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KEY TAKEAWAYS

We evaluated the measurement properties of the Job Satisfaction, Engagement, Co-worker Connection Quality and Work Context
(JSECC) assessment using a large real-world sample of 5,107 workplace assessments, with 2,781 participants also completing the
expanded psychosocial hazard assessment. The study examined workplace experience, all 17 psychosocial hazard areas, and personal
resilience using the PR6. Overall, the findings support the JSECC as a multidimensional workplace monitoring and consultation tool,
while highlighting the complementary roles of organisational conditions and individual resilience. Key takeaways are as follows:

agement areas were significantly associated with both Job Satisfaction and Engagement, even after adjusting for personal
resilience, industry and country. Poor Support showed the strongest adjusted association with both Job Satisfaction and
Engagement, followed by important workplace factors including Org Change Management, Org Justice, Reward and Recogni-
tion, Job Security, Role Clarity and Job Demands. Collectively, the 17 hazards added substantial explanatory value beyond
resilience and demographic factors, accounting for an additional 66.4% of variance in Job Satisfaction and 43.1% in Engage-
ment. These findings reinforce the importance of considering workplace design, support, leadership and workplace systems
alongside individual-level factors.

] Workplace conditions were strongly associated with Job Satisfaction and Engagement - All 17 psychosocial hazard-man-
[ ]

areas, Traumatic Events and Materials had the highest proportion of participants in the high-risk range at 39.4%, followed by
Fatigue at 30.6%. Other notable high-risk areas included Inadequate Reward and Recognition (16.1%), High or Low Job
Demands (14.9%), Bullying (14.9%), Low Job Control (13.0%), Poor Organisational Justice (12.5%), and Poor Organisational
Change Management (11.8%). At the broader PURE domain level, Empower had the smallest proportion of participants in the
managed range at 48.7%, while Respect had the largest domain-level high-risk proportion at 11.1%. Importantly, prevalence
and impact were not always the same - Poor Support had relatively low high-risk prevalence but showed the strongest
relationship with Job Satisfaction and Engagement.

2 Traumatic exposure and fatigue emerged as the most prevalent high-risk psychosocial concerns - Among the 17 hazard
[ )

Higher personal resilience was consistently associated with better workplace A PURE domain distributions
3 outcomes, particularly Engagement - Job Satisfaction, Engagement, Co-worker B B veders I ansost
@ Connection Quality and Work Context all increased progressively across higher
PR6 resilience bands. From the lowest to highest resilience groups, Job Satisfac- o I“
tion increased from 56.4% to 82.5%, Engagement from 55.7% to 88.2%, Co-worker 52
Connection Quality from 61.0% to 83.2%, and Work Context from 51.8% to 74.8%. ® poie In
Engagement showed the strongest relationship with resilience. Among the
individual PR6 domains, Vision showed the strongest association with both Job o MV IIENE

Satisfaction and Engagement, with Momentum and Tenacity also particularly

relevant to Engagement. Importantly, resilience added considerably more @ Empower ,,,.,
explanatory value for Engagement than for Job Satisfaction once workplace I o
conditions were taken into account, suggesting that personal resources and

workplace conditions play complementary rather than interchangeable roles. T e sen

CONCLUSION

The practical implications of these findings are significant. The JSECC provides a
structured way to examine not only broad workplace outcomes such as Job Satisfaction
and Engagement, but also the specific psychosocial conditions that may contribute to
employee experience. The findings highlight that organisational factors such as support,
fairness, change management, recognition, job security and work demands are closely

Respondents in the managed range

related to how people experience and engage with their work. @ @
At the same time, personal resilience remains important, particularly for Engagement and h
broader workplace functioning. The combined findings therefore support an integrated

TR I . @ Roecary @
approach to workplace mental health - one that strengthens individual resilience while also © Vit
identifying and improving organisational conditions. Rather than treating psychosocial risk © rencisses e
and resilience as competing explanations, the JSECC and PR6 provide complementary 25‘-"”‘.“”‘“‘*

information that can support workplace monitoring, consultation, prioritisation and
preventative action.

Explore the JSECC Assessment - driv.ai/jsecc
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Applied Measurement Properties and Score
Interpretation of the JSECC Psychosocial
Survey: Psychosocial Hazards, Resilience
and Workplace Outcomes

Jurie G. Rossouw (jurie@hellodriven.com, ORCID 0000-0002-3793-6561), Stuart McKenzie (ORCID 0009-0005-6607-2546)

Abstract

Background: The Job Satisfaction, Engagement, Co-worker Connection Quality and Work Context (JSECC) assessment
measures four dimensions of workplace experience and, in expanded form, 17 psychosocial hazard-management areas.
Combined with the Predictive 6 Factor Resilience Scale (PR6), it examines workplace conditions alongside personal resilience.
This study evaluated the JSECC's applied measurement properties and score interpretation.

Methods: Retrospective cross-sectional analyses used 5,107 de-identified assessments from routine workplace and training
applications; 2,781 included the psychosocial hazard extension. Analyses included multiple reliability estimators, confirmatory
factor analysis for ordered categorical data, descriptive and risk-band analyses, correlations, adjusted regressions and
comparisons across PR6 bands. Higher hazard-management scores indicated more favourable or effectively managed
conditions.

Results: Job Satisfaction, Engagement and Co-worker Connection Quality showed good internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha
=.802-.850; omega = .862-.891, 29-item JSECC alpha = .914). A correlated three-factor model fitted better than a one-factor
model, with remaining correlation between Job Satisfaction and Engagement. All 17 hazard-management scores were
positively associated with both outcomes after adjustment for PR6, industry and country. Poor Support showed the strongest
adjusted associations with Job Satisfaction (B = .752) and Engagement (B = .562). The full hazard set added substantial
explained variance beyond covariates (AR? = .664 and .431, respectively). Traumatic Events and Materials (39.4%) and Fatigue
(30.6%) had the greatest high-risk prevalence. PR6 was positively associated with all four workplace outcomes; its six core
domains added more explained variance to Engagement (AR? = .043) than to Job Satisfaction (AR2 = .005) after workplace
conditions were considered.

Conclusions: The JSECC provides multidimensional information about workplace experience and psychosocial conditions,
while PR6 provides complementary information about personal resources. Current evidence supports workplace monitoring,
consultation and hypothesis generation.

