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Introduction 

Recent studies acknowledge that job quality alludes to the level of objective and subjective 

wellbeing that workers express, feel and have in their jobs (Davoine et al., 2008; Drobnic and 

Guillén, 2011; Gallie et al., 2012; Guillén and Dahl, 2009; Kalleberg et al., 2007; Kalleberg, 

2009). It is understood as an umbrella concept that links some core working life dimensions 

with worker wellbeing (Hauff and Kirchner, 2014). Such wellbeing is not limited to job 

characteristics; it has also effects on firms, on issues outside work (e.g., work-life balance) and 

on the workers’ future prospects. This standpoint that interprets job quality from the worker’s 

wellbeing perspective suggests a clearly multidimensional delimitation (European 

Commission, 2008), provided that it involves very broad working life explanatory foundations 

and consequences that go beyond what happens in the workplace. In this regard, literature has 

interpreted job quality as: “an overall state of satisfaction that includes objective aspects of 

material wellbeing, satisfactory relationships with the physical and social environment, and 

objectively perceived health; and subjective aspects of physical, psychological and social 

wellbeing” (Author 2 et al., 2016: 618). This definition integrates both a multidimensional 

(including jobs, workers and firms) and an interdisciplinary (micro and macroeconomic, 

psychological and sociological) approach (Brown et al., 2012; Findlay et al., 2013). Thus, job 

quality provides and promotes sustainable work and economic growth in a reinforced 

competitive environment (Gallie, 2007; Green, 2006). 

The onset and deepening of the economic crisis has done nothing but increase the tension 

between job quantity and quality (Erhel et al., 2012; Leschke et al., 2012). In this context, most 

recent research has noted the emergence of new problems associated with the labour structural 

change (Osterman, 2013; Gallie, 2017), such as the existence of growing inequalities in job 

quality (Green et al., 2013), especially the rise of gender inequalities (Leschke and Watt, 2014), 

and the different effects of gender-related equality policies depending on the socioeconomic 

position of women (Mandel, 2012).  

Broadly speaking, gender equality is achieved when men and women enjoy the same rights 

and opportunities in every aspect of society, and when everyone’s behaviours, aspirations and 

needs are equally valued and promoted, regardless of gender (Eurofound, 2013). Within this 

context, the literature shows that gender equality is linked to the attainment of higher rates of 

female employment and fewer gender-based salary gaps (Fortin, 2005), with a more equitable 

division of household chores (Fuwa, 2004) and less gender segregation in terms of education 

(Charles and Bradley, 2002). Low recognition of women’s work reinforces gender inequalities 
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through the emergence of various types of discrimination (Cloutier et al., 2009), such as 

women’s unequal access to better wages (Johansson et al., 2005; Mandel and Semyonov, 

2005), promotion possibilities (Raley et al., 2006), or uneven distribution of domestic and 

professional work (Tremblay, 2012). Even in the most egalitarian societies, where there is less 

contrast in the attributes of jobs available to men and women, women do not have the same 

opportunities to participate and progress as their male counterparts (Mühlau, 2011). 

Linking gender disparities with some individual indicators of job quality, the literature has 

begun to make significant contributions, especially when the effects of the recent economic 

crisis have begun to be analysed (Mustosmäki et al., 2016). According to various job quality 

indicators, like training, promotion opportunities, working conditions, wages, and job 

autonomy or participation, notable gender gaps have been found (Gallie, 2013a; Mandel, 

2012). Nevertheless, these previous studies have several limitations. First, many of the studies 

are restricted both to aggregate and cross-sectional data, or rather short time perspective due to 

a lack of available data, and thus provide limited possibilities to make conclusions about job 

quality trends before and during the recession. Second, most existing research only analyses 

some partial indicators of job quality, and there is little evidence about the multidimensional 

effects of job quality from a gender perspective. In this regard, the main contribution of the 

present research revolves around the use of a multi-dimensional and micro-level approach 

during the first years of the last economic crisis. This way, we have been able to examine some 

gender gaps in the evolution of a whole set of explanatory dimensions of job quality during 

this concrete period of time. 

With the aim of providing new empirical evidence on gender inequalities in job quality, this 

article analyses Spanish workers’ perception of the quality of their jobs during the first period 

of the economic crisis (2008-2010). More specifically, we aim at identifying the main gender 

disparities in explaining job quality and analyse their trends during the first years of the 

economic crisis. For the analysis, we have used the microdata from the Spanish Quality of 

Working Life Survey (2010 was the last year for which data were available). This source of 

information provides very comprehensive data on the perceptions of working men and women, 

taking into consideration the multiple dimensions of their job and family situation. As a result 

of a broad set of explanatory dimensions that go beyond the workplace quality analysis, we 

took a multidimensional perspective (Martel and Dupuis, 2006; Muñoz de Bustillo et al., 2011; 

Findlay et al., 2013). Thus, we defined and built a composite indicator (with 5 dimensions and 

31 subjective and objective indicators) to identify the determinants of job quality and analyse 

how these explanatory dimensions have evolved across gender.  
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The analysis of gender-related job quality in Spain is relevant for several reasons. In recent 

years, the Spanish labour market has deteriorated ostensibly as a result of the economic crisis. 

That is, there has been a rapid rise in unemployment, which currently stands about 20% of the 

working-age population, and more than 800,000 jobs have been destroyed (Author 2 et al., 

2016). In addition, there has been a marked deterioration in working conditions, which 

particularly manifest themselves as wage cuts, work precariousness, and poorer work 

organization and promotion conditions (Economic and Social Council, 2017). However, the 

economic crisis has also led to lower work intensity, more opportunities to achieve work-life 

balance and an increase in social relations within firms. Also, the economic crisis has had 

severe negative influences on several indicators of women’s professional progression: 

employment, wages, availability of public care services and access to economic and managerial 

power (Castaño, 2015). Thus, since the onset of the economic crisis and despite the drastic 

reduction in employment (more acute among men than among women), there is relatively little 

research tackling these gender differences and how they relate to multidimensionality of job 

quality at times of recession (Eurofound, 2013; European Commission, 2015).  

 

Literature review and hypotheses 

The fact that men obtain better jobs than women from formal employment is well documented 

in the literature: men’s employment is more stable, their salaries are higher and they have more 

opportunities for advancement and access to lucrative jobs (Blau et al., 2006; Petit and Hook, 

2009; Stier, 2012). Going beyond wages, recent research has added a wide variety of job-

related characteristics (e.g., job discretion, autonomy, flexibility, skills, physical and emotional 

conditions, working conditions, job security, industrial relations or work-life balance) in 

explaining job quality (Muñoz de Bustillo et al., 2011; Findlay et al., 2013). Using this 

conceptual framework, new research has focused on the existence of a broad range of gender 

disparities in job quality before and during the economic crisis (Erhel et al., 2012; Leschke et 

al., 2012; Eurofound, 2013). 

 

 

 

Gender and job quality during the economic boom 

A first relevant conclusion obtained by research on this topic has been that, although gender 

differences decreased during the economic boom, they continue to systematically favour men. 



