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AbstrAct

The paper describes the conceptual background and the development of the Flexibility Requirements Scales and the Work 
Orientation Scales as well as first validity findings. Both measures are based on the entreployee concept (e.g., Pongratz 
& Voß, 2003b). After summarizing the sociological background and content of the entreployee concept, distinguishing 
it from related approaches (intrapreneurship, protean / boundaryless career orientations), and outlining why the 
entreployee concept contributes to quantitative psychological research on flexibility at work, two studies are presented. 
In Study 1 (N = 689) the factor structures of the two measures are tested by confirmatory factory analyses and the relation 
between flexibility requirements and work orientations are inspected. The results of Study 2 (N = 441) give evidence for 
correlations between flexibility requirements, job control, working time autonomy, and cognitive irritation, as well as 
associations between the dimensions of the entreployee-work orientation, a protean career attitude, personal initiative, 
and ambiguity tolerance.
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1  Introduction

In the last two decades economies of most industria-
lized countries changed towards increased flexibility. 
These changes have not only an impact on organizati-
onal structures and practices but also on the working 
conditions and the everyday life conduct of employees 
in general (e.g., Felstead & Jewson, 1999; Rousseau, 
1997). 

With their entreployee concept the German socio-
logists G. Voß and H. G. Pongratz offered a conceptu-
al framework to describe and analyze this issue (Voß 
& Pongratz, 1998; Pongratz & Voß, 2003b). Although 
the entreployee concept is broadly discussed within 
the sociological scientific community in Germany and 
other European countries, the international research 
of neighboring scientific disciplines like work and or-
ganizational psychology or organizational behavior 
research has been nearly uneffected by these discus-
sions. Against this background the aim of this article 
is to introduce the entreployee concept to a broader 
scientific community from organizational behavior re-
search as well as work and organizational psychology, 

and to offer quantitative measures to analyze relevant 
psychological aspects of the concept empirically. First, 
the concept will be described and distinguished from 
intrapreneurship and the concepts of boundaryless and 
protean careers. Second, it will be argued why the ent-
reployee concept contributes to a better understanding 
of the new requirements, risks, and opportunities in 
the world of flexible work. Third, two questionnaire 
methods for an analysis of perceived flexibility requi-
rements as well as the dimensions of an entreployee-
work-orientation are presented. Finally, first empirical 
findings on the relationships between flexibility re-
quirements, the dimensions of the entreployee-work-
orientation, and hypothetically related variables are 
reported.

1.1  From employees to entreployees

From their sociological point of view, Voß and Pongratz 
(1998; see also Pongratz & Voß, 2003b) interprete the 
development towards increased organizational flexibi-
lity mainly in terms of changes in labor control (e.g., 
Braverman, 1974). To reach more flexible organiza-
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tions and more flexible production modes, the direct 
tayloristic ways to control the transformation of em-
ployees’ latent working capacities into performance 
seems to be inadequate as tayloristic managerial stra-
tegies inhibit workers’ motivation, innovation, and 
competence development as well as organizational 
flexibility in today’s „economies of speed“. Organiza-
tions try to cope with this challenge by the use of a 
new logic of corporate labor control. They apply or-
ganizational and managerial practices which reduce 
direct control and foster employees’ self-organization 
and self-control. Examples of such strategies are team 
work, project work, reducing hierarchy levels, and in-
tra-organizational burocracy, as well as management 
by objectives or other managerial practices increasing 
employees’ control in the fulfillment of their everyday 
work tasks. Additionally, organizations apply work ar-
rangements beyond traditional full-time and perma-
nent contracts to enhance the numerical flexibility of 
the work force in order to increase possibilities to re-
act on changes in order volumes. The same applies to 
changes in working time schedules to foster temporal 
organizational flexibility (for the distinction between 
numerical and temporal organizational flexibility, see 
OECD, 1989). 

It is argued that these changes of the organization 
of the labor process demand and concurrently create a 
new „type“ of employee, the so-called entreployee. In 
contrast to the traditional „vocational employee“ (Pon-
gratz & Voß, 2003a), entreployees can be characterized 
by an increased pressure to (1) self-control / self-orga-
nization, (2) self-commercialization, and (3) self-ratio-
nalization. Entreployees are not only forced to plan, 
monitor, and control their daily working activities, 
as well as to apply strategies of self-motivation (self-
control) but also to act as „producers“ and „salesmen“ 
of their own work capacity against the background of 
an intra-organizational and extra-organizational labor 
market (self-commercialization). They are expected to 
be strategic actors developing their work capacities 
continuously and on their own responsibility to secu-
re and prove their value for their current employer as 
well as to increase their future employability. 

Entreployees have also to rationalize their daily 
work and non-work life against employers’ interests 
(self-rationalization). Flexibility requirements challen-
ge the daily routines and aggravate the segmentation 
of work and private life. Workers have to invest a high-
er effort to integrate their different life domains (e.g. 
work, family, social relationships, community related 
activities, volunteerism, political activities; see also 
Hochschild, 1997; Putnam, 2000; Sennett, 1998).

Furthermore, Pongratz and Voß (2003a) argue 
that the described societal and organizational chan-
ges effect individuals’ work orientations by processes 
of socialization (internalization and adaption). Work 

orientations of entreployees should fundamentally dif-
fer from orientations of traditional employees in terms 
of work-related needs, attitudes, and interpretation 
patterns. Based on qualitative data, Pongratz and Voß 
(2003a) identified differences in work orientations bet-
ween entreployees and traditional employees in three 
domains corresponding to the „new“ requirements 
(self-organizations / self-control, self-commercializa-
tion, self-rationalization) described above. These dif-
ferences can be summarized as follows: 

First, performance orientations of the entreployee 
can be mainly characterized by the aspiration to opti-
mize his or her work performance in terms of efficien-
cy (optimization of input and output). They strive for 
jobs and work tasks interpreted as personal challenges 
providing exciting experiences. Moreover, entreplo-
yees prefer jobs with a high degree of autonomy and 
opportunities for personal development. In contrast, 
the traditional vocational employee mainly strives to 
fulfill external (e.g., occupational) standards of „good 
work“ in a reliable way. 

The second area in which differences between the 
entreployee-work-orientation and the orientation of 
the traditional vocational employee can be observed is 
the area of career orientations. Primarily, entreployees 
aspire careers allowing them to increase their perso-
nal autonomy. For some the final goal is to become an 
entrepreneur establishing their own business. Their 
need for continuity and security is on a comparably 
low level and commitment to an organization is high 
as long as they do not find better opportunities for their 
personal development in another organization.

The third area in which the work orientation of 
the entreployee differs from the traditional vocational 
employee concerns the aspired relationship between 
work- and non-work life. Whereas the typical traditi-
onal employee strives for a clearly cut segmentation 
of life domains, the entreployee refuses segmentation 
and prefers a psychological as well as spatio-temporal 
integration of work and private life or even a work-
centered life conduct. In both cases borders between 
the life domains should be weak or even non-existing. 

