International Journal for Educational and Vocational Guidance
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10775-019-09397-0

®

Check for
updates

Development and initial validation of a multidimensional
questionnaire on the relationship to work (RWQ)

Geneviéve Fournier' - Lise Lachance? - Simon Viviers' - Imane Zineb Lahrizi' -
Liette Goyer’ - Jonas Masdonati?

Received: 8 February 2018 / Accepted: 29 April 2019
© Springer Nature B.V. 2019

Abstract

The paper presents first the theoretical foundations used to develop a pre-experimen-
tal version of a questionnaire on relationship to work, and then the four stages of
its initial validation leading to an experimental version. These stages included: (1)
Defining the dimensions and sub-dimensions of the relationship to work concept;
(2) Operationalizing the dimensions and sub-dimensions and creating the items; (3)
Verifying the face and content validity and developing the pre-experimental ques-
tionnaire; (4) Testing the pre-experimental questionnaire with 550 workers and 538
students, assessing its psychometric properties and elaborating the experimental
questionnaire.

Keywords Relationship to work - Questionnaire development - Initial validation

Résumé

Développement et validation initiale d’un questionnaire multidimensionnel sur
le rapport au travail (QRT). Cet article présente d’abord les fondements théoriques
qui ont servi a élaborer une version pré-expérimentale d’un questionnaire sur le rap-
port au travail et présente ensuite les étapes de sa validation initiale qui a conduit a la
création d’un questionnaire expérimental : 1) Définition conceptuelle des dimensions
et des sous-dimensions du rapport au travail; 2) Opérationnalisation et élaboration
des items; 3) Vérification de la validité apparente et de contenu et élaboration de la
version pré-expérimentale du questionnaire; 4) Test du questionnaire pré-expérimen-
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tal aupres de 550 travailleurs et 538 étudiants, analyse de ses qualités psychométr-
iques et élaboration du questionnaire expérimental.

Zusammenfasung

Entwicklung und Erstvalidierung eines mehrdimensionalen Fragebogens zur
Beziehung zur Arbeit (RWQ). In dem Beitrag werden zunichst die theoretischen
Grundlagen zur Entwicklung einer Pretest Version eines Fragebogens zur Beziehung
zur Arbeit und anschliefend die vier Stufen der ersten Validierung, die zu einer ex-
perimentellen Version fiihren, vorgestellt. Diese Stufen umfassten: 1) Definieren der
Dimensionen und Unterdimensionen des Konzepts Beziehung zur Arbeit; 2) Opera-
tionalisieren der Dimensionen und Unterdimensionen und bestimmen der Items; 3)
Uberpriifung der Augenscheins- und Inhaltsvaliditit sowie Ausarbeitung des Pretest;
4) Erprobung des Pretests mit 550 Arbeitern und 538 Studenten, Beurteilung seiner
psychometrischen Eigenschaften und Ausarbeitung des experimentellen Fragebo-
gens.

Resumen

Desarrollo y validacion inicial de un cuestionario multidimensional sobre la
relacion con el trabajo (RWQ). Inicialmente el documento presenta los fundamen-
tos tedricos utilizados para desarrollar una versién pre-experimental de un cuestion-
ario sobre la relacién con el trabajo, y posteriormente las cuatro etapas de su vali-
dacioén inicial que conducen a una version experimental. Estas etapas incluyen: 1)
Definir las dimensiones y sub-dimensiones del concepto de relaciéon con el trabajo;
2) Operacionalizar las dimensiones y sub-dimensiones y crear los {tems; 3) Verificar
la validez del formato y del contenido y desarrollar el cuestionario pre-experimental;
4) Probar el cuestionario pre-experimental con 550 trabajadores y 538 estudiantes,
evaluar sus propiedades psicométricas y elaborar el cuestionario experimental.

Introduction

Considerable changes in the labour market in the last 30 or 40 years have changed
many workers’ career paths (D’Amours, 2002; Kalleberg, 2009; Mercure, 2008,
Pillon & Vatin, 2003; Sennett, 2000; Sullivan & Baruch, 2009). These paths,
which have become more individualized and uncertain, are often marked by tran-
sitions, forks, periods of employment and unemployment, and a rather unpredict-
able sequence of jobs (Appay, 2001; Castel, 2006; Guilbert, Bernaud, Gouvernet,
& Rossier, 2016; Guillaume, 2009; Guillemard, 2004; Vultur & Bernier, 2014).
Numerous authors have since put forward the idea of a labour market divided into
two parts: in the centre there are the permanent, the “indispensable,” and the “pro-
tected” employees, and on the periphery, the atypical, precarious and the “contin-
gent” (Gash, 2008; Mirvis & Hall, 1996; Palmade, 2003; Rubery, 2006; Valenduc,
Vendramin, Marcello, & Mariangela, 2009). However, despite major changes that
could lead a certain proportion of people to become increasingly disinterested in
work, several studies around the world have shown that work is still an essential
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component in most people’s lives (Duffy, Blustein, Diemer, & Autin, 2016; Mer-
cure & Vultur, 2010; World Value Survey/WVS, 2008). Drawing its inspiration from
MOW (1987) and Harpaz and Meshoulam (2004), this study focuses more specifi-
cally on people’s relationship to work, understood here as a multidimensional con-
struct in which each dimension reflects a particular facet of a person’s connection
and attachment to work in general and to his or her working life'.

In keeping with our goal to more precisely grasp and conceptually define the dif-
ferent dimensions of the relationship to work construct and to operationalize them,
our team developed a research questionnaire and carried out an initial validation
with a sample of over 500 workers and more than 500 students. This article presents
the theoretical foundations on which the team developed the questionnaire, then
reports on the different steps of its initial validation, and finally presents the experi-
mental questionnaire resulting from the whole process.

Conceptualizations and measurements of the relationship to work
as a multidimensional construct

The relationship to work, studied from the angle of the meaningful work, has
attracted the attention of many researchers in the field of work psychology (e.g.,
Arnoux-Nicolas, Sovet, Lhotellier, Di Fabio, & Bernaud, 2016; Dik, Byrne, & Ste-
ger, 2013; Pattakos & Dundon, 2017; Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012). In these studies,
the meaning of work would seem to be a multidimensional construct that, on the
whole, refers to people’s perceptions of what they do at work and the importance
they attach to it (Wrzesniewski, Dutton, & Debebe, 2003). Morin (2006), for exam-
ple, breaks the concept down into three dimensions. The first, the meaning of work
(sensus), refers to people’s representations of work and the importance and value
they attach to it. The second, work orientation (sumo), refers to what people look
for in their work and the goals that guide their actions at work. Finally, the third
dimension (phenomenology) refers to the coherence effect between the character-
istics of day-to-day work and the expectations and values sought at work. Based on
this conceptualization, this author constructed a scale measuring “meaningful work”
(Morin, 2006). Arnoux-Nicolas et al. (2016) likewise identified three dimensions
that make up the meaning of work, namely: the importance of work, that is, the
meaning that people attribute to it; the direction, that is, what individuals can draw
from work; and, finally, the contribution that the meaning of work makes to the
meaning of life in general. These researchers developed a scale measuring the mean-
ing of work based on these dimensions and validated it for France. Finally, Steger
et al. (2012) also defined the direction of work with three dimensions: (1) greater-
good motivation, (2) psychological meaningfulness in work, (3) meaning-making
through work. These dimensions were operationalized in the Work and Meaning
Inventory (WAMI).

! This conception of the relationship to work is different from that of the relationship to a job, which
refers more to one’s link or attachment to one’s job or employment (May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004; Méda,
2015; Paugam, 2000).
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Despite their remarkable contribution to conceptualizing and evaluating the
meaning of work, these studies do not address all the facets of the people’s relation-
ship to work and working life. For example, the question of the centrality of work in
relation to other spheres of life, which appears to be fundamental in the appraisal of
the relationship to work, is hardly present in these studies. What is more, many of
them are primarily concerned with the meaning that people give to their work, job,
and occupation (Judge, Weiss, Kammeyer-Mueller, & Hulin, 2017; Morin & For-
rest, 2007; Weiss, 2002), which makes it difficult to grasp the relationship that peo-
ple who are unemployed or in atypical employment situations (e.g., short-term con-
tracts, temporary work, or self-employment) have with work. This, it would seem,
points to the relevance of examining the conceptualization and operationalization
of the relationship to work, a concept that comprises broader dimensions than those
found in the meaning of work.

To date, few research tools have been developed to measure people’s relationship
to work while taking into account its multiple facets. To the best of our knowledge,
the questionnaire developed by the MOW International Research Team (1987) is a
pioneer in this regard. It was initially tested in eight countries—Belgium, England,
Germany, Japan, Israel, the Netherlands, the United States, and Slovenia—and the
structural stability of the theoretical model on which it is based has been confirmed
in several studies (e.g., Harpaz & Fu, 2002; Harpaz & Meshoulam, 2004). The ques-
tion underlying this team’s work was formulated as follows: “What is the meaning
of working life for human beings in modern society?” (p. 12). The model of the
meaning of work is divided into five central dimensions and several sub-dimensions,
namely: A. “Centrality of working as a life role,” defined as “the general belief about
the value of working in one’s life.” This dimension is split into two sub-dimensions:
A.1 “Value orientation toward work as a life role” and A.2 “Decision orientation
about preferred life spheres.” These last two are also split into two more sub-dimen-
sions: (A.1l.a&b) identification with work and involvement or commitment to work-
ing; (A.2.a&b) identification based on a person’s relative preference for life spheres
and behaviour associated with preferred life spheres. B. “Societal norms about
working,” broken down into two general categories of norms, namely “entitlement
work norms” and “obligation work norms.” C. “Valued working outcomes,” defined
as the importance that people attribute to the expected results of their work (e.g.,
status and prestige). D. “Importance of work goals” defined as the importance attrib-
uted to each of the goals pursued in working life (e.g., job security). E. “Work-role
identification,” defined as the important roles that working plays in people’s lives
(e.g., product or service identification).

