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Abstract:

Job satisfaction is particularly important in tleg\dce industry since it involves direct
contact with customers and thus has a direct inlaeon company performance. We
analyzed the impact of ten working conditions dm $atisfaction by means of structural
equation modelling in a representative stratifi@adom sample of 1553 service sector
employees in Catalonia (Spain). We found signifiefects in social aspects (recognition
of a job well done and social support), followeddsychological loads (emotional
demands and job insecurity) and by task contemgeldpment & meaning and
predictability). These variables explained 50%haf variance in job satisfaction.

Keywords: Working conditions; job satisfaction;\see sector; structural equation modelling; job
characteristics; service workers

Introduction

The work environment of the majority of current opations in developed countries is
characterized by an increase in complexity, moaente/ork, polyvalence, decentralized
decision making, the use of sophisticated technglggwth in competition and the
necessity to reduce costs (Tummers, Landeweerda&Merode, 2002; Noblet, Teo,
McWilliams, & Rodwell, 2005; Tortosa-Edo, Sanchear@a, & Moliner-Tena, 2010).
These factors generate an increase in the psydhalqgessure created in the
workplace (Tummers et al., 2002; de Jonge et @01P The psychosocial factors are
determined by the specific characteristics of dte(work organization, demands, task
content and social aspects) that determine theitboms of the working environment,
and have the ability to affect the wellbeing of therker as much as the progress of the
work in hand (Martin Garcia, Lucefio Moreno, JaéazD& Rubio Valdehita, 2007,
Tummers et al., 2002). In fact, psychosocial faectme becoming more important as an
explanatory variable of worker wellbeing than plgswork requirements (Morrison,
Cordery, Girardi, & Payne, 2005; Noblet et al., 208hiu & Yu, 2010).

The service sector is now an important part ofet@nomy, both in terms of

turnover as well as in the number of people it @yplLi, Yang, & Wu, 2008; Lee,



Olson, Lee, Hwang, & Shin, 2008). In this type ofpany, in which the
employee/customer relationship (either face-to-farceia technology) is increasingly
important, the relation between working conditiamsl job satisfaction is more marked
than in other sectors (Tummers et al., 2002; Pak&nguson, & Bergeron, 2006; Al
Juhani & Kishk, 2006). Within the service sectquositive association has been found
between job satisfaction and company efficiencyll®bet al., 2005; Chen & Chen,
2008; Brown & Lam, 2008; Li et al., 2008; Coelhajgusto, Coelho, & Sa, 2010;
Ekinci & Dawes, 2009; Iglesias, 2009).

The objective of this paper is therefore to studyking conditions in the
service sector (demands, job insecurity, influedeselopment and meaning, social
support, role clarity, quality of leadership, pradbility and esteem) and to examine
their relative and joint effect on job satisfaction

For the study we used quite a large representatraéified random sample (N=
1553) consisting of service workers from Catald@pain). An additional motive was
to adapt for the service sector previously useadbraodels that had combined data
from construction, service and industry (Kil, Léffend, & Metz-Gockel, 2000; Pires,
Sarkar, & Carvalho, 2008).

This study extends previous lines of investigapablished in the literature in a
relatively under-investigated field (Tummers et 2002). The relationship between
working conditions and job satisfaction is now tgbuto be more complicated than has
been indicated in the literature (Morrison et 2005). Also, further studies with
sizeable heterogeneous sample groups (multiple aniep with different activities) are
necessary to simultaneously incorporate differimdgpendent variables (Schyns &
Croon, 2006). In our study, we used a heterogenegpussentative transversal sample

of a population that had not been previously aredyin this way, which gives strength
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to the replication and assessment of models (Schy@moon, 2006; Brown & Lam,
2008; de Jonge et al., 2001; Roelen, Koopmans, @thoff, 2008). Our sample size
also allowed us to increase the number of explapa@riables and to apply a rigorous
methodology (Structural Equation Modelling) (terd3b& de Jonge, 2006; Tummers,
Van Merode, & Landeweerd, 2006; Roelen et al., 26@8sh, Booske, & Sainfort,
2005).

