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Abstract

While parenthood is gratifying, it is also a significant life transition, filled with challenges
and stressors that require ongoing psychological and behavioral adjustments. This study
aims to: (1) verify the psychometric characteristics of the Perceived Corporate Welfare Scale
(PCWS), and (2), in line with the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) theory, investigate how
corporate welfare and parenting self-regulation act as resources against perceived stress
and quiet quitting. We further explored the mediating role of stress and the moderating
effect of parenthood. A group of 788 Italian workers (43.5% non-parents; 29.6% moms;
26.9% dads) participated. The psychometric properties of the PCWS were tested using
CFA. A moderated mediation model was estimated using Bootstrap methods (95% CI).
The PCWS showed a robust one-factor structure with significant item loadings (>0.60) and
satisfactory reliability (CR and AVE). Findings suggest that perceived corporate welfare and
parenting self-regulation function as resources and are negatively associated with perceived
stress. Perceived stress fully mediates the relationship between perceived corporate welfare
and quiet quitting and partially mediates the relationship between parenting self-regulation
and quiet quitting. Crucially, parenthood moderates this relationship: fathers’ perceived
stress has a stronger association with quiet quitting than mothers’ does. Consequently,
the indirect effects are also stronger for fathers. This study provides a validated tool
for monitoring perceptions of corporate welfare. The results suggest that personalized
interventions and an organizational culture that values parenthood are key to sustaining
well-being and long-term employee engagement.

Keywords: Perceived Corporate Welfare Scale; parental self-efficacy; stress; quiet quitting;
parenthood; motherhood; fatherhood; well-being; HR policies; Job Demands-Resources

1. Introduction

The current state of the labor market, heavily impacted by post-pandemic changes
and the Industry 5.0 model, has prompted a reevaluation of organizational well-being as a
key factor in a business’s attractiveness and sustainability (Ikenga & Van Der Sijde, 2024;
Trstenjak et al., 2025; World Economic Forum, 2025).

In Italy, the importance of work lies in its ability to improve workers” quality of life. In
fact, 88.2% of Italian workers believe that time dedicated to subjective well-being should be
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a universally recognized right, that organizational well-being is essential to work (87.4%),
and that companies should be committed to promoting workers’ overall well-being (83.6%).
Clearly, well-being has taken priority over work. In this context, corporate welfare is a
significant step towards holistic well-being (CENSIS, 2026).

Corporate welfare is a complex system of private, employer-based, or collective nature
that provides goods, services, and benefits with a social purpose to employees in addition
to monetary remuneration. It can be included in the transition from a traditional welfare
state to a welfare society. In the former model, the state is the primary service provider,
and the goal is to ensure a minimum standard of living for citizens unable to work and
lacking the resources for sustenance. The latter is characterized by a multi-actor, multi-level
governance structure, in which industrial relations actors assume a proactive role in social
protection, aiming to provide a more flexible and customized response to people’s needs
(De Falco, 2023; Olivelli, 2020). Since the 1990s, characterized by the financial sustainability
crisis in the public sector and the emergence of new social risks (e.g., demographic aging,
work-life balance, dependency), corporate welfare has emerged as an integrative and
subsidiary pillar (Busacca & Pasian, 2025). To understand the legislative framework for
corporate welfare in Italy, it is helpful to examine the tax incentive system. Articles 51 and
100 of the TUIR (Italian Tax Consolidated Text)' are the cornerstone of this system. They
define the conditions for tax exemption and for relief from social security contributions
for goods and services intended for social purposes. Significant progress was made with
the 2016 Stability Law (Law 208/ 2015) and the 2017 Budget Law (Law 232/ 2016)%, which
expanded tax-exempt services and benefits for employees and their families, as well as the
option to convert performance bonuses into welfare services.

Italian workers increasingly expect corporate welfare measures to be tailored to each
individual. The importance of corporate welfare for attraction, retention, and productivity
is evident: 71.6% of workers would choose a company with a well-designed corporate
welfare plan if they had to switch jobs. Furthermore, 84.1% believe that corporate welfare
improves motivation and productivity. In addition to the personalization, workers also
value clear communication (88.9%) and ease of use (95.1%) of welfare measures. The
most popular corporate welfare services are income support (86.2%), healthcare (76.8%),
and psychological support (41.4%). The most desired services, however, are those related
to family assistance, such as company nurseries (80.7%), assistance for the elderly and
dependent persons (77.1%), and services for children and minors (68.6%) (CENSIS, 2026).

Therefore, corporate welfare can support all workers, especially parents. Parenthood is
one of the most complex stages of life. It is often characterized by new challenges that may
disrupt the balance between work and family life, with possible consequences for parents’
health (Saxbe et al., 2018). Working mothers face even more complex challenges. Rigid
maternal beliefs often fuel these challenges. Social expectations impose standards of perfec-
tion difficult to reconcile with work. These beliefs can undermine the physical and mental
well-being of working mothers, increasing the risk of negative outcomes such as emotional
disinvestment or leaving the workforce (Rapisarda et al., 2024a; Thomason et al., 2015).
Statistical data confirm the critical nature of this situation. An analysis of the employment
situation in Italy reveals persistent gender inequality, which is exacerbated further by
the presence of children. In single-income households, the distribution of labor market
participation still appears to be anchored to traditional models: in 85% of cases, the man
is the sole employed partner. The gender gap, which is around 15 percentage points in
childless households, increases with the presence of children: the female employment
rate falls to 59.9%, while the male rate rises to 87.3%. The gender gap reaches its critical
peak when the age of the children is considered: the presence of at least one child under
5 brings the difference in employment rates between men and women to 34 percentage
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points, with mothers” employment rate falling to 57.8% (Sviluppo Lavoro Italia, 2026). On
the other hand, fatherhood is undergoing a redefinition. There has been a shift from the
traditional breadwinner model to a more active and conscious involvement in caregiving
practices. However, fathers often encounter cultural and organizational obstacles, including
social stigma and fear of professional retaliation (i.e., fatherhood penalty). These obstacles
can limit access to work-life balance measures and generate high levels of stress and low
parental self-efficacy (Coltrane et al., 2013; Kvande & Brandth, 2020).

Therefore, targeted policies such as flexible work schedules and family support ser-
vices are not just tools for retaining staff; they are also levers for promoting inclusion and
gender equality (Chung & Van Der Lippe, 2020). Therefore, it is essential that organizations
adopt assessment tools that can identify workers’ real needs and perceptions. This trans-
forms welfare from an administrative product into a relational process aimed at enhancing
human capital. In this scenario, the following section presents the Job Demands-Resources
theory (Bakker et al., 2023; Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), which serves as the theoretical
foundation of our study:.

1.1. Job Demands-Resources Theory

The Job Demands—Resources (JD-R) theory (Bakker et al., 2023; Bakker & Demerouti,
2017) is a widely accepted theory of job design that describes how different characteristics
of the work environment affect job performance by shaping employee well-being, includ-
ing levels of burnout and work engagement (Bakker et al., 2023). Originally, the theory
postulated two broad categories of working conditions: job demands and job resources
(Demerouti et al., 2001). Since people tend to bring work-related stress home and family
stress to work, especially nowadays when many workers are choosing to work remotely,
the boundaries between these spaces are becoming even more blurred (Bakker et al., 2011;
De Carlo et al., 2019; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Taking these complexities into
account, more recent theorizations (Demerouti & Bakker, 2023) identify organizational, job,
personal, and home demands. These are defined as aspects that require prolonged physical,
cognitive, and/or emotional effort and are therefore associated with certain physiological
and/or psychological costs. Organizational, job, personal, and home resources are defined
as those aspects that have motivational potential, that are functional to the achievement of
professional objectives, that regulate the impact of demands, and that stimulate learning
and personal growth. Work demands (i.e., organizational and job) and nonwork demands
(i.e., personal and home) interact such that the effects of each on health outcomes are
exacerbated when the other demands are high. Similarly, work and nonwork resources
interact such that the effect of each on motivational outcomes is exacerbated when the
other is high. The authors also identify some regulatory strategies and different levels
(organizational, leader, family, and individual) to buffer the unfavorable impact of demands
from either domain on health-related outcomes and boost the positive impact of resources
from either domain on motivational outcomes. Although integrating these aspects may
increase the complexity of JD-R theory, it allows us to better understand that individual
and organizational well-being does not depend solely on purely organizational factors but
also on interactions with various domains of life.