The tool proposed in 1987 by the team is indisputably the most comprehen-
sive tool developed to date for measuring the relationship to work. It is, accord-
ingly, one of the tools that has been most used up till now, be it in part or in full
(e.g., Ardichvili, 2005, 2009; Harpaz & Fu, 2002; Isaksson & Johansson, 2000;
Kuchinke, Kang, Oh, & Kang, 2008; Manuti, 2006; Peterson & Ruiz-Quintanilla,
2003; Sharabi & Harpaz, 2010, 2011, 2013) and in highly varied cultural con-
texts (e.g., Harpaz, Honig, & Coetsier, 2002; Kuchinke et al., 2011; Kuchinke
& Cornachione, 2010; Sharabi, 2011). However, given that occupational and liv-
ing contexts have changed profoundly since the 1980s, it would seem that the
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operationalization of certain dimensions would gain from being reconsidered and
other items would benefit from being reformulated or created in order to more
accurately reflect the present-day reality workers must face. For example, the
question of the absolute and relative centrality of work is solely measured on the
basis of two questions, which makes it difficult to precisely assess the place of
work in people’s lives and the different ways they invest in this sphere of life.
However, given the current state of the labour market and the ensuing diversity
of career paths, we believe this issue to be complex and deserving of special
attention.

Finally, Mercure and Vultur (2010) also looked at the issue of the relationship to
work as a multidimensional construct. Drawing mainly on the questionnaire devel-
oped by the MOW team (1987), their study of more than 1000 respondents enabled
them to define what they call work ethos, defined as “the set of values, attitudes,
and beliefs relating to work that engender a way of living one’s work in everyday
life.” The construct they developed is based on three dimensions. The first is the
absolute and relative centrality of work. The absolute centrality of work refers to the
degree to which work is important to people, regardless of its purposes. The rela-
tive centrality of work refers to the place that work occupies in relation to the other
spheres of life and reflects the hierarchy of people’s values. The second dimension
concerns the purposes of work. Divided into two broad categories, economic and
experiential, they reflect both the meaning that work takes on for people (meaning of
work) and what they are looking for in that activity (ideal model of work). Finally,
the third dimension refers to the attitudes towards the main managerial standards in
play: moral prestige and moral commitment to the employer; investment of one’s
personal resources for work purposes, and adherence to the company’s flexibility
objectives. The construct developed by Mercure and Vultur (2010) is innovative and
makes it possible to add important nuances to the conceptualization of the relation-
ship that people now have with work. Nevertheless, despite the rich results of their
study, there is as yet no tool for evaluating the developed construct.

In sum, with the exception of the tool developed by the MOW team in 1987, no
tool has thus far been developed to evaluate the relationship to work as a multidi-
mensional construct. In light of these observations, our team set itself the objective
of developing such a tool so as to be able to take into account the new realities of
work and people’s contexts and, in so doing, to more precisely grasp the multiple
aspects of their relationship to work. The development process took place in four
stages. The first stage consisted in conceptually defining the dimensions and sub-
dimensions of the relationship to work in order to establish which concepts and defi-
nitions associated with this relationship we would incorporate (e.g., Paullay, Alliger,
& Stone-Romero, 1994; Puplampu, 2009; Shea-Van Fossen & Vredenburgh, 2014).
The second stage consisted in operationalizing the dimensions and sub-dimensions
and developing the items. The third stage involved verifying the face and content
validity of the dimensions and sub-dimensions and the clarity of the items, as well
as developing the pre-experimental version of the questionnaire. The fourth and final
step was to test the pre-experimental questionnaire with two large samples (workers
and students) and to assess some of its psychometric properties in order to develop
the experimental version of the questionnaire.
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Development and initial validation of a multidimensional questionnaire
on the relationship to work (RWQ)

The questionnaire’s development was informed by integrating systemic (e.g.,
Patton & McMahon, 2006; Pryor & Bright, 2003; Vondracek & Porfeli, 2008;
Young & Valach, 2008) and constructivist (e.g., Guichard, 2004, 2009; Peavy,
1993, 2004; Savickas, 2005) theories in career development and life course soci-
ology (e.g., Elder, 2009; Gaudet, 2013; Heinz, Huinink, Swader, & Weymann,
2009; Lalive d’Epinay, 2005; Sapin, Spini, & Widmer, 2007). We also drew
inspiration from David Blustein’s work on labour (e.g., Blustein, 2006, 2011).
This conceptual and integrated framework proposes four assumptions that have
inspired the theoretical development and operationalization of the question-
naire’s dimensions and sub-dimensions.

1. The relationship to work is built up along a biographical path, a life course. Peo-
ple’s projects and actions must be evaluated in numerous contexts, including the
occupational, social, and cultural contexts in which they occur. If workers are
considered to have agency (Elder, Kirkpatrick Johnson, & Crosnoe, 2003; Lent,
2005; Savickas et al., 2009; Vondracek & Porfeli, 2008; Young & Valach, 2004,
2008), the construction of their relationship to work takes place within social
structures (e.g., organisation of work) and within numerous, diverse contexts
(proximal and distal), which convey norms about work. These contexts change
and vary in importance throughout one’s career path and help to build one’s rela-
tionship to work (Blustein, 2006; Loriol, 2017; Peterson, Krumboltz, & Garmon,
2005).

2. A life course consists of several spheres or life trajectories in interaction and
interdependence with each other, each one as part of a relational network (Blus-
tein, 2011). The nature or strength of this interdependence varies at different
points in the career path or stages in life. This interdependence can affect certain
dimensions of the relationship to work, including the relative importance given to
work in relation to other spheres of life (Crosnoe & Elder, 2002; Guichard, 2013;
Savickas et al., 2009).

3. Career paths and life courses are made up of stages, milestones, forks and transi-
tions (Abbott, 2001; Bessin, Bidard, & Grossetti, 2010; Deltand & Kaddouri,
2014; Fournier et al., 2012) that can have a direct impact on people’s commit-
ments and priorities in life and on their overall expectations regarding their work-
ing lives. As a result, commitments in different spheres of life and expectations
regarding one’s working life are likely to change all throughout the biographical
journey. They accordingly have a varying influence on the relationship to work.

4. The relationship to work is thus made up of dimensions that change less over time
and that are less affected by circumstances and stages in life, and, contrastingly,
other dimensions that are more affected (Harpaz & Fu, 2002; Krumm, Grube, &
Hertel, 2013; Matthijs & Kooij, 2011).
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Stage 1: definition of dimensions and sub-dimensions

This stage was based on two elements: (1) a review of the scientific literature that
looked into the main dimensions generally associated with the relationship to work;
and (2) data from individual semi-structured interviews conducted over the past
20 years by team members with various populations of workers (e.g., high-school,
college, and university graduates working to enter the labour market; people aged 45
and over hoping to return the labour market). In all, seven dimensions were devel-
oped, defined, and operationalized.

Dimension 1: the absolute centrality of work

This dimension is defined as the general value given to work by people regardless
of the other activities or roles in their lives (Harpaz & Fu, 1997; Hattrup, Ghorpade,
& Lackritz, 2007; MOW, 1987; Pryor & Davies, 1989) or as the degree of impor-
tance given by people to work in their lives, namely to what extent they consider
it to be a central element in their lives (Erbés—Séguin, 1991; Hirschfeld & Feild,
2000; Kanungo, 1982; Mannheim, 1975; Mannheim, Chomsky, & Cohen, 1972;
Walsh & Gordon, 2008). This dimension can also be associated, at least in part, with
the concept of “work meaningfulness” which was developed by Rosso, Dekas, and
Wrzesniewski (2010) and defined as the amount of significance attached to work
(pp. 94-95). Generally, studies tend to show that the higher the value or importance
that people attribute to work and the more central it is to their lives, then the more
they feel engaged in their role as a worker (Hattrup et al., 2007), the more it is a
source of accomplishment, and the more it contributes to their identity and personal
development (Arvey, Harpaz, & Liao, 2004; Blustein, 2011; Méda & Vendramin,
2013; Tziner, Ben-David, & Sharoni, 2014). Likewise, numerous studies tend to
show that the importance attached to work is a stable dimension in the relationship
to work that does not vary greatly throughout a person’s lifetime (Ardichvili, 2005;
Bal & Kooij, 2010; Harpaz & Fu, 2002; Hirschfeld & Feild, 2000; Kuchinke et al.,
2011; Ruiz-Quintanilla, 1991; Samuel & Harpaz, 2004; Saunders & Nedelec, 2014).

In the questionnaire, the absolute centrality of work, which is considered to be a
stable variable in the relationship to work, was conceptualized using two sub-dimen-
sions, namely: the ideological value of work, defined as the individual’s belief in the
importance of work in human existence; and the existential value of work, defined as
the importance of work in a person’s life.

