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Abstract

In the past years, globalisation and neoliberalifimdamentally reconfigured relations
between the economy, society and the state. ThéoAkmgerican model of capitalism seems
to have become the dominant economic concept irogeurand the rest of the world.
Increasing shareholder value seems to be the mmasoriant goal for more and more
companies. However, since the mid-1960s a discusgiout the broader role of companies in
society has evolved and can be summarised in twgs:wihe emergence of managerial
capitalism has altered relations between contral awnership in companies and, hence,
leaves room for new options in business behavibdras also picked up former ideas about
the responsibilities of businesses towards othekestolders and provides a more
comprehensive basis for this kind of new behavidbe new role of companies in society has
firstly been theoretically discussed under the hepdf Corporate Social Responsibility and
has increasingly become part of practical busirstsgegies. Almost all big and more and
more medium size corporations now have specialsidns solely for the purpose of
formulating and endorsing corporate responsibpitygrams. Therefore, the nature of Anglo-
Saxon capitalism is changing on a theoretical anchstitutional level.

Simultaneously, the nature and roles of states lchemged as well, and especially in the
sphere of welfare. Some European states are eithable or unwilling to provide the
sufficient level of benefits and therefore arerigyito cut down their social expenditure. In
some respect, this means increased demands forl@oenmary and alternative options to
traditional governmental provisions. One possipild employee welfare. Companies are a
crucial component of society and influence manyeatp They can determine a nation’s as
well as person’s wealth. Employee welfare, it v argued, subsumes and defines such
activities in relation to Corporate Social Respbility that enhance and secure the wellbeing
of employees. Wellbeing will be understood in véergad terms, including psychological,

socio-psychological, and physiological issues ofeamployee’s life. This broad definition,
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firstly, is possible as employee welfare situatssli at the intersection of economy, state and
society. Secondly, employee welfare concentratea emaller number of welfare recipients

than states do and, hence, can provide differehtrare individualised benefits.

In my paper, | will briefly outline the theoreticabnception of employee welfare. The main
part will be a presentation of empirical resultsnfr research in different companies in the
United Kingdom and Germany and secondary analy$egamous surveys on work and
related job satisfaction such as WERS 2004 or Earmbeter 44.2 “Working Conditions in
the EU.” Aspects of employee welfare and measwemhance the wellbeing of employees
will become clear through using these data. It wilblve the simplicity and feasibility of
employee welfare programs, as non-monetary anchtarylimplementations such as honesty
or flexible job design are the greatest contribyfiactors to wellbeing. On the basis of those
analyses, one new development in the Anglo-Saxodehaf capitalism becomes visible and

may help to identify institutional changes in Ewgop

I ntroduction

In this presentation, employee welfare will be @aghed through Corporate Social
Responsibility and managerial capitalism. Since éheironmental conditions for economic
actions have changed companies have increasinglyhpgher attention to other stakeholders
than the shareholders. It is supposed that thesgamd a better risk management and
trustworthiness. In regard to employee welfare,iadocesponsibility could mean to
repersonalise or decommodify employees. On therdthad, it will firstly be argued that
there was a transition from the traditional ecorcanib advanced capitalist markets, which
changed the structure of companies; it also redulte a particular kind of capitalism.

Although capital and responsible behaviour is legsed on the individual person and more



on many parties, the new emerging separation betweaaership and control still allows
responsibility and non-profit oriented actions. Thmnagement board has the power to
socially responsible decisions; making such deossimight lower transactions costs which

entail labour as a factor of production too.

Corporate Social Responsibility

The phrase corporate social responsibility seemiset@ome kind of umbrella term for all
activities of a firm that go beyond the companyemomic core. It ‘is conceptualized as the
degree of “fit” between a society’s expectationghed business community and the ethics of
business.’(Zenisek 1979: 362) Jones et.al. usgative definition of social responsibility by
defining the term against shareholder value. Sa@sponsibility is ‘the notion that firms
should respond voluntarily to the needs of a ctuesticy much broader than the shareholders
alone.’(Jones and Goldberg 1982: 603) Later, Madimply defines CSR as ‘Voluntary
actions that a company may take in relation tontlamagement of social, environmental and
ethical issues.’(Mallin 2007: xiii) Although thercept of CSR is somewhat still contested
(Carroll in Epstein and Hanson 2006b: 3-30, furtgy. May et al. 2007), in an earlier
article, Carroll constructed a four dimensional ragh to CSR and suggested that the
meaning of social responsibility could be put ibtoad categories of a society’s expectations
- economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary exgtans (1979: 500). One effect of social
responsibility on a company's internal structure tiee build up of institutions and
mechanisms, which monitor those expectations (Cadreh Sproull 1996, Strand 1983,
further Allmendiger and Hinz 2002), and to behbake a “good citizen” as Heald termed it

(1961: 131).



