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There is an increasing interest in employee ownership (EO) around the world. 

Both business and employee associations are emphasizing the need to enable EO 

better, and policymakers around the world are introducing new policies to 

enhance EO. For example, legislation creating EO trusts (EOTs) was passed in 2024 

in Canada, and the Slovenian government approved a draft bill that introduces a 

cooperative employee stock ownership plan (ESOP), which builds on the well-

established United States (US) ESOP and the United Kingdom’s (UK) EOT (Rosen et 

al., 2025). It is crucial for policymakers aiming to facilitate EO, to design rules and 

regulations that accomplish the purpose EO aims to achieve (Rosen et al., 2025). 

This can be especially challenging given the variation in types of EO, their 

embedding and expression within organizations, and their underlying purpose.  

Although the academic literature provides some guidance, conceptual 

confusion persists. It appears that EO is used as a blanket term encompassing 

various forms, which are shaped by different underlying perspectives regarding 

the nature and purpose of firms, and related labor relations. This, in turn, has 

important repercussions for the micro-level purpose of EO, its embedding in the 

organization, and driving mechanisms. Indeed, it has been argued that ongoing 

economic and business developments have rendered some EO concepts and 

theories ill-applicable, necessitating their revision, and precision in their 

application to specific EO types (Blasi & Kruse, 2006; Kaarsemaker et al., 2009). 

Such calls have resulted in important advances (e.g., Mackin, 2023). Yet, a 

theoretical framework connecting different perspectives regarding the nature and 

purpose of the firm and how this relates to EO, its role, embedding in 

organizations, expressions, and driving mechanisms is lacking. Moreover, 

quantitative empirical evidence on how this framework translates to actual 

business practices is scarce.1  

As such, the aim of this paper is to improve our understanding of the nature 

and firm-level drivers of EO, in particular the purpose of the firm. We provide a 

novel framework to connect firm purpose to the prevalence and nature of EO 

within firms. We identify the two major macro perspectives on EO (Palmieri & 

Cooper, 2023): economic democracy (Dahl, 1985; Ellerman, 1990) and shared 

capitalism (Kruse et al., 2010). We describe their differing views on the nature and 

purpose of the firm, how EO aligns with these views, ensuing micro-level key 

mechanisms, and specific operationalizations of EO within organizations. This 

 
1 To the best of our knowledge, only Wren & Ridley-Duff (2021) provide a first step in this direction, although their work is 

concerned with a subset of types of what is today understood as EO. Plus, their objective is to provide a set of guiding 

questions researchers should consider when tailoring their research questions, theory development, and empirical focus.  
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framework allows us to answer our main research question: to what extent and 

how does the purpose of the firm affect the nature of EO? To answer this question, 

we empirically assess the extent to which firm purpose is related to distinct EO 

types. Specifically, we inquire to what extent and how a financial versus social 

purpose orientation of the firm relates to EO. We supplement this with additional 

descriptive analyses of underlying motivations for EO implementation and 

associated policies, to better understand the drivers of EO in relation to firm 

purpose.  

We utilize unique, nationally representative survey data, collected amongst 

owners and managers of 620 small, medium, and large enterprises in 2024. Our 

approach allows us to compare EO firms with non-EO firms, as well as narrow-

based versus broad-based EO forms. We are also able to measure firm purpose 

and motivations underlying EO implementation from informed respondents, 

removing reliance on indirect measures.  

This paper develops a framework to better understand configurations of 

EO at the firm level. We focus on the relation between firm purpose and the 

nature of EO, informed by contrasting macro-level perspectives on EO (economic 

democracy and shared capitalism). We quantitatively analyze configurations of EO 

with large scale survey data. In doing so, we add empirically tested theoretical 

depth and conceptual clarity to the EO literature (c.f. Blasi & Kruse, 2006; 

Kaarsemaker et al., 2009; Mackin, 2023). Furthermore, by highlighting the role of 

firm purpose orientation in the translation of macro EO perspectives to micro-

level EO configurations, we proffer a potential boundary condition for work tying 

EO to social enterprises (Berry, 2025; Winkler et al., 2019). Finally, we answers calls 

for research on how social versus mainstream firms translate their missions to 

organizational and institutional traits (Stevens et al., 2015), through the prism of 

EO. 

 

Theoretical framework 

Work on EO is spread across multiple academic literatures, including industrial 

and labor relations (Jones et al., 2017; Ligthart et al., 2022; Poole, 1986), 

organizational behavior and psychology (Klein, 1987; Rybnikova, 2022; 

Unterrainer et al., 2022), human resource management (Kaarsemaker & Poutsma, 

2006; Voigt & Von der Oelsnitz, 2024), finance (Chang et al., 2015; Core & Guay, 

2001; Ittner et al., 2003; Oyer & Schaefer, 2005), management (Rousseau & 

Shperling, 2003), and entrepreneurship (Chila & Devarakonda, 2024; Winkler et 



5 

 

al., 2019). This broad body of work and ongoing development of the field has led 

to diverging conceptualizations of EO. In current academic usage, EO functions as 

an umbrella concept, spanning a broad array of compensation, management, and 

governance practices, rooted in multiple academic literatures. For instance, a 

recently published special issue on EO addressed work on employee share 

ownership (ESO)—where employees own shares directly or indirectly, for example 

via employee stock ownership plans (ESOPs) or EO trusts (EOTs), or where 

employees benefit from equity compensation programs, including restricted 

stock units (RSUs), stock options, and employee stock purchase plans (ESPPs)—as 

well as profit and gain sharing (where compensation is tied to firm and/or group 

performance), and worker cooperatives (membership-based models) (Blasi & 

Michie, 2025).  

We use EO to refer to ESO, profit and gain sharing (abbreviated to PS), and 

worker cooperatives.2 However, in line with calls for a more nuanced treatment 

of EO (Blasi & Kruse, 2006; Kaarsemaker et al., 2009; Mackin, 2023), we go beyond 

definitions based on type and the varying control and financial rights conferred to 

workers. Not only can firms offer multiple forms of EO, with differing underlying 

missions, motivations and mechanisms, resulting in differing effects, they also 

vary in organizational integration. As such, we embed EO types within the two 

main perspectives on EO, shared capitalism and economic democracy (Blasi & 

Kruse, 2006; Palmieri & Cooper, 2023). These perspectives come with distinct 

views of firm nature and purpose, which informs the why and how of EO 

implementation. These perspectives stem from distinct research streams, which 

we set out below. 