Dimension 2: relative centrality of work and work valence

The relative centrality of work generally refers to the relative value of work com-
pared to the other activity spheres in people’s lives (Ardchvili, 2009; Hirschfeld
& Feild, 2000; Mercure & Vultur, 2010; Morin, 2006; Snir & Harpaz, 2005) and
the relative place that their role as a worker plays compared to their other life roles
(Baker, Jacobs, & Tickle-Degnen, 2003; Cook, 1994; Niles & Goodnough, 1996;
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Parboteeah & Cullen, 2003). It also refers to how much people identify with their
work as compared to other activities (England, 1991; MOW, 1987) and their rela-
tive commitment to their role as a worker in comparison to other commitments in
life (Sverko, Barbarovic, & Sverko, 2008; Warr, 2008). The relative centrality of a
worker’s role is comprised of several dimensions, namely affective (commitment to
the role), normative, behavioural (participation, i.e., energy, effort, and time invested
in the role) and cognitive (knowledge gained from experience in a given role) (e.g.,
Langley, 1995; Super, 1981; Sverko et al., 2008). Several authors agree that the rela-
tive centrality of work may vary according to one’s stage in life, changing priorities,
and work contexts and life circumstances (Blustein, 2006, 2011; Coetsier & Claes,
1985; Johansson & Tham, 2006; Ruiz-Quintanilla & Wilpert, 1991).

However, based on the interviews we conducted, and echoing what was also
observed recently by Mercure and Vultur (2010) and Mercure and Dahan-Seltzer
(2016), we noted that the link between a high relative centrality of work and a strong
emotional commitment to work was not always as clear as many authors suggest
(Sverko et al., 2008; Warr, 2008). Furthermore, when the relative centrality of work
is secondary to other activities, it does not always seem to be associated with a
lesser emotional commitment to work or with the perception that work contributes
little to identity development. The nuances we found among the interviewed work-
ers appeared to be primarily related to the way that they subjectively experienced
work in general and to the extent to which their perception of this overall experience
was positive or not. In other words, two individuals may consider that work and
their role as workers take priority over their other activities and roles in life, but this
relative centrality does not contribute in the same way to their relationship to work,
depending on whether work in general is perceived and experienced positively or
negatively. This perception of work, which we have called “work valence,” is similar
to the notion of “work meaning” developed by Rosso et al. (2010), which refers to
what work signifies. It can be positive, negative, or neutral. We have thus hypoth-
esized that the relative centrality of work, combined with the positive or negative
valence accorded to work in general, is likely to result in a more precise analysis of
the diverse ways in which people currently invest in work, as well as a more precise
interpretation of their meanings and their contributions to people’s relationship to
work.

In the questionnaire, the dimension “relative centrality of work and work valence”
is considered to be affected by life circumstances. It particularly depends on people’s
current or recent work experiences, the perceived stage in their career path, and their
work and non-work contexts (Guichard, 2013; Patton & McMahon, 2006; Peavy,
2004, Settersten, 2003).

The relative centrality of work and work valence was defined as the relative
importance of work, the role as a worker in relation to other activities and roles in
people’s lives, and by the subjective weight of work in general.

Furthermore, the vast majority of national and international surveys show that
work and family are generally the top two priorities in people’s lives (as compared to
leisure, community involvement, and religious activity), regardless of culture, gen-
der, age, and job level (Borchert & Landherr, 2009; Harding & Hikspoors, 1995;
Kuchinke, Cornachione, Oh, & Kang, 2010). The recurrence of this result and its
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universal nature should encourage us to consider possible interpretations and, at the
same time, to ask whether people really have a choice about making work a priority
in their lives. In order to better understand the significance of the relative central-
ity of work in people’s lives, our team felt it was important to explore and assess to
what extent the expressed relative commitment to the work corresponded to what
people actually desired. We thus created a sub-dimension entitled “Ideal involve-
ment profile in the different activities and roles of life,” which we defined as the
hierarchy of life commitments that the people would want “if they had the choice.”

Dimension 3: purposes of work

This dimension refers to the main goals or outcomes that people seek to achieve
through work in general, the main values that they seek to actualize through work,
and the approach that they take towards work (Ardichvili, 2009; Consiglio, Cenci-
otti, Bergogni, & Schwartz, 2016; Dufty, 2010; MOW, 1987; Rosso et al., 2010).
The numerous typologies developed for this dimension generally make a rather
broad distinction between work purposes and values that are “expressive” (Harpaz
& Meshoulam, 2004; MOW, 1987; Sverko et al., 2008), “experiential” (Mercure &
Vultur, 2010), or “intrinsic” (Harpaz et al., 2002; Morin, 2006) versus those that are
“instrumental,” “economic,” or “extrinsic” (MOW, 1987; Ros, Schwartz, & Surkiss,
1999; Sverko et al., 2008). Overall, the first three are related to people’s personal
and social development, while the last three are concerned with ostensibly more util-
itarian aspects. Moreover, a certain number of authors have recently observed that
people simultaneously pursue goals in these two broad categories, suggesting that
they may be interdependent (Cardador, 2009; Kuchinke et al., 2010; Loriol, 2017)
and even difficult to distinguish (Chow, Krahn, & Galambos, 2014; Hansen & Leuty,
2012). For example, earning money can also be a considerable source of personal
achievement. Studies show that people’s most important values or goals are those on
which they base their choices and decisions (Ruiz-Quintanilla, 1991; Wils, Luncasu,
& Waxin, 2007). Likewise, they play a decisive role in job satisfaction (Duffy &
Sedlacek, 2007; Super & Sverko, 1995) and in work motivation (Mercure & Vultur,
2010; Merriman, 2017; Roberson, 1990) and contribute considerably to the meaning
given to work (Brief & Nord, 1990; Rosso et al., 2010; Shea-Van Fossen & Vreden-
burgh, 2014).

In light of the above, the dimension “purposes of work™ is considered to be rela-
tively independent of occupational and life circumstances and is linked to the peo-
ple’s value systems and aspirations (e.g., Mercure & Vultur, 2010). It is to these
enduring purposes that people refer in times of destabilization, change, and reori-
entation. This dimension has been defined as the stable, general, personal goals that
people commonly pursue in their work. These purposes provide a partial account of
what is important for people for this activity to make sense or be satisfactory.

@ Springer



International Journal for Educational and Vocational Guidance

Dimension 4: general expectations regarding working life

To the best of our knowledge, general expectations regarding working life would appear
to be less documented in the scientific literature, or, at the very least, are rarely treated
separately from the purposes and values of work. The MOW (1987) team examined
this notion of “working life”” alongside the dimension “valued working outcomes” (e.g.,
status and prestige; social utility) and measured the importance that people attached to
these values, based on several concrete characteristics of working life (Importance of
work goals, e.g., job security; task variety). From a slightly different angle, Warr (2008)
looked at people’s work values and how they relate to the importance that they attach
to their role as workers and to certain characteristics of work (e.g., good income; the
possibility of meeting people). Finally, Morin and Forest (2007) defined the concept
of “meaningful work” on the basis of 29 work characteristics (e.g., clear objectives;
acknowledgement of skills).

Based on the above, we initially defined the dimension “general expectations regard-
ing working life” as what is essential and a priority for people to find concrete exam-
ples of and draw from in their working lives in general. As previously suggested by the
MOW team (1987), these expectations seemed to us to be linked to the purposes and
values of work but they differ from them by being closer to the context of work and
non-work life and to the concrete events experienced by people in their working lives.
Based on our hypothesis, these expectations regarding working life are likely to change
or be reassessed at important points in one’s career path and life course.

Finally, inspired by the concept of coherence developed by Morin (2006) and
Morin and Forest (2007) and so as to better understand people’s general expecta-
tions regarding their working lives, we created a sub-dimension called “Meaningful
working life.” We defined it as the coherency between people’s expectations regard-
ing their working lives in general and their perception of what their working lives
actually allow them to achieve. Accordingly, for each of the proposed expectations,
the importance people attributed to it was measured as was their perception of being
able to obtain it in their working lives.

Dimensions 5, 6, and 7: mutual obligations and duties of employers, society,
and workers and representations of decent work

While distinct, the last three dimensions are complementary and refer to normative rep-
resentations of work. They refer specifically to workers’” perceptions of their obligations
and duties, and to the elements constituting decent work.

Dimension 5: obligations and duties of employers and society to workers

While this dimension also appeared to be somewhat less present in the scientific litera-
ture on work, it nonetheless seemed to us to be central to the evaluation of one’s rela-
tionship to work. Indeed, depending on the conceptual framework that is adopted, one’s
relationship to work is constructed in multiple social structures and cultural contexts
which convey norms about work (Patton & McMahon, 2006; Peterson et al., 2005;
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Settersten, 2003). According to MOW (1987) and Harpaz and Meshoulam (2004),
these standards refer to the obligations and duties that organisations and society have
towards workers. Drawing inspiration primarily from MOW (1987) and the work of
Mercure and Vultur (2010), and secondarily from the literature on the psychological
contract which deals with this issue in terms of reciprocal obligations and promises
between employers and employees (Coyle-Shapiro & Conway, 2004; Coyle-Shapiro &
Neuman, 2004; Guerrero, 2005; McDonald & Makin, 2000; Rousseau, 1995; Turnley
& Feldman, 1998, 1999), this dimension was defined as people’s representation of the
obligations and duties that employers and society have towards workers.

Dimension 6: obligations and duties of workers to employers and society

Based on the same body of research as for the previous dimension, this dimension was
defined as people’s representations of workers’” obligations and duties towards employ-
ers and society.

Dimension 7: representations of decent work

Decent work is the subject of much attention in the international research commu-
nity (Blustein, Olle, Connors-Kellgren, & Diamonti, 2016; Di Fabio & Maree, 2016;
Di Ruggiero, Cohen, Cole, & Forman, 2015; Ribeiro, Silva, & Figueiredo, 2016). A
particular effort has been made to define universal criteria that would make it pos-
sible to determine guidelines (Anker, Chernyshev, Egger, Mehran, & Ritter, 2003;
Burchell, Sehnbruch, Piasna, & Agloni, 2014; Duffy et al., 2017). These criteria
have a normative character given that they refer to characteristics that are judged to
be socially and culturally acceptable for work to be qualified as decent.

