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1. Introduction 

In October 2018, the first Sustainable Employability Monitor (UM-SEM) was carried out among UM 

employees. The UM-SEM aims to gain insights into how employees assess their sustainable 

employability at UM. Specifically, the goal of UM-SEM is to gain insights into: 

 

 the sustainable employability of UM staff. 

 the inclusivity and diversity-friendliness of UM. 

 work pressure within UM. 

 opportunities for improvement of the UM policy regarding sustainable employability and 

inclusivity. 

 starting points for further research. 

 

This report provides an overview of the most important results and conclusions from the 2018 UM-

SEM. 

 

The UM-SEM is a self-report questionnaire that consists of various key issues related to sustainable 

employability. Employees have completed a validated list of questions regarding various aspects of 

their job and their sustainable employability at UM, which builds on a comprehensive model of 

sustainable employability and employment developed in a joint research project by FPN, FHML and 

SBE (Fleuren et al., 2018) with input from UM's Diversity Officer and HR department. 

 

For the interpretation of the results in this report, it is important to clarify in advance that a 

‘significant’ difference is not necessarily a ‘meaningful’ difference. In this report, the term 

‘significant’ is used to indicate a statistically significant relationship or difference. In light of the 

sometimes small standard deviations and the large number of participants, this does not always 

mean that the correlation or difference found is actually relevant. In order to determine whether a 

correlation/difference is relevant in addition to significant, the size of the correlation/difference must 

be considered. It is also useful to take into account the scaling of the relevant variable(s). For 

example, a difference of 0.1 is more meaningful on a three-point scale than on an eleven-point scale. 

For this reason, the scaling of the variable is explicitly stated for all variables in the report. 

 

As a final introductory remark it seems important to make a nuance with regard to the interpretation 

of the results regarding the predictors of the main variables of interest (e.g. indicators of sustainable 

employability). Specifically, when a mean score pertaining to a unit or the UM as a whole on a 

variable is good, there can still be variation around that mean score. This variation can be explained 

by several predictors. Predictors are variables that can determine whether someone scores higher or 

lower on an outcome variable. However, the mere existence of certain predictors of an outcome 

variable does not imply in any way that there is a general issue with regard to that outcome variable. 

That is, the overall mean of the outcome variable remains stable, and the predictors as identified 

merely provide a crude indication regarding which factors likely determine whether someone scores 

higher or lower than the overall average.  
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2. Response rate 

In total, 2839 of the 4482 employees participated in the UM-SEM. This amounts to a UM-wide 

response rate of 63%. This figure is based on the number of valid responses to the question about 

age, which was asked relatively early on in the questionnaire. This means that the total number of 

responses for some of the later questions are somewhat more limited, but are never less than 2464, 

which is the number of valid responses to the final question that was asked to all participants (i.e. 

behind the ‘door’). It is interesting to mention that before entering this door participants were asked 

if they were prepared to provide information on some possibly more sensitive background 

characteristics (i.e. sexual orientation, religion, and having a disability or chronic illness). Of the total 

participants, 2097 indicated that they wanted to share this information and 367 participants did not 

want to share this. The term ‘valid responses’ also refers to the responses that were still present in 

the data set after data-cleaning (i.e. after removing all information that could make responses 

traceable (e.g. traceable information in the open question at the end) and the exclusion of 

respondents for whom it could be established that they actually did not (or no longer) work at UM 

(e.g. when they themselves mentioned this in their response to the open question). 

 

Based on the above-mentioned number of valid responses, the number of respondents per 

organisational unit was taken into account. Figure 1 shows the response rate (percentage) per 

organisational unit. The figure shows that the response rate per organisational unit varies from 52% 

to 95%. This suggests that generally all units were well represented, but that relatively more 

employees participated from some units. 

 

 
Figure 1 Overview of response rate (percentage) per organisational unit. 

 

On the basis of the total response figures mentioned above, distributions among different categories 

of staff were also looked at. As Figure 2 shows, 69% of administrative and support staff (OBP) and 

55% of academic staff (WP) participated in the UM-SEM. In addition to the total percentages, Figure 

2 also shows the percentages per job type for the academic staff. It can be seen that 53% of PhD 

candidates participated in the UM-SEM; 74% of assistant professors (UDs) and 70% of full professors 

and associate professors (UHDs). It should be noted that for the administrative and support staff, it 

was not possible to break down the figures per job type because they were not asked about their job 

type in order to avoid traceability. 
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Figure 2 Response rate (percentage) per category of staff. 

 

The response rate was also looked in terms of several background characteristics of the respondents. 

These analyses show that the age of the respondents varies between 18 and 75, with an average of 

41.8 and a standard deviation of 12.0. This includes 11 employees who are older than the current 

retirement age of 66. Of the respondents, 53.7% are female, 39.9% are male, 4.3% did not answer 

this question, 1.6% of the respondents prefer not to identify their gender and 0.5% of the 

respondents identify with a category other than male or female. With regard to the education level, 

29.4% of the respondents have completed a PhD, 33% a master’s programme, 22.0% higher 

professional education (HBO), 10.0% a secondary education level, and 1.6% a low education level. In 

terms of contract type, 64.2% of the participants have a permanent contract, 9.7% have a temporary 

contract with the possibility of a permanent contract, 19.1% have a temporary contract with no 

possibility of a permanent contract, 1.8% work as a temp agency worker, 1.3% work as a contractor 

on the basis of individual assignments and 3.9% of respondents did not answer this question. Based 

on these figures, the sample of respondents seems to be representative of UM as a whole. 
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3. Descriptive results of UM-SEM 2018 

This section presents the primary outcomes of the UM-SEM. A classification was chosen that is based 

on the four central themes: sustainable employability, inclusivity, work pressure, and satisfaction 

with particular aspects of working at UM. Each of these themes is covered in a separate section, in 

which the averages across the entire UM are reported first, followed by a number of cross-sections 

based on the organisational unit and background characteristics. It is important to note that each 

theme consists of multiple components; for example, the theme of sustainable employability consists 

of a number of variables related to health, well-being, and competences at work; and inclusivity 

consists of respect, inclusion and other aspects of psychosocial safety. The next section (section 3.1) 

discusses the results on sustainable employability and this is followed by the results on inclusivity 

(section 3.2), work pressure (section 3.3) and finally satisfaction (section 3.4). 

 

3.1 Descriptive results related to sustainable employability 

This section provides an overview of the various aspects of the sustainable employability of UM staff. 

First, the general figures on the sustainable employability UM-wide are discussed. Subsequently, the 

various organisational units are focused in on and the differences between employees according to 

education level, gender, job category/job type and contract type are examined.  

 

3.1.1 Sustainable employability UM-wide 

Sustainable employability has been approached within the UM-SEM as a multivariate concept. This 

means that it is seen as consisting of different variables related to performance at work as well as 

within the labour market in a general sense. Therefore, here, sustainable employability consists of 

various indicators regarding health (i.e. perceived health status, work ability and need for recovery), 

well-being (i.e. job satisfaction), and competencies (i.e. general skill-match and skill gap) at work. Job 

performance and employability (i.e. perceived probability of working in current job or obtaining 

another job with the same or another employer) are also included. Finally, the assessments of mental 

and physical capability of continuing to work in the current job until the retirement age are included 

as general indicators for sustainable employability. These variables together provide a broad 

indication of the state of affairs regarding sustainable employability within UM. 

 

Most of these variables are valued on five-point scales with the classification 1=very low to 5=very 

high. The first exception to this is the variable ‘perceived health status’, which is scored on a five-

point scale, but where the poles are defined slightly differently (i.e., 1=bad to 5=excellent). In 

addition, the variable ‘job satisfaction’ is valued on a seven-point scale (1=very low to 7=very high) 

and the general skill-match and work ability are valued on an eleven-point scale (0 to 10). Finally, the 

specific variants of skill gap are valued at a range of -9 to 9. These differences in valuation originate 

from the fact that the original validated scales use this scoring. Because these differences exist, the 

results of the aspects that use a different scale are reported separately below. 

 

 

 

 

 



8 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3 shows the averages (large dots) and the standard deviations (small dots) around the 

averages plotted on the total range of the variable (lines). This figure shows all aspects that are 

valued on a five-point scale along with job satisfaction, which is valued on a seven-point scale. When 

looking at the average scores for these variables, it is notable that the scores for both job satisfaction 

(M=5.67, SD=1.20) and job performance (M=4.37, SD=0.56) are high. However, these high scores are 

common with this type of questionnaire. Furthermore, there are no notable results with regard to 

the averages, but it is noteworthy that the spread is fairly large for all of the variables. This gives 

reason to look at the percentages of respondents per answer category for each of the outcomes, as 

presented in Table 1. 

 

Table 1 shows that the percentage of respondents is fairly high in almost all answer categories. All 

five response categories are answered by a considerable number of employees, particularly the 

categories ‘perceived probability of maintaining current job’ and 'possibilities of obtaining another 

job in current organisation’. This is likely related to the fact that there are large differences between 

the different job types when it comes to these issues. For some job types, for example, it is unlikely 

that they will be able to maintain their current job in the long term. This is reflected, for example, in 

the fact that more than 75% of PhD candidates think they are not able to keep their current job. This 

percentage is only 5.7% among professors and assistant professors. More than 54% of PhD 

candidates also think that they cannot easily get another job within the current organisation. 

Furthermore, there are no notable results regarding the presented aspects of sustainable 

employability UM-wide. 

 

 

 
 

 

Figure 3 Primary outcomes for aspects of sustainable employability (1=very low to 5=very high)/job satisfaction (1=very low 

to 7=very high) 
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Table 1  

Percentage of employees per answer category for each aspect of sustainable employability  

 % Employees 

 Very low                                                          Very high 

Perceived health status 0.7 9.6 49.1 32.3 8.4 

Job performance 0.1 0.6 5.9 53.9 39.5 

Need for recovery 7.5 37.0 36.2 17.1 2.2 

Perceived probability of keeping current job 15.1 14.1 15.9 35.5 19.3 

Possibilities for another job in current 

organisation  

10.0 26.8 31.0 27.3 4.9 

Possibilities for another job in another 

organisation  

4.1 17.0 32.1 35.8 11.0 

Mentally capable of continuing to work in current 

job until retirement 

5.6 12.5 17.3 40.9 23.7 

Physically capable of continuing to work in 

current job until retirement 

2.2 4.7 12.7 49.7 30.6 

Job satisfaction 0.5 1.6 4.5 9.7 17.7 38.7 27.3 

 
 

No notable results are found regarding the work ability and the general skill-match. The work ability 

is measured on the basis of the self-reported work ability as a score (0=completely unable to work to 

10=better able to work than ever). Here, there was a good score with an average of 7.83 (SD=1.26). 

Also, on the basis of the distribution, there is no reason to think that the work ability of employees is 

problematic UM-wide. The average general skill-match (i.e. the extent to which employees believe 

they have the necessary competencies to be able to carry out their work) also does not seem 

problematic. On average, respondents rate their skill-match a 7.98 (SD=1.13) on an eleven-point 

scale (0=still need to develop all the competencies that are required in your work to 10=have 

mastered all the competencies that are necessary to carry out your work in the best possible way). 

This means that people generally think they have the necessary competencies. 

 

Looking at a number of specific competency areas UM-wide, no notable average results were found. 

Table 2 shows the average deficits (‘gaps’) and the standard deviations for some specific competency 

areas. These deficits refer to the difference between the degree to which a specific competency is 

required for a person’s job and the extent to which the employee has mastered this competency. For 

a positive value, there is a shortage (gap); if there is a negative value, there is a surplus. It can be 

seen that the averages are close to each other and are close to the zero mark. In addition, only a 

small percentage of employees report having a large shortage or a large surplus. This means that 

there is generally not a major difference between what the work requires and what people think 

they can do. The standard deviations also suggest that there is little variation in the size of the 

perceived skill gap. The largest skill gap that was found has to do with communication skills (M=0.43, 

SD=1.25), but this gap is also moderate. However, for each of the specific competency areas, there is 

a small group of employees who experience a large shortage of these skills in his or her position; this 

is especially the case for planning and organising skills (5.5%) and specialist skills (5.4%). 
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Table 2  

Overview of UM-wide shortages and surpluses of specific competencies 

Competency area Mean SD Large 

shortage 

 

% 

Small 

shortage 

 

% 

Neither 

shortage 

nor surplus 

% 

Small 

surplus 

 

% 

Large 

surplus 

 

% 

Specialist skills 0.29 1.49 5.4 30.1 34.3 17.0 3.5 

Communication skills 0.43 1.25 3.5 41.0 40.6 13.5 1.4 

Teamwork skills 0.03 1.34 1.7 29.9 44.6 19.4 4.4 

People skills 0.12 1.34 2.4 32.2 45.0 17.2 3.2 

Problem-solving skills 0.29 1.30 3.5 35.7 42.0 16.8 2.0 

Ability to learn 0.03 1.50 3.4 29.9 40.7 21.6 4.3 

Planning and organising 0.29 1.43 5.5 33.2 40.6 17.7 3.0 

ICT skills -0.12 1.48 2.1 27.5 39.6 25.3 5.5 

Note: The ‘mean’ column shows the average shortage in terms of the competency area; the maximum possible shortage is 9 and the 

minimum shortage is -9. The column ‘SD’ shows the standard deviation around the average. In addition, based on the SD, the following 

definitions were used for the other columns: ‘small shortage’=shortage of 1-2 points; ‘large shortage’=shortage of 3-9 points; ‘neither 

shortage nor surplus’=0 points shortage; ‘small surplus’= surplus of 1-2 points; ‘large surplus’=surplus of 3-9 points. The reported 

percentages are based on entered values which correspond to a total of 2500 to 2519 respondents per competency area. 

 

3.1.2 Sustainable employability per organisational unit 

 

This section of the report contains the comparisons of the various aspects of sustainable 

employability per organisational unit. This section is structured in a way that shows the averages per 

organisational unit for each aspect of sustainable employability in a figure for comparison. The text 

indicates which organisational units differ significantly from one another. Each aspect of sustainable 

employability therefore has its own figure and paragraph. 

 

Figure 4 allows for the comparisons among organisational units regarding the need for recovery of 

employees. It is notable that the average score is lowest at the University Library and Language 

Centre (UB & LC) (M=2.37, SD=0.79), and this is also significantly lower than at FASoS (M=2.83, 

SD=0.93), FHS/FSE (M=2.80, SD=0.89), FL (M=2.83, SD=0.91), FPN (M=2.84, SD=0.83) and ICTS 

(M=2.83, SD=0.82). In addition, the need for recovery at the Finance department (FIN) (M=2.46, 

SD=0.89) is significantly lower compared to the need for recovery at FL (M=2.83, SD=0.91) and FPN 

(M=2.84, SD=0.83). No additional significant differences were found and, on average, FPN scores the 

highest on the need for recovery.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 4 Averages and standard deviations of the need for recovery per organisational unit 
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Figure 5 shows the averages and standard deviations per organisational unit for self-reported job 

performance. This is lowest at FS and highest at FL. The only significant difference shown by the 

analysis is that the self-reported job performance at FL (M=4.48, SD=0.56) is significantly higher than 

at FHML (M=4.31, SD=0.57) and FS (M=4.17, SD=0.66). 

 

 
Figure 5 Averages and standard deviations of self-reported job performance per organisational unit 

 

The averages and standard deviations job satisfaction levels are shown per organisational unit in 

Figure 6. The analyses show that job satisfaction is especially low at ICTS. With an average of M=5.13 

(SD=1.45), the job satisfaction is significantly lower at ICTS than at FASoS (M=5.70, SD=1.18), FHML 

(M=5.63, SD=1.24), FHS/FSE (M=5.75, SD=1.16), FL (M=5.71, SD=1.23), SBE (M=5.72, SD=1.17), MUO 

(M=5.75, SD=1.20), SSC (M=5.81, SD=0.91) and UB & LC (M=5.94, SD=1.02). 
 

 
Figure 6 Averages and standard deviations of job satisfaction per organisational unit (scale 1 to 7) 

 

In Figure 7, the averages and standard deviations of self-reported work ability are presented per 

organisational unit. The data show that there are no significant differences in the work ability of 

employees between the various organisational units. 
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Figure 7 Averages and standard deviations of self-reported work ability per organisational unit (scale 0-10) 
 

Figure 8 shows the averages and standard deviations regarding the perceived health status of UM 

employees per organisational unit. It is notable that the perceived health status is lowest at ICTS and 

FS. These organisational units also score significantly lower than a number of other units. For 

example, ICTS (M=3.02, SD=0.68) scores significantly lower on perceived health status than FHML 

(M=3.37, SD=0.77), FHS/FSE (M=3.45, SD=0.82), FPN (M=3.43, SD=0.81), SBE (M=3.52, SD=0.83) and 

MUO (M=3.46, SD=0, 79). In the case of FS (M=3.13, SD=0.63), the average scores were significantly 

lower than at SBE (M=3.52, SD=0.83).  

 

 
Figure 8 Averages and standard deviations of perceived health status per organisational unit 

 

For the probability of maintaining the current job until retirement, the averages and standard 

deviations are shown in Figure 9. The data show that at the Finance department (M=3.82, SD=1.01), 

the probability of the current job at UM to retain is significantly higher compared to FHML (M=3.23, 

SD=1.39), FHS/FSE (M=3.25, SD=1.31), FPN (M=3.26, SD=1.43) and SBE (M=3.13, SD=1.44). This 

probability is also scored significantly higher at UB & LC (M=3.76, SD=1.07) than at FHML (M=3.23, 

SD=1.39) and SBE (M=3.13, SD=1.44). 
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Figure 9 Averages and standard deviations for the variable ‘perceived probability of maintaining current job’ per 

organisational unit 

 

The averages and standard deviations with respect to the perceived possibilities for obtaining 

another job at UM are shown per organisational unit in Figure 10. At the Finance department 

(M=3.28, SD=0.92), the perceived ability to obtain another job at UM was assessed to be significantly 

higher than at SBE (M=2.77, SD=1.10), FL (M=2.73, SD=1.09), FHML (M=2.88, SD=1.05), FPN (M=2.70 

SD=1.07) and FASoS (M=2.70, SD=1.11). In addition, at MUO (M=3.38, SD=0.97), the possibilities for 

obtaining another job within UM were assessed as significantly higher on average than at FASoS 

(M=2.70, SD=1.11), FHML (M=2.88, SD=1.05), FHS/FSE (M=2.91, SD=1.02), FL (M=2.73, SD=1.09), FPN 

(M=2.70, SD=1.07) and SBE (M=2.77, SD=1.10). Also at the SSC (M=3.35, SD=0.87), this is assessed to 

be significantly higher than at FASoS (M=2.70, SD=1.11), FHML (M=2.88, SD=1.05), FHS/FSE (M=2.91, 

SD=1.02), FL (M=2.73, SD=1.09), FPN (M=2.70 SD=1.07) and SBE (M=2.77, SD=1.10). Finally, at the UB 

& LC (M=3.12, SD=0.90), the possibilities for obtaining another job at UM were judged to be 

significantly higher than at FPN (M=2.70, SD=1.07).  
 

 
Figure 10 Averages and standard deviations for the variable ‘possibilities for obtaining another job at UM’ per 

organisational unit 

 

Figure 11 shows the averages and standard deviations per organisation unit of the possibilities for 

obtaining another job at another organisation. At FASoS (M=2.97, SD=1.01), the perceived ability to 

obtain another job at another organisation is judged to be significantly lower than at FHML (M=3.30, 
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(M=3.40, SD=1.04), ICTS (M=3.51, SD=1.03), MUO (M=3.42, SD=1.03) and the SSC (M=3.39, SD=0.92). 

