizational productivity, via an
inverted U-curve.

The theory on the relationship between home-based work and organizational commitment
seems more ununiform. There is research that emphasizes a positive relationship between home-
based work and organizational commitment (Gallie et al., 2001; Martin & MacDonnell, 2012). At the
same time, other research contradicts this and states that home-based work negatively influences
organizational commitment (Harris, 2003; Palumbo, 2020; Crosbie & Moore, 2004). This research will
attempt to find out whether organizational commitment is influenced by home-based work, and if
so, if this influence is positive or negative. Consequently, the following is hypothesized:

H2a: Home-based work has a significant positive influence on organizational commitment.

H2b: Home-based work has a significant negative influence on organizational commitment.

Employee shared ownership
According to research, employee shared ownership enhances employee level performance.
Klein (1987) researched how employee stock ownership plan influences employees through three
different models: Intrinsic satisfaction, extrinsic satisfaction and instrumental satisfaction (Summary
of Employee Ownership Models, Appendix I1). While the results regarding the intrinsic satisfaction
model were insignificant, the results regarding the extrinsic satisfaction model show that sharing in

the stock returns of the organization and the size of the company influences employees with financial
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benefits, which creates extrinsic satisfaction (Klein, 1987). Extrinsic satisfaction gives employees a
boost in motivation which can help the organization as a whole, while a boost in employee
motivation could also increase their organizational commitment.

Furthermore, employee shared ownership provides employees with important privileges,
such as voting rights, intensive communication and the opportunity to extensively share thoughts
and opinions (Klein, 1987). These are means that are associated with an increase in employee
participation and influence, which leads to instrumental employee satisfaction (Klein, 1987). This is
not all, results from a research by Javed (2018) indicate that “if employees participate in the decision
making process, it will give them a sense of psychological ownership and align their interest with the
organization”. This alignment of objectives has positive results for the organization, like reduced
operating costs, improved quality of decision-making, and reduced agency costs (Jave 2018). These
milestones results in an increase in overall organizational productivity (Javed 2018). A sense of
psychological ownership is a potential valuable tool for organizations. Psychological ownership can
be used to increase employee satisfaction and morale (Campbell Pickford et al., 2016). This
psychological ownership can be created via autonomy and control for employees over a job, the
opportunity to gain intimate knowledge and participate in information sharing, the availability to
invest in personal skills and ideas, and sharing in the accountability and responsibility (Campbell
Pickford et al., 2016). A sense of ownership and the satisfaction of the rewards that come with this
ownership are important to human motivation and needs (Campbell Pickford et al., 2016).
Psychological performance will thus increase employee satisfaction and productivity, which benefits
organizational performance.

More recent research shows us similar results. Kruse (2016) conducted research involving
firms with shares and concluded that employee shared ownership has a positive relationship with
firm performance. Giving employees a share in the company will provide them with an incentive to
work harder, as well as motivate co-workers to do the same (Kruse, 2016). This counters the concept
of free-riding, which has been linked to employee shared ownership (Kruse, 2016). Free-riding is the
act of slacking in ones duties, because others will compensate/do the work for you (Albanese & Van
Fleet, 1985). Kruse et al. (2008) did research on free-riding in organizations where there is some form
of group incentive pay (like employee shared ownership). It was found that employees believe they
are able to detect the act of free-riding amongst each other (Kruse et al., 2008). Furthermore, these
employees stated that they would confront free-riders or acknowledge the problem at the
management, or that they have done so in the past (Kruse et al., 2008). Workplaces where there is
more anti free-riding behaviour are reported by employees to have harder working co-workers, more
encouragement amongst employees, and the workplace is seen as more effective in ways of

productivity and profits (Kruse et al., 2008). Impressively, the mentioned productivity benefits from
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employee shared ownership turn more favourable when the degree of employee shared ownership
rises (Long, 1980).

These consequences that employee shared ownership implies on productivity counter
alleged home-based work consequences of time wasted and lowered motivation that reduce

organizational productivity.

Interaction-effect

As is seen in the previous two sub-chapters employee shared ownership and home-based
work have overlap in the way they influence employees and organizations. Both employee shared
ownership and home-based work are tied to job security and the feeling of workplace isolation (even
stress due to this workplace isolation). Furthermore, home-based work and employee shared
ownership influence organizational commitment via various measures. The same applies for
productivity outcomes, which is influenced by home-based work as well as employee shared
ownership.

The earlier mentioned research by Kruse (2016) mentions that employee shared ownership,
apart from boosting productivity, also improves employee job security. This might consequently
reduce employee stress that follows the feeling of isolation home-based work could have on
employees. This in its own turn could increase organizational commitment.

Employee shared ownership means that employees turn into long term investors: Employee
shared ownership is said to generate organizational commitment (Pendleton & Robinson, 2011). Due
to this increased organizational commitment, employees are expected to increase their stay at an
organization (Pendleton & Robinson, 2011). This is also because employee shared ownership rewards
increase over time, making them a reward for good results and long service (Pendleton & Robinson,
2011). This makes employee shared ownership a measure to lock employees into a firm, which
results in investments into employees being more beneficial for the firm (because (Pendleton &
Robinson, 2011). Having employees as long time investments and creating the right settings with
autonomy for these employees can lead to more innovation and higher organizational commitment
within the company, which will improve organizational performance.

Earlier it was stated that work(place) isolation can lead to lower organizational commitment
(Harris, 2003). Research regarding employee shared ownership shows that there is a positive
correlation between employee shared ownership and organizational commitment (Pierce et al.,
1991). This is because employee shared ownership stimulates better group outcomes at the
employee level: More cooperative behaviour, work group norms, and peer pressure (Pierce et al.,
1991). As Kruse (2016) stated, shares amongst employees gives them incentive to motivate co-

workers to work harder. The research from Kruse et al. (2008) shows that employees are more
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confronting regarding free-riding, and that workplaces where there is more anti free-riding behaviour
tend to be more effective. This means that employee shared ownership creates opportunity for more
cooperative behaviour, work group norms, and peer pressure when needed to stimulate co-workers
(make them work harder). If these opportunities are correctly issued, organizational productivity
feels the benefits.

Furthermore, according to Pierce et al. (1991), employee shared ownership positively
influences individual attitudes and motivation at the employee level. These individual outcomes are
also positively influenced by the aforementioned group outcomes (Pierce et al., 1991). Interestingly,
these are mechanisms that are speculated to decrease with the implementation of home-based
work.

This chapter showcases the existing literature on the relationship between home-based work
and organizational performance. The underlying mechanisms that are influenced by home-based
work, like organizational commitment and productivity, have high amounts of overlap with
mechanism that are influenced via employee shared ownership. The existing literature does not look
at the interaction of home-based work and employee shared ownership, while this could provide
great insights for managers. Therefore, this research will look at the interaction-
effect and, more accurately, at whether and, if applicable, how employee shared ownership
moderates the relationship between home-based work and productivity. Based on provided
literature, the following is hypothesized:

H3: Employee shared ownership has a significant positive effect on the relationship between
home-based work and productivity.

Furthermore, as stated, organizational commitment is influenced by home-based work
through mechanisms that correlate with employee shared ownership. Based on theoretical research,
this research speculates that employee shared ownership counters the negative implications of
home-based work. Therefore, this research hypothesizes:

H4: Employee shared ownership has a significant effect on the relationship between home-
based work and organizational commitment.

Whether this effect is positive or negative follows from H3 and H4. To elaborate on this, in
practice this research hypothesizes the following based on earlier results. If H2a: ‘Home-based work
has a significant positive influence on organizational commitment’ is accepted, the following is
hypothesized: H4a: Employee shared ownership has a significant positive effect on the relationship
between home-based work and organizational commitment.

Additionally, if H2b: ‘Home-based work has a significant negative influence on organizational

commitment’ is accepted, the following is hypothesized: H4b: Employee shared ownership has a
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significant negative effects on the relationship between home-based work and organizational
commitment.

Through these different two hypothesis, this research is trying to prove that employee
shared ownership will negate the possible negative influence of home-based work on organizational
commitment, while it boosts positive influences of home-based work on organizational commitment.
Whether the overall influence of home-based work on organizational commitment is positive or

negative, will first have to follow from H3 and H4.

Conceptual model

Based on the presented theory from previous research regarding the subject and the
hypothesis for this research, the following conceptual model is designed:

Hi1, H2

Home-based work » Organizational performance
(consisting of ¥ productivity, and
2 organizational commitment)
H3, H4

Employee shared ownership

Within the analysis that this research will conduct, the relationship between employee
shared ownership and organizational performance can also be measured. While this is not relevant
for this research, the relation between employee shared ownership and organizational performance

will receive short mention in the results and discussion.
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Method

This chapter will describe how this research works towards testing the hypothesis and
gathering results. The chapter will explain what type of research this paper is conducted for this
paper. Furthermore, it will be explained which data is used and what characteristics this data consists
of. After this, it will be explained how the research is operationalized and which tools are used to
analyse the data. A complete overview of the variables (including the dependent, independent,
moderating, and control variables), which questions are used per variable, and the references used
to validate the usage of these question can be found in appendix Ill: Table of variables. After the
explanation of the analysis, the paper will describe how it prepared its database, before continuing
the analyses. Finally, this chapter will talk about the validity and reliability of the research, and the

general research ethics that this research follows.

Research strategy

This research aims at the creation of new knowledge regarding the influence of employee
shared ownership on the relationship between flex- and home-based work and organizational
performance. Basic research aims at creating new predictions, theories and/or knowledge (Vennix,
2016). Since this research aims at the creation of new knowledge, this research is of a basic nature.
Employee shared ownership is a well-defined concept, and this research looks at the influences
employee shared ownership can have. This means the research is explanatory, since the research
aims at explaining the consequences of a well-defined concept (Vennix, 2016). The research
conducted in this paper will be of a conductive approach. This means that new hypothesis are
created and tested from existing theories and knowledge.