Embeddedness

Corporate social responsibility acknowledges a amgjs embeddedness in communities
wherein a corporation posses resources, i.e. iolaadial character, to implement and change
actual policies (cf. Streeck and Thelen 2005). Eddedness stresses ‘the role of concrete
personal relations and structures (or “networkd”)soch relations in generating trust and
discouraging malfeasance.’(Granovetter 1985: 4®@novetter, amongst others, has argued
that social networks are an integral part of huifaras they provide persons with support or
valuable information, e.g. about jobs (Granovett®73, 1974). Institutional agents in these
networks, such as companies, can exchange inf@mdtetween themselves as well as
between them and the non-business community. Farthre, companies should be regarded
as interwoven with their surrounding local commigsitthrough the social relations of the
company’s members to non-members. To sum up, embedds, as used here, defines the
social connections between different agents forouar purposes. The social connections
happen in two ways: first, companies are conneatadngst themselves and they exchange
information about various issues like market depelents, legal bills, or production
processes. Second, companies are connected tarttoeireding community, either through

their members or their institutional engagemerd Bponsoring.

The concept of socially responsible behaviour igllyauncontested, often Milton Friedman’s
argument is brought forward; the only responsipitit companies is to increase profits ([first
1962] 2002, 1970). Friedman, like Hayek, stronglected the idea of state intervention and
claimed a free market. States provide the legahéwmork as well as take care of public goods
such as health care. From this point of view, tasvonder that Friedman sees the only social
responsibility for companies in the increase offigoHowever, companies have to comply to
the ‘rules of the game.” These rules comprise thmpliance to the ‘ethical custom’ of a
society (Friedman 1970). In doing so, Friedmamspg the possibility for CSR. So, for e.g.
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as the ethical custom of society seems to have gelthriowards an expectation of
sustainability, be it organic food or recyclingngeanies should embody such an expectations
of sustainability. Corporate Social Responsibitibuld be considered as a program to transfer

the changeing societal expectations into the ojperaind strategy of business.

Financial Performance and CSR

It can be asked how this rather “soft” behavioypresses itself in “hard” economic numbers
and effects on profit making. Margolis and Walskiegan overview on empirical research
which examined such relationships (2001, furthgr Abbott and Monsen 1979, Alexander
and Buchholz 1978, Fogler and Nutt 1975). Thaytale that a little more than 50 percent
of that research identifies a positive relationsfipe problem for an ultimate assessment lies
in the implementation of corporate social respahsibtself. It might be supposed that CSR
is more long-term oriented. If it is implementedtbithe business strategy in this way it might
have a positive effect on financial performanceotiner words, if CSR is not just a trend to
follow but rather an ideology of pursued sustailighin all parts of the business then it might
be positive in its impact. A study by McKinsey&Coany supports this argument; its main
thesis is that there a positive correlation betwsenior female managers and financial
performance (Desvaux et al. 2007, Mailand 2003hie€3sl 2008). However, the more
interesting argument is between the lines. Thedrighare of females in senior management
positions usually goes along with an organisati@tiaicture different than in male dominated
companies. The differences are a greater avathabiliflexible working patterns such as job-
sharing or home offices, and less conservative gemnant styles. Hence, the relationship is a

positive where these various factors come together.



The ways towards a CSR program are manifold bytarate social responsibility could be

considered as a measure of (proactive) risk manageand an issue of trustworthiness. The
debate on CSR outlines increased pressure on pg@latiical and media level as the main

causes (Bonnafous-Boucher and Pesqueux 2005,ik@std Hanson 2006a, 2006b,

Hopkins 2007, Hoskins 2005, Kotler and Lee 200@&y et al. 2007, Steiner et al. 2000).
To put it differently, companies are always acturgler a sword of Damocles — often in the
form of states’ market intervention and interestugs’ pressure (Haufler 2001: 1).

Given this background, CSR programs aim to incréasgworthiness and risk management,
e.g. in the form of greater self-regulation. Whitese two aspects very much point to the
external connections of CSR, its implementatioreuihalso pay attention to employees qua
definition (Hoskins 2005, Kotler and Lee 2005)lthdugh little can be found on the

relationship between CSR and employees in somddeks, many companies include a
separate report on employee policies in their C8Rigations (cf. e.g. Barclays 2004, BMW

2005a, 2005b, Tesco 2007). Employee welfare trighone possible way to discuss the
relationship between CSR and employees. Anyhow, isgaes of this relationship are of

concern: firstly, the appropriate, responsible tiresmt of employees might take them away
from being just another factor of production, ahds; a commodity (Giddens 1971, Polanyi
[first 1944] 2001). It might be argued that we skowransfer the proclaimed task of

traditional welfare states of decommodificationctwrporations and model CSR programs in
such a way that company employees are recognisadaasor with unique characteristics. To
put it differently, CSR programs which focus on émype welfare could be a way to re-

personalise labour and to deal with the instancesroployees being responsible for the
economic and social production (Esping-Anderser®01®aufmann 2003, Maslow 1943,

Merton 1972, Tuzzolino and Armandi 1981, Warr aldll 1975, Weber et al. 1968).

