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Abstract
The present research is focused on the measurement properties of the Decent Work Scale (DWS) and adds to cumulating international evidence of the measure’s international utility for psychological research into the role of work in people’s lives. The study contributes new evidence via a survey of a sample of Australian workers (N = 201) who completed the DWS and criterion measures of career-related factors including job satisfaction, work engagement, occupational self-efficacy, and withdrawal intentions. Correlated factors, higher order, and bifactor models were tested using confirmatory factor analysis. All models were satisfactory and the bifactor model evinced preferable fit. The DWS Values Congruence subscale predicted all criterion measures. Workers’ incomes and occupations’ prestige had no main effects or interaction effect on the DWS subscales. Recommendations for future research include testing the DWS’s relations with measures of mental health which are known correlates of career-related outcomes.

Keywords: decent work, psychology of working, job satisfaction, work engagement, self-efficacy, withdrawal intentions


Decent Work’s Association with Job Satisfaction, Work Engagement, Occupational Self-Efficacy and Withdrawal Intentions

The evident association of unemployment and changes to personality (Boyce, Wood, Daly, & Sedikides, 2015) and of poor quality work and mental illness (Butterworth, Leach, McManus, & Stansfeld, 2013; Butterworth et al., 2011), and the effects of mental health and employment status on one another (Frijters, Johnston, & Shields, 2014; Olesen, Butterworth, Leach, Kelaher, & Pirkis, 2013) are reasons to take a psychological perspective on the qualities and role of work in peoples’ lives. The notion “decent work” is the focus of international public policy initiatives (ILO; International Labour Office, 2015, 2017). Whilst the ILO’s definition of decent work has been debated in the literature of economics (Burchell, Sehnbruch, Piasna, & Agloni, 2014), according to the ILO the fundamental features of decent work include safety, access to health care, adequate remuneration, time and rest from work, and congruence—or at least lack of conflict—between workplace values and those of workers and their communities.
The Psychological Dimensions of Decent Work
Decent work is now the subject of psychological theory and research (Blustein, Olle, Connors-Kellgren, & Diamonti, 2016) and it is the conceptual centrepiece of the Psychology of Working Theory (PWT; Duffy, Blustein, Diemer, & Autin, 2016). PWT proposes structural factors (e.g., economic constraints, marginalization) and psychological factors (e.g., career adaptability, volition) as the antecedents of decent work.  PWT also specifies satisfaction of survival needs (e.g., food, shelter), social connection needs, self-determination needs (e.g., self-regulation), and, ultimately, work fulfilment and wellbeing as the outcomes of decent work. 
The PWT has stimulated psychological research into the development of a psychometric measure, the Decent Work Scale (DWS) (Duffy et al., 2017). The DWS (Duffy et al., 2017) is designed to measure five psychological aspects of decent work: physically and interpersonally safe work conditions; access to health care; adequate compensation (i.e., remuneration); sufficient time away from and to rest from work; and congruence between workplace, family, and social values. 
Other nations have developed versions of the DWS, including Italy (Di Fabio & Kenny, 2019), Turkey (Buyukgoze-Kavas & Autin, 2019), and the UK (Dodd, Hooley, & Burke, 2019), Switzerland (Masdonati, Schreiber, Marcionetti, & Rossier, 2019), and Portugal (Ferreira et al., 2019). With some modifications to suit cultural contexts, these five dimensions are consistently evident in multiple international studies of the DWS’s measurement properties. One important contextual nuance pertains to access to health care.  The UK, for example, has a universal health care system funded by the state and not by employers; whereas in other countries such as the US, employers take on a responsibility for providing health care to their employees. Accordingly, the wording of items of the DWS access to health care subscale were amended to suit the UK health system (Dodd et al., 2019). 
The original US version and subsequent other international versions examined the DWS’ factor structure as correlated factors, higher order, and bifactor models. The bifactor model had superior fit in the US and Italy and equivocal fit in the UK and Portugal, whereas the correlational model was preferable in Turkey and a higher order model was preferable in Switzerland. The present research investigates the measurement properties of DWS in an Australian context by assessing its factor structure and its relations with psychological correlates of decent work.
Psychological Correlates of Decent Work