-5- 
 

 

In a seminal work, Burchell et al. (2007) collected comparative data in 31 European countries 

and found gender inequalities in the majority of aspects related to working conditions. This 

study highlights inequalities in terms of occupation, activity sector, number of hours worked, 

wages, health risks in the workplace, unequal division of home care responsibilities, a shift 

towards part-time jobs for women and fewer possibilities to work the expected hours, for 

getting promotion or for attaining managerial positions. Using the same data, Smith et al. 

(2008) also observed that women had a higher probability of occupying jobs involving 

monotonous and straightforward tasks, whereas problem-solving and learning were 

characteristics of jobs mainly occupied by men. These circumstances reinforce the gap in the 

development of opportunities, with men having a higher propensity to have more job 

autonomy. When considering the occupational category, higher levels of autonomy are found 

among men working in white-collar jobs.  

 In the same line, and in a comparative analysis for a 26 European countries, Mühlau (2011) 

found significant advantages for men with regard to training, promotion opportunities, work 

complexity, autonomy and participation, co-worker support and hours worked outside normal 

working hours. In contrast, men perceived health risks in the workplace more intensely than 

women did. Similarly, women exercised less discretion when doing their job and had a lower 

propensity to influence an organization’s decisions. In addition, Stier and Yaish (2014) using 

data from 31 countries confirmed that during the economic boom, the gender gap in job quality 

dimensions (such as work content, job security and time autonomy) narrowed. Nevertheless, 

men continued to enjoy significant advantages in achievement, time autonomy and emotional 

conditions (such as stress or arriving home exhausted).  

On the other hand, the literature conducted before the economic crisis also shows that the 

intersection of gender and occupational position had a significant effect on the explanation of 

job quality (Green et al., 2013). Female-dominated occupations (such as primary school 

teaching or nursing) were characterized by lower wages and fewer promotion opportunities 

than male-dominated occupations (such as engineering or computer science) (Levanon et al., 

2009; Padavic and Reskin, 2002). Similarly, women tended to have less access to managerial 

positions and had a higher presence in part-time jobs. These part time jobs were usually 

associated with poor job quality, although the results in terms of job satisfaction are 

inconclusive (Burchell et al., 2007; Gallie et al., 2016).  

Stier and Yaish (2014) have also confirmed gender-related occupational segregation. By 

occupational category, white-collar workers (men and women) had higher job quality than 

blue-collar workers. Among white-collar workers, no significant gender differences in job 
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security or job content were observed. In contrast, emotional conditions were favourable to 

men. Among blue-collar workers, women reported lower levels of job security and job content 

quality. In a long run research carried out in Finland, Mustosmäki et al. (2016) highlight clear 

gender disparities in explaining job quality by occupational class. Regarding white-collar 

workers, and as opposed to 1977, in 2013 upper white-collar women have attained the same 

level of job quality as their male counterparts. However, the gender gap in job quality persist 

tightly between the blue and lower white-collar men and women. According to previous 

research on the persistence of gender gap in job quality in Scandinavian countries (Gallie, 2003, 

2007), blue and lower white-collar men have better opportunities than their female counterparts 

for professional development and influence on their work and job training. 

Beyond the European context, Cloutier et al. (2009) showed a narrowing of the gender gap 

in job quality in Quebec (Canada). This reduction of gender differences was particularly 

significant among childless employees and people with higher educational levels. However, 

significant differences in terms of income, skills and working hours for some employees, 

especially women with low educational levels, persisted. The results of a subsequent study 

comparing Quebec and the United Kingdom (Cloutier, 2012) confirmed this narrowing of the 

gender gap in both territories during the years of the economic boom.  

This expectation of maintaining gender-related job inequalities despite economic boom 

constitutes the starting point of our research and as such is summarized in the first hypothesis: 

H1. Although gender disparities narrowed during the economic boom in Spain, they 

continue to systematically favour men. 

 

Gender inequalities in job quality during the recession 

Within the context of gender inequalities in job quality during the economic crisis, literature 

suggests that the recession could have further widened some gender disparities (Eurofound, 

2013; European Commission, 2015). In a multidimensional comparison across 27 European 

countries between years 2005 and 2010, Erhel et al. (2012) observed a slight deterioration in 

the job quality composite indicator, which was slightly more pronounced for women. Despite 

women experience better working conditions in terms of working time and higher work-life 

balance, they are more affected by involuntary non-standard (part-time and fixed-term) 

employment and, on average, receive lower wages than men. Comparing the gender results of 

a multidimensional job quality indicator across 27 European countries in 2010, Leschke et al. 

(2012) and Leschke and Watt (2014) obtained similar evidence. As a result of the deterioration 
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in wages and standard forms of employment, women have a lower overall job quality than men. 

Interestingly, the working conditions and job security (such as work intensity, physical working 

conditions and autonomy at work) and job security (subjective perception of likelihood of 

losing the job in the next 6 months), and work-life balance (workers who say that their working 

hours fit in well, or very well, with family/social commitments) and working time (share of 

employees working more than 48 hours a week and the average of the percentage ok workers 

on shift work, week-end work, evening work and night work) are favourable to women.    

In a study of the Irish labour market, Russell et al. (2014) obtained also important new 

evidence about gender differences in job quality during the recession. First, since the start of 

the recession, there has been a degree of convergence between genders in part-time work 

(before it was much more common among women than among men). This phenomenon has 

been interpreted as a downgrading of working conditions rather than gender equalization. 

Second, men expressed greater fear of job loss than women did. Third, during the recession, 

the gender gap in wages widened, especially for female employees in the public sector. Fourth, 

greater gender inequality was observed in job control. Last, work pressure increased 

considerably for women although initially it was much lower for them. Unfortunately, the 

potential effects of occupations, and particularly how they are organized in each country, make 

it difficult to compare results across countries and draw practical conclusions (Stier and Yaish, 

2014).  

Recent research conducted in Spain shows that job quality improved during the first years 

of the economic recession (Anton et al., 2015; Author 2 et al., 2016). Despite this improvement, 

the fall in wages and the substantial increase in non-standard forms of employment would have 

driven gender inequalities. On the other hand, working conditions and job security, and work-

life balance and working time would have been maintained in similar terms that before the 

recession (Leschke and Watt, 2014). However, some specific research based on large samples 

of Spanish workers also highlights the deterioration of women’s working conditions and work 

organisation during the recession (Castaño, 2016; García-Mainar et al., 2016) This literature 

has shown that women tend to congregate in the worst paid and precarious jobs, with 

involuntary part-time and in lower categories. In light of the arguments outlined above, it is 

expected that: 

H2. Gender inequalities in the job quality increase during the recession, basically as a 

result of a deterioration in extrinsic rewards, work organisation and working conditions.     
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Data and methods 

Understanding the factors determining gender-related job quality raises two particular 

difficulties. First, the approach to the concept requires a multidimensional perspective, given 

that it is not usually captured in a single variable. In fact, performing partial analyses of various 

dimensions of the variable is the most common approach observed in the revised literature. 

