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Abstract 
Nowadays in Europe women do not have lower education as compared to men but at the 
same time they are often less advantaged in making their career. The study aims at 
comparison of female and male work values and job preferences that in a way reflect 
achievement motivation in their professional activity. We will also take into account 
individual gender attitudes as predictors of job preferences of men and women.  The 
dataset is the fifth wave of European Social Survey (2010). Multilevel regression modeling 
is used. According to the results, women are less satisfied with different aspects of theirs 
job and have lower achievement motivation. The impact of gender attitudes is stronger for 
women than for men. The difference between men and women in work values and job 
preferences is stronger is countries with the higher level of subjective gender inequality. 
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Introduction, research question, hypothesis 
Traditionally, men are considered to be the breadwinners, while woman’s main social role 
concerns taking care of children and the household. However, today the difference between 
gender roles is becoming less clear. Transition to more egalitarian gender equality 
attitudes is one of the key aspects of modernization process (Inglehart and Welzel 2010; 
Welzel 2013). In most of the European countries, childcare institutions and services make 
the household burden easier, and the traditional life pattern centered on marriage and 
having kids is more often regarded as only one of the possible alternatives. 
Women gain wider access to education and labor market. In Europe women do not have 
lower education as compared to men and even achieve better results (Warrington et. al 
2000; Duckworth and Seligman 2006; Vantieghem and Van Houtte 2015). However, 
despite the fact that women do not have lower education as compared to men they are 
often less advantaged in making their career (Figueiredo et al. 2015). In other words, 
although women manage to have rather higher level of human capital, they are unable to 
make full use of it in their professional activity. Hence, insufficient usage of female human 
capital hinders economic development. The cause of insufficient usage of women’s human 
capital largely lies in structure of their work values and job preferences because they have 
to take into other spheres of life. 
There are several possible explanations of less advantages for women in making the career. 
First, women quite often face discrimination. The following forms of discrimination could 
be distinguished: 

 glass-ceiling effect (Johnston and Lee 2012; Yap and Konrad 2009): women are less 
likely to receive higher than certain amount of salary: 

                                                        
1 The reported study was supported by RFBR, research project No. 16-36-00373 мол_a. 



 sticky floors effect: women tend to be promoted out of the lowest positions to the 
next t level slower than men (Yap and Konrad 2009). 

The second reason is that women still have different motivation. Although they share 
egalitarian gender attitudes, they still attach more attention to their family and make less 
efforts to achieve something in their career. Women report more job satisfaction than men. 
“This ‘‘female advantage’’ in job satisfaction has been labeled a ‘‘gender paradox’’ (Clark et 
al. 1996) because it is inconsistent with the material and status disadvantages that women 
still experience in the workplace”. Women tend to report more intrinsic motivation, 
whereas men report more extrinsic motivation (Magee 2015). Intrinsic motivation is less 
dependent upon promotion and wage. 
Furthermore, representation of women in male professions is higher than representation 
of man in female professions. The prestige of female positions is still lower. Also still 
negative attitudes are widespread when men are doing female work. Also “stay-at-home 
fathers” perceive more losses in career and income than do “stay-at-home mothers” (Croft 
et al. 2015). 
To sum up, despite the fact that more and more women make career and try to achieve 
something in professional life, men are still not eager to occupy female roles for a number 
of reasons. Sometimes it is difficult to draw a distinction between gender discrimination 
and individual characteristics. In other words, it is not quite clear whether women have 
lower positions because of discrimination or because of their aspiration (Budig and 
England 2001). 
The achievement motivation is likely depend upon the general value systems of individual. 
Attitudes towards gender equality form one of the key forms of values that influence the 
specific behavior in the labor market.  
The current study aims at comparison of female and male work values and job preferences 
that in a way reflect achievement motivation in their professional activity. Individual 
gender attitudes are also taken into account. 
 