Furthermore, the research will be of a quantitative nature. Quantitative research takes place
in circles of successive phases. Starting with hypothesis formulation, followed by data collection,
analyses and then interpretation (Huysamen, 1997). The aim of research with a quantitative nature is
to establish facts, make predictions and test hypothesis that follow from a well-stated theoretical
framework (Gay & Airasian, 1999). Results of quantitative research tends to be shown with statistical
numbers, which can be acquired through survey’s, polls and/or existing databases (Gay & Airasian,

1999).

Data

As mentioned before, this research is of a quantitative nature. The data needed to test the
hypothesis will be retracted via a questionnaire. The used questionnaire is conducted by Cranet and
gauges the participants about “the Personnel/Human Resource (HR) policies and practices in the
organization or part of the organization (Division, Business Unit) for which you have Human Resource

Management responsibility” (Cranet, 2018). The questionnaire was made to be used by the private,
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public and the not for profit sector employers in 34 countries. The total number of firms presented in
this database is 6.801, spread across the private, public and not for profit sector. Firms from 34
different countries are present in the Cranet database. Firms that operate in the public and not for
profit sector are less/not active in employee shared ownership and will therefore not be used in the
sample for this research. The remaining sample is large enough to ensure external validity (Field,
2013).

Many questions are multiple choice based, meaning that they are either question answerable
with ‘yes’ or ‘no’, or they are question based on a Likert-scale. A Likert-scale will provide an
answering range for one question (Nemoto & Beglar, 2014). A Likert-scale will provide an answering-
method to questions that are difficult that quantify and provides an ordinal measure level (Nemoto &
Beglar, 2014). There are also some questions included that are open-based, numbered questions.
This means participants fill in their own preferred answer, but the answer has to consist of only
numbers.

The survey itself was coordinated by the Cranfield School of Management at Cranfield
University (Steinmetz et al., 2011). An email survey directed to the head of personnel was used by
Cranet. To ensure that the sample was representative, Cranet send out reminders as well.

Due to the unusuality of employee shared ownership in the public and not for profit sector,

this research will filter the data and only use firms that operate in the private sector for its analysis.
Operationalization and measurements

Organizational performance

The dependent variable in this research is organizational performance. As stated in the
theoretical framework, this research will measure organizational performance via both
organizational productivity and organizational commitment (Yushifumi et al., 2018; Princy & Rebeka,
2019).

Organizational productivity will be measured via question fixe-b, found in section VI. This
guestion asks the participant to rate the productivity of their organization compared to other
organizations in the same sector.

Originally, this research planned to measure organizational commitment through two
indicators. Firstly, question ten-a in section VI is an open question where the participant indicates the
percentage of staff turnover per year. Turnover percentage is defined by Cranet as the percentage of
total workforce that has left the organization in the past year. Early research by Marsh and Mannari
(1977) shows that organizational commitment and turnover are interlinked, which is why staff
turnover is used as an indicator of organizational commitment. Secondly, question ten-c in section VI

asks the participant to indicate the average days of absenteeism/sick leave per employee per year.
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Research has been conducted regarding the relation between absenteeism and organizational
commitment, with absenteeism as the independent variable and organizational commitment as the
dependent variable, as well as with organizational commitment as the independent variable and
absenteeism as the dependent variable (Somers, 1995; Sagie, 1998; Al-Sharif et al., 2017). However,
as will also be explained in the method and limitations of this research, absenteeism does not
correlate well enough with what this research tries to accomplish, because, while correlated with
organizational commitment, it has more possible causes (for example external sickness and/or
injury). At the same time, its corresponding question also contains many missing values. For these

reasons, absenteeism/sick leave was not included to measure organizational commitment.

Home-based work

The independent variable in this analysis is home-based work. This research will look at the
correlation between home-based work and organizational performance. Firstly, home-based work
will be quantified through the dimension given in section Il, question six-j called home-based work,
which is defined in the Cranet database as “workers who do not have permanent electronic links to a
fixed workplace”. This question asks the participants how much of their current employees work on a
home-based arrangement.

Secondly, home-based work will be quantified via section Il, question six-k, regarding
teleworking. Home-based work can be described as working from a remote location, away from the
main office of an organization. The International Labour Organization (1996) defines home-based
work as follows: “The term home work means work carried out by a person, to be referred to as a
homeworker, in his or her home or in other premises of his or her choice, other than the workplace
of the employer; for remuneration; which results in a product or service as specified by the
employer, irrespective of who provides the equipment, materials or other inputs used”. Telework
applies to this definition of home-based work, as telework implies that the employee performs his or
her work in a different location than the main office/workplace of the employer. Because telework
also applies to the used definition of home-based work, telework is considered a form of home-
based work, and will therefore be included in this research. Question six-k in section Il asks the

participant how much of their current employees work on a telework arrangement.

Employee shared ownership
The moderator in this analysis is employee shared ownership. Employee shared ownership is
dividable in broad-based employee shared ownership and narrow-based employee shared
ownership. Broad-based employee shared ownership implies that all employees hold equity (Blasi &
Kruse, 2012). At the same time, narrow-based employee shared ownership implies that equity is held

by management (Pendleton et al., 2001). There is a reason this division is important for the variable
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of employee shared ownership. The motives for either broad- or narrow-based employee shared
ownership are different (Pendleton et al., 2001). Broad-based employee shared ownership might be
implemented to increase employee identification with the organization, while narrow-based
employee shared ownership might be implemented to increase the performance of managers
(Pendleton et al., 2001). This research will differentiate between the both.

There are two types of employee shared ownership that the survey tries to distinguish. You
have employee share schemes, which means that employees are in possession of shares. Secondly,
you have stock options, which gives employees the right to purchase shares over a period of time.

The Cranet database tries to distinguish between broad- and narrow-based employee shared
ownership by asking who amongst the categories of managers, professionals, and clericals and/or
manuals are offered stock options/employee share schemes. There is also a clear dividing between
stock options/profit-sharing and employee share schemes. The question regarding these categories
are found in section 1V, question two and leave us with four possible types of financial participation.
These four types are narrow-based employee share schemes, broad-based employee share schemes,
narrow-based employee stock options, and broad-based employee stock options. The data needed
on this variable can be found in section IV, question two-ac, where participants are asked whom

amongst the company they offer share schemes/stock options.

Control variables
Control variables are any variables that are held constant during the research. Control
variables are not of interest for the research, but they could influence the outcomes and therefore
they are controlled. A summary of all question used to measure the control variables, and there

correspondent theoretical references, can be found in appendix Ill.

Industry

The first control variable for this research is the industry in which the organization is active.
The firms’ industry might be able to indicate differences in the way workforces are composed
(Pendleton et al., 2001). Furthermore, Kruse et al. (2008) argue that the industry of a firm influences
the amount of sharing within this firm. Thus, it is important to control for firm industry. In section VI,
guestion one, provides a clear distinction of the industry in which a firm operates via the straight-up
guestion to indicate the main sector of industry or services in which the firm operates.

Sang et al. (2009) conducted a research specifically towards the construction industry, which
indicates that there are many factors revolving around the construction industry, which negatively
influence well-being of the employees in this industry. Research like this one, shows that different
industries can have different circumstances for employees and effects on employees. Therefore, it is

important to control for industry in this research.
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The data analysis section that will follow later in this chapter, shows how different firm

industries will be categorized.
Firm size

The size of a firm has a influence on how well employee shared ownership performs within
an organization (Kim & Ouimet, 2014). Firm size can also be indicative of organizational performance
(Ibhagui & Olokoyo, 2018). Since firm size influences two constructs of the conceptual mode, it is
important to control for this variable. All the participants of the questionnaire are organizations
consisting of one-hundred employees or more (Cranet, 2018). This makes sure that firm size is
relatively equal, with small sized enterprises not being admitted into the database. Furthermore,
section |, question one, asks “approximately, how many people are employed (on the payroll) by your
organization”, which gives the opportunity to control further for firm’s size.

Trade unions

The amount of so-called “unionization” within a firm is implied to be an indicator of firm
productivity (Origo, 2009). As theorized earlier, firm productivity plays a major part in firm
performance, which is the dependent variable in this research. Research from Karimi & Nyawira
(2019) shows that trade unions action are able to further influence organizational performance and
that it benefits employees and their situations within organizations (Karimi & Nyawira, 2019). This
could results in higher organizational commitment. For both of these reasons, this research needs to
control for trade unions. In section V, question one and two, the questionnaire asks the participant to
indicate the amount of employees that are a member of a trade union and how much this influences

the concerned organization. This data can be used to control for trade unions in the research.

Human capital

Human capital development is the training and education in/of knowledge and skills that
enhance firms’ human capital (Marimuthu et al., 2009). Human capital development enhances both
firm performance and is able to make human capital a form of sustainable competitive advantage
(Marimuthu et al., 2009). This means that this research will have to control for human capital
development, as it influences the dependent variable organizational performance. Section lll,
guestion five asks the organization what proportion of the annual payroll costs is spent on training.
The training of the workforce is a measure to quantifies human capital development. Therefore, it is
useful to control for human capital development.

Furthermore, human capital itself can also be more or less advanced in different cases.
Research shows that human capital is of direct influence on organizational performance (Alnachef &
Alhajjar, 2017). With organizational performance as the dependent variable, it is important that

human capital’s current educational level is controlled within this research as well. This will be done
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via question thirteen in section VI, which asks participants which proportion of the workforce of the
organization has a higher education/university qualification.
Proportion managers

The proportion of managers in the workforce is important in this research. A higher
proportion of managers indicates higher control amongst employees, which could influence their
productivity. Sewell & Taskin (2015) already linked the amount of control amongst the workforce to
productivity. Question two-a, in section |, asks the participant directly about the proportion of
managers present in the workforce.