Secondly, responsible behaviour of companies @ayscreasing role for financial investors

and consciously discriminating stakeholders, likepyees, choose their to-be-employer



under such aspects (cf. e.g. Henriques and Riotiard)04, FTSE, SAM). Furthermore, as
the different stakeholders of a company do nottecasnpletely separated from each other,
there might be a flow of positive effects from og@up to another (cf. e.g. Keim 1978,

Mandell 2002).

Managerial Capitalism

Corporate social responsibility already connotesi@e enlightened version of capitalism
where shareholder interests still matter but ofhégrest groups’ concerns are taken into
account as well. It might be suggested that theepinof managerial capitalism shows ways
to combine the two. Various authors have outlinedeparation between ownership and
control for the Anglo-Saxon capitalist enterprigerle Jr. and Means [first 1932] 1962,
Chandler 1962, 1977, Marris [first 1964] 196¢ptt 1979, Williamson 1975, 1981); for
the continental European form of capitalism it ntigke suggested that this process had only
partially taken place under a different politicaldalegal framework. Berle and Means who
analysed the effect on power relations and propeghits by a changed ownership structure
had developed the first conceptualisation of manalgeapitalism. Their main argument
proclaims the separation between ownership anda@owhereby a new institutional body,
the management board, took over the functions addeship from the original owners. A
financial stake in a company has only been leadinfpwer and fewer situations to actual
control rights (Berle Jr. and Means [first 193952: 2).

Chandler picks up Berle and Means’ argument andckke the history of managerial
capitalism from the time of the US-American indigditsation (1977). He outlines several
important developments: First, the sheer size ochatompanies was unmanageable by one
single person and, second, the needed capital cmlydbe acquired by the pooling of capital
sources. Following Smith’s idea of the divisionlabour, professionals were employed to

manage particular activities within the company &émel capital came together by giving out
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shares. At this point, it seems appropriate torneback to Berle and Means and argue that an
institution had to be established to share theewhfit information from the various
departments and owners. Marris noted ‘we define ‘fthanagement” as the particular in-
group, consisting of directors and others, whideaively carries out the functions legally
vested in the board.’([first 1964] 1967: 15) Chamndiakes the argument a step further, and
develops a much broader perspective on managegthtism, by claiming that the ‘modern
business enterprise [represented by professionabgeas; F.B.] took over the functions of
coordinating flows of goods’ in the market (Chamdi©77: 1).

Ever since Smith, markets have been regarded fsegealating where demand and supply
will left undisturbed. However, if one considersttinvisible” complete market cleaning is
only possible in markets where the amounts of suppld demand are known it might be
suggested there is an agent influencing the flowsaducts to approximate a partial cleaning
at least. Managers are those who provide and dpsmduction as well as the flow of
products. There are two common theoretical imphbeet resulting from both Berle and
Means as well as Chandler. These are power anctgtalichanges.

The board and its member gain an advantage thrabghposition of being between
shareholders and the actual company. Amongst oteecsal network theory has shown that
those positions through which the most informat@as to pass are the most powerful. The
agents in such positions can decide which inforomatan travel between two otherwise
unconnected agents (cf. i.e. Jansen 2003, S@f0, 2Veyer 2000). It might be argued that
the management board is the “new powerful” becafsés capacity and ability to access
certain resources easier than others, or even @ldhtesources from them (Popitz 1986,
Scott 2001, further e.g. Mandell 2002, Olson S)961anagers know what a firm needs for
future prosperity and act accordingly. Nevertheléssough the existence of a hierarchical

structure of some kind, managers not only havepthwer on the basis of their position but



also the authority to direct operations. Their ipilo channel information is bidirectional,
they can ideally limit the information coming fraime outside to the inside and vice versa.
Although the management board is likely to have eanpower in comparison to the
company’s stakeholders, it can exercise this pamagr within the given limits; if they do the
opposite, the company might fail on the market. Eeev, this could be the entry point for the
importance of employee welfare; as it might be heotmeasure to operate within those
market limits without stretching them too much. Témergence of managerial capitalism
could serve as a precondition to non-profit oridnbehaviour. Although the management
board will try to satisfy shareholders first, besauhey are the ones who provide the needed
capital - it does have a certain power to purssiewn interests. Satisfying other stakeholders
might either be an altruistic motive in itself carpof a wider strategy, like CSR, to increase
productivity, and hence, financial return and shalger satisfaction. Scott examines the
relations in corporations in industrial societydadentifies six main issues for a theory of
industrial society; amongst those are the diffeagioins of ownership and control and the
possibility for managers acting socially resporesit$ince they are no longer constrained by
the demands of the shareholders. ... Managemesititsedf as exercising a trust or fiduciary
role on behalf of the community as a whole”.(Scd®79: 21) The new relations emerging

with managerial capitalism open up spaces for motgrily profit oriented behaviour.

