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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 qualit m the worker’s
i (European

ndations

ological and social

both a multidimensional

aking, 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



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 (Muhlau, 2011).

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

autonomy or participation, notable gender gaps have been f
2012). Nevertheless, these previous studies have several limi

some partial indicators of job quality, an
effects of job quality from a gender
present research revolves aroundythe mensional and micro-level approach
during the first years of the | onomic s. Ths way, we have been able to examine some

gender gaps in the evolutiog, o explanatory dimensions of job quality during

this concrete period

With the aim empirical evidence on gender inequalities in job quality, this
perception of the quality of their jobs during the first period
of the econo iSi 8-2010). More specifically, we aim at identifying the main gender
ining”job quality and analyse their trends during the first years of the
econo or-the analysis, we have used the microdata from the Spanish Quality of
Working

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

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

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; Mufioz 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.



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 @hieve work-life

balance and an increase in social relations within firms. Also, the ec risis has had

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.



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

autonomy. When considering the occupational category, higher

among men working in white-collar jobs.

women did. Similarly, women exerci
propensity to influence an organi

data from 31 countries confir

On the

g) were characterized by lower wages and fewer promotion opportunities

than male- ated 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



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, Mustosméki 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
(Gallie, 2003,

2007), blue and lower white-collar men have better opportunities than thei e counterparts

research on the persistence of gender gap in job quality in Scandinavian coun

comparing Quebec and the United Kingd
gender gap in both territories during t
This expectation of maintaini
constitutes the starting point
H1. Although gende

continue to systematically

and as'such is summarized in the first hypothesis:
ved during the economic boom in Spain, they

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



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 alg@” important new

evidence about gender differences in job quality during the recession. ce the start of

greater gender inequality was observed in job "€ work pressure increased

considerably for women although initiall for them. Unfortunately, the
potential effects of occupations, and p
it difficult to compare results acr
2014).

Recent research condu

rease in non-standard forms of employment would have

other hand, working conditions and job security, and work-

organisatio g the recession (Castafio, 2016; Garcia-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.



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

of this type of not directly measurable variables. In the empirical litera
Modelling (SEM) analyses with latent variables have been freq use 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 al equation model that explains

collected in the final quagter 010 by means of computer-assisted telephone
interviews (CATI). cal operation conducted by the Government of

ation or job characteristics, labor mobility, job satisfaction,

tiVe bargaining, labor relations, working hours, rewards, training, job

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



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 rodata from a

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

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

stage, a gender-related job quality index was constru
for the total and the separate 5 dimensions

This methodology involved the de and ‘8gonometric testing of 36 empirical models: 30

for all data in 2008 and 2010) and 6

for all data in 2008 and 2010). Figure 1

variables and the 5 dimensions (to identify the

models for the first stage (5 for en
for the second stage (1 for
shows the empirical modelfthe 3&.e

S

variables and dimen S see e

%\ IGURE 1 ABOUT HERE

First stage SEM estimation

Resul

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

teamwork, opportunities for promotion and decision-making.
favourable to men, is reproduced when considering the wo
health and safety at work dimension. In this respect, worth Qm

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

are more satisfied than women. In contrast, aligher satisfaction with the working

In the extrinsic rewards dime ults that is more favourable to men is
repeated, particularly in the ined for satisfaction with flexible working hours,
wage, and job stability. On h*firm-paid training is slightly more favourable to
women. Lastly, in th dimension, the results are mixed. The direct effects on
job quality are i men with regard to satisfaction with time devoted to
children a
partneisainy

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 repe in the working

is more favourable to men is repeated, particularl i ained for satisfaction
with flexible working hours, job stability, social be Xperience in the job. In this
dimension, only satisfaction with wage is Shi able to women. Finally, and in
contrast to the other dimensions, the résults o coefficients related to the work-life balance
dimension shows direct effects omgjob g

satisfaction with personal liféheutsi

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.

Gerlder-refatethjob Guiality composite index

Finall related job quality composite index was constructed and its mean values

shown, co g 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

recession. In
existed at the start of
n favour of men), this
ore than doubled by 2010

in favour of men). The results

health and safety at ts difference in 2008 to -1.4 points difference in 2010),
and extrinsic re 9 potnts difference in 2008 to -2.3 points difference in 2010).

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; Mufioz 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; Mufoz 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 j@b quality during

the first years of the recession increased considerably in favour of urth and last

In connection with the improvement in job qua onomic crisis, the results
are quite consistent with those obtained b ies (Morley, 2010; Pot, 2011).
Particularly noteworthy are the result
2005 and 2010 (Green and Mos

studies suggests a slight incr

Indeed, and e 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 (Castafo, 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 dimensionsdi® public policies

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

pdel and to improve social
1 Rubery’s work (2013), further
research on the relationship betwee the gender gap in employment

seems to be particularly interesti he present research has not in-depth

addressed this issue, given llow it. Future research should therefore

analyse which dimensions*ef jo

how they have differ‘t effects
a

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

been mostly affected by austerity policies and

’s and women’s professional life.