Furthermore, at SBE (M=3.58, SD=1.02) the likelihood of obtaining another job at another 

organisation is assessed as significantly higher than at FPN (M=3.23, SD=0.96) and FHML (M=3.30, 

SD=1.00). In addition, at the UB & LC (M=2.89, SD=0.92), the likelihood of obtaining another job at 

another organisation is significantly lower compared to FHML (M=3.30, SD=1.00), FHS/FSE (M=3.47, 

SD=0.89), FL (M=3.31, SD=1.08), SBE (M=3.58, SD=1.02), Finance (M=3.40, SD=1.04), ICTS (M=3.51, 

SD=1.03), MUO (M=3.42, SD=1.03) and the SSC (M=3.39, SD=0.92).  

 

 
Figure 11 Averages and standard deviations for the variable ‘possibilities for obtaining another job at another organisation’ 

per organisational unit 

 

The final aspect of sustainable employability that has been assessed is the general skill-match. Figure 

12 shows the averages and the standard deviations per organisational unit. The data show that the 

general skill-match at SBE (M=7.81, SD=1.26) was assessed to be significantly lower than at FASoS 

(M=8.18, SD=1.11) and FL (M=8.19, SD=1.04). However, the difference is rather limited. No further 

significant differences are found. 

 

 
Figure 12 Averages and standard deviations for the variable ‘general skill-match’ per organisational unit (scale 1-10) 
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3.1.3 Sustainable employability aspects broken down according to a number of background 

characteristics  

In this section, the averages and standard deviations of a number of aspects of sustainable 

employability are broken down on the basis of the following background characteristics: education 

level, gender, job category/job type and contract type. 

 

Need for recovery 

Regarding the need for recovery according to education level (i.e., with categories low = pre-

vocational education or lower; medium = secondary education or vocational education; high = higher 

vocational education or university bachelor; master; and PhD), it can be seen that employees with a 

master’s degree (M=2.74, SD=0.85) and PhD (M=2.80, SD=0.87) have a significantly higher need for 

recovery compared to employees with a secondary education level (M=2.45, SD=0.85) and a high 

education level (M=2.61, SD=0.81). As far as gender is concerned, the data show that employees who 

identify with a gender other than male or female (M=3.38, SD=0.86) have a significantly higher need 

for recovery than males (M=2.70, SD=0.87) and females (M=2.68, SD=0.83). When it comes to job 

categories, it can be seen that the academic staff (M=2.81, SD=0.86) have a significantly higher need 

for recovery than the administrative and support staff (M=2.58, SD=0.83). Furthermore, the data 

show that lecturers (M=2.70, SD=0.90) have a significantly lower need for recovery than assistant 

professors (M=3.01, SD=0.81). The need for recovery among assistant professors is highest, which is 

in line with the findings on work pressure. Finally, the differences regarding the contract type were 

examined. This shows that employees with a permanent contract (M=2.66, SD=0.84) have a 

significantly lower need for recovery than employees with a temporary contract without the 

prospect of a permanent contract (M=2.84 SD=0.86).  

 

Work ability 

For self-reported work ability, no significant differences are found based on education level, gender, 

job category and contract type. However, significant differences are found with respect to the job 

type of academic staff. The data show that work ability is scored significantly higher by professors 

and associate professors (M=8.01, SD=1.16) compared to assistant professors (M=7.65, SD=1.23) and 

PhD candidates (M=7.69, SD=1.42). 

 

Perceived health status 

As far as the perceived health status and education level is concerned, it can be seen that employees 

with a master’s degree (M=3.43, SD=0.81) assess their health as significantly better than employees 

with all other levels of education, with the exception of PhDs. The difference varies from a minimum 

of 0.1 (high education level) to a maximum of 0.4 (low education level) lower. PhDs assess their 

health as significantly worse than all others, except for employees with a master’s degree. Also 

analysed was the question of whether there are differences in the perceived health status in terms of 

gender. However, the data do not show any significant differences. With regard to the job 

categories, we see that the academic staff (M=3.45, SD=0.83) judge their health as significantly 

better than the administrative and support staff (M=3.30, SD=0.74). There are no significant 

differences between the various job types of academic staff as far as perceived health status is 

concerned. Finally, possible significant differences were examined regarding the perceived health 

status among the different contract types. The data show that employees with a permanent contract 
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(M=3.32, SD=0.77) assess their health as significantly worse than employees with a temporary 

contract with the prospect of a permanent contract (M=3.55, SD=0.81) and employees with a 

temporary contract without prospect of a permanent contract (M=3.49, SD=0.84).  

 

Perceived probability of maintaining current job at UM 

Regarding the perceived probability of maintaining current job at UM, the education level of the 

responding UM employees was examined. The data show that employees with a master’s degree 

(M=2.66, SD=1.37) estimate the probability of retaining their current job as significantly lower than 

employees with all other education levels, with a difference varying from a minimum of 0.8. (high 

education level) to a maximum of 1.2 (low education level) higher. The question of whether gender 

influences the perceived probability of retaining the current job has also been examined. The data 

show that men (M=3.39, SD=1.34) assess the probability of retaining their current job as significantly 

higher than women (M=3.22, SD=1.33). However, this difference is small. Furthermore, it was 

examined whether there is a difference between the job categories, namely a difference between 

the academic staff, the administrative and support staff, and the ‘other’ category of staff. The data 

show that the administrative and support staff (M=3.59, SD=1.07) estimate the probability of 

retaining their current job significantly higher than the academic staff (M=3.06, SD=1.48) and the 

other staff (M=2.72, SD=1.41). This difference can possibly be explained by the many PhD candidates 

working with temporary contracts within the academic staff and the temp agency workers or other 

contracts workers that fall under the category ‘other’. 

 

With regard to the job type of the academic staff, it appears that the perceived ability to keep the 

current job is significantly higher for professors and assistant professors (M=4.28, SD=0.89) 

compared to all other job types, with a difference ranging from a minimum of 0.6 (assistant 

professors) to a maximum of 2.4 (PhD candidates) lower. Assistant professors estimate that the 

probability of retaining their current job at UM is significantly higher compared to all other job types, 

with the exception of professors and associate professors. The difference varies from a minimum of 

1.3 (researchers) to a maximum of 1.7 (PhD candidates) lower. Researchers (M=2.34, SD=1.36) 

estimate that the probability of keeping their current job at UM as significantly lower compared to all 

other job types, except for research assistants (M=2.28, SD=1.38), but they estimate the probability 

as significantly higher than PhD candidates (M=1.88, SD=1.13). PhD candidates estimate the 

probability of keeping their current job as significantly lower compared to everyone else, with the 

exception of research assistants. The difference varies from a minimum of 0.4 (researchers) to a 

maximum of 2.4 (professors and associate professors) lower. Lecturers (M=3.27, SD=1.36) rated the 

probability as significantly higher than all other job types, except researchers and PhD candidates. 

The difference varies from a minimum of 0.3 (assistant professors) to a maximum of 1.0 (professors 

and associate professors). The research assistants (M=2.28, SD=1.38) estimate the probability as 

significantly lower than professors and associate professors (M=4.28, SD=0.89), assistant professors 

(M=3.64, SD=1.07) and lecturers (M=3.27, SD=1.36). Employees with a job type of ‘other’ (M=3.14, 

SD=1.52), estimate the probability of keeping their current job as significantly higher compared to 

PhD candidates (M=1.88, SD=1.13), and significantly lower in comparison to professors and associate 

professors (M=4.28, SD=0.89). These findings can be understood based on the type of contract that 

typically applies to the job types as mentioned, as is also reflected in the next paragraph on contract 

types. 
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Finally, the contract type was looked at. The data show that employees with a permanent contract 

believe they have a significantly higher probability of keeping their current job at UM compared to all 

other contract types with a difference that varies from a minimum of 0.6 (temporary contract with 

prospects of a permanent contract) to a maximum of 1.8 (temporary contract without prospects of a 

permanent contract) lower. Employees with a temporary contract with the possibility of a permanent 

position (M=3.08, SD=1.19), estimate the probability of retaining their current job at UM as 

significantly higher than all other types of contracts, with the exception of employees with a 

permanent contract (M=3.77, SD=1.05). Employees with a temporary contract without prospects of a 

permanent contract (M=1.90, SD=1.21) estimate the probability of retaining their current job as 

significantly lower than all other types of contracts, except temp agency workers (M=2.09, SD=1.19). 

Temp agency workers estimate the probability of retaining their current job at UM as significantly 

lower than all other contract types with a difference of a minimum of 0.6 (contractor working on the 

basis of separate assignments) to a maximum of 1.6 (permanent contracts) higher. This difference is 

not significant compared to employees with a temporary contract without the prospect of a 

permanent contract. Employees who work on the basis of separate assignments (M=2.75, SD=1.25) 

estimate the probability of retaining their current job at UM as significantly higher than temp agency 

workers (M=2.09, SD=1.19) and employees with a temporary contract without the prospect of a 

permanent contract (M=1.90, SD=1.21) and significantly lower in relation to employees with a 

permanent contract (M=3.77, SD=1.05). 

 

Possibilities for another job at UM 

First, the data regarding the perceived possibilities for obtaining another job at UM were examined 

according to the education level of the participating UM employee. The data show that employees 

with a master’s degree (M=2.81, SD=1.09) estimate their ability to obtain another job at UM as 

significantly higher compared to PhDs (M=2.67, SD=1.04) and significantly lower compared to all 

other education levels with a difference of 0.3 (low education level) to 0.4 (secondary education 

level) higher. Furthermore, it appears that PhDs assess their ability to obtain another job at UM as 

significantly lower compared to all other education levels. This difference varies from 0.1 (master’s 

degree) to 0.6 (secondary education level) higher. Regarding the possibilities of obtaining another job 

at UM, no significant differences can be seen according to gender.   

 

Furthermore, it was examined whether there is a difference between the job categories: academic 

staff, administrative and support staff, and other staff. The data show that academic staff (M=2.61, 

SD=1.05) consider their ability to obtain another job at UM as significantly lower than the 

administrative and support staff (M=3.21, SD=0.97) and the category ‘other' (M=2.75, SD=1.09). The 

administrative and support staff estimate their ability as significantly higher compared to the 

academic staff and the category ‘other’. With regard to the job type of academic staff, it appears that 

the probability of having another job at UM is rated significantly higher by professors and associate 

professors (M=2.79, SD=1.08) compared to researchers (M=2.47, SD=0.99) and PhD candidates 

(M=2.47, SD=1.06). Finally, the contract type was examined. The data show that employees with a 

temporary contract without prospect of a permanent contract (M=2.47, SD=1.09) rate their 

possibilities of obtaining another job at UM significantly lower compared to all other contract types, 

with the exception of employees who work on the basis of separate assignments. This difference 

varies from 0.4 (temp agency workers) to 0.5 (employees with a permanent contract) higher. 
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Possibilities of obtaining another job at another organisation 

It was also examined whether significant differences were observed with regard to the possibilities of 

obtaining another job at another organisation and the education level. The data show that 

employees with a master’s degree (M=3.45, SD=0.95) and with a PhD (M=3.34, SD=1.07) estimate 

ability to obtain another job at another organisation as significantly higher compared to employees 

with a secondary education level (M=3.12, SD=0.97) and a high education level (M=3.18, SD=1.00). 

For the possibilities of obtaining another job with another organisation, there are also differences 

related to gender. Males (M=3.42, SD=1.06) estimate their possibilities of obtaining another job at 

another organisation significantly higher compared to females (M=3.25, SD=0.96) and employees 

who prefer not to identify their gender (M=2.97, SD=1.02). 

 

As far as job categories are concerned, the data show that academic staff (M=3.39, SD=1.03) rate 

their possibilities of obtaining another job at another organisation significantly higher than 

administrative and support staff (M=3.24, SD=0.99). The job type of the academic staff was also 

considered. The data show that assistant professors (M=3.27, SD=1.08) estimate their possibilities of 

obtaining another job at another organisation significantly lower than PhD candidates (M=3.55, 

SD=0.88). Lecturers (M=3.13, SD=1.10) estimate their chances significantly lower in comparison with 

PhD candidates (M=3.55, SD=0.88). Finally, the contract type has been reviewed. The data show that 

employees with a permanent contract (M=3.22, SD=1.03) have rate their possibilities of obtaining 

another job at another organisation significantly lower than employees with a temporary contract 

with the prospect of a permanent contract (M=3.63, SD=0.93) and those with a temporary contract 

without the prospect of a permanent contract (M=3.52, SD=0.93). Furthermore, it appears that 

employees with a temporary contract without the prospect of a permanent contract (M=2.47, 

SD=1.09) estimate their possibilities of obtaining another job at UM significantly lower compared to 

all other contract types, with the exception of contractors who work on the basis of separate 

assignments. This difference varies from 0.4 (temporary employees) to 0.5 (employees with a 

permanent contract) higher. 

 

Job performance 

First, it has been examined whether there are significant differences between the self-reported job 

performance and the education level. The data show that employees with a PhD (M=4.40, SD=0.58) 

rate their job performance significantly higher than employees with a master’s degree (M=4.31, 

SD=0.53). However, this difference is minimal. With respect to self-reported job performance, there 

are no significant differences related to gender and job categories. Significant differences can be 

seen in the job types of the academic staff. Researchers (M=4.29, SD=0.57) and PhD candidates 

(M=4.17, SD=0.52) rate their job performance significantly lower than professors and associate 

professors (M=4.48, SD=0.57) and lecturers (M=4.51, SD=0.50). There are also significant differences 

between the contract types. Employees with a temporary contract without the prospect of a 

permanent contract (M=4.22, SD=0.52) assess their job performance significantly lower than 

employees with a permanent contract (M=4.41, SD=0.56) and employees with a temporary contract 

with the prospect of a permanent contract (M=4.35, SD=0.58). 

 

General skill-match 

The first thing that was examined is whether there are significant differences between the general 

skill-match and the education level. The data show that employees with a master’s degree (M=7.67, 
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SD=1.24) have a significantly lower skill-match than all other education levels, with the exception of a 

low education level (M=8.00, SD=1.45). The difference varies from 0.4 (high education level) to 0.5 

(PhD) higher. Differences according to gender were also examined. The data show that employees 

who do not want to identify their gender (M=8.71, SD=1.01) have a significantly higher skill-match 

compared to males (M=7.97, SD=1.14) and females (M=7.96, SD=1.13). 

 

Also examined was the question of whether there are significant differences in the general skill-

match between the various job categories. The data show that the administrative and support staff 

(M=8.17, SD=1.04) have significantly higher skill-match scores than the academic staff (M=7.83, 

SD=1.15) and the category ‘other’ (M=7.74, SD=1.49). When looking at the different job types among 

the academic staff, it can be seen that researchers (M=7.89, SD=0.95) score their general skill-match 

significantly lower than professors and associate professors (M=8.28, SD=0.84). PhD candidates 

(M=7.20, SD=1.26) give their skill-match a lower score than all other job types, with the exception of 

research assistants (M=7.84, SD=1.06). As far as the contract type is concerned, it appears that 

employees with a permanent contract (M=8.19, SD=1.00) have a significantly better skill-match 

compared to all other contract types. This difference varies from a minimum of 0.5 (employees with 

a temporary contract with the possibility of a permanent contract) to a maximum of 1.0 (contractors 

who work on the basis of individual assignments). Furthermore, it appears that employees with a 

temporary contract with the possibility of a permanent contract (M=7.69 SD=1.18) have a 

significantly better skill-match compared to contractors working on the basis of separate 

assignments (M=7.14, SD=1.86).  

 

Job satisfaction 

Finally, the significant differences in job satisfaction between the various groups of employees was 

looked at. To begin with, the possible differences between the various education levels was 

examined. However, the data do not show any significant differences. There are also no significant 

differences in job satisfaction when it comes to gender, job category and contract type. There is, 

however, a significant difference between the job types of academic staff: professors and associate 

professors (M=6.01, SD=0.96) rate their job satisfaction significantly higher than assistant professors 

(M=5.65, SD=1.12), researchers (M=5.56, SD=1.19) and PhD candidates (M=5.55, SD=1.17). 

 

Mentally capable of continuing to work in current job until retirement 

The first thing that was looked at is whether the perceived mentally capability of continuing to work 

in the current job until the retirement age differs significantly according to the education level. The 

data show a significant difference between employees with a secondary education level (M=3.68, 

SD=1.03) and employees with a master’s degree (M=3.46, SD=1.19). Furthermore, there appears to 

be a significant difference between PhDs (M=3.90, SD=1.04) and all other categories with the 

exception of employees with a low level of education. The difference varies from a minimum of 0.2 

(secondary education level) to a maximum of 0.4 (master’s degree) lower. In terms of gender, males 

(M=3.72, SD=1.14) estimate their mental capability of continuing to work in their current job until 

retirement as significantly higher than females (M=3.58, SD=1.12). 

 

It can be seen among the various job categories that the academic staff (M=3.72, SD=1.15) rate their 

mental capability of working until the retirement age significantly higher compared to the 

administrative and support staff (M=3.59, SD=1.10). Furthermore, the different job types show that 
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professors and associate professors (M=4.16, SD=0.97) estimate their capability significantly higher 

than assistant professors (M=3.73, SD=1.03), researchers (M=3.76, SD=1.10) and PhD candidates 

(M=3.25, SD=1.28). PhD candidates estimate their mental capability of continuing to work in their 

current job until the retirement age significantly lower compared to all other job types with the 

exception of research assistants. The difference varies from a minimum of 0.4 (assistant professors) 

to a maximum of 0.9 (professors and associate professors) higher. Regarding the contract type, 

employees with a temporary contract with no prospect of a permanent contract (M=3.39, SD=1.28) 

estimate that they are mentally capable of continuing to work in their current job until their 

retirement significantly lower compared to employees with a permanent contract (M=3.70, SD=1.07) 

and employees with a temporary contract with the prospect of a permanent contract (M=3.77, 

SD=1.11). 
 

Physically capable of continuing to work in current job until retirement 

In addition to the mental capability to continue working in the current job until retirement, the 

physical aspect was also looked at. The education level was examined first. The data show that 

employees with a master’s degree (M=4.03, SD=0.91) consider their physical capability significantly 

higher than employees with a secondary education level (M=3.83, SD=0.90), low education level 

(M=3.86 SD=0.99) and PhD (M=4.16, SD=0.85). Furthermore, it appears that employees with a PhD 

estimate their physical capability significantly higher than all other education levels with a difference 

varying from a minimum of 0.1 (master’s degree) to a maximum of 0.3 (secondary education level) 

lower. As far as gender is concerned, it appears that males (M=4.07, SD=0.92) estimate their physical 

capability of working in their current job until the retirement age significantly higher in comparison 

with females (M=3.98, SD=0.87). 

 

When distinguishing between job categories, the data show that the academic staff (M=4.09, 

SD=0.92) rate their perceived physical capability significantly higher than the administrative and 

support staff (M=3.93, SD=0.87). When it comes to the job types within the academic staff, it can be 

seen that PhD candidates (M=3.92, SD=1.04) estimate their capability as significantly lower compared 

to professors and associate professors (M=4.06, SD=0.86), researchers (M=4.21, SD=0.82) and 

lecturers (M=4.19, SD=0.75). Finally, it appears that significant differences can also be seen between 

the different contract types. Employees with a permanent contract (M=3.98, SD=0.88) assess their 

physical capability of continuing to work in their current job until their retirement age as significantly 

lower than employees with a temporary contract with the possibility of a permanent contract 

(M=4.16, SD=0.89). 