Popular opinions regarding the ‘expiration date’ of managers, which means that, mostly due
to their main goal being to motivate employees and business-blindness, managers cannot adequately
manage a workforce longer than around five years (Vossen, 2001). This could also imply that a higher
proportion of managers positively influence turnover rate.

Country

Country greatly affects the conceptual model of this research: the amounts of
implementation of employee shared ownership can differ per country, and different countries have
different amounts of experience and history with the implementation of employee shared
ownership. Furthermore, country is also able to enforce a random effect on the amount of home-
based work and/or telework implemented: some countries are more experienced with, and open to
home-based work than others. Lastly, organizational performance can differ per country. As
explained earlier, the indicator turnover rate can be influenced by employee well-being and
employee well-being is more valued in some countries than in others.

Note: The control for country will be done via the multilevel regression analysis. In this analysis, country
is entered as a subject with a random effect, thus controlling for the variable country.

Validity and reliability

Validity consists of two parts. Internal validity is satisfied by using the correct method and
analysis (Field, 2018). External validity means that the sample needs to be big enough (Field, 2018).
The sample size used in this research is satisfactory for the external validity. Overall, validity is met
with consistent operationalisation, as is done in the methodology of a thesis (Field, 2018).

Reliability of the research is guaranteed by Cranet using the methods they suit best for their
research. This includes translation of the question into the language of each country, and back,
where only small changes to some wording was made to provide the best capture of small nuances
between languages (Cranet, 2018).

The reliability of the different constructs is tested with Cronbach’s Alpha. According to

George & Mallery (2003) a Cronbach’s Alpha score is considered excellent when above 0.9, good
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when between 0.8 and 0.9, acceptable when between 0.7 and 0.8, questionable when between 0.6
and 0.7, poor when between 0.5 and 0.6, and unacceptable when lower than 0.5. Field (2018)
mentions that a score between 0.7 and 0.8 is considered good, in practice this means that with a
score of above 0.7 the construct is considered to be reliable. The construct of performance and its
different dimensions will be tested for internal consistency via Cronbach’s Alpha, as well as the

construct of employee shared ownership.

Data analysis

All the data that is used in this research will be processed and analysed with SPSS. Before the
hypothesis are tested, as described above, the reliability of the constructs needs to be ensured via
testing with Cronbach’s Alpha. The constructs, consisting of the dependent variable, the independent
variable, the moderator, and two control variables will be separately tested with Cronbach’s Alpha
before testing assumptions and doing the analysis.

Since the data used in this research is spread over different countries, it is possible that
specific countries, in which the firms operate, can influence firm performance. There is no control for
the differences between countries, while the differences between countries are important for this
research. Multilevel regression analysis will be used, since it examines the measured relations
between variables at different levels. According to Field (2018), at least twenty countries are needed
for a multilevel regression analysis. This requirement is met with the used data, that includes 34
countries.

In SPSS a linear mixed model procedure takes random effects in account. As explained, this
research considers country as a random effect, meaning country will be specified as a subject in the
model. Furthermore, the control variables that are discussed will be included in the model.

Furthermore, the linear mixed model procedure in SPSS provides the -2 log likelihood. This is
an indicator of the ‘fit" between the used model and its corresponding dataset. A higher -2 log
likelihood, means the ‘fit’ between the used model and its corresponding data is better (Field, 2018).

Apart from the linear regression analysis that is needed for H1 and H2, a moderation effect is
studied as well. Multilevel regression analysis allows for moderation to be analysed, which is needed
for H3 and H4, in multilevel regression analysis, the moderation effect will be seen as an interaction
effect. In SPSS, the analysis is conducted with the linear mixed model. All hypothesis can be tested
and are noted as significant at an Alpha of .05, meaning that significancy is shown when p < .05.

Lastly, multilevel regression analysis has some assumptions that need to be met before
conducting the analysis. Firstly, there is the assumption of linearity. This is the assumptions that the
relationship between both the dependent and the independent variable is linear, meaning that the

best-fit line through the data points is straight. Furthermore, the residuals need to be normally
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distributed. This comes with the assumption of homoscedasticity. This assumption proves that the
size of the error in prediction does not significantly change across the values of the independent
variable (Field, 2018). The residuals are also ought to not be skewed, which accounts for normality.
Skewness can be tested, using a residual histogram.

Finally, there is the assumptions of multicollinearity. This assumptions means that variables
do not correlate with each other in their prediction of the dependent variable. This can be checked

with VIF-scores, which are problematic once they are higher than ten (Field, 2018).

Data amplification

Before conducting any form of analysis, some precautions have to be made to the database
that is used in this research. Firstly, the data needs to be filtered. This means the sample needs to
include solely firms that operate within the private sector. This leaves a sample of 4182 companies.
Certain questions contain plenty of missing values. There exist two types of missing values, system-
missing and user-missing values. System-missing values are question that where skipped or looped
by the survey, where no answer is given (Field, 2018). User-missing values are answer like “do not
know” and “not applicable”, question that are answered by participants, but do not contain any
value (Field, 2018).

For organizational commitment questions regarding turnover rate and absenteeism are
indicators. Absenteeism has a total of 1568 missing values. As explained earlier, while turnover rate
is a direct indicator of organizational commitment, absenteeism can also have causes like severe
sickness and/or mental issues, which makes it less off an indicator for organizational commitment.
For these reason, absenteeism is excluded from the analysis and organizational commitment will be
based solely on turnover rate.

For the other variables it is important to separate between user-missing and value-missing
data. User-missing is purposefully answered without, which could means that the question does not
apply to a participant or the numbers are not available. Predicting these values would not be fair,
since the participant chose to not answer this particular question. For system-missing values this
does not apple, therefore a particular method called “multiple imputations” is chosen to handle
these. Multiple imputation is the most reliable way of imputation, since it creates multiple options
for a missing value and it creates ‘pooled’ results from these different imputations (Howell, 2015).
This study will use five imputations. To implement this in the dataset, the user-missing values, which
are now indicated as -9, will momentarily gain value as either -1 or 0, whichever is closest to the
starting point. Doing this will prevent the multiple imputation method from predicting values for

these user-missings. After this, imputation will be conducted to create new values for the system-
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missing data. In the new dataset, the user-missing values will be reindicated as missing (and their
value will be changed back to -9).

This research used a multiple imputation method with five imputations, and the original data
will be preserved as well. Based off these five imputations, SPSS will also create a ‘pooled’ dataset.
This ‘pooled’ dataset is seen as most reliable, since it considers multiple imputations and bases its

values on these multiple imputations.

Research ethics

The conduct of the researcher in the field will follow the five principals of research ethics, as
stated by the American Psychological Association. Firstly, discuss intellectual property frankly, which
states that it is important to make sure that credit is honestly distributed, and the best way to do so
is to discuss it as early as possible (Smith, 2003).

Secondly, be conscious of multiple roles. The ethics code of the American Psychological
Association states that it is important for researchers to refrain from multiple roles that conflict with
each other, through ethics, performance or any other harm (Smith, 2003).

Thirdly, follow informed-consent rules. This means that all the participants of the research
are fully knowledgeable and informed about the research, and participate under voluntary
motivation (Smith, 2003). This research uses a database from Cranet, it is expected that the data
collection by Cranet is according to the principles of the American Psychological Association and this
research also carries responsibility on that matter.

Fourthly, respect confidentiality and privacy. The used Cranet questionnaire is of confidential
nature. This research will only use the parts of the questionnaire that are needed for its analysis.
Furthermore, the data will be used only by the researcher and the used data will be stored solely and
the researcher’s device, not to be shared with others.

Lastly, tap into ethic’s resources. One of the most efficient ways to preserve ethics within a
research is to know the ethical obligations and the resources around them available to the
researcher (Smith, 2003). The researcher of this paper is aware of the American Psychological
Association guidelines. This research is also followed by a supervisor and a second reader, whom are
aware of the American Psychological Association guidelines and will confront the researcher with any
oversights or misjudgements.

Furthermore, any information obtained outside of own research and found in the work of
others, will be correctly referenced, according to the current American Psychological Association

guidelines, both in the text as well as in the “references” section of the paper.
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Results

This chapter shows the statistics and the results of the performed analysis in SPSS. It will start
with the explanation of how the variables are processed and prepared. After this the assumptions
will be checked, and changes to the data will be made if necessary. Then the descriptive statistics
follow, after which the chapter will end with the analysis to support or reject the hypothesis

formulated in the theoretical framework.
Variable preparation

Nominal variables

There are two nominal control variables included in the model, these need to be prepared
separately for the data analysis.

Firstly, firm industry: In the Cranet questionnaire participants can choose from twenty
options regarding the sector in which they operate. These twenty options are categorized in six
logical industry constructs. These are construction, transportation/communication, banking and
finance, chemicals (energy; non-energy), other industries (e.g. services), and manufacturing. These
six logical constructs are based on the European NACE-code. This is a code that the European Union
and its member states gave to different classes of economic activity. This code was made to be
supportive for different economic statistics and overviews. For these six industry categories,
dummies are created.

Secondly, percentage annual payroll spent on training is categorized. This variable will consist

of two categories: above median and below median.

Constructs

Different constructs need to be assembled for the dependent variable, independent variable,
moderator, control variable trade unions, and control variable human capital development. The
guestions and answering for the dependent variable organizational performance are very different
and/or open-based, thus organizational performance will be measured separately through its
indicators. These indicators are: productivity and turnover rate. As mentioned in the theoretical
framework, both of these indicators are separately hypothesized, and will be separately tested.