 

Economic democracy  

Economic democracy describes a private property “market economy where the 

predominant number of firms are democratic firms” (Ellerman, 1990, p. 1). This 

macro perspective contrasts with industrial democracy’s focus on worker 

representation (Poole, 1986) by centralizing worker ownership (Blasi & Kruse, 

2006; Dahl, 1985; Ellerman, 1990). Economic democracy gained popularity during 

the 80s and 90s, amidst significant societal and economic changes—the triumph 

of neoliberalism over socialism, globalization, technological developments, 

 
2 Blasi & Michie (2025) use the term ‘shares sectors’ to refer to all these EO types. Yet, we refrain from using this term to 

avoid possible confusion with our focus on ‘shared capitalism’. In addition, confusion could arise with the term ‘share 

economy’ which refers to the broad adoption of PS (Weitzman, 1984), or with the ‘sharing economy’—businesses focused 

on “the sharing of underutilized assets in ways that improve efficiency and sustainability” (Hossain, 2020: 1).  
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financialization—bringing about fundamental changes in the employment 

relation, including the flexibilization of work and the decline of fixed wages, 

benefits packages and unionization (Kochan et al., 2019). Economic democracy 

aims to change the Anglo-American capitalist system by introducing an alternative 

to the hierarchical employer-employee relationship: the membership relation 

(Asenbaum et al., 2025; Dahl, 1985; Ellerman, 1990). This relation is theorized to 

impact, but not subvert, all other institutions and activities defining capitalist 

market economies—property rights, free markets, and entrepreneurship 

(Ellerman, 1990; c.f. Reuten, 2023). Instead of property ownership shaping the 

employer-employee relationship through the hiring of labor without transfer of 

ownership rights, people have inalienable (non-transferable and non-inheritable) 

personal rights to democratic self-determination, and to the fruits (and ills) of their 

labor (Dahl, 1985; Ellerman, 1990).  

Worker cooperatives are advanced as the business form wherein these rights 

can be enforced. In cooperatives, membership rights capture voting rights and 

rights to the residual or net income, whereas property rights give access to the 

net value of corporate assets and liabilities (Ellerman, 1990). Voting happens on a 

one person one vote basis—meaning, control is independent of share ownership 

size—and governance is, hence, directly or indirectly democratic. Potential profits 

are distributed to the members via a system of patronage based on labor 

contribution (Reuten, 2023).  

The above implies that the basis of property is labor, and that the 

corporation itself cannot be owned by anyone: “(t)he ‘ownership’ or membership 

rights are (…) held by the current workers (…) but they do not own these rights as 

their property (…). The workers qualify for the membership rights by working in 

the firm (…) and forfeit those rights upon leaving. Since those membership rights 

are not property which could be bought or sold, the democratic labor-based 

corporation is not a piece of property. It is a democratic social institution.” 

(Ellerman, 1990, p. 75; c.f. Mackin, 2023). This also underlines economic 

democracy’s encompassing of all workers. 

 In economic democracy, the very nature of the governance and ownership 

model is fundamental to the broader goal of countering social ills, and specifically, 

nefarious elements of capitalism like worker marginalization, work flexibilization, 

and wealth inequality (Dahl, 1985; Ellerman, 1990; McPherson, 2012; Reuten, 

2023). Participatory democracy theory is normatively committed to participation 

based on its intrinsic value (Asenbaum et al., 2025). Through membership and 

property rights, a more just form of work is realized—embedded in organizations 
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by a human resources approach which values work’s ethical dimensions, like 

employees’ alignment with firm mission (Voigt & Von der Oelsnitz, 2024). 

Moreover, the same rights enable members to create workplaces, products, and 

institutions benefitting themselves and their communities, as their values and 

interests are placed above profits (Brown et al., 2019; McPherson, 2012; Reuten, 

2023). Accordingly, the main priority of strategic human resource policies is 

employment stability—e.g., lowering wages during economic downtimes 

(Pencavel et al., 2006; Voigt & Von der Oelsnitz, 2024) or internationalizing to 

ensure job preservation at the parent entity (Bretos et al., 2018). Moreover, 

cooperatives invest in training and community involvement (Voigt & Von der 

Oelsnitz, 2024), as part of their commitment to workers and broader social goals. 

Consequently, Pateman (1970) argues that the fruits of workers’ practice in 

democratic decision-making and other training, spillover to other spheres of life, 

resulting in more democratically engaged societies. Furthermore, the ‘business case’ 

for worker cooperatives has gained attention, with scholars underlining long-term 

productivity and innovation gains due to (long-term) commitment, self-leadership, 

collaboration, and trust (Arando et al., 2015; Pérotin, 2012; Unterrainer et al., 

2022). This is further strengthened by the recruitment of long-term oriented talent 

that is aligned with cooperative values and principles (Voigt & Von der Oelsnitz, 

2024).  

 Organizational psychology and behavior scholars consider the underlying 

mechanisms enabling the above-mentioned outcomes. Structural partaking in 

democratic decision-making processes triggers a socialization and learning 

processes that enhances workers’ overall sense of self-efficacy, and their 

economic democracy skills—e.g., financial literacy, business planning, achieving 

collective aims, expressing opinions (Summers & Chillas, 2021)—which may 

spillover to other parts of life (Pateman, 1970). Such socialization may also foster 

greater social orientation, commonality and shared aims (Rybnikova, 2022; 

Unterrainer et al., 2022), resulting in a culture of cooperation (Brown et al., 2019) 

founded in trust and loyalty, where workers are intrinsically motivated (Klein, 1987) 

to perform well and monitor each other (Thompson, 2015). In addition, such 

culture creation, self-efficacy, and the identification of workers with the 

organization as owners, can trigger psychological ownership and, in turn, spur 

commitment (Pierce et al., 2001, 2003).  

 

Shared capitalism 
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Research on shared capitalism—“employment relations where the pay or wealth 

of workers is directly tied to workplace or firm performance” (Freeman et al., 2010, 

p. 1)—gained traction by the late 20th and early 21st centuries, driven by 

publications and large-scale data collection efforts by labor and employment 

relations scholars in the US (Blasi & Kruse, 2006; Kruse et al., 2010). The concept 

has been equated to EO (Carberry, 2011) and sometimes EO is seen as one of 

several forms of shared capitalism (Kruse et al., 2008). We follow recent use, 

where shared capitalism includes ESO and PS (Lee et al., 2024).  