1.2. Corporate Welfare

Corporate welfare measures (e.g., flexible working hours, parenting support, accessible
healthcare) and their perception are not just economic benefits. Perceived corporate welfare
focuses on the effectiveness and quality of the plan itself rather than satisfaction with or
awareness of the benefits. It evaluates whether measures are adequately communicated
and implemented based on an analysis of employees’ specific needs, such as caregiving
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burdens, and continuously monitors their effectiveness. These perceptions are based on
one’s own organization. Beyond monetary considerations, this perception encompasses
an organization’s commitment to sustainability, closing the pay gap, promoting gender
equity, and fostering a family-oriented culture. Rather than evaluating the fairness of
the exchange, perceived corporate welfare focuses on non-monetary characteristics to
ensure that resources are oriented toward the holistic care of the individual. By providing
accessible, personalized, sustainable measures that address actual needs, the organization
can transform welfare into a strategic resource that promotes individual and organizational
well-being. It may be useful to distinguish the perception of corporate welfare from
other dimensions, such as perceived organizational support (POS), organizational justice,
employer attractiveness, and total reward satisfaction. As is well known, POS represents an
employee’s overall belief that the organization values their contributions and cares about
their well-being. This belief is fundamentally based on the norms of reciprocity and social
exchange (Allen et al., 2003; Battistelli & Mariani, 2011; Eisenberger et al., 1986; Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002). Organizational justice evaluates the fairness of treatment and resource
allocation based on impartiality and reciprocity (Colquitt, 2001; Spagnoli et al., 2017).
Employer attractiveness focuses on evaluating an overall compensation package, including
an above-average salary, and is typically assessed relative to a hypothetical organization
(Berthon et al., 2005; Caputo et al., 2023). Finally, total reward satisfaction reflects an
employee’s overall satisfaction with the mix of monetary and non-monetary rewards
received based on skills, performance, and market value (Hareendrakumar et al., 2021).

Therefore, perceived corporate welfare can be considered an organizational resource
that promotes motivation, prevents burnout, and mitigates the negative effects of increased
demands (Bakker et al., 2023; Dal Corso, 2024; Demerouti & Bakker, 2023). Giorgi et al.
(2020) found that organizational orientation to employee welfare was negatively associ-
ated with higher exposure to negative workplace behaviors, such as workplace bullying.
However, economic stress makes employees more sensitive to the treatment they receive
from their organization during uncertain times, thereby reducing their perception of the
organization’s orientation toward employee welfare. Dal Corso and Rapisarda (in press)
highlighted that a positive perception of corporate welfare can improve working mothers’
occupational future time perspective and indirectly reduce quiet quitting. The authors also
noted that perceived corporate welfare, as an organizational resource, promotes parental
self-efficacy among working fathers and indirectly reduces work-family and family-work
conflict. However, the effectiveness of a corporate welfare system depends not only on the
variety of benefits provided but also on the transition from a welfare “product” logic to a
welfare “process” logic (D’ Angelo et al., 2020). Therefore, workers’ perceptions of person-
alization, communication, and the plan’s responsiveness to individual needs, including
care burdens, are important (CENSIS, 2026). These perceptions nourish the psychological
contract, promoting positive outcomes such as a more favorable occupational future time
perspective (Dal Corso, 2024). Thus, it is essential to implement assessment measures that
capture workers’ perceptions. Analyzing subjective needs and the meaning attributed to
implemented measures allows welfare to become a real organizational resource. Adopting
a person-centered measurement approach allows organizations to tailor welfare policies,
ensuring that interventions are not merely formal but effectively promote sustainable
health outcomes.

1.3. Parenting Self-Regulation

While parenthood is a gratifying experience, it also represents a significant life transi-
tion filled with challenges and stressors that require constant psychological and behavioral
adjustments. In this context, parental self-efficacy, defined as parents’ belief in their ability
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to positively influence their child’s development, emerges as an important psychological
dimension (Albanese et al., 2019). However, according to Hamilton et al. (2015), parental
self-efficacy is not an isolated factor but rather fits within the broader dimension of par-
enting self-regulation. Parenting self-regulation concerns parents’ perceptions of their
own competence and effectiveness, understood as the ability to independently address
and resolve problems, be self-determined, and modulate goals and skills over time in
response to a wide variety of demands and challenges related to parenting. This construct
is increasingly recognized as central not only for understanding parental flexibility but also
for predicting positive outcomes for both parents and children. The concept of parenting
self-regulation offers a broader perspective on parental effectiveness, highlighting four fun-
damental dimensions that contribute to the development of a general sense of competence
and confidence in parenting. Self-efficacy refers to parents’ beliefs about their ability to
effectively address and resolve specific parenting difficulties; personal agency concerns the
parental locus of control, that is, the tendency to attribute children’s behaviors and out-
comes to their own educational efforts rather than to random or exclusively maturational
factors; self-sufficiency refers to the ability to solve problems independently and rely on
one’s own resources, as well as to identify and appropriately use external resources when
necessary; finally, self-management includes the processes of goal setting, self-monitoring,
and self-assessment against performance criteria, which are functional to the development
of parental autonomy (Hamilton et al., 2015; Matthews et al., 2022). According to the JD-R
theory, effective parenting skills can be considered personal resources because they reflect
positive self-evaluations of one’s ability to control and influence one’s environment suc-
cessfully (Bakker et al., 2023). Albanese et al. (2019) highlighted that parental self-efficacy
is often associated with better mental health in mothers and fathers, reducing the risk of
anxiety, stress, and depression while promoting greater satisfaction with the parental role.

1.4. The Interplay Between Job Resources, Stress, and Quiet Quitting

In line with the JD-R theory (Bakker et al., 2023; Demerouti & Bakker, 2023), employee
well-being and performance are determined by the balance of work and nonwork demands
and resources. In this context, corporate welfare measures are a fundamental organizational
resource, especially when personalized and tailored to employees’ specific needs (e.g.,
parenting support). At the same time, a parent’s ability to manage educational challenges
and perceive themselves as competent acts as a crucial personal resource. These resources
can protect the individual against health deterioration and negative outcomes, such as
stress and quiet quitting.

Stress is not framed as an objective event, but rather as a subjective phenomenon
derived from one’s perception and cognitive evaluation of events. According to Lazarus
and Folkman (Lazarus, 1966; Lazarus & Folkman, 1994), a condition is considered stressful
when an individual perceives it as a threat and simultaneously evaluates their coping
resources as inadequate to meet the demands of their environment. The essence of the
phenomenon lies in the appraisal process, whereby the psychophysical impact is deter-
mined by cognitive evaluation rather than the intrinsic properties of the external stimulus.
Perceived unpredictability, a sense of uncontrollability regarding life events, and overload
all contribute to the evaluation of an event (Biggs et al., 2017; Cohen et al., 1983). Although
corporate welfare is a central topic in the debate on modern industrial relations, the em-
pirical literature exploring its role is limited. Conversely, the extent to which workers
perceive that their organization values their contributions and cares about their well-being
has been more widely investigated. Several studies confirm the crucial role of organiza-
tional support in mitigating stress and highlight a negative relationship between the two
(AlHashmi et al., 2019; Smith et al., 2022; Tetteh et al., 2020). Therefore, the perception of
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a supportive organization, the primary function of an effective corporate welfare system,
serves as a protective factor that prevents worker distress. Conversely, parenting skills
have been extensively studied in the literature and are critical to adaptation and stress
prevention. They act as fundamental resources for family resilience. Parental self-efficacy is
the primary cognitive and motivational factor influencing parental well-being. Empirical
evidence clearly indicates a negative association between perceived self-efficacy and stress
levels (Florean et al., 2025; Garcia et al., 2021; Lavenda et al., 2026; Mailey & McAuley,
2014), starting from the first weeks after childbirth (Law et al., 2019). This suggests that
parents with a solid perception of competence are less vulnerable to health deterioration
processes triggered by excessive environmental demands. From a physiological perspec-
tive, Buchanan et al. (2022) confirm the importance of these skills, highlighting that high
levels of self-efficacy are associated with more moderate and adaptive stress response
profiles, which they define as “caring but confident”. Parents who perceive themselves as
competent show lower increases in cortisol and more moderate skin conductance responses
when observing their children in critical situations, suggesting reduced stress and anxiety.
Parental self-efficacy is especially important for parents of premature babies, children with
chronic illnesses, and children with disabilities. Several studies show that these skills are
an important protective factor against stress. They can be promoted by the perception of
support, such as spousal or social support, or reduced by the intense burden of care these
families experience (Almendingen & Pilkington, 2024; Kestler-Peleg et al., 2020; Li et al.,
2022; Mundakir et al., 2025; Wu et al., 2024).