 

3.2 Descriptive results related to inclusivity 

This section provides an overview of the inclusivity of UM as it is perceived by UM employees. First, 

the general figures regarding UM-wide inclusivity are discussed. Subsequently, the various 

organisational units are further focused in on and the differences among employees according to 

education level, gender, job category/job type and contract type are examined. 

 

3.2.1 Inclusivity UM-wide 

Within the UM-SEM, inclusivity is measured on the basis of various aspects. First, the extent to which 

employees feel included at work and the extent to which they see the organisation as inclusive are 
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examined. Second, the extent to which employees believe that different groups within UM are 

treated with respect is looked at. Finally, various experiences regarding safety at work within UM are 

considered. These various variables together provide a broad indication of the state of affairs 

regarding inclusivity within UM. 

 

The extent to which employees feel included within UM and the extent to which they see the 

organisation as inclusive are assessed on five-point scales with the classification of 1=very low to 

5=very high. In addition, the extent to which employees feel that certain groups within UM are 

treated respectfully has also been scored on a five-point scale, with the poles being defined slightly 

differently (i.e., 1=very disrespectful to 5=very respectful). Five-point scales with the classification of 

1=very low to 5=very high are also used for the various aspects of safety. An exception to this is a 

number of questions regarding whether employees experience specific undesirable behaviours of 

others during their work. 

 

First, the extent to which employees feel personally included at work was looked at. Here, a 

reasonably positive picture can be seen with an average of 4.00 (SD=0.65). Nevertheless, 3.2% of 

employees indicate that they do not feel (or strongly do not feel) included. 

 

Subsequently, the extent to which UM employees see the organisation as inclusive was examined. 

The average score of 3.56 with a standard deviation of 0.76 suggests that employees generally have 

the idea that UM is a reasonably inclusive organisation, but also that there is room for improvement. 

It can be seen that 10.6% of employees do not (or strongly do not) feel that the organisation is 

inclusive. 
 

All respondents were asked how respectfully different groups are treated at work. In Figure 13, the 

averages (large black points) and the standard deviations (small black points) are shown for all 

employees. In addition, the green triangles represent the average scores given by UM employees 

who belong to the group in question. Analysing the data this way shows whether those who 

belonged to a particular group (which is the subject of the question) have a significantly different 

perception about the extent to which the group to which they belong is treated respectfully 

compared to the perception of employees who do not belong to that group. The significance tests 

show that the following groups assess the extent to which their own group is treated respectfully as 

less than people who do not belong to their group assess how they are treated: women, people with 

disabilities, people who do not speak Dutch, and people who fulfil parenting duties.  

 

Figure 13 shows that the triangles are just slightly to the left of the total averages. It can also be seen 

that, in general, the different groups are treated respectfully, but also that the spread is fairly large. 

This gives reason to look more closely at the distributions of respondents over the different response 

categories. For the groups where significant differences were found, it was also examined whether 

there were differences between how academic staff and how administrative and support staff 

perceive the treatment of members of the group in question. Regarding this, it has been found that 

academic staff with a disability or chronic illness experience the treatment of people with disabilities 

as meaningfully and significantly less respectful (0.25 to 0.33 points on average) than academic staff 

without, as well as administrative and support staff with and without, a disability or chronic illness. 

Also, the treatment of people who perform parenting duties is assessed as meaningfully and 
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significantly less respectful by academic staff with children than by academic staff without and 

administrative and support staff without and with children (0.16 to 0.37 points on average). For the 

other two groups, no differences were found between the academic staff and the administrative and 

support staff. 

 

 

 

 

Table 3 shows the distributions of respondents per response category. What is notable is that a 

relatively large number of respondents indicate for different groups that they cannot evaluate the 

extent to which they are treated respectfully. This applies in particular to the ‘transgender and trans-

identifying persons’ group. Although the table shows that most groups are treated with a moderate 

level of respect, there are quite a few participants who estimate that some groups are treated 

disrespectfully (or very disrespectfully).  
 

Table 3 

Percentage of employees per answer category regarding respectful treatment 

 Did not 

respond 

 

% Employees 

Cannot 

evaluate this 

Respectful treatment of: N Very disrespectful           Very respectful N 

  People with a disability  1454 0.9 1.9 13.8 55.2 28.2 988 

  Women  2305 0.5 2.2 10.6 55.0 31.8 139 

  Men  2252 0.4 0.4 8.0 54.9 36.2 187 

  Transgender and trans-identifying   

  people  

767 0.9 1.3 32.2 44.6 21.0 1677 

  Non-heterosexuals  1557 0.5 0.4 12.7 55.7 30.6 879 

  Migrants of Western origin 1928 0.4 0.4 8.3 58.1 32.8 509 

  Migrants of non-Western origin  1794 0.8 2.3 12.7 55.5 28.7 640 

  People who do not speak Dutch  2138 0.8 2.9 14.1 53.3 28.8 304 

  People who do not speak Limburgian  2167 0.8 2.6 14.8 53.6 28.2 275 

  People who perform parenting duties  1972 0.6 2.4 15.5 56.1 25.5 472 

  People who are religious  1534 0.5 0.8 17.9 56.6 24.1 906 

0 1 2 3 4 5

People with a disability

Women

Men

Transgender or transidentifying people

Non-heterosexual people

Migrants of Western origin

Migrants of non-Western origin

People who do not speak Dutch
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Religious people

Non-religious people

Figure 13: Primary outcomes regarding the respectful treatment of several groups (1=very disrespectful treatment to 5=very respectful 

treatment)  
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  People who are not religious  1734 0.3 0.0 13.9 58.3 27.5 705 

With regard to the various psychosocial aspects of safety at work, there are a few interesting 

findings UM-wide. First, with regard to receiving fair treatment at work, an average score of 3.65 

(SD=1.01) is given on a five-point scale (1=very low to 5=very high). The majority of respondents 

indicate that they felt treated fairly, but 14.4% of the respondents disagree (or strongly disagree) 

with this. When it comes to having a safe feeling at work, the average score is 3.98 (SD=0.91). This is 

a high rating, but not everyone feels the same way; 7.7% of the respondents disagree (or strongly 

disagree) with this and 12.2% have given a neutral answer. 

 

Table 4 shows the percentage of employees who indicate ‘yes, severely’ or ‘yes, somewhat’ in 

response to statements regarding particular aspects of safety. The response category ‘no’ has been 

omitted. The table shows that undesirable behaviour by others occurs fairly frequently. For example, 

7.1% of respondents report being severely or somewhat bullied at work. Furthermore, 14.1% of the 

respondents are severely or somewhat emotionally pressured by others at work. And 6.3% of the 

respondents indicate that they are severely or somewhat discriminated against by others at work. In 

addition, 1.7% of participating UM staff report being severely or somewhat physically intimidated by 

others at work and 1.3% report being severely or somewhat sexually intimidated by others at work.  
 

Table 4  

Percentage of employees per answer category regarding aspects of safety 

 Yes, 

severely 

% 

Yes, 

somewhat 

% 

Feels bullied at work 1.1 6.0 

Feels emotionally pressured at work 2.1 12.0 

Feels discriminated against by others 0.5 5.8 

Feels physically intimidated by others  0.4 1.3 

Feels sexually intimidated by others 0.3 1.0 

 

These general figures require further research to find out whether a particular pattern can be 

detected in the less positive scores. The following two sub-sections and the fourth section will go into 

this further. 

 

3.2.2 Inclusivity per organisational unit 

When it comes to the extent to which employees feel included, significant differences are found 

between different organisational units. For example, Figure 14 shows that FS and ICTS score the 

lowest. In addition, SBE scores the highest (M=4.12, SD=0.66), significantly higher than ICTS (M=3.78, 

SD=0.62), FPN (M=3.98, SD=0.62) and Finance (M=3.95, SD=0.51).   
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Figure 14 Averages and standard deviations for the variable ‘extent to which employees feel included’ per organisational 

unit 

 

As far as the extent to which the organisation is viewed as inclusive is concerned, significant 

differences are also found between the organisational units. As can be seen in Figure 15, FHS/FSE 

employees see the organisation as the most inclusive. In addition, employees at FASoS (M=3.41, 

SD=0.79) and FL (M=3.42, SD=0.78) see the organisation as significantly less inclusive than employees 

at FHML (M=3.59), SD=0.72) and SBE (M=3.67, SD=0.79). Also, employees at FS (M=3.15, SD=0.78) 

and ICTS (M=3.11, SD=0.77) see the organisation as significantly less inclusive than employees at 

FHML (M=3.59, SD=0.72), FPN (M=3.61, SD=0.71), FHS/FSE, SBE (M=3.71, SD=0.71), Finance (M=3.59, 

SD=0.72), and the UB & LC (M=3.62, SD=0.70).  

 

 
Figure 15 Averages and standard deviations for the variable ‘extent to which UM is seen as inclusive’ per organisational unit  

 

The averages and standard deviations for fair treatment at work are shown per organisational unit in 

Figure 16. According to the data, ICTS (M=3.28, SD=1.09) employees assess fair treatment at work as 

significantly lower on average than FHML (M=3.68, SD=0.99) and SBE (M=3.75, SD=1.04). 
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Figure 16 Averages and standard deviations for the variable ‘fair treatment at work’ per organisational unit 

 

The extent to which employees feel safe at work is also looked at for each organisational unit. Figure 

17 shows the averages and standard deviations per organisational unit. According to these data, FS 

(M=3.46, SD=1.07) employees assess the extent to which they feel safe to be significantly lower than 

those at FASoS (M=4.13, SD=0.83), FHML (M=3.99, SD=0.90), FHS/FSE (M=4.02, SD=0.88), FPN 

(M=3.98, SD=0.91), SBE (M=4.13, SD=0.91) and the Finance department (M=4.15, SD=0.54). Also at 

ICTS (M=3.68, SD=0.95), the extent to which employees feel safe at work is assessed as significantly 

lower than at SBE (M=4.13, SD=0.91) and FASoS (M=4.13, SD=0.83). Finally, at MUO (M=3.81, 

SD=0.98) the extent to which employees feel safe is significantly lower than at SBE (M=4.13, 

SD=0.91). 

 

 
Figure 17 Averages and standard deviations for the variable ‘feeling safe at work’ per organisational unit 

 

Finally, it was examined whether the undesirable behaviours occur with varying frequency in the 

different organisational units. Table 5 shows that there are employees within all organisational units 

who feel severely or somewhat bullied. At the UB & LC, the percentage of employees who feel they 

are severely bullied at work is relatively high. At FASoS, the SSC, ICTS, MUO and FL the total 

percentage (severely and somewhat bullied) is quite high. 
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Table 5  

Percentages of employees per organisational unit who feel bullied at work 

 Feel bullied at work 

 Yes, severely 

% 

Yes, somewhat 

% 

FASoS 0.6 11.8 

FHML 0.8 6.3 

FHS/FSE 1.8 4.2 

FL 1.1 7.9 

FPN 0.8 2.3 

SBE 1.0 4.8 

FS 0.0 3.8 

FIN 0.0 1.2 

ICTS 1.6 7.9 

MUO 0.7 8.8 

SSC 2.0 8.1 

UB & LC 4.5 3.4 

 

Table 6 shows the percentages of employees per organisational unit who feel severely or somewhat 

emotionally pressured at work and also shows the percentages of employees who feel severely or 

somewhat discriminated against at work. Once again, all organisational units have employees who 

indicate that they are severely or somewhat emotionally pressured or discriminated against by 

others at work. The total percentages are high (or very high). Particularly at FASoS, FL, FS and the 

SSC, the percentage of employees who feel emotionally pressured at work is high (or very high). At 

the FHS/FSE, MUO and again at FASoS, the total percentage of employees who feel severely or 

somewhat discriminated against at work is high (or very high).  
 

Table 6  

Percentages of employees per organisational unit who feel emotionally pressured or discriminated against at work 

 Feel emotionally pressured by others 

at work 

 Feel discriminated against by others 

at work 

 Yes, severely 

% 

Yes, somewhat 

% 

 Yes, severely 

% 

Yes, somewhat 

% 

FASoS 3.0 18.9  0.0 10.7 

FHML 2.3 11.1  0.2 4.7 

FHS/FSE 1.2 13.8  0.0 10.3 

FL 2.2 18.4  0.0 7.9 

FPN 2.3 9.2  0.4 5.8 

SBE 2.1 8.6  0.7 5.1 

FS 0.0 17.3  0.0 1.9 

FIN 1.2 7.1  1.2 2.4 

ICTS 1.6 9.4  3.1 4.7 

MUO 1.5 11.8  0.0 8.1 

SSC 2.0 15.2  1.0 4.1 

UB & LC 2.3 8.0  3.4 1.1 

 

Table 7 shows the percentages of employees per organisational unit who feel severely or somewhat 

physically or sexually intimidated by others at work. The table shows that severe physical 

inditimdation occurs in four organisational units (FHML, SBE, ICTS and UB&LC) and severe sexual 
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intimidation in two organisational units (FHML en SBE). In almost all organisational units, there are 

employees who feel somewhat intimidated at work. 

 
Table 7  

Percentages of employees per organisational unit who feel physically or sexually intimidated at work 

 Feel physically intimidated by others 

at work 

 Feel sexually intimidated by others at 

work 

 Yes, severely 

% 

Yes, somewhat 

% 

 Yes, severely 

% 

Yes, somewhat 

% 

FASoS 0.0 2.4  0.0 0.6 

FHML 0.6 1.2  0.8 0.6 

FHS/FSE 0.0 1.8  0.0 2.4 

FL 0.0 1.1  0.0 1.7 

FPN 0.0 0.4  0.0 1.5 

SBE 0.3 1.0  0.3 0.3 

FS 0.0 3.8  0.0 1.9 

FIN 0.0 0.0  0.0 1.2 

ICTS 1.6 0.0  0.0 1.6 

MUO 0.0 2.2  0.0 1.5 

SSC 0.0 4.0  0.0 2.0 

UB & LC 2.3 0.0  0.0 0.0 

 
 

3.2.3 Inclusivity broken down according to a number of background characteristics 

The extent to which UM employees feel included at work 

The question of whether there is a connection between the extent to which employees feel included 

at work and their education level was examined. The data show as the only significant difference 

that employees with a master’s degree (M=4.07, SD=0.59) feel more included than people with a low 

level of education (M=3.71, SD=0.72), secondary level of education (M=3.92, SD=0.72) and those with 

a PhD (M=3.96, SD=0.69). However, the differences are minimal. Also looked at were the extent to 

which employees feel included according to their job category, job type and contract type. No 

significant differences emerged from these comparisons.  

 

Finally, it was examined whether particular background characteristics influence the extent to which 

employees feel included in general. With regard to gender, the data show that employees who 

identify with a category other than male or female (M=3.51, SD=0.55) feel significantly less included 

compared to all other groups. It can also be seen that non-heterosexuals (M=3.91, SD=0.67) feel 

significantly less included compared to heterosexuals (M=4.04, SD=0.64). Furthermore, employees 

with a chronic illness (M=3.91, SD=0.76) or a mental (M=3.90, SD=0.70) or physical disability 

(M=3.72, SD=0.82) feel less included than people who do not have one of these conditions (M=4,05, 

SD=0,75). For the first two groups, there are relatively small differences with the other groups, while 

for employees with a physical disability there is a relatively larger difference. With regard to the 

groups of migrants of Western origin and migrants of non-Western origin, there are no significant 

differences in the extent to which they feel included at work. For age categories, no significant 

differences were found in the extent to which employees feel included. 
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The extent to which UM is seen as inclusive 

It has also been analysed whether the extent to which the organisation is considered inclusive differs 

for different categories based on a number of background characteristics. As far as the education 

level is concerned, the data show that employees with a master’s degree (M=3.64, SD=0.72) see the 

organisation as significantly more inclusive compared to PhDs (M=3.45, SD=0.78). When it comes to 

the extent to which the organisation is considered inclusive, there are no significant differences 

between the job categories of academic staff, administrative and support staff, and the category 

‘other’. With the job types of the academic staff, it can be seen that PhD candidates (M=3.72, 

SD=0.71) see the organisation as significantly more inclusive than the professors and associate 

professors (M=3.52, SD=0.77), assistant professors (M=3.43, SD=0.77) and lecturers (M=3.47, 

SD=0.82). As far as contract type is concerned, it can be observed that employees with a permanent 

contract (M=3.49, SD=0.74) see the organisation as significantly less inclusive than employees with a 

temporary contract with the prospect of a permanent contract (M=3.73, SD=0.78), those with a 

temporary contract without the prospect of a permanent contract (M=3.68, SD=0.76) and temp 

agency workers (M=3.89, SD=0.83). 

 

With regard to additional background characteristics, there are also some differences in the extent 

to which UM is seen as inclusive. When it comes to gender, it appears that UM staff who identify 

with a category other than male or female (M=2.81, SD=0.68) and employees who do not want to 

identify their gender (M=3.15, SD=0.95) see the organisation as significantly less inclusive compared 

to those who identify with the categories male (M=3.60, SD=0.76) and female (M=3.54, SD=0.74). 

Regarding employees who are/are not religious, who are/are not heterosexual and who do/do not 

have a physical disability, no significant differences are observed in the extent to which they see the 

organisation as inclusive. A significant difference is, however, observed among people with a chronic 

illness (M=3.40, SD=0.83); they see the organisation as significantly less inclusive than people who do 

not have a chronic illness (M=3.61 SD=0.73). A significant difference is also found for age; employees 

who are 25 and younger assess the organisation as being significantly more inclusive than employees 

in all other age groups, except for the age group 65 and older. The difference varies from 0.25 to 0.50 

on a five-point scale. The age group of 25 to 35 also considers the organisation to be more inclusive 

than the other age groups except the 25 and younger group and the 65 and older group. For this 

group, the difference varies between 0.16 and 0.24.  

 

3.3 Descriptive results related to work pressure 

Work pressure is measured within the UM-SEM on the basis of the symptoms of work pressure. This 

is a very suitable method because it is not about how fast, how hard, or how much employees 

objectively work, but much more about the extent to which the work pressure is felt and manifests 

itself in symptoms. When looking at the work pressure UM-wide, an average of 3.1 (SD=0.92) is 

found on a five-point scale (1=very low to 5=very high). This is not a notable score in itself, but 

because of the relatively large standard deviation it is important to look at what the distribution of 

respondents looks like per category of work pressure. Table 8 shows that most respondents fall into 

categories 2 (low), 3 (middle) and 4 (high), respectively 23%, 35% and 31.5%, but the fact that more 

than 37% of employees experience a very high amount of work pressure does need improvement. 
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When looking at satisfaction with the level of work pressure, it is notable that employees are on 

average reasonably satisfied with the amount of work pressure they experience (M=3.20, SD=0.96). 

Here, too, there is a fair spread, but it is notable that the number of employees who have a low level 

of satisfaction with the work pressure is smaller than the number of employees with a high level of 

work pressure: 25.0% of the respondents are dissatisfied (or very dissatisfied) with the amount of 

work pressure while 45.5% are satisfied (or very satisfied) with it (Table 8). 