We believe our project also has a practical intereghat it can be used by
companies to design and adapt jobs (Brown & LarB82Chen & Chen, 2008) and
thus provides service sector managers with infaondhat could help them to

prioritize those changes with the most positiveactmn improving job satisfaction.

Satisfaction at work

Satisfaction in the workplace can be defined assitipe emotional orientation towards
work. It is the result of the perception that thskt undertaken is consistent with the
values of the worker and contributes to the sati&fa of his personal needs (Al Juhani
& Kishk, 2006; Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Brown & La&Q08; Noblet et al., 2005).
When it comes to establishing an operative dedinifor this concept, various strategies
have been used. Some authors have consideretérms of a global factor, while
others have separated it into different job facgish as intrinsic, extrinsic, salary,
interpersonal relationships, development, etc.J{/lani & Kishk, 2006; Brough, 2005;
Brown & Lam, 2008).

In the recent literature on job satisfaction, therabundant evidence that this
variable contributes to improving both worker pemfi@ance and company results
(Snipes, Oswald, LaTour, & Armenakis, 2005; Hsu &Wj, 2008; Taris, Schreurs,
Eikmans, & van Riet, 2008; Ritter & Anker, 2002; & Wong, 2007; Tian & Pu,

2008), especially in the service sector (Lim, Ribe& Lee, 2008; Brown & Lam,



2008; Noblet et al., 2005; Linz, 2003; Scott, GikyeSimoens, Bojke, & Sibbald,
2006; Kuo, 2007; Li et al., 2008; Love, Irani, Sdarg, & Themistocleous, 2007; Shiu
& Yu, 2010). Other studies consider satisfactioma @ependent variable which is
expressed in terms of specific conditions in thgaaizational context. However, a
considerable amount of work remains to be donerbefsearchers can propose, or
validate, realistic and complete models of the W&y workers experience work
conditions and how this affects their level of sittion (Hsu & Wang, 2008; Petrescu

& Simmons, 2008).

Working conditions

A job consists of one or more functions (each fiomctomposed of a group of tasks or
activities) undertaken by a person in a compargygven time (Cascio, 1989), with
certain characteristics and influenced by a nunobesychosocial factors (Hackman &
Oldham, 1980; Tummers et al., 2002; Thompson &tRspR006; ter Doest & de Jonge,
2006; Noblet, Graffam, & McWilliams, 2008; De RijKjjhuis, & Alexanderson, 2009;
Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, & Len€)&®Bparr & Sonnentag, 2008;
Schyns & Croon, 2006; Love et al., 2007; de Jonge.£2001; Houkes, Janssen, de
Jonge, & Bakker, 2003; Yang, 2009; Karatepe & Kifl609). For a worker to perform
at his maximum level, it is necessary that he ghbale or acquire the knowledge,
abilities and aptitudes necessary for the compiaticthe tasks in hand. However, it is
also necessary that his personality, interestdasates fit in with the characteristics of
the work in such a way that he experience meamugha gets satisfaction from the job
he is doing (de Jong, van der Velde, & Jansen, 2001

The most frequently studied variables in the li@mare psychological
demands, influence, and social support (Karasek,e1998; Love et al., 2007;

Tummers et al., 2002; Schyns & Croon, 2006; Morrisbal., 2005; Hackman &



Oldham, 1980). Psychological demands (certain asthave named this “workload”)
are an indicator of the difficulty of the task glation to the mental or emotional load,
work speed or overload, but does not take into @acphysical loads, risks or
ergonomics. Influence (certain authors refer asitcontrol”, autonomy or active work)
refers to the fact that workers are able to decetain questions on their own. Social
support refers to all possible levels of sociahtiehs at work, with both colleagues and
superiors. In general, it is considered that pshadiocal demands are negatively
associated with job satisfaction; while the abityinfluence one’s job and social
relationships are aspects that contribute to jdisfaation (Noblet et al., 2005; Karsh et
al., 2005; Tummers et al., 2002).