According to the PWT, “performing decent work leads to need satisfaction, work fulfilment, and well-being” (Duffy et al., 2016, p. 128). Job satisfaction is germane to a psychological understanding of work in people’s lives, as is evident in more than 100 years of research (Judge, Weiss, Kammeyer-Mueller, & Hulin, 2017). Job satisfaction is associated with decent work however not all elements of decent work predict job satisfaction. For example, access to health care did not predict job satisfaction in multiple international samples (Di Fabio & Kenny, 2019; Dodd et al., 2019; Duffy et al., 2017) but did in others (Buyukgoze-Kavas & Autin, 2019; Ferreira et al., 2019).  Adequate remuneration is a predictor of job satisfaction (Buyukgoze-Kavas & Autin, 2019; Di Fabio & Kenny, 2019; Dodd et al., 2019; Duffy et al., 2017), yet meta-analytic research reveals the relation between job satisfaction and pay as relatively small at r = .15 (Judge, Piccolo, Podsakoff, Shaw, & Rich, 2010). The relation between pay and satisfaction may be moderated by individual differences in workers’ dispositional traits, such as core self-evaluations (Judge & Bono, 2001; Keller & Semmer, 2013), need for pay satisfaction and work values (Hofmans, De Gieter, & Pepermans, 2013), and characteristic adaptations such as career adaptability (Fiori, Bollmann, & Rossier, 2015) and self-efficacy (Maggiori, Johnston, & Rossier, 2016). Work-life balance, which may proxy for decent work’s condition of time and rest away from work, is associated with job satisfaction (Haar, Russo, Suñe, & Ollier-Malaterre, 2014); however, adequate rest and time away from work do not consistently predict job satisfaction (Dodd et al., 2019; Ferreira et al., 2019).  In summary, whilst there is evidence that some of the elements of decent work—measured by the DWS—predict job satisfaction there is other evidence to suggest these relations are not consistent across different international samples. Our research aimed to determine the predictive relations in an Australian sample.
Workers’ withdrawal intentions reflect their dissatisfaction with and diminished commitment to their current work, and may lead to separation from work (e.g., resign, retire). In terms of decent work, workers are likely to experience withdrawal intentions in a workplace that is unsafe, unhealthy, offers unfair pay and insufficient time to rest and recover, and operates in ways that conflicts with their values. Whilst this assumption may be rational in contexts where there is sufficient alternative work in the labor market, it may not hold up where there are few other opportunities for gainful work reflected by high rates of unemployment and underemployment.  Research using the DWS in Turkey found that all elements of decent work predicted withdrawal intentions (Buyukgoze-Kavas & Autin, 2019); in Italy access to health care did not predict withdrawal intentions (Di Fabio & Kenny, 2019); in the USA (Duffy et al., 2017) Portugal (Ferreira et al., 2019) health care and time and rest did not predict withdrawal intentions; whereas, in the UK (Dodd et al., 2019) safety, access to health care, time and rest did not predict withdrawal intentions. Thus, as it is with job satisfaction, there are varied predictive relations among the subscales of DWS and withdrawal intentions in different international samples.  
The PWT does not specifically posit self-efficacy among its core constructs, although self-efficacy is cited within the theory’s rationale as an important feature of work life. Social cognitive career theory (SCCT) specifically posits self-efficacy as a predictor work satisfaction (Lent & Brown, 2006, 2008); however, its direct and indirect effects on work satisfaction are not yet firmly established by empirical research, at least not by meta-analytic research (Brown & Lent, 2019). The SCCT includes relevant supports, resources, and obstacles as predictors of self-efficacy. Can the elements of decent work (i.e., safety, health care, time and rest, values congruence) be posited as contextual factors that influence self-efficacy? The present research extends the DWS literature by exploring relations among its subscales and occupational self-efficacy, and by testing its role as a mediator between DWS subscales, as proxies for contextual influences, and job satisfaction.
A different theoretical and psychological perspective of decent work is found in the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) theory of work engagement (Bakker, 2011; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008, 2017) which has accrued extensive evidence of the pernicious effects of burnout and its antecedents in poor quality work conditions (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001; Schaufeli, 2017).  “Work engagement is different from job satisfaction in that it combines high work pleasure (dedication) with high activation (vigor, absorption); job satisfaction is typically a more passive form of employee well-being” (Bakker, 2011, p. 265). A well-resourced work environment (e.g., climate, recovery, rewards and recognition) is positively associated with engagement, whereas a work environment loaded with hindrance demands (e.g., emotional conflict, role overload) is negatively associated with work engagement (Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010). The present research extends the DWS literature by assessing relations among its subscales and work engagement, which was not included in the original validation study (Duffy et al., 2017) but only in the Portuguese validation study (Ferreira et al., 2019). We expected that elements of decent work should predict workers’ work engagement.
The Australian Context of the Present Research
Australia is a federation of States and Territories, each with their own constitutions and legislatures, brought together as a nation subsumed by the national, federal Australian Government. Each level of government has defined responsibilities for regulating the labour market. The highest legislative instrument promulgated by the Australian Government is the Fair Work Act (Australian Government, 2009).  Other legislative instruments and government agencies directly and indirectly regulate the labour market and workplace justice in ways consistent with the ILO’s definition of decent work (e.g., safety, anti-discrimination, fair remuneration, and work hours).  Notwithstanding these legal frameworks in place to ensure access to decent work in Australia, it is important to note that the present research was conducted in a period stagnated wage growth associated with relatively high levels of underemployment, low inflation, and coming off an economic boom driven by mining exports (Gilfillan, 2019). 