Keywords: psychosocial hazards; workplace assessment; job satisfaction; work engagement; personal resilience; occupational
health; psychometrics; JSECC

organisational injustice, with common mental health problems
(Harvey et al., 2017). More recent guidance therefore places
organisational interventions alongside manager, worker and
individual-level approaches, rather than treating workplace

Introduction

Psychosocial hazards appear often due to the design or
management of work, the working environment, and workplace

behaviours and interactions. Their potential effects depend on
whether a hazard is present and on the frequency, duration and
severity of exposure and on the interaction of multiple hazards
(Safe Work Australia, 2022). Evidence reviews have linked
adverse work environments, including high demands, low
control, poor support, low reward, job insecurity and

mental health as an individual responsibility alone (World
Health Organization, 2022). Occupational research similarly
indicates that work demands, shift patterns, support, leadership
and access to job resources are associated with employee health
and functioning, including in healthcare and high-adversity
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occupations (Aiken et al., 2013; Beaton & Murphy, 1993;
Demerouti et al., 2001; Knutsson, 2003).

Workplace outcomes are related but not interchangeable. Job
satisfaction concerns an employee's evaluation of the job and
organisation, whereas engagement concerns motivated
involvement and sustained investment in work (Schaufeli et al.,
2002). Co-worker relationships represent a further source of
support, trust and social connection, while work context
encompasses operational and organisational conditions that
may enable functioning or create strain. This distinction is
consistent with Job Demands - Resources theory, which
differentiates job demands from the resources that support
motivation, engagement and sustainable performance (Bakker
et al.,, 2023; Demerouti et al., 2001). Meta-analytic evidence
indicates that both job and personal resources are associated
with engagement, and that engagement is strongly associated
with job satisfaction and commitment (Mazzetti et al., 2023).
Organisational justice and workplace affiliation also have
distinct relevance to employee attitudes and functioning
(Adamovic, 2023; Ozcelik & Barsade, 2018). A multidimensional
assessment can therefore retain information that may be
obscured by a single global indicator.

The Job Satisfaction, Engagement, Co-worker Connection
Quality and Work Context assessment (JSECC) was developed
to assess these related dimensions within a single applied
workplace instrument. The original JSECC contains 29 items.
Job Satisfaction covers job enjoyment, leadership and
management, development opportunities, recognition and
commitment. Engagement motivation, interest,
productivity, involvement and accomplishment. Co-worker
Connection  Quality association,  harmony,
communication and trust. Work Context covers ergonomics,
work safety, policies and procedures, administrative work,
public interactions, training regimes, and the mental, social and
relationship effects of work. Work Context was designed as a
heterogeneous index of workplace conditions rather than as a
narrowly reflective latent construct.

covers

covers

JSECC was developed over a span of three years alongside
psychologists through applied use across multiple workplaces
and occupational settings. Item refinement was informed by
professional implementation observations, and
interviews or consultations in which score patterns were
compared with reported working conditions and psychosocial
concerns. Expert review and target-population feedback are
recognised sources of content and response-process evidence in
scale development, with value in addition to separate analyses
to establish reliability, dimensionality and criterion validity
(Boateng et al., 2018).

review,

This practice-based process informed three monitoring bands
used in JSECC psychosocial hazard assessments: high risk for
scores below 40%, moderate risk for scores from 40% to 60%
inclusive, and managed risk for scores above 60%. The bands
were developed iteratively by triangulating JSECC score
patterns with information from interviews and workplace
consultations, together with available organisational data.
Depending on the workplace, these data included workforce
demographics, work health and safety records, workers’
compensation claims, leave and absence patterns, incident
reports and other relevant operational indicators. Where survey
classifications did not adequately reflect employees” reported
experiences or issues evident in these other sources, the
proposed thresholds were reviewed and adjusted. This process
was intended to improve the practical correspondence between
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JSECC classifications and conditions experienced on the
ground. The resulting bands are best understood as practice-
informed interpretation thresholds that support consultation
and further investigation. They are not diagnostic cut-offs,
regulatory determinations, or thresholds with formally
established sensitivity and specificity.

Following n = 2,326 initial assessments alongside interviews, the
instrument was subsequently expanded by 22 items to assess
psychosocial hazards directly in alignment with Australian
legislated hazards. The resulting s1-item JSECC Psychosocial
Survey produces 17 hazard-management scores organised
within the Protect, Unite, Respect and Empower (PURE)
reporting framework. Protect covers safety, security and
intrusive surveillance; Unite covers interpersonal conditions
and support; Respect covers recognition and organisational
justice; and Empower covers work design, autonomy, clarity,
fatigue and sustainable demands. The framework includes the
common psychosocial hazard areas described in Australian
guidance. The terminology should not be taken to imply that all
17 labels have identical legal status in every Australian
jurisdiction, given state-based differences in terminology often
for similar hazards. The national Model Code provides guidance
and has legal effect only where adopted within a jurisdiction
(Safe Work Australia, 2022).

A 16-item version of the Predictive 6 Factor Resilience
assessment (PR6) may be administered with the JSECC,
producing a 67-item combined assessment. PR6 assesses Vision,
Composure, Reasoning, Tenacity, Collaboration and Health,
together with overall resilience and the forward-looking
Momentum indicator (Rossouw & Rossouw, 2016; Rossouw et
al., 2017). The JSECC and PR6 have also been administered
together as outcome measures in a naturalistic evaluation of
High Adversity Resilience Training (Rossouw, 2026), extending
the published conceptual development of HART (Rossouw et
al., 2024). Including PR6 permits personal resilience resources
to be examined alongside workplace experience and
psychosocial conditions. This distinction is important because
individual resources and job resources may interact, but they
are not interchangeable (Bakker et al., 2023; Xanthopoulou et
al., 2007). The combined structure is intended to reduce the risk
of attributing adverse workplace experience solely to individual
resilience when work design, leadership, support, fairness or
workplace behaviour may also contribute.

The present study used routine JSECC implementation data to
examine the instrument's applied measurement properties and
the interpretation of its scores. The aims were to: (1) assess the
internal consistency and factor structure of Job Satisfaction,
Engagement and Co-worker Connection Quality; (2) describe
JSECC, PR6 and psychosocial hazard scores across the available
sample and industry categories; (3) examine associations
between hazard-management scores, personal resilience, Job
Satisfaction and Engagement; and (4) describe the distribution
of PURE and individual hazard scores across the established
JSECC monitoring bands. The analyses were intended to inform
applied interpretation.

Methods

Study design and data source

This retrospective cross-sectional study analysed de-identified
records collected through routine workplace and training
applications of the JSECC. The analytic dataset contained 5,107
records with complete responses to the 29 core JSECC items and
complete scores for the four broad JSECC outcomes and overall
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PR6 resilience. A later subset of 2,781 participants also had
complete data for the 22-item psychosocial hazard extension
and was used for analyses involving PURE domains, individual
hazards and adjusted resilience models. Analyses used
complete cases for the variables required by each model. Privacy
and confidentiality were maintained throughout the study.
Before analysis, all assessment records were de-identified by
removing direct identifiers and any information that could
reasonably identify individual participants or participating
organisations. Results were fully de-identified and reported in
aggregate form only to remove identification risks. All JSECC
data is stored securely in accordance with applicable privacy
requirements and organisational data-management policies.