However it is still necessary to widen this reshanecreasing the number of
explanatory variables to consider the realitiehefmodern workplace and roles
(Morrison et al., 2005) and to clarify the degreevhich each job characteristic relates
to satisfaction levels (de Jonge et al., 2001jelation to this, other working conditions
used in previous research, albeit with lower fremye are: job insecurity, the meaning
of the tasks undertaken, role clarity, qualityeddership, predictability and recognition
of a job well done (Hsu & Wang, 2008; Moncada L|uikrens Serrano, Font
Corominas, Galtes Camps, & Navarro Gine, 2008; g&kat al., 1998; Tummers et al.,

2002; Uppal, 2005; Wakkee, Elfing, & Monaghan, 2010

Objectives and hypothesis

The purpose of this paper is to establish a framlewwt allows us to understand how
service sector working conditions can be useditdarce job satisfaction.
To this end we have set out the model we intertdgbin Figure 1. This model

integrates the contributions of various studies m@mted in the theoretical framework
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(Karsh et al., 2005; Tummers et al., 2002; Hsu &@g/2008; Moncada Lluis et al.,
2008; Kristensen, Hannerz, Hogh, & Borg, 2005; Mauta; Llorens, Navarro, &

Kristensen, 2005).

Please insert Figure 1 here

We can summarize this model with the following hyEsis:

H.1- Quantitative demands have a negative effegblosatisfaction.

This factor is defined as the relationship betweerk demands and the
availability of time to cope with the work to berdn If there is not enough time, the
demands present themselves as a fast work padeypbssibility of completing the
task in hand, or the accumulation of work, and &lap be related to the irregular time
distribution of tasks. As previous research hasvsh@e Jonge et al., 2001; Yu, Gu,
Zhou, & Wang, 2008; Van den Broeck et al., 2008)cB&s-Palacios & Ribeiro, 2010),
quantitative demands have a significantly negatiygact on job satisfaction.

H.2- Emotional demands have a negative effect brsatisfaction.

This type of demand affects our feelings and therte keep them hidden in the
workplace. This situation frequently occurs wherviees are offered to the public in
which only professional abilities are exercised patsonal feelings are left to one side.
Previous research shows that emotional demandsahsigmificantly negative impact
on job satisfaction (de Jonge et al., 2001; Yu.e2808; Van den Broeck et al., 2008;
Sanchis-Palacios & Ribeiro, 2010).

H.3- Job insecurity has a negative effect on jdlsfsection.

It refers to contractual insecurity (the fear dfifeg one’s job) and insecurity

surrounding other conditions at work. There is euck that working under contract for



a limited time rather than in a permanent posihas a strong impact on job
satisfaction. Likewise, the insecurity surroundatger conditions at work (changes in
shift patterns, salary or career path) are nedstoarelated with job satisfaction
(Martinez Navarro, 2008; Moncada Lluis et al., 20D#hus, Amelung, Gaitanides, &
Schwartz, 2007; Zarafshani & Alibaygi, 2009).

H.4- Influence has a positive effect on job satista.

This factor is defined as the extent of the corttiat workers have over their
jobs: sequence, amount of work, methods to be asddasks to be undertaken. A
positive relationship appears in the research bety@b satisfaction and influence (ter
Doest & de Jonge, 2006; de Jong et al., 2001; Tusetel., 2002; Petrescu &
Simmons, 2008; Thompson & Prottas, 2006; Roeleh ¢2008; Chen & Chen, 2008).

H.5- Development and meaning has a positive etfiegbb satisfaction.

This refers to the evaluation of whether a job pies opportunities for the
development of personal abilities and knowledgeitmarkers can relate their work
role to their values or end results other than Biraplitarian ones (to have one’s time
occupied and to obtain a reward for work completBeéjween these two variables
(which we deal with as if they were only one), #ility for personal development
probably has the most weight (Kuokkanen, Suomikimkonen, Kukkurainen, &
Doran, 2009; de Jong et al., 2001; Chen & Chen8R0ut the meaning of work has
also found support in the literature (Ritter & Ank2002).