Next, the constructs for the independent variable and the moderator were made, and these
were tested for reliability using Cronbach’s Alpha. The results from the reliability test show that the
created construct for the independent variable home-based work is not reliable enough for the
analysis (see appendix IV). Therefore, home-based work and telework will be separate input. The
moderator employee shared ownership does not have the best Cronbach’s Alpha, but is useable for

the analysis (see appendix IV). As explained earlier in the methodology, employee shared ownership
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can be of a narrow-based or broad-based nature. The construct this research created for employee
shared ownership, makes sure that a higher score on employee shared ownership indicates more
overall broad-based sharing. Similarly, a lower score for employee shared ownership indicates no to
narrow-based employee shared ownership.

Lastly, constructs had the be developed for two control variables. The construct for trade
unions proves reliable and is thus used in the analysis (see appendix IV). For human capital
development the questions are as different and/or open-based as the ones for organizational
performance, thus there is no construct for human capital development. This means human capital
development will be measured separately through its indicators, being: percentage of the annual

payroll spent on training and proportion of the workforce with higher education.

Assumptions

For the analysis this research will conduct a couple of earlier mentioned assumptions need to

be met, these being: linearity, normal distribution, homoscedasticity, and multicollinearity.
Linearity
When both normally distributed (g-q plot) and homoscedastic (scatterplot), there is no need

to worry about linearity (Field, 2018).

Normally distributed

Normal distribution is only relevant for metric variables, which means that the nominal
variables firm industry and percentage annual payroll to training are excluded. Furthermore, normal
distribution is not a huge factor when the sample size is as big as the one this research uses.
Nevertheless, this research will try to reduce skewness and kurtosis.

See appendix V for the different g-q plots. The boxplots are also included. The boxplot for
turnover rate indicated three extreme outliers. These three outliers are changed to the highest other
value, a method called ‘windsorizing’ (Field, 2018). When the residuals fall along a roughly straight
line at a 45-degree angle, the data seems to be normally distributed. The table below shows normal
distribution for all the variables and, if necessary, the solution. Important note: Variables in this
research contain ‘zero’ values, therefore the natural logarithm transformation is according to the

following equation: log(X — (min(X) — 1)).

Variable - indicator Normally distributed Solution

Dependent — productivity Yes X

Dependent — turnover rate No Transformed: natural logarithm(X —
(min(X) — 1))

Independent — home-based work No Transformed: natural logarithm(X —
(min(X) — 1))

Independent — telework No Transformed: natural logarithm (X —
(min(X) — 1))
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Moderator — employee shared Yes X

ownership

Control —firm size No Transformed: natural logarithm(X —
(min(X) — 1))

Control — trade unions Yes X

Control — proportion workforce with | Yes X

higher education

Control — percentage managers in No Transformed: natural logarithm(X —

the workforce (min(X) — 1))

The g-q plots of the transformed variables are also found in appendix V.

Multicollinearity

Multicollinearity tests whether your predictor variables highly correlate with each other
(Field, 2018). If this is the case, a problem exists, since the regression model will not be able correctly
associate the variance in the outcome variable with the correct predictor variable (Field, 2018). This
leads to muddled results and incorrect interferences. Multicollinearity is checked with variance
inflation factors (VIF), the best case is when VIF < 5.00 (Field, 2018).

All the results regarding VIF-scores indicate that this research does not need to worry about
multicollinearity (VIF < 5).

The actual VIF-scores can be found in Appendix VI. Both the VIF-scores for the original

variables and the logarithm transformed variables are included for integrality.

Homoscedastic
For homoscedasticity it is important to check whether the residuals are equally distributed
(Field, 2018). This is checked by looking at the scatterplot, where the predicted values and residuals
are plotted (Field, 2018). The scatterplot for productivity looks homoscedastic. The scatterplot for
turnover rate seems homoscedastic, but it is difficult to say with certainty. However, the scatterplot
for the transformed variable turnover rate is clearly homoscedastic. The scatterplots can be found in

appendix VII.

Descriptive statistics
After ensuring that the assumptions for multilevel regression analysis are met, this research
can move on to descriptive statistics. The following table shows the descriptive statistics for the
metric variables in the model. Please note that the ‘pooled’ descriptive statistics are noted, and that
the nominal variables are excluded. Their mean and other descriptives does not say much about their

data, and their separate descriptives will follow after the metric variables.

Variable N Min Max Mean SD
Productivity 4018 1.00 5.00 3.77 .861
Turnover Rate 3497 .00 100.00 11.48 12.831
Log Turnover Rate 3497 .00 2.30 1.16 .485
Home-based work 4119 .00 6.00 .44 1.053
Log home-based work 4119 .00 1.11 .15 .280
Telework 4118 .00 6.00 .78 1.469
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Log telework 4118 .00 1.11 .24 .347
Employee shared 4182 2.00 6.00 2.63 1.113
ownership

Firm size 4182 100.00 240,000.00 2619.01 11865.600
Log firm size 4182 2.30 5.68 3.10 .566
Trade unions 3396 2.00 10.00 4.96 2.404
Proportion workforce with | 3771 1.00 6.00 3.68 1.369
higher education

Percentage managers in 4093 .00 97.00 12.83 11.175
the workforce

Log percentage managers 4093 .00 2.29 1.30 .359

in the workforce

Note: The grey coloured and italicized variables are the original variables descriptive statistics. These are

included for integrality, despite this research using the natural logarithm transformed variable.

The following table shows the descriptive statistics for the nominal variables in the model.

Firm industry

Category - industry N
Construction 225
Transportation/communication 497
Banking and finance 320
Chemicals (energy; non-energy) 282
Other industries (e.g. services) 1575
Manufacturing 1183
(Total) (4082)
Percentage annual payroll spent on training
Category - median N
Below median 1916
Above median 1243
(Total) (3159)

After seeing all the descriptive statistics for this study, this research will look at Pearson’s

correlation. Pearson’s correlation is a measure that looks at the linear correlation between two

variables (Field, 2018). Pearson’s correlation is significant for the standard Alpha of p<.05.

Furthermore, Pearson’s correlation varies between -1 and +1, with -1 indicating perfect negative

correlation, and +1 indicating perfect positive correlation (Field, 2018). This also means no linear

correlation is present when Pearson’s correlation equals 0. The tables below show the correlation

between the dependent variable and the independent/control variables.

Pearson’s correlation — productivity

Variable Pearson’s correlation Significance
Productivity - -

Log home-based work -.009 .600

Log telework .010 .511

Total employee shared ownership | .010 .536
Industry — construction -.022 <.001
Industry — .017 .008
transportation/communication

Industry — financials .003 .606
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Industry — chemicals .012 .062
Industry — other industries .015 .020
Industry - manufacturing -.036 <.001
Log firm size .012 465
Trade unions -.051 .004
Percentage annual payroll spent .104 .000
on training

Proportion workforce with higher | .125 .000
education

Log percentage managers in the .016 313

workforce

First off, this table shows that the industries construction (r=-.022, p<.05) and manufacturing

(r=-.036, p<.05) negatively correlate with productivity. The industries transportation/communication

(r=.017, p<.05) and other industries (r=.015, p<.05) positively correlate with productivity.

This table shows that trade unions negatively correlate with productivity (r=-.051, p<.05).

Furthermore, percentage annual payroll spent on training (r=.104, p<.05)and proportion workforce

with higher education (r=.125, p<.05) negatively correlate with productivity. While these correlation

are significant, there Pearson’s correlation scores show that this correlation is not very strong.

Pearson’s correlation — log turnover rate

workforce

Variable Pearson’s correlation Significance
Log turnover rate - -

Log home-based work .050 .017
Log telework .013 .455
Total employee shared ownership | -.051 .012
Industry — construction .042 <.001
Industry — .017 .017
transportation/communication

Industry — financials -.025 <.001
Industry — chemicals -.087 <.001
Industry — other industries .181 <.001
Industry - manufacturing -.157 <.001
Log firm size .049 .005
Trade unions -.194 .000
Percentage annual payroll spent .068 .002
on training

Proportion workforce with higher | .026 178
education

Log percentage managers in the .088 .000

Firstly, this table shows us the industry correlates a lot with turnover rate. The industries

construction (r=.042, p<.05), transportation/communication (r=.017, p<.05) , and other industries

(r=.181, p<.05) correlate positively with turnover rate. The industries financials (r=-.025, p<.05),

chemicals (r=-.087, p<.05), and manufacturing (r=-.157, p<.05) correlate negatively with turnover

rate.
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percentage annual payroll spent on training (r=.002, p<.05), and log percentage managers in the

workforce (r=.088, p<.05) positively correlate with log turnover rate. However, these positive

This table show that log home-based work (r=.050, p<.05), log firm size (r=.049, p<.05),

correlation are indicated to be weak by the low Pearson’s correlation score.

Total employee shared ownership (r=-.051, p<.05), industry (r.-.056, p<.002), and trade

unions (r.-194, p<.05) negatively correlate with turnover rate. Total employee shared ownership and

industry have a weak Pearson’s correlation score, which indicate a weak correlation. The Pearson’s
correlation score for trade unions is slightly stronger, which indicates that the negative correlation

between turnover rate and trade unions is stronger.

country, this means country will be specified as the subject in the multilevel regression analysis. All

the control variables discussed will be included in the model. Before this analysis continues, the

Multilevel regression analysis

Multilevel regression analysis accounts for random effects. The random effect in this study is

frequency statistics for country are shown below.