Participants

Most assessments were completed in Australia (n = 4,755;
93.1%); 352 assessments (6.9%) were completed in other
countries. Six industry categories were available: Education and
Training, Emergency Services and Safety, Government,
Healthcare, Mining and Other Industries (Table 1). Education
and Training represented 64.2% of the sample. The dataset was
therefore treated as an implementation sample rather than as a
population-representative normative sample.

Measures

Core JSECC. The 29 core items assess Job Satisfaction,
Engagement, Co-worker Connection Quality and Work
Context. Responses were recorded on a five-point Likert-type
scale, scored from o to 4. Negatively keyed items were reverse-
scored. Relevant items were averaged and transformed to a o to
100 scale, with higher scores indicating more favourable
workplace experience.

Psychosocial hazard extension. Twenty-two supplementary
items were combined with relevant core JSECC items to
calculate 17 hazard-management scores. Protect comprised job
insecurity, traumatic events and materials, remote or isolated
work, poor physical environment and intrusive surveillance.
Unite comprised violence and aggression, bullying, harassment
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including sexual harassment, conflict or poor workplace
relationships, and poor support. Respect comprised inadequate
reward and recognition and poor organisational justice.
Empower comprised lack of role clarity, poor organisational
change management, high or low job demands, fatigue and low
job control. Scores were transformed to a o to 100 scale. Higher
scores denote more favourable conditions or more effective
hazard management, rather than greater exposure.

PR6 resilience. The optional PR6 component comprised 16
items assessing Vision, Composure, Reasoning, Tenacity,
Collaboration and Health. It also produced an overall resilience
score and a forward-looking Momentum indicator. Items used
the same five-point response format, including reverse-keyed
items where applicable, and scores were transformed to a o to
100 scale. Higher scores indicate stronger self-reported
resilience-related functioning.

Interpretation bands

JSECC workplace and hazard-management scores were
classified as high risk when below 40%, moderate risk from 40%
to 60% inclusive, and managed risk when above 60%. These
classifications were used descriptively to examine score
distributions. They were not treated as clinical diagnoses,
instead providing empirical discussion points to inform
interviews and internal reviews regarding hazards and
workplace factors. PR6 overall scores were grouped using the
established descriptive bands of low (<50%), below average
(50% to 69.9%), above average (70% to 84.9%) and high (=85%).

Statistical analysis

Internal consistency was evaluated for Job Satisfaction,
Engagement and Co-worker Connection Quality using
Cronbach's alpha, alpha based on polychoric
correlations, model-based omega and corrected item-total
correlations. Ordinal and model-based estimates were included
because alpha alone depends on assumptions that may not hold
for short Likert-type scales (Gadermann et al., 2012; McNeish,
2018). Structural validity was examined using confirmatory

ordinal

factor analysis with the

Table 1. Assessment sample by industry and location weighted le?St Squares mean
- S and variance adjusted

Industry Australia, n Other, n Total, n Sample, % estimator, which is appropriate
Education and Training 3215 65 3280 64.2 for ordered categorical item
Emergency Services and Safety 341 69 410 8 scores (Flora & Curran, 2004).
Government 115 10 125 2.4 A correlated  three-factor
Healthcare 279 68 347 6.8 model was compared
Mining 343 12 355 7 descriptively with a one-factor
Other industries 462 128 590 11.6 model. Work Context was
Total 4755 352 5107 100 excluded from these analyses
“Other” combines assessments completed outside Australia. because its indicators
intentionally represent

Table 2. Overall JSECC and PR6 scores and internal consistency heterogeneous workplace

conditions rather than a single

Scale Mean (SD) 95% CI for mean Cronbach’s alpha

Overall ISECGC 09142 reflective latent construct.

Job Satisfaction 67.5(19.1) 66.910 68.0 0.8504 Means and standard deviations

Engagement 70.9(17.0) 70.4t071.4 0.8024 were calculated for the broad

Co-worker Connection 70.5(16.3) 70.0to 70.9 0.8108 JSECC scales, their

Work Context 60.2 (14.6) 59.810 60.6 ; components, PR6 and the

PR6 resilience 66.0 (13.7) 65.6t0 66.4 0.8338 psychosocial hazard-
management scores. Overall

Scores are expressed as percentages, ranging from 0 to 100. Higher scores indicate more favourable
outcomes. All 5,107 assessments had complete data for these five overall scales. Standard deviations are
presented in parentheses. JSECC Overall is not intended as an overall measure, therefore no total is
provided. Work Context is a collection of heterogeneous workplace factors and therefore not intended to

have internal consistency.

95% confidence intervals were
calculated for the five broad
scores. Industry comparisons
were descriptive and were not

adjusted for differences in
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participating organisations, roles, sample size or geographic
composition.

Pearson correlations described the associations between each of
the 17 hazard-management scores and Job Satisfaction and
Engagement. Ordinary least squares regression then examined
each hazard in a separate model adjusted for overall PR6
resilience, industry and country. Continuous variables were
standardised, and the Benjamini-Hochberg false-discovery-rate
procedure was applied within each outcome (Benjamini &
Hochberg, 1995). A secondary exploratory model entered all 17
hazards simultaneously to estimate their joint increment in
explained variance and to examine overlap among hazard areas.

Associations between PR6 factors and Job Satisfaction and
Engagement were first described with Pearson correlations.
Each factor was then examined in a separate standardised
regression model adjusted for the four PURE domains, industry
and country. A further model entered the six core PR6 domains
simultaneously to identify their distinct contributions beyond
the other domains. Momentum was analysed separately as a
forward-looking indicator. False-discovery-rate correction was
applied within each outcome.

The number and proportion of participants in each JSECC risk
band were calculated for the four PURE domains and 17
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individual hazards. Workplace outcome means were then
compared across PR6 bands using one-way analysis of variance.
Eta squared quantified the proportion of observed outcome
variance associated with band membership, and correlations
using continuous PR6 scores were calculated to check that the
pattern was not solely an artefact of categorisation. All tests
were two-sided.

Results

Sample characteristics

The core analysis included 5,107 complete assessments.
Australia contributed 4,755 records and other countries 352.
Education and Training was the largest industry group (n =
3,280; 64.2%), followed by Other Industries (n = 590; 11.6%),
Emergency Services and Safety (n = 410; 8.0%), Mining (n = 355;
7.0%), Healthcare (n = 347; 6.8%) and Government (n = 125;
2.4%) (Table 1). The psychosocial hazard analyses used the
complete extension subsample of 2,781.