Hypotheses 

 Women with more egalitarian gender attitudes tend to have assess more negatively 
their opportunities for advancement and freedom at job compared to men and 
women with more traditional gender attitudes. 

 Women with more egalitarian gender attitudes tend to attach more importance to 
opportunity to use initiative at one’s job .  

 On macro level, we suppose that the lower is gender inequality index (GII) and the 
more egalitarian average gender attitudes in a country are, the less discrepancy 
between female and male job preferences is. 

 

Data and methods 
For our research, multilevel regression modeling is a relevant method because we have to 
distinguish two levels of analysis (Hox, 2010; Snijders and Bosker, 1999).  In our case, 
individuals are nested in countries. Hence, we point out level 1 (individual level) and level 
2 (country level).  The dataset is the fifth wave of European Social Survey because it 
comprises a battery of questions of work values. Only employed are included into analysis. 
Cross-cultural dataset allows us to disclose both individual and country level predictors of 
female and male work values and job preferences.  
 
The main variables are as follows: 
Dependent variables 



 Using initiative as work value: “Important in choosing job: Job enabled you to use 
own initiative”, 5-item scale. 

 
 Freedom at job2: “how much the management at your work allows you to decide  

a) how your own daily work is organised? 
b) to influence policy decisions about the activities of the organisation? 
c)  to choose or change your pace of work?”. 

 
 Opportunities for advancement: “My opportunities for advancement are good”, 5-

item scale (1 – agree strongly, 5 – disagree strongly). 
 
Independent variables: 
Individual level: 

 Gender 
 Gender attitudes: “When jobs are scarce, men should have more right a job than 

women” (5-point scale) 
 
Country level: 

 Gender inequality index (GII)3 – objective indicator of gender equality  
 Mean gender attitudes in a country – subjective indicator of gender equality in a 

country 
 
Controls: 

 Employment type: employed, self-employed or working for family business 
 Education: 3 groups 
 Marital status 
 Children 
 Religiosity: how religious are you? 
 Age, age squared 

Results 
Ability to use initiative 
In Table 1 multilevel regression models for importance of using initiative are displayed. 
Table 1 
Results of multilevel regressions for opportunity to use initiative as an important 
characteristic of job, ESS 2010 

 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Female -0.063
***

 -0.227
***

 -0.063
***

 -0.033 -0.063
***

 -0.267
***

 

 
(0.012) (0.038) (0.012) (0.025) (0.012) (0.084) 

Gender attitudes 0.052
***

 0.031
***

 0.051
***

 0.052
***

 0.051
***

 0.052
***

 

 
(0.005) (0.007) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

Degree of religiosity 0.006
***

 0.006
***

 0.006
***

 0.006
***

 0.006
***

 0.006
***

 

 
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

                                                        
2Each of the variables was measured by 11 item scale.  The indicators were standardized from zero to one, 
summed up and divided by three.  For the testing of measurement invariance, we ran exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA) pooled sample and for all countries separately. These items belong to the same factor and thus 
could be united in one index. 
3 http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/gender-inequality-index -2010 
 



Age -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

 
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Age squared -0.00004 -0.00004 -0.00004 -0.00004 -0.00004 -0.00004 

 
(0.00004) (0.00004) (0.00004) (0.00004) (0.00004) (0.00004) 

Not married -0.006 -0.007 -0.006 -0.005 -0.006 -0.005 

 
(0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.013) (0.013) 

No children in household -0.005 -0.005 -0.005 -0.005 -0.004 -0.005 

 
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 

Medium education 0.220
***

 0.221
***

 0.221
***

 0.221
***

 0.221
***

 0.221
***

 

 
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

High education 0.509
***

 0.509
***

 0.509
***

 0.509
***

 0.509
***

 0.509
***

 

 
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) 

Self-employed 0.396
***

 0.396
***

 0.397
***

 0.396
***

 0.397
***

 0.397
***

 