In contrast, the second implication following frahve emergence of managerial capitalism is
a wider change of the organisational structure ted motive for economic actions. One
practical reason for the creation of an economitityems delivered by the concept of

transaction costs (Coase 1937, Crawford and Gt&™8, Williamson 1975, 1981). These
are centred around contract finding situations wedpotential advantages involved in them.
It will be advantageous to have more influencelmngrices of certain commodities than the

market would usually allow. This might be achievktbugh long term or repeated contracts
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on the one side and vertical integration on thesiothde. Since it has been argued that the
management board might be a visible hand on theketsgrthe internal structure of a
company might increase the advantage of integratmtnin transactions into the corporation.
After discussing transaction costs in their origjic@nceptualisation it will become visible that

they could be transferred onto work contract pesci

Transaction costs are based on two important pdittons: Firstly, there are at least two
agents who stand in continuous exchange on a méskebnd, the agents cooperate on a
contractual basis. This ‘transaction may thus hd sa occur when a good or service is
transferred across a technologically separablerfate.’(Williamson 1981: 1544) The
contracting parties can be any agent that offefsugs commodities. Hence, the approach of
transaction costs is not limited to companiesait also apply to individual persons or public
authorities. In the exchange, the,

‘allocation of factors of production between di#fat uses is determined by the price
mechanism. The price of factor A becomes highef than in Y. As a result, A moves from
Y to X until the difference between the priceslisappears.’ (Coase 1937: 387)

The problem is to know what a factor's price isjcBrevaluation can be cost and time
intensive. It would be advantageous for the bugeestablish a stable relationship with a
certain supplier, where the price finding is linditéeo a minimum, because the costs of
transaction arise from the aspects incorporatealotating the price. This mainly includes
aspects of uncertainty about the quality, the amoand future developments of the
commodity. It also includes the time for the quang negotiation process as well as the costs
for setting up the actual contract.

A company is founded to overcome this deficiencyvalt as to leverage the price mechanism
in regard of transaction costs to some extent.idrintegration, long-term commitments to

employees, and suppliers are some possibilitiesafaiding transactions costs. Firstly,
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external long-term relations are advantageous&sdhts for setting up the initial contract is
lowered or spread over consecutive situations. Qaasontract is set up the following
continuous relationship lowers the subjective o$ldisappointment. The agents know what
they can expect from the respective other. In tudmere the relationship is not continuous,
hardly any obvious advantages can be gained frammatment or internalising. The agents
must have some expectations that they will meahamad cheating will be negative (Axelrod
1984, Granovetter 1985, Williamson 1975).

The foregoing discussion sheds light on externkdtioss but the approach of transaction
costs further assumes that certain operations éllinternalised, especially if they are
reoccurring. Firms can control prices and flowspodduction factors to such an extent that
transaction costs become less important becaugeateeknown then and can be included in
accounting calculations (Coase 1937: 393, Willemsl975: 9). This might have the same
advantages like commitment has for external ratatidhe precondition for the full display of
the transaction costs’ advantage through interat@dis, which Williamson argues, is a
situation where it would be possible to control eppnistic agents by embedding them into a
network of tighter monitoring (1975).

To sum up, the approach of transaction costs cdolldw the development towards
managerial capitalism as both tend to control s of production in markets. A structural
change occurs with the increase of a company’s amk contractual relationships. While a
management board is established to ensure opeahfiod strategic ability, transaction costs
take the argument further by assuming an advanta@eerarchical and group control. The
costs arising with the exchange of commodities maxket, such as legal fees, uncertainty
and risk, can be lowered through integration orglerm commitment. The management
board has the discretionary power to make suchses, particularly on the basis of the

argued uncoupling between personal and companytiwéalconnection to the rather general
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approach through transaction costs and its irfiliakdness towards specific issues it might be

suggested to add labour to the concept of trarmsactsts.

Labour is a factor of production and a commodith@lgh one with specific characteristics
which cannot be found within other commodities.d_ither factors of production, the use of
labour should be maximised — getting the best bittwithin the natural limit. It has already
been stated that one aim in CSR is to increasetagpo. Mandell puts it in terms of an
advertisement of the company, ‘Welfare work lived not as a system to promote corporate
partnership, but as a collection of benefits demiigto “sell” the corporation to potentially
discriminating employees.’(Mandell 2002: 10) Altlglhh Mandell describes the professional
turn of welfare work from women to men, it can heerfered that corporations became aware
of “thinking” and rational acting current and cotdd-employees respectively. Each query for
an employee bears cost for the company. Are théeate@ersons available on the labour
market? Which qualifications do they posses? Amaptitors courting the supposed-to-be-
employee (e.g. Burt 1995)? Furthermore, how whié thew employee behave in the
company? After finding an appropriate candidategm@tract has to be negotiated; determining
but not too restrictive. Both partners need somacspfor manoeuvre in case of future
problematic situations. It is advisable that a campshould stay with an employee for a
certain time. In economic terms, as long as castsafreplacement of the old employee are
lower than the costs for finding and integrating thew employee. Replacement costs are
rising with the duration of employment, as firm-cie knowledge — better habitus - is
transferred, which is not readily available on tharket. To sum it up, employee welfare
benefits might be one measure to sweeten an engdogy with the company. Maybe he or
she would get a higher salary in another firm kattthe same benefits, which then could be

the deciding factor (i.e. Volkswagen 2003).
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Empirical Evidences