Internal consistency and structural validity

Job Satisfaction, Co-worker Connection Quality and
Engagement demonstrated good internal consistency.
Cronbach's alpha was .850, .811 and .802, respectively. These
coefficients were similar to those reported in the separate HART

Figure 1. Overall and adjusted associations with Job Satisfaction and Engagement

Pearson correlations and adjusted standardised coefficients for selected psychosocial hazard-management scores and PR6

resilience factors

@® Job u

A. Psychosocial hazard-management scores
Adjusted for overall PR6 resilience, industry and country

Each line connects B to r for the same outcome

B.752 r.794
+0+®
Poor support
Hl+—N
B .562 r.688

Organisational change +HO+0
management +H+—1n
B .483 r.599
B.720 r.770
_— - +O+@
Organisational justice
+E+—a
B.474 r.587
B 687 r.743
. +@+@
Reward and recognition
+E+—N
B .450 r.581
B .629 r.687
+O+@

Job security

+H+—
B.524 r.654
B .507 r.582
N +@-+—0
Role clarity
-l+—N
B .385 r.516
B 423 r.510
. . ~@—+—@
High or low job demands
+l+—N

B .450 r.594
B .421 r.512
Workplace relationships/ ~O+—0
conflict -+
B.394 r.543

0.1 0 0.2 04 06 0.8

Standardised association value (B or r)

Hazard-management interpretation

Overall and adjusted estimates point in the same favourable direction.

B = adjusted estimate with 95% C| r = overall Pearson correlation

B. PR6 resilience factors
All overall relationships are positive; adjusted estimates isolate residual overlap

Each line connects B to r for the same outcome

Bj065 r.394
- 10
Vision
+il+—0
B.210 r.482
B .0p2 r.284
10
Momentum
+l+——0
B.178 r.406
B .o r.280
. 10
Tenacity
B |
B.151 r.389
B .02: r.227
. jor—0
Reasoning
+l—n
B.120 r.335
B .01 r.224
|0
Health
[ e |
B .088 r.308
B -.007 r.228
. g0
Collaboration
rl—N
.082 r.321
B-.013 r.216
—0
Composure
rl—n
B .45 r.280

0.1 0 0.2 04 06 0.8

Standardised association value (B or r)

How to read the PR6 sign changes

Allr values are positive. Near-zero adjusted reversals reflect overlap, not harm

Shaded band marks values from -.05 to .05; whiskers appear only around B and show its 95% confidence interval.

Overall and adjusted associations of selected psychosocial hazard-management scores and PR6 resilience factors with Job Satisfaction and
Engagement. Within each outcome, the coloured line connects the adjusted standardised coefficient (B) to the zero-order Pearson correlation (r) on a
shared scale. Whiskers around B show its 95% confidence interval; confidence intervals are not shown for r. The connector is a visual contrast
between overall and adjusted estimates, not change over time or a causal pathway. Hazard coefficients were adjusted for overall PR6 resilience,
industry and country; PR6 coefficients were adjusted for the four PURE domains, industry and country. Higher hazard-management scores indicate
more favourable or more effectively managed conditions. All PR6 factors had positive zero-order correlations with both outcomes. The small negative
adjusted Job Satisfaction estimates for Collaboration and Composure were close to zero and their confidence intervals included zero; they should not
be interpreted as evidence that either factor is harmful. Such sign changes are consistent with statistical suppression or shared variance with the
adiustment variables. Results are cross-sectional and do not establish causal effects.
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Figure 2. Psychosocial hazard risk-band distributions

PURE domain distributions and all 17 psychosocial hazard areas.

A. PURE domain distributions

Percentage of respondents in each risk band
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9
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48.7%
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B. Hazard-level prevalence
Lower-right positions indicate a less favourable distribution

Marker area = moderate-risk prevalence

@
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o Traumatic events/materials (P)
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@ ratigue (E)
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© Bulying V)

14.9% 1 14.0% 1 71.1%
o Low job control (E)

13.0% £ 17.5% / 69.5%

10% 20% 30% 40%

Respondents in the high-risk range

Hazard key - value order: high risk / moderate risk / managed

@ Role clarity (E)
5.7% 1 29.5% / 64.8%

@ violenceraggression (U)
5.0%/7.5% / 87.5%

@ Remotefisolated work (P)
4.4% 1 25.7% / 69.9%

@ Poor support (U)
4.2%120.7% / 75.0%
Workplace conflict (U)
3.7%/21.5% / 74.8%

o Organisational justice (R)
12.5% / 29.6% / 57.8%

© change management (E)
11.8% / 29.8% / 58.4%

° Harassment (U)
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8.0%/10.6% / 81.4%

@ Physical environment (P)
7.9%/ 11.9% / 80.1%

@ Job insecurity (P)
6.4% / 15.0% / 78.5%

Psychosocial hazard risk-band distributions. Panel A shows the proportions of respondents classified in the high-risk, moderate-risk and managed
ranges for the four PURE domains. Panel B shows all 17 psychosocial hazard areas; marker area represents the moderate-risk percentage, and the
numbered key identifies each hazard and its PURE domain. Scores below 40% were classified as high risk, scores from 40% to 60% as moderate risk
and scores above 60% as managed. These practice-informed monitoring thresholds are not diagnostic cut-offs or regulatory determinations.

Percentages may not total exactly 100 because of rounding.

implementation report for Job Satisfaction (alpha = .850), Co-
worker Connection Quality (alpha = .829) and Engagement
(alpha = .801; Rossouw, 2026). In the present sample, ordinal
alpha ranged from .846 to .877 and model-based omega from
.862 to .891. Corrected item-total correlations ranged from .356
to .723, and removing individual items produced no material
improvement in reliability. PR6 alpha was maintained at .8338,
indicating good internal consistency.

The correlated three-factor model fitted better than the one-
factor model. Fit for the one-factor model was CFI = .812, TLI =
790, RMSEA = .156 and SRMR = .106, compared with CFI = .887,
TLI = .872, RMSEA = .122 and SRMR = .076 for the three-factor
model. Absolute fit for the three-factor model nevertheless
remained below commonly used criteria for adequate fit. All
items loaded positively on their intended factors. Standardised
loadings ranged from .606 to .861 for Job Satisfaction, .426 to
.gu for Co-worker Connection Quality and .565 to .873 for
Engagement. Latent correlations were .605 between Job
Satisfaction and Co-worker Connection Quality, .769 between
Engagement and Co-worker Connection Quality, and .888
between Job Satisfaction and Engagement.

Overall and industry score patterns

Across the full sample, Engagement had the highest broad
mean score (70.9%, SD = 17.0), followed by Co-worker
Connection Quality (70.5%, SD = 16.3), Job Satisfaction (67.5%,
SD = 19.1), PR6 resilience (66.0%, SD =13.7) and Work Context
(60.2%, SD =14.6) (Table 2). The corresponding 95% confidence
intervals were narrow because of the large sample.

