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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Employment Quality Illinois (EQ-IL) Index indicates that job quality in the state is good for many workers, 
better for others, even best for some, but still poor for too many.

Using a survey sample of over 5,600 employed workers in Illinois, a composite index was constructed 
of job quality in the state. The Index included ten dimensions of JQ with an average of 7 subcomponents, 
for a total of 70 aspects of work and jobs, plus 5 aggregate indicators. These items were combined with 
25 indicators of “worker satisfaction” to form a total of 100 for a composite index of job quality in Illinois.

While workers report meaningful work and generally safe environments, persistent shortfalls remain 
in pay and stability, benefits coverage, advancement opportunities, work–life supports, and worker voice. 
Improving job quality in Illinois requires improvements across these subjective and objective dimensions 
rather than a narrow focus on wages alone.

The survey data produced an overall composite score just above 53 out of a perfect 100. 
 

FINDINGS
Pay Quality
Pay is ranked by workers themselves as the most important of the 10 dimension but it scores only moder-
ately, not only because of the level of wages and salaries having room for improvement, but the quality of 
pay includes factors such as unpaid overtime, misclassification of contractors as non-employees, earnings 
instability and widespread multiple jobholding for financial reasons (insufficient pay, hours or full-time op-
portunities).

Benefits Quality
Benefits coverage is uneven and incomplete in meeting the demand of many workers. About half of workers 
lack retirement plans or paid sick leave time. Paid time off remains well below international norms.

Work–Life Reconciliation Supports Quality
Paid parental leave, childcare, and transportation supports are all too rare. Work–life balance is achieved mainly 
through informal flexibility arrangements, quality at workplaces at the individual or organizational levels.

Hours and Scheduling Quality
Only about 40% of workers have hours that match their hours preferences; some want fewer and many 
want more hours. Mandatory overtime and short notice schedules are all-too common. Almost half the 
work force would trade pay for the opportunity to work a four-day workweek.

Job Security and Risk Quality
While most jobs are not temporary or on a contract basis only, nearly 30 percent of workers perceive  
substantial risk of job loss. Prevention of layoffs and income protection in the event is very limited.

Outlook and Prospects Quality
Training and advancement opportunities are often limited. Tuition assistance is uncommon. Workers show 
modest confidence in their future mobility.
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Workplace Safety and Health Quality
Most workers report physically and mentally/emotionally safe environments. However, daily fatigue and 
sleep disruption due to work remain common.

Social Environment of Work and Workplace Quality
The support of coworkers is quite moderate and from supervisors a bit lower, however a sense of belonging 
exceeds this. Workers with remote work report high satisfaction with it.

Job Content Quality
Most workers can draw quite a bit of meaningfulness and usefulness from their jobs. Where present, job 
autonomy is a key contributor to quality of work, including when remote working is entirely voluntary.

Voice and Representation
Fewer than half feel able to speak up about their working conditions, compensation or mistreatment at 
work. There is a substantial representation gap – half of those workers without union representation would 
support unionization.

JOB SATISFACTION AND OVERALL INDEX
Job satisfaction closely mirrors workers’ own job quality evaluation. However, like job quality, it remains 
overall just over halfway to ideal. 

The EQ-IL Index findings suggest some potential for coordinated policy action across multiple dimensions, 
that could directly or indirectly improve conditions within existing jobs, and ultimately deliver higher job 
satisfaction, happiness at work and perceptions of worker job quality. Job quality would be improved with  
a combination of protection of wages, increased unionization, reduced miss-classification, expanded  
employment benefits and employee ownership. Any policy or practice which makes jobs, work and tasks 
more meaningful improve job quality. As does advancing prospects for job security, increased safety,  
enlarging autonomy for workers, expanded control over their time and strengthening their ability to have  
an effective voice at work, would all improve overall job quality. 
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INTRODUCTION
The quality of jobs and work is recently getting the attention it deserves, as the structure of work is undergoing 
profound and rapid transformation. While we remain concerned as ever that there be enough employment 
opportunities, security and mobility in the face of technological advancement and shifting employer practices, 
the quality of those jobs has not yet been as closely measured nor discussed as a key source of our current 
quality of work and life. The traditionally focused- upon indicators of the performance and health of the labor 
market—such as unemployment rates or aggregate job growth—are important but too narrow to reflect the 
daily reality of workers or the broader economic well-being of a state’s labor force. The full picture can only  
be captured with a wider lens that includes the quality of jobs and work.

This report from researchers at the Project for Middle Class Renewal (PMCR) attempts to fill a gap in the  
United States by attempting to quantitatively measure the quality of employment, using recent data from  
a large, representative sample of those working in Illinois, to create a job quality index. In doing so we consider 
not only what jobs are good, but specifically what makes a job good, better or best. Importantly, assessment 
of worker employment (treated as synonymous with job) quality is taken from a multi-dimensional perspective 
(Golden, Choi and Wang, 2024; Bellisle, Choi and Golden, 2024; Bellisle, Dickson, Fugiel, Golden, Petrucci and 
Bruno, 2022).

The PMCR framework encompasses up to ten dimensions that can be considered at least somewhat distinct 
from one another, each contributing separately to job quality. These range from more objective conditions 
such as observed levels and patterns of wage rates, hours, benefit coverage, job training and work schedules 
to more subjective conditions such as workers’ perceptions of safety, control, workplace relationships, voice/
input, and their prospects for advancement. Without, however, a systematic approach to measuring them,  
it is difficult to identify where job quality is high, medium or low and disparities exist in the distribution of such 
jobs among groups (Bellisle, Choi and Golden, 2025; Biu et al 2023). 

Employers and policymakers often invest heavily in job creation. The long-term health and performance  
of a state’s economy depend equally on improving aggregate job quality. There are three primary ways  
to accomplish this goal; increase “good jobs” as a proportion of all jobs, decrease “bad jobs” as a proportion  
of all jobs or make all existing jobs better. PMCR seeks to include the goal of increasing the number  
of high-quality jobs and enhancing quality of working conditions within and across all jobs (Harker, 2023). 

Drawing on existing academic research, PMCR has developed a unified framework for evaluating the  
quality of jobs across multiple dimensions from a large-scale survey to form a baseline index of the quality  
of employment in Illinois. The EQ-IL Index is a metric comprising workers’ evaluation of their own job  
quality and satisfaction ratings for the following 10 dimensions of jobs, work or workplaces (below). 