In line with the JD-R theory, perceived stress can be considered a predictor of negative
organizational consequences, such as quiet quitting. Quiet quitting is a form of psycholog-
ical and behavioral disengagement in which an employee deliberately limits their work
effort to the minimum level necessary to avoid dismissal, without formally resigning.
Although there has been rapid growth in academic interest in quiet quitting, especially
in the post-pandemic period, the literature remains fragmented and lacks a universally
accepted definition. Despite numerous investigations, there is still a lack of studies that sys-
tematically explore the behavioral manifestations and underlying psychological processes
(Islam et al., 2026). In this context, the JD-R theory has emerged as a primary framework for
understanding quiet quitting, allowing it to be viewed as both a form of disengagement and
an outcome of deteriorating individual and organizational well-being (Henderson et al.,
2024; Oztiirk et al., 2023). Within a multidimensional framework, quiet quitting can be
divided into two main dimensions: a behavioral dimension characterized by intentionally
restricting commitment to only the tasks prescribed by the contract and refusing extra-role
activities (e.g., organizational citizenship behaviors); and an emotional/affective dimension
reflecting psychological detachment combined with satisfaction or personal comfort in
maintaining this minimum level of contribution (Patel et al., 2025). Quiet quitting can also
be interpreted as an adaptive response to work-family conflict. In this case, workers estab-
lish clear boundaries between their professional and private lives to protect the time and
energy they devote to caring for their families. Thus, the practice of “doing the minimum”
is not necessarily hostile toward the company but rather a strategy for managing work and
nonwork demands to achieve a better work-life balance (Bernuzzi et al., 2025). The authors
suggest that quiet quitting is driven by a lack of organizational and personal resources
needed to cope with work demands. Possible antecedents include the perception of support
and the presence of policies that promote work-life balance. These factors act as protective
measures, mitigating stress and preserving employee engagement. In fact, several studies
highlight that a strong organizational support system and organizational policies are a
powerful inhibitor of quiet quitting (Geng et al., 2026; Haar et al., 2026; Nimmi et al., 2024).
Conversely, the absence of targeted welfare policies, such as support systems for new
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parents or provisions for health and mental well-being, is perceived as a breach of the
psychological contract, which fosters the propensity for quiet quitting (Dilchert et al., 2025).
Therefore, organizations that fail to mitigate work-family conflict or show a lack of concern
for employees’ overall well-being may cause individuals to become disengaged, seeking
personal space to pursue self-development and family care. One interesting finding is the
impact of caregiving responsibilities. Unexpectedly, childcare responsibilities and marital
status are protective factors against quiet quitting. Employees with caregiving respon-
sibilities report lower levels of quiet quitting. This suggests that the stability provided
by the family unit and the sense of purpose associated with parenthood promote greater
conscientiousness and dedication in a professional context (Dilchert et al., 2025). However,
the effectiveness of these protective factors often depends on parents’ perceived ability to
exert active control over their environment. In this sense, self-efficacy can enable workers
to cope with work challenges without experiencing stress. Furthermore, empirical evidence
confirms a positive association between perceived stress levels and the tendency to qui-
etly quit (Ardi¢ & Erisen, 2025; Dilekgi et al., 2025). This dynamic encompasses several
dimensions of stress, including conscious stress (i.e., experienced when a discrepancy arises
between one’s professional values and the conditions in which one is required to work)
(Danaci et al., 2026) and technostress (i.e., triggered by technology-related demands that
exceed one’s ability to cope) (El-Sayed et al., 2026). Furthermore, stress frequently serves as
a mediator between work (e.g., organizational caring climate) and nonwork (e.g., personal
caregiver identity) demands/resources and the intention to quit (Boz, 2026; Dong, 2026).

Therefore, preventing quiet quitting seems to require transitioning to a more “human-
centered” approach to human resource management. This approach would system-
atically integrate support for parenthood and psychophysical well-being as pillars of
organizational strategy.

1.5. Aims of the Study

The present study has a twofold aim. First, it seeks to evaluate the psychometric
properties of the Perceived Corporate Welfare Scale through confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) to confirm the scale’s single-factor structure and validity. All the participants in this
study were considered for the first objective. Second, in line with JD-R theory, the study
aims to explore the associations among perceived corporate welfare (as an organizational
resource), parenting self-regulation (as a personal resource), perceived stress, and quiet
quitting, hypothesizing that perceived stress mediates the relationship between these
resources and quiet quitting. Additionally, the study aims to explore the role of parenthood
as a moderator in the relationship between perceived stress and quiet quitting, with the aim
of identifying any differences in perceptions between mothers and fathers. Only parents
were considered for this second objective. The present study is intended to provide HR
managers and top management with twofold benefits. First, it provides a valid and reliable
measurement tool for evaluating the effectiveness of corporate welfare policies. Second, the
empirical evidence may offer strategic insights for designing parenting support initiatives
tailored to specific needs rather than a one-size-fits-all approach.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants and Procedure

The study was grounded in a cross-sectional research design, under which data were
collected concurrently and involved participants from different organizations in Italy.
Participants were eligible if they were 18 or older and employed. The data were collected
in 2025, after the COVID-19 pandemic ended. A total of 788 workers were recruited via
snowball sampling and invited to participate in the study. This study is part of a larger
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project focused on promoting well-being and performance in organizational contexts by
exploring the role of work and nonwork-related demands and resources, including those
related to parenting.

Participants were administered an online self-report questionnaire using Google
Forms. Once they provided written informed consent (including assurances of anonymity
and the treatment of the data), they completed the questionnaire. The study was per-
formed in line with the principles of the Declaration of Helsinki. The project was ap-
proved by the Psychological Research Ethics Committee (Area 17), Department/Section
of Psychology—University of Padua, Italy (protocol n. 616-a, approved on 17 May 2024;
update protocol n. 754-a, approved on 24 July 2024).

Table 1 presents the participants’ socio-demographic characteristics. About half of
the participants were between 18 and 39 years old (52.5%), approximately one in five
participants was between 40 and 49 years old (20.9%), and between 50 and 59 years old
(20.6%), and the remaining 6.0% were over 60 years old. Regarding education, more than
one-third of workers held a university degree (38.7%) and a high school diploma (38.7%),
10.8% held an elementary/middle school diploma, 10.3% held a post-graduate degree (e.g.,
PhD), and the remaining 1.5% indicated “Other”. Most participants were employed in
paid work (85.5%); 11.2% were freelance; 3.3% indicated “Other”. The majority had an
open-ended contract (65.4%); 17.9% had a fixed-term contract; 11.5% did not respond; and
5.2% indicated “Other”. Three-quarters of the participants reported working full-time
(40 h/week; 75.0%), whereas 20.8% worked part-time (between 20 and 36 h/week); 4.2%
indicated “Other”. Regarding marital status, about half of the participants reported being
married or cohabiting (54.4%), 35.8% reported being single or unmarried, and 8.0% reported
being divorced or separated; the remaining 1.8% indicated “Other”. About half of the
participants were parents of at least one child (mothers = 29.6%; fathers = 26.9%), and the
remaining 43.5% reported they are not parents. Regarding the number of children, 46.3%
of parents report having one child, 44.7%% report having two children, 8.3% report having
three or more children, and 0.7% did not respond.