H.6- Social support has a positive effect on jais&action.

This variable is defined as the possibility of lgeable to have social
relationships in the workplace and to receive wiatéelp is necessary at any given
moment from either colleagues or superiors. Sigaift relationships have been found

in this area between managers and staff supporoérghtisfaction (Schyns & Croon,
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2006; Noblet et al., 2005; de Jonge et al., 20G ¥en Broeck et al., 2008; Wakkee et
al., 2010).

H.7- Role clarity has a positive effect on job staction.

This factor has to do with clearly defined job dgstns: limits, objectives,
tasks to be undertaken and expectations. Tummais(@002), Karsh et al. (2005),
Sakires (2009) and Albion (2008) found this effiectheir studies.

H.8- Quality of leadership has a positive effecjamn satisfaction.

This variable refers to the extent that managexs plork well in advance and
maintain good communications with employees. Séwridors have found the effect
of this variable on job satisfaction (Moncada, Eles, & Kristensen, 2004; Shiu & Yu,
2010; Moncada et al., 2010; Choi, Seo, Scott, &tMaP010; Gonzalez & Garazo,
2006; Lopez-Cabarcos, Vazquez-Rodriguez, & Moniasif, 2010; Rooney,
Gottlieb, & Newby-Clark, 2009; Sellgren, Ekvall, Bomson, 2008; Skakon, Nielsen,
Borg, & Guzman, 2010).

H.9- Predictability has a positive effect on joligfaction.

This refers to the availability of appropriate, faiént and timely information to
adapt to any changes that may affect work. Moneadh (2004); Mohr and Wolfram
(2010) and Stetz et al. (2007) found evidenceHr ¢ffect.

H.10- Esteem has a positive effect on job satigfact

This factor is defined as the recognition of ayaddl done. Van den Broeck et
al. (2008), Linz (2003), Stocker et al. (2010) &rovastava and Rangarajan (2008)

obtained significant effects for this variable ob jsatisfaction.



Methods
Study sample
The data analyzed comes from “The First Survey ofRivig Conditions in Catalonia”
(Martinez Navarro, 2008). The target populationststed of all service sector
employees in Catalonia affiliated to groups of mibian one person in the National
Insurance System (1,370,369 people).
A stratified random sampling by company size (&ls), gender (2 strata), and activity
sector (4 strata) was applied. The sample sizefiwed at 1553 persons. The
questionnaire was answered by workers via an ir@erat their home, with reference to
the job they were doing at the time of the intemwién those cases where the employee
was not at home, or refused to participate, hedsigesubstituted by another person
from the same sector, similar company size andeefithe global sample error was
1.8%, with values between 4.7% and 5.4% for thiacsubsector, between 2.8% and
5.6% for company size, and between 2.4% and 2.7%cfoder (Martinez Navarro,
2008). The study sample can therefore be consideréigh quality and representative
of the entire population of service workers. Thendgraphic characteristics of the
study sample are given in Table 1.
Please insert Table 1 here

Measurements
The questionnaire contains 64 questions and cam$®&ered fully in approximately 30
minutes. For the purposes of this paper we willardyg the 34 variables relating to
working conditions and job satisfaction. The congplguestionnaire can be consulted in
Martinez Navarro (2008).

Job satisfaction was measured by only one itemdémeral, to what degree do

you feel satisfied by your working conditions?”)itlwfour response levels (1.-very
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satisfied, satisfied, dissatisfied, 4.-very disfad). The strategy of measuring the
global satisfaction level by only one item has pvasly been used in different studies
(Roelen et al., 2008; Petrescu & Simmons, 2008;&%vang, 2008; de Jonge et al.,
2001) and is considered to be equally valid andlskd as the measurement of job
satisfaction by scales (Brown & Lam, 2008).