In contrast to economic democracy, “firms practicing models of shared 

capitalism typically provide less governance rights and adhere to a traditional 

corporate structure” (Palmieri & Cooper, 2023, p. 27). Where economic democracy 

models of EO aim to change the employment relation (Ellerman, 1990), shared 

capitalism steers clear from such objectives (Kaarsemaker et al., 2009). Hierarchy 

is largely preserved in terms of who owns the control rights of the entity—

rendering ESO and PS not necessarily accessible to all employees. And “by 

connecting financial rights of employees to company performance, which is then 

paid to individual workers, [shared capitalism models] are firmly embedded 

within the principles of free markets and private property” (Palmieri & Cooper, 

2023, p. 29). The corporation is seen as the property of shareholders, not a social 

institution (Mackin, 2023), and its overarching objective is to increase shareholder 

(including shareholding employees) value (Friedman, 1970).3 

Shared capitalism, then, is a way to improve employee- and firm-level 

financial performance by providing employees with the right motivations 

(Doucouliagos, 1995; Nyberg et al., 2018; O’Boyle et al., 2016). The main theories 

evoked in the economics, finance and management literatures explaining these 

motivations are agency theory (Pendleton & Robinson, 2010) and social exchange 

theory (Cappelli et al., 2020). Following the principal-agent framework, ESO aligns 

employee interests with shareholder interests through the stake they hold in the 

firm, lowering agency costs and serving as monitoring device (Core & Guay, 2001; 

Pendleton & Robinson, 2010). PS ties employee wealth to group or firm 

performance without conferring ownership, and hence follows a similar but 

muted reasoning as for ESO. It has been argued that such financial incentives 

especially stimulate performance when coupled with employee involvement 

 
3 We are aware that conceptualizing the corporation as property and shareholders as owners, and using the terms firms 

and corporations interchangeably, can be scrutinized (Robé, 2011). Yet, our aim is to outline the frameworks and theories 

informing shared capitalism. This includes views of the private corporation or firm as a nexus for contracting relationships 

(Jensen & Meckling, 1976), where relationship between owners and managers are singled out, and shareholders are 

conflated to corporate owners (Deakin et al., 2021; Friedman, 1970; Jensen & Meckling, 1976). 
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human resource policies (Carberry et al., 2025; Jones et al., 2017; Kaarsemaker & 

Poutsma, 2006; Pendleton & Robinson, 2010). These mimic arrangements 

associated with control rights (Kaarsemaker & Poutsma, 2006), and may include 

job, group and/or unit-level decision-making influence, business training, and 

information sharing about organizational performance and ESO (Carberry et al., 

2025). Note that involvement, according to Hyman & Mason (1995), is distinct from 

employee participation, mentioned in the economic democracy section. It 

concerns human resource policies that sensitize employees to product market 

activity, do not concern high-level decision-making, and focus on individual 

performance (Hyman & Mason, 1995). Participation implies the reordering of 

work relations through collective organization and includes the pursuit of non-

financial goals (Hyman & Mason, 1995). Involvement may compensate workers for 

greater risk-exposure via ESO, generate more production-relevant input in 

decision-making, counter free-riding risks, and foster greater trust, cooperation 

and identification with the firm (Kim, 2005; Pendleton & Robinson, 2010). This can 

improve overall performance via increased commitment (Core & Guay, 2001; Kim 

& Ouimet, 2014; Sesil et al., 2002), risk-taking (Chang et al., 2015; Chila & 

Devarakonda, 2024), and mutual monitoring (Blasi et al., 2004), as well as lower 

turnover and the creation of a collaborative work culture (Blasi et al., 2016). In the 

same vein, ESO may contribute to firm and worker performance by attracting 

specific employees who are more optimistic about future firm performance, less 

risk averse, or expect to have an impact on firm performance, which is 

pronounced in firms that are more human capital dependent (Blair, 1995; Ittner 

et al., 2003; Oyer & Schaefer, 2005). Also, ESO retains workers if employees expect 

further firm stock value increases, face stock option vesting restrictions (Chila & 

Devarakonda, 2024; Ittner et al., 2003), and/or interpret ESO as a signal of the firm 

to invest in long-term (firm-specific) human capital development, including via 

training (Pendleton & Robinson, 2011).  Social exchange theory, originally 

developed in anthropology and sociology, posits that if employer and employee 

act independently, without negotiating on ESO grants—implying it may be 

perceived as a gift and not part of a contractual exchange—and the exchange is 

seen as goal-oriented (performance), reciprocity norms incite employees to return 

the favor via improved work output (Cappelli et al., 2020). Psychological ownership 

is also proffered as mediator through which ESO, when coupled to human 

resource policies, impacts employee outcomes. Empirical evidence suggests that 

ESO may indeed lead to a sense of psychological ownership (Carberry et al., 2025). 

Yet, ensuing employee performance effects are caused mostly by employees’ 
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concern with financial benefits—meaning they are extrinsically motivated by ESO 

(Carberry et al., 2025; Klein, 1987). Finally, UK EOTs are frequently used as business 

succession tool for exiting entrepreneurs aiming to preserve their legacy and/or 

out of loyalty to employees (Pendleton & Robinson, 2025). 

Table 1 summarizes the key characteristics of the economic democracy and 

shared capitalism perspectives on EO, and shows the similarities and differences 

between the two perspectives.  

 

[Table 1 near here] 

 

Hypotheses 

Our overarching research question is: to what extent and how does the purpose 

of the firm affect the nature of EO? We based this question on the economic 

democracy-shared capitalism framework of EO. Here, a socially oriented firm 

purpose shapes the why and how of EO. Specifically, it translates to democratically 

organized worker-owned firms, motivated by high-level worker participation and 

wealth sharing—organizationally embedded by policies that stimulate workers’ 

alignment with cooperative values and principles, democratic decision-making 

processes, training, job stability, and the attraction of long-term oriented and 

mission-aligned talent. In contrast, a financially oriented firm purpose gives rise 

to ESO and PS, focused on incentivizing employees financially and through low-

level involvement to perform better, and attracting and retaining these 

employees. Supported through human resource policies like information sharing, 

business training, and tying ESO/PS to individual performance milestones. Based 

on our framework, we have formulated two sets of hypotheses.  

 To empirically answer our research question, we examine the relation 

between firm purpose and EO. The comparison with non-EO firms, with a possibly 

more pronounced financial purpose, makes that we anticipate a mild positive 

relation between social purpose and EO—despite the contrast in purpose 

embedded in the shared capitalism versus economic democracy perspectives. 

H1a: Firm social purpose orientation is positively associated 

with employee ownership. 

We then test the link between firm purpose orientation and ESO and PS with 

hypothesis 1b and 1c. Here, given we are comparing ESO and PS to non-EO firms, 

we expect a weaker but still positive association between social purpose 

orientation and ESO and PS, than for EO overall.  
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H1b: Firm social purpose orientation is positively associated 

with employee share ownership. 

H1c: Firm social purpose orientation is positively associated with 

profit and gain sharing.  

Furthermore, we anticipate a stronger positive relation between (1d) social 

purpose orientation and worker cooperatives.  

H1d: Firm social purpose orientation is positively associated with 

worker cooperatives. 

Moreover, we consider differences between narrow-based and broad-based EO. 

We anticipate a positive relation between (2a) social purpose orientation and 

broad-based EO, demonstrating greater consideration for all workers.  

H2a: Firm social purpose orientation is positively associated with 

broad-based employee ownership 

This relation could be more pronounced for broad-based ESO (2b), as ownership 

rights are transferred to workers, and less pronounced for broad-based PS (2c). 