Industry means are shown in Table 3. Job Satisfaction ranged
from 61.5% in Healthcare to 69.0% in Other Industries, and
Work Context ranged from 56.7% in Emergency Services and
Safety to 63.6% in Other Industries. Co-worker Connection
Quality varied less, from 68.4% to 71.1%. Mining had the highest
PR6 mean (69.7%) and Education and Training the lowest
(64.9%). At the component level, Accomplishment was the
highest overall JSECC score (83.0%). Work Mental Impact
(44.2%), Administrative Work (46.4%) and Work Relationship
Impact (50.8%) were among the lowest. Emergency Services
and Safety recorded a particularly low Work Safety score
(44.5%), while Healthcare recorded the lowest Leadership
Views score (51.4%). These comparisons were descriptive.

Psychosocial hazard-management scores

Individual hazard-management scores for the 2,781-person
extension sample are presented in Table 4. The most favourable
overall scores were for Violence and Aggression (78.8%),
Harassment including Sexual Harassment (77.4%) and Intrusive
Surveillance (76.3%). The lowest were Traumatic Events and
Materials (46.5%), Fatigue (50.5%) and High or Low Job
Demands (56.8%). Traumatic Events and Materials was lowest
in Healthcare (39.9%) and Emergency Services and Safety
(40.8%). Emergency Services and Safety also had comparatively
low scores for Remote or Isolated Work (60.1%) and Poor
Physical Environment (60.0%).

Psychosocial hazards and workplace outcomes
All 17 hazard-management scores correlated positively with Job
Satisfaction and Engagement, with selected hazards shown in
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Figure 1. For Job Satisfaction, correlations ranged from r = .289
for Traumatic Events and Materials to r = .794 for Poor Support.
For Engagement, they ranged from r = .267 for Traumatic Events
and Materials to r = .688 for Poor Support. After adjustment for
PR6 resilience, industry and country, all 17 associations
remained significant after false-discovery-rate correction.

Poor Support was the strongest adjusted correlate of Job
Satisfaction (B = .752, 95% CI [.728, .776]) and Engagement (B =
562, 95% CI [.536, .589]). For Job Satisfaction, the next largest
adjusted coefficients were Organisational Change Management
(B = .732), Organisational Justice (B = .720), Reward and
Recognition (B = .687), Job Security (B = .629) and Role Clarity
(B = .507). For Engagement, the next largest were Job Security
(B = .524), Organisational Change Management (f = .483),
Organisational Justice (B = .474), Job Demands (B = .450) and
Reward and Recognition (B = .450) (Figure 1).

Entering all 17 hazards together increased explained variance
beyond PR6, industry and country from R? = .166 to .830 for Job
Satisfaction, AR? = .664, F(17, 2756) = 633.07, p < .001, and from
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R? = 296 to .728 for Engagement, AR? = .431, F(17, 2756) = 256.72,
p < .oo1. The simultaneous model also showed substantial
overlap among hazards. Variance inflation factors were highest
for Poor Support (9.96), Reward and Recognition (8.68),
Organisational Justice (7.45) and Organisational Change
Management (7.17), with moderate overlap for Workplace
Relationships and Conflict (5.29). Individual coefficients from
the simultaneous model were therefore not used to rank
hazards.

Resilience factors and workplace outcomes

Every PR6 factor showed a positive simple correlation with both
workplace outcomes (Figure 1). Vision had the strongest
correlations with Job Satisfaction (r = .394) and Engagement (r
= .482). This mirrors recent findings noting Meaning and
Purpose as being the most-agreed contributor to human
wellbeing (Iasiello et al., 2025). Momentum and Tenacity had
the next largest correlations with Engagement, whereas
Tenacity, Momentum and Reasoning showed smaller positive
correlations with Job Satisfaction.

Table 3. JSECC and PR6 scores Overall and by Industry

Scale and component Overall E&T ESS Gov HC MIN OTH

PRé6 resilience 66.0% 64.9% 67.7% 66.7% 66.2% 69.7% 68.1%
Vision 69.3% 69.0% 67.6% 69.0% 67.5% 72.7% 71.0%
Composure 69.2% 68.0% 73.6% 72.4% 71.2% 71.7% 69.6%
Reasoning 63.7% 61.0% 70.5% 64.7% 65.4% 69.9% 69.0%
Tenacity 71.4% 70.5% 73.2% 71.7% 71.9% 73.7% 73.8%
Collaboration 66.0% 66.5% 64.8% 66.9% 62.8% 66.5% 65.3%
Health 58.1% 57.6% 56.6% 59.6% 58.3% 61.6% 59.5%
Momentum 64.3% 62.0% 67.7% 62.9% 66.1% 72.1% 68.9%
Job Satisfaction 67.5% 68.4% 64.9% 66.7% 61.5% 65.8% 69.0%
Job Enjoyment 69.1% 69.6% 68.0% 65.7% 66.8% 66.2% 70.7%
Leadership Views 65.9% 69.5% 55.6% 63.2% 51.4% 58.9% 65.8%
Management Views 70.7% 70.4% 70.9% 74.0% 66.9% 71.8% 73.4%
Development Opportunities 63.8% 63.2% 65.3% 65.6% 58.9% 67.5% 66.1%
Recognition 60.7% 61.0% 58.5% 64.4% 53.7% 60.9% 63.3%
Commitment 73.1% 75.1% 67.7% 68.4% 66.3% 68.9% 73.1%
Engagement 70.9% 71.2% 69.5% 69.0% 67.9% 70.3% 72.8%
Motivation 59.6% 58.9% 60.8% 58.2% 55.9% 60.4% 64.3%
Interest 63.5% 63.4% 61.9% 60.6% 60.3% 64.7% 66.6%
Productivity 74.6% 74.1% 73.7% 71.4% 73.9% 77.3% 77.3%
Involvement 73.8% 75.3% 69.6% 73.8% 68.7% 71.0% 73.5%
Accomplishment 83.0% 84.1% 81.3% 81.0% 80.8% 78.0% 82.2%
Co-worker Connection Quality 70.5% 71.1% 68.4% 70.0% 69.4% 69.7% 69.7%
Association 68.2% 69.0% 66.0% 67.2% 65.9% 67.5% 66.8%
Harmony 71.1% 70.5% 71.0% 72.2% 72.6% 71.3% 73.4%
Communication 69.7% 71.2% 65.7% 68.9% 68.0% 66.6% 67.2%
Trust 72.9% 73.6% 71.0% 71.9% 71.0% 73.4% 71.5%
Work Context 60.2% 60.2% 56.7% 59.9% 57.2% 61.9% 63.6%
Ergonomics 76.8% 76.7% 74.1% 72.2% 74.4% 79.9% 79.6%
Work Safety 67.1% 70.7% 44.5% 66.6% 62.8% 53.2% 73.9%
Policies and Procedures 66.6% 67.1% 64.6% 62.4% 65.8% 67.3% 65.8%
Administrative Work 46.4% 44.7% 45.0% 50.8% 48.3% 48.7% 53.2%
Public Interactions 70.2% 71.3% 64.6% 71.0% 61.9% 71.5% 71.9%
Training Regimes 65.9% 65.1% 69.8% 66.0% 61.5% 72.9% 66.6%
Work Mental Impact 44.2% 41.8% 46.5% 48.0% 40.9% 54.3% 50.8%
Work Social Impact 54.2% 54.2% 51.8% 52.2% 51.1% 55.9% 57.2%
Work Relationship Impact 50.8% 50.6% 49.1% 50.0% 48.3% 53.4% 53.8%