Concerning the question of the possible positive 
or negative consequences for the individual, no un-
equivocal statements are to be found in the existing 
literature as the concept claims to be descriptive but 
not normative. However, Pongratz and Voß (2003b, 
see also Voß and Pongratz, 1998) argue that the stated 
changes from employees to entreployees will produce 
winners and losers depending on individuals’ internal 
and external resources to cope with increased require-
ments in self-organization / self-control, self-commer-
cialization, and self-rationalization (e.g., qualification, 
socio-demographic variables like gender, ethnicity, 
education, as well as personality characteristics).
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As noted above, the entreployee concept has 
been developed against the background of the clas-
sical labor process theory (Braverman, 1974; Knights 
& Willmott, 1990). It shows similarities to ideas from 
governmentality studies (Bröckling, 2007; Dean, 1999; 
Rose, 1990), analyzing mechanisms of power beyond 
direct control but of shaping individuals’ mentali-
ties and self-governing capabilities. Empirically, the 
entreployee-concept has only been validated to some 
extent in several interview studies, primarily conduc-
ted in trend-setting branches like the IT-, media-, and 
culture-industries (e.g., Haunschild, 2002; Pongratz & 
Voß, 2004). Another problem of the concept is that the 
construct is not connected to existing concepts from 
the psychological or human resource management li-
terature dealing with similar topics. Rooted in indust-
rial sociology, the theoretical background and to some 
extent also the terminology in which the entreployee-
concept is described is sometimes very unfamiliar and 
likely to be misunderstood by psychologists or scholars 
from human resource management or organizational 
behavior research. For example, the term „self-con-
trol“ in psychology usually refers to individuals’ in-
hibition of undesired behaviors, habits, and emotions 
(see, e.g., Baumeister, Heatherton, & Tice, 1994) while 
within the entreployee-concept „self-control“ means 
primarily that the individual controls aspects of the 
environment or his or her own actions internally in 
contrast to being controlled by others. However, it is 
evident that these two concepts of „self-control“ are 
not unrelated, since – from a self-regulation perspecti-
ve – goal directed, autonomous behavior need to some 
extent an inhibition of improper or distracting emo-
tions, cognitions and behaviors.

1.2  Differentiating the entreployee-concept from 
similar constructs: Intrapreneurship, protean, 
and boundaryless career orientations

Entreployee is a neologism connecting the terms „ent-
repreneur“ and „employee“ to emphasize the hypothe-
sis of an emerging „self- entrepreneurial“ type of em-
ployee in the post-tayloristic world of work. Intrapre-
neurship is another widely recognized concept named 
by a similar neologism but different in its theoretical 
background and content. Intrapreneurship, fusing the 
word „intracorporate“ and „entrepreneurship“, is a 
concept derived from the entrepreneurship literature 
and very influential in current economic science and 
practice. Intrapreneurship focuses on antecendents, 
elements, and effects of entrepreneurship within exis-
ting organizations. Scholars from the economic scien-
ces as well as practicioners have shown interest in the 
concept of intrapreneurship since the beginning of the 
1980ies due to its beneficial effects on organizations’ 
performances (e.g., Burgelman, 1983; Pinchot, 1985; 

Schollhammer, 1982). Initial research focused on the 
inividual intrapreneur (e.g., Pinchot, 1985) and mainly 
emphasized the intrapreneur’s individual characteris-
tics which are very similar to characteristics of entre-
preneurs. 

Current research on intrapreneurship does not 
focus primarily on the intrapreneurial personality 
but on the intrapreneurial organization (e.g., Anton-
cic & Hisrich, 2001, 2003, 2006). Intrapreneurship in 
this sense of meaning can be defined as a spirit of en-
trepreneurship within existing organizations affecting 
employees’ possibilities, competences, intentions, and 
behaviors with respect to the creation of new business 
ventures, products and services, or new technologies 
and administrative strategies (Hisrich & Peters, 1998). 

From the description of intrapreneurship pre-
sented above similarities but also differences to the 
entreployee-concept are obvious. As the intrapreneur-
ship-concept is rooted in economics and manage-
ment research, the focal point is the question how to 
increase organizational effectiveness and innovation. 
Therefore, the intrapreneurship concept is much more 
normative in character than the entreployee-construct 
focussing on a conceptual description of historical 
changes in the labor process from tayloristic to post-
tayloristic organizational structures as well as mana-
gerial strategies and their impact on employees’ ori-
entations, mentalities, and conduct of life in general. 
Another difference is the level of analysis. Whereas 
current intrapreneurship research mainly deals with 
intrapreneurship on the corporate level, research on 
the entreployee-concept focuses on requirements and 
effects for the individual. 

However, it can be argued that there is also a 
connection of the two concepts. From the standpoint 
of the entreployee-concept, intrapreneurship is one of 
several post-tayloristic organizational strategies foste-
ring the development of the „new type“ of employees. 
It should be evident that organizations that apply an 
intrapreneurship strategy have to give employees re-
sponsible autonomy to behave in an „intrapreneurial“ 
way, which increases the requirements for self-orga-
nization and self-control. Moreover, intrapreneurship 
needs also employees characterizable by the entreplo-
yee-work-orientation described above. 

Another line of research dealing with changes in 
working life towards increased flexibility focuses on 
changes in the nature of careers and the implications 
for individuals and organizations. Two concepts based 
on the background of theories on organizational beha-
vior and the research tradition on career management 
attracted increasing attention in recent years: The 
concepts of the protean career and the boundaryless ca-
reer. Both ways of viewing careers can be understood 
as a reaction to the decline of traditional (intra-) orga-
nizational careers since the late 1970ies (Briscoe, Hall, 
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& DeMuth, 2006). Arthur and Rousseau (1996) pointed 
out that boundaryless careers – in contrast to traditio-
nal careers – unfold beyond a single employment set-
ting. At least six different aspects shape the meaning 
of the boundaryless career: They develop across the 
boundaries of separate employers, draw validation 
from outside the organization, and are sustained by 
external networks or information. Moreover, bound-
aryless careers involve individuals rejecting existing 
career opportunities for personal or family reasons; 
further, they are based on individuals’ perceptions of 
a boundaryless future regardless of structural cons-
traints (see also Sullivan & Arthur, 2006). 

The concept of the protean career (Hall, 2004; Hall 
& Mirvis, 1996) shows some overlap with the bound-
aryless career concept. However, there are some dif-
ferences. The boundaryless career focus on physical 
and psychological mobility and stresses the relation 
between the individual and organizations, whereas the 
concept of the protean career deals primarily with the 
subjective perspective of the career actor and identity-
related implications. It is argued that individuals who 
hold protean career attitudes use primarily their own 
values to guide their career. They shape the career 
against internal standards instead of adapting to the 
standards and values of the organization. More over, 
they share the belief that they personally – and not 
organizations – are in charge to manage their career 
which includes the readiness to adapt to external con-
ditions by learning and behavior (Briscoe & Hall, 2006).