Working conditions were measured in the Catalosianey by the
questionnaire PSQ CAT21-COPSOQ, the short formaiwe in Catalan language of
CoPsoQ (“Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionariei¥téfrsen et al., 2005; Moncada
et al., 2005). All the items of the working condris constructs had five response
categories: “5.-Always / Often / Sometimes / Rarely-Never”. The items were
grouped into 10 factors representative of the dsiers of the working conditions (see

Table 2).

Please insert Table 2 here

Analysis
A full latent structural model (Byrne, 2006) withamamum likelihood method was used
for parameter estimation with Structural EquatiBnsgramme, EQS (Ullman &
Bentler, 2004; Bentler, 2002). Job satisfaction imé®duced as a latent variable with a
single item indicator setting unstandardized vamaerror to non-zero value (Standard
Deviatiorf x (1-worsta Cronbach of other constructs)), considering thistindicator
seems unlikely to perfectly estimate the constfaaderson & Gerbing, 1988; Brown,
2006).

Furthermore, the analyses were adjusted for geaderand company size (Van

den Broeck et al., 2008; ter Doest & de Jonge, P(Riice these adjustments did not
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improve the accuracy of the results, we only repestilts from the final model without
these variables.

We used several parameters to assess the goodriksd the model: Normed
Chi2 < 5; CFI (Comparative fit index) >0.90; GFligtel Fit Indice) >0.85 and RMSEA
(Root mean square error of approximation) <0.08i(Molina, & Castejon, 2007;
Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1999; Uliman & Blen, 2004; Spreitzer, 1995). We
will also check that the values of Cronbachf each construct are greater than 0.6 (Lin,

2006; Hair et al., 1999).

Results

A preliminary step in the analysis of the full latestructural model is to first test
for the validity of the measurement model (Byrn@)@&, Hair et al., 1999; Bagozzi,
1994; Hogan & Martell, 1987). The values for goasief fit of each of the constructs
are adequate. The Cronbaxlof all factors but role clarity and quantitativendands
are greater than the recommended cut-off valueTabke 2). Most of the correlations
between working conditions were low or moderatedignificant (see Table 3).

Please insert Table 3 here

After checking the validity of the measurement mpthee relationship between
working conditions and job satisfaction was evadaising the full latent structural
model (Figure 1). The correlations between theagtiory variables were included in
the full latent structural model but are not showe#igure 2 for clarity (see Table 3).
We can globally consider it as a good fit (Normdud2= 3.62; CFI= 0.88; GFI= 0.89
and RMSEA <0.042). All observed variables had sigant loadings ranging from 0.31
to 0.88 (p<0.001) on their latent factor. A relelbpheasurement model was thus

obtained. Working conditions together explain ne&0% of the variance in job
12



satisfaction. The positive and significant effemtsjob satisfaction are esteem (0.40),
predictability (0.17), development & meaning (0.&8d social support (0.13).
Emotional demands (-0.13) and job insecurity (-Pli#r/e a negative significant effect.
In our global service sample, quantitative demarawls, clarity, influence and quality of

leadership have no significant effects (see Figire

Please insert Figure 2 here

Discussion

Regarding our first three hypothesis, the previppsiblished investigation had
identified the negative impact of psychologicaldegemotional demands, job
insecurity and quantitative demands) on job satigfa. The correlation values showed
in previous literature are between -0.13 and -Q\&0 den Broeck et al., 2008;
Thompson & Prottas, 2006; Tummers et al., 2002uBho 2005; ter Doest & de Jonge,
2006; Moncada Lluis et al., 2008). Our correlatifata are in line with previous
research. The structural model reinforces thesdtseand identifies negative and
significant effects from emotional demands andijaecurity on job satisfaction.
However, it fails to find effects from quantitatidemands. This may be due to the lack
of internal consistency of the scale used, anglsuggested to analyse in detail this
scale in future research, for example, by refortmdgthe item V34.cinv or by adding
new items.