However, this type of partial analysis has the disadvantage of not taking a full snapshot of the 

explanatory determinants (Leschke and Watt, 2014), which leads to the second difficulty: the 

use of an econometric modelling. In other words, job quality can be interpreted as a latent, non-

observable construct that requires the application of econometric techniques enabling the use 

of this type of not directly measurable variables. In the empirical literature, Structural Equation 

Modelling (SEM) analyses with latent variables have been frequently used in the literature to 

overcome this challenge (Author 2 et al., 2016). 

 

Sample and descriptive statistics 

The first step that needs to be taken to establish a structural equation model that explains 

gender-related job quality in Spain is to construct its indicators (Handel, 2005; Olsen et al., 

2010). We used microdata from the Quality of Working Life Survey (ECVT, as abbreviated in 

Spanish) for 2008 (first year of economic crisis) and 2010 (the latest available data). Data was 

collected in the final quarters of 2008 and 2010 by means of computer-assisted telephone 

interviews (CATI). The ECVT is a statistical operation conducted by the Government of 

Spain’s Ministry of Employment and Social Security (2010) for the Spanish territory as a 

whole. The ECVT provides objective and subjective data about each employee’s work situation 

and family environment, occupation or job characteristics, labor mobility, job satisfaction, 

work organization, collective bargaining, labor relations, working hours, rewards, training, job 

security and work-life balance. 

Our study includes 5,381 and 4,925 employees (wage earners) in 2008 and 2010 (3,079 men 

and 2,302 women, and 2,719 men and 2,206 women, respectively) as computed in the ECVT. 

Table 1 shows the results for employees’ socio-demographic and occupational gender-related 

characteristics.  

 

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 

 

Model and measures 
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In order to conduct of the afore-mentioned multidimensional approach to job quality, the 

following five dimensions were measured (Author 2 et al., 2016): 1) intrinsic job quality; 2) 

work organisation and workplace relationships; 3) working conditions, work intensity, and 

health and safety at work; 4) extrinsic rewards; and 5) work-life balance. According to 

empirical literature (Erhel et al., 2012; European Commission, 2008; Leschke and Watt, 2014), 

these five dimensions incorporate the 31 indicators of the data source used in the present 

research. 

We used a two-stage reflective explanatory model contrasted with microdata from a 

validated instrument (Requena-Santos, 2000). The two-stage empirical estimation 

methodology was applied as follows: in the first stage, the causal relationships among 31 

indicators and the 5 latent dimensions describing gender-related job quality were tested and, in 

the second stage, the causal relationships among the indicators constructed for those 5 

dimensions (based on the coefficients from the first stage) and the latent construct of gender-

related job quality were tested. Finally, after applying the coefficients obtained from the second 

stage, a gender-related job quality index was constructed comparing 2008 to 2010 (mean values 

for the total and the separate 5 dimensions).  

This methodology involved the design and econometric testing of 36 empirical models: 30 

models for the first stage (5 for men, 5 for women and 5 for all data in 2008 and 2010) and 6 

for the second stage (1 for men, 1 for women and 1 for all data in 2008 and 2010). Figure 1 

shows the empirical model, the 31 explanatory variables and the 5 dimensions (to identify the 

variables and dimensions see Tables 2, 3 and 4): 

 

INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE 

 

 

Results 

First stage SEM estimation 

Tables 2 and 3 show the results (standardized coefficients and measurement errors) of the first 

stage of estimating (SEM with measurement errors) the determinants of gender-related job 

quality. Firstly, it should be noted that all the variables specified in the model were statistically 

significant (minimum at 90% confidence level). Secondly, the goodness-of-fit measurements 

for the 30 proposed models were highly satisfactory. Thus, the indices NFI, RFI, IFI, TLI and 
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CFI had very high values, approaching the optimal value of 1. The RMSEA values were less 

than 0.065, thus corroborating the validity of the estimated models (see Table 2). 

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 

 

As a starting point, a comparison between men and women of the standardized coefficients 

obtained for 2008 show important gender-related differences. In the intrinsic job quality 

dimension, the coefficients of satisfaction with personal development and education for the 

attainment of a given job are higher for women. In contrast, in the work organization and 

workplace relationships dimension, the coefficients obtained indicate greater effects on job 

quality for men, particularly in the variables related to the level of monotony or routine, stress, 

teamwork, opportunities for promotion and decision-making. This behaviour, which is more 

favourable to men, is reproduced when considering the working conditions, work intensity, and 

health and safety at work dimension. In this respect, worthy of note are the differences obtained 

in the coefficients of the perception of risks in the workplace, health and safety at work, 

commuting time, and workspace conditions. In their perceptions of working conditions, men 

are more satisfied than women. In contrast, women show a higher satisfaction with the working 

day and leave entitlements than their male counterparts.  

In the extrinsic rewards dimension, a pattern of results that is more favourable to men is 

repeated, particularly in the coefficients obtained for satisfaction with flexible working hours, 

wage, and job stability. Only satisfaction with firm-paid training is slightly more favourable to 

women. Lastly, in the work-life balance dimension, the results are mixed. The direct effects on 

job quality are more positive for women with regard to satisfaction with time devoted to 

children and time for personal life outside work, whereas satisfaction with personal life and 

partner’s involvement in household chores are more favourable to men. 

 

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 

 

The unequal intra-gender starting point in 2008 and the differentiated explanatory dynamic 

between genders from 2008 to 2010 determine an explanatory itinerary of job quality in Spain 

that is clearly differentiated between men and women (see Table 3). A comparison between 

men and women of the results for 2010 suggests very important differences that, to a large 

extent, determine once again a higher effect on job quality in the coefficients for men. In the 

intrinsic job quality dimension, the coefficient of satisfaction with motivation is partially 
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compensated by a dynamic that is more favourable to men in the coefficients of satisfaction 

with personal development, education for the job and overall satisfaction with the job. In the 

work organization and workplace relationships dimension, the coefficients obtained clearly 

indicate higher effects on job quality for men in 2010, particularly in the variables related to 

satisfaction with promotion opportunities, autonomy, decision-making and level of stress. In 

this dimension, only the coefficient concerning relationships between workers and directors 

presents a behaviour that is slightly more favourable to women.  

This pattern of results, which overall is more favourable to men, is repeated in the working 

conditions, work intensity and health and safety at work dimension. In this respect, worthy of 

note are the differences in the coefficients of the perception of risks in the workplace, 

satisfaction with leave entitlements, working day, and lighting and workspace conditions. In 

this dimension, only the coefficient of health and safety at work presents a behaviour that is 

slightly more favourable to women. In the extrinsic rewards dimension, a pattern of results that 

is more favourable to men is repeated, particularly in the coefficients obtained for satisfaction 

with flexible working hours, job stability, social benefits and experience in the job. In this 

dimension, only satisfaction with wage is slightly more favourable to women. Finally, and in 

contrast to the other dimensions, the results of the coefficients related to the work-life balance 

dimension shows direct effects on job quality favouring women, due to the better behaviour of 

satisfaction with personal life outside work, partner’s involvement in household chores, and 

time devoted to children. 