Similar to intrapreneurship, there are overlaps 
but also differences between the entreployee concept 
and the boundaryless career mindset and the protean 
career orientation, respectively. Overlaps are that all 
three concepts state a decline of the traditional orga-
nizationally driven career and therefore an increasing 
discontinuity in occupational biographies. Moreover, 
all three concepts stress the importance of an emplo-
yability-orientation, including monitoring the internal 
and external labor market, as well as the self-directed 
and permanent reflexion and development of work-
related competences. Psychological and physical mo-
bility, the orientation that careers nowadays are self-
directed and that the main criterion is psychological 
success, are very compatible to parts of the description 
of the self-commercialization facet of the entreployee 
concept as well as the second dimension of the ent-
reployee-work-orientation focusing on entreployees’ 
needs with regard to career and occupational develop-
ment. As described above, this includes a strong need 
for autonomy and personal development, and low 
needs for security and continuity. However, the main 
difference between the entroployee concept and the 
two career concepts are their scopes. The protean and 
the boundaryless career concepts focus exclusively on 
aspects of personal career development and the re-

lationship between the individual and organizations. 
The entreployee concept is much broader in content. 
Beneath aspects of requirements and individual needs 
with regard to occupational development it includes 
also requirements and needs with respect to charac-
teristics of work tasks and the relationship between 
working and non-working life. Moreover, compared to 
the protean career concept, the entreployee concept is 
more descriptive in nature. The protean career con-
cept includes not only a description of changes in ca-
reers since the 1980ies. Literature on this concept also 
provides strategies how individuals are able to cope 
with these changes (e.g., Hall, 1996).

In sum, it is concluded that the entreployee con-
cept shows some overlap with intrapreneurship, prote-
an career orientation and boundaryless career orienta-
tion. However, the short overview of related concepts 
gave evidence that none of the described constructs 
is identical to the entreployee concept. From the per-
spective taken here, the entreployee concept can serve 
as a framework in which the described concepts can 
be embedded as the entreployee concept integrates 
„new“ requirements in different behavioral domains 
(task fullfilment, career development, overall conduct 
of life) with a specific syndrome of work orientations 
against the background of historical changes of the 
labor process and managerial strategies in develo-
ped economies. The width of the concept is surely a 
strength as no single and isolated construct is picked 
up which would increase the danger of a reductionist 
view. In contrast, the entreployee-work-orientation 
approach sketches a new work orientation type cha-
racterized by a specific interplay of several work- and 
non-work related needs and motives. On the other 
hand, the entreployee concept shows in some parts a 
lack of psychological precision mixing external requi-
rements, traits, motives, attitudes, and behaviors.

Another problem is that the entreployee concept 
is only investigated by qualitative studies. One reason 
is the non-existence of quantitative measures based 
on the entreployee concept. In the following sections, 
two studies will be described dealing with this prob-
lem. The first study reports the development and factor 
structures of scales for the measurement of perceived 
flexibility requirements and individuals’ work orien-
tations based on the entreployee concept. The second 
study investigates relationships between the measured 
constructs with hypothetically related constructs. 

2  Study 1

2.1  Participants of Study 1

The study has been conducted in Austria. In the con-
text of six diploma theses on different aspects of flexi-
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bility at work students handed out 920 questionaires 
including the flexiblility requirements scales and the 
work orientation scales to employees from a large 
variety of occupations, branches, and organizations. 
Thus, large variance of work orientations and flexibi-
lity requirements could be ensured. N = 689 question-
naires have been returned (response rate: 75 %). 52.5 
% of participants were female, 47.5 % were male. The 
mean age of participants was 33 years, 6 months (ran-
ge: 17 to 65 years), and average job tenure was 2 years, 
four months. 79.4 % of participants worked in full-time 
arrangements, 20.6 % in part-time arrangements. 39.6 
% were (applied-) university graduates, 60.4 % did not 
receive a higher education. Therefore, employees with 
higher education were over-represented in the samp-
le. Participants worked in the following branches: 13.4 
% in craft, manufacturing, or production; 3.8 % in pu-
blic administration; 27.9 % in private administration; 
29.1 % in health services, education, social work; 6 % 
in consulting, IT, media, culture; 11.9 % in „classical“ 
service branches (e.g., retail, gastronomy); 7.9 % in 
others. 

2.2  Measures of Study 1

Flexibility Requirements Scales. Based on the idea of 
Voß and Pongratz ( 1998; see also Pongratz & Voß, 
2003a, 2003b) that in a new world of work employees 
are faced with increased requirements for self-orga-
nization / self-control, self-commercialization, and 
self-rationalization a pool of 21 items was generated 
measuring individual perceptions of the level of requi-
rements from the organization in these three domains.  
For the item development, the theoretical descriptions 
of self-control, self commercialization, and self ra-
tionalization by Voß and Pongratz (1998, 2003) were 
inspected as well as typical interviewees´ responses 
in their qualitative study with 60 employees from dif-
ferent branches (insurance, manufacturing, IT). The 
content of constructs and interview responses were 
„translated“ into statements broaching the issue of 
employees’ perceptions of employers’ expectations re-
garding work and career related behaviors.  Answers 
have to be given on a six-point Likert scale from 1 = 
„disagree strongly“ to 6 = „agree strongly“. In a for-
mer study (N = 407; see Höge, 2006), the psychometric 
properties of the items were analyzed and an explora-
tory factor analysis (EFA) over all items was computed. 
After eliminating seven items due to factor loadings < 
.40 on any factor and loadings above .40 on more than 
one factor in the EFA, a four factor structure resulted. 
The final version consists of 14 items. The four factors 
could be easily interpreted as (1) requirements for self-
organization (5 items; e.g., „In my work, my employer 
expects from me to make my own decisions without 
asking my superior first“), (2) requirements for a self-

directed career development (2 items; e.g., „In my work, 
my employer expects from me to take responsibility for 
my own professional advancement“), (3) requirements 
for self-directed learning (2 items; e.g., „In my work, 
my employer expects from me to attend in-service 
training courses“, and (4) requirements for temporal 
flexibility (5 items; e.g., „In my work, my employer 
expects from me to be flexible as far as my working 
hours are concerned“). 