While common in Europe, UK and elsewhere globally, such an index is far less common, narrower in scope and 
relies only on available secondary data in the US. By grounding this analysis in primary data and a transparent 
methodology, the EQ-IL Index will help identify specifically of what constitutes a “good job,” to monitor progress 
over time and inform broader discussions among business and worker advocate communities to improve  
human capital, productivity and worker well-being. We intend to complement and provide a companion to 
other recent efforts, such as the Gallup’s 2025  American Job Quality Study and Oxfam’s Best States to Work.  
The Oxfam analysis currently ranks Illinois as the 8th best state for workers. 
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THREE WAVES OF RESEARCH ON JOB QUALITY:  
FROM DETERMINANTS TO BUILDING AN INDEX 
The issue of measuring job quality is now covered by disciplines running the gamut from economics, sociology, 
industrial-organizational psychology, labor-employment relations, human resource/ organizational manage-
ment to occupational health, safety, and work-life balance. Each approach emphasizes different aspects of job, 
work or employment quality (Muñoz de Bustillo et al. 2011).

The first generation of such research was attempting to expand the conception of the state of labor market 
performance beyond just the aggregate employment and earnings levels. It involved surveys that began to in-
clude some non-monetary characteristics of work and jobs, such as the perceived compensation, job security, 
and a few working condition items (Jencks et al. 1988; Staines and Quinn 1979). 

This sparked a second wave of surveys and research on JQ that focused on identifying “bad” jobs and bad job 
characteristics, particularly “precarious” work characterized by instability, insecurity, and insufficient earnings 
(Kalleberg et al. 2000; Tilly 1996; Graves, 2023; Wang et al. 2024; Congdon, 2025). 

The most recent wave of research develops a more complex, multi-dimensional conceptualization of JQ 
(Andrea et al. 2022; Gonzalez et al. 2022). It includes distinguishing between objective and subjective factors 
(Freeman and Rogers 2006; Clark 2015; Dickson et al. 2018; Orr et al. 2023; Bauer et al 2025) of job quality, as 
well as a distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic dimensions of work (Kalleberg, 2011; Burchell et al. 2014; 
Weziak-Bialowolska et al. 2020; Stefana et al 2021; Green et al. 2024). Finally, some approaches incorporate 
broader institutional factors, including the public support systems such as features of unemployment insur-
ance coverage or legal protections for workers’ rights (Henly et al. 2021).

In the US, discussions of job quality and its measurement have been more narrowly focused on earnings 
(Schmitt and Jones 2012; Carre and Tilly 2017; Howell and Kalleberg 2019; Alpert et al. 2019; Hockett et al. 
2019; Ribar and Wooden 2020; Bourquin, 2021; Cushman et al. 2021). However, more impactful studies utiliz-
ing multidimensional measurement of job quality (Blanchflower and Bryson, 2026) have advanced a deeper 
understanding of job quality in the US.
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USING DETERMINANTS OF JOB QUALITY TO CONSTRUCT  
A COMPOSITE INDEX 
A composite index in the context of employment and job quality research is a tool used to combine several 
indicators into a single, aggregate measure. To develop these work and job conditions into a single composite 
indicator of overall job quality, requires using methodological principles for developing indices (Alkire et  
al. 2015).

One principle is that the multi-dimensional nature of job quality can be meaningfully captured by a single 
indicator (Santero-Sanchez et al. 2015; OECD, 2008). Despite attempts to create a standardized approach, 
there is no single, settled composite job-quality index. Instead, a family of multi-dimensional frameworks 
and one-off composite indices has developed, aimed at various purposes, e.g., policy monitoring, 
cross-country comparison, organizational/psychometric assessment. The dominant practice is multidimensional 
measurement, built from separate indicators, rather than forcing everything into one single score (Cazes  
et al. 2015). Even the more sophisticated measurement approaches suggest that no single dimension  
necessarily captures all elements across countries and time (Cazes et al 2015; Steffgen et al 2020). 

A persistent issue for creating an index of overall job quality is that each worker may attach different  
degrees of importance and derive different amounts of job satisfaction to different items (Scott and Katz, 
2021). Most models apply some simple, if not equivalent, weight to all sub-indices or their components 
(Piasna, 2023). Some apply a predetermined weighting with a maximum value (Oddo et al. 2020). Thus,  
assigning weights is inherently subject to limitations, namely the varying units of measurement amongst  
relevant variables as well as disregard of causal relationships between variables (Santero-Sanchez et al. 
2015). Though protocols do exist for weighting partial indicators, “no consensus has been reached on their 
greater or lesser suitability” (OECD 2008). Thus, any weighting and aggregation choices will make the  
composite indicator sensitive to the weight assigned to each dimension as opposed to each receiving  
equal weight (Green and Mostafa, 2012; Cascales, 2021). 
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FROM THE EQ-IL SAMPLE DATA TO THE EQ-IL INDEX 
To assess the quality of employment and jobs in Illinois, the Employment Quality in Illinois Survey (EQ-IL)  
is a sample drawn from over 12,000 respondents, 5,625 of which are considered sufficient to meet  
minimum quality standards to be included in the survey. Data are collected using the Qualtrics online  
survey platform, a response-driven sampling method between November 2023 and March 2024. Respondents 
are anonymously recruited from Qualtrics panels, which is then de-identified and aggregated. To ensure 
representativeness, maximum caps and minimum quotas were established during the collection for race, 
gender, education, and industries, to ensure representativeness. To be eligible for inclusion in the survey, 
participants met three criteria: (1) work in Illinois, (2) eighteen years or over, and (3) have worked within  
the last four weeks, using Qualtrics’ built-in statistical analysis tools.

Illinois is one of the most representative states in the US in terms of these characteristics (Van Dam 2024). 
However, some groups got overrepresented during the collection process (e.g., unionized workers, Chicago 
residents, and individuals with master’s degrees), while those with less than a high school education are 
|underrepresented. To address these biases and better approximate a representative sample of Illinois 
workers, weighting mechanisms were applied using core demographics, of sex, age, race ethnicity,  
educational attainment, and household income (see Appendix Table A1 for sample characteristics). 