The criteria that are most often used to define decent work tend to converge and
refer both to those dimensions related to working conditions (e.g., work that is cho-
sen, unforced, and discrimination- and servitude-free; that provides an income that
keeps people out of poverty) and to those dimensions more related to people’s well-
being at work (e.g., fair and equitable treatment that allows for work-family balance)
(e.g., Anker et al., 2003; ILO, 1990). Duffy et al. (2017) recently employed the Psy-
chology of Working Theory (PWT) (Duffy et al., 2016, p. 130) to develop a scale for
decent work that measures workers’ perceptions on the matter. The latter comprises
five dimensions: (1) physical and interpersonally safe working conditions; (2) hours
that allow for free time and adequate rest; (3) organizational values that complement
family and social values; (4) adequate compensation, and (5) access to adequate
health care.

To the best of our knowledge however, there is, as of yet, no scale that deals spe-
cifically with workers” own representations of what decent work is. That being said,
these representations are also influenced by the labour norms that are embodied in
our social structures and that likely contribute to people’s relationship to work. As
a complement to the two previous dimensions and based primarily on International
Labour Organization (ILO) indicators, we consequently constructed a dimension to
measure workers’ representations of decent work. We defined decent work as that
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which provides people with sufficiently good working conditions and income to
ensure their well-being, in which their skills are recognized, and in which they are
treated with justice and dignity and with respect for their physical and psychological
health.

Stage 2: operationalization of dimensions and sub-dimensions:
development of items

This stage, which lasted 1 year, was carried out both on the basis of the scientific lit-
erature review presented above and, importantly, on the discourse of various popula-
tions of interviewed workers who were interviewed for research projects conducted
during the past 20 years, including for example: young people aged 16-25 who were
unemployed (e.g., Authors, 1994), graduates in the socio-professional integration
phase (e.g., Fournier, & Croteau, 1997; Masdonati et al., 2016), workers undergoing
vocational retraining (e.g., Authors, submitted), workers of all ages in non-standard
work (e.g., Bujold, Fournier, & Lachance, 2013; Fournier, & Bujold, 2005; Fournier
et al., 2009; Fournier et al., 2011), and senior workers who were employed (e.g.,
Fournier et al., 2013) or not (e.g., Fournier et al., 2014). Finally, several existing
scales and tools (e.g., Elizur, 1984; Gagné, Forest, Gilbert, Aubé, Morin, & Maloni,
2010; Kanungo, 1982; MOW, 1987; Steger et al., 2012) were also considered during
this stage.

The team first created a relatively high number of sub-dimensions and generated
a very large number of items to ensure that each of the selected dimensions was cov-
ered as comprehensively as possible. In creating the items” for the questionnaire as
a whole, particular care was taken to capture the nuances found in the interviewed
workers’ answers so as to portray as accurately as possible their perception of their
work situation and lives (e.g., Loriol, 2017). Finally, the team worked iteratively
to refine the questionnaire, merging a few sub-dimensions whose definitions and
items were too similar. At the end of this second stage, the questionnaire consisted
of seven dimensions, 33 sub-dimensions, and 295 items, as shown in the following
table.

Stage 3: study of the face and content validity and development
of the pre-experimental questionnaire, worker and student versions

In order to evaluate the face and content validity, the questionnaire was submitted
to a list of experts (21) from Brazil, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Canada, France, Italy
and Switzerland. These people were chosen because of their specializations in the
field of work and psychometrics. Invited by e-mail to participate in the validity study
of the questionnaire, 17 experts responded positively to the invitation and received,
the following week, a link to the web page with the evaluation tool to be completed.

2 Items have been designed in French.
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The tool consisted of an instruction sheet, as well as definitions of each dimen-
sion and sub-dimension and those of associated items. The experts were asked to
assess the representativeness of items for each dimension and sub-dimension, the
clarity of their wording (e.g., language level, choice of words) and the exhaustive-
ness with which they covered the dimension. At the end of each dimension, a space
was reserved for comments and the addition of items.?

The main goal in analyzing the data collected from the experts was to calcu-
late two indices associated with the items’ representativeness and clarity, namely:
interrater agreement (IRA), which measures the extent to which the experts share
the same opinion in their assessment, and the content validity index (CVI), which
measures the strength of the items’ representativeness. A score greater than 80% was
obtained for the IRA index and more than .90 for the CVI for the vast majority of
items. These analyses led the team to eliminate 81 items, reword 38, and move one
of them to another sub-dimension.

At the end of this stage, the pre-experimental version of the questionnaire con-
sisted of 201 items divided into seven dimensions, each one with sub-dimensions
(see Table 1). This version, which was initially intended for workers, was then
adapted to suit a student population. Although the items are the same, the instruc-
tions have thus been slightly modified. Conjugated primarily in the future tense
rather than in the present, the instructions ask the participants to indicate how they
will view work and working life once they have entered or returned to the labour
market (e.g., Here is a second set of statements that represent the value you per-
sonally plan to place on work in your life once you have entered or returned to the
labour market). It should be noted finally that the sub-dimension “Meaningful work-
ing life” was excluded from the student version of the questionnaire.

Stage 4: pre-experimentation and psychometric analyses
of the questionnaire, worker and student versions

The aim of this stage was to test the pre-experimental questionnaire with work-
ers and students and to assess some of its psychometric properties in order to
develop the experimental version of the questionnaire. Data collection was con-
ducted through an online questionnaire using LimeSurvey software. An invita-
tion by e-mail to answer the questionnaire anonymously was sent to the entire
community of a large French-speaking Canadian university. The e-mail provided
direct access to two versions of the questionnaire, one for workers and one for
students. More specifically, the invitation was sent to 12,642 workers and 10,000
students of this university for a response rate of 3.95% among workers and 5.38%
among students. This response rate is comparable to that of other studies where
recruitment was conducted out online (Manfreda, Berzelak, Vehovar, Bosnjak, &
Haas, 2008).

3 A total of 1450 comments and suggestions were made by the experts and analyzed by the team.
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Response scale

A 5-point Likert scale was used for the whole questionnaire. For the first two dimen-
sions (absolute centrality of work and relative centrality of work and work valence),
the participants had to indicate their level of agreement with each item, on a scale
going from 1 “do not at all agree” to 5 “completely agree”. For the other dimen-
sions, the participants indicated the level of importance accorded to each of the pro-
posed items, on a scale going from 1 “not at all important” to 5 “very important.”

Participants
Two distinct samples were formed for a total of 1088 participants.
Workers

The sample of 550 workers consisted of 179 men (36.5%) and 311 women (63.5%)
aged 21 to 83 (M=42.7 years, SD=11.8). Close to one-quarter (n=119, 24.6%)
had a bachelor’s degree and more than half (n =259, 53.5%) had a master’s degree
or Ph.D. Three-quarters (n=368, 76%) had a full-time job. The vast majority were
born in Canada (n =456, 82.9%).

Students

The sample of 538 students was composed of 222 men (47.3%) and 247 women
(52.7%) aged 18 to 54 (M =25.7 years, SD=5.7). Recruited from all of the 17 facul-
ties, more than half (n=267, 58.7%) were enrolled in the bachelor’s program, 23.3%
(n=106) in the master’s program, and 16% (n=73) in the Ph.D. program. Most of
the participants (n =421, 92%) were registered full-time and slightly more than half
(n=244, 53.3%) worked part-time.

Analysis procedure

The analysis was carried out independently and simultaneously on the data collected
from students and workers. The analysis results obtained for the two subgroups
were comparable. Thus, the results presented here concern only those obtained from
workers. The analysis process consisted of four phases. The first examined item dis-
tribution through descriptive analyses (mean, standard deviation, skewness index,
and kurtosis index). Twelve items with high skewness and kurtosis indices were
removed (Bentler, 1983). The second phase consisted in verifying the factor struc-
ture of each dimension. This was accomplished by carrying out two analyses of the
principal axis factoring with an orthogonal varimax rotation on each of the dimen-
sions, one by retaining the factors whose eigenvalue was greater than 1 and the other
by determining the number of factors according to what was conceptually expected.
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Prior to these analyses, Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin (KMO) coefficients were calculated in
order to evaluate the extent to which the selected variables were consistent and to
give an overview of the quality of the correlations between the items. The results
showed that the KMO values for each dimension were greater than 0.7, which is
considered satisfactory (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003). Moreover, particular atten-
tion was paid to the variance explained by the factors as well as to the communal-
ity of items and their factor loadings. Those with high loadings (greater than 0.4)
on the factors with which they were conceptually associated and with low loadings
on the other factors were retained.* The purpose of the third phase was to evaluate
the internal consistency of each of the sub-dimensions using Cronbach’s alpha coef-
ficients. The coefficient alpha values of the sub-dimensions were between 0.8 and
0.93, with the exception of the following four sub-dimensions: “financial conditions
and pay” (a=0.77); “primary importance and negative valence” (a=0.75); “justice”
(x=0.72); and “ideological value of work” (a=0.54). These results demonstrate
a satisfactory internal consistency as they are greater than the required minimum
threshold of 0.70 generally accepted in the scientific community (DeVellis, 2003;
Hogan, 2007; Nunnally, 1978; Robinson, Shaver, & Wrightsman, 1991; Towler &
Dipboye, 2003) and that of 0.80 in the case of the development of a research ques-
tionnaire (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). It is worth noting that some items with
lower factor loadings or a lower item-total correlation were reviewed and retained
because of their conceptual importance. Finally, the goal of the fourth phase was to
estimate the relations between the dimensions and sub-dimensions of the question-
naire in order to examine its construct validity. To do so, Pearson correlation coef-
ficients were calculated.