Decent work has been a matter of interest to psychology and career development researchers in Australia (Athanasou, 2010); however, until the present research, there has been no published Australian measure of decent work to advance research and development. The present research fills a gap in the research literature by demonstrating the measurement properties of the DWS in an Australian context.  A notable methodological feature of the present research is its treatment of the Access to Health Care subscale of the DWS. The original DWS subscale Access to Health Care was designed in the context of the USA which does not have a universal health care system equivalent to nations such as Australia and the UK. Access to Health Care did not predict job satisfaction in the UK, where there is a university health care system (Dodd et al., 2019), nor in the USA (Duffy et al., 2017). The present research used an Australian version of the DWS with amended Access to Health Care items that reflected the Australia’s situation of a government’s universal health care system, Medicare, and compulsory private health insurance regime. 
Method
Participants
There were N = 201 participants, n = 70 males (34.8%), n = 131 females (65.2%), with a combined mean age of 42.39 years (SD = 13.04) ranging from 19 to 70 years.  Employment status included a mix of full-time employment (n = 96, 49.2%), part-time employment (n = 67, 34.4%), full-time self-employment (n = 14, 7.2%), part-time self-employment (n = 9, 4.6%), retired (n = 2, 1.0%), not participating in the workforce (n = 7, 3.6%). Six participants did not reveal their employment status.  Education status included incomplete high school (n = 12, 6.5%), high school certificate (n = 23, 11.4%), incomplete undergraduate degree (n = 38, 18.9%), undergraduate degree (n = 29, 14.4%), postgraduate degree (n = 56, 27.9), and trade qualification (n = 43, 21.4%).  Annual household gross income (i.e., income before tax, in thousands of Australian dollars) included < $25 (n = 16, 8.0%), $25–$50 (n = 39, 19.4%), $51–$75 (n = 42, 20.9%), $76–100 (n = 32, 15.9%), $101–$125 (n = 30, 14.9%), $126–$150 (n = 11, 5.5%), $151–$175 (n = 9, 4.5%), $176–$200 (n = 3, 1.5%), > $201 (n = 7, 3.5%), and unspecified (n = 12, 6%). Participants indicated their social class as working class (n = 101, 50.2%), middle class (n = 96, 47.8%), or upper class (n = 4, 2.0%). Income mode was $51–$75 and median was $76–100. Participants indicated the prestige of their current occupation as low (n = 45, 22.4%), medium (n = 118, 58.7%), or high (n = 38, 18.9%). Approximately half of the participants reported a period of unemployment at some time in their adult life (n = 88, 44.2%). The sample included participants with a Non-English speaking background (n = 24, 11.9%). 
Measures
Decent work.  The 15-item Decent Work Scale (DWS; Duffy et al., 2017) used a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) for its five subscales. The DWS’s subscales included the following example items: Safe Working, “I feel physically safe interacting with people at work”; Access to Health included “I get good healthcare benefits from my country, which reflects amendments to the original wording, “I get good healthcare benefits from my employer”; Adequate Compensation, “I am rewarded adequately for my work”; Free Time and Rest, “I have free time during the work week; and, Complementary Values, “The values of my organisation align with my family values”. 
Job satisfaction. Participants’ job satisfaction was measured by the five-item Job Satisfaction Scale (JSS; Judge, Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 1998) using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) for its items (e.g., “I feel fairly well satisfied with my present job”). 
Work engagement. Participants’ engagement in their work was measured by the nine-item Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006) using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Example items of the UWES’s three subscales include: Vigour, “At my work, I feel bursting with energy”; Dedication, “I am enthusiastic about my job; and, Absorption, “I feel happy when I am working intensely”. 
Work self-efficacy.  Participants’ self-efficacy for their work was measured by the six-item Occupational Self-Efficacy Scale (OSES; Rigotti, Schyns, & Mohr, 2008) using a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all true) to 6 (completely true) for its items (e.g., “I feel prepared for most of the demands in my job”). 
Withdrawal intentions. Participants’ dissatisfaction with their work was assessed by a three-time measure of their intentions to withdraw from their present line of work (Blau, 1985), using a -point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) for its items (e.g., “I am thinking about leaving my current job).
Plan for Data Analysis
A key aim of the present study was to assessment DWS’s factor structure in an Australian sample. SPSS v.25 and AMOS v.25 were used for data analysis. The DWS data were assessed by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using a maximum likelihood estimator. Indices of model fit were χ2 <. 05, RMSEA < .08, CFI ≥ .95, and TLI ≥ .95 (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarine, 2013). Hayes (2018) approach to mediation analysis was deployed using the PROCESS macro 3.3.
Results