Given broad-based EO is inherent in worker cooperatives, we do not include a 

similar test for these entities. 

H2b: Firm social purpose orientation is positively associated with 

broad-based employee share ownership. 

H2c: Firm social purpose orientation is positively associated with 

broad-based profit and gain sharing. 

 

Methodology and Data 

We adopt a quantitative research strategy with a cross-sectional design. The 

research method is a self-completion questionnaire targeting a probability 

sample of 620 Dutch firm managers and owners. Survey questions (Appendix A, 

Table A1) are adapted from earlier work in the same context (Kaarsemaker, 2009), 

and a preceding questionnaire amongst 410 small and medium enterprise (SME) 

owners and managers, coupled with interviews with 13 CEOs and managers of 

EO-firms (Halbertsma et al., 2023). The research provides the first quantitative 

empirical examination of the relation between firm purpose and EO.   

 

Context 

The business population of the Netherlands is comparable to the European 

average. With 11%, firm births rates are at the European average. The same 

applies to the dominance of the services sector (>80% of business economy firms 
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and 84% of employees) compared to, for instance, industry (<8% of business 

economy firms) (Eurostat, 2025). Dutch SMEs (excluding self-employed individuals 

and micro enterprises with fewer than 10 employees) make up a smaller part of 

the economy compared to the European average (4% versus 7% in 2019), employ 

a comparable amount of people (~36%), and generate 41% of added value (34% 

across Europe) (Eurostat, 2025). Large firms (+250 employees) comprise 0.1% of 

all Dutch enterprises (0.2% across Europe), employ about the same share of the 

workforce (~36%), and account for 38% of the value added, versus 48% across 

Europe (Eurostat, 2025). 

No official statistics are gathered on EO in The Netherlands. Especially for 

unlisted firms, EO data mostly comes from surveys. These suggest that 6-7% of 

SMEs offer ESO in The Netherlands (Hashani et al., 2025; Kaarsemaker, 2009), 

matching the European average (Hashani et al., 2025). PS is offered by more 

firms—on par with the European average of 42% in 2019 (Hashani et al., 2025). In 

2023, there were 3253 economically active cooperatives (0.1% of all firms) (NCR, 

2023; StatLine, 2023). In The Netherlands, ESO forms includes shares, share 

certificates, non-voting shares, stock options, restricted stock awards (RSAs) and 

restricted stock units (RSUs). These come with varying financial and control rights. 

Certificates are less internationally known: individuals own the financial rights, yet 

control rights are owned by a foundation. Its board generally includes top 

managers and/or worker representatives. Sometimes, employees may vote for 

board members. PS includes profit and gain sharing, bonuses, and stock 

appreciation rights (SAR). 

 

Data and sample 

We sample 846 firms of the total Dutch population of firms with more than 10 

employees, in the last quarter of 2023 (the most recent data available for all 

sectors): 73.120 (StatLine, 2023). We exclude entities that are not allowed to offer 

EO (public sector enterprises, foundations, associations, and not-for-profit 

organizations), resulting in a sample of 620 firms. This is comparable to earlier 

surveys (Kaarsemaker, 2009). The sampling frame is the NIPOBase respondent 

panel (NIPOBase panel, 2021) of Verian Group. Such online panels are increasingly 

used (Porter et al., 2019; e.g. Kettlewell, 2020; Schulze & Dada, 2024), and 

specifically the NIPOBase panel (Koster & Benda, 2020). Respondents are business 

owners, CEOs, and managers. They constitute informed respondents on EO (Jones 
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et al., 2017), are well-attuned to firm purpose (Gartenberg et al., 2018), and have 

imprinting effects on the organization (Stevens et al., 2015). 

Missing values are imputed (Van Buuren, 2018). To address concerns of 

values missing not at random (MNAR), we do not impute our dependent and 

independent variables. We also test two model sets with more or less imputed 

variables. The results remain stable. Hence, we report results of the models with 

the most complete data set. Ex-ante representativity of the sample is ensured by 

Verian Group in terms of respondent gender, age, education levels, and location. 

We also post-calibrate the sample at the firm level on firm size, firm sector and firm 

location, via a raking procedure, given the availability of firm population level data, 

prevalence of categorical variables, possibility to include multiple raking variables, 

and the creation of non-negative weights (Battaglia et al., 2009).  

 

Measures 

Dependent variables  

Our dependent variables are the binary variables EO, ESO, and PS. The variables 

are derived from a ‘check-all-that-apply’ (CATA) question, asking which form(s) of 

EO firms offer. Our dependent variables capture answers at the observation level, 

i.e. firms with multiple EO forms are not double counted. Due to insufficient 

observations, we do not create a dependent variable for cooperatives. Instead we 

create ESO and cooperatives, to consider relationship and effect size changes 

caused by the introduction of worker cooperatives in our dependent variable. 

Furthermore, based on the reported level of access to EO, we create the binary 

variable broad-based EO, broad-based ESO and broad-based PS, signifying access to 

(almost) all employees (as opposed to only middle and top management).  

 

Independent variable  

We are interested in firm purpose. We follow Stevens et al. (2015) by measuring 

firms’ financial versus financial purpose on a continuum, and prompting 

respondents to reflect on higher-order orientations. We use the statement, “For 

my organization, creating value for society is more important than creating 

financial value for the company”, with a Likert scale ranging from “Fully disagree”, 

“Disagree”, and “Neither agree or disagree”, to “Agree” and “Fully agree”. The 

independent variable firm purpose orientation is interval-coded, with higher values 

indicating a more social purpose orientation. Although single-item constructs 
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generally underperform compared to multiple-item constructs (Diamantopoulos 

et al., 2012), our sole interest is in fundamental priorities set by firms in purpose 

orientation, which is precisely what our question prompts.  

 

Control variables  

We control for firm age (natural log of years). Younger firms might be cash 

constrained and inclined to compensate workers via equity (Core & Guay, 2001; 

Kim & Ouimet, 2014). Similarly, Ittner et al. (2003) argue that younger firms have 

higher growth opportunities, leading to higher investment potentials, increasing 

the appeal of ESO as attraction and retention tool. Hence, young firms might be 

more likely to implement E(S)O for reasons rooted in an overarching financial 

purpose. In the same vein, we control for firm FTE growth using self-reported 

averages over the past 3 years. This is measured on a 7-point scale with the 

options, ‘more than 20% decline’, ‘-10% to -20% decline’, ‘0% to -10% decline, ‘0% 

development’, ‘0-10% growth’, ‘10-20% growth’, and ‘more than 20% growth’. 