Results
Exploratory factor analyses for each dimension
Dimension 1: the absolute centrality of work

Initially, this dimension consisted of 13 items and two sub-dimensions, namely
ideological value of work and existential value of work (Table 2). The factor struc-
ture obtained here corresponded to the conceptual expectation (49.6% explained
variance). For each of the two sub-dimensions, the four items with a factor loading
greater than .50 were selected. At the end of the process, this dimension consisted
of eight items divided into two sub-dimensions: (1) ideological value of work (factor

4 Here are some examples of items with lower factor loadings and that have been eliminated:.

« I never count my hours because I find work so enjoyable compared to my other activities » (Relative
centrality of work and work valence)

«... give meaning to my life » (Purposes of work/Work as a source of self-fulfillment and well-being)

«... collaborate with other people » (Purposes of work/Work as a source of social contacts)

«... do work that respects my personal ethics » (General expectations regarding working life/Moral rec-
titude)
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Table2 Factor structure for each of the dimensions, factor loadings for items selected for each sub-
dimension, percentage of variance explained, and the internal consistency and means and standard devia-
tion for each item (n=550)

The absolute centrality of work (49.6%)

Existential value of work («=0.85) (29.8%) Factor 1.1
Without work, my life has no meaning (M=2.16; SD=1.13) .85
Without work, my life is not very interesting (M=2.38; SD=1.19) .84
My work defines me M=2.5; SD=1.11) 71
Work is at the centre of my life M =2.91 SD=1.07) .59
Ideological value of work (a=0.54) (19.8%) Factor 1.2
Work contributes to human dignity (M =3.88; SD=0.96) .63
Human beings need work to find their place in society (M =3.56; SD=1.09) .60
Work is at the heart of a well-functioning society (M =3.42; SD=0.81) .60
Work allows human beings to become the masters of their own lives M=3.41; SD=1.03) .53

Relative centrality of work and work valence (54.5%)

Primary importance and negative valence (x=0.75) Secondary importance and negative valence Factor 2.1
(x=0.89) (27.13%)

In the overall scheme of my activities, work plays a secondary role and what I do there doesn’t give .80
me much satisfaction (M =1.47; SD=0.87)

Work is one of the lowest of my priorities and what I do there is of very little importance to me .76
(M=1.3; SD=0.70)

Even though work plays a central role in relation to my other activities, what I'm doing does not 72
satisfy me (M =1.51; SD=0.89)

Even though work plays a central role in relation to my other activities, it is still an unenjoyable .70

activity M =1.40; SD=0.79)

Even though my whole life is organized around work, what I do there is not very important tome .69
(M=1.51; SD=0.88)

When compared to all the activities in my life, work plays a secondary role and I put the least .63
amount of energy possible into it (M=1.48; SD=0.78)

Primary importance and positive valence («=0.89) (17.24%) Factor 2.2
Work is the most important activity in my life. It’s the one I devote the most energy to (M =2.50; .82
SD=1.15)

Work is my main activity in life and it brings me much more personal satisfaction than all my other .81
activities M =2.0; SD=1.12)

Work is the activity that defines me the most as a person because it’s my highest priority M =2.15; .80
SD=1.14)

Work plays a central role in my life and it is my favourite activity (M =2.31; SD=1.03) .79
Secondary importance and positive valence (ax=0.81) (10.07%) Factor 2.3

Even though work plays a secondary role compared to my other activities, it still provides me with .80
enriching experiences (M =3.76; SD=1.11)

Even though work plays a secondary role in relation to my other life activities, it helps to make me .71
the person that  am (M=3.57; SD=1.10)

Even though work is not more important than my other activities, I get gratification from doing it .70
(M=3.69; SD=1.08)

Even though work plays a secondary or similar role in relation to my other activities, I still need it .65
to recharge my batteries M=3.17; SD=1.17)

Purposes of work (65.5%)

Work as a source of social usefulness («=0.93) (13.3%) Factor 3.1
Serve society (M =3.47; SD=1.05) .84
Help improve our society (M =3.42; SD=1.06) .82
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Table 2 (continued)

Accomplish something important for society (M=3.55; SD=1.07)
Feel like I contribute to society (M =3.63; SD=1.04)

Play an active role in society (M =3.43; SD=1.02)

Work as a source of financial independence (x=0.91) (10.4%)

Be financially independent (M =4.25; SD=0.83)

Feel financially secure (M =4.0; SD=0.95)

Be financially independent enough to achieve my main goals in life (M=4.29; SD=0.8)
Meet my financial responsibilities (M =4.0; SD=0.95)

Work as a source of self-fulfillment and well-being (a=0.93) (9.6%)
Be satisfied with myself (M=4.17; SD=0.85)

Fulfil myself (M =4.07; SD=0.93)

Achieve my goals (M=4.13; SD=0.92)

Be proud of myself (M=4.11; SD=0.88)

Work as a source of social contacts (a=0.85) (9.5%)

Create myself a social network (M =3.04; SD=1.02)

Make some friends (M =2.61; SD=1.03)

Have a social life M =3.03; SD=1.07)

Meet people M =3.32; SD=1.02)

Work as something to do (a=0.85) (9.1%)

Do something with my time (M =2.62; SD=1.16)

Keep busy (M=2.96; SD=1.16)

Give structure to my days (M=2.66; SD=1.12)

Avoid boredom M =2.71; SD=1.33)

Work as a source of occupational identity («=0.83) (7.1%)

Identify myself with people who are in the same occupation or profession as I am (M =2.75;
SD=1.11)

Be acknowledged by people who are in the same occupation or profession as I am (M=2.99;
SD=1.1)

Feel that I belong to a group of workers who are in the same occupation or profession as I am
(M=2.87;SD=1.11)

Master the skills of my occupation or profession (M=3.9; SD=1.0)
Work as a source of social identity and social status (a=0.85) (6.5%)
Gain social prestige (M=2.64; SD=1.02)

Have a good social status (M=2.98; SD=1.07)

Have some social influence M =2.73; SD=1.06)

General expectations regarding working life (55.4%)

Development and use of knowledge and skills. Stimulating tasks («=0.86) Moral rectitude
(x=0.91) Work organization and conditions («=0.86) (38.22%)

Do something that is in keeping with who I am (M=4.33; SD=0.8)
Do my job while still respecting my principles (M =4.32; SD=0.79)
Do work in keeping with my values (M =4.30; SD=0.79)

Feel competent (M =4.49; SD=0.68)

Agree with what I am doing (M =4.5; SD=0.69)

Use my knowledge (M =4.42; SD=0.69)

Do work that I like (M=4.39; SD=0.72)

Enjoy what I'm doing (M =4.51; SD=0.66)

.80
78
.62
Factor 3.2
.86
.84
.79
77
Factor 3.3
75
72
71
.63
Factor 3.4
78
74
.69
.64
Factor 3.5
.83
.79
.65
.56
Factor 3.6
.76

.63

.61

A6
Factor 3.7
.76
71
53

Factor 4.1

.81
71
72
71
.69
.68
.66
.64
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Table 2 (continued)

Have a work schedule that suits me (M =4.43; SD=0.73) 55
Maintain work-life balance (M =4.5; SD=0.74) .53

Earn a wage that matches my qualifications (M =4.32; SD=0.77) .53

Work organisation and conditions (a=0.86) (5.3%) Factor 4.2
Have social benefits (e.g., pension plan) (M=3.93; SD=1.0) .80

Have job security (M =4.04; SD=1.0) 72

Have a reasonable workload (M =3.93; SD=0.83) 41
Interpersonal relations and support from the work environment (a=0.82) (4.2%) Factor 4.3
Work with people that I share common values with (M =3.94; SD=0.96) .76

Work with people with whom I have common interests (M =3.92; SD=0.95) 71

Be part of a team or group M =3.71; SD=1.07) .69
Develop friendships (M =3.25; SD=1.09) .63
Recognition of skills and work accomplished (a=0.89) (3.0%) Factor 4.4
Be recognized for the effort I put into my work (M=4.15; SD=0.83) .84
Receive positive comments about my work (M =4.07; SD=0.86) 71

Be recognized for the quality of my work (M=4.3; SD=0.80) .69

Get recognition from those who benefit from my work (M =3.98; SD=0.93) .66
Autonomy, diversity of tasks, and opportunities for career advancement (a=0.84) (2.6%) Factor 4.5
Take part in decisions concerning how my work is organized (M =4.28; SD=0.75) .81

Have a word to say about how my daily work is done (M=4.36; SD=0.73) 5
Participate in decisions concerning my career advancement (M =4.23; SD=0.83) .59

Take initiatives (M =4.19; SD=0.84) 57
Usefulness of work (a=0.84) (2.1%) Factor 4.6
Be of service to other people (M =4.0; SD=0.93) .82

Do work that makes people’s lives easier (M =3.88; SD=0.92) 79

Carry out tasks that are useful to others (M =4.18; SD=0.81) 74

Allow others benefit from my skills (M=4.19; SD=0.82) .66
Obligations and duties of employers and society to workers (55.8%)

‘Working conditions (x=0.82) Satisfaction, respect, and recognition (a¢=0.88) (27.2%) Factor 5.1
Ensure each person has a job that is important in his/her eyes (M =3.61; SD=1.04) 5
Ensure each worker has the right conditions to progress in their career (M =3.83; SD=1.94) 73

Take into account each worker’s opinion about how his/her work is organized and conducted .67

M=3.55;SD=1.0)
Ensure each person has a job that allows him/her to have a satisfying personal life (M =3.70; .66
SD=1.08)

Ensure each worker has the right to participate in training activities, whatever his/her status in the .60
company or in the labour market (M =3.97; SD=0.97)