On the other hand, influence on decisions has pestively correlated with job
satisfaction in various papers, with significantues between 0.18 y 0.34 (ter Doest &
de Jonge, 2006; de Jong et al., 2001; Tummers, &0dl2; Van den Broeck et al., 2008;
Thompson & Prottas, 2006). The correlation obtaimgdur sample (0.33) is more or

less in line with these results. However, in thhecture model the effect did not appear
13



to be significant, coinciding with Linz (2003), bdisagreeing with the results of other
studies, in which it was found to be significanétfiescu & Simmons, 2008; Thompson
& Prottas, 2006). This result rejects our hypothdsilt is possible that, as indicated by
Schyns and Croon (2006), the tasks in end-workiessroe services are not especially
motivating or attractive, nor can they be easilsiaged by adding influence.

Social support is another factor that is well refeed in the literature. Its
correlation with job satisfaction appears to baglavith values between 0.31 and 0.53
(Schyns & Croon, 2006; Tummers et al., 2002; Than@ Prottas, 2006; ter Doest &
de Jonge, 2006; de Jong et al., 2001). Our worpatp the findings of previous
papers, confirming the positive, significant coatedn (0.46), as well as the significant
effect in the structure model.

H.7 is another rejected hypothesis which appealb wignificant in other
papers (Tummers et al., 2002; Karsh et al., 2d81%)is not seen to be significant in
ours. One of the reasons would be the low relighaf the scale, like in H.1 rejection.
But also, Nielsen and Cleal (2010) have been fabatirole clarity not to predict
satisfaction at work.

It could be thought surprising that quality of leeghip was not seen to be
significant in the structure model (rejecting oypbthesis 8), despite its having a
moderate correlation with job satisfaction (0.389shoff and Mels (1995) found that
the main aspects of quality of leadership (initigtstructure or consideration) does not
directly influence satisfaction, but does so inciyeby reducing role conflict.
Therefore it is recommended for future researdmniayze models including some of
our variables as mediating variables (Cicero, Bjg&rvan Knippenberg, 2010; Lopez-

Cabarcos et al., 2010).
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The correlations we obtained between job satisiacdnd development &
meaning (0.39), or esteem (0.65) are in line withse obtained by Van den Broeck et
al. (2008). We also found high correlations of petability (0.53) (Zacharatos,
Hershcovis, Turner, & Barling, 2007). Their effeotsjob satisfaction have also been
seen to be significant in the structure model (LR203). Our findings support
previous research regarding the relationship betvesteem and satisfaction
generalizing the results obtained in armed for&sdker, Jacobshagen, Semmer, &

Annen, 2010) or sales forces (Srivastava & Rangay2008) in other industries.

To sum up, hypothesis H.2, H.3, H.5, H.6, H.9, BntD were confirmed with
our data. In our study, the working conditions tmaist affect job satisfaction appear to
be concentrated in social aspects (esteem and saport), followed by psychological
loads (emotional demands and job insecurity) amd,lesser extent but still with
significant effects, by task contents (developn&nteaning and predictability). Our
results thus appear to be in line with those oiowar other authors (Tummers et al.,
2002; Schyns & Croon, 2006; Uppal, 2005; Nobletlgt2005).

Lastly, the explained variance of our model (50%)n line with previous
published research, such as 54% in Roelen et@8]2r the 53% of Karsh et al.
(2005), both of which used samples of only one pational subsector, and goes
beyond Thompson and Prottas (2006), where theljakacteristics explain the 33%
variance in satisfaction. On the other hand, irs¢hpapers where the relationships
between working conditions and employees’ psycho@dgeactions (such as job
satisfaction, for example) are analyzed, the vagagxplained by the models tends to be

low. This is due to the fact that the variancehaf lependent variable is not excessive,

15



meaning we are therefore dealing with a sample avitigh level of job satisfaction
(Tummers et al., 2006).