Work Orientation Scales. The Work Orientation 
Scales are based on the description of the entreployee-
work-orientation and interviewees´ responses in the 
qualitative study by Pongratz and Voß (2003a; see abo-
ve). From their sociological point of view Pongratz and 
Voß (2003a, p. 41) defined work orientations as a syn-
drome of interpretation patterns, subjective interests, 
expectations, needs or preferences, as well as beha-
vioral strategies with respect to individuals work’ and 
employment situation. From a psychological point of 
view, this definition is very broad, fuzzy and therefore 
difficult to translate in consistent and coherent quan-
titative measures. Due to this problem we decided to 
narrow the content and focused on work orientations 
in terms of personal needs or preferences regarding 
work. At a first step, a pool of 48 items was develo-
ped. Respondents were asked to indicate to which ex-
tent several aspects of work in general are personally 
important to them, not dependent upon whether the-
se aspects are realized in their actual job or not. The 
items covered needs related to the three domains in 
which the entreployee-work orientation should differ 
from the work orientations of traditional „vocational“ 
employees (Pongratz & Voß, 2003a; see above): The 
domain of (1) performance orientations, (2) career 
orientations, and (3) personal preference regarding 
the relationship between the work and the non-work 
life domains. Based on the results of several pilot stu-
dies (see Höge, 2006, 2007), the number of items was 
succesively reduced from 48 items to a shorter version 
with 25 items. During this process, several EFAs were 
computed and items with high double loadings or low 
factor loadings below .40 in general, as well as items 
with a item-total correlation below .30 were excluded. 
EFAs over the 25 items gave evidence for a nine fac-
tor solution (based on the Kaiser-criterion; Eigenvalu-
es > 1) or a seven factor solution (based on a Scree-
Test). The seven scale version consists of the following 
 scales: (1) need for performance optimization (4 items; 
e.g., „With reference to my work, it is particularly im-
portant for me that ... I get the best out of myself“), (2) 
need for role clarity (2 items; e.g., „With reference to 
my work, it is particularly important for me that ... I 
am assigned clear and unambiguous tasks“), (3) need 
for an opportunity-optimizing career development (5 
items; e.g., „With reference to my work, it is particu-
larly important for me that ... I collect as much diverse 
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experience with various employers as possible“), (4) 
need for autonomy (3 items; e.g., „With reference to 
my work, it is particularly important for me that ... I 
can decide for myself how I do my work“), (5) need for 
security (4 items; e.g., „With reference to my work, it is 
particularly important for me that ... I have a secure in-
come rather than a fascinating job“), (6) need for spa-
tio-temporal flexibility (4 items; e.g., „With reference 
to my work, it is particularly important for me that ... I 
am totally free to choose when I work“), and (7) need 
for segmentation between the work- and life-domain (3 
items; e.g., „With reference to my work, it is particu-
larly important for me that ... it is possible to clearly 
separate my work from my private life“). The response 
format ranges from 1 = „completely unimportant“ to 6 
= „very important“.

High values on the scales (1), (3), (4), and (6), and 
low values on the scales (2), (5), and (7) should be in-
dicators of a strong entreployee-work-orientation. In 
the nine scales version, the scale (1) need for perfor-
mance optimiziation is splitted into the scales (1a) need 
for efficiency (2 items), and (1b) need for challenge (2 
items), and the scale (6) need for spatio-temporal flexi-
bility is splitted into (6a) need for spatial flexibility, and 
(6b) need for temporal flexibility.

2.3  Results of Study 1

First, several Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFAs) 
were computed to test and compare different factor 
models for the items of the Flexibility Requirements 
Scales and the Work Orientation Scales. 

For the items of the Flexibility Requirements Sca-
les, a one-factor model, a three-factor model (based on 
the rationale of item construction, see above), and a 
four-factor model based on the results of the EFAs of 
our pilot study were tested. To evaluate the models, an 
established set of goodness-of-fit indices and common 
cut-off values was used (e.g., Byrne, 2001): Relative 
chi-square (χ2/df), Incremental Fit Index (IFI), Tucker 
Lewis Index (TLI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and 
the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RM-
SEA). The results (Table 1) show that the one-factor 
model and the three-factor model did yield a bad fit.

The four-factor model shows an acceptable fit, as 
indicated by ILI, TFI, and CFI above .90 and RMSEA 
below .08. Therefore, it is concluded that the results 
presented here confirm the four-factor structure of the 
measure identified in the pilot studies, and contradict 
the original three dimensions which formed the theo-
retical basis of scale development.

Model χ2 df χ2/df IFI TLI CFI RMSEA

1 factor 1469.66 65 22.61 .52 .42 .52 .177

3 factor 527.16 62 8.50 .84 .80 .84 .104

4 factor 228.66 59 3.88 .94 .92 .94 .065

Table 1: Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Flexibility Demands Scales (Study 1).

Note. χ2 = chi-square discrepancy; df = degrees of freedom; χ2/df = relative chi-square discrepancy; IFI = Incremental Fit Index; TLI 

= Tucker Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation.

Models χ2 df χ2/df IFI TLI CFI RMSEA

1 factor 4955.86 275 18.02 .26 .19 .26 .157

7 factor 972.86 254 3.83 .89 .87 .89 .064

9 factor 617.04 239 2.58 .94 .93 .94 .048

Table 2: Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Work Orientation Scales (Study 1). 

Note. χ2 = chi-square discrepancy; df = degrees of freedom; χ2/df = relative chi-square discrepancy; IFI = Incremental Fit Index; TLI 

= Tucker Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation.
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With respect to the Work Orientation Scales, a one-fac-
tor model, a seven-factor model (based on the Scree-
Test within our pilot study), and a nine-factor model 
(based on the Kaiser-Criterion within our pilot study) 
were tested. The results of the CFAs are depicted in 
Table 2. The nine-factor model shows the best fit with 
IFI, TLI, and CFI above .90 and RMSEA below .05.

Based on the results of the CFAs, the Flexibility De-
mand Scales were scaled according to the four-factor 
model, and the Work Orientation Scales according to 
the nine-factor model. Table 3 shows the descripti-
ve results for the scales, their internal consistencies 
(Cronbach’s Alpha), and the intercorrelations.

The reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of all scales 
is sufficient (a > .60). However, the scales need for 
role clarity (2 items) and need for spatial flexibility (2 
items) reach only values of .68 and .65. 

All four flexibility requirements are significant-
ly interrelated. Correlation coefficients range from 
r = .25 (p < .01) between requirements for self-directed 
career development and requirements for temporal 
flexibility to r = .39 (p < .01) between requirements for 
self-directed career development and requirements 
for self-directed learning. 

The interrelationship between the work orien-
tation scales is more complex. Need for efficiency 
and challenge are significantly associated (r = .39; p 
< .01), and both scales correlate with the need for an 
opportunity-optimizing career development and need 
for autonomy (from r = .27; p < .01 to r = .32; p < .01). 
Need for autonomy is also significantly associated with 
needs for spatial and temporal flexibility. 

Need for security and need for role clarity are also 
interrelated (r = .36; p < .01). The need for segmentati-
on between the work- and the non-work life domains 
shows only very weak associations to the other work-
orientation subscales. It is only weakly associated with 
the need for security (r = .12; p < .01) and the need 
for an opportunity-optimizing career development (r 
= .09; p < .05). 

Summarizing the intercorrelations between the 
several facets of work orientations, it can be conclu-
ded that there are approximately two bundles of ori-
entations which show only a very weak interrelation 
between each other. The first bundle includes scales 
functioning as positive indicators for the entreployee-
work-orientation (needs for efficiency, challenge, 
opportunity-optimizing career development, spatial 
flexibility, temporal flexibility), whereas the second 
bundle consists of scales which can serve as negative 
indicators of the entreployee-work-orientation focu-
sing on individuals’ needs for a well-structured work 
environment (needs for security and role clarity). 
The wish to segregate work and private life (need for 
segmentation) belongs neither to the first nor to the 

second „bundle“ and shows none or only very weak 
relations to other scales.