Unique to the EQ-IL survey is the inclusion of a direct question asking workers to assess their own “employment 
situation” on a scale of zero to ten. While “employment quality” may be more accurate,” herein we will refer 
to this as “job quality” (JQ), as is most common in the prior research. 

Workers are asked, “at your most recent (last) job, on which step of an imagined ladder, from “worst possible” 
(0) at the bottom to “ideal” (10) at the top, would you say your employment situation was?” For a reference 
point, Illinois’ average in a national study for the years 2000-2017 was 6.89, slightly below the average state 
in the US of just over 7 (Blanchflower and Bryson, 2024a).  

The EQ-IL survey instrument includes enough questions for us to construct 75 components reflecting the 
quality of working conditions—70 job conditions and 5 aggregate indicators -- plus another 25 worker  
“satisfaction” questions, within ten dimensions (see below) to sum to 100 as a potential maximum score.

10 Dimensions of JQ using EQ-IL 

Dimension 1. Pay Quality / Earnings Dimension 6. Outlook / Prospects

Dimension 2. Employer-Provided Benefits Dimension 7. Social and Interpersonal Environment

Dimension 3. Employer Supports for Work-Life 
Reconciliation

Dimension 8. Physical and Psychological Environment 
at Work

Dimension 4. Work Hours and Scheduling Dimension 9. Job Content

Dimension 5. Job Security / Risks Dimension 10. Voice, Empowerment / Representation
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The ultimate composite index number--comprised three-fourths of the dimensions and the other ¼  
satisfaction with 25 of the items--is meant to serve more as a benchmark versus an ideal that is not  
realistically achievable, but would reflect a completely full glass, of a perfect 100. As there is no one, single, 
agreed-upon or “correct” job quality index, our assessment, like others, involves normative choices of which 
objective and subjective job attributes to include and exclude, but is based on a comprehensive review  
of items used throughout other surveys and measures.

Within each dimension, the average number of components is 7, although it ranges from 5 to 11 components, 
derived from the relevant survey questions (work hours and scheduling questions are more numerous 
having it built on our prior surveys with this focus (Dickson, Golden and Bruno, 2018). In creating a score 
for each, we also apply certain assumptions—such as security is preferable to insecurity, more benefits are 
better than fewer or none, and that having more control, flexibility, autonomy, meaning or voice is better 
than not having. The veracity of our assumptions is based on our prior statistical decompositions of what 
explains the variation in workers’ ratings of their JQ (Bellisle, Dickson, Fugiel, Golden and Bruno, 2022;  
Golden, Choi, Wang and Bellisle, 2024; Wang, Choi and Golden, 2026). 

The sample characteristics (see Appendix Table A1) include that are regular full-time employees (82.4  
percent), followed by regular part-time workers (12.9 percent), self-employed business owners (1.5 percent), 
independent contractors (1.9 percent), and temporary workers (1.4 percent). While most workers hold one 
job (69.9 percent), three in ten workers have held two or more jobs at some point in the last three months. 
Additionally, 40.5 percent in the sample are salaried, and 59.4 percent were paid hourly. The three largest 
industries of the 21 total represented in the sample are manufacturing (12.7 percent), educational services 
(9.2 percent), and retail trade (8.9 percent). The three most common among the 23 total occupations are  
office and administrative support (13.8 percent), management (13.6 percent), and financial professionals 
(9.5 percent). The sample is 64.8 percent White, the mean age is 42, 53.9 percent are men, 55.8 percent did 
not complete college, and 32.2 percent have an annual household income below $75,000. By location, the 
largest share of participants works outside of Cook County but within the state of Illinois (41.4 percent), 
while over one-third are employed within the city of Chicago (35 percent) and the remaining 24 percent  
are in non-Chicago Cook County.

SELECT FINDINGS FROM EACH OF THE 10 SURVEY DIMENSIONS 
For each of the 10 dimensions of job quality, there is a calculated average score running from 0 to 100. Each 
of the 10 dimensions have the measures derived from the EQ-IL survey (see Appendix Table 2A), with on 
average 7 per dimension (though varying from 5 to 11). Averaging the 10 scores for each dimension of job 
quality yields an average 54.4 for the 10 dimensions. 

Weights for each dimension (the far-right column of each table) are there to reflect whether workers’ assessed 
“ranking” (see Appendix Table 3A) deviated upward or downward from 0.10, where each dimension would 
be simply equivalent in weight toward the building of a composite index. This suggests that the raw score 
would slightly inflate the JQ level and that applications of these scores should consider the measures we 
have of both the absolute and relative “importance” as stated by workers themselves. When adjusting  
for the importance by ranking, the index of working conditions is 53.75. This is amended (below) by the  
25 indicators of satisfaction and 5 aggregate measures, also to be adjusted by the weights. The purpose  
of these figures is less to be taken literally, and more to show where there are deficits—where we fall short 
of being “best” as a working condition, both in absolute terms and in relative terms compared to some  
of the other aspects of work and jobs. 
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Dimension 1: Pay Quality
The median hourly wage in the sample is $25, and the median salary is $95,000, which are used to construct  
a measure relative to a higher, achievable standard. More than 4 in 10 workers have in recent months worked 
jobs in addition to their main job, with 30% of them clearly for economic need. Over 36 percent of workers 
were unwilling to take a cut in pay in return for improving any objective working condition, suggesting  
a deficiency in their pay. Two types of misclassifications of workers results diminished pay quality relative  
to its potential. For example, 35.7 percent of workers report not getting paid for overtime work due to being 
misclassified as “exempt” employees. Among all wage and salary workers, 22.4 percent have hours that  
fluctuate by more than 50 percent, suggesting their pay is unstable or volatile. Relative to the other  
dimensions, the importance of pay will be weighted most heavily.

The overall dimension score average is 56.3 percent.