Furthermore, we control for firm size, recorded in categories ranging from 10-20 

to >2000. Like young firms, smaller firms might deal with cash constraints 

(Almeida et al., 2004), which could motivate EO implementation for reasons linked 

to an overarching financial purpose. However, smaller firms may be more 

transparent and horizontally organized, which reduces free-riding risks 

(Kaarsemaker & Poutsma, 2006; Kim & Ouimet, 2014) and could foster greater 

attention to employee wellbeing. In addition, SMEs are often more rooted in local 

communities (Pérotin, 2014; Spence & Schmidpeter, 2003). This could link EO to 

firms’ social purpose orientation. Plus, in large firms, EO can serve as a 

performance enhancing monitoring device (Core & Guay, 2001), connecting it to a 

financial purpose orientation. We also control for firm sector, as EO is common in 

human capital intensive sectors for attracting and retaining workers, which could 

relate to firms’ financial purpose orientation (Chila & Devarakonda, 2024; Core & 

Guay, 2001; Ittner et al., 2003). Following official sector categorizations (StatLine, 

2023), we distinguish between manufacturing (manufacturing, mineral extraction, 

water and waste management), trade (trade, transport, catering), professional 

services (specialist business services, rental, other business services), culture 

(culture, recreation, other services), and healthcare and education. Additionally, EO 

firms are likely to cluster spatially (Birkhead & Hand, 2024), are more likely to have 

local ties (Pérotin, 2014), and have greater hiring opportunities in urbanized areas 

(Birkhead & Hand, 2024). Local cultures and labor markets could inform firm 
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purpose orientation, which could influence EO implementation. Hence, we control 

for firm urban location, using a binary variable indicating being situated in the 

country’s major urban center (the Randstad). Finally, we include a binary variable 

for firm public listing. A stock exchange listing mitigates EO implementation 

obstacles (Ligthart et al., 2022) and might be pursued by firms focused on 

performance, grounded in an financial purpose orientation. 

 

Models 

We fit seven weighted binary logistic regression models. In each model, firm 

purpose orientation is our independent variable. We use EO as dependent variable 

in Model 1. Model 2 and Model 4 take ESO and PS as dependent variable 

respectively. Model 3 introduces worker cooperatives with ESO and cooperatives 

as dependent variable, to consider relation and effect size changes compared to 

Model 2. Model 5 uses broad-based EO as dependent variable, followed by broad-

based ESO and broad-based PS in Models 6 and 7. 

 

Motivations and policies  

Our regression results are supported with an additional examination of the 

motivations reported for implementing EO across types and firm purpose 

orientation. We do the same for implemented policies. Motivations and policies 

were obtained via two CATA questions, which were finetuned based on our earlier 

survey and interviews—e.g., only 4 respondents report a non-listed motivation. 

Included motivations are: employee attraction and retention, stimulating 

employee engagement, entrepreneurship, or voice, aligning employees with firm 

mission, sharing wealth, saving costs, improving liquidity, and business 

succession. Policies include: sharing information, organizing dedicated events or 

meetings, tying EO to promotions or waiting periods, and additional training. 

 

As with all research, ours comes with limitations. It is not possible to make causal 

claims with cross-sectional data. In addition, our approach suffers from social 

desirability bias and common method bias, as our dependent and independent 

variables originate from the same data source. We address this by separating the 

measurements (Podsakoff et al., 2003): manager orientation is measured with a 

Likert scale question, whereas EO is measured with a CATA question. The 

questions are also separated by explanatory blocks of text. In addition, our earlier 

survey and interviews ensured adaptation of the questions for clarity and 
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alignment with our theoretical framework. Furthermore, our independent 

variable is a single-item measure, which contrasts the literature (Diamantopoulos 

et al., 2012), although our measure is in line with our focus on the higher-order 

social-financial purpose continuum (Stevens et al., 2015). Plus, our interviews 

provide confidence in the suitability of our question. Finally, financial and 

response rate constraints translated to survey-length restrictions, resulting in 

limitations to the depth of information obtained.  

 

Results 

Descriptive statistics 

Table 2 includes counts and percentages of the specific EO types present in our 

sample. For instance, profit and gain sharing and bonuses are the most prevalent 

with 198 firms, or 31.9% of all firms offering these EO forms. 33 firms report being 

a cooperative (5.4% of all firms). Considering the total counts and percentages of 

firms offering EO, ESO, and PS, we find that 44.1% of firms offer EO, 15.1% offer 

ESO, and 32.3% PS. The grey shaded rows calculate percentages at the group level. 

Meaning that of all firms offering some form of EO, 19.0% offer multiple forms (52 

firms). Plus, 71.1% of firms offering EO do this to the majority of their workers. 

This is especially true for firms offering PS, where 73.7% of them offer it to (nearly) 

all employees. 

[Table 2 near here] 

 

Figure 1 presents the spread of the interval-coded firm purpose orientation 

variable, with higher values representing a more pronounced social orientation, 

and EO versus non-EO use. Firms with EO have a somewhat more pronounced 

social purpose. Figure 2 shows that this is particularly the case for worker 

cooperatives. PS-firms report a more financial orientation. 

 

[Figure 1 near here] 

 

[Figure 2 near here] 

 

Table 3 reports the mean (for continuous variables) or proportion (for categorical 

variables) and standard deviation (for continuous variables) or standard errors 
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(for categorical variables) of our model variables. Table 4 includes the correlation 

matrix. 

 

[Table 3 near here] 

 

[Table 4 near here] 

 

Models 

The results of our weighted probit regression models are presented in Table 5. 

We use the svyglm() command in R Studio to include our sampling weights 

obtained via the raking procedure. A quasibinomial regression is used, as this 

provides the same estimates and standard errors as binomial and Poisson 

families in glm(), whilst avoiding computation issues in svyglm() (Lumley et al., 

2024). The function also returns model-robust standard errors (Lumley et al., 

2024). We report the average marginal effect of firm purpose orientation on our 

dependent variables separately (Table 6), to ease interpretation. 

 The relation between social purpose orientation and our dependent 

variables is significant at the 5% level for EO and ESO and cooperatives. An increase 

in firm purpose orientation from neutral to somewhat social (0 to 1) increases the 

likelihood of EO with 6.8 percentage points, and the likelihood of ESO and 

cooperatives with 5.6 percentage points. In unreported inspections of model 

performance, model 1 and model 3 also outperform the other models. Across the 

other models, the relation between more social purpose orientations and the 

dependent variables is not statistically significant. Our findings thus confirm H1a 

and H1d, but reject the other hypotheses.  

It appears that cooperatives (included in models 1, 3 and 5) are driving a 

crucial part of the relation between firm social purpose orientation and EO, in line 

with our economic democracy-shared capitalism framework. Despite the 

generally positive relation between social purpose and our dependent variables 

(except broad-based ESO), firms implementing ESO and PS do not significantly 

differ in firm (social or financial) purpose from firms who do not. Nor do firms 

offering ESO and PS to nearly all employees significantly differ from firms who 

reserve access to higher management levels. 