So far, | have outlined approaches to employeeanekand tried to position it as an option to
traditional welfare states. Firstly, although CS& widely debated and no uncontested
definition exists, it can be concluded that CSRIgleath a company’s behaviour in regard of
various and diverse stakeholders. Responsibiliggg@ms result from a higher need for
trustworthiness and risk management. One posititeome of CSR programs is the higher
reputation a company may gain from the repersatadis of employees. Secondly, the
separation of ownership and control was seen asseary for allowing companies to pursue a
responsible strategy in regard of their employéa®ater discretionary power in daily and
mid-term business enables professional managexst toot only in pure shareholder interests
but also for all stakeholders.

However, there remains the question of what measacéually produce effects that might
match theoretical assumptions. In the last sectlowill therefore present results from
secondary analyses of the Euorbarometer 44.2 (teré&B 44.2) 1996 “Working Conditions
in the EU”, the Eurobarometer 56.1 (hereafter EBLpB001 “Social Exclusion and Future of
Pension Systems”, and the International Social &uriProgram (hereafter ISSP) 2005
“Working Conditions 3 Wave” (ISSP 2005, Mohedano-Brethes 2001 [EB 5&eif and
Marlier 2001 [EB 44.2]). The analyses will focus possible effects of CSR on wellbeing
and will provide a comparison first of females andles and second of Germany and Great
Britain.

The three datasets consists of between ¢5.000 WBwometer 56.1) and 10.000
(Eurobarometers 44.2, ISSP) people in employmeh fsome of the current EU member
states. The files were prepared for the analysisrbgting indicator variables, e.g. for work-
life balance, attitudes towards management, orsgrurity. There is one dependent variable
“wellbeing” in each estimation. In general, it caims various variables on job satisfaction

and the psychological perception of the job. Unioately, only the Eurobarometer 44.2
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contained variables measuring health related asp&bese were days of absence because of
ill-health and number of diseases resulting frora jbb; both have been included into
wellbeing.. The two other datasets did not contain such variable. All dependent variables
in the three files are measured on a three catsagandinal scale from lowest to highest.
However, it has to be noted that corporate soesponsibility is hard to measure as it is more
like a policy. From the datasets, it is impossitalecome to conclusions about the company
and its policies regarding CSR. Therefore, | datite take the following variables as a
measurement for CSR: quality of relations betweamagement and employees; elements of
decommodification such as flexible work patternsl am undisturbed work-life balance;
involvement and participation; equality; and abseatdiscrimination or stress. Each dataset
contains around 5 further variables for which themeno equivalents in the respective others.
It should be noted that this operationalisatiom&mplete and would need further variables

for a complete picture.

EB 44.2, CSR Model Estimation (coefficients)

General Male Female DE GB
Sector private 0,071 0,165% -0,006 0,103 -0,351%
Supervision 1-5 -0,022 -0,083 0,067 -0,081 0,481%
Supervision 6-9 -0,036 -0,207 0,328 0,060 -0,141
Supervision 10+ -0,381*%*  -0,451*** -0,244  -0,505% -0,208
Work pace dep on few others 0,36R** 0,499** 0,200 0,661 0,453
Mainly/only others 1,117*F  1157**| 1,136**| 2,207** 1 852**
Adjust. Work conditions (no-high -0,335**  -0,270** -0,406*** -0,278 -0,529
Pace few others*Adjust 0,113 0,087 0,137 -0,041 0,38(
Pace only others*Adjust 0,0[79 0,09d 0,03d -0,433 -0,218
Able modify workplace (no/yes) -0,476** -0,495***| -0,457***| -0,452***| -0,554***
Training (in days) less than 5 -0,016 -0,113 0,055 -0,076 -0,310
Training 5-9 -0,098 -0,108 -0,093 0,280 -0,091
Training 10-19 -0,193* -0,245% -0,109 -0,23( -0,363
Training 20-29 -0,095 -0,1772 -0,018 0,923 -0,356
Training 30-39 -0,142 -0,2072 -0,054 -0,171 -0,015
Training 40-49 0,530 0,444 0,743 3,090** 0,629
Training 50-74 0,232 -0,008 0,443 0,418 -0,834
Training 75-99 0,547 0,889 -0,389 0,913 2,437
Training 100+ 0,445* 0,234 0,667 0,580 -0,4572
Equality more for men 0,508*1* 0,510***| 0,530***| 0,551** 0,611**