Derived from the idea that flexibility requirements 
enhance the development of an entreployee-work-ori-
entation by mechanisms of adaption and internalizati-
on (Pongratz & Voß, 2003), the canonical correlations 
(see, e.g., Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007) between the Fle-
xibility Requirements Scales and the Work Orientation 
Scales were computed. 

The canonical correlation analysis identified 
three significant canonical correlations or „roots“. The 
first canonical correlation between the two variab-
le sets is rc1 = .48; (Wilk´s l = .64; F (36, 2535) = 8.89,  
p < .01). The first canonical variate for the flexibility re-
quirements variables explains 23% of the variance of 
the work orientation variables. The second significant 
canonical correlation is rc2= .32 (Wilk´s l = .82; F (24, 
1964) = 5.50, p < .01) explaning 10% of variance, and 
the third significant canonical correlation is rc3 = .26 
(Wilk´s l = .92; F (14, 1356) = 3.99, p < .01) explaining 
7% of variance. An inspection of the standardized ca-
nonical loadings of variables on the canonical variates 
(see Table 4) shows that only the first canonical corre-
lation is easily to interprete. We followed the common 
rule of thumb that variables with loadings of .30 and 
above should be interpreted as part of the variate (Ta-
bachnik & Fidell, p. 587). With such a cutoff all variab-
les of the flexibility requirements set were (negatively) 
related to the corresponding first canonical variate. In 
the work orientation variables set, need for efficien-
cy, need for challenge, need for an opportunity opti-
mizing career development, need for autonomy, and 
need for spatial flexibility correlate (also negatively) 
with the first canonical variate of the work orientation 
set. Thus, the first canonical correlation reflects that 
higher scores of perceived flexibility requirements are 
associated with higher scores on the positively poled 
dimensions of the entreployee work orientations. The 
only exception is the work orientation dimension need 
for temporal flexibility. Table 4 gives also evidence that 
the negatively poled work orientation dimensions are 
almost unrelated to flexibility requirements. Need for 
role clarity, need for security and need for segmenta-
tion between the work- and non-work life domains, 
shows only low loadings under .30 on any of the three 
canonical variates. Therefore, we conclude that flexi-
bility requirements are related to the more proactive 
work orientations and not to the dimensions focusing 
on strivings for external structure like role clarity, se-
curity and a clear segmentation between life domains. 

In summary, the results of Study 1 show that the 
Flexibility Demand Scales and the Work Orientati-
on Scales show sufficient psychometric properties. 
Furthermore, it could be shown that flexibility requi-
rements and work orientations are interrelated sup-
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porting the propositions by Pongratz and Voß (2003a). 
However, this is not the case for all dimensions of the 
measured work orientation dimension: Need for role 
clarity, social security, and a clear cut segmentation of 
the life domains are almost unrelated to perceived fle-
xibility requirements.

3  Study 2

The aim of the second questionnaire study was (1) to 
inspect the relationship between flexibility require-
ments, flexibility related job resources (job control, 
working time autonomy), and the strain variable cog-
nitive irritation, as well as (2) the relationship between 
the dimensions of the Work Orientation Scales and 
constructs which should be related to an entreployee-
work-orientation (personal initiative, protean career 
attitude, and ambiguity tolerance). The results should 
give some information about the convergent validity of 
the measures.

With regard to flexibility requirements, it is hypo-
thesized that employees perceiving higher organizati-
onal demands to adapt to flexible environments and to 
organize their tasks completion, their competence de-
velopment, and their career by themselves should also 

have higher job control and working time autonomy 
than employees with low flexibility requirements. This 
assumption is based on the idea that giving autonomy 
to workers is – from the organizations’ point of view – 
an important condition to enable employees to cope 
with organizational flexibility requirements proac-
tively (see, e.g., Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006). 
Therefore, an empirical correlation between flexibility 
demands and work related autonomy is expected as 
most organizations should recognize that flexibility re-
quirements and autonomy should be two sides of one 
coin.

Moreover, it is proposed that the flexibility requi-
rements scales are positively related to cognitive irri-
tation. As Mohr (1991) pointed out, cognitive irritation 
is a psychological stress reaction at a medium level of 
intensity and covers cognitive rumination of problems 
at work in employees’ leasure time. According to Pon-
gratz and Voß (2003b), it is assumed that flexibility re-
quirements can weaken the border between working 
life and private life as well as increase the probability 
that employees cannot „switch off“ thinking about pro-
blems at work after a working day. 

Concerning the Work Orientation Scales, correla-
tions with constructs showing some conceptual over-
lap with the entreployee-work-orientation were hypo-

1st Canonical 
Variates

2nd Canonical 
Variates

3rd Canonical 
Variates

Flexibility Demands Scales

1 Requirements for self-organization -.83 -.46 -.29

2 Requirements for a self-directed career development -.59 .12 .16

3 Requirements for self-directed learning -.62 .62 -.48

4 Requirements for temporal flexibility -.65 .30 .61

Work Orientation Scales

5 Need for efficiency -.69 -.20 .40

6 Need for challenge -.57 .09 .04

7 Need for role clarity .05 -.01 .07

8 Need for opportunity optimizing career development -.74 -.04 -.49

9 Need for autonomy -.59 -.37 -.03

10 Need for security -.11 -.06 .21

11 Need for spatial flexibility -.43 .64 .28

12 Need for temporal flexibility -.23 -.25 .68

13 Need for segementation (work- and life-domain) -.02 -.02 -.01

Table 4: Canonical loadings of flexibility demand variables, work orientation on their corresponding canonical 
variates. (Study 1).
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thesized. Based on the argumentation in the introduc-
tion (see above), it is assumed that the dimensions of 
the Work Orientation Scale are significantly related to 
the protean career attitude. 

Furthermore, we hypothesize that the dimensions 
of the entreployee work orientation are also positively 
related to the individual disposition to show personal 
initative. Personal initative (PI) can be defined as the 
co-occurance of a set of different behaviors resulting 
in taking a proactive, self-starting approach to work 
goals and tasks as well as persisting in overcoming 
barriers and setbacks (Fay & Frese, 2001; Frese, Fay, 
Hillburger, Leng, & Tag, 1997; Frese, Kring, Soose, & 
Zempel, 1996). Individuals high on PI anticipate fu-
ture demands, attempt to receive feedback, set long 
term goals independently from others (e.g., supervi-
sors), and pursue goals persistingly even in the face 
of barriers without giving up quickly. In comparison 
to the entreployee concept, PI is much more focused. 
It focuses on individual differences – and their ante-
cedents and consequences – in self-starting, proacti-
ve, and persisting work behavior. It can be assumed 
that PI is a helpful behavioral pattern to cope with 
requirements for self-organization / self-control as 
well as self-commercialization as components of the 
entreployee concept as both requirements include 
requirements for proactivity with respect to the work 
process and the development of the work capability or 
employability. It can also be proposed that individuals 
with an entreployee-work-orientation are higher on PI 
than employees with a more „traditional“ mentality. 
For example, Fay and Frese (2001) report a negative 
correlation between PI and control rejection, and a po-
sitive correlation between PI and readiness for change 
at work. Fay and Frese (2000) found also a negative 
relation between PI and psychological conservativism 
which means a preference for environmental stability 
and predictibility. Therefore, it is proposed that entre-
ployees should be characterized also by high PI.