 
Table 8 

Percentage of employees per answer category related to work pressure 

 % Employees  

 Very low                                                    Very high 

Work pressure 4.8 23.0 35.0 31.5 5.7 

Satisfaction with work pressure 4.3 20.7 29.4 41.2 4.3 

 

To make the abovementioned results regarding work pressure more meaningful, these can be 

compared with other surveys on work pressure. It should be noted that these are not necessarily 

comparable on a one-to-one basis, because work pressure can be measured in several ways. First, 

the average work pressure as measured in the National Labour Survey (NEA) in 2017 can be 

examined (Hooftman et al., 2018). Here, the respondents rated their work pressure on average a 

score of 2.38 on a four-point scale (1=never to 4=always), which was converted to a five-point scale 

with a score of 2.97. In the same study, 39% of the respondents indicated that they often 

experienced work pressure, that is, fast, hard and a lot of work. This therefore seems to correspond 

reasonably well with the findings of the UM-SEM. A survey by Eurofound shows that 11% of the 

respondents indicate that they rarely or never have enough time to finish their work (Eurofound, 

2017). From a report by FNV & VAWO about the work pressure at Dutch universities, the 

respondents indicate that there is a high (or very high) amount of work pressure among 79% of the 

academic staff and 51% of the administrative and support staff (FNV & VAWO, 2017). The latter two 

studies are difficult to compare but, all in all, it does not appear that the average work pressure at 

UM is higher than at other universities. 

 

However, there are some significant differences in work pressure among employees between the 

organisational units within UM. Figure 18 shows the averages and standard deviations of the work 

pressure per organisational unit. The data show that there is significantly higher work pressure at 

FASoS (M=3.17, SD=1.00), FPN (M=3.19, SD=0.91) and FL (M=3.23). SD=0.92), compared with Finance 

(M=2.76, SD=0.87). The average work pressure at the UB & LC (M=2.70, SD=0.87) is also significantly 

lower than for all other organisational units with the exception of Finance (M=2.76, SD=0.87) and 

ICTS (M=2.89, SD=0.90).  
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Figure 18 Averages and standard deviations for ‘work pressure’ per organisational unit 

 

It was also analysed whether the average work pressure differs according to the education level of 

UM employees. It appears that the work pressure increases the higher the education level. For 

example, PhDs (M=3.38, SD=0.87) have a significantly higher work pressure than all other education 

levels. Employees with a master’s degree (M=3.12, SD=0.89) have a significantly higher work 

pressure than all other levels of education, except for PhDs. Finally, employees with a higher 

vocational education level (M=2.87, SD=0.88) have a significantly higher work pressure than 

employees with a secondary education level (M=2.64, SD=0.92). 

 

With regard to the average work pressure per job category, the results show that the academic staff 

(M=3.28, SD=0.89) have a significantly higher work pressure than the administrative and support 

staff (M=2.89, SD=0.91) and the category ‘other’ (M=2.86, SD=0.83). 

 

When looking at the job types among academic staff, it is notable that assistant professors (M=3.56, 

SD=0.84) have a significantly higher work pressure than all other groups with the exception of the 

category ‘other’ (M=3.08, SD=0.82). Professors and associate professors (M=3.29, SD=0.90) have a 

significantly higher amount of work pressure than lecturers (M=2.97, SD=0.91) and research 

assistants (M=2.02, SD=0, 60). PhD candidates (M=3.28, SD=0.84) also have a significantly higher 

work pressure than lecturers (M=2.97, SD=0.91) and research assistants (M=2.02, SD=0.60). Research 

assistants (M=2.02, SD=0.60) have a significantly lower amount of work pressure than all other job 

types. 

 

Furthermore, it was examined whether there is a difference between the contract type and the 

average work pressure of the participating UM employees. The data show that temp agency workers 

(M=2.51, SD=0.96) have a significantly lower work pressure compared to employees with all other 

contract types, i.e., employees with a permanent contract (M=3.11, SD=0.91), temporary employees 

with a the prospect of a permanent contract (M=3.03, SD=1.00) and temporary employees without 

the prospect of a permanent contract (M=3.12, SD=0.90). 

 

Finally, it was examined whether gender influences the average work pressure, but the data do not 

show any significant differences. 
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3.4 Descriptive results related to aspects of satisfaction 

This section covers the descriptive results regarding the various aspects of satisfaction with working 

at UM in various forms. The overall satisfaction with UM as an employer is looked at first and then 

the extent to which employees feel that UM is supportive and has adequate HR policies is examined. 

Furthermore, satisfaction levels regarding various aspects of working at UM are reported. Finally, job 

security and work-life balance are examined. For the latter two, the differences between 

organisational units are also looked at. 

 

With regard to the overall satisfaction with UM as an employer, respondents were asked to provide 

a general rating (on a scale of 0 to 10). In this respect, UM as an employer is assessed by the 

participating UM employees with an average score of 7.26 (SD=1.42). Regarding the extent to which 

UM is prepared to make an effort to support its employees (M=3.20, SD=0.88) and the extent to 

which UM has adequate HR policies (M=3.07, SD=0.93) according to employees, there is some 

progress to be made overall (both of these aspects are scored on five point scales). 

 

Concerning the satisfaction with various aspects of working at UM, Figure 19 shows the mean (large 

black dot), the spread (small black dot) and the total possible range (line) for each aspect. As can be 

seen in the figure, satisfaction is scored on a five-point scale from 1 (=very dissatisfied) to 5 (=very 

satisfied). Figure 19 shows that the average satisfaction levels regarding the various aspects of 

working at UM are close to one another. Satisfaction with career prospects (M=3.03, SD=0.95) and 

satisfaction with work pressure (M=3.20, SD=0.96) were assessed the lowest by the respondents. 

The satisfaction with the level of enjoyment of work (M=3.86, SD=0.85) and satisfaction with the 

working climate (M=4.08, SD=0.76) are assessed the highest. It can also be seen that there is again 

quite a spread. Table 9 gives an overview of the distributions per response category. The table 

shows, among other things, that for 77.8% of the employees, the enjoyment of their work is high (or 

very high), while only 33% are satisfied (or very satisfied) with their career prospects. 
 

 

 0 1 2 3 4 5

Satisfaction with working climate

Satisfaction with enjoyment of work

Satisfaction with work pressure

Satisfaction with work-life balance

Satisfaction with professional development
opportunities

Satisfaction with personal development opportunities

Satisfaction with salary
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Satisfaction with supervisors

Satisfaction with inclusivity at UM

Figure 19 Primary outcomes for aspects of job satisfaction (1=very low to 5=very high) 
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Table 9 

Percentage of employees per answer category for each aspect of job satisfaction 

 % Employees   

 Very low                                                 Very high 

      

Satisfaction with working climate 1.9 8.6 13.2 55.8 20.5 

Satisfaction with enjoyment of work 1.5 7.2 13.6 58.5 19.3 

Satisfaction with work pressure 4.3 20.7 29.4 41.2 4.3 

Satisfaction with work-life balance 2.1 15.1 26.2 47.2 9.4 

Satisfaction with professional development opportunities 4.3 14.4 32.4 42.4 6.5 

Satisfaction with personal development opportunities 3.1 11.7 36.2 42.5 6.4 

Satisfaction with salary 3.1 17.9 29.4 43.5 6.1 

Satisfaction with career prospects 7.4 18.1 41.6 29.6 3.4 

Satisfaction with supervisors 4.6 9.7 19.3 44.9 21.6 

Satisfaction with inclusivity at UM 1.9 7.1 41.9 40.9 8.2 

 

With regard to job security, the UM-wide average is 3.48 (SD=1.15) on a five-point scale. There is a 

considerable spread, which again gives a reason to look at frequencies. It is notable that 20.5% of the 

respondents do not agree with the statement ‘I have security in my job’. Of the respondents, 62.5% 

agree (or strongly agree) with the statement and 17% select ‘neutral’. Furthermore, Figure 20 shows 

the averages and standard deviations for job security per organisational unit. Job security is assessed 

lower at some faculties than at some service centres. For example, at FHML (M=3.40, SD=1.20) the 

job security is rated significantly lower than at MUO (M=3.77, SD=0.84) and the SSC (M=3.82, 

SD=0.83). At FPN (M=3.31, SD=1.28), job security is rated significantly lower than at Finance (M=3.78, 

SD=0.75), MUO (M=3.77, SD=0,84), the UB & LC (M=3.81, SD=0.99) and the SSC (M=3.82, SD=0.83). 

Finally, job security is also rated significantly lower at SBE (M=3.39, SD=1.26) than at the SSC 

(M=3.82, SD=0.83). 

 

 
Figure 20 Averages and standard deviations for job security per organisational unit 

 

Finally, the overall work-life balance has been analysed. Both the work-to-private life interference 

and the private life-to-work interference were looked at. These aspects are also measured on the 

basis of five-point scales, varying from 1 (=very low) to 5 (=very high). The averages are relatively low 
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at UM, when considering the total scale of both aspects of work-life balance. For example, the 

average work-to-private life interference is 2.03 (SD=0.66) and the average private life-to-work 

interference is 2.46 (SD=0.81). These results suggest that private life interferes more with work than 

vice versa. There are no significant differences in the work-to-private life interference among the 

different organisational units (Figure 21).  

 

 
Figure 21 Averages and standard deviations for the variable ‘work-to-private life interference’ per organisational unit 

 

Some significant differences are found for private life-to-work interference (Figure 22). For example, 

employees at FHML (M=2.45, SD=0.82) have significantly fewer difficulties with private life-to-work 

interference than employees at FHS/FSE (M=2.68, SD=0.75). For FS (M=2.21, SD=0.71), the 

interference from private life to work is significantly less than at FASoS (M=2.62, SD=0.92) and 

FHS/FSE (M=2.68, SD=0.75). At Finance (M=2.08, SD=0.72), too, the level of private life-to-work 

interference is significantly lower than at FASoS (M=2.62, SD=0.92), FHML (M=2.45, SD=0.82), 

FHS/FSE (M=2.68, SD=0.75), FL (M=2.52, SD=0.83), FPN (M=2.51, SD=0.83) and SBE (M=2.46, 

SD=0.76). Also, employees at the SSC (M=2.30, SD=0.74) and the UB & LC (M=2.19, SD=0.73) have a 

significantly lower private life-to-work interference than employees at FHS/FSE (M=2.68, SD=0.75).  
 

 
Figure 22 Averages and standard deviations for the variable ‘private life-to-work interference’ per organisational unit 

 

2,04 2,05 2,01 2,08 2,08 1,99 1,91 2,03 1,93 1,91 1,94 1,99

FASoS
(sd=0.69)

FHML
(sd=0.63)

FHS/FSE
(sd=0.63)

FL
(sd=0.70)

FPN
(sd=0.71)

SBE
(sd=0.67)

FS
(sd=0.64)

FIN
(sd=0.66)

ICTS
(sd=0.62)

MUO
(sd=0.58)

SSC
(sd=0.63)

UB & LC
(sd=0.72)

Work-to-private life interference per 
organisational unit

2,62
2,45

2,68
2,52 2,51 2,46

2,21 2,08
2,32 2,41 2,30 2,19

FASoS
(sd=0.92)

FHML
(sd=0.82)

FHS/FSE
(sd=0.75)

FL
(sd=0.83)

FPN
(sd=0.83)

SBE
(sd=0.76)

FS
(sd=0.71)

FIN
(sd=0.72)

ICTS
(sd=0.70)

MUO
(sd=0.70)

SSC
(sd=0.74)

UB & LC
(sd=0.73)

Private life-to-work interference per 
organisational unit



34 
 

4. Correlations between the primary outcomes of the UM-SEM and various predictors 

This section discusses the relationships between the primary outcomes (the different aspects of 

sustainable employability, inclusivity and work pressure) and their possible predictors. In order to do 

this efficiently and clearly, several regression analyses have been carried out per primary outcome, 

based on a thematic clustering of predictors. In this way, for each primary outcome the following are 

considered: a) ancillary activities that employees perform in addition to their work; b) a description 

of the work situation of employees; c) a description of the living situation of employees; d) 

psychosocial work characteristics; e) aspects of safety at work. Finally, for each of the outcome 

variables, an explanatory regression model is estimated, in which all significant predictors (i.e., as 

identified in the previous separate regression models) are included in the initial set-up. The 

regression model is then worked through until only significant predictors remain. When discussing 

the relationships, the same sequence is used as in section 3—sustainable employability is first 

discussed, followed by inclusivity and finally work pressure. 

 

In the text, significant relationships are expressed in the form of Pearson's r (when it concerns a 

relationship between two variables where it is theoretically unclear which variable is the cause and 

which is the effect) or a standardised β (when it concerns a theoretical cause-effect relationship, 

where there has been a correction for other possible causes of the relationship). Both statistics 

express how strong the relationship is between two variables (possibly controlled for (i.e. by keeping 

constant) other background variables in the case of βs). The maximum range of an r or β is -1.00 to 

+1.00, whereby 0.30 or smaller indicates a weak correlation, 0.30 to 0.50 a moderate correlation, and 

greater than 0.50 a strong correlation. Specific use is made of standardised βs, because these are 

easier to compare than non-standardised βs, since for the latter the size is determined by the scaling 

of the variable. 

 

4.1 Correlations between aspects of sustainable employability and various predictors 

The first thing that was looked at was the relationship between the various aspects of sustainable 

employability and different predictors regarding the situation of employees. The different aspects of 

sustainable employability for which this is done are: the need for recovery, work ability, perceived 

health status, employability (probability of keeping current job, possibilities of obtaining another job 

at UM, and possibilities of obtaining another job with another organisation), job satisfaction, job 

performance and general skill-match. Finally, the general rough indicators for sustainable 

employability were also looked at, i.e. the mental and physical capability of continuing to work in the 

current job until retirement.  

 

4.1.1 Predictors of the need for recovery as an aspect of sustainable employability 

The first thing that was examined is whether the need for recovery is significantly related to three 

ancillary activities, namely people having another job in addition to their job at UM, working as a 

caregiver or working as a volunteer. From this first regression model, only voluntary work emerges 

as a significant predictor of the need for recovery (β=-0.04, p=0.01). 

 

With regard to the description of the work situation, various aspects were examined, namely 

whether employees work at multiple departments, how many years employees have been working in 
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their current job, how many years they have been working for UM, the number of contract hours per 

week, the average number of overtime hours per week and their commuting time (counted as the 

minutes it takes to complete a one-way trip). The data show that the number of contract hours per 

week (β=0.10, p<0.01) and the average number of overtime hours per week (β=0.13, p<0.01) are 

significant positive predictors of the need for recovery. This means that employees who work more 

hours according to their contract or through overtime have a greater need for recovery. The number 

of years working at UM (β=-0.08, p<0.01) appears to be a significant negative predictor of an 

employee’s need for recovery. The standardised βs are fairly low for all of these predictors, which 

signifies that the correlations are weak. 

 

Next, the living situation was looked at. First, the predictive value of living alone vs. not living alone 

was considered. The data show that there is a significant positive correlation between living alone 

(β=0.06, p<0.01) and the need for recovery. Subsequently, the different arrangements of the living 

situation were analysed. For example, it was checked if there are differences among employees who 

live with a partner, a child younger than 5, a child younger than 12, a child older than 12, parents, 

others (who do not fall into the previous categories), someone who needs intensive care or who have 

children living out of the home who are younger than 16 years old. The data show that there is a 

significant positive correlation between living with a child older than 12 and a person's need for 

recovery (β=0.04, p=0.04). However, the standardised β is relatively low. 

 

Also considered is the significance of the relationship between the need for recovery and work 

characteristics in the psychosocial domain. Specifically, this involves autonomy at work, work-to-

private life interference, private life-to-work interference, work pressure, relationship- and task-

oriented behaviour by one’s supervisor, feedback from one’s supervisor, the quality of 

communication within the team/department, the manner of dealing with conflicts within the 

team/department, trust within the team/department, the cohesion within the team/department, the 

competitive climate within the team/department, the extent to which employees feel included, the 

inclusivity of the organisation as a whole, the extent to which UM is seen as a supportive employer, 

the perceived quality of UM's HR policies and the extent to which employees are satisfied with UM as 

an employer. The data show that there is a significant positive relationship between the need for 

recovery and the interference from work to private life (β=0.09, p<0.01), the interference from 

private life to work (β=0.10, p<0.01) and work pressure (β=0.46, p<0.01). There is a significant 

negative relationship between the need for recovery and autonomy (β=-0.05, p<0.01), feeling 

included (β=-0.06, p<0.01) and the extent to which employees are satisfied are with UM as an 

employer (β=-0.05, p=0.03). The standardised β for work pressure is medium-sized, which signifies 

that there is a moderate correlation. The other standardised βs are low (or very low), so the cohesion 

is limited (or very limited).  
 

Another thing that was examined was the significance of the relationship between the need for 

recovery and aspects of safety including job security, fair treatment at work, safety at work, being 

bullied at work, being emotionally pressured at work, being discriminated against at work, and being 

physically and/or sexually intimidated at work. The data show that job security (β=-0.09, p<0.01), fair 

treatment at work (β=-0.06, p=0.01) and safety at work (β=-0.10, p<0.01) are negative predictors of 

the need for recovery. Furthermore, being emotionally pressured at work (β=0.14, p<0.01) is a 
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positive predictor of the need for recovery. The standardised βs are again low (or very low), 

indicating that the correlations are very weak. 

 

Finally, the relationship between age and the need for recovery was examined. Age (β=-0.15, p<0.01) 

appears to have a small significant negative relationship with the need for recovery. When 

controlling for age-squared, however, this small linear effect is no longer significant and a small 

significant effect of age-squared emerges. The interpretation of this quadratic effect is not 

straightforward. Therefore it seems most informative to consider the raw means per age group as 

depicted in Figure 23 when interpreting the relationship between age and need for recovery. Based 

on the figure, a modest negatieve linear appears to be the best fitting explanation. As such, the 

overall age effect on need for recovery should best be interpreted as a small negative relationship.  

 

 
Figure 23 Need for recovery according to the age of respondents 

 

Based on the previously identified predictors, an explanatory regression model of the need for 

recovery has been estimated. Table 10 shows the remaining significant predictors and their 

associated standardised βs and significance levels. This table provides an overview of the most 

relevant predictors of employees’ need for recovery. The predictors with a smaller standardised β are 

less relevant and less straightforward to interpret, because there could be statistical artefacts. Based 

on the table, the most relevant predictors appear to be age and work pressure. Importantly, the 

effect of age on need for recovery requires some careful thought. That is, due to the inclusion of the 

quadratic term of age, the standardized beta as reported in the table cannot be interpreted 

unambiguously. 
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Table 10 

Overall regression model for need for recovery 

 Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Age -0.70 <0.01 

Working as a volunteer -0.04 <0.01 

Autonomy -0.05 <0.01 

Work-to-private life interference   0.09 <0.01 

Private life-to-work interference  0.11 <0.01 

Extent to which employees feel included -0.06 <0.01 

Work pressure  0.46 <0.01 

Rating of UM as an employer -0.06 <0.01 

R-square=0.38   

Note: In the explanatory regression model, a quadrature of age as a variable is included to correct for any non-linear effects of age; the 

standardised beta associated with the quadrature of age is not reported because it cannot be interpreted unequivocally. 

 

4.1.2 Predictors of work ability as an aspect of sustainable employability 

First, it was examined whether work ability is significantly related to ancillary activities, namely 

whether employees have another job in addition to their job at UM, work as a caregiver or work as a 

volunteer. There appears to be no significant correlation between work ability and these three 

ancillary activities. 

 

It has also been examined whether there is a significant relationship between work ability and 

various aspects of the work situation, namely whether employees work at multiple departments, 

how many years employees have been working in their current job, how many years they have been 

working at UM, the number of contract hours per week, the average number of overtime hours per 

week and their commuting time (in the minutes it takes to complete a one-way trip). Again, no 

significant correlation has been found for work ability. 