Ensure that each worker has a pension plan that will allow him/her to meet his/her main retirement .56
needs (M=3.85; SD=1.03)

Ensure each worker has job security (M =3.55; SD=0=1.12) .55

Working conditions («=0.82) Justice and fairness (a=0.83) Financial conditions and pay Factor 5.2
(2=0.77) (17.5%)

Ensure each person, whatever his/her age, is treated fairly (M=4.54; SD=0.73) 73

Ensure each person has a work environment that is conducive to good mental health (M =4.55; 72
SD=0.66)

Ensure each person works in a safe physical environment (M=4.69; SD=0.56) .55
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Table 2 (continued)

Financial conditions and pay (a=0.77) (11.3%)

Ensure each person has a job that allows him/her to support him/herself (M=4.15; SD=0.91)

Factor 5.3
Al

Ensure each person has a job that allows him/her to be financially independent (M=3.86; SD=1.0) .56

Obligations and duties of workers to employers and society (58.7%)

Work execution quality («=0.89) (29.3%)

Be trustworthy in the way he/she carries out his/her work (M =4.54; SD=0.65)
Carry out his/her work in a responsible manner (M =4.55; SD=0.65)

Do good quality work (M=4.53; SD=0.61)

‘When necessary, work with others to carry out tasks (M =4.31; SD=0.73)
Commitment and responsibilities to employers and society (x=0.8) (20.2%)
Be loyal to his/her employer (M =3.74; SD=1.09)

Respect his/her employer (M =4.13; SD=0.88)

Defend his/her employer’s image (M =3.39; SD=1.04)

Commitment and responsibilities to employers and society (a=0.8) (9.2%)
Contribute to society by working (M =3.74; SD=1.0)

Save part of his/her revenues to be independent at retirement (M =3.88; SD=0.97)
Representations of decent work (53.1%)

Dignity and respect (x=0.81) (16%)

In which workers are treated with dignity (M =4.70; SD=0.59)

In which the workers’ psychological health is respected (e.g., no intimidation) (M =4.65;
SD=0.61)

That ensures the workers’ physical safety (e.g., excessive heat) (M =4.62; SD=0.65)
That respects the law (M =4.65; SD=0.69)

In which workers do not fear their bosses (M =4.24; SD=0.83)

Recognition and appreciation (x=0.82) (14.1%)

Where the workers” qualifications are recognized (M =4.06; SD=0.84)

In which workers can make decisions M =3.49; SD=1.0)

In which workers can be promoted (M =3.46; SD =1.05)

Where the work corresponds to the workers’ qualifications (M =3.94; SD=0.89)
Income and working conditions («=0.82) (11.7%)

That has job security (M=3.42; SD=1.1)

That has a regular pay (M=3.89; SD=0.95)

Where the work schedule is determined ahead of time (M =3.15; SD=1.13)

That guarantees that workers have social benefits (e.g., paid sick leave) M =4.16; SD=0.9)

Justice (a=0.72) (11.3%)

That protects workers from being arbitrarily fired (M =4.28; SD=0.91)

That protects workers from arbitrary, unfair actions (M =4.15; SD=0.94)

In which the workers’ right to collectively bargain is respected (M =3.91; SD=1.12)

Factor 6.1
91
.89
.81
.68
Factor 6.2
.79
.76
71
Factor 6.3
.68
49

Factor 7.1
79
.70

.65
.56
40
Factor 7.2
72
.70
.65
.56
Factor 7.3
.68
.67
.56
44
Factor 7.4
.76
.67
.53

The items that were removed do not appear in the table presenting the factor structure for each of the

dimensions
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loadings from .53 to 0.63) and (2) existential value of work (factor loadings from .59
to .89).

Dimension 2: relative centrality of work and work valence

This dimension was originally comprised of 27 items and four sub-dimensions’:
(1) primary importance and positive valence; (2) primary importance and negative
valence; (3) secondary importance and positive valence, and (4) secondary impor-
tance and negative valence. However, the factor structure revealed the presence of
three factors that explain 54.5% of the variance. The first factor combined the two
sub-dimensions that were conceptually associated with the negative valence of work,
while the other two corresponded to the two sub-dimensions conceptually associ-
ated with the positive valence of work. For each of the latter sub-dimensions, four
items were selected (factor loadings from .65 to .82). As regards the two dimensions
associated with the negative valence of work, the retained items were rephrased in a
more nuanced manner. Given their particularly high kurtosis coefficients, the team
felt that the items were possibly written in terms that were too absolute, which made
it difficult for the participants to agree with them. For example, the part of the item
“(...) what I'm doing does not satisfy me” was replaced by “what I do at work does
not give me much personal satisfaction.” At the end of this process, this dimension
consisted of 16 items equally distributed in each of the sub-dimensions.

Dimension 3: purposes of work

As initially designed, this dimension consisted of 40 items and seven sub-dimen-
sions: (1) self-fulfillment and well-being; (2) social usefulness; (3) social contacts;
(4) financial independence; (5) social identity and social status; (6) something to
do, and (7) occupational identity. After removing 12 items, the results supported
the factor structure of the conceptual model (65.5% of the explained variance). The
selected items had factor loadings ranging from .46 to .86 and were distributed as
follows: the first factor (five items) corresponded to the sub-dimension social useful-
ness with the exception of item 38, which conceptually belonged to the sub-dimen-
sion social identity and social status. The second factor (four items) referred to the
sub-dimension financial independence. The third factor (four items) corresponded
to the sub-dimension self-fulfillment and well-being. The fourth factor (four items)
represented the sub-dimension social contacts. The fifth factor (four items) was con-
sistent with the something to do sub-dimension. The sixth factor (four items) con-
stituted the sub-dimension occupational identity. Finally, the seventh factor (three
items) corresponded to the sub-dimension social identity and social status. At the
end of the analysis, this dimension included seven sub-dimensions for a total of 28
items.

5 In addition to these four sub-dimensions, there is also the sub-dimension "Ideal involvement profile
in the different activities and roles in life." However, this sub-dimension was not included in the factor
analyses.
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Dimension 4: general expectations regarding working life

Initially, this dimension consisted of 50 items and seven sub-dimensions: (1) devel-
opment and use of knowledge and skills. Stimulating tasks, (2) usefulness of work;
(3) moral rectitude; (4) work autonomy, diversity of tasks, and opportunities for
career advancement; (5) interpersonal relations and support from the work environ-
ment; (6) recognition of skills and work accomplished, and (7) work organization
and conditions. However, the results revealed a structure of six factors accounting
for 55.4% of the variance. Based on previously established criteria, 20 items were
excluded. The selected items showed a coefficient ranging from .41 to .84. The first
factor contained 11 items arising from three conceptually distinct sub-dimensions
development and use of knowledge and skills. Stimulating tasks (items 39, 30, 25,
43), moral rectitude (items 47, 41, 33, 14), and work organization and conditions
(items 31, 45, 26). The second factor (three items) likewise corresponded to the sub-
dimension work organization and conditions. The third factor (four items) referred
to the sub-dimension interpersonal relations and support from the work environ-
ment. The fourth factor (four items) represented the sub-dimension recognition of
skills and work accomplished. The fifth factor (four items) was related to the sub-
dimension work autonomy, diversity of tasks, and opportunities for career advance-
ment. Finally, the sixth factor (four items) constituted the sub-dimension usefulness
of work.

As the factor analysis combined the items of two sub-dimensions moral rectitude
and development and use of knowledge and skills. Stimulating tasks into a single fac-
tor, the definition of the sub-dimension moral rectitude was revised, starting from
Morin’s (2006, 2008) work, in order to accentuate the difference between the two
sub-dimensions. In keeping with this approach, this sub-dimension was renamed
ethical work environment, which now refers to the performance of tasks in an envi-
ronment that values justice, fairness, and putting human beings first (e.g., “work-
ing in an environment in which workers are treated with respect”). Furthermore,
the sub-dimension work organization and conditions, which initially comprised
12 items, was divided into two sub-dimensions so as to more clearly distinguish
between expectations related to income and employment status versus those related
to projects in spheres of life outside of work: workload and schedule and work-life
balance and job security and income. At the end of this process, the dimension was
reduced to 32 items that were divided into eight sub-dimensions.

Dimension 5: obligations and duties of employers and society to workers

This dimension was initially composed of 22 items and four sub-dimensions: (1)
working conditions; (2) justice and fairness; (3) financial conditions and pay, and
4) satisfaction, respect, and recognition. The factor analysis revealed three factors
(explaining 55.8% of the variance) which, moreover, did not correspond to the theo-
retical model. The first factor comprised seven items (factor loadings from .55 to
.75) associated with the two sub-dimensions, working conditions and satisfaction,
respect, and recognition. The second factor was made up of four items (factor load-
ings from .55 to .73) linked to three sub-dimensions working conditions, justice and
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fairness, and financial conditions and pay. The third factor comprised two items
(factor loadings of .56 and .71) from the financial conditions and pay sub-dimen-
sion. Considering these results, the whole dimension was substantially revised with
a view to preparing the experimental questionnaire. Sub-dimensions were redefined
and renamed, others were created, and five new items were added.

In its experimental version, this dimension is now composed of 18 items divided
into six sub-dimensions (three items per sub-dimension): (1) job security and bene-
fits; (2) support for well-being and work-life balance; (3) healthy work environment;
(4) income; (5) occupational development support, and (6) participation support.