Other lines of research suggested by our findingslavbe: (1) to check if the
effect of working conditions on job satisfactios, shown by workers in the service
sector, is replicated in other representative saspt employees in industrial or
construction settings; (2) to analyze the effeatrgfanizational characteristics as a
mediator or moderator in the relationships betweerking conditions and satisfaction,
and to analyze models of mediation between workorglitions to detect direct and
indirect effects (Morrison et al., 2005; Tummerslet2006); and (3), a more detailed
investigation of the questionnaire measurement M@@PSOQ short form) would be
needed to eliminate the limitations of some ofdhbscales (Roelen et al., 2008),
especially role clarity and quantitative demands.

One of the limitations of our research is thatgheple was taken from only one
Spanish region (Catalonia), so that the resultaalne extended to the whole of Spain
or other countries. Another limitation is that ddlta were based on self-reporting;
moreover, the data are cross-sectional and theaihgequence of the relationships
between the variables cannot be clearly evaluatétth this in mind, we should be
cautious when interpreting the relationships asahut should also be said that most of
these limitations are common to other papers puoddisn this field (Tummers et al.,

2006; ter Doest & de Jonge, 2006; Noblet et alD52&chyns & Croon, 2006).

Conclusions

Job satisfaction is an important variable in ghety of companies, but even more so in
the service sector. Our research makes diversélmations to the literature on the

subject, amongst others: it expands upon receeéarels by other authors (Brown &
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Lam, 2008; Tummers et al., 2006; Noblet et al., 3P uses a sample size big enough
to simultaneously include a wide number of expii@tactors (10 working conditions)
(Karsh et al., 2005); and it analyzes them usiggrous methodology in the form of
Structural Equation Modelling (ter Doest & de Jon2@06; Alves & Raposo, 2009).
This provides both academics and service sectopaaoras with a greater
understanding and calibration of the effect of wagkconditions on job satisfaction. In
this way, service companies can make better dedsitnen modifying the
characteristics that have the greatest impactlosatisfaction. The greatest effect
would be obtained by providing social support indh@mes and by superiors giving
recognition for work well done. Similar effects wdube obtained from the general
support provided by work colleagues and bossesilggdacilitating group work. Job
satisfaction could also be improved through bettark organization and allowing
employees ways to express their emotions. Fingityyiding information to employees
on any changes that may affect their work and tiaéirre is another important element

in achieving satisfaction at work.
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Figure 1.- Integrating model of the effect of wargsiconditions on job satisfaction.
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n % Sample error (%)

Gender

Male 620 39.9 2.4

Female 933 60.1 2.7
Age

16-24 213 13.7

25-34 507 32.6

35-44 329 21.2

45-54 322 20.7

55-64 173 11.1

>64 9 0.6

Company size

<6 190 12.2 5.6

6 —49 542 34.9 2.8
50 — 249 323 20.8 3.7
> 249 498 32.1 3.5
Activity sector

Public administration/Bankitlg 339  21.8 5.4

Commerce/Catering tratle 455 29.3 4.7

Social services 347 223 5.4

Other services 412 265 4.9

*public administration, defence department, so@elsty, banking and finance, insurance companies.
“Wholesale and retalil trade, catering/hotel managétnade.
3Research, education, health and social serviceagsutiated activities.

4Travel, transport, post office, telecommunicatia@rsyironmental and industrial cleaning, sport and
leisure.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of study sampl
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Cronbach’s

Factor Iltem Description alpha
Quantitative demands34.a Do you have to work very fast? 0.51
34.b Is your workload unevenly distributed so iepiup?
34.clnvHow often do you not have time to complete all yaork tasks?
Emotional demands 34.d  Does your work require that you hide yourifegd? 0.71

34.e Isithard for you to forget the problems ofiywork?
34.f Is your work emotionally demanding?

Job insecurity 40.a Are you worried about it being difficult for you find another job if you  0.78
became unemployed?

40.b  Are you worried about being transferred toth@ojob against your will?
40.c  Are you worried about your working hours beih@nged against your

will?
40.d  Are you worried about your salary being chalf?ge
Influence at work 35.a  Can you influence the amount of work assigngmt? 0.71
35.b Is it your opinion taken into account when Itoss assigns you your
work?