In unreported robustness tests, we also run our models with unweighted 

and non-imputed data. In addition, we fit binary logistic regression models. This 

does not substantially affect our results.  
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[Table 5 near here] 

 

[Table 6 near here] 

 

Motivations and policies 

To add greater depth to our regression results, Figure 3 and 4 show the specific 

motivations firms have for EO implementation, and associated policies. Employee 

wealth is a motivation for EO in both firms with a more social orientation and firms 

with a more financial. The same holds for employee engagement and employee 

entrepreneurship. Employee voice as a motivation for EO is more prevalent at 

firms with a social orientation. Employee retention is a motivation for EO in 

companies with a financial orientation (predominantly in ESO firms), as is 

employee attraction (in both ESO firms and cooperatives). Overall, this indicates 

that especially employee engagement fits both economic democracy and shared 

capitalism perspectives on EO. In contrast, employee attraction and especially 

retention are chiefly features of the shared capitalism perspective on EO. Liquidity 

and cost saving do not play a role at all, while business succession as a motivator 

for EO is present in firms with a social orientation (especially cooperatives).  

Firms with a financial orientation embed EO in the organization by tying it 

to promotions and vesting. Information updates are used as a policy for both 

firms with a financial orientation (mainly ESO firms) and firms with a social 

orientation (mainly cooperatives). Business training is also used as a policy for 

both firms with a financial orientation (mainly cooperatives) and firms with a social 

orientation (mainly cooperatives, but also ESO firms). 

 

[Figure 3 near here] 

 

[Figure 4 near here] 

 

Discussion and conclusion 

The aim of this paper was to improve the understanding of the nature and firm-

level drivers of EO, in particular the purpose of the firm. To that end, we 

introduced a novel theoretical framework encompassing the two major 

perspectives on EO, economic democracy and shared capitalism. We trace the 

lineages of these two perspectives and show that two differing conceptualizations 
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of the firm—a social institution versus shareholder property, respectively—

translate to two distinct firm purposes: social value creation versus shareholder 

economic value maximization. In turn, firm purpose shapes the why and how of 

EO, as well as its underlying mechanisms, and organizational embedding.  

Our theoretical framework enables us to answer our research question, to 

what extent and how does the purpose of the firm affect the nature of EO? We examine 

this for the EO types associated with economic democracy (worker cooperatives) 

and shared capitalism (ESO and PS). Our findings are broadly in line with the 

economic democracy-shared capitalism framework. Crucially, we show that 

worker cooperatives are a fundamental driver of the positive relation between 

firms’ social purpose orientation and EO, and that shared capitalism EO-forms do 

not differ in underlying firm purpose orientation from non-EO firms.  

We found a positive relation between firm social purpose orientation and 

employee ownership in general and worker cooperatives in particular. In contrast, 

social purpose shows no significant positive relation with ESO and PS. Shared 

capitalism EO-types are shaped by firm purposes that do not significantly differ 

from non-EO companies. Shared capitalism appears, indeed, firmly rooted “within 

the principles of free markets and private property” (Palmieri & Cooper, 2023, p. 

29). This is further supported by the fact that even when comparing broad- and 

narrow-based forms of ESO and PS, we find no significant differences; ESO and 

PS, regardless of how broadly accessible it is, are implemented for the same 

reasons. This contrasts our anticipated stronger positive relation between social 

purpose and broad-based ESO; apparently, the ownership rights bestowed onto 

workers via ESO (as compared to PS) are not informed by a more pronounced 

social purpose. And because narrow-based ESO and PS are motivated by financial 

performance concerns, as posited by the shared capitalism literature, it may be 

inferred that broad-based ESO and PS are based on similar reasons (e.g., financial 

incentive or ‘gift’ stimulating employee performance).  

When coupled to additional analyses of reported motivations for EO and 

associated policies, we find further support for ESO and PS being driven by 

financial performance considerations. Specific motivations of financially oriented 

ESO firms entail employee attraction, retention and mission alignment. Which is 

embedded in the organization by tying ESO to promotions, vesting plans and 

information updates. Firms with PS are motivated by employee engagement 

regardless of firm purpose orientation, possibly implying that PS is primarily seen 

as financial incentive device not needing further organizational embedding. In 

contrast to ESO firms, cooperatives with a more pronounced social purpose are 
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motivated by mission alignment, showing the dual purpose EO can serve in line 

with the economic democracy-shared capitalism framework. These cooperatives 

also emphasize employee voice and entrepreneurship, which—especially when 

tied to their organization of events and meetings and sharing of information—

could signal a concern for self-efficacy and fostering a cooperative culture. But, 

this could also demonstrate how cooperatives balance some financial goals. 

Indeed, although most cooperatives report a more social purpose, the few 

financially oriented cooperatives remain motivated to share wealth with 

employees, although they tie some rights associated with membership to 

promotions. Cooperatives offer business training irrespective of purpose 

orientation. Finally, social purpose cooperatives mention business succession 

motivations. This is surprising given the established use of EOTs for succession 

purposes out of legacy or loyalty concerns, and could indicate that succession-

driven EOT firms might have a more social purpose. 

Our work has important consequences for the EO literature. First, we 

address the conceptual confusing plaguing work on EO. We adopt the use of EO 

as umbrella term encompassing ESO, PS and worker cooperatives, and solidify 

and deepen this conceptualization by embedding ESO, PS and worker 

cooperatives in the two major perspectives on EO: economic democracy and 

shared capitalism. We develop these perspectives and argue that contrasting 

views of firm nature and purpose shape EO, its purposes, underlying motivations 

and mechanisms, effects, and organizational integration. This contributes to work 

connecting macro-level perspectives to micro-level expressions, and may support 

future work on EO with greater conceptual clarity and theoretical precision. 

Moreover, we highlight the important role of firm purpose in shaping EO. 

EO has been integrated into the literature on social entrepreneurship, and 

advanced as a way to enable organizations to adopt both financial and social goals 

(Battilana et al., 2022). For instance, via stakeholder engagement (Winkler et al., 

2019) and longer-term horizons (Berry, 2025). Yet, the extent to which these social 

goals outperform non-EO firms and are long-lived, may be contingent on 

underlying firm purpose. Our research demonstrates that EO is not inherently 

rooted in a more pronounced social purpose orientation. Firm purpose might, 

therefore be an important boundary condition in linking EO to social 

entrepreneurship. 

Finally, this has implications for practitioners. For policy makers aiming to 

facilitate EO through targeted and effective policies, it is crucial to understand the 

diverging objectives that EO may serve—which are rooted in firm purpose, and 
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expressed through various EO types and organizational embeddedness. 