Table 1. Participants’ socio-demographic characteristics.

Socio-Demographic Frequence Percentage
Age
Between 18 and 39 years 414 52.5%
Between 40 and 49 years 165 20.9%
Between 50 and 59 years 162 20.6%
60 and over 47 6.0%
Education
E@ementary/ Middle school 85 10.8%
diploma
High school diploma 305 38.7%
University degree 305 38.7%
Post-graduate degree 81 10.3%
Other 12 1.5%
Occupation
Employed in paid work 674 85.5%
Freelance 88 11.2%
Other 26 3.3%
Work contract
Open-ended contract 515 65.4%
Fixed-term contract 141 17.9%
Other 41 5.2%
Missing data 91 11.5%
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Table 1. Cont.
Socio-Demographic Frequence Percentage
Work time
Full-time 591 75.0%
Part-time 164 20.8%
Other 33 4.2%
Marital status
Married or cohabiting 429 54.4%
Divorced or separated 63 8.0%
Single or unmarried 282 35.8%
Other 14 1.8%
Parenthood
Non-parent 343 43.5%
Mother 233 29.6%
Father 212 26.9%
Number of children *
One 206 46.3%
Two 199 44.7%
Three or more 37 8.3%
Missing data 3 0.7%

Note. * Only parents’ responses were considered.

2.2. Measures

Perceptions of corporate welfare were assessed with the scale proposed by Rapisarda et al.
(2025). The authors proposed a new scale designed to assess employees’ perceptions of critical
elements that contribute to the effectiveness of a welfare plan. Specifically, the objective was to
provide an initial contribution to the evaluation of the factorial structure of the new scale. The
authors emphasize the added value of a scale designed to measure employee perceptions of
aspects such as the communication of the welfare plan, adaptability to employees’ needs, and
the sustainability of such measures, rather than focusing solely on satisfaction and awareness
of benefits. After reviewing the literature and consulting with experts, the authors proposed
nine items on a 5-point Likert scale. The initial results retained all proposed items, confirmed
the scale’s single-factor structure, and demonstrated good reliability. Our final version (named
Perceived Corporate Welfare Scale) confirms a one-factor structure and comprises nine items,
such as “Welfare measures are identified by my Organization on the basis of an analysis of
my specific needs (e.g., support with caregiving responsibilities)”. The response scale ranged
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.93
for all participants and 0.94 for parents.

Parenting self-regulation was assessed using the “Me as a Parent” Questionnaire
(Hamilton et al., 2015). The scale is composed of 16 items equally distributed in four
dimensions: self-efficacy (e.g., “I have confidence in myself as a parent”), personal agency
(e.g., “I often feel helpless about my child’s behavior”), self-sufficiency (e.g., “I know how
to solve most problems that arise with parenting”), and self-management (e.g., “I meet my
expectations for providing emotional support for my child”). Only the parents were asked
to respond on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s
alpha for the overall scale was 0.87.

Perceived stress was assessed using the negative subscale of the Italian Perceived
Stress Scale (I-PSS-10) (Mondo et al., 2021). The subscale is composed of six items, such as
“In the last month, how often have you felt unable to control the important things in your
life?”. The response scale ranged from 0 (never) to 4 (very often). The Cronbach’s alpha for
the scale was 0.86 for both all participants and parents.
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Quiet quitting was measured using the Multidimensional Quiet Quitting Scale (MQQS)
(Patel et al., 2025). The scale consists of 11 items and comprises two dimensions: behavioral
aspects of quiet quitting (5 items, e.g., “I do only the work I'm specifically asked to do; just
enough to not lose my job”) and emotional aspects of quiet quitting (6 items, e.g., “Worries
weigh heavily on my mind, when going above and beyond in my work”). The response
scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha for the
overall scale was 0.86 for all participants and 0.89 for parents.

Finally, socio-demographic information (parenthood, age, education, occupation, work
contract, work time, marital status, number of children) was assessed.

2.3. Data Analysis

Harman’s single-factor test was used to assess common method bias (CMB). If only
one factor emerges from the factor analysis or if one factor accounts for most of the vari-
ance among the variables (i.e., more than 50% of the variance), there is a risk of CMB
(Podsakoff et al., 2003, 2024).

A series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) using the robust maximum likelihood
method (MLM) was carried out to evaluate the psychometric properties of the Perceived
Corporate Welfare Scale and, more generally, the self-report instruments administered
in the study for both all participants (N = 788) and parents (n = 445). In these models,
each dimension of perceived corporate welfare and perceived stress was measured by the
respective items. To estimate fewer parameters and improve the reliability of observed
indicators, parcels were created using the internal-consistency approach, using facets as
the grouping criteria. This approach has two main benefits. First, it keeps the construct’s
multidimensional nature clear. Second, it allows the unique component of a facet to relate
to other constructs in the model (Little et al., 2002). Specifically, four parcels of scale items
measured parenting self-regulation (i.e., self-efficacy, personal agency, self-sufficiency, and
self-management), and two parcels measured quiet quitting (i.e., behavioral and emotional
quiet quitting). We used the chi-square (x?) test to assess the model’s adequacy. A non-
significant x? indicated an acceptable model fit. However, because the x? is affected by
sample size, we considered additional fit indices: the comparative fit index (CFI), the
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), the root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA), and the
standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR). Values > 0.90 for CFI and TLI and < 0.08
for RMSEA and SRMR indicated an acceptable model fit (Brown, 2015). We also assessed
the composite reliability (CR) and the average variance extracted (AVE) indices, whose
values > 0.70 and >0.50, respectively, are considered satisfactory (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012).

Descriptive statistics and Pearson’s correlation were assessed to preliminarily assess the
relationships among the study variables. Next, a structural equation model with observed
variables (i.e., path analysis) was estimated to investigate the relationship among perceived
corporate welfare, parenting self-regulation, and quiet quitting and to test the role of perceived
stress as a mediator of these relationships. Furthermore, we tested the role of parenthood
as a moderator of the relationship between perceived stress and quiet quitting. Bootstrap
methods at 95% confidence intervals were used. A statistically significant effect is supported
if a confidence interval does not contain zero (MacKinnon et al., 2012). All the analyses were
performed using SPSS 29 (IBM Corp, 2023) and jamovi software version 2.7 (The jamovi
project, 2024), built on top of the R statistical language version 4.5 (R Core Team, 2023).

3. Results
3.1. Common Method Bias Assessment and Psychometric Properties of the Self-Report Instrument

Harman’s single-factor test was used to explore the CMB of the data. For all partic-
ipants (N = 788), perceived corporate welfare, perceived stress, and quiet quitting items
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were included in the unrotated exploratory factor analysis. The number of factors with
an eigenvalue greater than 1 was three, and the explained variance of the first factor was
26.10%, lower than the critical criterion of 50%. In addition, the results of a CFA combining
all the items also showed a poor fit to the data (x%(299) = 5863, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.477;
TLI = 0.341; RMSEA = 0.154; SRMR = 0.189). Therefore, there was no apparent CMB in the
data of this study. Similar results were found for parents. In addition to the items that were
previously analyzed, those related to parenting self-regulation were also included. The
number of factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1 was four, and the explained variance
of the first factor was 20.92%. The results of a CFA combining all the items also showed
a poor fit to the data (x2(819) = 7055, p <0.001; CFI = 0.355; TLI = 0.322; RMSEA = 0.131;
SRMR = 0.176). Therefore, also for parents, there was no apparent CMB in the data of
this study.