 

Second stage SEM estimation 

Table 4 shows the results of the second stage of estimating the determinants (direct effects) of 

gender-related job quality. It should be noted that all the variables specified in the model were 

statistically significant (all at 99% confidence level). Also, the goodness-of-fit measurements 

for the 6 proposed models were highly satisfactory (see Table 4).  

 

INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE 

 

The standardized coefficients obtained for the indicators of the 5 dimensions in 2008 and in 

2010 highlight important gender differences in the explanation of job quality. Firstly, it is 

important to draw attention to a starting point that was clearly unfavourable to women. For 

2008, the coefficients obtained for 4 of the 5 job quality dimensions were favourable to men: 
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working conditions, work intensity and health and safety at work; work-life balance; extrinsic 

rewards, and intrinsic job quality. Only work organization and workplace relationships present 

a direct effect on job quality that is favourable to women.  

Secondly, it is worth noting that the evolution of the explanatory coefficients in the job 

quality dimensions during the first years of the recession (between 2008 and 2010) was 

generally favourable to both women and men. The coefficients of 4 of the 5 explanatory 

dimensions evolved positively for women: working conditions, work intensity, and health and 

safety at work; extrinsic rewards; work organization and workplace relationships, and work-

life balance. For 2010, only the intrinsic job quality dimension presents lower explanatory 

coefficients than those for 2008. Moreover, this dynamic is similar for both men and women. 

The coefficients of 3 of the 5 explanatory dimensions evolved positively for men: working 

conditions, work intensity, and health and safety at work; extrinsic rewards, and work 

organization and workplace relationships. The work-life balance dimension maintained 

practically the same coefficients as those in 2008 and the intrinsic job quality evolved 

unfavourably, as it did for women. 

Third and lastly, it should be noted that, as a result of the clearly unequal starting point in 

2008 and a similar evolution during the first years of the recession (from 2008 to 2010), the 

explanatory effect on job quality of the 5 dimensions thereof continued to be clearly biased in 

favour of men in 2010. The coefficients of 3 of the 5 explanatory dimensions of job quality 

continued to be favourable to men: working conditions, work intensity and health and safety at 

work; intrinsic job quality, and work-life balance. The extrinsic rewards dimension maintained 

practically the same differences as those found in 2008. Only the work organization and 

workplace relationships dimension evolved favourably for women during the first years of the 

recession. 

Gender-related job quality composite index 

Finally, a gender-related job quality composite index was constructed and its mean values 

shown, comparing 2008 to 2010 (see Table 5). The mean value of this composite indicator was 

M = 44.8 points in 2008 (M = 43.9 for women and M = 45.9 for men) and M = 54.5 points in 

2010 (M = 51.3 for women and M = 56.1 for men). The means obtained for the general indicator 

highlight the fact that the improvement in job quality during the first years of the recession can 

be mainly explained by the working conditions, work intensity, and health and safety at work 

dimension for both male and female workers  
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These aggregate results are the outcome of a dynamic that was clearly more favourable to 

men than it was to women. None of the 5 explanatory dimensions of job quality during the first 

years of the recession evolved more positively for women. The results obtained suggest that, 

at the start of the crisis (2008), 4 of the 5 explanatory dimensions of job quality were favourable 

to men. Only intrinsic job quality presented mean values favourable to women. The results 

obtained for 2010 suggest that, during the first years of the recession (from 2008 to 2010), the 

gender gap increased. All the explanatory dimensions of job quality were either favourable to 

men or remained equal for both genders. 

   

INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE 

 

In short, gender inequality in job quality increased during the first years of the recession. In 

line with predictions related to Hypothesis 1, although inequality already existed at the start of 

the crisis (2 points difference in the composite indicator of job quality in favour of men), this 

inequality increased during the first years of the recession and had more than doubled by 2010 

(4.8 points difference in the composite indicator of job quality in favour of men). The results 

show that 4 of the 5 explanatory dimensions of job quality were responsible for this increase 

in gender inequality: intrinsic job quality (from 0.6 points difference in 2008 to 0.0 points 

difference in 2010); work organization and workplace relationships (from -1.2 points 

difference in 2008 to -1.5 points difference in 2010); working conditions, work intensity, and 

health and safety at work (from -1.0 points difference in 2008 to -1.4 points difference in 2010), 

and extrinsic rewards (from -0.9 points difference in 2008 to -2.3 points difference in 2010). 

These results are aligned with expectations of Hypothesis 2. However, the inequality in the 

work-life balance dimension remained stable over time (-0.3 points difference in 2008 and -0.3 

points difference in 2010).  

Conclusion and discussion 

The main contribution of this study is that it is based on disaggregated microdata obtained from 

large samples of Spanish working men and women. The multidimensional nature of gender 

gap in job quality goes beyond the analysis of psychological variables and incorporates social 

and economic variables (Martel and Dupuis, 2006; Muñoz de Bustillo et al., 2011; Gallie, 

2013a). Similarly, while most of the data obtained refer to subjective indicators of Spanish 

workers’ opinions of the quality of their jobs, several objective indicators (such as wages, 

weekly working hours or physical working conditions) are also incorporated. This analytical 
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strategy is consistent with the literature reviewed in this study (Anton et al., 2015; Hauff and 

Kirchner, 2014; Muñoz de Bustillo et al., 2012).  

In addition to these strengths, this study provides four main results. First, despite the 

economic crisis, job quality in Spain has considerably improved over the analysis period. Thus, 

the mean value of the composite indicator for it was M = 44.8 points in 2008 and M = 54.5 

points in 2010. Second and in line with expectations, over time the improvement in job quality 

during the first years of the recession was more favourable to men than it was to women. Third 

and according to predictions, the gender differences in the explanation of job quality during 

the first years of the recession increased considerably in favour of men. Fourth and last 

corroborating our assumptions, this increase in gender difference in job quality in favour of 

men is explained by a worsening of 4 of the 5 considered explanatory dimensions thereof: 

intrinsic job quality; work organization and workplace relationships; working conditions, work 

intensity and health and safety at work; and extrinsic rewards. Interestingly, only inequality in 

the work-life balance dimension remained stable between 2008 and 2010.  

In connection with the improvement in job quality during the economic crisis, the results 

are quite consistent with those obtained by other European studies (Morley, 2010; Pot, 2011). 

Particularly noteworthy are the results of recent studies on a set of European countries between 

2005 and 2010 (Green and Mostafa, 2012, Green et al., 2013). In the case of Spain, those 

studies suggests a slight increase in job quality between 2005 and 2010, linked to a decrease in 

work intensity, and clear improvements in physical and social environments and working time 

quality. In another study for a wide range of European countries (Esser and Olsen, 2012), the 

results for job quality put Spain in an intermediate position in terms of worker autonomy and 

job security. However, that study also indicates the importance of the economic cycle and the 

unemployment rate to perceptions of job security. Along similar lines, Leschke and Watt 

(2014) put job quality in Spain close to the mean average of the 27 European Union countries 

(at the time their study was conducted), with a stabilization of results between 2005 and 2010. 