 

As far as the living situation is concerned, there appears to be no significant correlation between 

living alone vs. not living alone and one's work ability. Only living with a child older than 12 is shown 

to be a significant positive predictor of one's work ability (β=0.04, p=0.04). However, the 

standardised β is small, indicating a weak correlation. 

 

Furthermore, the possible significant relationships between work ability and work characteristics in 

the psychosocial domain were examined. The data show that autonomy (β=0.09, p<0.01), the 

interference from private life to work (β=0.04, p=0.04), the extent to which employees feel 

included (β=0.09, p<0.01) and the extent to which employees are satisfied with UM as an employer 

(β=0.16, p<0.01) are significant positive predictors of work ability. Significant negative predictors are 

the interference from work to private life (β=-0.19, p<0.01), work pressure (β=-0.24, p<0.01) and 

the extent to which UM is prepared to support its employees (β=-0.07, p=0.01). The standardised βs 

are low or very low, with the exception of the standardised β for work pressure; the correlations are 

therefore weak (or very weak). 

 

The significant relationship between work ability and aspects of safety was also examined. The data 

show that work ability is positively predicted by job security (β=0.05, p=0.01) and safety at work 
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(β=0.21, p=0.01). Work ability is negatively predicted by feeling emotionally pressured (β=-0.07, 

p=0.01). The standardised βs are again low (or very low). The standardised β is slightly higher for 

safety at work, despite the fact that the correlation remains weak. 

 

Furthermore, the relationship between age and work ability was examined. As can be seen in Figure 

24, there is no significant relationship between age and work ability. 

 

 
Figure 24 Self-reported work ability according to the age of respondents 

 

Finally, based on the previous predictors, an explanatory regression model for work ability has been 

estimated. Table 11 shows the remaining significant predictors and associated standardised βs and 

significance levels. The predictors with a smaller standardised β are less relevant and less 

straightforward to interpret because there could be statistical artefacts. Based on the table, the most 

relevant predictors appear to be work pressure and age. However, it is important to interpret the age 

effect with caution, particularly in light of the quadratic term of age as included as correction factor 

in the model and the absence of the age effect in the simple model as discussed in the previous 

paragraph. 

 
Table 11 

Overall regression model of self-reported work ability 

 Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Age   0.79 <0.01 

Autonomy  0.07 <0.01 

Work-to-life interference -0.18 <0.01 

Handling of conflict within the team -0.05  0.01 

Extent to which employees feel included  0.08 <0.01 

Work pressure -0.23 <0.01 

Extent to which UM supports its employees -0.08 <0.01 

Rating of UM as an employer  0.14 <0.01 

Safety at work  0.11 <0.01 

Extent to which employees feel bullied at work   0.05   0.01 

R-square=0.20   

Note: In the explanatory regression model, a quadrature of age as a variable is included to correct for any non-linear effects of age; the 

standardised beta associated with the quadrature of age is not reported because it cannot be interpreted unequivocally. 
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4.1.3 Predictors of perceived health status as an aspect of sustainable employability 

First, it was examined whether the perceived health status is significantly predicted by the ancillary 

activities that employees participate in. It appears that working at another organisation in addition 

to working at UM is a significant positive predictor of the perceived health status (β=0.05, p<0.01). 

Working as a caregiver, on the other hand, is a negative predictor of the perceived health status (β=-

0.06, p<0.01). However, the standardised β is very small, making the correlation very weak. 

 

Furthermore, it has been analysed whether there is a significant relationship between the perceived 

health status and various aspects of the work situation, namely whether employees work at multiple 

departments, how many years employees have been working in their current job, how many years 

they have been working at UM, the number of contract hours per week, the average number of 

overtime hours per week and their commuting time (in minutes it takes to complete a one-way trip). 

The data show that there is only a significant negative relationship between the number of years 

working at UM and the perceived health status (β=-0.12, p<0.01). However, the standardised β is 

small, which means the correlation is weak. 

 

As far as the living situation is concerned, there appears to be no significant relationship between 

living alone vs. not living alone and the perceived health status. Looking at the living situation, it 

turns out that living with a child older than 12 is a significant positive predictor of the perceived 

health status (β=0.04, p=0.04). However, the standardised β is small. 

 

Furthermore, the relationship between a person's self-reported work ability and work characteristics 

in the psychosocial domain was examined. The data show that autonomy (β=0.06, p<0.01), the 

interference from private life to work (β=0.05, p=0.01), the extent to which employees see UM as 

inclusive (β=0.08, p<0.01) and the extent to which employees feel included (β=0.08, p<0.01) are 

significant positive predictors of the perceived health status. Significant negative predictors are the 

interference from work to private life (β=-0.17, p<0.01), the quality of communication within the 

team (β=-0.06, p=0.02) and work pressure (β=-0.15, p<0.01). Again, the standardised βs are small, 

meaning that the correlations are weak. 

 

Also considered were the possible significant relationships between the perceived health status and 

various aspects of safety. The data show that there is a significant positive relationship between 

safety at work (β=0.13, p<0.01) and the perceived health status of employees. The standardised β is 

small, so there is a weak correlation. 

 

Finally, the relationship between age and perceived health status was examined. Age (β=0.11, 

p<0.01) is shown to have a small but significant negative relationship with the perceived health 

status. This relationship remains unaffected by including a squared term for age in the model. Figure 

25 shows the average score for perceived health status per age category.  
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Figure 25 Perceived health status according to the age of respondents 

 

Table 12 shows the standardised βs of an overall explanatory regression model with corresponding 

significance levels. The predictors with a smaller standardised β are less relevant because they could 

be statistical artefacts. The most relevant predictors are the number of years working at UM, the 

interference from work to private life and work pressure, all of which have a negative effect on the 

perceived health status of employees.  

 
Table 12 

Overall regression model of perceived health status 

 Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Working for another employer in addition to UM  0,04  0,01 

Number of years working at UM -0.13 <0.01 

Autonomy  0.05 <0.01 

Work-to-private life interference -0.15 <0.01 

Communication within the team -0.07 <0.01 

Extent to which the organisation is seen as inclusive  0.05  0.02 

Extent to which employees feel included  0.07 <0.01 

Work pressure -0.13 <0.01 

Job security  0.06 <0.01 

Safety at work  0.06 <0.01 

R-square=0.12   

 

 

4.1.4 Predictors of employability as an aspect of sustainable employability 

The following paragraphs look at whether participation in ancillary activities, the living situation, 

psychosocial work characteristics and safety characteristics have a significant correlation with three 

employability indicators: the perceived probability of keeping the current job at UM, the possibilities 

for another job at UM and the possibilities for another job at another organisation. 

 

First, it has been examined whether there is a significant relationship between the three 

employability indicators and ancillary activities. Table 13 shows that there is a significant positive 

relationship between the probability of retaining current job at UM and working for another 

employer, working as a caregiver and working as a volunteer. Regarding the possibilities of 
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obtaining another job at UM, there is only a significant negative correlation with working as a 

caregiver. When it comes to the likelihood of obtaining another job at another organisation, there is 

a significant positive relationship with working for another employer. There also appears to be a 

significant negative relationship between working as a caregiver and the possibilities of obtaining 

another job at another organisation. However, the standardised βs are small, which means the 

correlations are limited. 
Table 13 

Correlations between employability and ancillary activities 

 Probability of 

keeping current job 

 Possibilities for 

another job at UM 

 Possibilities for 

another job at 

another organisation 

 

 

Type of ancillary activity 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Working for another employer    0.03  0.03  0.01  0.81  0.09 <0.01 

Working as a caregiver 0.10 <0.01 -0.05 <0.01 -0.10 <0.01 

Working as a volunteer 0.07 <0.01  0.02  0.20  0.03  0.11 

 

 

It was also examined whether there is a significant relationship between the three employability 

indicators and various aspects of the work situation. Table 14 shows that there is a significant 

positive correlation between the perceived probability of keeping the current job at UM and the 

number of years working in the current job and the commuting time between work and home. In 

addition, it appears that there is a significant positive correlation between the possibilities of 

obtaining another job at UM and working at multiple departments and the number of years 

working at UM. There appears to be a significant negative correlation between the possibilities of 

obtaining another job at UM and the number of years working in the current job, the number of 

contract hours per week and the average number of overtime hours per week. The data show that 

there is a significant negative relationship between the number of years working in current job at 

UM and the possibilities of obtaining another job at another organisation. There appears to be a 

significant positive relationship between the average number of overtime hours and the possibilities 

of obtaining another job at another organisation. Again, the standardised βs are small, which means 

that the correlations are relatively weak. 
 

Table 14 

Correlations between employability and aspects of the work situation 

 Probability of 

keeping current job 

 Possibilities for 

another job at UM 

 Possibilities for 

another job at 

another 

organisation 

 

 

Aspects of work situation 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Working at multiple 

departments 

 0.01  0.72 0.04  0.03 0.02  0.22 

Number of years working in 

current job 

 0.06 <0.01 -0.11 <0.01 -0.06  0.01 

Number of years working at 

UM 

 0.36 <0.01 0.11 <0.01 -0.23 <0.01 

Contract hours per week -0.02  0.16 -0.04  0.03 0.02  0.21 
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Average number of overtime 

hours per week 

 0.01  0.43 -0.14 <0.01 0.07 <0.01 

Commuting time, one-way 

trip in minutes 

 0.03  0.03 -0.01  0.38 0.01  0.44 

 

Subsequently, it was examined whether there is a significant correlation between three 

employability indicators and whether employees live alone vs. live with others. It appears that there 

is a significant negative correlation between living alone and the perceived ability to keep the 

current job at UM (β=-0.14, p<0.01) and the possibilities for obtaining another job at UM (β=-0.08, 

p<0.01). However, there is no significant correlation between living alone and the possibilities of 

obtaining another job at another organisation. Again, there is only a weak correlation. 

 

When the living situation is examined in more detail, a number of predictors of the various 

employability indicators come up again. Table 15 shows that there is a significant positive 

relationship between the perceived probability of retaining the current job at UM and living with a 

child younger than 12 or a child older than 12. There appears to be a significant negative 

relationship between the perceived probability of keeping the current job at UM and living with 

others who are not family members. The data show that there is a significant positive relationship 

between the possibilities of obtaining another job at UM and living with a partner, living with a child 

younger than 12, living with a child older than 12 and living with parents. There appears to be a 

significant negative correlation between the possibilities of obtaining another job at UM and living 

with someone who needs intensive care. The relationship between the possibilities of obtaining 

another job with another organisation and the living situation was also examined. The data show a 

significant positive relationship between the possibilities of obtaining another job at another 

organisation and living with a child younger than 5, living with a child younger than 12, living with 

parents and living with people who are not family members. On the other hand, there is a 

significant negative relationship between the possibilities of obtaining another job with another 

organisation and living with someone who needs intensive care.  

 
Table 15 

Correlations between employability and the living situation 

 Probability of 

keeping current job 

 Possibilities for 

another job at UM 

 Possibilities for 

another job at 

another 

organisation 

 

 

Living situation 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

With partner  0.09 <0.01  0.04  0.04 -0.03  0.06 

With child younger than 5 -0.00  0.77  0.00  0.86  0.08 <0.01 

With child younger than 12  0.10 <0.01  0.08 <0.01  0.09  0.00 

With child older than 12  0.16 <0.01  0.08 <0.01  0.01  0.56 

With parents  0.00  0.96  0.04  0.01  0.04  0.02 

With someone who needs 

intensive care 

 0.00  0.69 -0.04  0.02 -0.03  0.04 

Children living out of the 

home who are younger 

than 16 

 0.01  0.46  0.02  0.18  0.01  0.47 
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With others (who do not 

fall into one of the 

previously mentioned 

categories) 

-0.12 <0.01 -0.03  0.09  0.05 <0.01 

 

 

Furthermore, it has been examined whether there is a significant correlation between the three 

employability indicators and various psychosocial work characteristics. Table 16 shows that the 

perceived probability of keeping the current job at UM is positively related to the autonomy that one 

experiences at work, dealing with conflicts within the team and the rating that employees give UM 

as an employer. Negative predictors are the interference from work to private life, getting feedback 

from one’s supervisor and the extent to which employees feel that UM has adequate HR policies. 

Regarding the likelihood of obtaining another job at UM, the significant positive predictors are the 

extent to which UM is prepared to support its employees and the rating that employees give UM as 

an employer. Significant negative predictors are the interference from work to private life and the 

interference from private life to work. When it comes to the perceived possibilities of obtaining of 

another job at another organisation, the significant positive predictors are autonomy, the 

interference from private life to work and the extent to which UM is prepared to support its 

employees. Significant negative predictors are the interference from work to private life and 

relationship-oriented leadership. In general, the standardised βs of the identified predictors are 

relatively small, but they do provide insights into potentially interesting points of action.  
 

Table 16 

Correlations between employability and psychosocial work characteristics 

 Probability of 

keeping current job 

 Possibilities for 

another job at UM 

 Possibilities for 

another job at 

another 

organisation 

 

Psychosocial   

work characteristics  

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Autonomy  0.07 <0.01  0.02  0.21  0.09 <0.01 

Work-to-private life 

interference 

-0.09 <0.01 -0.05  0.01 -0.05 <0.01 

Private life-to-work 

interference 

 0.01  0.86 -0.07 <0.01  0.08 <0.01 

Relationship-oriented 

leadership 

 0.04  0.12  0.01  0.94 -0.09 <0.01 

Task-oriented leadership -0.01  0.52 -0.03  0.29  0.01  0.87 

Feedback from supervisor -0.10 <0.01  0.03  0.25  0.10 <0.01 

Competitive climate  0.11  0.63  0.01  0.79  0.01  0.89 

Quality communication 

within the team 

-0.01  0.92  0.03  0.25 -0.01  0.85 

Conflicts within the team  0.06  0.02  0.01  0.69 -0.02  0.47 

Trust within the team  0.04  0.18  0.03  0.32 -0.01  0.92 

Cohesion within the team  0.01  0.54  0.01  0.68  0.01  0.72 

Inclusivity of the 

organisation 

-0.01  0.61 -0.03  0.18  0.02  0.48 

UM supports its employees  0.01  0.94  0.14  0.01  0.07  0.02 
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UM has adequate HR 

policies 

-0.08 <0.01  0.02  0.47 -0.01  0.70 

Rating of UM as an 

employer 

 0.17 <0.01  0.12  0.01 -0.03  0.31 

 

Subsequently, the correlations between the three employability indicators and various aspects of 

safety were examined. Table 17 shows that the perceived probability of keeping the current job at 

UM, as expected, is positively predicted by the job security that is offered. Significant negative 

predictors are fair treatment at work and the extent to which employees feel emotionally pressured 

at work. Furthermore, the data show that significant positive predictors of the perceived possibilities 

of obtaining another job within UM are job security and fair treatment at work. A significant 

negative predictor is the extent to which employees feel discriminated against at work. Regarding 

the perceived possibilities of obtaining another job at another organisation, a positive predictor is 

safety at work; a negative predictor is the extent to which employees feel emotionally pressured. 

Again, the standardised βs show moderate correlations. The exception to this is the relationship 

between job security and the perceived probability of keeping the current job at UM, and the 

correlation between job security and the perceived possibilities of obtaining another job at UM.  
 

Table 17 

Correlations between employability and aspects of safety 

 Probability of 

keeping current job 

 Possibilities for 

another job at UM 

 Possibilities for 

another job at 

another 

organisation 

 

 

Aspects of safety 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Job security 0.57 <0.01 0.23 <0.01 0.01  0.95 

Fair treatment at work -0.04  0.02 0.09 <0.01 0.01  0.47 

Safety at work 0.03  0.11 0.03  0.21 0.08 <0.01 

Feels bullied at work 0.03  0.05 -0.01  0.68 -0.01  0.95 

Feels emotionally pressured 

at work 

-0.06 <0.01 -0.04  0.07 -0.05  0.02 

Feels physically intimidated 

at work 

-0.01  0.39 0.01  0.38 0.01  0.80 

Feels sexually intimidated at 

work 

-0.01  0.71 -0.01  0.83 -0.01  0.92 

Feels discriminated against 

at work 

-0.01  0.91 -0.06 <0.01 0.01  0.41 

 

Furthermore, the influence of age was examined (see Table 18). Age appears to have a significant 

positive relationship with the perceived probability of keeping the current job at UM, the possibilities 

for obtaining another job at UM and the possibilities for obtaining another job at another 

organisation. The standardised βs are large (or very large). Regarding this, Figures 26 to 28 provide 

more clarity about the type of relationship. Figure 26 shows that, in particular, a sharper rise in the 

perceived ability to keep the current job occurs from about age 36. Figure 27 shows that, especially 

among older and younger employees, there is a more positive perception of the possibilities for 

obtaining another job at UM. Figure 28 shows that the perceived possibilities for obtaining another 

job at another organisation decrease rapidly with age, especially from about 45 years of age. 
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Table 18 

Correlations between employability and age 

 Probability of 

keeping current job 

 Possibilities for 

another job at UM 

 Possibilities for 

another job at 

another 

organisation 

 

 

Age 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Age 0.36 <0.01 0.43 <0.01 0.79 <0.01 

Note: In the explanatory regression model, a quadrature of age as a variable is included to correct for any non-linear effects of age; the 

standardised beta associated with the quadrature of age is not reported because it cannot be interpreted unequivocally. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 26 Perceived probability of keeping current job according to the age of respondents 
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Figure 27 Perceived possibilities for obtaining another job at UM according to the age of respondents 

 

 
Figure 28 Perceived possibilities for obtaining another job at another organisation according to the 

 age of respondents 

 

Based on the previously identified predictors, explanatory regression models for the three aspects of 

employability have been estimated. Tables 19 to 21 show the remaining significant predictors and 

associated standardised βs and significance levels. Based on Table 19, the most relevant predictors of 

the perceived probability of keeping the current job at UM appear to be age, satisfaction with 

enjoyment of work and job security. 

 
 Table 19 
Overall regression model of perceived probability of maintaining the current job at UM 

 Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Age  0.98 <0.01 

Autonomy  0.03   0.01 

Work-to-private life interference -0.04 <0.01 

Competitive climate  0.04 <0.01 

Number of years working in current job  0.07 <0.01 

Living with parents  0.04 <0.01 

Living with others -0.03   0.03 

Satisfaction with enjoyment of work  0.12 <0.01 

Satisfaction with professional development opportunities -0.04   0.02 

Satisfaction with career prospects  0.06 <0.01 

Job security  0.40 <0.01 

Feeling emotionally pressured by others at work -0.03   0.02 

R-square=0.47   

Note: In the explanatory regression model, a quadrature of age as a variable is included to correct for any non-linear effects of age; the 

standardised beta associated with the quadrature age is not reported because it cannot be interpreted unequivocally. 

 
 

Regarding the perceived possibilities for obtaining another job at UM, the most relevant predictors 

appear to be age, satisfaction with enjoyment of work, satisfaction with career prospects and job 

security based on Table 20.  
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Table 20 

Overall regression model of perceived possibilities for obtaining another job at UM 

 Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Age  0.68 <0.01 

Private life-to-work interference -0.07 <0.01 

Extent to which UM is prepared to support employees  0.09 <0.01 

Working as a caregiver -0.04   0.01 

Working at multiple departments  0.05 <0.01 

Number of years working in current job -0.05   0.01 

Number of contract hours per week -0.03   0.04 

Average number of overtime hours per week -0.08 <0.01 

Satisfaction with enjoyment of work  0.10 <0.01 

Satisfaction with development opportunities  0.08 <0.01 

Satisfaction with career prospects  0.23 <0.01 

Job security  0.10 <0.01 

Fair treatment at work -0.05   0.02 

R-square=0.23   

Note: In the explanatory regression model, a quadrature of age as a variable is included to correct for any non-linear age effects, the 

standardised beta associated with the quadrature age is not reported because it cannot be interpreted unequivocally. 