Overalln=5,107. E&T = Education and Training; ESS = Emergency Services and Safety; GOV = Government; HC = Healthcare; MIN = Mining; OTH = Other

industries. Values are mean percentage scores.
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In separate models adjusted for the four PURE domains,
industry and country, Vision retained the largest association
with Job Satisfaction (B = .065) and Engagement (B = .210).
Momentum and Tenacity also retained positive adjusted
associations with both outcomes. When the six core PR6
domains were entered together, Vision remained the largest
distinct positive correlate of both outcomes. Tenacity remained
positively associated with both outcomes, and Reasoning
retained a positive unique association with Engagement.
Collaboration and Composure had positive simple correlations
but negative unique coefficients in the simultaneous model,
indicating substantial shared variance among PR6 domains
rather than negative zero-order relationships.

The six core PR6 domains increased explained variance in
Engagement from R? = .602 to .645, AR? = .043, F(6, 2764) =
56.45, p < .ool. Their incremental contribution to Job
Satisfaction was smaller, increasing R? from .808 to .813, AR? =
.005, F(6, 2764) =12.78, p < .001L.

Risk-band distributions
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participants in the managed range and 3.2% in the high-risk
range. Protect had 65.6% in the managed range and 5.4% in the
high-risk range. Respect had the largest domain-level high-risk
proportion (11.1%), although 60.5% remained in the managed
range. Empower had the smallest managed proportion (48.7%);
44.4% were in the moderate-risk range and 7.0% in the high-
risk range.

At the individual-hazard level, Traumatic Events and Materials
had the largest high-risk prevalence (39.4%), followed by
Fatigue (30.6%) (Figure 3). High-risk prevalence was 16.1% for
Inadequate Reward and Recognition, 14.9% for High or Low Job
Demands, 14.9% for Bullying, 13.0% for Low Job Control, 12.5%
for Poor Organisational Justice and 1.8% for Poor
Organisational Change Management. Bullying showed a
comparatively polarised distribution: 14.9% were in the high-
risk range, while 71.1% were in the managed range.

Workplace outcomes across PR6 resilience bands
Mean scores on all four workplace outcomes increased
progressively across PR6 resilience bands (Figure 4). From the

Figure 3. Individual psychosocial hazard risk-band distributions

All 17 hazard areas ranked by the percentage of participants in the high-risk range.

B High risk (<40%)

I Moderate risk (40-60%) M Managed risk (>60%)

Percentage of participants

Rank Hazard area PURE Mean (SD)
1 Traumatic events and materials Protect 46.5 (20.1)
2 Fatigue Empower  50.5 (19.8)
3 Inadequate reward and recognition Respect 60.9 (23.1)
4 High/low job demands Empower  56.8 (15.2)
5 Bullying Unite 75.2 (30.7)
6 Low job control Empower  66.5 (21.0)
7 Poor organisational justice Respect 64.3 (21.9)
8 Poor organisational change management ~ Empower  64.8 (21.8)
9 Harassment, including sexual harassment  Unite 77.4 (23.0)
10  Intrusive surveillance Protect 76.3 (22.1)
11 Poor physical environment Protect 73.7 (20.6)
12 Job insecurity Protect 72.7 (18.4)
13 Lack of role clarity Empower  68.1(18.0)
14 Violence and aggression Unite 78.8 (18.6)
15  Remote or isolated work Protect 71.9 (19.1)
16  Poor support Unite 71.0 (16.8)
17  Conflict or poor workplace relationships Unite 70.5(16.3)

0 20 40 60 80 100

Percentage of participants in each risk band

Individual psychosocial hazard risk-band distributions. Hazard areas are ranked by the proportion of participants scoring in the high-risk range. Bars
show the percentage classified as high risk, moderate risk and managed risk; percentages may not sum exactly to 100 because of rounding. Higher
hazard-management scores indicate more favourable or more effectively managed conditions. High risk represents scores below 40%, moderate risk
represents scores from 40% to 60% inclusive, and managed risk represents scores above 60%. These practice-informed monitoring thresholds are
not diagnostic cut-offs or regulatory determinations. A high-risk score does not by itself establish that a workplace has breached a regulatory
standard or that a particular hazard caused an individual outcome. N =2,781.

Risk-band distributions differed across PURE domains (Figure
2). Unite had the most favourable distribution, with 75.4% of

low to high PR6 bands, Job Satisfaction increased from 56.4% to
82.5%, Engagement from s557% to 88.2%, Co-worker
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Connection Quality from 61.0% to 83.2%, and Work Context
from 51.8% to 74.8% (Figure 4).

Differences across PR6 bands were significant for Job
Satisfaction, F(3, 2777) = 132.11, p < .001, n? = .125; Engagement,
F(3, 2777) = 293.69, p < .001, n? = .241; Co-worker Connection
Quality, F(3, 2777) =125.32, p < .001, )2 = .19; and Work Context,
F(3, 2777) = 202.57, p < .001, n? = .180. Continuous PR6 scores
were also positively correlated with Job Satisfaction, r = .388,
95% CI [.356, .419]; Engagement, r = .537, 95% CI [.510, .563]; Co-
worker Connection Quality, r = 382, 95% CI [.350, .413]; and
Work Context, r = .454, 95% CI [.424, .483]. All correlations had
p < .00L

Discussion

Principal findings

This study provides initial large-sample evidence on the applied
measurement properties and score interpretation of the JSECC.
Four findings are most relevant for prospective users. First, Job
Satisfaction, Engagement and Co-worker Connection Quality
showed good internal consistency. Second, the broad and
component scores distinguished relatively favourable areas
from less favourable aspects of work experience and showed
descriptive variation across industries. Third, all 17 hazard-
management scores were associated with Job Satisfaction and
Engagement, with support and several organisational-system
factors showing the strongest adjusted associations. Fourth,
personal resilience was positively related to all four workplace
outcomes, but its incremental contribution was larger for
Engagement than for Job Satisfaction once workplace
conditions were considered.