Indeed, and in line with the results from the considered microdata, recent empirical literature 

confirms the need for a multidimensional approach as a result of a broad set of explanatory 

dimensions that go beyond workplace quality analysis (Leschke et al., 2012). 

Regarding the research on gender differences in the explanation of job quality, the results 

obtained are consistent with the available evidence. European literature has shown that the 

recession could have widened some gender inequalities (Eurofound 2013, European 

Commission 2015). As a result of a deterioration in wages, the involuntary increase in non-

standard forms of employment (part-time and fixed-term), work pressure and subjective 
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insecurity, women have a lower job quality than men (Erhel et al., 2012, Leschke and Watt, 

2014; Russell et al., 2014). In Spain, the general European trend would have been exacerbated 

by a substantial deterioration in wages and general working conditions and work organisation, 

which have particularly affected women (Castaño, 2015; Economic and Social Council, 2017; 

Leschke and Watt, 2014). 

In terms of public policy on employment and gender equality, our study results suggest two 

important conclusions (Osterman and Chimienti, 2012). First, the importance of paying much 

greater attention to the working environment and social relation dimensions in public policies 

on gender-related employment. It is not simply a debate between job quantity and quality 

(Green and Mostafa, 2012). To overcome the economic crisis, the results obtained reveal that 

social relations, health and safety at work, working conditions, work organization, extrinsic 

rewards, and work-life balance are increasingly becoming the cornerstones on which to build 

jobs where working men and women are sufficiently trained, innovative, autonomous, 

committed and satisfied. Indeed, the Spanish economy should strengthen these foundations of 

job quality in order to transform its extensive economic growth model and to improve social 

wellbeing. In this context and as suggested by Karamessini’s and Rubery’s work (2013), further 

research on the relationship between austerity policies and the gender gap in employment 

seems to be particularly interesting for future research. The present research has not in-depth 

addressed this issue, given that our data did not allow it. Future research should therefore 

analyse which dimensions of job quality have been mostly affected by austerity policies and 

how they have different effects on men’s and women’s professional life. 

Second, and in line with the latest research, public policy on gender equality should also 

address new problems associated with the accelerated changes at work (Gallie, 2017). In 

particular: 1) the different job quality problems between highly skilled and less skilled working 

men and women (Gallie, 2013b); 2) the link between the gender gap and occupations (Green 

et al., 2013; Stier and Yaish, 2014; Ruuskanen et al., 2016); 3) the need to consider the different 

institutional regimes and organized labour in order to overcome gender-related job inequalities 

(Cloutier, 2012; Holman, 2013); and 4) the need to explore differentiated approaches to 

reconciling work and family, in order to prevent that gender-related equality policies penalize 

highly skilled women while benefiting the less skilled (Mandel, 2012; Mustosmäki et al., 

2016).  

Beyond conclusions for public policy, the present research also offers a set of practical 

implications for firms and organizations. In this sense, the need for firms in Spain to incorporate 

strategies and practices to reduce the gender gap seems to be particularly indispensable. The 
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experience with different economic crises suggests a significant deterioration in women’s job 

quality. However, it also emphasizes that the recovery of this job quality must be based on a 

multi-dimensional approach that covers the whole of its explanatory dimensions, not only those 

regarding wages or conciliation. Taking advantage of the economic recovery, firms should 

guarantee higher-quality jobs sensitive to gender differences that incorporate specific 

dimensions (such as working conditions, work organisation or workplace relationships) to 

reduce existing gender gaps. 

This study has a number of limitations, particularly in relation to the indicators and 

dimensions used in the analysis. Nevertheless, the availability of the microdata survey on a 

representative sample of working men and women in Spain for 2008 and 2010 revealed the 

highly suggestive idea of establishing multidimensional and gender-related determinants of job 

quality and, in particular, of studying the effects of the first years of the economic crisis 

(Findlay et al., 2013). In this respect, and bearing in mind the importance of this type of analysis 

to the material and non-material outcomes of work, the availability of: 1) more detailed data 

for other countries and further specifications related to working men and women, especially in 

connection with current knowledge-based occupations; 2) other sources of data on gender-

related job quality, chiefly to capture job tasks; and 3) new statistical methods for analysing 

causal relationships, particularly SEM-PLS, would allow new approaches to be taken and 

major improvements to be made. The preliminary nature of this study therefore suggests the 

need for future research on the issue of gender inequalities in job quality.  
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Table 1. Comparison of ECVT employee characteristics by gender in Spain1. 2008 and 2010 

 

  2008 2010 
 

  Men Women All Men Women All 

 

Employees (thousands of employees) 3,079 2,302 5,381 2,719 2,206 4,925 

Percentage of total employees 57.2% 42.8% 100.0% 55.2% 44.8% 100.0%  
 

Age (average in years) 41.6 40.1 41.0 42.2 41.4 41.8 

 
Education (percentage) 

Primary 21.5% 12.9% 17.9% 15.8% 10.7% 15.2% 

Compulsory secondary 23.4% 17.1% 20.8% 22.9% 17.2% 20.9% 
Lower vocational and technical training 10.0% 9.3% 9.7% 11.9% 11.1% 11.6% 

Upper vocational and technical training 10.6% 10.5% 10.5% 12.3% 11.3% 11.7% 

Upper secondary general  12.7% 13.0% 12.8% 12.8% 14.9% 13.4% 

Higher education: medium degree 8.8% 17.1% 12.2% 9.3% 17.5% 12.2% 

Higher education: superior degree 13.1% 20.0% 16.0% 14.9% 17.3% 15.3% 

 
Sector (percentage) 

Agriculture 5.5% 1.4% 5.1% 3.4% 1.0% 3.0% 

Industry 22.5% 9.5% 16.7% 22.9% 10.0% 17.1% 
Construction 18.2% 2.1% 12.7% 14.5% 1.7% 8.7% 

Services 53.8% 87.0% 65.5% 59.2% 87.3% 71.2% 

 
Professional situation (percentage) 

Public sector worker 20.2% 32.6% 25.4% 21.6% 31.1% 24.3% 

Private sector worker 79.8% 67.4% 74.6% 78.4% 68.9% 75.7% 
 

Contract type (percentage) 

Permanent 82.3% 77.2% 79.8% 80.5% 79.3% 79.9% 
Temporary 17.7% 22.8% 20.2% 19.5% 20.7% 20.1% 

 

Working time (percentage) 
Full-time 94.2% 80.8% 88.3% 93.8% 80.0% 86.0% 

Part-time 5.8% 19.2% 11.7% 6.2% 20.0% 14.0% 

1. All figures refer to weighted data. Valid percentages. 

Source: Compiled by the authors.  
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Table 2. Determinants (direct effects) of gender-characteristics in job quality in Spain (first stage)*. 2008 