15



Equality more for women 0,353*t* 0,806***| 0,241** -0,293 0,399
Equality other 0,618**F  0,740*** 0,395 -0,444 0,881
Discrimination (no/yes) 0,820*f*  0,786***| (0,839*** 0,501% 1,198***
Work risk well informed 0,269**F  0,304***|  0,252** 0,225 -0,247
badly informed 0,844*F  (0,792***| (,875*** 0,764 0,362
very badly informed 0,930*  0,977***| 0,871*** 0,645 1,252%
Extra salary (no/yes) 0,351**  0,440%** 0,239% 0,009 0,056
Risk well inf.*Extra salary 0,130 0,076 0,168 0,497 0,874
Risk badly inf.*Extra salary -0,018 -0,041 0,068 0,311 1,021
Risk v. badly inf.*Extra salary -0,172 -0,366 0,087 0,629 -0,087
Exchange with others (no/yes) 0,227¢** 0,200***| (0,251*** 0,160 0,249
Options for leave (no/yes) -0,117** -0,109 -0,127 -0,304% -0,369
Threshold High/Average -1,307*F*  -1,120%**| -1,510%**| -1,479*** -2 046**
Threshold Average/Low 1,671**  1,034%**| 1 397***| 1 527*** 1,639%
p 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,00(
N 9.075 5.147 3.92§ 1.165 699
R2 0,145 0,152 0,146 0,152 0,221
*** n<0.001] **p<0.01] *p<0.05

EB 56.1, CSR Model Estimation (coefficients)

General Male Female DE GB
Years employed (1-35+) -0,051 -0,008| -0,098* -0,087 -0,098
Part time (Yes/No) 0,051 -0,430 0,201 -0,461 -0,118
Private/Public -0,088 -0,147 -0,009| -0,493* 0,418
Lay off and pressure (Not, 1/2, 2/2) 0,026 -0,007 0,090 0,012 0,372
Chance for involvement quite true 0,421 0,678* 0,048 1,333 -2,707*
Chance for involvement little true 1,047*** 1,255%** 0,735 1,660 0,643
Chance for involvement not true 0,987** 1,288** 0,527 -0,072 -0,878
Job is secure (V. true-Not really) 0,473*** 0,510*** 0,376* 0,714* -0,165
Chance for involvement gfe true *
Job is secure -0,048 -0,152 0,115 -0,383 1,427*
Chance for involvement little true
Job is secure -0,224 -0,322 -0,063 -0,424 -0,076
Chance for involvement not true ¥
Job is secure -0,080 -0,167 0,080 0,301 0,952
Interesting job (V. True-Not at all 0,604*** 0,632*** (0,672*** (0,532* 0,831***
Management Support (V. True-Npt
true) 0,155*** 0,158** 0,153* 0,176 0,238
Average pressure at work 0,263 0,216 0,310 -0,473 -0,027
High pressure at work 0,429 0,517 0,441 0,706 0,996
Life satisfaction overall (V.
Satisfied-V. Dissatisfied) 0,671*** 0,674**| 0,690*** 0,458 0,764
Average pressure at work * Life
satisfaction overall -0,153 -0,147 -0,151 0,238 0,171
High pressure at work by Life
satisfaction overall -0,116 -0,138 -0,129 -0,119 -0,232
Flexibility at job (Low-High) -0,154** -0,098] -0,214* -0,002 -0,453
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Average Commitment -0,286 -0,527 0,055 -1,975 -0,851
High Commitment -0,807* -0,868 -0,610 -2,555 -0,691
Promotion in own company (Str.
Agree-Str. Disagree) 0,102 0,166 0,061 -0,360 0,070
Average Commitment * Promotion
in own company -0,049 -0,002 -0,117 0,363 0,104
High Commitment * Promotion in
own company -0,107 -0,169 -0,084 0,211 -0,138
Job situation now and last 5 years
(Increase-Same) 0,131* 0,124 0,160 0,203 0,362
Management-Employee Relations
(Low-High) -0,508***|  -0,534*** -0,499*** -0,864*** -0,885**
Verbal abuse (Always-NA) -0,021 -0,047 0,020 -0,228 0,149
Work-life sometimes disturbed 0,102 -0,058 0,394 -1,627 3,612*
Work-life hardly ever disturbed -0,275 -0,223 -0,276 -1,542 3,026
Work-life never disturbed -0,390 -0,397 -0,204 -2,155 3,226
Generally bad wellbeing (No-More
than usual 0,571* 0,571* 0,609* 0,387 2,343*
Work-life sometimes disturbed *
general bad wellbeing -0,290 -0,191 -0,473 -0,125|  -1,796*
Work-life hardly ever disturbed *
general bad wellbeing -0,210 -0,274 -0,176 -0,094 -1,438
Work-life never disturbed * genergl
bad wellbeing -0,230 -0,333 -0,237 0,332 -1,711
Pref. Pension Scheme (State-
Private) -0,128* -0,040] -0,229** 0,084 -0,148
Threshold High/Average -7,049*** -7, 081*** -6,856*** -2,719***-12 302***
Threshold Average/Low -1,095%**  -0,902*** -1,077*** 4,075*** -4,752***
p 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
N 4.610 2.601 2.009 586 384
r2 0,268 0,284 0,255 0,353 0,405
*** n<0.001] **p<0.01] *p<0.05