Table 1 presents the measures’ respective descriptive statistics, internal consistency coefficients, and correlations with one another. There were no missing data and outliers in the scores. For the DWS, all absolute values of skewness and kurtosis values were less than |1| for the DWS subscales and criterion variables Vigour, Dedication, Absorption, and Withdrawal Intentions. Job Satisfaction had moderate negative skew and positive kurtosis, and Self-Efficacy had moderate kurtosis; however, their distributions were acceptable and not subjected to transformations.
DWS Factor Structure
We note that previous research found differences in which model best fit: correlated factors, higher order, or bifactor models. We tested all three. For correlated factors model, each manifest indicator was regressed onto its hypothesized factor and each factor was correlated.  For the higher order model, manifest indicator was regressed onto its hypothesized factor and, in turn, these factors were regressed onto a higher order factor. For the bifactor model, manifest indicators were regressed onto their respective hypothesized factor and simultaneously on a general factor, and the correlations among factors were fixed to zero, as orthogonally related to one another. 
The correlated factors model produced a good fit: χ2(80) = 124.98, p = .00, TLI = .96, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .05, 95% CI [.03, .07]. The higher order model produced a good fit: χ2(85) = 140.32, p = .00, TLI = .96., CFI = .97, RMSEA = .06, 95% CI [.04, .07].  And, the bifactor model produced an excellent fit: χ2(75) = 93.66, p = .07, TLI = .98, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .04, 95% CI [.00, .06]. All of them models had excellent fit; however, the non-significant χ2 test result for the bifactor model was suggestive of its superiority over the correlated factor and higher-order factor models. The difference between the correlated factors model and bifactor model was significant: Δχ2(5) = 31.32, p < .01; similarly, the difference between the higher order model and bifactor model was significant: Δχ2(10)  = 46.66, p < .01. 
Decent Work and Career-Related Variables
Significant correlation coefficients shown in Table 1 suggest several relations among the DWS total score, its subscales, and the criterion variables. Multiple regression analyses with the DSW subscales simultaneously entered as predictors revealed significant models for criterion variables job satisfaction [R = 48. , R2 = .17, F(5,195) = .92, p = .00], vigour [R = .41 , R2 = .14, F(5,195) = .7.71, p = .00], dedication [R = .41 , R2 = .15, F(5,195) = .7.99, p = .00], absorption [R = .39 , R2 = .13, F(5,195) = 6.86, p = .00], occupational self-efficacy [R = .30 , R2 = .07, F(5,195) = 3.83, p = .00] and withdrawal intentions [R = . 40, R2 = .14, F(5,195) = 7.39, p = .00 ]. Coefficients presented in Table 2 reveal Values Congruence to be a consistent predictor of all criterion variables except Occupational Self-Efficacy. In addition, job satisfaction was predicted by access to health care and adequate compensation, vigour by safe conditions, dedication by time and rest, absorption by time and rest, self-efficacy by safe conditions, and withdrawal intentions by safe conditions.
Safe Conditions was the only predictor of Occupational Self-Efficacy. According to the SCCT work satisfaction model, we used Safe Conditions as a proxy for contextual supports, resources, and obstacles, and tested a mediation model using Hayes PROCESS macro v3.3 Model 4, with 5000 bootstrap samples. Together, Safe Conditions and Occupational Self-Efficacy significantly predicted Job Satisfaction (R2 = 19). As shown in Table 3, Safe Conditions had a significant association with Occupational Self-Efficacy (a = .26), Occupational Self-Efficacy had a significant effect with Job Satisfaction (b = .57), thus producing a direct effect of Safe Conditions on Job Satisfaction (c’ = .34). The significant indirect effect model revealed evidence of mediation by Occupational Self-Efficacy (ab = .15, SE = .06, CI95% = .06, .28).
Decent Work, Income and Prestige
To test for the effects of gross income and prestige, the ten gross income categories were recoded into three: < $25, $25–$50, and $51–$75 as the lower incomes including and below modal income; $76–100, and $101–$125 as the middle income including the median; and $101–$125, $126–$150, $151–$175, $176–$200, and > $201 as the upper level incomes. Two-way MANOVA was used to assess the DWS subscales as dependent variables across the two independent variables: three income groups, and three prestige levels. A non-significant Box’s M = 115.464, p = .615 indicated equivalence of variance across cells. There were no significant main effect for income [Pillai’s trace = .069, F(10, 378) = 1.343, p = .205] and prestige [Pillai’s trace = .052, F(10, 378) = 1.001, p = .442], and no interaction effect [Pillai’s trace = .079, F(20, 764) = .765, p = .757].
Discussion
The study provides evidence of the measurement properties of the Decent Work Scale (DWS) in an Australian context with respect to its factor structure and prediction of important career-related variables. This Australian version of the DWS, which uses items that reflect Australia’s universal health care system, has good fit as a correlated factors model, higher order model, and a bifactor model; however, the bifactor model is superior. Further evidence of validity is found in the DWS’s correlations with measures of job satisfaction, work engagement, occupational self-efficacy, and withdrawal intentions. All of the career-related variables were predicted by at least one of the DWS subscales. Values Congruence is particularly interesting because it predicted all the career-related variables.  As a whole, the present study affirms the DWS’s utility in an Australian context.