 
(0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 

Working for own family 

business 
0.268

***
 0.271

***
 0.268

***
 0.268

***
 0.268

***
 0.267

***
 

 
(0.051) (0.051) (0.051) (0.051) (0.051) (0.051) 

Female*GA 
 

0.044
***

 
    

  
(0.010) 

    

GII 
  

-2.183
***

 -2.079
***

 
  

   
(0.566) (0.571) 

  

Female*GII 
   

-0.197 
  

    
(0.149) 

  

GA country level 
    

0.277
***

 0.247
***

 

     
(0.094) (0.095) 

Female*GA country level 
     

0.058
**

 

      
(0.024) 

Constant 3.556
***

 3.630
***

 3.895
***

 3.876
***

 2.592
***

 2.690
***

 

 
(0.096) (0.098) (0.126) (0.127) (0.341) (0.343) 

Observations 22,723 22,723 22,723 22,723 22,723 22,723 

Log Likelihood -28,777.120 -28,766.760 -28,771.230 -28,770.350 -28,773.390 -28,770.380 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 57,582.240 57,563.520 57,572.460 57,572.690 57,576.790 57,572.760 

Bayesian Inf. Crit. 57,694.680 57,683.990 57,692.920 57,701.190 57,697.260 57,701.260 

ICC 0.092 0.092 0.060 0.060 0.070 0.070 

Note: ***p <.01, ** p <.05, * p <.1 (2-tailed tests). 

Unstandardized coefficients are presented. 

 
In model 1 individual characteristics are included. As expected, for women using initiative 
at job as less important than for men. Those who share egalitarian gender attitudes assess 
opportunity to use initiative as less important.  
In model 2 we add interaction effect between gender and gender attitudes. The marginal 
effect of gender on importance of using initiative is illustrated in figure 1. On axe X, you can 



see the mean level of importance of using initiative for the different level of gender 
attitudes. On axe Y, the marginal effect of gender on importance of using initiative is 
presented. For women with traditional gender attitudes using initiative at the job is lower 
compared to women with egalitarian gender attitudes. For men, the difference between 
those who have traditional gender attitudes and egalitarian gender attitudes is weaker.  

 

Figure 1. Importance of using initiative. Interaction between gender and gender attitudes 
 
After looking at models with individual effects we look at In Model 3 we add GII which 
reflects the objective state of gender inequality in a country. Adding GII improves the 
quality of the model (ICC=0.060 compared to ICC=0.092 in Model 1).  In the countries with 
higher GII the opportunity to use initiative is less important as a job characteristic. In 
model 4 we add the interaction effect between GII and gender which is insignificant.  
In model 5 we include the mean level of gender attitudes in a country which mainly reflects 
the subjective assessment of gender equality in a country. Mean level of gender attitudes in 
a country also improves the quality of the model (ICC=0.070 compared to ICC=0.092 in 
model 1). In countries with more egalitarian gender attitudes the opportunity to use 
initiative at job is more important. 
In model 6 we add the cross-level interaction effect between gender and the mean level of 
gender attitudes in the country. This interaction effect turned out to be significant. The 
marginal effect of gender on importance of using initiative is illustrated in figure 2. For 
women opportunity to use initiative is less important than for men. However, for countries 
with egalitarian gender attitudes the difference between genders is insignificant. 



 
Figure 2. Effect of gender upon using initiative in countries with different mean gender 
attitudes 
 
Regarding control variables, their effect is the same in all the models. Medium and higher 
education result in attaching more importance to using initiative at one’s job (the effect of 
higher education is more than two times stronger). For those who are self-employed or 
work for own family business using initiative at job is more important than for those who 
are full-timers. What is interesting, higher religiosity contributes to the higher importance 
of using initiative at one’s job. The effects of marital status, children at household, age and 
age squared are insignificant. 
 
Freedom at job 
In table 2 multilevel regression models for freedom at job are displayed. 