Country labelling 2015
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Austria 163 3,9 3,9 3,9
Belgium 121 2,9 2,9 6,8
Cyprus 59 1,4 1,4 8,2
Denmark 125 3,0 3,0 11,2
Estonia 65 1,6 1,6 12,7
Finalnd 86 2,1 2,1 14,8
France 129 3,1 3,1 17,9
Germany 213 51 51 23,0
Greece 149 3,6 3,6 26,5
Hungary 104 2,5 2,5 29,0
Italy 123 2,9 29 32,0
Latvia 49 1,2 1,2 33,1
Lithuania 90 2,2 2,2 35,3
Netherlands 124 3,0 3,0 38,3
Romania 144 3,4 3,4 41,7
Slovakia 205 4,9 4,9 46,6
Slovenia 88 2,1 2,1 48,7
Spain 82 2,0 2,0 50,7
Sweden 143 34 34 54,1
United Kingdom 120 2,9 2,9 57,0
Croatia 129 3,1 3,1 60,0
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Iceland
Norway
Russia
Serbia
Switzerland
Turkey
China
Indonesia
Israel
Philippines
USA

Brazil

Australia

South Africa

Total

41
102
116

92
165
133
156

74

63

77
157
289
169

37

4182

1,0
2,4
2,8
2,2
3,9
3,2
3,7
1,8
1,5
1,8
3,8
6,9
4,0
,9
100,0

1,0
2,4
2,8
2,2
3,9
3,2
3,7
1,8
1,5
1,8
3,8
6,9
4,0
,9
100,0

61,0
63,5
66,2
68,4
72,4
75,6
79,3
81,1
82,6
84,4
88,2
95,1
99,1
100,0

In SPSS, multilevel regression analysis is conducted via linear mixed models. In these linear

mixed models, country is included as a subject. SPSS linear mixed models shows standardized errors

and beta coefficients per variable included in the model. With the two different dependent variables,

the linear mixed models analysis has to be conducted twice. These two separate linear mixed models

analysis will consist of three different models each. The first model includes all the control variables

and their effects, the second model includes the independent variables and the moderator, and the

third and final model includes the moderation effect. Important to note: adding the moderator to

model two will show the moderator’s direct effect on the dependent variable. The remaining part of

this chapter will show the models and the results that are consequently subtracted from these

models. All models will show the estimates, standard error, and significance of the different variables

included.

Note: The results are found on the next page.
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Linear mixed models — dependent variable productivity

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable Estimates 8 | SE Sign Estimates 8 | SE Sign Estimates 8 | SE Sign
Control variables
Industry — construction (reference)
Industry — -.016 .083 .851 .002 .084 | .980 <.001 .084 .995
transportation/communication
Industry — financials -.048 .092 .599 -.032 .093 | .732 -.035 .093 .706
Industry — Chemicals .003 .093 972 .012 .094 901 .010 .094 912
Industry — other industries .002 .071 .979 .014 .072 .849 .011 .072 .874
Industry — manufacturing -.004 .073 .953 .003 .074 | .970 -<.001 .074 .999
Log firm size .076 .033 .021 .084 .033 | .011 .082 .034 .014
Trade unions -.018 .008 .019 -.017 .008 | .026 -.017 .008 .033
Percentage annual payroll spent on .162 .037 <.001 .169 .037 | <.001 167 .037 <.001
training
Proportion workforce with higher .075 .014 <.001 .081 .015 <.001 .079 .015 <.001
education
Log percentage managers in the -.106 .055 .055 -.092 .055 .098 -.087 .056 .118
workforce
Independent variables
Log home-based work -.119 .069 .086 .064 .182 727
Log telework -.065 .057 .248 -.231 .139 .097
Moderator
Employee shared ownership -.006 .016 717 -.010 .021 .645
Employee shared ownership*Log -.062 .058 .288
home-based work
Employee shared ownership*Log .060 .046 .192
telework
Fit of the model -2 log -2 log -2 log

likelihood likelihood likelihood

model 1 model 2 model 3
-2 log likelihood 6,167.026 6,109.352 6,107.026

Note: All the data is from the ‘pooled’ imputation.

Note 2: The same analysis is run with all the original variables, except for firm size, which is still included with
the logarithm transformed variable. Doing this did not provide significant differences in the results.

Note®: In SPSS, R-squared is not available for mixed models.

Firstly, the higher the -2 log likelihood of a model, the better the fit between a model and the
data (Field, 2018). The -2 log likelihood of all three models seen above are good. Furthermore, as
seen in the results above, model 1 shows us that different control variables influence the dependent
variable productivity. Firm size (f=.076, p<.05), percentage annual payroll spent on training (f=.162,
p<.05), and proportion workforce with higher education ($=.075, p<.05) are all positive predictors of
productivity. Percentage annual payroll spent on training has the highest positive influence amongst
the control variables. Model 1 also shows us that trade unions negatively influence the dependent
variable productivity (B=-.018, p<.05).

Model 2 shows us that both the independent variables, home-based work and telework,

have no significant direct influence on productivity (B=-.119, p=.086 and B=-.065, p=.248
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respectively). However, while insignificant, the effect is negative for both home-based work and
telework. Model 2 also shows us that employee shared ownership has no direct influence on
productivity (B=-.006, p=.717).

Model 3 shows us that the interaction effect between home-based work and employee
shared ownership on productivity is not significant (B=-.062, p=.288). The same applies to the
interaction effect between telework and employee shared ownership on productivity (B=.060,
p=.192).

Linear mixed models — dependent variable log turnover rate

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable Estimates SE Sign Estimates SE Sign Estimates SE Sign
Control variables
Industry — construction (reference)
Industry — -.059 .049 .232 -.069 .050 | .165 -.068 .050 174
transportation/communication
Industry — financials -.156 .057 .006 -171 .058 .003 -.167 .058 .004
Industry — Chemicals -.246 .055 <.001 -.257 .055 | <.001 | -.253 .055 <.001
Industry — other industries .028 .042 .514 .018 .043 .678 .016 .043 .710
Industry — manufacturing -.169 .044 <.001 -177 .044 | <001 |-.174 .044 <.001
Log firm size .073 .020 <.001 .072 .020 | <.001 | .080 .020 | <.001
Trade unions -.035 .005 <.001 -.035 .005 <.001 -.034 .005 <.001
Percentage annual payroll spent on .063 .024 .011 .059 .024 | .018 .058 .024 .018
training
Proportion workforce with higher -.008 .008 .339 -.009 .009 321 -.007 .008 425
education
Log percentage managers in the .108 .032 <.001 .106 .032 .001 114 .033 <.001
workforce
Independent variables
Log home-based work .075 .042 .078 .094 .103 .362
Log telework <.001 .035 | .997 .037 .082 .654
Moderator
Employee shared ownership -.023 .011 .049 -.019 .013 142
Employee shared ownership*Log -.003 .035 .930
home-based work
Employee shared ownership*Log -.011 .026 .664
telework
Fit of the model -2 log -2 log -2 log

likelihood likelihood likelihood

model 1 model 2 model 3
-2 log likelihood 2,953.743 2,912.327 2,911.764

Note: All the data is from the ‘pooled’ imputation.
Note %: The same analysis is run with all the original variable, except for firm size, which is still included with the
logarithm transformed variable. Doing this did not provide significant differences in the results.
Note®: In SPSS, R-squared is not available for mixed models.

Firstly, as stated before, the higher the -2 log likelihood the better the fit between the model
and the data. The -2 log likelihood in the three different models are good. Model 1 shows us that

there is a significant negative influence from the industries financials (B=-.156, p<.05), chemicals (B=-
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.246, p<.05), and manufacturing (B=-.169, p<.05) on turnover rate. Model one also shows us that firm
size (B=.073, p<.05), percentage annual payroll spent on training (f=.063, p<.05), and percentage
managers in the workforce (B=.108, p<.05) positively influence turnover rate. This is effect is the
strongest for percentage managers in the workforce. Lastly, model one shows us that trade unions
(B=-.035, p<.05) negatively influence turnover rate.

Model 2 shows us that neither home-based work (f=.075, p=.078) nor telework (f<.001,
p=.997) significantly influence turnover rate. While still insignificant, significance for home-based
work does not deter far from the border (p=.078, border p=.05). This insignificant effect is positive,
indicating that home-based work positively influences turnover rate. Furthermore, model 2 shows us
that employee shared ownership has a significant negative effect on turnover rate (B=-.023, p<.049).

Model 3 shows us that the interaction effect between home-based work and employee
shared ownership on turnover rate is insignificant (B=-.003, p=.930) and the interaction effect
between telework and employee shared ownership on turnover rate is also insignificant (f=-.011,

p=.664).
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Discussion

This part of the research will first discuss the results presented in the previous chapter. After
this, conclusions regarding the hypothesis conducted in the theoretical framework will be accepted
or rejected, based on the results and the discussion. A small subheading is included here, with
conclusions regarding the control variables. This will be followed by the theoretical
recommendations and practical implications that this research provides. Lastly, this research will
present its own limitations and based on these, as well as the earlier recommendations and
implications, there will be suggestions for future research.

The model shows us that home-based work and telework have no significant relationship to
neither productivity nor turnover rate. Regarding home-based work and telework and their influence
on productivity, these results are surprising. Plenty of research has been done in this area, and
home-based work has been stated to positively influence productivity (Bailyn, 1988; Sewell & Taskin,
2015; Martin & MacDonnell, 2012). At the same time, other research has stated that home-based
work influences productivity via an inverted u-curve (Bergeaud et al., 2022; Criscuolo et al., 2021).
This means there is a limit to the potential of home-based, but it does influence productivity at least
until some point. This study could not confirm any relationship between home-based work and
telework, and organizational productivity. This could imply that the influences home-based work and
telework are ought to have on productivity has been overstated earlier, and is not as clear as theory
might suggest. Important to note is that home-based work and telework, while insignificant,
negatively influence productivity. If this is truly the case, this would mean that the perceived time
and location advantages of home-based do not increase productivity enough to compensate for the
increased distractions and more difficult work-life balance that follows from home-based work.