Work engagement is an indicator of the qualities of a workplace and work. Following PWT, we expected DWS subscales to predict work engagement and found that vigour was predicted by Safe Conditions and Values Congruence, Dedication by Time and Rest and Values Congruence, and Absorption by Time and Rest and Values Congruence. These findings lend support to the using the JD-R model (Bakker, 2011; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008, 2017) to inform the PWT, and vice versa. Furthermore, the measure of work engagement used in the present study (UWES; Schaufeli et al., 2006) is extensively trialed and test. 
The PWT (Duffy et al., 2016) associates social class and objective indicators of job prestige with economic constraints that is “defined by limited economic resources (e.g., household income, family wealth) which represent a critical barrier to securing decent work” (p. 133).  In the present study we explored participants’ subjective sense of their works’ prestige and found no effects of annual income and prestige on the DWS subscales.
Interpreting the results for Withdrawal Intentions warrants particular attention. Whilst acknowledging withdrawal intention’s negative correlations with job satisfaction, vigour, dedication, and to a lesser extent, absorption, the present finding about withdrawal intentions should not necessarily be interpreted as intent based on dissatisfaction with a particular job. A worker’s decision to resign a job or leave a workplace may be for reasons that are not a response to an aversive work conditions. The wording of items of the measure of withdrawal intentions is not negatively affective: “I am thinking about leaving my current occupation”, “I am actively searching for an alternative to my occupation”, “I intend to stay in my current occupation for some time”. These self-referent beliefs may be expressed by workers whose current employment is satisfactory but who are, nonetheless, planning to take another job elsewhere. 
We interpret the mediation effect of self-efficacy between Safe Conditions and Job Satisfaction with an SCCT formulation of work satisfaction (Lent & Brown, 2006, 2008). In this way, safe conditions includes psychological safety and an environment that reduces employees taking actions that risk negative performance outcomes which, in turn, allows workers to engage in behaviours and seek support to improve their occupational self-efficacy and competence. 
Limitations and Future Research
Earlier research into the validation of the DWS (Buyukgoze-Kavas & Autin, 2019; Di Fabio & Kenny, 2019; Dodd et al., 2019; Duffy et al., 2017; Ferreira et al., 2019; Masdonati et al., 2019) used samples with greater number of participants than used in the present study.  Their larger sample sizes afforded testing for invariance across demographic variables such as gender and income. Whilst the present study’s sample size was sufficient for establishing the factor structure of the DWS, it was not sufficient for invariance testing. Although multiple analysis of variance did not reveal main and interaction effects for income and prestige, future research in Australian samples should attempt to settle the question of invariance by recruiting larger samples.
The PWT (Duffy et al., 2016) posits economic constraints, marginalization, career adaptability, and volition as predictors of decent work, and economic constraints, social support, critical conscientiousness and proactive personality as moderators of those predictive relations, but PWT does not specify the potential role of negative psychological states or traits as either predictors or moderators.  Given the evidence that quality employment  positively affects mental health and that poor quality work predicts poorer mental health(Butterworth et al., 2011), and that mental illness negatively affects chances of employment (Frijters et al., 2014; Olesen et al., 2013), there is reason to investigate whether mental illness is an antecedent of the experience of decent work and vice versa.  Thus, future research should explore the predictive relations between mental illness and the DWS and, moreover, use longitudinal designs to determine the direction of effects, and the potential for a reciprocal effect on one another. 
Conclusion
The findings of this research are evidence of decent work’s positive association with functional career-related factors including job satisfaction, work engagement, occupational self-efficacy, and negative association with withdrawal intentions. These findings are consistent with tenets of the PWT which holds decent work as a source of need satisfaction, work fulfilment, and well-being. Furthermore, the present research confirms the measurement properties of the DWS in another international sample, and thereby adds to the international utility of the DWS for research into the role of decent work in people’s lives.
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Correlations of Decent Work Scale Total and Subscales, Job Satisfaction, Work Engagement Total and Subscales, Self-efficacy, and Withdrawal, Descriptive Statistics, and Internal Consistency Coefficient Cronbach α in Parentheses
	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	1. Decent Work Total 
	(.85)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Safe Conditions
	.65
	(.74)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Access to Health Care
	.64
	.34
	(.78)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Adequate Compensation
	.70
	.32
	.36
	(.85)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Time and Rest
	.63
	.19
	.21
	.30
	(.88)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Values Congruence
	.64
	.42
	.23
	.20
	.26
	(.93)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Job Satisfaction
	.39
	.31
	.29
	.27
	.11*
	.33
	(.88)
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Vigour
	.36
	.32
	.21
	.22
	.13*
	.33
	.65
	(.83)
	