Table 2 
Results of multilevel regressions for satisfaction with freedom at job, ESS 2010 

 

 
Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12 

Female -0.028*** -0.027** -0.028*** -0.022*** -0.028*** -0.090*** 

 
(0.004) (0.012) (0.004) (0.008) (0.004) (0.026) 

Gender attitudes 0.012*** 0.012*** 0.012*** 0.012*** 0.012*** 0.012*** 

 
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

Degree of religiosity 0.003*** 0.003*** 0.003*** 0.003*** 0.003*** 0.003*** 

 
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Age 0.007*** 0.007*** 0.007*** 0.007*** 0.007*** 0.007*** 

 
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Age squared -0.0001*** -0.0001*** -0.0001*** -0.0001*** -0.0001*** -0.0001*** 

 
(0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001) (0.00001) 

Not married -0.019*** -0.019*** -0.019*** -0.019*** -0.019*** -0.019*** 

 
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 



No children in household -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.011*** 

 
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Medium education 0.074*** 0.074*** 0.074*** 0.074*** 0.074*** 0.074*** 

 
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

High education 0.191*** 0.191*** 0.191*** 0.191*** 0.191*** 0.191*** 

 
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Self-employed 0.472*** 0.472*** 0.471*** 0.471*** 0.472*** 0.472*** 

 
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

Working for own family 
business 

0.382*** 0.382*** 0.382*** 0.382*** 0.382*** 0.382*** 

 
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) 

Female*gender attitudes 
 

-0.0002 
    

  
(0.003) 

    

GII 
  

-0.818*** -0.798*** 
  

   
(0.161) (0.162) 

  

Female*GII 
   

-0.037 
  

    
(0.045) 

  

GA country level 
    

0.145*** 0.136*** 

     
(0.020) (0.020) 

Female*GA country level 
     

0.018** 

      
(0.007) 

Constant 0.137*** 0.137*** 0.264*** 0.261*** -0.368*** -0.338*** 

 
(0.028) (0.029) (0.036) (0.036) (0.074) (0.075) 

Observations 22,891 22,891 22,891 22,891 22,891 22,891 

Log Likelihood -1,831.579 -1,831.577 -1,822.567 -1,822.227 -1,817.259 -1,814.272 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 3,691.158 3,693.154 3,675.134 3,676.454 3,664.518 3,660.545 

Bayesian Inf. Crit. 3,803.697 3,813.732 3,795.711 3,805.070 3,785.096 3,789.161 

ICC 0.010 0.010 0.052 0.052 0.035 0.035 

Note: ***p <.01, ** p <.05, * p <.1 (2-tailed tests). 

Unstandardized coefficients are presented. 

 
In model 7 individual-level variables are taken as predictors. Women evaluate job freedom 
more negatively compared to men whereas those who have more egalitarian gender 
attitudes increase tend to assess job freedom more positively. In model 8 we add 
interaction effect between gender and gender attitudes which turned out to be 
insignificant. 
In model 9 we add GII as country-level predictor. The quality of model 9 is better than the 
quality of model 7 (ICC goes down from 0.010 to 0.052). Higher GII leads to more negative 
assessment of freedom at job. The interaction effect between gender and GII is again 
insignificant (model 10). 
In model 11 we look at the effect of the mean gender attitudes in a country. Adding mean 
gender attitudes also improves the quality of the model (ICC=0.035 compared to ICC=0.010 



in Model 7). The more egalitarian are gender attitudes in a country, the more positively is 
evaluated freedom at job 
In model 12 we add the cross-level interaction effect between gender and the mean level of 
gender attitudes in the country. In this case the interaction is significant. The marginal 
effect of gender on assessment of job freedom is illustrated in figure 3. Women assess their 
freedom at job more negatively compared to men. At the same time the discrepancy 
between men and women is bigger in countries with more traditional gender attitudes. 