35.c  Can you influence the order in which you perfgour tasks?
35.d Can you decide when to take a break?

35.e  If you have a personal or family matter teradtto, can you leave your
place of work for at least an hour without haviogsk special

permission?
Development & 36.a  Does your work require you to take the initef 0.77
Meaning 36.b Do you have the possibility of learning nemgs through your work?

36.c Do you feel committed to your work?
36.d Is your work meaningful?
36.e Do you enjoy telling others about your plateark?

Social support 38.a How often do you get help and support fronrymlleagues? 0.76
38.b  How often do you get help and support fromryoumediate superior?
38.clnvls your workplacanotisolated from your peers?

38.d Do you feel part of a community at your plaégvork?

Role clarity 37.a Do you know exactly what degree of autonomylyave in your work? 0.55
37.b Do you know exactly which areas are your rasjimlities?

Quality of leadership 38.e  To what extent would you say that your immiedsaiperior is good at 0.77
work planning?
38.f  To what extent would you say that your immediafeesior communical
well with workers?

Predictability 37.c At your place of work, are you informed well in @hce concerning 0.74
changes for the future?

37.d Do you receive all the information you needtider to do your work

well?
Esteem 39.a Do your superiors give you the recognition geserve? 0.88
39.b In difficult situations, do you get the ne@@gssupport from your
superiors?

39.c If you think about all the work and effort yoave made, do you think
you receive proper recognition for your work?

Table 2. Working condition factors (Nubling, Stdsstasselhorn, Michaelis, &
Hofmann, 2006; Moncada et al., 2005; Moncada £2804). ltems numbers ending

with ‘Inv’ were reverse coded.
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1) (2) (3) 4) (5) (6) (1) (8) (9) (10)
(1) Quantitative demands -
(2) Emotional demands ~ 0.42** -
(3) Job insecurity 0.00 0.18* -
(4) Influence at work -0.22** 0.02 0.00 -
(5) Development & -0.22* 0.15** -0.04 0.58** -
Meaning
(6) Social support -0.21** -0.16** -0.26** 0.30** 0.40** -
(7) Role clarity -0.18** -0.18** -0.20** 0.39** 0.47** 0.38* -
(8) Quiality of leadership  -0.41** -0.32** -0.05 0.35** 0.46** 0.58** 0.41*
(9) Predictability -0.44* -0.34** -0.23** 0.33* 0.35** 0.51* 0.61* 0.72**
(10) Esteem -0.36** -0.33** -0.16** 0.45** 0.45** 0.46** 0.37** 0.74* 0.58* -
(11) Job satisfaction -0.38** -0.33* -0.21** 0.33* 0.39* 0.46** 0.31* 0.57* 0.53* 0.65*

Table 3. Correlation between constructs. Signifteari* 1%

28



- 641
€ 824 ! -C 07
¢ 55 Emotiona
Demands
€ 502 Va4t € 80C -C 13* D= C 70€
514
¢ 65¢ vact |«L752 s
s -C 06 .
Satisfaction 79+ V54 |a— c61z
¢ 66¢ vace €752 v3te 65¢
€ 80
€ 60C VaEE
) +C 01
358
+C 1

- ’ +C 17"

e
”g‘cs’ S <cos €04 +C 40**

c8t vaec
€ 66¢
¢ 751 vaee
Socia i Quality of Predictabilt
C 78 Support Role Clarity Leadershig y
C61E vage
¢ 68¢
. 8 86(
¢ 726 vaer A/ € 724 602 cgor g1 7Y 83t €38+ ¢ 76
Vazk vl ‘ va7c ‘ Vva7c ‘ vaes ‘ vact
C 69¢ € 69C C 79¢ C 59¢ C 604 C 69¢ C 544 C 49(C C 64¢ c511

Figure 2. Full latent structural model of the relaships between working conditions
on job satisfaction. The correlations between #@amatory variables are included in
the model but are not showed in the figure forigtaCoefficients represent
standardized estimates. Significance for effec&rmctural model: + 10%; * 5%; **
1%
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