 

Regarding the perceived possibilities for obtaining another job at another organisation, the most 

relevant predictors, based on Table 21, appear to be: age, the number of years working at UM, the 

extent to which employees feel included and the satisfaction with their career prospects. 
  
Table 21 
Overall regression model of perceived possibilities for obtaining another job at another organisation 

 Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Age  0.77 <0.01 

Working for another employer in addition to UM  0.08 <0.01 

Number of years working at UM -0.12 <0.01 

Average number of overtime hours per week  0.08 <0.01 

Living with a child younger than 12  0.04   0.01 

Autonomy  0.07 <0.01 

Work-to-private life interference -0.06 <0.01 

Relationship-oriented behaviour of supervisor -0.09 <0.01 

Feedback from supervisor  0.06 <0.01 

Extent to which employees feel included  0.15 <0.01 

Satisfaction with career prospects  0.12 <0.01 

Job security  0.04   0.02 

Fair treatment at work -0.04   0.04 

R-square=0.21   

Note: In the explanatory regression model, a quadrature of age as a variable is included to correct for any non-linear age effects, the 

standardised beta associated with the quadrature age is not reported because it cannot be interpreted unequivocally. 
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4.1.5 Predictors of self-reported job performance as an aspect of sustainable employability 

To begin with, the question of whether there is a significant relationship between a person's job 

performance and ancillary activities, including working for another employer and working as a 

caregiver or volunteer, was analysed. However, the data do not show any significant correlations. 

 

For the various aspects of the work situation, there is only a significant positive relationship between 

the job performance and the average number of overtime hours per week (β=0.09, p<0.01). 

 

Possible significant correlations between an employee’s job performance and aspects of their living 

situation were also looked for. The data show that there is a significant negative relationship 

between living alone (β=-0.04, p=0.04) and job performance. Furthermore, it appears that living with 

a child older than 12 (β=0.04, p=0.04) is a significant positive predictor of a person’s job 

performance. However, the standardised βs are small, which signifies that the correlations are weak. 

 

As far as the psychosocial work characteristics are concerned, it appears that autonomy (β=0.10, 

p<0.01), the interference from private life to work (β=0.09, p<0.01), the extent to which employees 

feel included (β=0.23, p<0.01) and satisfaction with UM as an employer (β=0.07, p=0.01) are 

significant positive predictors of a person's job performance. Significant negative predictors are the 

interference from work to private life (β=-0.12, p<0.01), trust within the team (β=-0.13, p<0.01), 

work pressure (β=-0.17, p<0.01) and the extent to which employees feel that UM is prepared to 

support its employees (β=-0.08, p<0.01). However, the standardised βs are quite small, signifying 

that the correlations are weak. 

 

With regard to the relationship between the job performance and various aspects of safety, the data 

show that job security (β=0.16, p<0.01), safety at work (β=0.15, p<0.01) and the extent to which 

employees feel discriminated against at work (β=0.08, p<0.01) are significant positive predictors. 

The standardised βs are again small. 

 

Finally, the relationship between a person's age and job performance was examined. Age (β=0.49, 

p<0.01) appears to have a significant positive impact on job performance. However, considering the 

inclusion of age-squared in this model, this effect cannot be interpreted unambiguously. Therefore, 

Figure 29 provides a more accessible picture of the relationship between age and job performance. 

As can be seen in the figure, the actual relationships seems modestly positive. 

 

 
Figure 29 Self-reported job performance according to the age of respondents 
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Finally, based on the previously identified predictors, a complete explanatory regression model of 

self-reported job performance has been estimated. Table 22 shows all remaining significant 

predictors and associated standardised βs and significance levels. The most relevant predictors of a 

person’s job performance appear to be age, the extent to which employees feel included, work 

pressure, trust within the department, the interference from work to private life, job security and the 

average number of overtime hours.  

 
Table 22 Overall regression model self-reported job performance 

 Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Average number of overtime hours per week  0.10 <0.01 

Autonomy  0.09 <0.01 

Work-to-private life interference -0.11 <0.01 

Private life-to-work interference  0.04   0.04 

Trust within the department -0.13 <0.01 

Extent to which employees feel included  0.23 <0.01 

Work pressure -0.19 <0.01 

Extent to which UM is prepared to support its employees -0.07 <0.01 

Rating of UM as an employer  0.05 <0.01 

Age  0.72 <0.01 

Job security  0.11 <0.01 

Extent to which employees feel discriminated against at work  0.06 <0.01 

R-square=0.16   

Note: In the explanatory regression model, a quadrature of age as a variable is included to correct for any non-linear effects of age; the 

standardised beta associated with the quadrature age is not reported because it cannot be interpreted unequivocally. 

 

 

4.1.6 Predictors of the general skill-match as an aspect of sustainable employability 

First, the question of whether the general skill-match is significantly associated with various ancillary 

activities has been examined. Working as a caregiver (β=0.08, p<0.01) or volunteer (β=0.04, p<0.01) 

appears to have a significant positive impact on the general skill-match. However, the standardised 

βs are very small, indicating weak correlations. 

 

Furthermore, it was examined whether there is a significant relationship between the general skill-

match and various aspects of the work situation. Significant positive predictors of this are: the 

number of years working in the current job (β=0.10, p<0.01) and the number of years working at 

UM (β=0.16, p<0.01). A significant negative predictor is the number of contract hours per week 

(β=0.05, p<0.01). The standardised βs are again small. 

 

The living situation was also looked at. The first thing that was looked at is living alone vs. not living 

alone as predictors of the general skill-match. The data show that there is a positive correlation 

between living alone (β=-0.07, p<0.01) and the general skill-match. Subsequently, when zooming in 

on the different compositions of the living situation, the data show that there is a significant positive 

relationship between the general skill-match and living with a child younger than 12 (β=0.05, 

p<0.01) and living with a child older than 12 (β=0.11, p<0.01). There is a significant negative 

relationship between general skill-match and living with others who are not family members (β=-

0.13, p<0.01). The standardised βs are once again generally small, indicating weak correlations. 
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The relationship between the general skill-match and work characteristics in the psychosocial 

domain was also examined. The extent to which employees feel included (β=0.10, p<0.01) appears 

to be a significant positive predictor. Significant negative predictors are the interference from work 

to private life (β=-0.08, p<0.01), the extent to which UM is considered inclusive (β=-0.10, p<0.01), 

work pressure (β=-0.20, p<0.01) and the extent to which UM is prepared to support its employees 

(β=-0.06, p=0.03). Again, the standardised βs are small. 

 

Also looked at is the relationship between the general skill-match and various aspects of safety. 

Significant positive predictors are job security (β=0.21, p<0.01) and safety at work (β=0.12, p<0.01). 

A significant negative predictor is fair treatment at work (β=-0.15, p<0.01). However, the 

standardised βs are small, resulting in moderate correlations. It appears that the other results cannot 

be interpreted unequivocally, because there are contradictions between safety and undesirable 

behaviour. This could be explained as a coincidence; the groups that report experiencing physical 

harassment and discrimination at work could also coincidentally be groups with a stronger skill-

match. In addition, the effects have been controlled for with each other, which may result in a 

change in the direction of the effects of some predictors. It therefore seems advisable to interpret 

the non-theoretically obvious effects here with caution and, in particular, to use the final explanatory 

regression model. 

 

In addition, the relationship between a person’s age and their general skill-match was considered. 

Age (β=0.99, p<0.01) appears to have a significant positive relationship with the general skill-match. 

The standardised β seems large, but cannot be interpreted unambiguously due to inclusion of a 

significant quadratic term for age. Figure 30 shows the average score on general skill-match per age 

category, providing a clearer picture of the relationship between age and general skill-match.  

 

 
Figure 30 General skill-match according to the age of respondents 

 

Finally, based on the previously identified predictors, a complete explanatory regression model of 

general skill-match was estimated. Table 23 shows all remaining significant predictors and associated 

standardised βs and significance levels. Based on the table, the most relevant predictors appear to be 

age, work pressure and fair treatment at work. 
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Table 23 

Overall regression model of general skill-match 

 Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Number of years working at UM  0.07 <0.01 

Living with others (who are not family members) -0.06 <0.01 

Work-to-private life interference -0.06 <0.01 

Extent to which employees feel included at work  0.06 <0.01 

Work pressure -0.15 <0.01 

Age  0.89 <0.01 

Job security  0.08 <0.01 

Fair treatment at work -0.15 <0.01 

Feeling safe at work  0.07 <0.01 

Extent to which employees feel discriminated against at work  0.09 <0.01 

R-square=0.18   

 

4.1.7 Predictors of job satisfaction as an aspect of sustainable employability 

First, it was examined whether the job satisfaction of UM employees is significantly related to various 

ancillary activities, such as working for a different employer, working as a caregiver and working as a 

volunteer. None of these relationships, however, appear to be significant. 

 

Subsequently, the question of whether there is a relationship between job satisfaction and various 

aspects of the work situation was looked at. The number of years working at UM (β=0.05, p=0.04) 

and the average number of overtime hours per week (β=0.07, p<0.01) appear to be significant 

positive predictors of job satisfaction. However, the standardised βs are small. 

 

Next, the living situation was examined. It appears that living alone (β=-0.04, p=0.01) has a 

significant negative relationship with job satisfaction. After that, the different arrangements of the 

living situation were looked at more closely. This shows that living with a child older than 12 

(β=0.04, p=0.04) is a significant positive predictor of job satisfaction. However, the standardised β is 

very small, which means that the correlation is very limited. 

 

Furthermore, the relationship between job satisfaction and work characteristics in the psychosocial 

domain was examined. Significant positive predictors that emerged are autonomy (β=0.14, p<0.01), 

relationship-oriented leadership (β=0.13, p<0.01), competitive climate (β=0.06, p<0.01), the extent 

to which employees feel included (β=0.17, p<0.01) and satisfaction with UM as an employer 

(β=0.15, p<0.01). Significant negative predictors are the interference from work to private life (β=-

0.07, p<0.01) and work pressure (β=-0.12, p<0.01). 

 

Also considered were the relationships between job satisfaction and various aspects of safety. 

Significant positive predictors that were identified are job security (β=0.09, p<0.01), fair treatment 

at work (β=0.14, p<0.01) and safety at work (β=0.17, p<0.01). A significant negative predictor is 

feeling emotionally pressured at work (β=-0.09, p<0.01). However, the standardised βs are small so 

there are only moderate correlations. 
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In addition, the relationship between age and job satisfaction was also looked at. Age (β=0.11, 

p<0.01) appears to have a small significant positive relationship with job satisfaction. Figure 31 shows 

the average scores for job satisfaction per age category, which provides an overall picture of the 

relationship between age and job satisfaction. 

 

 
Figure 31 Job satisfaction according to the age of respondents 

 

Finally, based on the previous predictors, a complete explanatory regression model for job 

satisfaction was estimated. Table 24 shows all remaining significant predictors and associated 

standardised βs and significance levels. The most relevant predictors appear to be the extent to 

which employees feel included, the rating of UM as an employer, age, autonomy, relationship-

oriented behaviour of supervisor(s) and the average number of overtime hours per week, all of which 

are positively related to job satisfaction, as well as work pressure which is negatively related to job 

satisfaction.  

 
Table 24 

Overall regression model of job satisfaction 

 Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Average number of overtime hours per week  0.11 <0.01 

Autonomy  0.12 <0.01 

Work-to-private life interference -0.05 <0.01 

Relationship-oriented behaviour of supervisor  0.12 <0.01 

Competitive climate  0.04  0.02 

Extent to which employees feel included  0.16 <0.01 

Work pressure -0.11 <0.01 

Rating of UM as an employer  0.14 <0.01 

Age  0.13 <0.01 

Safety at work  0.06 <0.01 

R-square=0.25   
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4.1.8 Predictors of the mental capability to continue working until retirement as an indicator of 

sustainable employability 

With regard to employees’ mental capability to continue working in their current position until their 

retirement age, the first thing that was looked at is again the ancillary activities of employees. The 

analyses show that there is a significant positive correlation between the extent to which employees 

are mentally capable of continuing to work until the retirement age and working for another 

employer (β=0.04, p=0.01). However, the standardised β is small. 

 

It was further examined whether there is a link between the extent to which employees are mentally 

capable of continuing to work in their current job until their retirement age and various aspects of 

the work situation. The analyses show that the number of years working at UM (β=0.06, p=0.01) 

and the average number of overtime hours per week (β=0.06, p<0.01) are significant positive 

predictors. The number of contract hours per week is a negative predictor (β=-0.03 p=0.04). 

However, the standardised βs are small, indicating limited effects. 

 

It has also been examined whether there is a significant correlation between the living situation and 

the extent to which employees are mentally capable of continuing to work in their current job until 

their retirement. It appears that living alone is a significant negative predictor (β=-0.07, p<0.01). 

Furthermore, it appears that living with a partner (β=0.04, p=0.02), living with a child younger than 

12 (β=0.05, p<0.01) and living with a child older than 12 (β=0.08, p<0.01) are significant positive 

predictors. Again, the standardised βs are on the small side. 

 

As far as the psychosocial work characteristics are concerned, it appears that autonomy (β=0.14, 

p<0.01), the extent to which employees feel included (β=0.13, p<0.01) and satisfaction with UM as 

an employer (β=0.10, p<0.01) are significant positive predictors. Significant negative predictors are 

the interference from work to private life (β=-0.04, p=0.01) and work pressure (β=-0.18, p<0.01). 

The standardised βs are also small here, indicating limited effects. 

 

The degree to which employees are mentally capable of continuing to work in their current job until 

their retirement also depends on a number of aspects of safety. Being emotionally pressured at 

work is a significant negative predictor (β=-0.07, p<0.01), and job security (β=0.13, p<0.01), fair 

treatment at work (β=0.05, p=0.02) and safety at work (β=0.15, p<0.01) are significant positive 

predictors. The standardised βs are small, so the correlations are rather limited. 

 

Furthermore, it was examined whether the extent to which employees are mentally capable of 

continuing to work in their current job until their retirement is significantly related to their age. Age 

(β=0.39, p<0.01) has a significant positive correlation to the extent to which employees are able to 

continue working in their current job until their retirement. The standardised β is medium-sized. 

 

Finally, based on the significant predictors, a complete explanatory regression model of the mental 

capacity to continue working in the current job until the retirement age is estimated. Table 25 shows 

that age, work pressure, autonomy, average number of overtime hours per week and the extent to 

which employees feel included are the most relevant predictors of being mentally capable of 

continuing to work in the current job until the retirement age.  
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Table 25 
Overall regression model of extent to which employees are mentally capable of continuing to work in the current job until 

retirement 

 Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Age  0.23 <0.01 

Feeling safe at work  0.09 <0.01 

Extent to which employees feel bullied at work  0.04  0.02 

Rating of UM as an employer  0.08 <0.01 

Extent to which employees feel included  0.10 <0.01 

Work pressure -0.17 <0.01 

Autonomy  0.12 <0.01 

Living with children younger than 5  0.07 <0.01 

Living with children younger than 12  0.07 <0.01 

Number of years working at UM -0.06   0.02 

Average number of overtime hours per week  0.12 <0.01 

Working for another employer  0.04   0.03 

R-square=0.18   

 

 

4.1.9 Predictors of the physical capability of continuing to work until retirement as an indicator of 

sustainable employability 

First, the question of whether there is a significant relationship between the extent to which 

employees are physically capable of continuing to work in their current job until their retirement and 

employees’ ancillary activities was looked at. The analyses show that working for a different 

employer (β=0.05, p<0.01) and working as a volunteer (β=0.04, p=0.03) are also positively related to 

the extent to which employees are physically capable of continuing to work in their current job until 

the retirement age. However, the standardised βs are small, indicating limited correlations. 

 

Subsequently, it was examined whether there is a significant relationship between the extent to 

which employees are physically capable of continuing to work in their current job until the 

retirement age and various aspects of the work situation. However, the analyses do not reveal any 

significant predictors among the various aspects of the work situation. 

 

It was also examined whether there is a significant correlation between the extent to which 

employees are physically capable of continuing to work in their current job until their retirement and 

their living situation. Living with a child younger than 5 appears to be a significant positive predictor 

(β=0.09, p<0.01). The standardised β is small, which signifies that the correlation is weak. 

 

As far as the psychosocial work characteristics are concerned, the analyses show that autonomy 

(β=0.11, p<0.01), the extent to which employees feel included (β=0.16, p<0.01) and satisfaction 

with UM as an employer (β=0.06, p=0.02) are significant positive predictors. Significant negative 

predictors are the cohesion within the team (β=-0.08, p<0.01) and the work pressure (β=-0.12, 

p<0.01). The standardised βs are also small here, so the correlations are weak. 
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Regarding the relationship between the extent to which employees are physically capable of 

continuing to work in their current job until their retirement and the various aspects of safety, the 

analyses show that fair treatment at work (β=0.06, p<0.01) and safety at work (β=0.13, p<0.01) are 

significant positive predictors. Again, the standardised βs are small. 

 

Furthermore, it appears that age is not a significant predictor of the physical ability to continue 

working in the current job until retirement. 

 

Based on the significant predictors, there is an explanatory regression model of the physical ability 

to continue working in the current job until the retirement age. Table 26 provides an overview of the 

most relevant predictors: autonomy, the extent to which employees feel included and work 

pressure.  

 
Table 26 

Overall regression model of the extent to which employees are physically capable of continuing to work in their current job 

until retirement 

 Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Safety at work  0.07 <0.01 

Autonomy  0.10 <0.01 

Cohesion within the team -0.05   0.02 

Extent to which employees feel included  0.16 <0.01 

Work pressure -0.12 <0.01 

Living with a child younger than 5  0.08 <0.01 

Working with another employer in addition to UM  0.05 <0.01 

Working as a volunteer  0.03   0.04 

R-square=0.10   

 

4.2 Correlations between inclusivity and various predictors 

This section looks at the relationship between different variables and inclusivity. For this purpose, 

inclusivity is measured in two ways. First, the extent to which employees themselves feel included at 

work is considered. The second consideration is to what extent employees see the organisation as a 

whole as inclusive. For both forms of inclusivity, a correlation table is first presented that shows the 

extent to which inclusivity is related to the various aspects of sustainable employability. This is done 

to clearly emphasise the relevance of inclusivity. Next, the effects of a set of possible predictors of 

these two measures of inclusivity are estimated. The same thematic clustering is used as in the 

previous section on predictors of sustainable employability. Finally, an explanatory regression model 

is again estimated for both measures of inclusivity.  

 

4.2.1 Relationship between the extent to which employees feel included at UM and their sustainable 

employability 

When it comes to the extent to which employees feel included at work, the first thing that was 

looked at is correlations with the different aspects of sustainable employability. Table 27 shows the 

degree to which the primary aspects of sustainable employability are related to the extent to which 
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employees feel included. The table shows that the extent to which employees feel included at work 

is positively related to all aspects of sustainable employability and negatively related to the need for 

recovery, which is also a negative indicator of sustainable employability (i.e. a higher need for 

recovery indicates a lower employability). This clearly shows how important feeling included is for 

the sustainable employability of employees. 