Additionally, our work bears relevance for companies, in pointing to the 

importance of aligning EO with the broader purpose of the organization, and what 

this means in terms of specific EO type(s) chosen, the level of access, and the 

organizational integration. Both parties need to be aware that EO is not inherently 

a quick road to more socially inclined entrepreneurship.  
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Tables and figures 

 

Table 1. Economic Democracy and Shared Capitalism Perspectives on Employee 

Ownership 

Characteristic Economic Democracy Shared Capitalism 

Definition 

Democratically organized firms based on 

membership, where control and economic 

rights are in the hands of members (Dahl, 

1985; Ellerman, 1990). 

Firms wherein which employment 

relations link the pay or wealth of workers 

directly to workplace or firm performance 

(Freeman et al., 2010, p. 1). 

Nature of the firm 
Social institution 

 

• Property of shareholders  

• Nexus of contractual relations 

Purpose of the firm 
Social value creation 

 

Shareholder value maximization 

Employment relation Horizontal, membership  Hierarchical, employer-employee  

Purpose of EO 

• Create social value for members 

and broader community 

• Contribute to democratic societies 

Contribute to overall firm financial 

performance 

Worker rights 

conferred via EO 

Membership rights (control/voting and 

residual/net income) and  

property rights (net value corporate assets 

and liabilities) 

• PS: Financial compensation 

• ESO: Financial rights 

(residual/net income) and 

sometimes (limited) 

control/voting rights 

Key theories linking 

EO to firm purpose 

• Participatory democracy 

theory/workplace democracy 

theory 

• Psychological ownership theory 

• Agency theory 

• Social exchange theory 

• Psychological ownership theory 

Underlying 

mechanisms linking 

EO to firm purpose 

• Socialization (self-efficacy, 

economic democracy skills, 

collective social orientation and 

collaborative culture) 

• Spillover 

• Psychological ownership 

• Financial incentives 

(commitment, risk taking, loyalty, 

monitoring, attraction, retention) 

• Reciprocity 

• Psychological ownership 

• Succession  

Underlying worker 

motivation shaping 

mechanisms 

Mainly intrinsic  Mainly extrinsic  

HR policies and 

practices embedding 

EO in firm in line with 

firm purpose 

• Voting and high-level decision-

making participation 

• Co-monitoring 

• Transparency and communication 

• Business training and education 

• Job stability 

• Focus on collective functioning, EO 

broadly accessible 

• Self-governance 

• Community involvement 

• Limited low-level decision-

making involvement  

• Co-monitoring 

• Transparency and 

communication 

• Business training 

• Income stability 

• Focus on individual performance, 

EO tied to promotions and 

vesting 

Examples of EO forms 
Worker cooperatives 

 

ESO and PS 
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Table 2. Prevalence of Employee Ownership Types 

EO type  Count Percentage 

Worker cooperative 33 5.4% 

Shares 43 7.0% 

Share certificates 32 5.1% 

Nonvoting shares 15 2.4% 

RSUs & RSAs 10 1.5% 

Stock options 26 4.3% 

Profit sharing, gain sharing, bonus 198 31.9% 

SAR 4 0.6% 

Total firms with EO  274 44.1% 

Total firms with ESO  94 15.1% 

Total firms with PS 200 32.3% 

Total firms with multiple EO types 52 19.0% 

Total firms with broad-based EO 188 71.1% 

Total firms with broad-based ESO 60 63.6% 

Total firms with broad-based PS 148 73.7% 

Note: Due to weighting and rounding some mismatches occur. Moreover, some firms offer multiple forms of EO, 

meaning that adding up all present EO types does not translate to the total number of firms with EO (or ESO/PS). 
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Figure 1. Density of Firm Purpose Orientation for Firms with and without 

Employee Ownership 

 
 

Figure 2. Density of Firm Purpose Orientation by Employee Ownership Type 
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics 

Variable Mean/Proportion Standard deviation Standard error Count 

EO 0.441  0.024 274 

ESO 0.151  0.017 94 

ESO and cooperatives 0.188  0.019 117 

PS 0.323  0.023 200 

Broad-based EO 0.712  0.033 188 

Broad-based ESO 0.225  0.031 60 

Broad-based PS 0.557  0.037 148 

Firm purpose orientation -0.243 1.063  593 

Firm age (log) 3.504 0.808  620 

Firm size 408.560 673.395  620 

Firm FTE growth 0.698 1.481  620 

Firm sector: manufacturing 0.238  0.021 147 

Firm sector: trade 0.245  0.021 152 

Firm sector: professional services 0.096  0.014 60 

Firm sector: culture 0.077  0.013 48 

Firm sector: healthcare and education 0.093  0.014 57 

Firm urban location 0.460  0.024 285 

Firm public listing 0.098  0.012 61 

 

Table 4. Correlation Matrix 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Firm 

purpose 

orientation 
1.000           

2. Firm age 

(log) 
0.099 1.000          

3. Firm size 0.072 0.342 1.000         

4. Firm FTE 

growth 
0.152 -0.220 -0.054 1.000        

5. Firm sector: 

manufacturin

g 
-0.097 0.131 -0.068 -0.098 1.000       

6. Firm sector: 

trade 
-0.102 0.004 0.031 -0.008 -0.321 1.000      

7. Firm sector: 

professional 

services 
-0.006 0.004 -0.024 0.058 -0.185 -0.186 1.000     

8. Firm sector: 

culture 
0.100 -0.012 0.074 -0.057 -0.158 -0.159 -0.092 1.000    

9. Firm sector: 

healthcare 

and education 
0.236 -0.126 -0.008 0.056 -0.181 -0.182 -0.105 -0.090 1.000   

10. Firm 

urban 

location 
0.006 -0.017 0.059 0.017 -0.091 -0.027 0.072 0.013 0.027 1.000  

11. Firm 

public listing 
0.021 0.165 0.355 -0.055 0.009 -0.004 -0.017 0.042 -0.013 0.049 1.000 
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Table 5. Probit Regression Models 

Variable 
M1:  

EO 

M2: 

ESO 

M3:  

ESO and 

cooperatives 

M4:  

PS 

M5:  

Broad-

based 

EO 

M6:  

Broad-

based 

ESO 

M7:  

Broad-

based 

PS 

(Intercept) 
-0.25 

(0.32) 

-0.54 

(0.36) 

-0.49 

(0.35) 

-0.96 

** 

(0.34) 

1.02 

(0.57) 

-0.31 

(0.54) 

-0.13 

(0.54) 

Firm purpose  

orientation 

0.19 

** 

(0.06) 

0.12 

(0.09) 

0.26 ** 

(0.08) 

0.09 

(0.06) 

0.15 

(0.09) 

0.00 

(0.12) 

0.11 

(0.09) 

Firm age (log) 
0.07 

(0.08) 

-0.14 

(0.10) 

-0.09 

(0.09) 

0.17 * 

(0.09) 

-0.06 

(0.16) 

-0.14 

(0.14) 

0.14 

(0.15) 

Firm size 
-0.00 * 

(0.00) 

-0.00 * 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.00) 

Firm FTE 

growth 

0.04 

(0.05) 