 
 Men Women All 
 
 Standardized  Standardized  Standardized 

Dimension/variable  coefficients Errors coefficients Errors coefficients Errors 

 
1. Intrinsic job quality (IJQ) - 1.842*** - 1.960*** - 1.893*** 
1. Worker’s overall satisfaction (OVERSAT) 0.850*** 0.708*** 0.848*** 0.767*** 0.849*** 0.734*** 

2. Satisfaction with motivation level (MOTIV) 0.807*** 1.862*** 0.816*** 1.900*** 0.812*** 1.876*** 

3. Satisfaction with personal development (PERDEV) 0.763*** 1.540*** 0.803*** 1.510*** 0.781*** 1.532*** 
4. Satisfaction with education for the job (JOBEDUC) 0.308*** 9.932*** 0.357*** 10.873*** 0.329*** 10.368*** 

 

2. Work organization and workplace relationships (WOWR) - 1.160*** - 1.227*** - 1.195*** 

5. Satisfaction with autonomy (AUTON) 0.483*** 3.820*** 0.505*** 3.576*** 0.495*** 3.574*** 

6. Satisfaction with superiors’ assessment (SUPASS) 0.768*** 1.999*** 0.787*** 1.917*** 0.777*** 2.566*** 
7. Satisfaction with decision-making (DECMAK) 0.586*** 4.813*** 0.563*** 4.801*** 0.573*** 4.549*** 

8. Level of teamwork (TEAMW) 0.107*** 0.139*** 0.058** 0.145*** 0.084*** 0.144*** 

9. Satisfaction with opportunities for promotion (PROMOP) 0.448*** 7.688*** 0.409*** 8.851*** 0.423*** 7.797*** 
10. Degree of stress (STRESS) -0.120*** 8.966*** -0.186*** 8.835*** -0.137*** 9.105*** 

11. Level of monotony or routine in tasks (MONOT) -0.281*** 8.886*** -0.349*** 9.086*** -0.313*** 8.811*** 

12. Relationships among workers (RELWORKERS) 0.680*** 2.774*** 0.669*** 2.882*** 0.672*** 2.874*** 
13. Relationships workers with directors (RBWORDIR) 0.407*** 2.314*** 0.416*** 2.390*** 0.410** 2.363*** 

 

3. Working conditions, work intensity,  

health and safety at work (WCWIHS) - 3.609*** - 1.623*** - 2.934*** 

14. Level of workspace conditions (WSPACE) -0.031* 109.531*** -0.059* 246.932*** -0.042*** 753.964*** 

15. Level of lighting conditions (LIGHTCON) -0.087** 0.087*** -0.074** 0.081*** -0.081*** 0.083*** 
16. Commuting time (COMMUT) -0.031* 110.772*** -0.072** 249.829*** -0.063*** 761.558*** 

17. Weekly working hours (WWORKH) 0.329*** 3.968*** 0.309*** 4.846*** 0.319*** 4.531*** 

18. Satisfaction with leave entitlements (LEAVEENT) -0.122*** 10.313*** -0.091*** 8.934*** -0.112*** 9.312*** 
19. Satisfaction with working day (WORKDAY) -0.178*** 47.213*** -0.131*** 66.021*** -0.154*** 54.244*** 

20. Health and safety at work (HEALTHSAF) 0.768*** 2.155** 0.711*** 2.914*** 0.736*** 2.782*** 

21. Perception of risks in the workplace (RISKPER) 0.840*** 1.500* 0.556*** 3.619*** 0.625*** 3.284*** 

 

4. Extrinsic rewards (EXRW) - 2.336*** - 2.322*** - 2.561*** 

22. Satisfaction with wage (WAGE) 0.666*** 2.932*** 0.631*** 3.503*** 0.651*** 2.963*** 
23. Satisfaction with social benefits (SOCBENEF) 0.467*** 7.763*** 0.454*** 7.551*** 0.461*** 7.547*** 

24. Satisfaction with flexible working hours (FLEXWH) 0.350*** 9.175*** 0.289*** 10.624*** 0.319*** 9.839*** 

25. Satisfaction with job stability (JOBSTAB) 0.440*** 5.276*** 0.407*** 6.035*** 0.415*** 5.659*** 
26. Worker’s years of experience (WOREXP) 0.138*** 116.583*** 0.153*** 89.507*** 0.149*** 105.941*** 

27. Satisfaction with firm training (FIRMTRAIN) 0.658*** 5.480*** 0.690*** 5.782*** 0.667*** 5.714*** 

 

5. Work-life balance (WLB) - 7.582*** - 7.755*** - 7.654*** 

28. Satisfaction personal life (PERLIFE) -0.096*** 2.749*** -0.147*** 3.521*** -0.121*** 3.091*** 

29. Satisfaction time devoted to children (DEVCHILD) 0.777*** 4.323*** 0.798*** 3.991*** 0.786*** 4.188*** 
30. Satisfaction partner’s involvement in chores (PARTINV) 0.932*** 1.581*** 0.901*** 2.290*** 0.919*** 1.888*** 

31. Satisfaction time personal life outside work (LIFEOWORK) 0.788*** 4.638*** 0.806*** 4.174*** 0.795*** 4.447*** 
 

Goodness-of-fit-indices 

IJQ Men: NFI: 0.996; RFI: 0.981; IFI: 0.997; TLI: 0.983; CFI: 0.997; RMSEA: 0.048 

WOWR Men: NFI: 0.968; RFI: 0.924; IFI: 0.971; TLI: 0.931; CFI: 0.971; RMSEA: 0.051 

WCWIHS Men: NFI: 0.980; RFI: 0.967; IFI: 0.982; TLI: 0.970; CFI: 0.982; RMSEA: 0.053 

EXRW Men: NFI: 0.979; RFI: 0.927; IFI: 0.982; TLI: 0.937; CFI: 0.982; RMSEA: 0.043 
WLB Men: NFI: 0.996; RFI: 0.987; IFI: 0.996; TLI: 0.989; CFI: 0.996; RMSEA: 0.054 

 

IJQ Women: NFI: 0.998; RFI: 0.991; IFI: 0.999; TLI: 0.993; CFI: 0.999; RMSEA: 0.032 
WOWR Women: NFI: 0.961; RFI: 0.907; IFI: 0.965; TLI: 0.917; CFI: 0.965; RMSEA: 0.057 

WCWIHS Women: NFI: 0.993; RFI: 0.990; IFI: 0.997; TLI: 0.996; CFI: 0.997; RMSEA: 0.017 

EXRW Women: NFI: 0.965; RFI: 0.852; IFI: 0.968; TLI: 0.866; CFI: 0.968; RMSEA: 0.062 
WLB Women: NFI: 0.999; RFI: 0.998; IFI: 0.999; TLI: 0.997; CFI: 0.998; RMSEA: 0.005 

 

IJQ Total: NFI: 0.998; RFI: 0.988; IFI: 0.998; TLI: 0.990; CFI: 0.998; RMSEA: 0.039 
WOWR Total: NFI: 0.957; RFI: 0.898; IFI: 0.960; TLI: 0.905; CFI: 0.960; RMSEA: 0.049 

WCWIHS Total: NFI: 0.976; RFI: 0.962; IFI: 0.977; TLI: 0.964; CFI: 0.977; RMSEA: 0.057 
EXRW Total: NFI: 0.975; RFI: 0.911; IFI: 0.976; TLI: 0.917; CFI: 0.976; RMSEA: 0.049 

WLB Total: NFI: 0.999; RFI: 0.996; IFI: 0.999; TLI: 0.997; CFI: 0.999; RMSEA: 0.029 

* Regression analysis: Structural equation modelling (SEM). Estimated coefficients: direct effects. 