Moreover, significant correlations with the per-
sonality characteristic ambiguity tolerance (Frenkel-
Brunswik, 1949) are proposed. Ambiguity tolerance 
refers to the extent individuals evaluate ambiugous 
or uncertain stimuli or situations desireable, challen-
ging, or interesting but not threatening (e.g., Furn-
ham, 1995). As the entreployee-work-orientation can 
be characterized by a low need for security and exter-
nal structure of the work situation (Pongratz & Voß, 
2003a), it is assumed that the entreployee-work-orien-
tation is positively related to ambiguity tolerance.

3.1  Participants of Study 2

As in the first study, a convenience sample by a disper-
sion of 700 questionnaires to employees from different 
occupations and with different levels of education was 

gathered. Data collection was realized in the course 
of two students´ teaching projects supervised by the 
author. The response rate was 63 %. Accordingly, our 
sample consists of N = 441 participants. 

52.4 % of participants were female, 47.6 % were 
male. The mean age was 35 years, eight months (ran-
ge: 16 to 65 years). The average job tenure was 4 ye-
ars, four months. 71.2 % worked full-time, 28.8 % part-
time. 15.9 % were (applied-) university graduates, 84.1 
% were without a higher education. The distribution of 
educational levels of Study 2 is more representative for 
the Austrian workforce than the distribution in Study 
1 (see Schönberger, 2007). Participants worked in the 
following branches: 15.2 % in craft, manufacturing, or 
production; 5.6 % in public administration; 23.7 % in 
private administration; 26.5 % in health services, edu-
cation, or social work; 4.7 % in consulting, IT, media, 
or culture; 20.8 % in „classical“ service branches (e.g., 
retail, gastronomy); 3.5 % in others. 

3.2  Measures of Study 2

Flexibility requirements and work orientations were 
measured by the scales described in the Methods sec-
tion of Study 1. 

Moreover, job control was included with a 5-item 
scale by Semmer, Zapf, and Dunckel (1999). The mea-
sure uses a five-point Likert scale (e.g., „Are you allo-
wed to decide the way of fulfilling your work tasks?“). 

Working time autonomy was measured by an 11-
item scale by Büssing (1996) with a five-point Likert 
scale. The items do not ask about the flexibility of for-
mal work schedules but actual personal control over 
location, duration, and distribution of working time 
(e.g., „I can decide by myself how many hours I work 
on a working day“). 

Cognitive irritation was assessed by a scale from 
Mohr et al. (2004). The measure consists of three items 
(e.g. „Even at home I cannot stop thinking about pro-
blems from work“). We used a five-point Likert scale. 
The irritation scale is well validated in many studies in 
nine different languages and cultures (Mohr, Müller, 
Rigotti, Aycan, & Tschan, 2006).

The protean career attitude was measured by the 
Protean Career Attitude Scale by Briscoe, Hall, and 
Frautschy DeMuth (2006; German translation: Gastei-
ger, 2007). The scale measures the two dimensions of 
the Protean Career Attitude: Self-directed and value-
driven. The dimension self-directed consists of eight 
items. (e.g., „When development opportunities have 
not been offered by my company, I’ve sought them out 
on my own“). The dimension value-driven covers six 
items (e.g., „I’ll follow my own conscience if my com-
pany asks me to do something that goes against my 
values“). Answers are to be given on a five-point Likert 
scale.



Flexibility Requirements and the Entreployee-Work-Orientation 13 

Personal initiative was assessed via a seven-item 
scale (German version) by Frese et al. (1997) using 
also a five-point Likert scale (e.g., „Whenever there is 
a chance to get actively involved, I take it“).

Ambiguity tolerance was measured by the eight-
item scale from Dalbert (1999). Participants respond 
on a six-point scale (e.g. „I like unpredictible situa-
tions“). The scale usually shows good psychometric 
properties (Bardi, Guerra, & Ramdeny, 2009)

All scales show sufficient internal consistencies 
(see Table 5 and 6).

3.3  Results of Study 2

Table 4 depicts the correlations between flexibility re-
quirements and job control, working time autonomy, 
and cognitive irritation. Requirements for self-con-
trol / self-organization as well as requirements for a 
self-directed career development are significantly re-
lated to job control (r = .56, p < .01; r = .27, p < .01) 
and working time autonomy (r = .18, p <.01; r = .13, 
p <.01). Requirements for self-directed learning are si-
gnificantly related to job control (r = .26; p < .01)) but 
not to working time autonomy, and requirements for 
temporal flexibility are neither related to job control 
nor to working time autonomy. All four dimensions of 
flexibility show significant correlations to experiences 
of cognitive irritation. The correlations range from 
r = .26 (p <. 01) for requirements for temporal flexi-
bility to r = .10 (p < .05) for requirements for a self-
directed career development. The higher the level of 
flexibility requirements, the higher is the probability to 
ruminate about problems at work in the leisure time. 

On the whole, the expected relationships between the 
dimensions of the Work Orientation Scales and perso-
nal initiative, the protean career attitude, and ambi-

guity tolerance (see Table 5) could also be detected. 
As described above, the Entreployee-work-orienta-
tion should be indicated by high scores of the scales 
measuring employees’ needs for efficiency, challenge, 
opportunity-optimizing career development, autono-
my, and spatial / temporal flexibility. Aside from needs 
for spatial and temporal flexiblity, all the other variab-
les correlate significantly and positively with personal 
initative, ambiguity tolerance, and a protean career at-
titude „self directed“. The strongest correlations with 
personal initiative, the „self directed“ dimension of 
the protean career attitude, and ambiguity tolerance 
were found for the need for autonomy (r = .41; r = .44;  
r = .31, for all p < .01) and the need for challenge 
(r = .40; r = .38; r = .42; for all p < -01). However, there 
was no significant relationship between the need for 
spatial flexibility and ambiguity tolerance, and bet-
ween the need for temporal flexibility and the “self-
directed” dimension of the protean career attitude. 

For the three reversed coded scales (needs for 
role clarity, security, and segmenation of the life do-
mains), the results are more ambiguous. Only need 
for role clarity showed the expected negative correla-
tions with personal initiative (r = –.18; p < .01), pro-
tean career attitude “self directed” (r = –.15; p < .01), 
and ambiguity tolerance (r = –.31; p < .01). Need for 
security correlates negatively with the “self-directed” 
dimension of the protean career attitude (r = –.24; 
p < .01), and ambiguity tolerance (r = –.33; p < .01) 
but not with personal initiative. Need for segmentati-
on is only significantly related to ambiguity tolerance 
(r = –.16; p < .01) but not to personal iniative and the 
protean career attitude dimension „self-directed“. 