Table 1: Quality of Pay  

Pay
Quality Indicator Score 

(%) Definition / Measurement
Weight: 
Rank 
.0145 

1 Median hourly wage above 
a benchmark 40.1 % earning above $45/hour

2 Median salary (salaried) 62.8 Median annual salary as % of “highly  
compensated employee” threshold

3 Multiple jobholding 30.1
Share of workers holding more than one 
job for reasons other than inability to find 
full-time work or insufficient earnings 

4 Willing to trade pay 63.7
Ratio of workers who are willing to accept 
a pay reduction for one or more listed 
working conditions

5 Independent Contractor 
classification is correct 62.0 Criteria of who sets pay, has job and 

scheduling autonomy (average)

6 Correct overtime classifica-
tion 68.5 Overtime eligibility (has W-2 status  

and non-supervisory role)

7 Stable work hours 77.6 Low volatility ratio (variation beyond  
50% of usual) work hours

8 Paid for cancelled shifts or 
schedule changes 46.7 Employer-initiated schedule  

changes in the last 4 weeks

Average Dimension Score 56.3%



11

Dimension 2: Benefits Quality
Most but not all workers in Illinois have at least one employee benefit at their job. However, 12 percent  
of the state workforce lacks any benefits coverage at all. Two-thirds have an employer provided health 
insurance plan. Only about half have retirement plan benefits available, and almost three quarters of those 
are defined contribution plans, the remaining quarter are defined benefit or IRAs. Meanwhile, just over half 
have some access to paid sick time/leave with their employer. The median number of reported paid days  
off per year is 15 (which does not include parental leave here). This is relative to the norms and standards  
in other developed economies, which represent a ceiling that is attainable and feasible. Only one in ten 
workers has stock ownership with their employer, although this too is higher among longer tenured  
workers, at 13 percent. The importance (weight) of benefits quality is right at the median.
The overall dimension score average is 51.4 percent.

Table 2. Benefits Quality

Benefits Quality 
Score 
(%)

Measurement
Weight: 
Rank 
0.101 

1 Any benefits coverage  
(inverse of no coverage) 88.1%

Reverse score of 11.9% of workers reporting  
no benefits coverage at all, has at least one 
employment benefit (paid leave, health  
insurance, retirement, employee ownership).

2 Access to paid sick leave 51.3% Workers with access to paid sick leave,  
regardless of number of days provided 

3 Employer-provided or  
available health insurance 66.0% Provision or availability of employer- 

sponsored health insurance.

4 Provision or availability  
of retirement benefits 50.5% Access to employer-sponsored pension  

or defined contribution retirement plans.

5 Employee stock ownership 
plan (ESOP) 9.5% Share of workers with access to an ESOP

6 Paid sick + vacation  
+ personal days (median) 42.9%

Median of 15 paid days per year, normalized  
by a benchmark maximum of 35 days observed 
in developed countries (15/35).

Average Dimension Score 51.4%
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Dimension 3: Work–Life Reconciliation and Supports Quality
Work-life is a mostly distinct dimension from employee benefits coverage. It consists of both formal and 
perceived supports for workers to balance their work with personal or family life. Almost 6 in 10 workers in 
the sample have employer-provided paid vacation, but only about 3 in 10 have paid parental leave. Still few-
er have childcare or financial support (2 in 10). Only about 15% have assistance with commuting costs. On 
the plus side, 62 percent of workers indicated that it was not too difficult or not at all difficult to coordinate 
their work with caregiving, including childcare responsibilities. And 52 percent find it not too (or not at all) 
difficult to take off time during the workday for personal or family matters. Its importance is ranked slightly 
below the median rank.
The overall dimension score average is 41.2 percent.

Table 3. Work–Life Reconciliation and Supports Quality

Indicator Definition / Measurement
Score 
(%)

Weight: 
Rank 
0.090

1 Vacation/PTO Has paid time off including vacation 59.1

2 Paid parental leave Has maternal and paternal leave access 29.5

3 Childcare support Has access to dependent care, FSAs 19.5

4 Transportation assistance Has access to subsidies for transit 15.0

5 Coordinating work schedule 
with caregiving arrangements?

How difficult to coordinate Not at all  
or not too difficult 62.0

6 Flexibility during work to take 
care of family/personal matters?

Taking an hour or two off during work 
hours is not at all or not too difficult 52.0

7 Work demands interfere with 
your life outside of work?

Work-life conflict frequency % never  
or rarely / % somewhat or always 51.3

Average Dimension Score 41.2%
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Dimension 4: Hours and Scheduling Quality
Work hours and work scheduling issues have both objective and subjective influences on JQ. The proportion  
of workers whose number of actual weekly hours matches their preference is 40 percent –upwards of half 
indicate a preference to work more hours. Another sign is whether one’s overtime work is mandatory. As 
many as 61 percent of workers worked some extra hours beyond their standard (typically 40) weekly hours, 
extended or additional shifts—for 7 of 10 of these workers, the overtime was mandatory occasionally  
or more frequently, only for 3 in 10 was it voluntary. Shift work is predominantly regular (including day,  
evening and night shifts) for 76.3 percent of workers, but almost a quarter have irregular types of shifts.  
No more than 56 percent of workers have greater than one-week advance notice of their work schedule. 
Those who recently requested and received either a modification to schedule or additional work hours  
was at 56.4 percent. Finally, as many as 42 percent expressed a willingness to sacrifice pay to attain  
a 4-day workweek. The weight for importance is a tick above the median.

The overall dimension score average is 59.5 percent.

Table 4: Hours and Scheduling Quality

Indicator Definition / Measurement
Score 
(%)

Weight: 
Rank 
0.107

1 Hours match  
workers’ preferences

Not underemployed or overemployed under or 
over preferred # of hours 40.0

2 Involuntary part-time and 
temps who want more hours (1-) [%PT who do not want more hours) 40.1

3 Voluntary overtime
% worked OT entirely by choice as a ratio to 
those whose OT is mandatory is often/always or 
sometimes/occasionally

42.0

4 Shift type is regular or other Usual work shift time is not irregular, split, ro-
tating shifts 76.3

5 Schedule predictability Advance notice of schedule is greater than just 
one week or less 56.0

6 Control of work schedule % “decide my own schedule"/ % “employer de-
cides” work scheduling 58.9

7 Hours cut without pay Did not have their hours or a shift cut and not 
paid for it (in last month) 64.8

8 No clopening Did not have to work both late shift and early 
shift next day 80.8

9 Hours or schedule changes 
approved

Receiving a requested modification to schedule 
or additional work hours 56.4

10 Days of week worked  
vs. preferred

Overlap (gap) between days worked last week 
and preferred days of the week 81.8

11 Willingness to pay for  
a reconfigured workweek

[1 - 42%] who would trade pay cut for 4-day 
workweek 58%

Average Dimension Score 59.5%
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Dimension 5: Employment Security/Risk Quality
Dimension 5, security in one’s current employment constitutes one of the key contributors to explaining the 
variation in JQ among workers. Almost 3 in 10 workers see a moderate to extremely high risk of job loss. 
Workers with job tenure 1 year or longer comprise 74.9 percent of the sample. Temporary jobs make up 2.5 
percent of the sample. Almost 10 percent report that they have work-sharing arrangements. In importance, 
it ranks slightly above the median. 