Dimension 6: obligations and duties of workers to employers and society

The dimension initially combined 15 items divided into three sub-dimensions: (1)
commitment and responsibilities to employers and society; (2) contribution to the
organization’s success; and (3) work execution quality. First, the conducted analyses
made it possible to remove six items. The items that were kept had factor loadings
ranging from .49 to .91. The first factor combined the four items belonging to the
sub-dimension work execution quality as well as an item (4) that was conceptually
associated with the sub-dimension contribution to the organization’s success. The
second (three items) and third factors (two items) were made up of items initially
associated with the sub-dimension commitment and responsibilities to employers
and society. An examination of the factor structure led to a revision of the concep-
tualization and operationalization of this dimension. More specifically, this sub-
dimension, commitment and responsibilities to employers and society, was split into
two in order to conceptually distinguish the obligations and duties to society from
those to the organization, thus giving: (1) commitment and responsibilities to society
and (2) commitment and responsibilities to employers. Two items were also added.
Finally, the items that initially belonged to the sub-dimension work execution qual-
ity were moved to the sub-dimension contribution to the organization’s success and
development, which made it possible to eliminate the sub-dimension work execution
quality.

At the end of the process, this dimension comprised 11 items and consisted of
three sub-dimensions: (1) commitment and responsibilities to society (three items);
(2) commitment and responsibilities to employers (four items) and 3) contribution to
the organisation’s success and development (four items). It is worth noting that two
new items were created.

Dimension 7: representations of decent work

Initially, this 22-item dimension consisted of four sub-dimensions: (1) income and
working conditions; (2) justice; (3) dignity and respect; and (4) recognition and
appreciation. The analyses led to the elimination of six items. Those that were
retained had factor loadings ranging from .40 to .79. The factor structure revealed
four factors (accounting for 53.1% of the variance). The first factor (five items) cor-
responded to the sub-dimension dignity and respect, except for one item (20) which
was conceptually associated with the sub-dimension justice. The second factor (four
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items) represented the sub-dimension recognition and appreciation. The third factor
(four items) brought together the items of the sub-dimension income and working
conditions, except for one item (4) which came from the sub-dimension justice. The
fourth factor (three items) made up the sub-dimension justice. In the light of these
results, item 4 which offers job security was moved to the sub-dimension income
and working conditions and item 20 that respects the law was reworded as “in which
the worker is treated without discrimination.” At the end of the process, this dimen-
sion comprised 16 items divided equally among the four initial sub-dimensions.

Correlation analysis results

Overall, the correlations between the sub-dimensions of distinct dimensions were
not high (see Table 3). Only three of them had values greater than or equal to .5.°
To be more precise, the sub-dimension primary importance and positive valence
(dimension “relative centrality of work and work valence”) was positively correlated
with the sub-dimension existential value (dimension “absolute centrality of work™)
(r=.7, p<.001). Two sub-dimensions referring to expectations regarding inter-
personal relations and support from the work environment and work organization
and conditions were respectively associated with two sub-dimensions belonging to
the purposes of work social contacts (r=.5, p<.001) and work autonomy (r=.54,
p<.001).

Examination of the correlation matrix between the sub-dimensions of the same
dimension revealed several high correlations. For the first dimension, the “absolute
centrality of work”, the two sub-dimensions ideological value of work and existen-
tial value of work were correlated at 0.47 (p <0.001). As for the dimension “relative
centrality of work and work valence”, the correlation between the two sub-dimen-
sions secondary importance and negative valence and primary importance and neg-
ative valence was high (r=.78, p<.001). This result was not surprising since, after
conducting the factor analysis, these two sub-dimensions appeared to be merged
into one single factor. As for the dimension “purposes of work,” four sub-dimen-
sions (social usefulness; occupational identity; social identity and, self-fulfillment)
were closely related (r varying from .48 to .61, p<.001). As concerns the “general
expectations regarding working life” dimension, the correlations observed for the
sub-dimensions for general expectations (r ranging from .35 to .65, p<.001) and
those for the coherence between expectation and reality (r varying from .47 to .72,
p<.001) were moderate to high. Nonetheless, the sub-dimension work organisa-
tion and conditions belonging to the Reality coherence dimension were weaker (r
from .27 to .33, p<.001). The correlations between the three sub-dimensions of the
dimension “obligations and duties of workers to their employers and society” var-
ied from .49 to .52 (p<.001).” Finally, the correlations for the “representations of

6 According to Cohen (1988), values of 0.1, 0.3, and 0.5 are respectively interpreted as low, medium,
and high.

7 The “obligations and duties of employers and society to workers” dimension is not included in the cor-
relation analyses, given the major changes made to it.
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decent work” dimension went from low to high (r ranging from .29 to .62, p <.001).
In short, as expected, the correlations between the dimensions of the questionnaire
were generally weaker than those between sub-dimensions of the same dimension.
These results provide reasonable support for the questionnaire’s construct validity.

At the end of this analysis process, the experimental version of the questionnaire
was comprised of 141 items, divided into seven dimensions and 35 sub-dimensions
(Table 4).

Discussion

The goal of the present study was to develop and establish an initial validation of
a multidimensional questionnaire for evaluating the relationship to work. The
approach adopted here was based on four main stages. The first stage involved con-
ceptually defining dimensions and sub-dimensions related to people’s relationship to
work, based on an in-depth review of the scientific literature and the results of our
research carried out with workers over the last 20 years. The next stage consisted in
operationalizing the dimensions and sub-dimensions. An initial bank of items was
thus created which represented the definitions of pre-established concepts. In the
third stage, this bank of items was submitted to a committee of experts from several
countries in order to confirm the face and content validity of each of the question-
naire’s dimensions and sub-dimensions. This operation reduced the number of items
by almost a third (31.8%). Items have been displayed randomly into in each of the
seven dimensions that they were associated. It is this pre-experimental version of
201 items that was used to carry out the psychometric analyses. Finally, the aim of
the fourth stage was to test the pre-experimental questionnaire with a population of
over 500 workers and more than 500 students and to assess some of its psychometric
properties in order to develop the experimental version of the questionnaire.® This
step eliminated 60 items (29.8%) and reworked ten sub-dimensions to improve them
conceptually and psychometrically.

Structure and psychometric qualities

With regard to the descriptive, factor, internal consistency, and correlation analyses,
the questionnaire generally produced satisfactory psychometric qualities (Bentler,
1983; Cohen, 1988; Nunnally, 1978; Pett, et al., 2003). More precisely, the results
of the factor analyses support the theoretical structure in two sub-dimensions of
the dimension “absolute centrality of work™ as well as that, in seven sub-dimen-
sions, of the “purposes of work.” With regard to the dimension “relative central-
ity of work and work valence,” the factor analysis made it possible to identify two
factors that corresponded to the two sub-dimensions theoretically associated with
the positive valence of work. This result supports the relevance of combining the

8 The results of the exploratory factor analysis show the same factor structure in each dimension and
sub-dimension for each sample (workers and students).
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degree of importance accorded to work (primary and secondary) and the valence
associated with it, and of creating two distinct sub-dimensions. However, the two
sub-dimensions that were conceptually associated with the negative valence of work
were grouped into a single factor. This result can be at least partially explained by
the possibility of a bias related to the homogeneity of the sample used to pre-test the
questionnaire. Coming from a university institution, the sample was primarily com-
posed of highly skilled workers (n=378; 78%) who were unionized, had permanent
jobs, and generally enjoyed very good working conditions (e.g., pension plan, group
health insurance, regular working hours, annual vacations). However, this dimen-
sion, particularly the positive or negative valence accorded to work, is particularly
sensitive to the person’s current work context (Guichard, 2013), which was particu-
larly favourable for this sample. In fact, the percentages of workers who agreed with
the items associated with the negative valence of work were very low and ranged
from 0.5% to 12.7%, with a mean of 7.5% (n=42). This low percentage makes it
difficult to create two distinct factors corresponding to the two expected sub-dimen-
sions. Future studies with the experimental version of the questionnaire and with
diverse worker populations, some of which are particularly vulnerable, will perhaps
make it easier to draw up a clearer factor structure for the sub-dimensions associated
with the negative valence of work.

Five of the seven sub-dimensions corresponding to the theoretical model associ-
ated with the dimension “general expectations regarding working life” were iden-
tified in the factor analyses. However, the items of the sub-dimensions moral rec-
titude and development and use of knowledge and skills. Stimulating tasks were
merged into a single factor. This result could be explained by the initial wording of
the items, which may have led to some confusion among the participants and have
made it difficult to distinguish between expectations related to the workplace and the
values promoted there versus those more directly related to the actual carrying out
of work or to occupational and personal development. Indeed, the way in which the
original items were written, for both sub-dimensions, referred mainly to elements
that primarily applied to the individual, such as, Agree with what I am doing (moral
rectitude) and Carry out tasks that correspond to my abilities (development and use
of knowledge and skills. Stimulating tasks). Consequently, to ensure that the sub-
dimensions actually measured two distinct constructs, the sub-dimension (moral
rectitude) was renamed and redefined. It refers, in the experimental version of the
questionnaire, to people’s expectations about working in a workplace that empha-
sizes justice, fairness, and putting human beings first.