0.04 

(0.05) 

0.04 

(0.05) 

0.05 

(0.05) 

0.01 

(0.07) 

0.07 

(0.08) 

0.06 

(0.07) 

Firm sector:  

manufacturing 

-0.31 

(0.19) 

-0.47 

(0.25) 

-0.57 * 

(0.23) 

-0.16 

(0.19) 

0.06 

(0.30) 

-0.20 

(0.30) 

0.06 

(0.28) 

Firm sector:  

trade 

-0.58 

** 

(0.18) 

-0.81 

*** 

(0.23) 

-0.82 *** 

(0.22) 

-0.26 

(0.18) 

-0.43 

(0.29) 

-0.89 

** 

(0.29) 

-0.02 

(0.28) 

Firm sector:  

culture 

-0.32 

(0.26) 

-0.40 

(0.34) 

-0.29 

(0.31) 

-0.29 

(0.27) 

-0.15 

(0.43) 

-0.24 

(0.45) 

-0.07 

(0.37) 

Firm sector:  

professional  

services 

0.07 

(0.25) 

-0.30 

(0.28) 

-0.45 

(0.27) 

0.26 

(0.24) 

-0.19 

(0.34) 

-0.62 

(0.41) 

0.37 

(0.31) 

Firm sector:  

healthcare 

and education 

-1.02 

*** 

(0.27) 

-0.99 

** 

(0.36) 

-1.18 *** 

(0.33) 

-0.77 

** 

(0.28) 

-0.27 

(0.49) 

-0.53 

(0.39) 

-0.17 

(0.44) 

Firm urban  

location 

0.40 

** 

(0.13) 

0.46 

** 

(0.17) 

0.50 ** 

(0.16) 

0.13 

(0.13) 

-0.16 

(0.20) 

0.11 

(0.22) 

-0.37 

(0.19) 

Firm public  

listing 

1.21 

*** 

(0.21) 

1.91 

*** 

(0.28) 

1.63 *** 

(0.26) 

0.36 

(0.21) 

0.23 

(0.27) 

1.43 

*** 

(0.31) 

-0.39 

(0.25) 

N 590 590 590 590 268 268 268 

*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. 
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Table 6. Average Marginal Effect of Firm Purpose Orientation 
Model Average marginal effect Standard errors 

EO 0.068** 0.022 

ESO 0.022 0.016 

ESO and cooperatives 0.056** 0.017 

PS 0.033 0.022 

Broad-based EO 0.049 0.029 

Broad-based  ESO 0.001 0.030 

Broad-based PS 0.040 0.035 

 

Figure 3. Motivations by Firm Purpose and Employee Ownership Type
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Figure 4. Policies by Firm Purpose and Employee Ownership Type 
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Table A1. Survey Questions 
Question Answer option 

What year was the company founded? Open field 

What is the legal form of the company? Open field 

What is the average FTE development of the 

company per year, over the last three years? 

7-point scale.  

 

‘More than 20% decline’, ‘-10% to -20% decline’, ‘0% to -10% decline, 

‘0% development’, ‘0-10% growth’, ‘10-20% growth’, ‘more than 20% 

growth’, ‘I don’t know’ 

What is the average revenue development of 

the company per year, over the last three 

years? 

7-point scale.  

 

‘More than 20% decline’, ‘-10% to -20% decline’, ‘0% to -10% decline, 

‘0% development’, ‘0-10% growth’, ‘10-20% growth’, ‘More than 20% 

growth’, ‘I don’t know’ 

Is the company publicly listed? Multiple choice.  

 

‘Yes’, ‘No’, ‘I don’t know’ 

To what extent do you agree with the 

following statement?  

 

‘For my organization, creating value for 

society is more important than creating 

financial value for the company.’ 

7-point scale.  

 

‘Fully disagree’, ‘Disagree’, ‘Neither agree or disagree’, ‘Agree’, ‘Fully 

agree’, ‘I don’t know’ 

To what extent are you familiar with 

employee ownership? 

Multiple choice.  

 

• Not at all 

• I have heard of it 

• Somewhat familiar 

• Very familiar 

Do employees in the company share in profits 

and/or have access to employee ownership? 

Select all that apply. 

Check all that apply (CATA).  

 

• Worker cooperative 

• Share ownership 

• Share certificates 

• Nonvoting shares 

• Restricted stock units or restricted stock awards 

• Stock options 

• Profit or gain sharing, or bonus 

• Stock appreciation rights 

• No 

• I don’t know 

Which employees have access to employee 

ownership?  

Multiple choice. 

 

• All employees 

• Almost all employees 

• Middle management 

• Top management 

The following statements describe policies 

concerning employee ownership. Select all 

that apply. 

CATA.  

 

• Employee receive additional (employee ownership) training 

• Employees receive structural information (digitally, print, 

newsletters) on employee ownership 

• Structural meetings are held concerning employee 

ownership/for shareholders 

• Structural events are held concerning employee 

ownership/for shareholders 

• Access to employee ownership plans is tied to promotions 

• Access to employee ownership is tied to vesting periods 

• We have different policies: [open field] 

• There is no additional policy 
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Would the company consider offering 

employee ownership in the future? Select all 

that apply. 

CATA. 

 

• Worker cooperative 

• Share ownership 

• Share certificates 

• Nonvoting shares 

• Restricted stock units or restricted stock awards 

• Stock options 

• Profit or gain sharing, or bonus 

• Stock appreciation rights 

• No 

• I don’t know’ 

Why did the company chose to implement 

employee ownership? Select all that apply. 

CATA. 

 

• To stimulate employee engagement 

• To stimulate employee entrepreneurship 

• To allow for succession  

• To attract (international) talent 

• To retain talent 

• To share wealth with employees 

• To save on (fixed salary) costs 

• To increase liquidity 

• It aligned with our long term mission 

• To increase employee voice 

• Other: [open field] 

• I don’t know 

[In the case of no employee ownership] Why 

does the company not offer employee 

ownership? Select all that apply. 

CATA. 

 

• There is a lack of information on employee ownership.  

• There is a lack of examples/role models on employee 

ownership 

• There is a lack of specialized service providers 

• It is financially not possible or attractive 

• It is not a business priority 

• The primary owner does not want to share ownership 

• The employees are not interested 

• (Tax) rules and regulations are unclear 

• Other: [open field] 

• I don’t know 

What obstacles do you experience and/or 

envision concerning employee ownership? 

Select all that apply. 

CATA. 

 

• There is a lack of specialized service providers 

• There is a lack of expertise amongst employees 

• Challenges in integrating employee ownership in the 

company culture 

• Challenges in the management and maintenance of 

employee ownership plans 

• Challenges in engaging employees  

• Obliging with (tax) rules and regulations 

• Other: [open field] 

• I don’t know 

Note: All questions were translated from Dutch by the authors 
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