The overall dimension score average is 61 percent.

Table 5. Employment Security/Risk Quality

Indicator Definition / Measurement
Score 
(%)

Weight: 
Rank
 0.108

1 Risk of job loss – next 12 months likelihood of job loss is not at all  
+ not too likely 71.1%

2 Risk of losing job due to AI likelihood of job loss is not at all  
+ not too likely 58.2%

3 Risk of job loss due to environ-
mental sustainability

likelihood of job loss is not at all  
+ not too likely 63.9%

4 Job security perceived Security of job feels extremely or very 69.0%

5 Job tenure > 5 year 5 or more years in their current job 37.5%

6 Permanent vs. Temp employ-
ment

Non-Temp jobs as ratio to “regular full time 
and part time” jobs 94.6%

7 Hours and income protected 
from reduction 

Work-sharing accessible + getting pay 
when hours get reduced 40.8%

Average Dimension Score 61.0%
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Dimension 6. Outlook and Employment and Income Prospects Quality
Dimension 6 includes prospects for advancement or promotion, which is another key explainer of assessing 
one’s quality of their current job. About 3 in 10 regard their advancement opportunities or promotion as not 
too likely, thus, 7 in 10 do see positive prospects. The frequency of training offered is a key antecedent of 
such advancement, with about 4 in 10 workers experiencing at least several times a year. Similarly, a quarter 
of the workers report that their employers provide subsidies for any education or training programs. About 
4 in 10 workers express no intention of quitting their job, implying a level of commitment or contentment 
with their employment situation. Workers’ general prospects on the labor market are indicated by the 42 
percent who believe they could find a job comparable to their current job. 

Finally, another element of future security is reflected in access to and the type of work retirement plan. 
Over 73 percent have defined contribution type plans and 23 percent have traditional defined benefit plans, 
suggesting 59.8 percent having potentially secure retirement income. Of the 10 dimensions, the lowest 
ranked was “future prospects.” Workers discounting the value of future, subjective factors, over which they 
may have less available discretion or knowledge, is not too surprising. This would be consistent with a “hi-
erarchy of needs” framework applied to work and ranking (Anthony et al, 2023) of worker well-being (Wę-
ziak-Białowolska et al. 2020; Scott & Katz, 2021). Its importance ranks considerably below the median.

The overall dimension score average is 45.7 percent.

Table 6. Outlook Employment and Income Prospects Quality

Indicator Definition / Measurement
Score 
(%)

Weight: 
Rank
 0.068

1 Advancement and 
promotion opportunities Promotion is not or not too likely 69.5

2 Opportunities for 
skills development

Training frequency: always 
or at least several times this year 39.1

3 Quit intention No intention to quit in next 12 months 38.9

4 Employer provides education 
support Tuition assistance for education or training 25.1

5 Ease of finding another job Finding a comparable job is very 
or extremely easy 42.0

6 Retirement plan provides 
income security

Those with defined benefit plan plus ½ 
of those with defined contribution plans 59.8

Average Dimension Score 45.7%
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Dimension 7: Psycho-Social and Physical Environment Safety and Health Quality
Dimension 7 refers to the psycho-social characteristics of work and the workplace, specifically the perceived 
safety and healthiness of the work environment. Three quarters of workers regard their workplace as safe 
physically. Just over two-thirds regard it as safe mentally. When asked how frequently they were exhausted 
by the time their work was finished, 58.4 percent reported not very often or even less frequently, although 
23 percent report feeling exhausted every day they work. Indeed, as many as one third of workers report 
that their job interferes with their sleep. About 1 in 5 workers report they lack sufficient time provided at 
work to get their job done. Finally, among those that report having one of the several types of disability, 44.5 
percent feel that this is sufficiently accommodated at work or that this disability does not affect their work. 
Its importance ranks somewhat below the median.

The overall dimension score average is 62.9 percent. 

Table 7. Psycho-Social and Physical Environment Safety and Health Quality

Indicator Definition / Measurement
Score 
(%)

Weight: 
Rank
 0.084

1 Physical safety % that rate physical safety at their job  
as excellent or very good 75.3

2 Emotional safety for mental 
health % that excellent or very good emotional safety 68.6

3 Fatigue/exhaustion Feeling exhausted by the time you finish work? 
Not very often and not every day worked 58.4

4 Work-sleep balance Job interferes with sleep never, hardly ever, 
sometimes 66.1

5 Sufficient time in job Enough time to get everything done at work  
is more than half of days worked 80.0

6 Disability accommodations Accessibility is not at all difficult or not too  
difficult, or the disability doesn't affect work 44.5

Average Dimension Score 62.9%
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Dimension 8: Social and Interpersonal Environment Quality
Dimension 8 shows indicators of the perceived support systems at work. A small majority, 53 percent, of 
workers feel totally or very much supported by their coworkers. Slightly less feel supported by their imme-
diate supervisor(s). Similarly, 45 percent feel very or slightly “fairly treated.” A little over 2 in 3 workers feel a 
sense of belonging at work. Among those (38 percent) in the sample whose job entails at least some remote 
work, satisfaction with it rates 8.2 out of 10, indicating it is largely experienced positively. 

The overall dimension score average is 59.9 percent. 