Measurement properties

The reliability findings were consistent across several
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alpha from .846 to .877, and omega from .862 to .891. The Job
Satisfaction and Engagement alphas were almost identical to
the values reported in the HART implementation report, while
the Co-worker Connection Quality alpha was modestly lower in
the present sample (.81 compared with .829; Rossouw, 2026).
Reporting omega and ordinal alpha alongside coefficient alpha
is useful because the measures rely on ordered response
categories and alpha rests on restrictive measurement
assumptions (Gadermann et al., 2012; McNeish, 2018).

The factor analysis provided more qualified evidence. The
correlated three-factor model fitted better than a single general
factor, supporting separate reporting of Job Satisfaction,
Engagement and Co-worker Connection Quality. However, the
three-factor model did note some overlap which included latent
correlation between Job Satisfaction and Engagement. Work
Context was intentionally not modelled as a reflective scale
because its indicators cover heterogeneous conditions; its score
should consequently be interpreted as a composite workplace
profile rather than as evidence of a single latent trait.

Workplace and industry score patterns

At the broad level, Engagement (70.9%) and Co-worker
Connection Quality (70.5%) were more favourable than Work
Context (60.2%). Component results showed why broad scores
should not be used alone: Accomplishment was the highest
component (83.0%), whereas Work Mental Impact (44.2%),
Administrative Work (46.4%) and Work Relationship Impact
(50.8%) were among the lowest. The JSECC therefore appears
most informative when broad scores are examined together
with their components, because an acceptable domain mean
can coexist with a specific adverse condition. The value of
retaining Co-worker Connection Quality as a distinct reporting
area is also consistent with evidence that workplace affiliation

Table 4. Psychosocial Hazard Scores Overall and by Industry

PURE domain and hazard Overall E&T ESS GOov HC MIN OTH

Protect 66.5% 67.7% 59.2% 67.6% 63.2% 63.2% 68.3%
Job Insecurity 72.7% 73.9% 70.1% 76.2% 72.4% 68.5% 71.7%
Traumatic Events and Materials 46.5% 45.6% 40.8% 43.8% 39.9% 50.1% 52.7%
Remote or Isolated Work 71.9% 74.1% 60.1% 75.5% 66.8% 66.5% 73.6%
Poor Physical Environment 73.7% 75.3% 60.0% 70.8% 73.9% 67.2% 76.9%
Intrusive Surveillance 76.3% 79.1% 68.5% 85.1% 74.9% 66.6% 74.3%
Unite 71.9% 72.9% 68.8% 74.5% 69.4% 69.9% 71.7%
Violence and Aggression 78.8% 80.0% 73.7% 86.8% 72.8% 76.5% 79.6%
Bullying 75.2% 78.0% 64.9% 71.5% 68.7% 65.9% 77.5%
Harassment, Including Sexual Harassment 77.4% 80.7% 64.8% 72.2% 69.8% 70.4% 77.8%
Conflict or Poor Workplace Relationships 70.5% 71.4% 68.3% 74.5% 70.1% 68.7% 68.9%
Poor Support 71.0% 71.1% 70.9% 73.4% 70.0% 71.3% 70.7%
Respect 62.6% 63.5% 59.6% 61.1% 59.0% 60.9% 63.1%
Inadequate Reward and Recognition 60.9% 60.4% 61.4% 61.3% 59.5% 61.9% 62.8%
Poor Organisational Justice 64.3% 66.6% 57.7% 60.9% 58.4% 60.0% 63.3%
Empower 59.2% 58.8% 57.1% 60.0% 57.7% 59.0% 61.9%
Lack of Role Clarity 68.1% 69.7% 67.5% 69.7% 65.9% 65.1% 64.8%
Poor Organisational Change Management 64.8% 66.9% 60.3% 62.5% 59.8% 61.3% 62.9%
High or Low Job Demands 56.8% 56.3% 52.2% 56.5% 55.4% 56.4% 61.8%
Fatigue 50.5% 48.1% 52.3% 52.6% 51.8% 55.1% 55.6%
Low Job Control 66.5% 65.0% 69.0% 70.8% 66.0% 67.2% 70.5%

E&T = Education and Training; ESS = Emergency Services and Safety; GOV = Government; HC = Healthcare; MIN = Mining; OTH = Other industries.
Values are mean percentage scores. Higher scores indicate more favourable workplace conditions.

estimators. Cronbach's alpha ranged from .802 to .850, ordinal
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Figure 4. Workplace outcomes across PR6 resilience bands
Mean JSECC outcome scores with 95% confidence intervals and relative differences from the Low resilience group.

Points = means; whiskers = 95% CI
Percentage labels = relative difference from Low-band mean
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PR6 band percentages: Low 11.5%; Below average 50.1%; Above average 30.3%; High 8.2%
Mean workplace outcome scores across PR6 resilience bands. Points represent group means and whiskers represent 95% confidence intervals.
Percentage labels show the relative difference from the Low-band mean, calculated as ([band mean - Low-band mean] / Low-band mean) x 100. All
four outcomes increased monotonically across higher PR6 bands. Engagement showed the largest between-band effect, followed by Work Context,

Job Satisfaction and Co-worker Connection Quality. Continuous correlations are shown within each panel. These are cross-sectional group
differences rather than longitudinal changes and do not establish direction or causality; the PR6 bands should not be interpreted as diagnostic

categories.

and loneliness have consequences for commitment and
performance (Ozcelik & Barsade, 2018).

Industry patterns were plausible but should remain descriptive.
Healthcare had the lowest Job Satisfaction mean (61.5%),
Emergency Services and Safety had the lowest Work Context
mean (56.7%), and Mining had the highest PR6 mean (69.7%).
Traumatic Events and Materials was also especially low in
Healthcare (39.9%) and Emergency Services and Safety (40.8%).
These differences may reflect work design and exposure
conditions, but the particular
organisations, roles and assessment contexts represented.
Education and Training constituted 64.2% of the core sample,
Government was small, and organisation-level clustering could
not be modelled. The industry estimates should therefore not
be treated as normative benchmarks or evidence that one
industry is intrinsically safer or less safe than another.

they may also reflect

Psychosocial hazards and applied interpretation

The association analyses indicate that workplace conditions
captured by the JSECC are closely related to how employees
evaluate and engage with their work. Poor Support was the
strongest adjusted correlate of Job Satisfaction (B = .752) and
Engagement (B = .562). Organisational Change Management,
Organisational Justice, Reward and Recognition, Job Security,
Role Clarity and Job Demands also showed comparatively large
adjusted coefficients. This pattern is consistent with Job
Demands - Resources theory, in which job resources support
motivation and engagement while poorly managed demands
contribute to strain (Bakker et al., 2023; Mazzetti et al., 2023),

and with evidence that organisational justice is consequential
for employee outcomes (Adamovic, 2023). It also supports an
organisational interpretation of psychosocial risk rather than an
explanation centred only on individual coping.