P-value: *** Significant at 99% confidence level; ** Significant at 95% confidence level; * Significant at 90% confidence 

level. 

Source: Compiled by the authors. 
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Table 3. Determinants (direct effects) of gender-characteristics in job quality in Spain (first stage)*. 2010 

 
 Men Women All 
 
 Standardized  Standardized  Standardized 

Dimension/variable  coefficients Errors coefficients Errors coefficients Errors 

 
1. Intrinsic job quality (IJQ) - 1.764*** - 1.743*** - 1.753*** 
1. Worker’s overall satisfaction (OVERSAT) 0.778*** 1.149*** 0.773*** 1.177*** 0.775*** 1.164*** 

2. Satisfaction with motivation level (MOTIV) 0.821*** 1.654*** 0.860*** 1.379*** 0.838*** 1.537*** 

3. Satisfaction with personal development (PERDEV) 0.792*** 1.368*** 0.770*** 1.583*** 0.782*** 1.463*** 
4. Satisfaction with education for the job (JOBEDUC) 0.300*** 8.301*** 0.289*** 9.231*** 0.296*** 8.720*** 

 

2. Work organization and workplace relationships (WOWR) - 1.371*** - 1.246*** - 1.311*** 

5. Satisfaction with autonomy (AUTON) 0.548*** 3.193*** 0.504*** 3.653*** 0.527*** 3.406*** 

6. Satisfaction with superiors’ assessment (SUPASS) 0.802*** 1.658*** 0.804*** 1.605*** 0.803*** 1.629*** 
7. Satisfaction with decision-making (DECMAK) 0.567*** 4.425*** 0.531*** 4.726*** 0.550*** 4.568*** 

8. Level of teamwork (TEAMW) 0.045*** 0.149*** 0.061* 0.156*** 0.053*** 0.152*** 

9. Satisfaction with opportunities for promotion (PROMOP) 0.541*** 6.542*** 0.475*** 7.866*** 0.509*** 7.204*** 
10. Degree of stress (STRESS) -0.135*** 8.504*** -0.161*** 8.391*** -0.149*** 8.472*** 

11. Level of monotony or routine in tasks (MONOT) -0.211*** 8.804*** -0.223*** 8.809*** -0.217*** 8.807*** 

12. Relationships among workers (RELWORKERS) 0.692*** 2.495*** 0.674*** 2.568*** 0.683*** 2.533*** 
13. Relationships workers with directors (RBWORDIR) 0.414*** 2.373*** 0.438*** 2.375*** 0.425*** 2.375*** 

 

3. Working conditions, work intensity,  

health and safety at work (WCWIHS) - 1.288*** - 0.743*** - 1.019*** 

14. Level of workspace conditions (WSPACE) 0.539*** 3.422*** 0.506*** 3.420*** 0.525*** 3.411*** 

15. Level of lighting conditions (LIGHTCON) 0.528*** 3.006*** 0.483*** 2.703*** 0.515*** 2.985*** 
16. Commuting time (COMMUT) -0.064*** 0.092*** -0.070** 0.073*** -0.068*** 0.084*** 

17. Weekly working hours (WWORKH) -0.111*** 3.487*** -0.100*** 4.374*** -0.116*** 3.893*** 

18. Satisfaction with leave entitlements (LEAVEENT) 0.563*** 3.449*** 0.408*** 4.254*** 0.493*** 3.869*** 
19. Satisfaction with working day (WORKDAY) 0.521*** 48.306*** 0.381*** 86.193*** 0.455*** 70.564*** 

20. Health and safety at work (HEALTHSAF) 0.575*** 2.640*** 0.643*** 3.026*** 0.593*** 2.753*** 

21. Perception of risks in the workplace (RISKPER) -0.177*** 10.014*** -0.294*** 7.770*** -0.231*** 9.482*** 

 

4. Extrinsic rewards (EXRW) - 2.281*** - 1.896*** - 1.962*** 

22. Satisfaction with wage (WAGE) 0.665*** 2.880*** 0.715*** 2.775*** 0.681*** 2.841*** 
23. Satisfaction with social benefits (SOCBENEF) 0.511*** 7.294*** 0.454*** 7.667*** 0.499*** 7.357*** 

24. Satisfaction with flexible working hours (FLEXWH) 0.392*** 7.592*** 0.290*** 9.224*** 0.379*** 8.107*** 

25. Satisfaction with job stability (JOBSTAB) 0.473*** 4.519*** 0.372*** 5.205*** 0.467*** 4.721*** 
26. Worker’s years of experience (WOREXP) 0.159*** 110.586*** 0.110*** 97.473*** 0.129*** 102.569*** 

27. Satisfaction with firm training (FIRMTRAIN) 0.624*** 4.910*** 0.637*** 5.134*** 0.663*** 4.806*** 

 

5. Work-life balance (WLB) - 10.017*** - 10.615*** - 10.299*** 

28. Satisfaction personal life (PERLIFE) -0.102*** 2.844*** -0.108*** 3.244*** -0.104*** 3.026*** 

29. Satisfaction time devoted to children (DEVCHILD) 0.827*** 4.183*** 0.844*** 3.724*** 0.834*** 3.978*** 
30. Satisfaction partner’s involvement in chores (PARTINV) 0.945*** 1.444*** 0.965*** 0.959*** 0.954*** 1.227*** 

31. Satisfaction time personal life outside work (LIFEOWORK) 0.854*** 4.231*** 0.875*** 3.241*** 0.863*** 3.523*** 
 

Goodness-of-fit-indices 

IJQ Men: NFI: 0.999; RFI: 0.998; IFI: 0.999; TLI: 0.999; CFI: 0.999; RMSEA: 0.005 

WOWR Men: NFI: 0.975; RFI: 0.940; IFI: 0.978; TLI: 0.949; CFI: 0.978; RMSEA: 0.046 

WCWIHS Men: NFI: 0.959; RFI: 0.917; IFI: 0.966; TLI: 0.931; CFI: 0.966; RMSEA: 0.041 

EXRW Men: NFI: 0.989; RFI: 0.960; IFI: 0.992; TLI: 0.971; CFI: 0.992; RMSEA: 0.030 
WLB Men: NFI: 0.999; RFI: 0.998; IFI: 0.999; TLI: 0.999; CFI: 0.999; RMSEA: 0.016 