Table 8. Social and Interpersonal Environment Quality

Indicator Definition / Measurement
Score 
(%)

Weight: 
Rank
 0.076

1 Coworker support How supported do you feel by your fellow 
co-workers/ teammates (totally or a lot) 53.0

2 Supervisor support How supported do you feel by your  
immediate supervisor(s)? 51.0

3 Supervisor Fair treatment % feeling their supervisor(s) treats  
them very or moderately fairly 45.0

4 Sense of belonging (inclusion) % feeling a sense of belonging  
is a great deal or a lot 68.7

5 Remote work satisfaction Among remote workers, 8.2 sliding  
scale average rating out of 10 82.0

Average Dimension Score 59.9%
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Dimension 9: Job Content Quality
Dimension 9 addresses various elements of job content. Two in three workers find personal meaningfulness 
in their jobs. As many as 72.5 percent regard their job or work as (extremely or very) useful to society. Many 
workers, however, feel their job involves repetitive tasks in ways that are unwelcome. Almost 63 percent of 
workers report having a lot of freedom or more to decide how to do their own work. One qualitative aspect 
of jobs is working remotely or at home rather than an office, store, shop or plant. The reasons for working at 
home determine whether it is a positive or negative job attribute--54 percent work at home due to their own 
discretion (reflecting preferences or convenience). The importance question for this dimension is missing,  
unfortunately, and its score is imputed as above the median, given the salience found empirically on the 
strength of this dimension and its components explaining variation among workers in JQ (Bellisle et al. 2024).

The overall dimension score average is 61.3 percent. 

Table 9. Job Content Quality

Indicator Definition / Measurement
Score 
(%)

Weight: 
Rank
 0.110

1 Job meaningfulness How meaningful job is to you personally 
extremely + very 67.5

2 Social usefulness Feel job is useful to society  
is extremely + very 72.5

3 Optimal/Moderate repetitiveness 
How often doing the same thing at work 
repetitively is often or sometimes, but 
neither all the time nor rarely or never

56.0

4 Autonomy in work Freedom to decide how one’s 
own work is done is total or a lot 62.8

5
% Working at home or remote-
ly for more voluntary types of 
reasons

Work at home main reason is not due  
to finishing up work or job requires it 54.0

Average Dimension Score 61.3%



19

Dimension 10: Voice, Empowerment, and Representation Quality
Dimension 10 uses worker responses being asked to consider their feelings of voice both individually  
and collectively (together with coworkers). They were presented with three voice domains: 1) mistreatment 
at work, 2) working conditions 3) compensation (pay and benefits). Regarding mistreatment (i.e., bullying,  
indignities and discrimination), 47 percent agree or strongly agree they can effectively address it at the   
individual level, somewhat more than they could collectively (44 percent). Regarding conditions for voice, 
about 44.5 percent agree that they have some voice, slightly higher at the individual level. Regarding  
compensation, 46.4 agree they can speak up at either the individual or collective level. 

Workers report the level of surveillance at their job and workplace. On the presumption that most workers 
would like some feedback and guidance rather than neglect, but not constant or excessive watch and scrutiny, 
those reporting a preference in the “Golden Mean” is 42 percent. Among those who do not have union  
representation, half said they would vote yes in favor if given the opportunity. Similarly, 50 percent of workers 
are aware of their rights – a presumed positive aspect of the employment relationship and prevention  
of non-compliance practices (Papodopolous et al. 2024; Gihleb et al 2024).  

The overall dimension score average is 48 percent. 

Table 10. Voice, Empowerment, and Representation Quality

Indicator Definition / Measurement
Score 
(%)

Weight: 
Rank
 0.090

1 Mistreatment/abuse: Voice individually  Can speak up to employer oneself 46.9

2 Mistreatment/abuse: Voice collectively Can speak up to employer  
together with coworkers 44.2

3 Working conditions, Voice individually Can speak up to employer oneself 44.8

4 Working conditions, Voice collectively Can speak up to employer 
together with coworkers 44.2

5 Compensation – individually  
or collectively

Midpoint (average) between 
individual and together 46.4

6 Levels of employee surveillance Surveillance as much as preferred, 
neither excessive nor too little 42.0

7 Union access/desire;  
Representation gap

Unionized + (1-representation gap): 
would vote yes + half the undecided  
as % of "not union represented"

50.1

8
Rights awareness/knowledge  
of rights 

 % Feeling they are well informed  
and aware of rights as a worker 49.0

9 Voice/Representation  
% Lacks non-competes contractual  
restrictions on ability to work for  
a competitor or start a rival enterprise

60.0

Average Dimension Score 48.0%
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JOB SATISFACTION INDICATORS
One quarter of the EQ-IL Index is comprised of job satisfaction measures, having asked respondents to rate 
their satisfaction with 25 different working conditions. The proportion of workers at least “very satisfied,”  
on average, over all 25 conditions, is right at 50 percent. The average is closer to “moderately” than to  
“completely” satisfied. Rating their job satisfaction overall yields a score of 4 out of 5 (Appendix Table A4, 
conditions ranked). Workers appear to be generally satisfied with their workplace’s healthiness and  
technology, but less satisfied with level of pay and benefits, opportunities for advancement and voice.

Table 11: All 25 Satisfaction Indicators by Dimension

Dimension Indicator
% Completely 
+ Highly  
Satisfied

Mean Score 
(max = 5, 
lowest 3)