Furthermore, in literature home-based work and telework has been stated to positively
influence organizational commitment (Gallie et al., 2001; Martin & MacDonnell, 2012), while others
contradict this by saying home-based work and telework negatively influence organizational
commitment (Harris, 2003; Palumbo, 2020; Crosbie & Moore, 2004). Important to note here, is that
an increase in turnover rate indicates lower organizational commitment, and a decrease in turnover
rate indicates higher organizational commitment. This study cannot support either camp regarding
the influence of home-based work and telework on organizational commitment, since the effect of
home-based work and telework on turnover is insignificant throughout this study. However, the
insignificant effect of home-based work on turnover rate is positive and not far from significance.
This would indicate that home-based work increases turnover rate, and thus lowers organizational
commitment. If this is true, earlier research, that showed that the implementation of home-based

work would increase isolated feelings amongst employees, create more irregular work-patterns,
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which negatively influences employee well-being, and that showed the disturbed work-life balance
that follows from home-based work, was right in their conclusion regarding the negative effect of
home-based work on organizational commitment (respectively, Harris, 2003; Palumbo, 2020; Crosbie
& Moore, 2004).

The insignificant results regarding home-based work and organizational commitment could
imply that research regarding home-based work is diversiform, because the results are not as
obvious and clear as others have stated. Further research in this subject might be more needed than
this research expected.

The results do not show significant direct results from employee shared ownership on
productivity. However, employee shared ownership does have a significant negative effect on
turnover rate. This is an important result, indicating that benefits from employee shared ownership,
like increased involvement and higher perceived feeling of inclusion, decreases turnover rate. This
consequently means that employee shared ownership benefits organizational commitment.

The results do not show significant results for any of the interaction effects between
employee shared ownership and home-based work. Research from Kruse (2016) and Pierce et al.
(1991) showed that employee shared ownership intrinsically motivates, which would counter
unmotivated behaviour and isolation that follow from home-based work. Consequently, this research
hypothesized that employee shared ownership had a positive influence on the relationship between
home-based work and productivity. However, the results do not indicate this. This could mean that
productivity is not an indicator of organizational performance that is influenced by either home-
based or employee shared ownership, but it does not mean home-based work and employee shared
ownership are unconnected to other indicators of organizational performance: this leaves room for
future research.

Based on existing research from Campbell Pickford et al. (2016) this research suspected that
employee shared ownership would increase psychological ownership and thus employee satisfaction,
while Kruse (2016) stated that employee shared ownership boost employee well-being. Furthermore,
Kruse (2016) noted that employee shared ownership makes employees long term investors with
shared results, which could further boost their autonomous commitment. Employee shared
ownership also boost group working, which furthermore minimizes feelings of isolation (Pierce et al.,
1991). For these reasons, this research hypothesized that employee shared ownership would boost
positive influences of home-based work on organizational commitment, and negate negative
influences of home-based work on organizational commitment. Nevertheless, none of the results
indicate that any of this can be significantly proven. Interestingly, as was mentioned earlier,
employee shared ownership did have a significant negative effect on turnover rate. This would mean

that the hypothesis was wrongly motivated: Employee shared ownership does not interact with
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home-based work to positively influence (or negate negative influences from home-based work
regarding) organizational commitment, instead it has a direct negative influence on turnover rate

(and thus a direct positive influence on organizational commitment).

Conclusion

The main goal of this research was to determine the impact of employee shared ownership
on the relationship between home-based work and organizational performance. Four hypothesis had
to be tested with regard to the main goal of the research. The hypothesis and their support are noted
below:

H1la: Home-based work has a significant positive influence on organizational productivity.
Not supported.

H1b: Home-based work has a significant influence on organizational productivity, via an
inverted U-curve. Not supported.

H2a: Home-based work has a significant positive influence on organizational commitment.
Not supported.

H2b: Home-based work has a significant negative influence on organizational commitment.
Not supported.

H3: Employee shared ownership has a significant positive effect on the relationship between
home-based work and organizational productivity. Not supported.

H4a: Employee shared ownership has a significant positive effect on the relationship between
home-based work and organizational commitment. Not supported.

H4b: Employee shared ownership has a significant negative effect on the relationship
between home-based work and organizational commitment. Not supported.

The main goal of this research was, as stated above, to determine the impact of
employee shared ownership on the relationship between home-based work and organizational
performance. The researched hypothesis do not justify clear remarks in regard to this goal. However,
it is possible to carefully conclude three things based on this research. Firstly, home-based work does
not significantly influence factors like productivity and organizational commitment in the form of
turnover rate, which are important indicators of organizational performance. Furthermore, employee
shared ownership does not alter the relationship between home-based work and certain indicators
of organizational performance, namely; productivity and organizational commitment in the form of
turnover rate. Lastly, employee shared ownership does negatively influence turnover rate, indicating
that employee shared ownership increase the feeling of involvement and well-being of employees

within an organization, thus lowering turnover rate and increasing organizational commitment.
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Control variables

Before continuing to theoretical recommendations and practical implications this research
can make, and future research that this research is able to suggest, there are some remarks
regarding the control variables implemented in this research. Based on the models presented in the
results-section, the following can be concluded with regards to the control variables.

The results show that industry does not directly influence productivity. This is not a full
surprise. Research from Pendleton et al. (2001) and Kruse et al. (2008) argued that industry
influences workforce composition and amount of sharing within firms. However, no concrete
statement regarding direct linkage between firm industry and productivity were made. Turnover rate
seems to be more based on the industry of the firm. As the model showed us, the industries of
financials, chemicals, and manufacturing negatively influence turnover rate. This indicates that
employee well-being and involvement is important within these industries, and this consequently
leads to a decrease in turnover rate in these industries. This would mean that organizational
commitment is higher in these industries.

As hypothesized, firm size is relevant within the model. Firm size can be indicative of how
well employee shared ownership works within companies (Kim & Ouimet, 2014). Apart from that,
firm size can also be a predictor of organizational performance, according to Ibhagui and Olokoyo
(2018). Our results show that firm size positively influences both productivity and turnover rate,
which are the indicators of organizational performance in this study. Firm size being an indicator of
higher turnover rate could indicate that workforce feels less personally valued within large firms.
Harris (2003) stated that lower commitment could follow from less informal meetings and feelings of
isolation. Bigger workforces could imply that employees feel less involved, which lowers
organizational commitment.

Trade unions are indicative of both productivity and turnover rate. Origi (2009) already
theorized that trade unions indicate productivity, while Karimi and Nyawira (2019) showed that trade
unions influence organizational performance and provides benefits towards employees and their
situations in their organizations. It is interesting to see that trade unions negatively influence
productivity and turnover rate. This means that trade unions seem to benefit employee well-being,
and consequently lowers turnover rate, at the cost of productivity.

The annual percentage of the payroll spent on training has a positive effect on both
productivity and turnover rate. This positive effect on productivity is further boosted by the results
showing that a workforce consisting of more higher educated employees is also positive for
productivity. That training of the workforce and that higher educated workforce positively influence
productivity is in line with earlier research (Marimuthu et al., 2009; Alnachef & Alhajjar, 2017). The

results regarding the annual percentage of the payroll spent on training and the proportion of the
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workforce with a higher education related to productivity shows us that human capital development
has high significant correlation with productivity and, consequently, organizational performance.
Higher annual percentage of the payroll spent on training also positively effects turnover rate. This
implies that employees might search for more challenging work and new projects in their career once
they are better educated.

The percentage of managers in the workforce surprisingly does not influence productivity.
However, in the first model the effect between percentage of managers in the workforce and
productivity was almost significant (p=.055). The effect compliant to this significance was negative,
which would indicate that more managers, and consequently more control, negatively influences
productivity. This indicates that Sewell and Taskin (2015) were right when they said that increased
autonomy benefits employees.

Percentage of managers in the workforce does positively influence turnover rate, which
means that a higher proportion of managers increases turnover rate. This is in accordance with the
popular opinion that managers are mostly motivational instruments, whom lose value after around

five years (Vossen, 2001).
Theoretical recommendations

Prior research regarding concepts handled in this research have received different levels of
attention. Home-based work has been studied intensively, but, as this research showed in the
theoretical framework, there is no consensus on how it actually influences organizations and its
performance. This research adds more difficulty to the complexity surrounding home-based work,
because it does not find any significant effects of home-based work on organizational performance
(in the form of productivity and organizational commitment measured through turnover rate). This
shows that home-based work still has unexplored territory and more possibilities exist to determine
what effect home-based work precisely has, and on which indicators/variables this effect is present.

Employee shared ownership has not had as much consideration in literature. However, this
does not mean it is a completely new area of work. Earlier research has linked it to different
mechanisms that are also linked to home-based work and/or organizational performance.
Conducting research on the moderating effect employee shared ownership might have on the
influence of home-based work on organizational performance would always be interesting.
Nevertheless, the effect of home-based work on organizational performance was not found, nor was
the moderating effect of employee shared ownership present. Apart from this, this research is also
able to conclude that employee shared ownership does not directly affect productivity. Importantly,
employee shared ownership does have a direct negative influence on turnover rate. This is important

theoretical information, since it provides a measure, in the form of employee shared ownership, to
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decrease turnover rate/increase organizational commitment. Therefore, with both its insignificant

and its significant results, this research provides new theoretical information.

Practical implications

Due to many insignificant results, providing practical implications proves difficult. However,
model 1, with the dependent variable productivity, shows us that different indicators of human
capital development, namely percentage of the annual payroll spent on training and the proportion
of the workforce with a higher education, positively influence productivity. This is relevant
knowledge to organizations, and managers with the task of increasing productivity could account
more finances towards training to increase this productivity.

Furthermore, this research shows us that implementing (different forms of) home-based
work is not the solution to fix low productivity or high turnover rate. This is not necessarily
disappointing knowledge for managers. Huntley (2021) talked about the increase in home-based
work has been large the past years, and knowing that this is not a predecessor of low productivity
and/or higher turnover rate can give managers confidence in home-based work, while also providing
freedom to look in other directions that provide more knowledge regarding productivity and/or
organizational commitment in the form of turnover rate.