The full hazard set increased explained variance by .664 for Job
Satisfaction and .431 for Engagement beyond PR6, industry and
country. These increments are substantial, but they should not
be interpreted as causal effects. Hazard and outcome scores
were reported by the same respondents at the same time, and
some were calculated from overlapping portions of the JSECC
item pool. Both shared content and common method variance
can increase observed associations (Podsakoff et al., 2024). The
simultaneous model also contained marked multicollinearity:
VIFs were 9.96 for Poor Support, 8.68 for Reward and
Recognition, 7.45 for Organisational Justice, 717 for
Organisational Change Management and 5.29 for Workplace
Relationships and Conflict. Consequently, the separate adjusted
models and simple correlations are more suitable for identifying
broad areas of association, whereas coefficients from the
simultaneous model should not be used to rank independent
causal priorities.

Mean scores and risk-band prevalence answered different
questions. At the domain level, Empower had the smallest
managed proportion (48.7%) and 44.4% of participants were in
the moderate-risk range, whereas Respect had the largest high-
risk proportion (11.1%). At the hazard level, Traumatic Events
and Materials (39.4%) and Fatigue (30.6%) had the highest
high-risk prevalence. By contrast, Poor Support showed the
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strongest association with both outcomes but ranked 16th of the
17 hazards for high-risk prevalence in Figure 4. Assessment
users should therefore consider prevalence, severity,
organisational context and association with the outcome of
interest together. A frequent exposure is not necessarily the
strongest correlate of Job Satisfaction or Engagement, and a less
prevalent hazard may still warrant intervention when its
consequences are severe or when legal duties apply (Safe Work
Australia, 2022).

Resilience and workplace conditions

PR6 scores showed a clear graded relationship with workplace
experience. From the low to high resilience bands, Job
Satisfaction increased from 56.4% to 82.5%, Engagement from
55.7% to 88.2%, Co-worker Connection Quality from 61.0% to
83.2%, and Work Context from 51.8% to 74.8%. The largest band
effect was for Engagement (n? = .241), and the continuous
correlation between PR6 and Engagement was .537. Vision had
the strongest simple association with both Job Satisfaction and
Engagement, with Momentum and Tenacity also prominent for
Engagement. These findings are consistent with research
positioning personal resources as contributors to engagement
within, rather than substitutes for, the wider job-resources
system (Mazzetti et al., 2023; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007).

The adjusted models sharpen this distinction. The six core PR6
domains added 4.3 percentage points of explained variance to
Engagement after PURE domains, industry and country, but
only 0.5 percentage points to Job Satisfaction. Workplace
conditions therefore accounted for most of the modelled
variance in Job Satisfaction, while personal resilience retained
more incremental relevance to Engagement. Negative unique
coefficients for Composure and Collaboration in the
simultaneous PR6 model should not be interpreted as harmful
effects because both had positive simple correlations; they are
more consistent with suppression arising from shared variance
among resilience domains. In general, the results favour an
integrated approach that improves design and
organisational systems while supporting individual resources,
consistent with current workplace mental-health guidance
(World Health Organization, 2022).

work

Implications for JSECC use

The present findings support use of JSECC scores as structured
indicators for workplace monitoring, group discussion and
hypothesis generation. For applied use, broad scales should be
reviewed with their components and individual hazards; means
should be reported with score distributions; and exposure
prevalence should be considered alongside associations with
relevant outcomes. PR6 can add information about personal
resources, particularly in relation to Engagement, but should
not be used to explain away adverse workplace conditions.
Repeated administration is most defensible when accompanied
by documented organisational changes and external indicators
such as absence, turnover, incident data or independently
assessed working conditions.

Strengths and limitations

Strengths include the large real-world sample, multi-industry
coverage, use of several reliability estimators, ordinal
confirmatory factor analysis, and simultaneous reporting of
means, risk-band distributions and adjusted associations. The
analysis also separated personal resilience from workplace
conditions and explicitly examined overlap among hazard
measures. These features provide a more informative starting
point for score interpretation than internal consistency alone.
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Several limitations constrain inference. The implementation
sample was not randomly selected and was dominated by
Education and Training and Australian assessments. The
extension analyses used a smaller complete-case subsample,
and selection into that subsample was not tested. The cross-
sectional, same-source design prevents causal or temporal
conclusions and is susceptible to common method bias
(Podsakoff et al., 2024). Industry comparisons were not
adjusted for organisation, role, demographic composition or
exposure history, and organisation-level clustering could not be
modelled. Because hazard and outcome scores partly share the
same item pool, their associations include construct and item
overlap. Proprietary item wording also limits independent
scrutiny and replication.

Future research

Further research should cross-validate the item structure in
independent and more balanced samples, test measurement
invariance across industries, countries and demographic
groups, and compare correlated-factor, higher-order, bifactor
and exploratory structural equation models. Longitudinal and
multilevel studies with organisation identifiers are needed to
separate individual from workplace effects and to test whether
changes in JSECC scores predict or accompany changes in
external outcomes. Criterion studies should examine mental
health, absence, turnover, safety incidents and objective or
independently rated work conditions. Threshold research
should assess sensitivity, specificity and consequences of
classification, while responsiveness studies should estimate
meaningful change. These steps are relevant for current
monitoring bands to be treated as validated decision thresholds
(Boateng et al., 2018).

Conclusion

The JSECC showed good internal consistency for Job
Satisfaction, Engagement and Co-worker Connection Quality in
a large applied sample, with Cronbach's alpha values closely
matching those reported in the HART implementation report.
A three-factor representation was preferable to a single general
factor, although overlap between Job Satisfaction and
Engagement indicate that structural validity remains
provisional. The score profiles differentiated broad workplace
outcomes, specific work-context concerns and psychosocial
hazard areas, while the risk-band results identified Traumatic
Events and Materials, Fatigue and Empower-related conditions
as prominent prevalence concerns.

Better-managed psychosocial conditions strongly
associated with Job Satisfaction and Engagement, and personal
resilience was positively associated with all four workplace
outcomes. However, workplace conditions accounted for
substantially more incremental variance in Job Satisfaction than
the PR6 domains, whereas PR6 made a larger additional
contribution to Engagement. The combined results support
using JSECC and PR6 as complementary sources of information
while maintaining a clear distinction between organisational
conditions and individual resources.

were

On current evidence, the JSECC is best positioned as a
multidimensional workplace monitoring and consultation tool.
Decisions should integrate domain and component scores, risk-
band distributions, contextual consultation and external
organisational data. Independent cross-validation, longitudinal
evidence, measurement-invariance testing and formal
threshold evaluation are future directions for expanding the
instrument's broader validity and decision utility.
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