Happiness at Work Happiness at Work 3.60

Job Satisfaction Job Satisfaction 52.4% 4.04

Pay Level of pay received 46.6% 3.82

Benefits Employer-sponsored health insurance 49.1% 3.83

Benefits Employer-sponsored retirement benefits 47.2% 3.68

Benefits ESOP or profit sharing 38.3% 3.02

Work-Life Total paid leave (vac/sick/personal) 48.6% 3.86

Work-Life Supported benefits (tuition, childcare) 41.9% 3.34

Hours & Scheduling Weekly work hours 52.1% 4.04

Hours & Scheduling Control over weekly hours 52.1% 4.03

Hours & Scheduling Control over days/schedules 53.9% 4.10

Hours & Scheduling Advance notice of schedules 54.8% 4.17

Hours & Scheduling Control over work location 48.7% 3.94

Job Security Security in your job (incl. AI/automation) 52.0% 3.97

Outlook Advancement/promotion opportunities 40.5% 3.39

Psycho-Social-Physical Safety & healthiness of environment 56.0% 4.21

Psycho-Social-Physical Proper space/equipment/tools 55.9% 4.18

Psycho-Social-Physical Control over pace of work 53.5% 4.05

Social/Interpersonal Support from supervisor(s) 51.0% 3.91

Social/Interpersonal Support from co-workers 52.6% 4.05

Social/Interpersonal Absence of bullying/harassment 56.8% 4.19

Job Content Meaningfulness of work 53.4% 4.08

Job Content Sufficient staffing 49.5% 3.87

Job Content Enough time to do job well 53.9% 4.13

Voice/Input Say/voice over work circumstances 47.2% 3.82

Voice/Input Control over how job is done 49.7% 3.99

Average of All 25 50.31%  3.89%
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OVERALL EQIL INDEX — UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED FOR 
WORKER IMPORTANCE
When considering the 75 total job quality items plus the 25 job satisfaction items, it brings the overall  
composite EQ-IL Index to 53.59. When adjusted by the weights, the overall composite index is 53.29 for 
the JQ level in Illinois. The purpose of these figures is to show where there are deficits, where jobs may be 
“good,” but could be made “better” because the aspect of the quality of work or the job falls short of being 
“best.”  Both in absolute terms and in relative terms compared to the other conditions, it reveals that the 
glass of job quality in Illinois may be regarded as a bit over half full. There are, however, areas of work, jobs, 
workplaces and labor markets where there is considerable room for improvement.

Table 12: Overall Index. Unadjusted and Adjusted for Worker Importance

Items Raw Weight Weight Adjusted Weight Weighted

JQ 10 Dimensions 54.39 0.70 38.18 53.89 0.70 37.73

Job Satisfaction 50.31 0.25 12.577 50.93 0.25 12.73

JQ Aggregates 58.62 0.05 2.931 58.62 0.05 2.931

Raw EQ-IL Index 53.69 Weighted EQ-IL Index 53.39
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Measuring and Improving Job Quality in Illinois: Key Findings from the EQ-IL Index
The traditional labor market indicators, i.e., employment growth, unemployment rates, and average wages 
are important but offer an incomplete picture of workers’ how good or bad they experience their job and 
work day-to-day and thus their quality of employment overall.

Using original, large-scale survey data of more than 5,600 workers in Illinois and a wide array of questions 
reflecting their job and work, we created an Employment Quality in Illinois Index (EQ-IL Index). It provides  
a multidimensional assessment of job quality that integrates both objective job attributes and workers’  
subjective evaluations of their employment quality. It generates a baseline composite index and 10  
sub-indices that can be used to observe the relative shortfalls and progress or regress over time.

Given the proportion of workers that report relatively high job quality (7.23 out of 10, median of 8 and 19 
percent rate their job as a 10) and that more than half are highly satisfied with their job and rate their job 
satisfaction at 4 out of 5 and higher for some working conditions, the glass seems to be between half and 
two-thirds full in Illinois This leaves plenty of room for improvement and need for further evidence of how 
to bring up the quality of work for the other half to third of the workers. Indeed, substantial disparities  
remain by gender and race/ethnicity, and a sizable minority of about 30 percent of workers experience  
persistently low job quality (Bellisle, Choi and Golden, 2025). Thus, we need to continue to explore  
in granular detail what makes a job and work generally good, medium or poor (Bruno, 2024).

The index reveals that pay quality is highly important to workers but is just one of many dimensions of a job 
associated with workers’ overall assessments of job quality. Workers seem to be acutely aware of and value 
the role of job content (e.g., meaningfulness, autonomy, belonging) and job security/risks, as well as hours 
assigned, prospects for advancement, workplace safety, and social and managerial support. 

Finally, while not perfectly aligned, job quality and job satisfaction are tightly linked. Workers in higher- 
quality jobs report substantially greater happiness at work, suggesting that improving job quality is likely  
to generate gains for both workers and employers. Taken together, these findings indicate that improving 
job quality in Illinois requires a shift beyond a narrower focus on wages toward a broader strategy that 
includes improving employment security, retirement security, employee voice, control over work hours, 
sufficient staffing, and job content.
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POLICY IMPLICATIONS: DIRECT AND INDIRECT POLICY  
LEVERS TO IMPROVE JOB QUALITY AND JOB SATISFACTION
The index findings point to 10 potential policy directions that can raise both job quality and job satisfaction 
across all areas in Illinois’s labor market. Importantly, many of these levers do not require creating entirely 
new jobs but rather, making existing jobs good and/or better, with a goal of getting to “best.”

1.	 Implement policies that protect and facilitate unionization and collective bargaining rights and support 
alternative forms of worker voice.

2.	 Raise median wages and salaries to higher thresholds.

3.	 Provide paid time off, with opportunities for shortened workweeks and work-life reconciliation.

4.	 Expand employee benefits like childcare or education tuition subsidies.

5.	 Adopt measures to strengthen employment security by expanding work-sharing programs via the 
unemployment insurance structure, supporting employer-based retraining and reskilling and lifetime 
income security thorough more access to retirement plans and pensions.

6.	 Treat worker control of their own work hours and schedules as part of the labor protections infrastructure.

7.	 Expand workers’ sense of purpose in their work and a sense of belonging, as well as job autonomy.

8.	 Reduce the extent of misclassification of nonemployees, especially temps and some independent  
contractors, that undercompensate job incumbents despite providing flexibility.

9.	 Expand worker voice in decisions about their pay, working conditions, and mistreatment in the workplace.

10.	 Improve workers’ knowledge and awareness of their rights and strengthening mechanisms for speaking 
up without retaliation plus the enforcement of existing labor standards.

The index demonstrates the value of observing and measuring job quality directly and in a multi-dimensional 
way. Combined with aggregate job statistics, this approach can potentially fully reflect worker wellbeing  
in work and in workplaces. Any policy, directly or indirectly, that enhances not only pay quality but working 
time quality, job and income security, meaningfulness of work, and worker voice apparatus are likely to 
deliver substantial gains in job satisfaction and other aspects of wellbeing. Workers in higher-quality jobs 
report substantially greater ongoing happiness at work. Thus, there likely will be future payoffs not only 
for workers, but for employers and labor market health and performance. Both state and local economic 
development strategies should incorporate or consider adopting these job quality benchmarks, alongside 
traditional job creation targets. 
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Table A1: Characteristics of the EQIL sample (N5625)
Item