The „value-driven“ dimension of the protean ca-
reer attitude shows only very weak or non-significant 
correlations with all sub-scales.

Table 5: Correlations between flexibility demands, job control, working time autonomy, and cognitive irritation 
(Study 2).

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 Requirements for self-organization 4.83 0.74 .75 .35** .44** .19** .56** .18** .24**

2 Requirements for a self-directed 
career development

4.10 1.27 .88 .45** .13** .27** .13** .10*

3 Requirements for self-directed learning 3.81 1.38 .79 .09* .26** .05 .18**

4 Requirements for temporal flexibility 4.06 0.95 .67 -.03 -.00 .26**

5 Job Control 3.66 0.79 .83 .32** .09

6 Working time autonomy 3.06 0.88 .88 -.01

7 Cognitive irritation 2.52 1.02 .89

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01; matrix diagonal: Cronbach’s Alpha (scale reliability); M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation.
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4  Discussion

The present paper aimed at (1) describing the socio-
logical entreployee concept developed by Voß and 
Pongratz (1998, 2003), (2) distinguishing it from int-
rapreneurship, and boundaryless / protean career, (3) 
presenting multi-dimensional psychological measures 
for flexibility requirements and employees’ work ori-
entation against the theoretical background of the en-
treployee-concept, and (4) reporting correlations with 
psychological constructs which were expected to show 
contentual overlap.

Study 1 gave evidence for a four-factor structure 
of the Flexibility Requirements Scales and a nine-fac-
tor structure of the Work Orientation Scales. Thus, our 
empirical results on the dimensionality of measures do 
not converge with the three „dimensional“ theoretical 
conceptualization of the original entreployee cons-
truct (self control, self commercialization, and self 
rationalization) as well as the three original domains 
in which work orientations between entreployees and 
traditional employees should differ (performance ori-
entations, career or biographical orientations, and re-
lationship between work and private life). However, 
this result is not surprising since, from a psychological 
and quantitative perspective, the original conceptuali-
zations of the entreployee concept and the entreployee 
work orientations are very broad and the „dimensions“ 
are comparative coarse classification categories  and 
do not aim at a hypothizing of selective latent const-
ructs in a factor-analytical sense of meaning. Never-
theless, the factor analytical dimensions identified in 
the present study can easily be assigned to the original 
three domains in which, against the background of 
the entreployee concept, flexibility requirements and 
work orientations should have changed in the last de-
cades: The domain of everyday work tasks, the domain 
of occupational biographies and career development, 
and the domain of the relationship between work and 
private life. Therefore, we interprete our results on the 
factor structures as empirical hint that the entreployee 
concept is empirically more differentiated than propo-
sed in the original conceptualization. 

Additionally, the results of Study 1 gave evidence 
that perceived flexibility requirements and individuals 
work orientation are significantly related. Employees 
reporting high organizational flexibility requirements 
in terms of high requirements for self-organization at 
work, for a self-directed career management, self-di-
rected learning activities, and temporal flexibility re-
port also needs with regard to work in general, which 
fit better the flexibility-oriented entreployee-work-
orientation than more traditional work orientations. 
However, the cross-sectional design does not allow an 
answer to the question whether this relation is caused 

by occupational socialization, (self-)selection into jobs, 
or both. 

The results of Study 2 showed that with the ex-
ception of the demand for temporal flexibility all the 
other measured dimensions of flexibility requirements 
covariate with job control and with exception of re-
quirements for temporal flexibility and self-directed 
learning with working time autonomy. This leads to 
the conclusion that, in practice, the flexibility requi-
rements for self-organization and for a self-directed 
career development – and to a lesser extent requi-
rements for self-directed learning – are in reality of-
ten combined with important resources to cope with 
such requirements. The fact that this is not the case 
for requirements for temporal flexibility may be due 
to a different character of this dimension compared 
to the others. Requirements for self-organization, re-
quirements for self-directed career management, and 
requirements for self-directed learning focus on per-
ceived organizational expectations towards a flexible 
but simultaneously proactive behavior of employees. 
Employees are only able to show such a proactive be-
havior if they also have control (see above). In cont-
rast, requirements for temporal flexibility focus more 
on a reactive adaption to varying organizational requi-
rements with regard to working time schedules. In this 
case, control is not a necessary condition to show this 
reactive behavior. 

However, for both cases it would be interesting 
to test for interaction effects between flexibility requi-
rements and flexibility-related resources with respect 
to employees’ performance as well as well-being or 
stress reactions. Therefore, future research should 
focus on the questions whether or under which con-
ditions flexibility requirements are beneficial of detri-
mental. The results presented here give no conclusive 
answer to this question. However, it was shown that 
all dimensions of flexibility requirements correlate 
significantly with cognitive irritation. Employees per-
ceiving high flexibility requirements are more likely 
to ruminate about problems at work in their leasure 
time. Cognitive rumination is able to increase the risk 
for impaired recovery and higher levels of work-family 
conflicts and can – on the long run – increase more 
severe stress reactions like burnout or psychosomatic 
complaints (e.g., Dormann & Zapf, 2002; Höge, 2009).  

Furthermore, in Study 2 the relationships bet-
ween different dimensions of work orientations with 
personal initiative, the protean career attitude, and 
ambiguity tolerance were analyzed. In sum, the re-
sults gave evidence that individuals with work orien-
tations which are more in accordance with the entre-
ployee-work-orientations tend to show higher levels of 
personal initiative, higher levels on the self-directed 
dimension of the protean career attitude (but not on 
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the value-driven dimension), and ambiguity toleran-
ce. However, the bivariate results on the level of the 
single scales are not entirely in line with the previous-
ly proposed expectations as the results are not totally 
consistent. For example, the need for security shows 
no (negative) relation to personal initiative but to the 
self-directed dimension of the protean career attitude, 
and the need for segmentation shows only a very weak 
relation to (low) ambiguity tolerance but no relation to 
the other variables. Future research should therefore 
leave the focus on single dimensions but compare dif-
ferent types, patterns, or configurations of the dimen-
sions with respect to dependent variables, by applying 
cluster analytical procedures, for example. This argu-
mentation is also supported by the results of Study 1 on 
the intercorrelation of the dimensions of the Work Ori-
entation Scales and their relation to flexibility require-
ments. Study 1 showed that the needs for role clarity, 
security, and a segmentation of life domains („negative 
indicators“) are unrelated to the other dimensions of 
the Work Orientation Scales, as well as to flexibility 
requirements. It would be interesting to compare em-
ployees showing a structure of work orientation cha-
racterized by high scores on the „positive“ indicators 
of the Work-Orientation Scales and low levels on the 
„negative“ indicators („entreployee“) with employees 
with a more ambivalent structure of work orientations, 
e.g. characterized by high scores on the positive indi-
cators but also high scores on the negative indicators.