The hypothesized three-factor CFA model for the self-report instrument showed a
good fit to data for all participants (x*(116) = 413.40, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.952; TLI = 0.944;
RMSEA =0.057; SRMR = 0.035). Similar results emerged for the hypothesized four-
factor CFA model among parents (x*(183) = 419.70, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.950; TLI = 0.942;
RMSEA = 0.054; SRMR = 0.047). Furthermore, the CR and AVE values for all dimensions
reached satisfactory values for both all participants and parents. The CR ranges from a
minimum of 0.805 to a maximum of 0.940, and the AVE ranges from a minimum of 0.501
to a maximum of 0.724. Overall, the self-report questionnaires used in this study showed
good psychometric properties.

3.2. Psychometric Properties of the Perceived Corporate Welfare Scale

The one-factor model showed a good fit to the data (N = 788) — x2(27) = 185.8, p < 0.001;
CFI = 0.955; TLI = 0.941; RMSEA = 0.086; SRMR = 0.037. Table 2 shows standardized path
coefficients, which were all significant and greater than 0.60. Furthermore, CR and AVE
reached satisfying values for the scale (CR = 0.931; AVE = 0.600). Therefore, we considered
the measurement model validity appropriate. The list of items on the scale can be found in
Appendix A.

Table 2. Perceived Corporate Welfare Scale’s standardized coefficients.

Items Standardized Coefficients
Item 1 0.712
Item 2 0.748
Item 3 0.800
Item 4 0.608
Item 5 0.834
Item 6 0.860
Item 7 0.898
Item 8 0.814
Item 9 0.870

Table 3 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations among perceived
corporate welfare, perceived stress, and quiet quitting.

Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and correlations among perceived corporate welfare, perceived
stress, and quiet quitting.

Variables M SD 1 2 3
1. Perceived corporate welfare 3.001 0.906 -
2. Perceived stress 1.568 0.877 —0.252 *** -
3. Quiet quitting 2.338 0.828 —0.144 *** 0.326 *** -

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviations; *** p < 0.001.
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3.3. The Moderated Mediation Model

While the initial analyses were conducted on the full group of participants (N = 788),
the moderated mediation model was tested using only the subsample of working parents
(n = 445). This targeted approach allows for a deeper examination of the psychological
mechanisms specific to the work-family interface, where the impact of supportive policies
is most salient.

Table 4 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the measured
psychological dimensions. Perceived corporate welfare was positively correlated with
parenting self-regulation (v = 0.209, p < 0.001) and negatively correlated with perceived
stress (r = —0.240, p < 0.001) and quiet quitting (r = —0.164, p < 0.001). Parenting self-
regulation was also negatively correlated with perceived stress (r = —0.290, p < 0.001) and
quiet quitting (r = —0.246, p < 0.001). Finally, perceived stress was positively correlated
with quiet quitting (r = 0.359, p < 0.001).

Table 4. Means, standard deviations, and correlations among the study variables.

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Perceived corporate welfare ~ 3.055  0.942 -
2. Parenting self-regulation 3.887 0522 0.209 *** -
3. Perceived stress 1466  0.855 —0.240 *** —0.290 *** -
4. Quiet quitting 2258 0.851 —0.164 *** —0.246 *** 0.359 *** -

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviations; *** p < 0.001.

A structural equation model with observed variables was implemented to investigate
the relationship among perceived corporate welfare, parenting self-regulation, and quiet
quitting, and to test the mediating role of perceived stress as well as the moderating role of
parenthood (Figure 1).

Parenthood

Perceived
corporate welfare

0.179%%%/(.432+**

Quiet quitting

Perceived stress

Parenting
self-regulation

Figure 1. The path analysis model. Note. Standardized coefficients are reported. The effects of
perceived stress on quiet quitting are first presented for mothers, then for fathers. ™ = not significant;
** p <0.01; ** p < 0.001.

As shown in Table 5, perceived corporate welfare and parenting self-regulation were
negatively associated with perceived stress (f = —0.173, p < 0.001; 3 = —0.229, p < 0.001).
The association between perceived corporate welfare and quiet quitting was not significant
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(B = —0.064, p > 0.05), whereas the association between parenting self-regulation and
quiet quitting was significant (3 = —0.143, p < 0.01). Perceived stress among mothers and
fathers was positively associated with quiet quitting, controlling for the effects of perceived
corporate welfare and parenting self-regulation (3 = 0.179, p < 0.001; 3 = 0.432, p < 0.001).
Furthermore, regarding the moderating effect of parenthood, the results showed that the
interaction term was positive and significant (3 = 0.140, p < 0.01), indicating a difference
between mothers and fathers in the relationship between perceived stress and quiet quitting.
Specifically, the association between perceived stress and quiet quitting appeared stronger
among fathers (3 = 0.432, p < 0.001) than among mothers (3 = 0.179, p < 0.001).

Table 5. Coefficients of the moderated mediation model.

Antecedents

Outcomes

Perceived Stress Quiet Quitting

B

SE [§] p 95% CI B SE B p 95% CI

Perceived corporate
welfare

Parenting self-regulation
Parenthood

Perceived stress—Mother
Perceived stress—Father
Perceived stress X
Parenthood

—0.157 0.041 —0.173 0.001 [—0.2425; —0.0739] —0.058 0.041 —0.064 0.152 [—0.1422; 0.0294]

—0.375 0.074 —0.229 0.001 [—0.5298; —0.2153] —0.232 0.075 —0.143 0.002 [—0.3923; —0.0865]
—-0.264 0.077 —0.155 0.001 [—0.4152; —0.1132] —-0.327 0150 —0.048 0.029 [—0.6213; —0.0329]

0174 0.046 0.179  0.001 [0.0413; 0.3022]
0.453 0.046 0432 0.001 [0.2899; 0.6235]

0279  0.088 0.140  0.002 [0.1054; 0.4529]

Finally, results suggest that parenthood moderates the indirect effects of perceived
corporate welfare and parenting self-regulation on quiet quitting through perceived stress
(Table 6). Specifically, both indirect effects were stronger among fathers (3 = —0.075,
95% CI = —0.1200, —0.0297; 3 = —0.099, 95% CI = —0.2630, —0.0874) than among mothers
(B =—0.031,95% CI = —0.0576, —0.0049; 3 = —0.041, 95% CI = —0.1273, —0.0145).

Table 6. Conditional indirect effects of perceived corporate welfare and parenting self-regulation on
quiet quitting through perceived stress among mothers and fathers.

Moderator Levels Indirect Effect Standardized Indirect Bootstrap 5000 Times 95% C1
Effect CI Lower CI Upper
Mother WELF — STRESS — QQ —0.031 —0.0576 —0.0049
Father WELF — STRESS — QQ —0.075 —0.1200 —0.0297
Mother PSR — STRESS — QQ —0.041 —0.1273 —0.0145
Father PSR — STRESS — QQ —0.099 —0.2630 —0.0870

Note. WELF = perceived corporate welfare; PSR = parenting self-regulation; STRESS = perceived stress;
QQ = quiet quitting; CI = confidence interval.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

The first aim of the present study was to test the psychometric properties of the
Perceived Corporate Welfare Scale among all participants. The second aim was to explore
the roles of perceived corporate welfare and parenting self-regulation as organizational and
personal resources, respectively, in protecting against perceived stress and, consequently,
quiet quitting. Furthermore, the differences between mothers and fathers were examined.
The findings support the unidimensional structure of the scale, retaining all nine items,
and its reliability and validity. Regarding the hypothesized model, in line with JD-R
theory, perceived corporate welfare and parenting self-regulation function as resources
and are negatively associated with perceived stress. Perceived stress fully mediates the
relationship between perceived corporate welfare and quiet quitting and partially mediates
the relationship between parenting self-regulation and quiet quitting. The results further
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show that this relationship is moderated by parental status: fathers’ perceived stress has
a stronger association with quiet quitting than mothers” does. Consequently, the indirect
effects are also stronger for fathers.