Finally, the fifth and sixth dimensions, “obligations and duties of employers and
society to workers” and “obligations and duties of workers to employers and soci-
ety” required a deeper revision. The analyses of the dimensions did not arrive at
the expected factor structure for the conceptual model. That being said, it is worth
noting that these dimensions are less present in the scientific literature on the rela-
tionship to work; furthermore, the authors who have taken them into account, in
particular the MOW team (1987), define each one as a unidimensional construct.
This is, moreover, one of the reasons that motivated the choice of a large number of
items. While the results tended to support the multidimensional nature of the dimen-
sions, a relatively small number of the initially created sub-dimensions were clearly
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identified in the factor analyses. This was particularly the case for the dimension
“obligations and duties of employers and society to workers”. These results can be
at least partially explained by the homogeneity of the study population. In fact, as
previously mentioned, the participants came from the same institution, where the
work conditions and culture were mostly the same, which made it difficult to obtain
a wide range of viewpoints on aspects as normative as the relationship to work,
which are mutual duties of employers and workers. Nonetheless, based on the results
obtained here and in order to enhance the multidimensional composition of these
two dimensions, the structure of both dimensions was reviewed and several items
were reworded. Other research will make it possible to validate and adjust the modi-
fied structure. As for the second dimension “representations of decent work,” the
analyses support its theoretical structure with four sub-dimensions. Given the unique
nature of this dimension, this result was, in our opinion, particularly promising.

Finally, the alpha coefficients were greater than .7 for all the dimensions and sub-
dimensions except for the sub-dimension ideological value of work (a=0.54), which
attests to the questionnaire’s overall internal consistency. Moreover, the correlation
analyses tended to support the seven-dimension structure of the relationship to work
and to demonstrate the complexity of the construct.

The questionnaire’s contributions to the development of knowledge

Although there were certain limitations to the results, they nonetheless made it pos-
sible to identify some potential contributions of the questionnaire to the develop-
ment of knowledge about people’s relationship and attachment to work in general
and to their working lives. One of the originalities of this new tool was its use of
numerous comments by people of all ages in quite diverse employment situations.
Employing this particularly rich material has made it possible to add some nuances
to the conceptualization of some already existing dimensions of the relationship to
work (e.g., relative centrality of work and work valence) and to add sub-dimensions
that are rarely addressed (e.g., ideological value of work) or absent from the scien-
tific documentation on work (e.g., representations of decent work). The operationali-
zation of the tool is also original in its nuanced expression of the different new reali-
ties that workers now face. Without pretending to be exhaustive, the whole set of
items covers the main facets of the participants’ relationship to work. Likewise, the
questionnaire seems to capture fairly well the complexity of the multidimensional
construct developed here.

More particularly, some of the questionnaire’s contributions deserve a brief men-
tion. With regard to the first dimension, “absolute centrality of work,” the originality
of its conceptualization is based on its consideration of two perceptions among peo-
ple, namely the importance of work in human existence (ideological value) and the
importance of work in their own lives (existential value). It is the latter that is more
commonly addressed in meaning-of-work scales (e.g., Steger et al., 2012). This way
of conceptualizing and operationalizing this dimension provides, we think, a rela-
tively new, more complete understanding of people’s perceptions of the centrality of
work in their lives. At the operational level, this dimension is often measured with
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one or two items for which people must indicate, on a Likert scale, to what extent
work is important for them; we, on the other hand, propose a more detailed and pre-
cise assessment.

The second dimension of the questionnaire, the “relative centrality of work and
work valence,” constitutes another potential contribution to our understanding and
evaluation of people’s relationship to work. Indeed, this novel association between
the relative centrality of work and the valence accorded to it gives us a more pre-
cise appreciation of the many different ways people can invest in this sphere of
life as compared to others. In the present day labour market and the various career
paths that have arisen, the complexity of the current situation deserves close atten-
tion if we are to understand and measure it. Likewise, the creation of a sub-dimen-
sion, ideal involvement profile in the different activities and roles in life, constitutes
another contribution to our understanding of people’s relationship to work and its
operationalization. This sub-dimension evaluates the extent to which one’s level
of involvement in work corresponds to what people actually want and, at the same
time, gives a more precise interpretation of their relative involvement and its con-
tribution to their relationship to work. The originality of this sub-dimension is also
due to the fact that, by replacing the five usual spheres of life (work, family, leisure,
community and religious involvement), 12 life activities are proposed which more
faithfully reflect present-day life.

The conceptualization and operationalization of the third dimension, the “pur-
poses of work”, has enhanced, in some respects, the current evaluation by, on the
one hand, adding categories that were not present in previously available tools (e.g.,
occupational identity) and by, on the other hand, proposing an improved operation-
alization (four items rather than one). Rooted in the workers’ discourse, the created
items should more precisely reflect the various purposes people pursue through
work and the different ways of expressing these purposes.

As for the fourth dimension, the “general expectations regarding working life”
its originality is, first of all, due to the fact that it specifically refers to working
life rather than work, as is the case with most tools (e.g., Arnoux-Nicolas et al.,
2016; Morin, 2006). It is also due to the creation of eight sub-dimensions inspired
by research by MOW (1987), Morin and Forest (2007), and Warr (2008), but also
drawn from workers’ interviews, which are more likely to precisely express the lat-
ter’s concrete expectations. Finally, the sub-dimension meaningful working life is
another potential contribution of the questionnaire to our understanding and evalu-
ation of expectations regarding working life. Indeed, the coherence or lack thereof
between the expectations that workers expressed and their perceptions of what their
working life actually brought them is, to the best of our knowledge, barely present in
existing tools.

Dimensions 5, 6, and 7. “obligations and duties of employers and society to work-
ers,” “obligations and duties of workers to employers and society,” and “represen-
tations of decent work™ refer to normative and regulating representations of work.
The contribution of dimensions 5 and 6 is more modest and is due primarily to the
fact that distinct sub-dimensions were created and operationalized with a relatively
large number of items, thus making room for certain nuances in the workers’ per-
ceptions of their obligations and duties. As for dimension 7, even though initiatives
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have been made to establish universal criteria so as to define and evaluate decent
work (e.g., Anker et al., 2003; Burchell et al., 2014; Di Fabio & Maree, 2016; Dufty
et al., 2017), no scales have yet looked specifically at workers’ subjective represen-
tations of what constitutes decent work, hence the interest and innovative nature of
this contribution.

Future research directions

Overall, the different analyses conducted in this study allowed us to conduct a satis-
factory initial validation of the questionnaire (201 items) and to develop an experi-
mental version (141 items. This latter version is part of a much larger research
program conducted with diverse populations of Canadian workers of all ages,
French- and English-speaking, employed or not. There are four main objectives to
the research program. The first objective, which is methodological in nature, con-
sists, on the one hand, of confirming the experimental questionnaire’s factor struc-
ture, its internal consistency, and the quality of its items; and, on the other, of veri-
fying its convergent and discriminant validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) as well as
of documenting the temporal stability of its dimensions and sub-dimensions. The
second objective is to employ the tool to analyze people’s relationship to work based
on socio-biographic variables, work context (e.g., unemployment, self-employ-
ment), people’s lives (e.g., dependants), their satisfaction with their work situation,
and the meaning that their past and projected career paths take on (Blustein, 2001,
2006, 2011; Chow et al., 2014; Crosnoe & Elder, 2002; England & Whitely, 1990;
Guichard, 2013; Kenny et al., 2016; Peterson et al., 2005; Savickas et al., 2009).
The third objective is to establish, based on a technological analysis (Borgen & Bar-
nett, 1987), specific profiles for the relationship to work that determine distinct ways
of associating with and giving meaning to work and one’s working life. The fourth
and final objective of the research program consists in, on the one hand, evaluating
the psychometric qualities of the questionnaire in a context outside of Canada (i.e.,
Switzerland; Italy) and, on the other hand, verifying the presence of intercultural
differences regarding the relationship to work in order to eventually analyze the rea-
sons for these differences.

Implications for practice

Guidance and career counsellors traditionally have to help young people, while they
are still in school, to make choices that will prepare them for the new labour market
(Fouad & Bynner, 2008). They likewise have to accompany workers during tran-
sitions, radical changes in direction, and questions about one’s identity at various,
different stages of their lives (Anderson, Goodman, & Schlossberg, 2012; Guichard,
2015; Kenny et al., 2016).

It would seem increasingly obvious that the relationship to work and its various
dimensions are central and even essential data to be considered when helping people
to make choices, identify personally significant projects, change direction, and inte-
grate or reintegrate the labour market (Bernaud, Lhotellier, Sovet, Arnoux-Nicolas,
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& Pelayo, 2015; Guichard, Bangali, Cohen-Scali, Pouyaud, & Robinet, 2017;
Savickas, 2009). To the best of our knowledge, however, there are no currently exist-
ing tools that can establish individual profiles for a person’s relationship to work
that are interpretable in various contexts (e.g., guidance, employability, rehabilita-
tion, human resource management). The experimental version of the questionnaire
developed here, once it has been subjected to other types of analyses, is likely to
help to provide just such a tool, one that is useful for accompanying people—in par-
ticular during critical phases and turning points in their career path—by providing,
for example, information on more stable, temporal aspects of their relationship to
work as compared to those that are based more on current situations and contexts.
Finally, the questionnaire and its possible diverse applications should be relevant for
both students and workers, whatever their situation in the labour market. We think
this constitutes a promising contribution not only to professional practice but also to
research.

Conclusion

The present questionnaire on the relationship to work constitutes a promising and
innovative tool for intervention and research. The relationship-to-work profiles that
could eventually be identified with this tool are likely to provide valuable informa-
tion to practitioners about the different aspects of their consultants’ relationship to
work and the concrete meaning they take on for these 21st-century workers.

There are numerous research avenues that are opening up at this stage in the
development of the questionnaire. It could, for example, be enhanced by validity
studies conducted in other countries and in various cultural contexts. It would also
benefit by being used in studies conducted with diverse populations confronted with
particular contexts regarding work (e.g., completed studies) or life (e.g., immigra-
tion). The homogeneity of the population that served in the pre-experimentation
constitutes, in effect, one of the main limitations of this study. In short, however, the
questionnaire is innovative at the conceptual and operational level and its structure is
already promising, despite the need for future studies to improve its robustness and
psychometric properties.
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