	
	
	

	9. Dedication
	.26
	.25
	.18
	.12*
	-.02*
	.36
	.69
	.70
	(.87)
	
	
	

	10. Absorption
	.19
	.22
	.16
	.09*
	-.10*
	.30
	.48
	.65
	.74
	(.80)
	
	

	11. Work Self-Efficacy
	.18
	.29
	.07*
	.11*
	.01*
	.16
	.39
	.41
	.41
	.40
	(.86)
	

	12. Withdrawal Intentions
	-.33
	-.34
	-.22
	-.17
	-.09*
	-.32
	-.58
	-.49
	-.50
	-.30
	-.22
	(.86)

	M
	70.52
	16.74
	14.71
	12.13
	12.30
	14.64
	27.13
	4.54
	5.20
	4.94
	30.48
	2.34

	SD
	15.03
	3.80
	4.26
	5.28
	5.17
	4.51
	6.16
	1.06
	1.11
	1.13
	3.53
	1.25

	Skewness
	-.27
	-.88
	-.66
	.01
	-.09
	-.36
	-1.29
	-.20
	-.57
	-.56
	-.75
	.47

	Kurtosis
	.21
	.14
	-.08
	-.95
	-.93
	-.54
	1.49
	.49
	.78
	.78
	1.64
	-.98



Note. All correlations are significant p < .05 except for those marked with * are not significant, p > .05


Table 2
Multiple Regression Coefficients for Decent Work Subscales Predicting Job Satisfaction, Work Engagement, and Withdrawal Intentions

	
	β
	SE
	B
	t
	p
	95% CI

	Job Satisfaction (R = .44, R2 = .17)