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, 2013Db); 2) the link between the gender gap and occupations (Green
etal., 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; Mustosmaki 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 indicators and

dimensions used in the analysis. Nevertheless, the availability of the survey on a
highly suggestive idea of establishing multidimensional and gen
quality and, in particular, of studying the effects of the fi

for other countries and further specifications related't
connection with current knowledge-base
related job quality, chiefly to captur

major improvements to be ature of this study therefore suggests the

need for future research o

el inequalities in job quality.
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Table 1. Comparison of ECVT employee characteristics by gender in Spaint. 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% 11.6%
Upper vocational and technical training 10.6% 10.5% 10.5% 12.3% 11.7%
Upper secondary general 12.7% 13.0% 12.8% 12.8% 13.4%
Higher education: medium degree 8.8% 17.1% 12.2% 12.2%
Higher education: superior degree 13.1% 20.0% 16.0% 15.3%
Sector (percentage)
Agriculture 5.5% 1.4% 5.1% %
Industry 22.5% 9.5% 17.1%
Construction 18.2% 2.1% 8.7%
Services 53.8% 87.0% 71.2%
Professional situation (percentage)
Public sector worker 20.2% 32.6% 24.3%
Private sector worker 79.8% 67.4% 75.7%
Contract type (percentage)

Permanent 82.3% 77.2% 79.3% 79.9%

Temporary 17.7% 19.5% 20.7% 20.1%
Working time (percentage)

Full-time 93.8% 80.0% 86.0%

Part-time 6.2% 20.0% 14.0%

1. All figures refer to weighted data. Valid

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 (1JQ) - 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*** 1532***
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***  1917** 0.777***  2.566***
7. Satisfaction with decision-making (DECMAK) 0.586***  4.813***  (0.563***  4.80 0.573*** 4 549***
8. Level of teamwork (TEAMW) 0.107***  0.139*** 0.058** 0.084***  (0.144***
9. Satisfaction with opportunities for promotion (PROMOP) 0.448***  7.688***  0.409*** 7.797%**
10. Degree of stress (STRESS) -0.120***  8.966*** -0.186*** 9.105***
11. Level of monotony or routine in tasks (MONOT) -0.281***  8.886*** -0.349*** 8.811***
12. Relationships among workers (RELWORKERS) 0.680*** 2. 774%** 2.874%**
13. Relationships workers with directors (RBWORDIR) 0.407***  2.314%** 2.363***
3. Working conditions, work intensity,
health and safety at work (WCWIHS) - 2.934***
14. Level of workspace conditions (WSPACE) -0.031* -0.042*** 753.964***
15. Level of lighting conditions (LIGHTCON) -0.087** -0.081***  0.083***
16. Commuting time (COMMUT) -0.031* -0.063*** 761.558***
17. Weekly working hours (WWORKH) 0.329**% 0.319***  4.531***
18. Satisfaction with leave entitlements (LEAVEENT) -0.122%** -0.112%**  9.312%**
19. Satisfaction with working day (WORKDAY) -0.178*** 66. 021*** -0.154***  54.244%**
20. Health and safety at work (HEALTHSAF) 0.768*** 2.914%**  0.736***  2.782***
21. Perception of risks in the workplace (RISKPER) 3.619***  0.625%**  3.284***
4. Extrinsic rewards (EXRW) - 2.322%%* - 2.561***
22. Satisfaction with wage (WAGE) 0.631***  3.503***  0.651*** 2.963***
23. Satisfaction with social benefits (SOCBENEF) 0.454***  7551***  (0.461*** 7.547***
24. Satisfaction with flexible working hours (FL 0.289*** 10.624***  (0.319***  0.839***
25. Satisfaction with job stability (JOBSTAB 0.407***  6.035***  0.415***  5.659***
26. Worker’s years of experience (WORE 0.153***  89.507***  0.149*** 105.941***
27. Satisfaction with firm training (FIRMTR. 0.690***  5.782***  0.667***  5.714***
5. Work-life balance (WLB) - 7.582*** - 7.755%** - 7.654***
28. Satisfaction personal life (P, -0.096***  2.749*%**  .0.147***  3521*** -0.121*** 3.091***
0.777***  4.323***  (.798***  3.991***  (.786*** 4.188***
0.932%**  1581***  (0.901***  2.290***  (.919*** 1.888***
ORK) 0.788***  4.638***  0.806***  4.174***  (.795%**  4.447***

WCWIHS Wome :

J61: RFI: 0.907; IFI: 0.965; TLI: 0.917; CFI: 0.965; RMSEA: 0.057
: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