The moderation analysis is particularly interesting and merits some initial considera-
tions. First, the lower level of quiet quitting among mothers may stem from the pressure
exerted by the stereotypical “ideal worker” view (Williams, 2000). Good workers are fully
immersed in their work and either have no children or have someone to take care of them.
Working mothers who perceive this prejudice (Hampson, 2018) may compensate for it by
engaging in overperformance behaviors. This is not necessarily greater engagement, but
rather a defensive strategy to refute the “bad worker” stereotype of mothers by adhering
to high work standards. A second possible explanation lies in labor market asymmetries.
The literature indicates that women face greater obstacles to career advancement, external
mobility, and access to equally remunerated positions (Blau & Kahn, 2017). For mothers,
quiet quitting may pose a greater economic and professional risk than it does for fathers. A
lower perception of equivalent or superior employment alternatives may force mothers
to maintain high performance standards to preserve their acquired stability, rendering
psychological disinvestment a “luxury” many feel they cannot afford.

This study contributes to the JD-R theory literature by offering theoretical insights
and practical applications. First, the direct relationship between work and nonwork
resources and stress was examined, revealing a negative association. JD-R theory originally
predicts that job resources are negatively related to strain through their relationship with
work engagement and that they buffer the positive impact of job demands on strain
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2024). However, several meta-analytic studies have reported a direct
negative relationship between job resources and burnout (e.g., Lesener et al., 2019). The
results of the present study seem to confirm the direct relationship between resources
and worker health. Additionally, while the JD-R theory has traditionally emphasized
job demands and resources as primary determinants of well-being, recent developments
underscore the importance of incorporating demands and resources from other life domains
(Bakker et al., 2023). This study advances the theory by incorporating personal resources
related to the family dimension. Specifically, considering parenting self-regulation (i.e., the
perception by parents of their autonomy and capability to face the challenges of parenthood,
assess their own resources and need for external resources, and maintain a high internal
locus of control) as a personal resource reveals that the self-regulation skills developed
within the family interact with organizational resources, such as perceived corporate
welfare, and are associated with reduced perceived stress and quiet quitting. Thus, the
current study suggests that understanding organizational well-being requires a holistic
consideration of the individual. Finally, to the best of our knowledge, this is one of the
first studies to consider corporate welfare (i.e., the perception that an organization plans
sustainable, tailored welfare measures, such as family-friendly policies, and monitors,
communicates, and makes them easily accessible over time) as an organizational resource
(Dal Corso, 2024; Dal Corso & Rapisarda, in press) associated with the promotion of health
(Demerouti & Bakker, 2023).

The present study offers practical contributions to organizations. First, the proposed
Perceived Corporate Welfare Scale is an innovative strategic tool for assessing perceptions
of corporate welfare. Its concise nature also meets the need for agile, frequent monitoring
by overcoming the limitations of overly burdensome surveys, which often reduce response
rates. Several studies (Jayanthi & Ilangovan, 2019; Sasirekha et al., 2021; Vinitha et al,,
2020) have reported on tools that measure employee satisfaction with specific corporate
welfare programs, including both tangible and intangible programs. However, a tool that
can measure the effectiveness of a corporate welfare plan by assessing its ability to meet
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employees’ specific needs during the design phase and monitor its implementation and
dissemination would be useful (CENSIS, 2026). Indeed, there is a clear need to move
beyond standardized welfare approaches toward highly personalized plans that address
specific parenting needs (Rapisarda et al., 2025). This personalization should extend
beyond external resources and be integrated into a multi-level prevention strategy. Primary
interventions should redesign work to reduce demands, for example, by offering flexible
hours. Secondary interventions should strengthen personal resources, such as parental
self-regulation, through training programs (e.g., parent education, skill development, social
support activities, anxiety and stress management) (Rapisarda et al., 2024b; Waid et al.,
2025). Digital interventions offer innovative solutions by increasing parents’ access to
information, improving their compliance with the intervention, and facilitating access
to context-specific resources (Lin-Lewry et al., 2024; Rapisarda et al., 2024a). Finally,
tertiary interventions, such as professional psychological support, can help address stress-
related symptoms and counteract quiet quitting behaviors. Therefore, it is important for
organizations to promote family-friendly policies and support systems. These measures
are effective when they combine formal policies related to flexibility, leave, care support,
and career development with informal supports, such as emotional, instrumental, and
social support provided by supervisors and colleagues. These interventions can improve
career outcomes, such as intention to stay and career success; job outcomes, such as hedonic
and eudemonic well-being; and work-family outcomes, such as work-life balance and
work-family conflict (Blom et al., 2025). However, merely implementing these strategies
does not guarantee success. Often, employees—especially parents—face the risk of work-
family backlash (Perrigino et al., 2018) for using family-friendly policies and supports. This
risk can lead mothers and fathers to use such policies less frequently than people without
children do. Therefore, for family-friendly policies to be effective, organizations must
promote a family-friendly culture where support for families is legitimized by leadership’s
daily behavior and corporate values are shared throughout the workplace.

Nevertheless, this study has several limitations. First, the research design is cross-
sectional. Since the data on the predictive variables and outcomes were collected simulta-
neously, it is not possible to establish temporal precedence. While the proposed theoretical
model is theoretically supported by the literature, future studies should use longitudinal
designs to confirm the stability of the observed relationships over time and reduce the risk
of ambiguous interpretations. In addition, parcels have been created. Although they offer
advantages in parsimony and model stability, some argue that using parcels can distort
reality or impose an arbitrary false structure. However, a pragmatic perspective supports
the thoughtful use of parcels, viewing them as a means to achieve advantages in terms of
psychometric and fit characteristics (Little, 2013; Little et al., 2002). Second, exclusively
using self-report instruments may be subject to social desirability bias or distortions due to
momentary affective states. Future research would benefit from a multi-source approach,
such as integrating assessments from supervisors or colleagues, or using objective indica-
tors to increase the validity of the measures. Third, the group of participants in this study
is homogeneous across socio-demographic variables, limiting the generalizability of the re-
sults. Specifically, the prevalence of high educational attainment, the uniformity in contract
type (i.e., open-ended contract), and working hours (i.e., full-time) limit generalizability to
workers with different backgrounds. Additionally, most participants reported being mar-
ried. Since nonwork demands and resources vary across single, cohabiting, and separated
individuals, the homogeneity of the group of participants limits the generalizability of the
results to other family configurations. Therefore, future studies should include a more
heterogeneous sample, including diverse work situations and family contexts, to test the
relationships identified in this study across different segments of the working population.
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Specifically, it would be interesting to investigate the subpopulation of younger working
parents. In addition, it would be useful not only to detect the presence of children but also
to specify their age and distinguish among different care demands (e.g., early childhood
versus school-age). This is because the intensity and nature of work-family conflict vary
significantly depending on the stage of the children’s life cycle. Additionally, including
other work and nonwork resources and demands (e.g., supervisor work-life role modeling,
perceived support from a partner, social support, mental labor, care burden, perceived
stigma, labor market opportunities) would help better understand which dimensions con-
tribute to parents’ individual and organizational well-being, as well as the differences
between the roles of fathers and mothers. Due to the current theoretical fragmentation in
the debate on quiet quitting (Islam et al., 2026), future research should continue to explore
which resources and demands serve as protective or risk factors in the development of
this phenomenon. Integrating JD-R theory with the Conservation of Resources theory
(Demerouti, 2025; Hobfoll et al., 2018), a framework used to explain quiet quitting, appears
promising. This integration could provide a more comprehensive interpretive lens for
understanding the phenomenon and its behavioral manifestations. Finally, to overcome a
strictly individualistic view, multilevel research designs should be adopted. These designs
would enable researchers to examine crossover effects and understand how one partner’s
work characteristics or well-being influences the other’s well-being and performance. Con-
sidering couples, rather than individuals, would allow us to capture the mutual influence
between individual and relational dimensions, offering a more systemic and realistic view
of organizational and personal dynamics.