Finally, this research shows that employee shared ownership has a contribution to lowering
turnover rate. This indicates that firms can implement employee shared ownership to heighten

organizational commitment amongst its employees.

Research limitations

This research has limitations throughout its process. Firstly, the database from Cranet uses
cross-sectional data collection, and not longitudinal data collection. According to Field (2018), cross-
sectional measurements are one point measurements, making it more difficult to see causes and
effects, opposite to longitudinal studies, which collect data from the same subject over a period of
time.

Secondly, the Cranet questionnaire measures the variables this research used on an
organizational level. The conducted analysis might prove interesting and more significant if
conducted on an individual level. Furthermore, some of the used variables are measured quite
coarsely (for example, productivity with a five-point Likert-scale). A more precise measure of the
variables might change the results. The methods chosen to conduct this research also meant that
variables were used quite coarsely.

At the beginning of the analysis it started to be clear that absenteeism had to be excluded
from the study. Absenteeism could have many different causes, that are unrelated to organizational

commitment. Furthermore, absenteeism had a lot of system missing and user missing values.
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Including absenteeism would weaken the overall analysis. However, excluding absenteeism did only
leave turnover rate as the sole indicator of organizational commitment, which narrows the breadth
of the overall research.

This research opted for a design where only productivity and organizational commitment
were used as indicators of organizational performance. This would lead to clearer conclusions and
implications, but it also has its drawbacks, especially combined with the earlier explained measure of
removing absenteeism from the research. Due to narrowing the research, it is difficult to
convincingly speak of organizational performance, since organizational performance consists of more
concepts than solely productivity and organizational commitment measured through turnover rate.
This is also the reason the research is careful in its discussion and conclusion with the mentioning of
organizational performance as a complete concept, and the research tries to emphasize which
concepts of organizational performance are relevant in this research and its discussion and
conclusions.

Home-based work was supposed to be measured through home-based work and telework,
which is a different form of home-based work. However, the construct created from these two
indicators did not prove reliable enough to be used in the analysis. This led to the usage of two
separate independent variables, home-based work and telework. While this did not hinder the
overall analysis, it did deprive the original idea of using one complete independent variable based on
home-based work and telework. In its results, home-based work and telework proved to be similar,
which is why the discussion could, with safety, speak of a general home-based work when drawing its
conclusions.

Another construct, human capital development, proved to differently measured and
unreliable to create from its indicators. This is why human capital development was also separately
tested via annual percentage of the payroll spent on training and percentage of the workforce with
higher education. Despite not having a general construct for human capital development, its
indicators still provided interesting results.

The database contained many missing values. Simply dismissing all of these cases would
decrease the sample size too much. Therefore imputation methods were used. The predicted values
were less than twenty percent, and imputation methods were only used for system-missing. At the
same time, the imputation method used is highly regarded. With five imputation datasets and a
provided pooled dataset, the used multiple imputation method is very accurate. Still, it remains a
measure to predict values, which slightly decreases reliability of the research.

This research is just a small line in the untangled web revolving around home-based work,

telework, and employee shared ownership. While it holds his own, and provides substantial and
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valuable results, there is so much more involved with home-based work, telework, and employee

shared ownership.
Future research

As mentioned above, this research is just a small line in the untangled web revolving around
home-based work, telework, and employee shared ownership. The full stretch of the consequences
home-based work and employee shared ownership can carry towards organizational performance
are not clear.

Firstly, the conducted research is based on the organizational level. Using the same
conceptual model and conducting the same analysis, but based on the individual level, could provide
different results and gain plenty of new insights.

Secondly, future research could look at different components of organizational performance.
Poutsma et al. (2013) described several dimensions as components of organizational performance.
Some of these dimensions are stock market performance, profitability, and innovation rate. If
conducted, it would be interesting to see what future research is able to conclude from analysis with
different components of organizational performance and their relation to home-based work and
employee shared ownership.

Lastly, another opportunity revolves around the data used for employee shared ownership.
The Cranet questionnaire only asks participants whether they offer share schemes and stock options
to employees. This does not provide data regarding the actual ownership of shares and stock
amongst employees. It would be interesting to see whether involvement of actual ownership of
shares and stock, amongst employees, in the conceptual model would change the outcome of this

research.
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Appendix

Appendix |: Schedule of further work

After the submission of the thesis proposal, due the 22t of April, the researcher will wait for
assessment. The next two and a half week will be used firstly to revisit the first three chapters of the
thesis, introduction, theoretical framework, and method. The comments made by both the
supervisor and the second reader on the research proposal need to be thoroughly looked at, and
insufficient parts need to be precisely reworked. Secondly, preferable only once the revision of
chapter one, two, and three is finished, the researcher needs to continue the research by working on
the fourth chapter, findings. In this chapter the researcher will conduct his study, using the Cranet
database and the program SPSS to process the data. It is important to finish work on this chapter
before the end of May. A meeting with the supervisor will be planned near the end of May/beginning
of June, to discuss the progress made in chapter four, and address certain issues and possible
improvements within this work. After this meeting, and after having worked on points of
improvement discussed in this meeting, the researcher will start his work on the next chapter. This
chapter will include discussion, conclusions, theoretical recommendations, practical implications,
limitations, and suggestions for future research. During this time, the researcher will keep contact
with his supervisor, to ensure that the Master Thesis will abide to the deadline. This deadline is the

13* of June, after which alleged defense of the Master Thesis will follow late June/early July.
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Appendix Il: Summary of Employee Ownership Models by Klein (1987)

Table 1
Summary of Employee Ownership Models
Predicted cause
of employee Relevant ESOP
Model ownership effects characteristics
Intrinsic Ownership per se Percentage of company
satisfaction stock owned by
ESOP
Extrinsic Financial Size of company
satisfaction benefits of contribution to
ownership ESOP
Company stock return
Instrumental Worker ESOP voting rights
satisfaction participation ESOP reason
and influence Management'’s
employee ownership
philesophy
ESOP communication
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Appendix IlI: Table of variables

Variables Survey item - Including question (italicized), | Relevant references for the
conceptual answer options, and survey code (between | measures
model brackets)
Organizational “Compared to other organisations in your sector | Javed, (2018).
performance - how would you rate...? Level of productivity:” Campbell Pickford et al., (2016).
Productivity Options: Poor or at the low end of the industry; Kruse et al., (2008).
below average; average or equal to the Yoshifumi et al., (2018).
competition; better than average; superior; not
applicable. (S6V5b)
Organizational “Approximately, please provide the following Pendleton & Robinson, (2011).
commitment information about your workforce: Annual staff Pierce et al., (1991).
turnover - percentage turnover per year” Princy & Rebeka, (2019).
Options: Open question or don’t know.
Additionally: Turnover is calculated as the % of
the total workforce that have left the
organization in the past year. (S6V10a)
Home-based “Please indicate the approximate proportion of Bailyn, (1980).
work those employed by your organisation who are on | Bergeaud et al., (2022).

the following working arrangements: Home-
based work:” Options: Not used; 1-5%; 6-10%;
11-15%; 16-20%; 21-50%; >50%. (S2V6j)

“Please indicate the approximate proportion of
those employed by your organisation who are on
the following working arrangements:
Teleworking:” Options: Not used, 1-5%, 6-10%,
11-15%, 16-20%, 21-50%, >50%. (S2V6k)

Conradie & Klerk, (2019).
Harris, (2003).
Palumbo, (2020).

Bailyn, (1980).
Conradie & Klerk, (2019).
Harris, (2003).

Employee shared
ownership - Share
schemes

“Do you offer any of the following? Employee
share schemes:” Options: Managers,
professionals, clericals and/or manuals, generally
not used. (54V2a)

Blasi & Kruse, (2012).
Klein, (1987).
Pendleton et al., (2001).

Stock options
“Do you offer any of the following? Stock Blasi & Kruse, (2012).
options:” Options: Managers; professionals; Klein, (1987).
clericals and/or manuals; generally not used. Pendleton et al., (2001).
(S4V2c)

Control

variables

Industry “Please indicate the main sector or industry of Penldeton et al., (2001).

services in which you operate (please tick the one
that most closely resembles your organisation’s
activity):” Options: A. Agriculture, hunting,
forestry, fishing, mining and quarrying; B.
Manufacture of food, beverages, textiles, wood
and paper, coke and refined petroleum, and
related products; C. Manufacture of chemicals,
pharmaceuticals, and medicinal chemical
products; D. Manufacture of basic metals and
metal products, plastic and other non-metallic
products; E. Manufacture of computer, electronic
products, electrical equipment; F. Manufacture
of machinery and equipment; G. Manufacture of
transport equipment; H. Other manufacturing.

Kruse et al., (2008).
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. Electricity, gas, steam, and water supply, waste
management; J. Construction; K. Wholesale and
retail trade; L. Transportation and storage; M.
Accommodation and food service activities,
publishing, broadcasting activities; N.
Telecommunications, IT and other information
services; O. Financial and insurance activities; P.
Accounting, management, architecture,
engineering, scientific research, and other
administrative and support service activities; Q.
Public administration and compulsory social
security; R. Education; S. Human health services,
residential care and social work activities; T.
Other industry or services. (S6V1)

Firm size

“Approximately, how many people are employed
(on the payroll) by your organization?” Options:
Open question; In total; Male; Female. (51V1)

Kim & Ouimet, (2014).
Ibhagui & Olokoyo, (2018).

Trade unions

“What proportion of the total number of
employees in your organisation are members of a
trade union (please round up to the nearest full
percentage)?” Options: 0%; 1-5%; 6-10%; 11-
25%; 26-50%; 51-75%; 76-100%; don’t know.”
(S5V1)

“To what extent do trade unions influence your
organisation?” Options: Not at all - To a very
great extent on a five-point Likert-scale. (S5V2)

Origo, (2009).
Karimi, (2019).

