




following. An initial analysis, comparing people working in a company with employee 

ownership with those working in a company without employee ownership, shows that the 

former score significantly higher on psychological ownership and affective commitment, but 

not on continuance commitment. Psychological ownership indeed mediates the effect of 

employee ownership on affective commitment. Subsequent analyses of the data from 

companies with employee ownership show that employee ownership only leads to higher 

affective commitment through increases in psychological ownership of employees, and that 

this effect is present and becomes stronger if the internal fit with the broader HRM system is 

higher. Overall, this corroborates the study’s theoretical contentions. 

Having said that, the effect sizes are not incredibly impressive, and the results of the 

analyses differ depending on which operationalizations of variables are used. In general, the 

effects are weaker or absent in analyses with the workforce philosophy proxy and in analyses 

with the fit-as-mediation method. The hypotheses regarding continuance commitment were 

rejected. Chapter 6 describes a number of other issues regarding the analyses as well, such as 

the (relatively weak) power of the significance tests. Other limitations of the study are 

discussed in the final chapter, Chapter 8. 

Chapter 7 gives a digression on the Dutch context in order to put the study’s findings 

into perspective. The cases are described, and it is established that the qualitative findings do 

not contradict any of the quantitative research results: the cases largely behave as expected, 

with the companies with the highest scores on the internal fit of their HRM systems with 

employee ownership also having the highest levels of psychological ownership and affective 

commitment. An analysis of the views and attitudes of a number of Dutch opinion leaders, 

organizations and institutions shows that the institutional context might explain the relatively 

low incidence of employee ownership in the Netherlands compared to other countries. 

However, this low incidence of employee ownership contrasts sharply with the predominant 

attitude in the Netherlands regarding ownership more generally. Also, the government has 

since at least the latter half of the twentieth century promoted the accumulation of property, 

particularly real estate through home ownership, and it has also implemented various 

innovation policies. 

Chapter 8 summarizes and concludes the study. It is contended that this study presents 

a relevant and innovative contribution to the scholarly discourse regarding employee 

ownership and regarding HRM, on the one hand and to the practice of employee ownership 

and HRM on the other. Firstly, the study has refined both employee ownership theory and 

HRM theory. This represents an important step towards more rigorous empirical research on 

employee ownership, and on HRM systems more generally. Secondly, the general and 

contemporary trends indicated at the start of the study show that HRM innovations are not a 

luxury but a necessity, and that employee ownership seems a particularly apt HRM 

innovation. The present study has made this claim much more concrete. The study shows that 

employee ownership is likely to have a number of favourable effects in terms of HRM 

outcomes, and it also shows practitioners what to consider when implementing employee 

ownership, particularly concerning the broader HRM system. Finally, the study serves as a 

source of information for policy makers, as it deals with a concrete set of instruments to 

create a more favourable climate for (knowledge) workers that offers full scope to human 

potential that has as yet been unused. 
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