On the whole, it can be concluded that the pre-
sented results support the validity of the entreployee 
concept as well as the convergent validity of the work 
orientation scales. However, more research is needed 
to analyze antecedents (e.g, personality, sociodemo-
graphics, working conditions, aspects of work arran-
gements) and effects of different patterns of flexibility 
requirements and work orientations (e.g. health and 
well-being, work-home interference, performance). 

The entreployee concept can serve as a theoreti-
cal framework not only for sociologists but also for I/O 
psychologists and researchers in organizational beha-
vior to analyze chances as well as risks of the trans-
formation towards increased organizational flexibility 
for employees with the superordinate aim to develop a 
concept of human-oriented flexibility at work.
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Appendix

Flexibility Demands Scales

In my work, my employer expects from me …
1. …  to show a high degree of personal responsibility
2. … to constantly optimise my working methods
3. …  to work very independently
4. …  to make suggestions to make my work even more efficient
5. …  to make my own decisions without asking my superior first
6. …  to take responsibility for my own professional advancement
7. …  to take personal responsibility for my career development
8. …  to further my continuing education in my free time as well
9. …  to attend in-service training courses
10. …  to be flexible as far as my working hours are concerned
11. …  to work overtime
12. … to work in the evenings, at night and at weekends
13. …  to help out when colleagues are absent
14. …  not to allow my family life to affect my work

Response format:
Strongly disagree (1); disagree (2); slightly disagree (3); slightly agree (4); agree (5); strongly agree (6)

Sub-scales:
Requirements for self-organization: Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
Requirements for a self-directed career development: Items 6, 7
Requirements for self-directed learning: Items 8, 9
Requirements for temporal flexibility: Items 10, 11, 12, 13, 14

German items:
In Bezug auf meine Arbeit ewartet mein Arbeitgeber von mir, dass …
1. …  ich bei meiner Arbeit ein hohes Maß an Eigenverantwortung zeige
2. …  ich meine Arbeitsweise ständig optimiere
3. …  ich sehr selbständig arbeite
4. …  ich Verbesserungsvorschläge vorbringe, um die Arbeit noch effizienter zu machen
5. …  ich Entscheidungen selbst treffe und nicht erst meinen Vorgesetzten frage
6. …  ich mich selbst um mein berufliches Fortkommen kümmere
7. … ich meine berufliche Zukunft selbst in die Hand nehme
8. …  ich mich auch privat weiterbilde
9. …  ich Fort- und Weiterbildungen besuche
10. …  ich in Bezug auf meine Arbeitszeit flexibel bin
11. …  ich Überstunden mache
12. … ich auch am Abend, in der Nacht oder an Wochenenden arbeite
13. …  ich immer bereit bin, wenn Not am Mann ist
14. …  mein Familienleben meine Arbeit in keiner Weise beeinträchtigt
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Work Orientation Scales

With reference to my work it is particularly important for me that …
1. … I constantly optimise my working methods 
2. …  I get the best out of myself 
3. …  it presents a challenge every day
4. …  it constantly throws up new and interesting tasks
5. …  I am assigned clear and unambiguous tasks 
6. …  I am told clearly how I am to do my work
7. …  I keep open as many chances as possible for my future work (e.g. self-employment) 
8. …  I make myself attractive to other employers as well 
9. …  I also have the chance to get to know people who might be of help for my future 
10. …  I constantly improve my labour market chances (e.g. through in-service training courses) 
11. …  I collect as much diverse experience with various employers as possible
12. …  I can decide for myself how I do my work 
13. …  I can be creative in my work 
14. …  I can work on my own initiative 
15. …  I have a secure job rather than good career prospects 
16. …  my employer offers me primarily social security
17. …  I can maintain the professional status I have achieved so far
18. …  I have a secure income rather than a fascinating job 
19. …  I can also work at home
20. …  the achievement of my working aims is all that counts and not when and where I work
21. …  my working hours are flexible
22. …  I am totally free to choose when I work
23. …  it is possible to clearly separate my work from my private life
24. …  in my private life I can shut myself off completely from my work
25. …  my private life is not restricted by my work

Response format:
Completely unimportant (1); unimportant (2); rather unimportant (3); quite important (4); important (5); very 
important (6)

Sub-scales:
Need for efficiency: Items 1, 2
Need for challenge: Items 3, 4
Need for role clarity: Items 5, 6
Need for opportunity optimizing career development: Items 7, 8, 9, 10, 11
Need for autonomy: Items 12, 13, 14
Need for security: Items 15, 16, 17, 18
Need for spatial flexibility: Items 19, 20
Need for temporal flexibility: Items 21, 22
Need for segmentation: Items 23, 24, 25 
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German items:
In Bezug auf meine Arbeit ist es mir besonders wichtig, dass …
1. …  ich meine Arbeitsweisen ständig optimiere
2. …  ich aus mir das Beste heraushole
3. …  sie jeden Tag eine Herausforderung darstellt
4. …  sich mir immer wieder neue und spannende Aufgaben stellen
5. …  mir klare und eindeutige Aufgaben zugewiesen werden
6. …  ich klare Anweisungen erhalte, wie ich meine Arbeit erledigen soll
7. …  ich mir möglichst viele Chancen für meine zukünftige Arbeitstätigkeit offen halte (z.B. Selbständigkeit)
8. …  ich mich auch für andere Arbeitgeber interessant mache
9. …  ich die Möglichkeit habe, Leute kennen zu lernen, die mir vielleicht für meine Zukunft noch hilfreich  

 sein können
10. …  ich meine Chancen auf dem Arbeitmarkt ständig verbessere (z.B. durch Weiterbildung)
11. …  ich möglichst viele unterschiedliche Erfahrungen bei verschiedenen Arbeitgebern sammle
12. …  ich selbst entscheiden kann, wie ich meine Arbeit erledige
13. …  ich bei meiner Arbeit kreativ sein kann
14. …  ich eigeninitiativ handeln kann
15. …  ich eher über einen sicheren Arbeitsplatz als über Karrierechancen verfüge
16. …  mein Arbeitgeber mir in erster Linie soziale Sicherheit bietet
17. …  ich meinen bisher erreichten beruflichen Status erhalten kann
18. …  ich eher ein gesichertes Einkommen habe, als eine spannende Tätigkeit
19. …  ich auch zu Hause arbeiten kann
20. …  nur die Erreichung des Arbeitszieles zählt und nicht wann ich arbeite
21. …  die Arbeitszeiten flexibel sind
22. …  ich vollkommen frei darüber entscheiden kann, wann ich arbeite
23. …  zwischen Arbeit und Privatleben eine klare Trennung möglich ist
24. ....  ich in meinem Privatleben völlig von der Arbeit abschalten kann
25. …  mein Privatleben nicht durch die Anforderungen aus meinem Arbeitsleben eingeschränkt wird


	[Seite]
	Seite 4
	Seite 5
	Seite 6
	Seite 7
	Seite 8
	Seite 9
	Seite 10
	Seite 11
	Seite 12
	Seite 13
	Seite 14
	Seite 15
	Seite 16
	Seite 17
	Seite 18
	Seite 19
	Seite 20
	Seite 21