	 
	Safe Conditions
	.19
	.12
	.12
	1.60
	.11
	-.05, .43

	
	Access to Health Care
	.22
	.10
	.15
	2.16
	.03
	.02, .43

	
	Adequate Compensation
	.17
	.08
	.14
	1.97
	.05
	.00, .33

	
	Time and Rest
	-.06
	.08
	-.05
	-.73
	.46
	-.22, .10

	
	Values Congruence
	.31
	.10
	.23
	3.15
	.00
	.12, .51

	Vigour (R = .41, R2 = .14)

	
	Safe Conditions
	.05
	.02
	.18
	2.33
	.02
	.01, .09

	
	Access to Health Care
	.02
	.02
	.06
	.88
	.38
	-.02, .05

	
	Adequate Compensation
	.02
	.02
	.09
	1.26
	.21
	-.01, .05

	
	Time and Rest
	.00
	.01
	.00
	-.03
	.98
	-.03, .03

	
	Values Congruence
	.05
	.02
	.22
	3.02
	.00
	.02, .09

	Dedication (R = .41, R2 = .15)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Safe Conditions
	.03
	.02
	.10
	1.30
	.20
	-.02, .07

	
	Access to Health Care
	.02
	.02
	.09
	1.23
	.22
	-.01, .06

	
	Adequate Compensation
	.01
	.02
	.04
	.52
	.61
	-.02, .04

	
	Time and Rest
	-.03
	.02
	-.16
	-2.22
	.03
	-.06, .00

	
	Values Congruence
	.08
	.02
	.33
	4.52
	.00
	.05, .12

	Absorption (R = .39, R2 = .13)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Safe Conditions
	.03
	.02
	.10
	1.28
	.20
	-.02, .07

	
	Access to Health Care
	.03
	.02
	.10
	1.32
	.19
	-.01, .06

	
	Adequate Compensation
	.01
	.02
	.04
	.48
	.63
	-.02, .04

	
	Time and Rest
	-.05
	.02
	-.22
	-3.14
	.00
	-.08, -.02

	
	Values Congruence
	.07
	.02
	.29
	3.85
	.00
	.04, .11

	Self-Efficacy (R = .30, R2 = .07)

	
	Safe Conditions
	.25
	.07
	.27
	3.36
	.01
	.10, 39

	
	Access to Health Care
	-.04
	.06
	-.04
	-.56
	.57
	-.16, .09

	
	Adequate Compensation
	.03
	.05
	.05
	.60
	.55
	-.07, 13

	
	Time and Rest
	-.05
	.05
	-.07
	-.89
	.37
	-.14, .05

	
	Values Congruence
	.05
	.06
	.07
	.90
	.37
	-.07, .17

	Withdrawal Intentions (R = .40, R2 = .14)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Safe Conditions
	-.07
	.03
	-.21
	-2.76
	.01
	-.12, -.02

	
	Access to Health Care
	-.03
	.02
	-.10
	-1.30
	.20
	-.07, .01

	
	Adequate Compensation
	-.01
	.02
	-.04
	-.47
	.64
	-.04, .03

	
	Time and Rest
	.01
	.02
	.03
	.43
	.67
	-.03, .04

	
	Values Congruence
	-.06
	.02
	-.20
	-2.75
	.01
	-.10, -.02





Table 3
Mediation Model of Safe Conditions on Job Satisfaction via Occupational Self-Efficacy
	
	
	M 
	
	
	γ 

	
	
	B
	SE
	p
	CI95%
	
	
	B
	SE
	p
	CI95%

	C
	iM
	26.05
	1.08
	.00
	23.92, 28.19
	
	iγ
	3.94
	3.51
	.26
	-2.98, 10.87

	X 
	a
	.26
	.06
	.00
	.14, .39
	
	c’
	.34
	.11
	.00
	.13, .56

	M 
	
	—
	—
	—
	—
	
	b
	.57
	.12
	.00
	.34, .80

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	ab
	.15
	.06
	.00
	.06, .28

	
	R = .29, R2 = .08
	
	R = .44, R2 = .19

	
	F(1,199) = 17.59, p = .00
	
	F(2,198) = 30.97, p = .00


Note. C = constant; X = Safe Conditions; M = Occupational Self-Efficacy; γ = Job Satisfaction; a = effect of X on M; b = effect of M on γ; c’ = direct effect of X on γ; ab = indirect effect.
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