Age 42.8

Gender 

  Men 51.9%

  Women 47.7%

  Other 0.4%

Race

  White 67.2%

  Black 9.3%

  Asian 6.9%

  Hispanic 16.0%

  Other or Mixed 4.5%

Education

  Less than high school 5.2%

  High school diploma or GED 16.8%

  Technical, vocational or apprenticeship program(s) 3.7%

  Some college but did not receive a degree 19.4%

  Associate degree 8.0%

  Bachelor's degree 28.0%

  Master's degree 6.1%

  Advanced professional degree or doctorate 12.7%

Household Income

  Less than $10,000 1.6%

  $10,000 – $19,999 1.2%

  $20,000 – $29,999 3.0%

  $30,000 – $39,999 5.2%

  $40,000 – $49,999 4.6%

  $50,000 – $59,999 5.3%

  $60,000 – $74,999 10.3%

  $75,000 – $99,999 14.8%

  $100,000 – $149,999 28.6%

  $150,000 or more 25.3%

Citizenship

  No 2.5%

  Yes 97.4%

APPENDIX
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Table A2: The 10 Dimensions of Job Quality: Selected Major Components from EQ-IL questions
Dimensions Survey questions 

Dimension 1. Pay/Earnings At what rate are you paid per hour? (imputed for salaried workers)

Dimension 2. Employer  
Provided Benefits Coverage

Does your employer offer you any of the following benefits? health insurance; 
retirement/pension benefits.

Dimension 3. Employer 
Supports for Work-life  
Reconciliation

Does your employer offer: childcare assistance; parental leave; sick leave?

How difficult is it for you to coordinate your work schedule with your childcare 
or other caregiving arrangements? (Scale 1-5)

Dimension 4. Work Hours 
and Scheduling  Which of the following best describes how your work schedule is decided? 

At your main job, which days of the week do you usually work?

Which type of shift do you usually work?

In the past four weeks, what is the greatest (and fewest) number of hours you’ve 
worked in a week at your main job? (include extra hours, overtime, at home, etc.)

How far in advance do you usually know your work schedule?

At the same rate of pay you are currently getting; would you prefer to work...
same/fewer/more hours per week? Same = matched;

Dimension 5. Job  
Security/Risks How secure is your job? (Scale 1-5)

How likely do you think it is that you will lose your job due to artificial  
intelligence (AI) or automation? 

Dimension 6.  
Outlook/Prospects My promotion/advancement opportunities with my current employer (Scale 1-6) 

How frequently are you offered and able to take advantage of opportunities 
offered for employer-sponsored formal training (delivered in an organized way)? 

Does your employer offer tuition assistance?

How easy would it be for you to find another job about the same income and 
benefits you now have? (Scale 1-5) 

Dimension 7. Social and 
Interpersonal Environment How supported do you feel by your fellow co-workers/teammates? (Scale 1-5)

How supported do you feel by your immediate supervisor(s)? 

Dimension 8. Physical and 
Psychological Environnent

How well would you rate the physical safety conditions you feel at your job? 
(Scale 1-5)
How well would you rate how emotionally safe for your mental health you feel 
doing your job?

Dimension 9. Job Content How meaningful is your job to you personally? 

How useful do you feel your job is to society?

How much do you have a sense of belonging and feeling included in your job?

How much freedom do you feel you have to decide HOW to do your own work? 

Dimension 10. Voice,  
Representation At your main job, are you covered by a contract negotiated by a labor union?

If you could vote to have a union represent you at your job, how would you vote?

To what extent do you agree or disagree that you [a. by yourself, b. together 
with your fellow coworkers] could achieve meaningful change by speaking up 
to management or your employer about these issues? (Feeling mistreated at 
work, My working conditions, My compensation (pay and benefits) (Scale 1-5)
How well informed (aware) do you feel about the laws that protect your rights 
as a worker at your job?
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Table A3: Ranking Conditions of Work: how important they are to you in your current or a future job 1 “most 
important” to 8 “least important” 

Ranked Importance of 8 of 10 dimensions  
(in current or future job)

Average 
Rank

Converted to 
Relative %

Inverted to  
Obtain Weight

Average (Pay rate) 2.79 0.0775 0.145

Average (Employee Benefits) 4.36 0.1211 0.101

Average (Paid Time Off) 4.75 0.1319 0.090
Average (Work Hours, Schedules and Flexibility  
egarding when or where to work)

4.16 0.1157 0.107

Average (Relationships and Supportiveness at Work) 5.27 0.1463 0.076

Average (Job Security) 4.11 0.1143 0.108

Average (Outlook advancement/promotion opportunities) 5.57 0.1548 0.068

Average (Agreeable/healthy/safe working conditions) 4.98 0.1384 0.084

Table A4: Job Satisfaction Indicators: Ranked Satisfaction for 25 components

Satisfaction Ranking Highest to Lowest Satisfaction (max = 5)

Happiness at Work on most recent workday 3.6 (half of 7.2 mean)

How Satisfied are you with ____?

Safety and healthiness of your work environment 4.21

Presence of bullying, harassment, indignity or discrimination 4.19

Proper space and equipment/tools/material/technology to do job well 4.18

Your work schedule, including advance notice of workdays and work hours 4.17

Amount of time given to complete work, tasks or job well 4.13

The amount of control or say over the days and daily schedules when you work 4.10

The amount of meaningfulness of your work to you 4.08

Support from co-workers 4.05

The amount of control or say over the pace of your work 4.05

Your number of weekly work hours 4.04

The amount of control or say over the number of hours you will work per week 4.03

The amount of control or say over how you do your job 3.99

The security in your job (including automation, AI) 3.97

The amount of control or say over the location of work (i.e., remote, hybrid) 3.94

Support from your supervisor(s) 3.91

Staffing level for you to do the work/job well 3.87

The amount of paid leave: sick leave, family/parental leave vacation, personal leave time 3.86

A comprehensive employer-sponsored health insurance plan 3.83

The amount of say/ voice regarding your work circumstances 3.82

The level of pay you receive at work 3.82

An employer-sponsored retirement plan 3.68

Your employer's commitment to environmental sustainability (e.g., carbon emissions) 3.68

Opportunities for advancement 3.39
Other employer-supported benefits (e.g., tuition assistance, transportation assistance, 
childcare support, services, assistance, etc.)

3.34

Employee Stock Ownership Plan (ESOP) or profit-sharing 3.02

Job Over All 4.04