ISSP, CSR Model Estimation (coefficients)

General Male Female DE GB
Children (No/Yes) -0,003 0,149 -0,207 0,843 -0,3472
Choice of free time for fam.,
friends, leisure (More-Same-Less) -0,350*** -0,428***| -0,267** -0,118 -0,2085
Children * choice free time for
fam., friends, leisure -0,002 0,168 -0,165 -0,754 -0,488
Challenging job (High-Low) 1,039  1,094***| 0,993***| 1,246***| 0,966***
Job average helpful to others -0,5p3*  -0,458 -0,613% -0,670 -0,8664
Job less helpful to others -0,149  -0,090 -0,217 -0,89§ -2,571
Commitment to employer (V.
High/V. Low) 0,331*** 0,332***| (,331*** 0,342 0,430
Job average helpful to others *
Commitment 0,211** 0,180 0,248 0,355 0,179
Job less helpful to others 0,271** 0,219 0,327*** 0,468 1,214
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Commitment

Flexible job (High-Low) 0,253**1  0,390*** 0,109 0,345 0,594

Children by flexible job (High-Low -0,05¢ -0,252 0,140 -0,084 0,427

Male/Female -0,074 0,149 -0,375

Imbalance work family (High-Low 0,009 0,033 0,063 0,125 0,301

Female * imbalance work family 0,076 -0,107 0,134

Job interferes with family (Always-

Never) -0,602**  -0,627***| -0,576***| -0,513** -1,165***

Usefulness of past work experience

for job (None-Very) -0,055 -0,094% -0,021 -0,061 -0,037

Job loosing, worry to some extent -1,05[1** -0,818 -1,283% -0,704 -4,764

Job loosing, worry a little -1,212*%%* -1,301% -1,181% -1,315 -5,331

Job loosing, worry not at all -1,404** -1,255%  -1,586** -1,888§ -3,435

Relatons management (V. Good/

Bad) 0,384 0,419*  0,348** 0,333 0,307

Job loss, worry to some extent *

relations management -0,025 -0,159 0,088 -0,193 -0,118

Job loss, worry a little * relations

management -0,003 -0,061 0,059 0,057 -0,103

Job loss, worry not at all * relations

management 0,043 -0,074 0,148 0,340 -0,25(0

Relations to workmates (V.

Good/V. Bad) 0,228*** 0,216***| 0,249*** 0,427 0,670%

Securing employment strategies (V.

High/V. Low) -0,1871 -0,224 -0,1664 -0,023 -0,413

Job loss, worry to some extent *

securing employment 0,236* 0,297 0,200 0,114 0,836

Job loss, worry a little * securing

employment 0,151 0,248 0,074 0,014 0,815

Job loss, worry not at all * securing

employment 0,049 0,113 0,010 0,007 0,206

Supervisory function (Yes/No) -0,220%* -0,305*** -0,129 -0,117 -0,284

Union member/non member -0,013 -0,016 -0,017 0,147 -0,117

Threshold High/Average -2,901** -2, 960***| -2,820***| -0,816***| -6,748***

Threshold Average/Low 3,027**  3,028**| 3,077**| 5,872**| (,429%**

p 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000

N 9.497 4,644 4,853 681 416

r2 0,251 0,244 0,254 0,274 0,364
*** n<0.001] ** p<0.01 * p<0.05

General Comparison

The level of adjusting work conditions and the ifptio modify them have the single highest
positive influence on wellbeing in all three datas&Vith them goes the absence of worries
about the job and pressures at work, i.e. resuftioigp the pace. Interestingly, a supervisory

function of at least ten other employees producemsitive effect in the EB 44.1 which
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suggests a certain recognition of the company ipleyees’ ability to work independently in
teams. The level of involvement indirectly confirthés positive relationship in the two other
datasets. In combination with the perceived jolussg however, it is possible to say that it
will be beneficial and lower anxieties about a passjob loss. It also partially suggests the
concept of small working groups, but this cannot dseertained with the information
available.

The rather negative influence of inequality to theour of either sex might be outlined and
suggests that CSR programs for the promotion ofkamy of equality are beneficial; absence
of verbal abuse (EB 56.1) is also positive assediatith wellbeing. From the remainder of
the variables it might be suggested that non-welited feelings play a crucial role in work
itself and only the right balance between work pnidate life will result in higher wellbeing.
E.g. if someone feels generally quite bad it wéllhore positive if there is no disturbance of

the work-life balance which would add even moréhmalready existent anxieties.