 

IJQ Women: NFI: 0.995; RFI: 0.997; IFI: 0.996; TLI: 0.980; CFI: 0.996; RMSEA: 0.051 
WOWR Women: NFI: 0.979; RFI: 0.951; IFI: 0.981; TLI: 0.956; CFI: 0.981; RMSEA: 0.041 

WCWIHS Women: NFI: 0.969; RFI: 0.939; IFI: 0.977; TLI: 0.955; CFI: 0.977; RMSEA: 0.035 

EXRW Women: NFI: 0.984; RFI: 0.945; IFI: 0.989; TLI: 0.962; CFI: 0.989; RMSEA: 0.031 
WLB Women: NFI: 0.999; RFI: 0.996; IFI: 0.999; TLI: 0.997; CFI: 0.999; RMSEA: 0.032 

 

IJQ Total: NFI: 0.999; RFI: 0.993; IFI: 0.999; TLI: 0.995; CFI: 0.999; RMSEA: 0.025 
WOWR Total: NFI: 0.979; RFI: 0.951; IFI: 0.981; TLI: 0.956; CFI: 0.981; RMSEA: 0.041 

WCWIHS Total: NFI: 0.955; RFI: 0.910; IFI: 0.959; TLI: 0.917; CFI: 0.958; RMSEA: 0.046 
EXRW Total: NFI: 0.983; RFI: 0.910; IFI: 0.984; TLI: 0.917; CFI: 0.984; RMSEA: 0.048 

WLB Total: NFI: 0.999; RFI: 0.997; IFI: 0.999; TLI: 0.998; CFI: 0.999; RMSEA: 0.027 

* Regression analysis: Structural equation modelling (SEM). Estimated coefficients: direct effects. 

P-value: *** Significant at 99% confidence level; ** Significant at 95% confidence level; * Significant at 90% confidence 

level. 

Source: Compiled by the authors. 
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Table 4. Determinants (direct effects) of gender-characteristics in job quality in Spain (second stage)*. 2008 and 

2010 

 
 Men Women All 
 
 Standardized  Standardized  Standardized 

Dimension/variable  coefficients Errors coefficients Errors coefficients Errors 

 
Job Quality (JQ) 2008 - 17.730*** - 21.630*** - 19.001*** 

 

1. Intrinsic job quality (IJQ) 0.936*** 2.502*** 0.931*** 3.317*** 0.932*** 3.109*** 
2. Work organization and workplace relationships (WOWR) 0.817*** 11.297*** 0.831*** 10.652*** 0.829*** 7.862*** 

3. Working conditions, work intensity,  

health and safety at work (WCWIHS) 0.511*** 10.903*** 0.432*** 11.676*** 0.481*** 11.098*** 
4. Extrinsic rewards (EXRW) 0.577*** 16.829*** 0.571*** 18.229*** 0.576*** 17.655*** 

5. Work-life balance (WLB) -0.160*** 57.148*** -0.200*** 57.097*** -0.170*** 57.280*** 
 
Job Quality (JQ) 2010 - 15.397*** - 14.721*** - 15.238*** 

 

1. Intrinsic job quality (IJQ) 0.886*** 4.234*** 0.843*** 5.981*** 0.871*** 4.862*** 
2. Work organization and workplace relationships (WOWR) 0.850*** 10.302*** 0.872*** 7.966*** 0.857*** 9.382*** 

3. Working conditions, work intensity,  

health and safety at work (WCWIHS) 0.622*** 10.149*** 0.550*** 9.788*** 0.578*** 10.366*** 
4. Extrinsic rewards (EXRW) 0.615*** 17.520*** 0.617*** 13.668*** 0.615*** 16.699*** 

5. Work-life balance (WLB) -0.161*** 76.939*** -0.191*** 82.031*** -0.172*** 79.675*** 
 
Goodness-of-fit-indices 

JQ 2008 Men: NFI: 0.989; RFI: 0.945; IFI: 0.990; TLI: 0.948; CFI: 0.990; RMSEA: 0.074 

JQ 2008 Women: NFI: 0.989; RFI: 0.947; IFI: 0.990; TLI: 0.951; CFI: 0.990; RMSEA: 0.068 

JQ 2008 Total: NFI: 0.998; RFI: 0.987; IFI: 0.999; TLI: 0.989; CFI: 0.999; RMSEA: 0.030 
 

JQ 2010 Men: NFI: 0.987; RFI: 0.935; IFI: 0.988; TLI: 0.938; CFI: 0.988; RMSEA: 0.075 

JQ 2010 Women: NFI: 0.987; RFI: 0.933; IFI: 0.988; TLI: 0.938; CFI: 0.988; RMSEA: 0.073 

JQ 2010 Total: NFI: 0.996; RFI: 0.973; IFI: 0.997; TLI: 0.975; CFI: 0.997; RMSEA: 0.046 

* Regression analysis: Structural equation modelling (SEM). Estimated coefficients: direct effects.  

P-value: *** Significant at 99% confidence level. 

Source: Compiled by the authors. 
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Table 5. Gender-characteristics in job quality composite indicator in Spain. 2008 and 2010 

  
 2008 2010 
  

 Men Women All Men Women All 

  

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

 

Mean and standard deviation 
 

1. Intrinsic job quality 19.24 4.50 19.77 4.99 19.46 4.78 19.37 4.43 19.41 4.55 19.39 4.49 

 
2. Work organisation and  

workplace relationships 20.62 5.84 19.37 5.82 19.72 5.83 23.06 6.05 21.58 5.73 22.22 5.93 

 
3. Working conditions, work 

intensity, health and safety 

at work 6.28 3.85 5.27 3.80 5.78 3.82 15.73 4.05 14.31 3.73 15.12 3.96 
 

4. Extrinsic rewards 15.62 5.02 14.68 5.20 15.35 5.15 17.50 5.29 15.15 4.70 16.73 4.94 

 
5. Work-life balance 6.71 7.66 6.35 7.71 6.47 7.69 9.63 8.89 9.33 9.23 9.42 9.02 

 

Job quality composite 
indicator 45.87 11.75 43.85 11.91 44.81 11.82 56.11 12.41 51.32 11.78 54.51 12.26 

 

 

Mean differences 
 

 Women/Men 2008 Women/Men 2010 

 
 

1. Intrinsic job quality 0.6 0.0 

 

2. Work organisation and workplace relationships -1.2 -1.5 

 

3. Working conditions, work intensity, health and safety at work -1.0 -1.4 
 

4. Extrinsic rewards -0.9 -2.3 

 
5. Work-life balance -0.3 -0.3 

 

Job quality composite indicator -2.0 -4.8 

Source: Compiled by the authors. 

 
 
 



-26- 
 

 

Figure 1. Two-stage model of the direct effects on gender-characteristics job quality in Spain 
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Source: Compiled by the authors. 
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