 
Figure 3. Effect of gender upon using initiative in countries with different mean gender 
attitudes 
 
The effect of control variables is almost the same in all the models. Those who have 
medium and especially higher education evaluate job freedom more positively.  Being self-
employed or working for own family business quite expectedly leads to more positive 
assessment of job freedom. In contrast, those who are not married and do not have 
children in the household tend to evaluate job freedom more negatively. Age is positively 
associated with job freedom whereas the association between age squared and job 
freedom is negative. Higher religiosity leads to more positive assessment of job freedom. 
 
Dissatisfaction with opportunities for advancement 
In table 3 multilevel regression results for dissatisfaction with opportunities for 
advancement are demonstrated. 
Table 3 
Results of multilevel regressions for dissatisfaction with opportunities for 
advancement, ESS 2010 
 

 
Model 13 Model 14 Model 15 Model 16 Model 17 Model 18 

Female 0.166*** 0.080 0.165*** 0.213*** 0.165*** -0.002 

 
(0.016) (0.051) (0.016) (0.034) (0.016) (0.114) 

Gender attitudes 0.015** 0.004 0.016** 0.017** 0.016** 0.017** 

 
(0.007) (0.010) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) 

Degree of -0.012*** -0.012*** -0.012*** -0.012*** -0.012*** -0.012*** 



religiosity 

 
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

Age 0.024*** 0.025*** 0.025*** 0.025*** 0.024*** 0.025*** 

 
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

Age squared -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 

 
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) 

Not married 0.052*** 0.052*** 0.052*** 0.054*** 0.052*** 0.053*** 

 
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

No children at 
household 

-0.012 -0.012 -0.012 -0.013 -0.012 -0.012 

 
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

Medium education -0.128*** -0.127*** -0.128*** -0.128*** -0.128*** -0.128*** 

 
(0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) 

High education -0.364*** -0.363*** -0.364*** -0.364*** -0.364*** -0.364*** 

 
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) 

Self-employed -0.777*** -0.772*** -0.782*** -0.787*** -0.782*** -0.783*** 

 
(0.254) (0.254) (0.254) (0.254) (0.254) (0.254) 

Working for own 
family business 

-0.325 -0.328 -0.327 -0.321 -0.331 -0.334 

 
(0.467) (0.467) (0.467) (0.467) (0.467) (0.467) 

Female*gender 
attitudes  

0.023* 
    

  
(0.013) 

    

GII 
  

1.369** 1.539** 
  

   
(0.649) (0.657) 

  

Female*GII 
   

-0.316 
  

    
(0.196) 

  

GA country level 
    

-0.173* -0.198* 

     
(0.102) (0.104) 

Female*GA country 
level      

0.047 

      
(0.032) 

Constant 2.370*** 2.409*** 2.156*** 2.125*** 2.972*** 3.055*** 

 
(0.119) (0.121) (0.155) (0.156) (0.375) (0.379) 

Observations 18,520 18,520 18,520 18,520 18,520 18,520 

Log Likelihood -27,036.490 -27,034.970 -27,034.440 -27,033.140 -27,035.140 -27,034.030 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 54,100.990 54,099.950 54,098.870 54,098.290 54,100.280 54,100.060 

Bayesian Inf. Crit. 54,210.560 54,217.350 54,216.270 54,223.510 54,217.680 54,225.280 

ICC 0.062 0.062 0.054 0.054 0.056 0.056 

Note: ***p <.01, ** p <.05, * p <.1 (2-tailed tests). 

Unstandardized coefficients are presented. 



In model 13 the effect of individual characteristics are estimated. Women and those who 
share traditional gender attitudes are less satisfied with the opportunities for advancement 
in the current job. In model 14 we add interaction effect between gender and gender 
attitudes. The marginal effect of gender on importance of using initiative is demonstrated 
in figure 4. On axe X, the mean level of dissatisfaction with opportunities for advancement 
is illustrated. On axe Y, the marginal effect of gender on job dissatisfaction is shown. All 
women are less satisfied with opportunities for advancement compared to men. Women 
with egalitarian gender attitudes are less satisfied with the opportunities for advancement 
compared with women with traditional gender attitudes. For men, gender attitudes do not 
affect their satisfaction with their opportunities for advancement. 