 
Table 27 

Correlations between aspects of sustainable employability and the extent to which employees feel included 

Aspects of sustainable employability r p 

Perceived probability of keeping current job  0.14 <0.01 

Perceived possibilities for obtaining another job within the 

organisation 

 0.18 <0.01 

Perceived possibilities for obtaining another job in another 

organisation 

 0.19 <0.01 

Mental capability of continuing to work in current job until retirement  0.23 <0.01 

Physical capability of continuing to work in current job until 

retirement 

 0.22 <0.01 

Desire to continue working in current job until retirement  0.11 <0.01 

General skill-match  0.05   0.01 

Perceived health status  0.18 <0.01 

Work ability  0.21 <0.01 

Job performance  0.21 <0.01 

Total need for recovery -0.23 <0.01 

Job satisfaction  0.36 <0.01 

Note: Correlations are calculated using Pearson Correlation 

 

Table 28 shows how the various aspects of sustainable employability are related to the extent to 

which employees see UM as inclusive. This also shows that all variables have a significant positive 

relationship, with the exception of the general skill-match and the need for recovery. 

 
 Table 28 

Correlations between aspects of sustainable employability and the extent to which employees see UM as inclusive 

Aspects of sustainable employability r p 

Perceived probability of keeping current job  0.09 <0.01 

Possibilities for obtaining another job within the organisation  0.20 <0.01 

Possibilities for obtaining another job in another organisation  0.14 <0.01 

Mental capability of continuing to work in current job until retirement  0.17 <0.01 

Physical capability of continuing to work in current job until 

retirement 

 0.16 <0.01 

Desire to continue working in current job until retirement  0.12 <0.01 

General skill-match -0.06 <0.01 

Perceived health status  0.17 <0.01 

Work ability  0.17 <0.01 

Job performance  0.11 <0.01 

Total need for recovery -0.19 <0.01 

Job satisfaction  0.28 <0.01 

Note: Correlations are calculated using Pearson Correlation 
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4.2.2 Predictors of the extent to which employees feel included at UM 

First, the relationship between participation in ancillary activities and the extent to which employees 

feel included at work was examined. The analyses show that there is a significant negative 

correlation between the extent to which employees feel included and working as a caregiver (β=-

0.05, p=0.01) and a significant positive correlation with working as a volunteer (β=0.04, p=0.04). 

However, the standardised βs are small, indicating limited correlations. 

 

It was further examined whether there is a significant relationship between the degree to which 

employees feel included at work and various aspects of the work situation. The analyses show that 

there is a significant negative correlation between the number of years working in the current job 

(β=-0.07, p=0.01) and the extent to which employees feel included at work. However, the 

standardised β is small, which signifies that the correlation is weak for all of these variables. 

 

Subsequently, it was examined whether there is a significant correlation between the extent to 

which employees feel included at UM and whether they live alone or live with others. There appears 

to be no significant correlation between living alone or living with others and the extent to which one 

feels included at work. The various aspects of the living situation were then focused in on. The 

analyses show that there is a significant positive relationship between living with a child older than 

12 (β=0.05, p=0.02) and the extent to which one feels included at work. However, the standardised β 

is small. 

 

The question of whether there is a significant correlation between the extent to which people feel 

included at work and various psychosocial work characteristics was also examined. The results show 

that feeling included at work is positively related to the autonomy employees experience at work 

(β=0.09, p<0.01), relationship-oriented behaviour by the supervisor(s) (β=0.09, p<0.01), the quality 

of communication within the team (β=0.13, p<0.01), dealing with conflicts within the team (β=0.10, 

p<0.01) , the trust within the team (β=0.18, p<0.01), the cohesion within the team (β=0.12, p<0.01), 

the extent to which the organisation is seen as inclusive (β=0.23, p<0.01), and the rating of UM as 

employer (β=0.07, p<0.01). Negative predictors are the work-to-private life interference (β=-0.07, 

p<0.01), and the extent to which employees feel that UM has adequate HR policies (β=-0.11, 

p<0.01). The latter finding can be explained by the fact that this effect has been assessed in a manner 

that controlled for various aspects that reflect the HR policies, which are positively correlated. In 

general, the identified effects are relatively small, but they do provide insights into possible 

interesting points for attention.  

 

Moreover, it was examined whether there is a significant correlation between the degree to which 

employees feel included at work and various aspects of satisfaction, namely satisfaction with: the 

working climate, the enjoyment of work, the work-life balance, the opportunities for professional 

development, salary, career prospects, the behaviour of the supervisor and the extent to which 

employees are satisfied with how inclusive the university is. There appears to be a significant positive 

relationship between the extent to which employees feel included and their satisfaction with the 

working climate (β=0.35, p<0.01), the enjoyment of work (β=0.14, p<0.01), the work-life balance 

(β=0.05, p<0.01), the opportunities for personal development (β=0.09, p<0.01), the behaviour of 

the supervisor (β=0.05, p<0.01), and the inclusivity within UM (β=0.15, p<0.01). Particularly the 
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large standardised β regarding satisfaction with the working climate is notable; this indicates that a 

pleasant working climate strongly contributes to a greater sense of inclusion. The other standardised 

βs are relatively small. 

 

With regard to the relationship between the extent to which employees feel included and various 

aspects of safety, the data show both positive and negative correlations. There is a significant 

positive correlation between the extent to which employees feel included and their job security 

(β=0.07, p<0.01), fair treatment at work (β=0.22, p<0.01), and safety at work (β=0.27, p<0.01). 

Between the extent to which employees feel included and being bullied at work (β=-0.11, p<0.01), 

emotionally pressured at work (β=-0.09, p. <0.01) and sexually intimidated at work (β=-0.05, 

p=0.01), significant negative relationships were found. The standardised β for fair treatment at work 

and safety at work are medium-sized. The other βs are relatively small. 

 

It was also examined whether the extent to which employees feel included is significantly related to 

their age. Age (β=-0.48, p<0.01) appears to have a significant negative relationship with the degree to 

which employees feel included at work. Figure 32 shows the average score regarding the extent to 

which employees feel included for each age category, providing an overall picture of the relationship 

between age and the extent to which employees feel included. As can be seen from the graph, the 

age effect should be interpreted as relatively modest. 

 

 
Figure 32 Extent to which employees feel included according to their age 

 

Finally, an explanatory regression model has been estimated for the extent to which employees feel 

included at work. Table 29 shows all remaining significant predictors and their associated 

standardised βs and significance levels. The most relevant predictors are the quality of 

communication within the team, the trust within the team, the cohesion within the team, the extent 

to which employees see UM as inclusive and the extent to which employees feel safe at work.  
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Table 29 Overall regression model of the extent to which employees feel included 

 Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Autonomy  0.04 <0.01 

Work-to-private life interference -0.06 <0.01 

Quality of communication within the team  0.12 <0.01 

Conflicts within the team  0.05   0.06 

Trust within the team  0.14 <0.01 

Cohesion within team  0.11 <0.01 

Extent to which UM is seen as inclusive  0.17 <0.01 

Extent to which UM is seen to have adequate HR policies -0.08 <0.01 

Volunteer work  0.04 <0.01 

Number of hours per week according to contract  0.03   0.03 

Average number of overtime hours per week  0.03 <0.01 

Living with a partner  0.03   0.02 

Living with children younger than 12   0.02   0.04 

Satisfaction with working climate  0.06 <0.01 

Satisfaction with enjoyment of work  0.09 <0.01 

Satisfaction with personal development opportunities at work  0.04   0.01 

Satisfaction with career prospects -0.05 <0.01 

Satisfaction with inclusivity  0.03   0.03 

Fair treatment at work  0.06 <0.01 

Feeling safe at work  0.12 <0.01 

Being bullied at work -0.07 <0.01 

R-square=0.56   

 

 

  

4.2.3 Predictors of the extent to which employees see UM as an inclusive organisation 

In this section, the same exercises have been carried out as described in section 4.2.2. First, the 

effects of a set of possible predictors on these two measures of inclusivity are estimated per theme. 

Subsequently, an explanatory model is again estimated for both forms of inclusivity. 

 

First, it was examined whether there are any significant correlations between the extent to which 

employees see UM as inclusive and the ancillary activities that employees participate in. There 

appears to be only a significant negative relationship between the extent to which employees see 

UM as inclusive and working as a caregiver (β=-0.09, p<0.01). However, the standardised β is very 

small, indicating a limited correlation. 

 

Subsequently, it was examined whether there are significant correlations between the extent to 

which employees see UM as inclusive and different aspects of the work situation. The data show 

that there is a significant negative correlation between the extent to which employees see UM as 

inclusive and working in multiple departments (β=-0.08, p<0.01), the number of years working at 

UM ( β=-0.13, p<0.01), the average number of contract hours per week (β=-0.05, p=0.01) and the 

average number of overtime hours per week (β=-0.10, p<0.01). However, the standardised βs are 

small. 
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Living alone vs. not living alone is not shown to correlate significantly with the extent to which 

employees see the organisation as inclusive. Next, the relationship between the extent to which 

employees see UM as inclusive and different arrangements regarding the living situation was 

examined. The analyses show that there is a significant positive relationship between the extent to 

which employees see the organisation as inclusive and living with parents (β=0.05, p=0.03) and living 

with others who are not family members (β=0.05, p=0.03). In addition, there appears to be a 

significant negative relationship between living with someone who needs intensive care and the 

extent to which the organisation is seen as inclusive (β=-0.06, p<0.01). However, the standardised βs 

are again small. 

 

For the psychosocial work characteristics, there are several significant positive predictors of the 

extent to which employees see the organisation as inclusive, namely: autonomy (β=0.06, p<0.01), 

task-oriented behaviour of the supervisor (β=0.07, p<0.01), dealing with conflicts within the team 

(β=0.05, p=0.04), trust within the team (β=0.07, p<0.01), the extent to which employees to feel 

included (β=0.24, p<0.01), the extent to which employees feel that UM is supportive (β=0.16, 

p<0.01), the extent to which employees feel that UM has adequate HR policies (β=0.14, p<0.01), 

and the rating of UM as an employer (β=0.10, p<0.01). These factors therefore all contribute to the 

extent to which UM is seen as inclusive. 

 

Furthermore, it was examined whether there are significant correlations between the extent to 

which employees see UM as inclusive and various aspects of satisfaction. The analyses show that 

there is a significant positive relationship between the degree to which the organisation is seen as 

inclusive and satisfaction with the working climate (β=0.21, p<0.01), enjoyment of work (β=0.05, 

p=0.01), work-life balance (β=0.06, p<0.01), personal development opportunities (β=0.08, p<0.01), 

career prospects (β=0.07, p<0.01) and the supervisors (β=0.15, p<0.01). The standardised βs are 

small for most variables. For satisfaction with the working climate and satisfaction with the 

inclusiveness of the organisation, standardised βs are medium-sized. 

 

When it comes to the various aspects of safety, significant correlations that are both positive and 

negative were found with the extent to which employees see the organisation as inclusive. Positive 

predictors identified in the analyses include job security (β=0.05, p<0.01), fair treatment at work 

(β=0.29, p<0.01) and feeling safe at work (β=0.21, p<0.01). The negative predictors are being bullied 

(β=-0.08, p<0.01), being emotionally pressured (β=0.09, p<0.01), being sexually harassed (β=0.05, 

p<0.01) and being discriminated against at work (β=0.10, <0.01). The standardised β is medium-

sized for job security and fair treatment at work. The other standardised βs are small, meaning that 

the correlations are minimal. 

 

Furthermore, the question of whether the extent to which employees view UM as inclusive is 

significantly related to a person's age was analysed. Age turns out to be a significant negative 

predictor (β=-0.94, p<0.01) for the extent to which employees see UM as inclusive. Figure 33 shows 

the average score for the extent to which employees see UM as inclusive per age category, which 

provides an overall picture of the relationship between age and the extent to which employees see 

UM as inclusive. As can be seen from the figure, the relationship is more modestly negative than the 

standardized beta may suggest.  
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Figure 33 Correlations between the extent to which employees see the organisation as inclusive and their age 

 

Finally, based on the previously identified predictors, an explanatory regression model was 

estimated of the extent to which employees feel included at work. Table 30 shows all remaining 

significant predictors and associated standardised βs and significance levels. The most relevant 

predictors appear to be the extent to which employees feel that there is trust within the team, the 

extent to which employees feel included, the extent to which UM is seen as prepared to support 

employees, the extent to which employees are satisfied with UM's HR policies and the extent to 

which employees are satisfied with how inclusive the organisation is. 

 
Table 30 

Overall regression model of the extent to which UM is seen as inclusive 

 Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Age -0.08 <0.01 

Autonomy  0.03   0.01 

Task-oriented leadership  0.07 <0.01 

Trust within the team  0.10 <0.01 

Extent to which employees feel included  0.20 <0.01 

Extent to which UM is seen to support employees  0.13 <0.01 

Extent to which employees are satisfied with UM’s HR policies  0.12 <0.01 

Satisfaction with UM as an employer  0.07 <0.01 

Working in multiple departments -0.03   0.01 

Number of hours per week according to contract -0.04 <0.01 

Extent to which employees are satisfied with how inclusive the organisation 

is 

 0.12 <0.01 

Fair treatment at work  0.05 <0.01 

Extent to which employees feel safe at work   0.06 <0.01 

Extent to which employees are bullied at work -0.03   0.01 

Extent to which employees are sexually intimidated at work -0.03 <0.01 

Extent to which employees are discriminated against at work -0.05 <0.01 

R-square=0.54   
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4.3 Correlations between work pressure and various predictors 

This section focuses on the predictors of work pressure and the correlations between work pressure 

and the various aspects of sustainable employability. The section follows the same structure as the 

previous section on inclusivity and therefore first discusses correlations with the aspects of 

sustainable employability and then the predictors, which are covered in the same manner. 
 

Table 31 

Correlations between aspects of sustainable employability and work pressure 

Aspects of sustainable employability r p 

Perceived probability of keeping the current job -0.13 <0.01 

Possibilities for obtaining another job within the organisation -0.18 <0.01 

Possibilities for obtaining another job in another organisation -0.05 <0.01 

Mental capability of continuing to work in current job until retirement -0.23 <0.01 

Physical capability of continuing to work in current job until 

retirement 

-0.17 <0.01 

Desire to continue working in current job until retirement -0.09 <0.01 

General skill-match -0.16 <0.01 

Perceived health status -0.20 <0.01 

Work ability -0.31 <0.01 

Job performance -0.19 <0.01 

Total need for recovery  0.56 <0.01 

Job satisfaction -0.22 <0.01 

 Note: Correlations are calculated using Pearson Correlation 

 

Table 31 shows the relationship between the various primary aspects of sustainable employability 

and work pressure. This is reported on the basis of bivariate correlations, because work pressure can 

be both a cause and an effect. Considering the purpose of the UM-SEM is to identify potential points 

of interest, it is particularly interesting to consider the correlations between sustainable 

employability aspects and work pressure. That is, if large significant correlations are found, it is may 

be instrumental to consider the direction of these relationships more deeply in additional (e.g. focus 

group) research. It can be seen that all aspects show a significant negative correlation with work 

pressure, with the exception of the need for recovery which shows a significant positive correlation 

with work pressure. Given the strong nature of the relationship between the need for recovery and 

work pressure, there seems to be a considerable overlap between these variables. 

 

With regard to the predictors of work pressure, it was first checked whether there is a link between 

the perceived work pressure and the ancillary activities of employees. Based on the analyses, none 

of the ancillary activities (working for another employer, informal care or volunteer work) appear to 

have a significant correlation with the work pressure. This is notable because one might expect that 

when people participate in ancillary activities, they can experience a higher amount of work pressure 

due to having to combine multiple activities. 

 

Subsequently, it was examined whether there is a connection between work pressure and a number 

of descriptive aspects of the work situation. This analysis shows that the number of contract hours 

per week (β=0.13, p<0.01), the number of overtime hours per week (β=0.24, p<0.01) and the 
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commuting time to work (β=0.04, p<0.02) have a significant positive correlation with work pressure. 

These aspects therefore appear to increase the work pressure. 

 

Also considered are the relationships between work pressure and the living situation of employees. 

First, it was examined whether there is a connection between living alone vs. not living alone and 

work pressure. There appears to be no significant correlation here. However, the work pressure is 

significantly higher if employees are living with a child younger than 5 (β=0.08, p<0.01) or living with 

someone who needs intensive care (β=0.05, p=0.02). There is also a significant negative relationship 

between work pressure and living with parents (β=-0.05, p=0.02) or having a child younger than 16 

who does not live at home (β=-0.04, p=0.03). It is notable that employees who live with someone 

who requires intensive care report a higher work pressure, while no significant relationship was 

found with providing informal care. It is possible that providing care for others particularly increases 

work pressure when the recipient of this care lives in the same household. It should also be noted 

again that the identified effects are rather limited. 

 

The relationships between work pressure and work characteristics in the psychosocial domain were 

also examined. The analyses show that there is a significant positive relationship between work 

pressure and work-to-private life interference (β=0.09, p<0.01), private life-to-work interference 

(β=0.37, p<0.01) and competitive climate (β=0.11, p<0.01). Furthermore, there is a significant 

negative relationship between work pressure and task-oriented behaviour by the supervisor (β=-

0.11, p<0.01) as well as satisfaction with UM as employer (β=-0.10, p<0.01). Again, the standardised 

βs are small, with the exception of private life-to-work interference, which shows moderate 

correlations with work pressure. 

 

Significant negative relationships were also found between the satisfaction with various aspects of 

the work situation and work pressure. For example, it can be seen that if employees are more 

satisfied with the working climate (β=-0.06, p=0.02), with enjoyment of work (β=-0.10, p<0.01), with 

the balance between work and private life (β=-0.45, p<0.01), with the salary (β=-0.05, p=0.01) and 

with their supervisor (β=-0.05, p.=0.03), then the work pressure is significantly lower. As can be seen 

from the standardised β, there is a weak correlation when it comes to most variables, with the 

exception of satisfaction with the work-life balance, which is moderately to highly correlated with 

work pressure. 

 

Furthermore, significant relationships were found between aspects of safety at work and work 

pressure. Job security (β=-0.05, p=0.01), fair treatment at work (β=-0.08, p<0.01,) feeling safe at 

work (β=-0.14, p<0.01), and being physically intimidated at work (β=-0.05, p=0.01) are negatively 

correlated with work pressure. Furthermore, being emotionally pressured at work has a significant 

positive correlation with work pressure (β=0.19, p<0.01). What is notable is the negative correlation 

with physical intimidation, because the opposite correlation would be more logical. This relationship 

could be explained by the fact that physical intimidation occurs less in certain job categories where 

the work pressure is higher. In this sense, therefore, it only refers to a correlation and absolutely not 

to a causal relationship. 

 

Also looked at were all of the specific components of skills shortages in relation to work pressure. 

This has been done exclusively for work pressure because skills shortages here can be a potentially 
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interesting predictor: skills shortages can lead to higher work pressure, whereas surpluses of skills 

could lead to boredom. That is why the question of whether there is a relationship between work 

pressure and the degree to which employees have mastered various competencies that may be 

relevant to their work was studied. Specifically, the competencies that were looked at include: 

specialist skills, communication skills, teamwork skills, people skills, problem-solving skills, the ability 

to learn, planning and organising skills and ICT skills. The analyses show that work pressure is 

significantly higher when there is a shortage of planning and organising skills (β=0.18, p<0.01). 