Origo, (2009).
Karimi, (2019).

Human capital
development

“Approximately, what proportion of annual
payroll costs is currently spent on training (please
round up to the nearest whole percentage)?”
Options: 0%; 1%; 2%; 3%; 4%; 5%; 6%; 7%; 8%;
9%; 10%; >10%; don’t know. (S3V5)

“What is the proportion of the workforce with a
higher education/university qualification (first
degree or higher degree, NVQ level 4)? Options:
0%; 1%-10%; 11%-25%; 26%-50%; 51%-75%;
76%-100%; don’t know. (S6V13)

Marimuthu et al., (2009).

Alnachef & Alhajjar, (2017).

Proportion of
managers in the

“Please give proportions of the following: A.
Managers.” Options: Open question, indicate a

Sewell & Taskin, (2015).

workforce percentage of workforce. (S1V2a)

Research based | “Is your organisation:” Options: Private
on private sector; public sector; not for profit; mixed
sector (private and public sector). (S6V2a)
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Appendix IV Cronbach’s Alpha

According to Field (2018) a Cronbach’s Alpha between .7 and .8 is considered good, meaning
everything above .7 is considered to be reliable. George and Mallory (2003) go more into detail: a
Cronbach’s Alpha score is considered excellent when above 0.9, good when between 0.8 and 0.9,
acceptable when between 0.7 and 0.8, questionable when between 0.6 and 0.7, poor when between
0.5 and 0.6, and unacceptable when lower than 0.5.

Independent - variable home-based work

Cronbach’s Alpha for the independent variable, home-based work, consisting of two

guestions regarding home-based work and telework.
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's

Alpha N of Items
,A67 2

The current Cronbach’s Alpha is considered unacceptable. With only two items present, it is not
possible to delete items to ensure a higher score. Therefore, the questions will be analysed
separately.
Moderator - employee shared ownership

Cronbach’s Alpha for the moderator, employee shared ownership, consisting of two

questions regarding share schemes and stock options.

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha N of Items
,634 2

The current score is questionable and with only two items present, it is not possible to heighten
Cronbach’s Alpha. However, due to the close proximity to the wished .7 rating, this construct can still
be used.
Control variable - trade unions

Cronbach’s Alpha for the construct of the control variable trade unions. This construct consist
of two questions regarding the amount of workforce whom are a member of a trade union and how

much trade unions influence the company.

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha N of Items
,771 2
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A Cronbach’s Alpha score of .771 is considered acceptable according to George and Mallory (2003)
and good according to Field (2018), which means that this construct will be used to determine the

influence of trade unions on the conceptual model.
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Appendix V g-q plots and boxplots

Dependent variable - organizational performance

Indicator - productivity
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Independent variable - telework

Mormal 0-Q Plot of Propattion of workforce on teleworking
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Control variable - trade unions

Normal -Q Plot of TradeUnions

Expected Normal
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Control variable - proportion of workforce with higher education
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VIF scores — dependent variable productivity

Appendix VI VIF-scores

Coefficients®

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Standardized

Coefficients

Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF

1 (Constant) 3,358 ,115 29,175 ,000
Proportion of workforce -,030 ,019 -,035 -1,547 ,122 ,863 1,159
on home-based work
Proportion of workforce -,005 ,014 -,008 -,352 ,725 ,856 1,168
on teleworking
TotalESO -,012 ,016 -,016 -,749 454 ,954 1,049
Industry6c ,007 ,012 ,011 ,534 ,593 ,955 1,048
Total number of 3,096E-7 ,000 ,003 ,157 ,875 ,984 1,016
employees
TradeUnions -,015 ,008 -,040 -1,871 ,062 ,962 1,040
Training spending ,167 ,039 ,092 4,313 ,000 ,962 1,039
categories incl missing
Proportion of the ,082 ,015 ,124 5,474 ,000 ,857 1,167
workforce with a higher
education/ university
qualification
Percentage of Managers -,003 ,002 -,038 -1,738 ,082 ,899 1,112

in total workforce

a. Dependent Variable: Rating of level of productivity

VIF scores with log variables — dependent variable productivity

Coefficients?®

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Standardized

Coefficients

Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF

1 (Constant) 3,186 ,159 19,983 ,000
LogHomeBasedWork -,121 ,072 -,038 -1,676 ,094 ,863 1,159
LogTelework -,058 ,059 -,022 -,986 ,324 ,855 1,169
TotalESO -,017 ,017 -,022 -,995 ,320 ,929 1,077
Industry6c ,006 ,012 ,010 467 ,640 ,954 1,048
LogFirmSize ,096 ,035 ,060 2,772 ,006 ,947 1,056
TradeUnions -,019 ,008 -,050 -2,311 ,021 ,930 1,075
Training spending ,168 ,039 ,093 4,357 ,000 ,963 1,038

categories incl missing
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Proportion of the ,083 ,015 ,127
workforce with a higher
education/ university
qualification
LogPercentageManagers

-,097 ,057 -,038

Workforce

5,637 ,000 ,864 1,157

-1,704 ,089 ,878 1,139

a. Dependent Variable: Rating of level of productivity

VIF scores — dependent variable turnover rate

Coefficients®
Unstandardized Standardized

Coefficients Coefficients

Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 17,818 1,803 9,883 ,000
Proportion of workforce ,195 ,285 ,017 ,686 ,493 ,868 1,152
on home-based work
Proportion of workforce -,177 ,213 -,020 -,833 ,405 ,861 1,161
on teleworking
TotalESO -,886 ,258 -,079 -3,437 ,001 ,960 1,041
Industry6c -,368 ,189 -,045 -1,947 ,052 ,950 1,053
Total number of 8,237E-5 ,000 ,072 3,145 ,002 ,979 1,022
employees
TradeUnions -,797 ,121 -,151 -6,601 ,000 ,965 1,036
Training spending 1,229 ,591 ,048 2,080 ,038 ,965 1,036
categories incl missing
Proportion of the -,250 ,226 -,027 -1,106 ,269 ,860 1,163
workforce with a higher
education/ university
qualification
Percentage of Managers ,012 ,028 ,010 ,414 ,679 ,899 1,112
in total workforce
a. Dependent Variable: Annual staff turnover %
VIF scores with log variables — dependent variable log turnover rate
Coefficients®
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) ,977 ,095 10,242 ,000
LogHomeBasedWork ,094 ,042 ,053 2,231 ,026 ,874 1,144
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LogTelework

TotalESO

Industry6c

LogFirmSize
TradeUnions

Training spending
categories incl missing
Proportion of the
workforce with a higher
education/ university
qualification
LogPercentageManagers

Workforce

,034
,010
,007
,020
,005
,023

,009

,033

,024
-,057
-,051

,081
-,177

,074

-,008

,082

1,012
-2,506
-2,242

3,525
-7,645

3,300

-,326

3,470

,312
,012
,025
,000
,000
,001

744

,001

,868
,943
,948
,933
,921
,968

,870

,883

1,152
1,061
1,055
1,072
1,086
1,034

1,149

1,132

a. Dependent Variable: LogTurnoverRate
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Appendix VIl scatterplots

Scatterplot — dependent variable productivity

Rating of level of productivity

Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: Rating of level of productivity
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Scatterplot — dependent variable turnover rate

Annual staff turnover %

100

a0

60

40

20

Scatterplot

Dependent Variable: Annual staff turnover %

0 2 4

Regression Standardized Residual

62



Scatterplot— dependent variable log turnover rate

LogTurnoverRate
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Appendix VIII personal reflection
First and foremost, | would like to use this opportunity to put out my special thanks
to Dr. E. Poutsma, for his support and given feedback during the entire progress of me writing the
Master Thesis. Secondly, | would like to thank Prof. Dr. A.U. Saka-Helmhout, for her support and
feedback in regard to the research proposal.

During my Bachelor program in Business Administration, | wrote the Bachelor Thesis. This
Bachelor Thesis educated me about the importance of a strong theoretical foundation, and how a
Thesis is not a collection of chapters, but one big document with chapters flowing well through the
document and flowing over in each other. Since | was aware of the importance of a strong theoretical
foundation, | made sure to not rush any progress after hearing that my research proposal was
insufficient. | took the feedback | had gotten and made sure | prepared my theoretical framework
and methodology before continuing with the results. Even after that, during the analysis, | made sure
| went back to the theoretical framework as often as needed to change parts or refresh my own
knowledge.

After this came what would presumably prove to be the most difficult part of the Master
Thesis for me, the data analysis. Using an existing database, not conducted by myself, might seem
like an advantage at first. However, in practice | did not conceive this to be an advantage: Not
creating the questionnaire myself gave me zero influence on the data collection and the preparation
of the data. This resulted in having to spent many hours looking at (seemingly endless amounts of)
data, trying to clean the data up and reform the data. This proved an iterative process, it consisted of
changing, then testing, and then going back to the original most of the time, until | got it right.
Motivating myself to keep going was not easy, because | essentially spent hours at the university
working on my data, without actually typing more than a couple of sentences at a time in the Master
Thesis document. However, | managed to get the data to where | wanted it to be, and the same
process began for both the assumption-testing and the multilevel regression analysis. Multilevel
regression analysis was not easy, which made it all the more satisfactory once | managed to shape up
my work in SPSS nicely and sort out the analysis. An extra advantage to this, was that it proved very
motivational to work harder and finish everything else up.

Getting the actual results was a slight upset at first, because of the insignificancy and not
finding support for my hypothesis. But this did not last long, because | also realized the progress |
made, combined from learning much about SPSS, as well as finishing up my paper in a satisfactory
way. Add to this that the concept of employee shared ownership proved interesting and still holds
more value for me to learn about, and | can only say that | am content with my work and the paper |

have established.
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