Work and nonwork resources may act synergistically as powerful protective factors
capable of mitigating stress. This, in turn, may prevent negative outcomes such as quiet
quitting. Therefore, promoting an organizational culture that recognizes and values the
parenting role is a strategic decision for maintaining employee engagement and well-being.
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CMB Common Method Bias

CR Composite Reliability

JD-R Job Demands-Resources

M Mean

PSF Parenting self-regulation

QQ Quiet quitting

RMSEA Root-Mean-Square Error of Approximation
SD Standard Deviation

SRMR Standardized Root-Mean-Square Residual
STRESS Perceived stress

TLI Tucker-Lewis Index

WELF Perceived corporate welfare

Appendix A. Perceived Corporate Welfare Scale

Please read the following statements carefully regarding corporate welfare measures
(i.e., the set of initiatives, goods, and services implemented by the Organization to promote
the well-being of individuals). Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement
using a response scale ranging from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree.

Le chiediamo di leggere attentamente le sequenti affermazioni relative alle misure di welfare
aziendale, intese come 'insieme di iniziative, beni e servizi attivati dall’Organizzazione per pro-
muovere il benessere delle persone. Le chiediamo di indicare il Suo grado di accordo o di disaccordo
attraverso una scala di risposta che va da 1 = Fortemente in disaccordo a 5 = Fortemente d’accordo.

Strongl

. &Y . Mixed feelings Strongly agree
disagree Disagree . Agree

. . Né in disaccordo , Fortemente
Fortemente in In disaccordo o, D’accordo ,

. né d’accordo d’accordo

disaccordo
1 2 3 4 5

Items

1. Welfare measures are identified by my Organization on the basis of an analysis of my
specific needs (e.g., support with caregiving responsibilities)

1. Le misure di welfare sono individuate dalla mia Organizzazione sulla base dell’analisi delle
mie specifiche necessita (es. supporto nei carichi di cura)

2. Welfare measures proposed by my Organization address my needs (e.g., flexible
working hours)

2. Le misure di welfare proposte dalla mia Organizzazione rispondono ai miei bisogni (es.
orari flessibili)

3. My Organization systematically monitors whether the welfare measures provided are
adequate to meet my needs

3. L’Organizzazione in cui lavoro monitora in modo costante se le misure di welfare proposte
siano adeguate ai miei bisogni

4. I am aware of the welfare measures offered by my Organization
4. Sono a conoscenza delle misure di welfare proposte dalla mia Organizzazione

5. My Organization effectively implements what it communicates regarding
welfare policies
5. La mia Organizzazione mette in pratica cio che comunica in tema di welfare
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Items

6. Within my Organization, I can easily access welfare measures that support my
well-being (e.g., by promoting a better work-life balance)

6. Nella mia Organizzazione posso usufruire facilmente delle misure di welfare a sostegno del
mio benessere (es. favorendo un miglior equilibrio tra vita e lavoro)

7. Welfare measures proposed by my Organization demonstrate its concrete
commitment to sustainability

7. Le misure di welfare proposte dalla mia Organizzazione sono la dimostrazione del suo impegno
concreto in termini di sostenibilita

8. Welfare measures identified by my Organization contribute to reducing pay gaps and
promoting gender equity within my work environment (e.g., supporting parenthood)
8. Le misure di welfare individuate dalla mia Organizzazione contribuiscono al contrasto del
divario retributivo e alla promozione dell’equita di genere nel mio contesto lavorativo (es.
sostenendo la genitorialita)

9. Welfare measures adopted in my Organization foster a corporate culture oriented
toward employee well-being and the care of their family members

9. Le misure di welfare adottate nella mia Organizzazione promuovono una cultura aziendale
orientata al benessere dei/delle dipendenti e alla cura dei loro familiari

Note. This scale may be freely copied as long as (a) authors are credited, (b) no changes
are made, and (c) it is not sold. Anyone interested in using the scale should notify the
corresponding author.

Notes

1 Presidential Decree No. 917 of 22 December 1986. Approvazione del testo unico delle imposte sui redditi [Approval of the Italian

Tax Consolidated Text]. Gazzetta Ufficiale No. 302 (31 December 1986). Art. 51, 100.

2 Law No. 208 of 28 December 2015. Disposizioni per la formazione del bilancio annuale e pluriennale dello Stato (Legge di
Stabilita 2016) [Provisions for the formation of the annual and multi-year State budget (Stability Law 2016)]. Gazzetta Ufficiale
No. 302 (30 December 2015).

3 Law No. 232 of 11 December 2016. Bilancio di previsione dello Stato per I’anno finanziario 2017 e bilancio pluriennale per il
triennio 2017-2019 [State budget for the 2017 financial year and multi-year budget for the 20172019 triennium]. Gazzetta Ufficiale
No. 297 (21 December 2016).

References

Albanese, A. M., Russo, G. R., & Geller, P. A. (2019). The role of parental self-efficacy in parent and child well-being: A systematic
review of associated outcomes. Child: Care, Health and Development, 45(3), 333-363. [CrossRef]

AlHashmi, M., Jabeen, E.,, & Papastathopoulos, A. (2019). Impact of leader—-member exchange and perceived organisational support on
turnover intention: The mediating effects of psychological stress. Policing: An International Journal, 42(4), 520-536. [CrossRef]

Allen, D. G., Shore, L. M., & Griffeth, R. W. (2003). The role of perceived organizational support and supportive human resource
practices in the turnover process. Journal of Management, 29(1), 99-118. [CrossRef]

Almendingen, A., & Pilkington, P. (2024). Parenting self-efficacy and psychological distress in parents of children with an autism
spectrum disorder. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 54(7), 2604-2614. [CrossRef]

Ardig, M., & Erigsen, M. A. (2025). Effect of work stress, job satisfaction and work engagement on quiet quitting in healthcare workers.
Saglik ve Hemgirelik Yonetimi Dergisi, 12(1), 130-139. [CrossRef]

Bagozzi, R. P, & Yi, Y. (2012). Specification, evaluation, and interpretation of structural equation models. Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 40(1), 8-34. [CrossRef]

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2017). Job demands-resources theory: Taking stock and looking forward. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 22(3), 273-285. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2024). Job demands-resources theory: Frequently asked questions. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 29(3), 188-200. [CrossRef]

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/bs16050743


https://doi.org/10.1111/cch.12661
https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-06-2018-0081
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630302900107
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-023-05939-2
https://doi.org/10.54304/SHYD.2025.78200
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-011-0278-x
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000056
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27732008
https://doi.org/10.1037/ocp0000376
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs16050743

Behav. Sci. 2026, 16, 743 19 of 22

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Sanz-Vergel, A. (2023). Job demands-resources theory: Ten years later. Annual Review of Organizational
Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 10(1), 25-53. [CrossRef]

Bakker, A. B., Ten Brummelhuis, L. L., Prins, J. T., & Der Heijden, E. M. M. A. V. (2011). Applying the job demands-resources model
to the work-home interface: A study among medical residents and their partners. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 79(1), 170-180.
[CrossRef]

Battistelli, A., & Mariani, M. G. (2011). Supporto organizzativo: Validazione della versione italiana della survey of perceived
organizational support (versione a 8 item). [Organizational support: Validation of the Italian version of the survey of perceived
organizational support (8-item version)]. Giornale Italiano di Psicologia, 38(1), 189-214. [CrossRef]

Bernuzzi, C., Paganin, G., Petrilli, S., & Margheritti, S. (2025). Old trends in new clothing? Exploring the quiet quitting phenomenon
through a scoping review. Current Psychology, 44(11), 10990-11010. [CrossRef]

Berthon, P, Ewing, M., & Hah, L. L. (2005). Captivating company: Dimensions of attractiveness in employer branding. International
Journal of Advertising, 24(2), 151-172. [CrossRef]

Biggs, A., Brough, P, & Drummond, S. (2017). Lazarus and folkman’s psychological stress and coping theory. In C. L. Cooper, & J. C.
Quick (Eds.), The handbook of stress and health (pp. 349-364). Wiley. [CrossRef]

Blau, F. D., & Kahn, L. M. (2017). The gender wage gap: Extent, trends, and explanations. Journal of Economic Literature, 55(3), 789-865.
[CrossRef]

Blom, R., Jaspers, E., Knies, E., & Van Der Lippe, T. (2025). Family-friendly policies and workplace supports: A meta-analysis of their
effects on career, job, and work-family outcomes. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 157, 104091. [CrossRef]

Boz, A. (2026). Understanding teacher quiet quitting: How workload, engagement and stress shape the influence of transformational
leadership. European Journal of Education, 61(1), e70513. [CrossRef]

Brown, T. A. (2015). Confirmatory factor analysis for applied research (2nd ed.). Guilford Press.