Furthermore, it appears that there is a significant negative correlation between a shortage of ICT 

skills (β=-0.11, p<0.01) and work pressure. It also appears that when the general skill-match (β=-

0.09, p<0.01) is better, the work pressure is significantly lower. 

 

Finally, it was examined whether having a mental, physical or chronic condition that could lead to 

possible disabilities contributes to work pressure. The analyses showed that only having a mental 

condition has a limited positive correlation with work pressure (β=0.08, p<0.01). 

 

Furthermore, the question of whether the work pressure is significantly related to a person’s age was 

examined. Age appears to be a significant positive predictor (β=0.52, p<0.01) of work pressure. An 

additional quadratic term for age was included in the regression model. This term had a significant 

effect on work pressure as well, but its standardized beta cannot be interpreted unambiguously. 

Therefore Figure 34 shows the average score regarding work pressure per age category, providing an 

overall picture of the relationship between age and work pressure. The figure clearly shows the 

quadratic effect of age on work pressure; particularly people in the age categories from 

approximately 33 to approximately 44 show a relatively high work pressure. As such the peak of the 

quadratic age effect is also around age 40. 

 

 
Figure 34 Work pressure according to the age of respondents 

 

Finally, an explanatory regression model of work pressure has been estimated. Table 32 shows all of 

the remaining significant predictors and associated standardised βs and significance levels. The most 

relevant predictors are the number of contract hours per week and the competitive climate en 

leeftijd (which increase work pressure) as well as satisfaction with work-life balance and satisfaction 

with the salary (which reduce work pressure).  
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Table 32 

Overall regression model of work pressure 

 Standardised 

β 

 

p 

Age  0.52 <0.01 

Number of contract hours per week   0.04 <0.01 

Average number of overtime hours per week  0.06   0.01 

Children younger than 16 living out of the house  -0.03   0.02 

Fair treatment at work  0.04   0.03 

Feeling safe at work -0.05   0.02 

Emotionally pressured at work  0.08 <0.01 

Skill-gap: planning and organising skills  0.13 <0.01 

General skill-gap -0.10 <0.01 

Work-to-private life interference  0.04 <0.01 

Private life-to-work interference  0.19 <0.01 

Task-oriented style of supervisor -0.06 <0.01 

Competitive climate  0.12 <0.01 

Satisfaction with enjoyment of work -0.06 <0.01 

Satisfaction with work-life balance -0.25 <0.01 

Satisfaction with salary -0.07 <0.01 

R-square=0.42   
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5. Conclusion 

This report provides an overview of the most important results from the Maastricht University 

Sustainable Employability Monitor (UM-SEM). The primary aim of the report is to present a thorough 

picture of different cross-sections of descriptive characteristics and predictors of sustainable 

employability, inclusivity and work pressure within UM (or aspects thereof). The purpose of this 

information is to give direction to future policy regarding these themes and to offer starting points 

for in-depth research. In this final section, the most important findings of the report are briefly 

summarised. To this end, the most notable findings regarding the descriptive statistics are first 

discussed, followed by the most important predictors of the primary outcomes within the report. 

Attention is given first to the findings per organisational unit. This is followed by other cross-sections 

based on background characteristics of the employees and finally by the predictors. 
 

5.1 Notable findings per organisational unit 

For all primary outcomes within the UM-SEM (i.e. aspects of sustainable employability, inclusivity 

and work pressure), comparisons were made between the various organisational units. Because the 

overview presented above is fairly extensive, the most notable findings per organisational unit are 

presented below. The findings are presented in a bulleted overview, so that the information can 

easily be found by those interested in the outcomes for each organisational unit. Some of the 

findings presented below could be considered unremarkable (for example, a significantly higher job 

security within organisational units that are not faculties is not surprising because of the differences 

in job security between academic and non-academic staff). Additionally, some findings relate to 

several organisational units (for example, a faculty may differ from the service centres). In such 

cases, the conclusion is presented with the organisational unit that differs the most from the other 

organisational units. 

 

Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences 

•  The perceived possibilities for obtaining another job at another organisation are 

significantly less than at FHML, FHS/FSE, FL, SBE, FIN, ICTS, MUO and the SSC. 

•  The extent to which the organisation is seen as inclusive is significantly less than at FHML 

and SBE. 

•  A relatively high percentage of employees indicate that they are severely or somewhat 

bullied by others at work. 

•  A relatively high percentage of employees indicate that they are severely or somewhat 

emotionally pressured at work. 

•  A relatively high percentage of employees indicate that they are severely or somewhat 

discriminated against at work. 

•  Work pressure is significantly higher than at FIN. 

 

Faculty of Health, Medicine and Life Sciences 

•  Interference from private life to work is significantly less than at FHS/FSE. 

  

Faculty of Humanities and Science/Faculty of Science and Engineering 

•  A relatively high percentage of employees indicate that they are severely or somewhat 

discriminated against at work. 
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Faculty of Law 

•  Self-reported job performance scores significantly higher than at FHML and FS. 

•   The extent to which the organisation is regarded as inclusive is significantly less than at 

FHML and SBE. 

•  A relatively high percentage of employees indicate that they are severely or somewhat 

bullied by others at work. 

•  A relatively high percentage of employees indicate that they are severely or somewhat 

emotionally pressured at work. 

•  Work pressure is significantly higher than at FIN. 

 

Faculty of Psychology and Neuroscience 

•   The extent to which employees feel included is significantly less than at SBE. 

•  Work pressure is significantly higher than at FIN. 

• Job security is significantly lower than at FIN, MUO, the UB & LC and the SSC. 

 

School of Business and Economics 

•  The perceived possibilities for obtaining another job with another organisation are 

significantly greater than at FPN and FHML. 

•  Skill-match is significantly lower than at FASoS and FL. 

 

Facility Services 

•  Perceived health status is significantly lower than at SBE. 

•  Employees feel significantly less safe at work here than at FASoS, FHML, FHS/FSE, FPN, SBE 

and FIN. 

• Interference from private life to work is significantly less than at FASoS and FHS/FSE. 

•  The extent to which the organisation is seen as inclusive is significantly less than at FHML, 

FPN, FHS/FSE, SBE, FIN and the UB & LC. 

•  A relatively high percentage of employees indicate that they are severely or somewhat 

emotionally pressured at work. 

 

Finance 

•  The perceived probability of maintaining the current job is significantly higher than at 

FHML, FHS/FSE, FPN and SBE. 

•  The perceived possibilities for obtaining another job at UM are significantly higher than at 

SBE, FL, FHML, FPN and FASoS. 

•  Interference from private life to work is significantly less than at FASoS, FHML, FHS/FSE, FL, 

FPN and SBE. 

•  The extent to which employees feel included is significantly less than at SBE and MUO. 

 

ICT Service Centre 

•  Job satisfaction is significantly lower than at FASoS, FHML, FHS/FSE, FL, SBE, MUO, the SSC 

and the UB & LC. 

•  The perceived health status is significantly lower than at FHML, FHS/FSE, FPN, SBE and 

MUO. 

•   Fair treatment at work is significantly less than at FHML and SBE. 
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•  Employees feel significantly less safe at work here than at SBE and FASoS. 

•  The extent to which employees feel included has been assessed as significantly less than at 

SBE. 

•  The extent to which the organisation is seen as inclusive is significantly less than at FHML, 

FPN, FHS/FSE, SBE, FIN and the UB & LC. 

•  A relatively high percentage of employees indicate that they are severely or somewhat 

bullied by others at work. 

 

Maastricht University Office 

•  Employees feel significantly less safe at work here than at SBE. 

•  A relatively high percentage of employees indicate that they are severely or somewhat 

bullied by others at work. 

•   A relatively high percentage of employees indicate that they are severely or somewhat 

discriminated against at work. 

•  The perceived possibilities for obtaining another job at UM are significantly greater than at 

FASoS, FHML, FH/FSE, FL, FPN and SBE (but the ratio of academic and non-academic staff is 

different here because it is not a faculty). 

 

Student Services Centre 

•  Interference from private life to work is significantly less than at FHS/FSE. 

•  A relatively high percentage of employees indicate that they are severely or somewhat 

bullied by others at work. 

•  A relatively high percentage of employees indicate that they are severely or somewhat 

emotionally pressured at work. 

•  The perceived possibilities for obtaining another job at UM are significantly greater than at 

FASoS, FHML, FHS/FSE, FL, FPN and SBE (but the ratio of academic and non-academic staff 

is different here because it is not a faculty). 

 

University Library and Language Centre 

•  The need for recovery is significantly less than at FASoS, FHS/FSE, FL, FPN and ICTS. 

•  The perceived probability of maintaining the current job is significantly higher than at FHML 

and SBE. 

•  The perceived possibilities for obtaining another job at UM are significantly greater than at 

FPN. 

•  The perceived possibilities for obtaining another job at another organisation are 

significantly fewer than at FHML, FHS/FSE, FL, SBE, FIN, ICTS, MUO and the SSC. 

•  Interference from private life to work is significantly less than at FHS/FSE. 

•  Work pressure is significantly lower than at FASoS, FHML, FHS/FSE, FL, FPN, SBE, FS, MUO 

and the SSC. 

 

5.2 Notable findings from the descriptive comparisons of inclusivity and work pressure based on 

background characteristics 

With regard to the extent to which employees feel included, a number of notable findings have been 

made. The first thing to note is that employees who identify with a category other than male or 
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female feel less included than all other groups. It also appears that non-heterosexuals feel less 

included than heterosexuals. Employees who have a chronic illness, or a mental or physical disability, 

feel less included than employees who do not have this type of condition. The differences found 

suggest that it is important that UM develops policies aimed at the inclusion of employees who do 

not identify themselves as male or female, non-heterosexual employees and employees with a 

chronic illness or disability. 

 

When it comes to the extent to which employees see the organisation as inclusive, some 

noteworthy findings also emerge. It is notable, for example, that employees who identify with a 

category other than male or female and employees who prefer not to identify their gender see the 

organisation as being less inclusive than employees who explicitly identify themselves as male or 

female. In addition, it is notable that employees with a chronic illness also assess UM as an 

organisation as less inclusive. These findings are in line with the previously mentioned findings in the 

paragraph above. Again, these findings suggest that improvement in this area is important for these 

groups. 

 

Regarding work pressure, some notable results have also been found. First, there does not seem to 

be a remarkably high average work pressure university-wide. However, when looking at the 

distribution of work pressure scores among employees, it is clear that more than 30% of the 

employees experience a high (or very high) amount of work pressure. This suggests that there is 

indeed a large group of employees who experience a high amount of work pressure. When this is 

examined further, it becomes clear that assistant professors have the highest work pressure of all 

employees. PhD candidates also have a relatively high work pressure. This is not the case with 

lecturers. This indicates that having to combine both education and research greatly increases work 

pressure. In addition, a reasonably clear reversed U-shaped relationship between work pressure and 

age was found, with the highest work pressure reported by employees around the age of 40. 

Furthermore, it is notable that the work pressure is especially high within the faculties. This is in line 

with the finding of assistant professors and PhD candidates. These findings provide clear starting 

points for improving the situation regarding work pressure.  

 

5.3 Notable findings related to predictors of sustainable employability, inclusivity and work pressure 

To identify predictors of the primary outcomes within the UM-SEM, explanatory regression models 

have been estimated. These models were each created by combining all significant predictors (i.e., as 

identified in previous separate regression models) of every aspect of sustainable employability, 

inclusivity, or work pressure into a single model. Subsequently, all non-significant predictors were 

removed from the model until only significant predictors remained. Therefore, this provides an 

overview of the significant predictors that have the strongest effects on sustainable employability, 

inclusivity or work pressure. The idea is that this overview provides a summary of aspects for which 

targeted interventions could be developed, or that can be included in the development of overall 

policy interventions. The findings are clustered per theme. 
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5.3.1. Overview of most notable predictors of the various aspects of sustainable employability 

With respect to need for recovery as an aspect of sustainable employability, age and work pressure 

are particularly important predictors. This means that interventions aimed at improving (i.e. 

reducing) the need for recovery among UM staff could best focus on reducing the work pressure. In 

doing so, it may be sensible to take into account age differences in the need for recovery, whereby 

the need for recovery should especially be reduced among employees under 50 years of age. 

Furthermore, the work-to-private life interference and the private life-to-work interference are 

relevant predictors of a person’s need for recovery. The possibilities for interventions should also be 

explored in these two areas. 

 

With regard to self-reported work ability as an aspect of sustainable employability, the same 

predictors emerge as with need for recovery. Work pressure and age, as well as work-to-private life 

interference, are important predictors of a person’s work ability. In addition, feeling safe at work 

contributes positively to the work ability. The latter underlines the importance of a safe working 

environment. 

 

In the case of perceived health status as an aspect of sustainable employability, the most important 

predictors are the number of years working at UM and again the work pressure and the work-to-

private life interference. All three predictors are negatively related to perceived health status. It 

would therefore be good to focus interventions for improving the perceived health status particularly 

on employees who have been working at UM for a longer period of time. The other two correlations 

again underline the relevance of reducing the work pressure and the work-to-private life 

interference. 

 

With regard to the predictors of the various forms of employability (i.e. the perceived probability of 

keeping the current job, the possibilities of obtaining another job at UM, and the possibilities of 

obtaining another job at another organisation), age is again found to be relevant. In addition, 

satisfaction with the enjoyment of work, career prospects and job security play an important role in 

all three forms of employability. An important observation here is that the positive correlations 

found, due to the cross-sectional nature of the research, must be interpreted as correlations.  

 

Age, work pressure and work-to-private life interference are important predictors of a person’s job 

performance. In addition, it appears to be important for an employee’s job performance that they 

feel included at work. The average number of overtime hours per week is also a relevant predictor of 

a person’s job performance. This suggests that people who work more overtime can probably also 

achieve a better job performance, or they may be more inclined to report that they do. 

 

With regard to the general skill-match as an aspect of sustainable employability, work pressure and 

age have again been found to be important predictors. In addition, the feeling of being treated fairly 

at work also appears to be a relevant predictor. This could indicate that employees with a lower skill-

match find that they are treated fairly. 

 

For a person’s job satisfaction, a number of important predictors were found in addition to work 

pressure and age. The extent to which employees feel included, the autonomy they experience in 
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their work and the relationship-oriented behaviour of their supervisors also contribute to job 

satisfaction. The average number of overtime hours per week is another positive predictor of job 

satisfaction. The latter could be explained by an increased commitment among satisfied employees, 

and as a result of which they might be more willing to work overtime hours. 

 

In addition to the aforementioned aspects of sustainable employability, two rough measures of 

sustainable employability were also looked at: the extent to which employees think they are 

mentally and physically capable of continuing to work in their current job until their retirement. 

For the mental aspect, the most relevant positive predictors are age, autonomy, the average number 

of overtime hours per week and the extent to which employees feel included. However, work 

pressure again emerges as a relevant negative predictor. With regard to the physical aspect, it 

appears that autonomy, the extent to which employees feel included and work pressure (as the only 

negative) are important predictors. These findings again emphasise the importance of implementing 

interventions for reducing work pressure, providing autonomy in the performance of the work and 

ensuring an inclusive climate within UM.  

 
 

5.3.2. Overview of the most notable predictors of inclusivity 

With regard to inclusivity, the most important predictors were analysed regarding the extent to 

which employees feel included and the extent to which they see UM as inclusive. The most 

important predictors that emerge from the explanatory models for these two measures of inclusivity 

are discussed in the two paragraphs below. 

 

With regard to the extent to which employees feel included, five important predictors have been 

identified. First, the quality of communication within the team plays a positive role. The same applies 

to the trust within the team, the cohesion within the team and the extent to which employees feel 

safe at work. In addition, it is hardly surprising that the extent to which employees see UM as 

inclusive correlates positively with the extent to which employees themselves feel included. The 

positive predictors identified provide clear starting points for improving the extent to which 

employees feel included within UM. 

 

Regarding the extent to which UM is seen by employees as inclusive, five important predictors are 

also found. First, the trust within the team is shown to make a positive contribution. Furthermore, 

the extent to which employees feel included, the extent to which UM is prepared to support its 

employees, the extent to which employees are satisfied with UM's HR policies and the extent to 

which employees are satisfied with how inclusive the organisation is are shown to be positive 

predictors. Again, these predictors offer starting points that can contribute to improving the extent 

to which employees experience UM as an inclusive organisation. 

 
 

5.3.3. Overview of the most notable predictors of work pressure 

Finally, a number of important predictors emerge from the explanatory model of work pressure 

(measured on the basis of symptoms). The main positive predictors of work pressure are a 

competitive climate and a lack of skills in the area of planning and organising. The work pressure also 

correlates with an increase in the number of hours that employees work per week according to their 
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contract with UM. In addition, satisfaction with the work-life balance and salary are negative 

predictors of work pressure (note that given the cross-sectional nature of the design a reversed 

causal relationship is possible as well). Finally, age is an important factor, as previously indicated, and 

employees around 40 years of age particularly suffer from a high amount of work pressure. The work 

pressure often appears to be very high, especially among assistant professors. In view of the negative 

impact of work pressure on the various aspects of sustainable employability, it is important to 

implement a policy that is focused on this. 

  
 

5.4 Final remarks 

The present report provides a comprehensive overview of and insights into the sustainable 

employability of UM employees. In this overview, three important layers can be distinguished. First, 

sustainable employability, inclusivity and work pressure in general seem to be fairly good at UM. 

Second, when focusing on specific groups there are areas where improvements can be made (e.g. 

regarding work pressure and inclusivity as discussed above). Consequently, the points for 

improvement should probably not be addressed through a universal approach. Instead, it is 

recommended to further investigate these starting points, for example with targeted qualitative 

research. This is particularly desirable given the quantitative and cross-sectional set-up of the UM-

SEM. As such, not all subtleties can be taken into account. A qualitative in-depth study should ideally 

build inter-organisational unit comparisons in this report. Thereby, topics of interest can be studied 

locally in greater depth. Third, the situation regarding the themes in the UM-SEM can be very 

negative for particular individuals. This is apparent, for example, from the figures on intimidation at 

work, as well as some answers to the open question at the end of the UM-SEM. For employees who 

have experienced these negative situations are advised to (continue to) discuss them with the 

confidential advisor or ombudsman as much as possible. Some responses to the open question also 

had an alarming character. However, due to the anonymous nature of the questionnaire, no action 

can be taken regarding these comments. Again, employees for whom this applies are strongly 

advised to discuss (or continue discussing) this with the confidential advisor or ombudsman. 

 

It seems relevant to repeat a call to nuanced interpretation of the predictors of main outcomes in 

this report here. As discussed in the previous paragraph, outcomes do look pretty good UM-wide and 

it is mainly advised to pay attention to specific groups of employees. The predictors as identified in 

this report can provide directions as to which groups this concerns and what potential antecedents 

are. However, the fact that predictors for a specific outcome (for example of work pressure) have 

been identified in itself does not indicate that in general there is a problem with regard to that 

outcome. That is, the mean scores as identified remain the same, and the predictors should be 

understood as providing crude indications of factors that are associated with individuals being more 

likely to score higher (or lower) than the given average. 

 

Finally, it is important to mention that a great number of comparisons have been made within this 

report. However, not all possible comparisons are included in the report. Certain comparisons have 

not been included for consideration because they are not theoretically relevant. In addition, through 

some comparisons, certain individuals or small groups would become identifiable. However, if a 

reader is interested in a specific relevant equation that can be run without recognisability, then it is 

possible to request this from the authors of the report.  
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