Comparison Females and Males

Females and males similarly experience most vasabl the three datasets and occasional
dissimilarities are often quite small in respectied coefficients. The estimates will generally
follow the main models in their trends. Howevemr Supervisory function over 6 to 9 other
employees stands out first for EB 44.2 because lemmaill have a lower chance of positive
wellbeing. This can neither be rejected nor vaédaty a dichotomous supervision variable in
the ISSP. Second, there is a difference in the &£B Between females and males in the effect
on wellbeing by the interaction between bad risformation and some form of extra
remuneration. If males are very badly informed alpmssible working risks but receive some
kind of extra payment they will have a higher wellig than their female co-workers. It

might be supposed that females perceive compensdtiterently and take non-monetary
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issues more into account. However, this effectoisexplicitly reoccurring in the EB 56.1 or
the ISSP. Although men have a higher wellbeing twamen in the EB 56.1 if they work
fulltime and see the chance for promotion in thairrent job, in both surveys men will
experience a positive effect on wellbeing by soffasures like involvement. This is partially
backed up by their higher commitment in comparisbfemales. Third, females will have a
lower wellbeing if their work-life balance is sormeés disturbed. It might be assumed that all
continuous disturbance is not beneficial but léssssful because living can be adjusted while
a one on-off disturbance is less foreseeable &g, imore stressful. It should be mentioned
that this is a tentative conclusion and would heovée examined more closely. Finally, the
most outstanding are probably having children andunt of worry about a job, although in
both cases the dissimilarities are rather smallm&to will have lower wellbeing if they have
children coupled with a less flexible job. It mighe¢ argued that this proves the argument of

the double burden for women as well as connedisetd/cKinsey study.

Comparison Germany and Great Britain

Both Germany and Great Britain show marginal déferes; but it can generally be noted that
British employees seems to be more affected bygdsam rather soft measures while the
opposite is the case for German employees. Thisreadly confirmed by other model
estimations. Nonetheless, there are a few majaindirities between the two countries in
the three datasets and the resulting CSR estinsat®oth countries differ from the general
estimations in a negative way, in other words #ikeo countries, if the pace of work is mainly
or only dependent on other rather than on the iddal employee themselves. It suggests a
higher emphasis on the individual instead of ctiNecdetermination than in the rest of the
EU. Again, the interaction with the level of adjusints of work conditions balances the

negative effect and closes the gap to the redteoElJ. While this effect is produced in the
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EB 44.2 the remaining two datasets partially revbalhigher preference for involvement in
the case of German employees in comparison to thistB Both are the exact opposite for
such variables, measuring involvement or partiaguatThis might be explained by a wider
presence of collective representation in Germamyhis regard, the negative effect of union
membership on British employees’ wellbeing in t&SP is not surprising. Furthermore, in
the ISSP dataset job worries will produce the @sadissimilarities between the two
countries. If British employees have to worry atlwir wellbeing will be decreased by almost
6.0. It might be asked whether that difference tisibaitable to more favourable labour
agreements for German employees who might have awywess. The last dissimilarity
appears in the combination of job related worried atrategies to secure the employment.
These two together can increase a British emplsyeellbeing by a difference of around 1.0
in comparison to German employees.

The next dissimilarity lies in the preferential atment of a certain sex. Germans are
seemingly more relaxed if women or others are gwéority over men. The gap is up to 2.0,
with German employees having a higher chance d¢ihfgéetter than British. If the aspect of
discrimination is taken into account, where Britisbuld feel worse, it might be suggested
that British law is more grounded in employees’ smousness and perception of their
workplace, and Germans in turn, are less awarésofichinatory situations which preferential
treatment might be a part of. From the model atisegjuestion why British employees see a
lower imbalance between work and private life agatige. No rational answer can be given
to this, it might only be suggested that the negatnpact occurs if the private life takes over
work. But this is interfered from the analysis b&tISSP dataset which showed this kind of
work-obsession for British employees. The aspecbahg a parent will lower German
employees’ wellbeing. This could point to worseldtare facilities in Germany. However, it
also underlines the assumption in regard to Brigstployees that they maintain the same

wellbeing if there is a way to adjust their privéitees. It might partially be confirmed by the
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interaction between having children and flexiblerkuag patterns. If British employees have
children, but flexible arrangements are unavaildolethem, their wellbeing decreases in

comparison German employees.

Conclusion

In this paper, it has been argued that there séerbs a shift by companies towards more
responsible behaviour. Through higher pressurddigs NGOs, the media and various other
agents companies face a higher uncertainty in titeomes of their actions. To ensure
competitiveness in the future companies have totesgecifically targeted programs such as
under the umbrella of CSR. This measure deals with impact on the non-business
community and incorporates them into the businésdegly. More and more companies set
up separate divisions whose primary purpose iotmidlate means and goals. It has been
argued that we should put more emphasis on empogeeause that step might help to
increase a company’s efficiency within the givenrkea limits. Doing so employees will
become repersonalised and show a higher commitrhibase CSR programs are often cheap
and easy to implement as the greatest contribdiéicprs to higher employee wellbeing are
soft ones like flexible working patterns or a raexvorking environment. Additionally, these
programs will hardly conflict with the increase sifareholder value, which has already been
outbalanced as a goal by the appearance of maakgapitalism and a different power
structure. Taking these things together, capitaisems to be changing and developing into a

more enlightened version. Employee welfare mighifone part of this process.
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