 
Figure 2. Dissatisfaction with opportunities for advancement. Interaction between gender 
and gender attitudes 
 
In model 15 we add GII which improves slightly the quality of the model (ICC goes from 
0.062 in model 13 to 0.054  in model 15). The higher is GII, the less individuals are satisfied 
with opportunities for advancement. In model 16 we estimated the interaction effect 
between gender and GII which is insignificant.  
In model 17 mean gender attitudes in the country are used as a country level predictor. ICC 
is almost similar with ICC in model 15 (0.056). The more egalitarian are gender attitudes in 
the country, the more individuals are satisfied with opportunities for advancement. In 
model 18 we added the interaction effect between gender and mean gender attitudes in the 
country which turned out to be insignificant. 

Conclusion and discussion 
In the current study we revealed the impact of gender and gender attitudes upon some of 
the job preferences and work values in countries with different level of objective and 
subjective gender equality. Using the ESS of 2010 we tested this impact across 26 
countries. The results reveal that men and women differ both in work values and job 
preferences. Women in general are less satisfied with different aspects of theirs job and 
have lower achievement motivation. 
Gender attitudes have an impact upon work values and job preferences. Those who have 
egalitarian gender attitudes value more the opportunity to use initiative at the job. Also 
individuals with egalitarian gender attitudes assess higher job freedom and opportunities 



for advancement. What is important, the effect of gender attitudes is stronger for women 
than for men. 
On the country level both objective indicator of gender inequality (GII) and subjective 
indicator (mean gender attitudes in a country) have an impact upon work values and 
gender attitudes. The cross-level interaction has shown that the difference between men 
and women in work values and job preferences is stronger is countries with the higher 
level of subjective gender inequality. 
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Appendix   
Table 4. Descriptive statistics 
 

 

Importance of 
opportunity to 
use initiative 

Freedom at 
job 

Dissatisfaction 
with opportunities 
for advancement GII 

mean 
GA 

Belgium 4.02 0.540 2.82 .093 3.79 

Bulgaria 3.85 0.424 3.29 .230 3.14 

Switzerland 4.15 0.550 2.85 .067 3.62 

Cyprux 4.23 0.515 2.94 .138 2.80 

Czech Republick 3.68 0.366 3.62 .136 3.29 

Germany 4.15 0.500 3.31 .097 3.88 

Denmark 4.16 0.659 3.42 .068 4.35 

Estonia 3.79 0.477 2.59 .158 3.47 

Spain 4.16 0.591 3.07 .113 3.96 

Finland 4.18 0.645 3.21 .077 4.00 

France 4.02 0.554 3.64 .125 3.82 

United Kingdom 4.18 0.566 2.91 .197 3.72 

Greece 4.23 0.529 3.00 .160 2.81 

Croatia 3.72 0.362 3.01 .184 3.35 

Hungary 3.76 0.377 3.68 .281 2.59 

Ireland 4.13 0.491 2.98 .169 3.96 

Israel 4.07 0.588 2.99 .143 3.42 

Lithuania 3.75 0.399 3.30 .167 3.15 

Netherlands 4.09 0.586 2.75 .050 3.95 

Norway 3.99 0.662 3.16 .075 4.19 

Poland 4.08 0.471 3.25 .164 3.30 

Portugal 3.90 0.509 3.17 .138 3.47 

Russia 3.45 0.390 3.35 .327 2.91 

Sweden 4.23 0.652 2.99 .050 4.28 

Slovenia 4.04 0.485 3.34 .131 3.76 

Slovakia 3.02 0.383 3.34 .195 3.10 

Ukraine 3.49 0.371 3.23 .351 2.61 



 
 
 