1JQ 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 (1JQ) - 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***  (.838*** 1537***
3. Satisfaction with personal development (PERDEV) 0.792*%**  1368***  0.770***  1.583***  (.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) - 1371%* - 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%**  (531*** 4726 0.550***  4.568***
8. Level of teamwork (TEAMW) 0.045%**  (0.149*** 0.061* 0.053***  (.152***
9. Satisfaction with opportunities for promotion (PROMOP) 0.541***  6.542%**  (0.475%** 7.204***
10. Degree of stress (STRESS) -0.135***  8.504*** -0.161*** 8.472%**
11. Level of monotony or routine in tasks (MONOT) -0.211***  8.804***  -0.223*** 8.807***
12. Relationships among workers (RELWORKERS) 0.692***  2.495%** 2.533***
13. Relationships workers with directors (RBWORDIR) 0.414***  2.373*** 2.375%**
3. Working conditions, work intensity,
health and safety at work (WCWIHS) - - 1.019***
14. Level of workspace conditions (WSPACE) 0.539%** 0.525%**  3.411***
15. Level of lighting conditions (LIGHTCON) 0.528*** 0.515***  2,985%**
16. Commuting time (COMMUT) -0.064*** -0.068***  0.084***
17. Weekly working hours (WWORKH) -0.111**% -0.116***  3.893***
18. Satisfaction with leave entitlements (LEAVEENT) 0.563*** 4.254%**  0.493***  3.869***
19. Satisfaction with working day (WORKDAY) 86.193***  0.455*** 70.564***
20. Health and safety at work (HEALTHSAF) 343***  3,026***  0.593***  2.753***
21. Perception of risks in the workplace (RISKPER) Q4F*% T I70%**  -0.231***  Q.482***
4. Extrinsic rewards (EXRW) - 1.896*** - 1.962%**
22. Satisfaction with wage (WAGE) 0.715***  2.775%**  (0.681***  2.841***
23. Satisfaction with social benefits (SOCBENEF) 0.454***  7.667***  0.499***  7.357***
24. Satisfaction with flexible working hours (FL! 0.290***  9.224***  0.379***  8.107***
25. Satisfaction with job stability (JOBSTAB 0.372*%**  5205%**  0.467***  4.721***
26. Worker’s years of experience (WORE 0.110***  97.473***  (0.129*** 102.569***
27. Satisfaction with firm training (FIRMTR. 0.637***  5134***  (0.663*** 4.806***
5. Work-life balance (WLB) - 10.017*** - 10.615*** - 10.299***
28. Satisfaction personal life (P, -0.102***  2.844***  -0.108***  3.244*** -0.104***  3.026***
0.827***  4.183***  (0.844***  3724***  (.834*** 3.978***
0.945%** 1 444%**  (0965***  (0.959***  (.954***  1227***
ORK) 0.854***  4231***  (0.875***  3.241***  (.863*** 3.523***

WCWIHS Wome :

79; RFI: 0.951: IFI: 0.981; TLI: 0.956: CFI: 0.981; RMSEA: 0.041
1 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

1JQ 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.



Table 4. Determinants (direct effects) of gender-characteristics in job quality in Spain (second
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stage)*. 2008 and

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 (1JQ) 0.936***  2.502***  0.931***  3317***  0.932***  3.109***

2. Work organization and workplace relationships (WOWR) 0.817*** 11.297***  0.831*** 10.652***
3. Working conditions, work intensity,

health and safety at work (WCWIHS) 0.511*** 10.903***  (0.432*** 11.676***
4. Extrinsic rewards (EXRW) 0.577*** 16.829***  (.571*** 18.229***
5. Work-life balance (WLB) -0.160*** 57.148***  -0.200***

Job Quality (JQ) 2010 - 15.397%% -

1. Intrinsic job quality (1JQ) 0.886***  4.234***  (.843***
2. Work organization and workplace relationships (WOWR) 0.850***  10.302***
3. Working conditions, work intensity,

health and safety at work (WCWIHS) 0.622***  10.149***  0.550%
4. Extrinsic rewards (EXRW) 0.615***  17.520***
5. Work-life balance (WLB) -0.161***  76.939*%

Goodness-of-fit-indices

0.829%**  7.862***
0.481*** 11.098***

0.576*** 17.655***
57.280***

15.238***

4.862***
9.382%**

0.578*** 10.366***
0.615***  16.699***
1727 79.675%**

JQ 2008 Men: NFI: 0.989; RFI: 0.945; IFI: 0.990; TLI: 0.948; CFI: 0.990; R
JQ 2008 Women: NFI: 0.989; RFI: 0.947; IFI: 0.990; TLI: 0.951; CFI: 0.9
JQ 2008 Total: NFI: 0.998; RFI: 0.987; IFI: 0.999; TLI: 0.989; CFI: 0.999; F

JQ 2010 Total: NFI: 0.996; RFI: 0.973; IFI: 0.997; TLI: 0.975; C .997; RMSEA: 0.8

* Regression analysis: Structural equation modellidgy(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 19.24 450 19.77 499 19.46 478 19.37 443 1941 455 19.39 4.49
2. Work organisation and
workplace relationships 2062 584 1937 582 19.72 583 2306 605 2158 573 2222 593
3. Working conditions, work
intensity, health and safety
at work 6.28 3.85 5.27
4., Extrinsic rewards 15.62 5.02 14.68
5. Work-life balance 6.71 7.66 6.35
Job quality composite
indicator 4587 1175 43.85

Mean differences

1. Intrinsic job quality

2. Work organisation and workplace relationships

3. Working conditions, work intensity, health and safety

4. Extrinsic rewards
5. Work-life balance

Job quality composite indicator

Source: Compiled by the au




Figure 1. Two-stage model of the direct effects on gender-characteristics job quality in Spain
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