Buchanan, C. M., Gangel, M. J., McCurdy, A. L., Fletcher, A. C., & Buehler, C. (2022). Parental self-efficacy and physiological responses
to stress among mothers of early adolescents. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 51(4), 643—658. [CrossRef]

Busacca, M., & Pasian, P. (2025). Welfare locale: Teorie, attori, transizioni [Local welfare: Theories, actors, transitions]. Egea.

Caputo, A., Molino, M., Cerato, B., & Cortese, C. G. (2023). Employer attractiveness: Two instruments to measure employer branding
and reputation. Sage Open, 13(3), 1-17. [CrossRef]

CENSIS. (2026). IX rapporto Censis-Eudaimon. A ognuno il suo welfare aziendale: La sfida praticabile. Il punto di vista di lavoratori e aziende [IX
Censis-Eudaimon report. Corporate welfare for all: The feasible challenge. The perspective of workers and companies]. CENSIS.

Chung, H., & Van Der Lippe, T. (2020). Flexible working, work-life balance, and gender equality: Introduction. Social Indicators Research,
151(2), 365-381. [CrossRef]

Cohen, S., Kamarck, T., & Mermelstein, R. (1983). A global measure of perceived stress. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 24(4), 385.
[CrossRef]

Colquitt, J. A. (2001). On the dimensionality of organizational justice: A construct validation of a measure. Journal of Applied Psychology,
86(3), 386—400. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Coltrane, S., Miller, E. C., DeHaan, T., & Stewart, L. (2013). Fathers and the flexibility stigma. Journal of Social Issues, 69(2), 279-302.
[CrossRef]

Dal Corso, L. (2024). Welfare aziendale: Motivazione e benessere delle persone al lavoro. [Corporate welfare: Motivation and well-being
of people at work]. In T. Barone, S. Cavallarin, & M. Barazzuol (Eds.), Declinazioni e percorsi del welfare in Veneto [Welfare trends
and developments in Veneto] (pp. 51-58). Veneto Welfare.

Dal Corso, L., & Rapisarda, S. (in press). Il ruolo strategico del welfare aziendale a sostegno della genitorialita. [The strategic role of
corporate welfare in supporting parenthood]. In M. Barazzuol, & S. Cavallarin (Eds.), Inclusione, welfare e innovazione sociale. Il mondo
del lavoro alla prova della parita [Inclusion, welfare, and social innovation: The world of work put to the test of equality]. Egea.

Danacy, E., Arica, E. O., & Erdogan, T. K. (2026). The relationship between stress of conscience and quiet quitting in nurses: The
mediating role of compassion fatigue. Healthcare, 14(3), 316. [CrossRef]

D’Angelo, C., Gazzaroli, D., & Gozzoli, C. (2020). Organisational Welfare in Italian SMEs: The Process of Valorising Human Resources.
Sustainability, 12(22), 9318. [CrossRef]

De Carlo, A., Girardi, D., Falco, A., Dal Corso, L., & Di Sipio, A. (2019). When does work interfere with teachers” private life? An
application of the job demands-resources model. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 1121. [CrossRef]

De Falco, M. (2023). Corporate and occupational welfare: The need for a quantitative approach to modern industrial relations. E-Journal
of International and Comparative Labour Studies, 12(1), 56-69.

Demerouti, E. (2025). Job demands-resources and conservation of resources theories: How do they help to explain employee well-being
and future job design? Journal of Business Research, 192, 115296. [CrossRef]

Demerouti, E., & Bakker, A. B. (2023). Job demands-resources theory in times of crises: New propositions. Organizational Psychology
Review, 13(3), 209-236. [CrossRef]

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/bs16050743


https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-053933
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1421/34845
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-025-07920-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.2005.11072912
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118993811.ch21
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.20160995
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2025.104091
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejed.70513
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-022-01577-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231192188
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-2025-x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2136404
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.386
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11419799
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12015
https://doi.org/10.3390/healthcare14030316
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12229318
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01121
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2025.115296
https://doi.org/10.1177/20413866221135022
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs16050743

Behav. Sci. 2026, 16, 743 20 of 22

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F,, & Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The job demands-resourse model of burnout. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 86(3), 499-512. [CrossRef]

Dilchert, S., Stanek, K. C., & Ones, D. S. (2025). Expanding our understanding of quiet quitting: Antecedents, correlates, and
consequences. Human Resource Management, 65(3), 679-704. [CrossRef]

Dilekgi, U, Kaya, A., & Cigek, 1. (2025). Occupational stress, burnout, and change fatigue as predictors of quiet quitting among teachers.
Acta Psychologica, 254, 104812. [CrossRef]

Dong, C. (2026). Yes to the ethic of care, but at what cost? Examining how personal and organizational care perceptions influence work
stress and quiet quitting in the public sector. Management Communication Quarterly, 1-42. [CrossRef]

Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, S., & Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived organizational support. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71(3),
500-507. [CrossRef]

El-Sayed, B. K. M., Asal, M. G. R,, & El-Sayed, A. A. 1. (2026). Navigating quiet quitting among critical care nurses in the digital era:
The impact of techno-stress and digital resilience. Nursing in Critical Care, 31(1), €70273. [CrossRef]

Florean, I. S., Dobrean, A., & Balazsi, R. (2025). From parenting self-efficacy to child externalizing problems: The role of perceived
parent stress and practices. Family Relations, 74(4), 2185-2200. [CrossRef]

Garcia, A. S., Carotta, C. L., Brown, R., Da Rosa, P, Pravecek, B., & Carson, P. (2021). Parenting stress, self-efficacy and COVID-19 health
risks as predictors of general stress among nurses. International Journal of Nursing Practice, 27(6), €13009. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Geng, R, Geng, X., & Geng, S. (2026). Identifying key antecedents of quiet quitting among nurses: A cross-profession meta-analytic
review. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 82(1), 913-933. [CrossRef]

Giorgi, G., Leén-Perez, J. M., Montani, F,, Ferndndez-Salinero, S., Ortiz-Gémez, M., Ariza-Montes, A., Arcangeli, G., & Mucci, N.
(2020). Fear of non-employability and of economic crisis increase workplace harassment through lower organizational welfare
orientation. Sustainability, 12(9), 3876. [CrossRef]

Haar, J., Ghafoor, A., & Brougham, D. (2026). Quiet quitting after COVID-19: Antecedents and gender differences. Asia Pacific Journal of
Human Resources, 64(2), €70065. [CrossRef]

Hamilton, V. E., Matthews, ]. M., & Crawford, S. B. (2015). Development and preliminary validation of a parenting self-regulation scale:
“Me as a parent.”. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 24(10), 2853-2864. [CrossRef]

Hampson, S. C. (2018). Mothers do not make good workers: The role of work/life balance policies in reinforcing gendered stereotypes.
Global Discourse, 8(3), 510-531. [CrossRef]

Hareendrakumar, V. R., Subramoniam, S., & Bijulal, D. (2021). Measuring total reward satisfaction: Scale development and empirical
validation for public sector employees in India. Metamorphosis: A Journal of Management Research, 20(2), 77-89. [CrossRef]

Henderson, R., Lehman, J., & Sunder, A. (2024). Clock-out: What explains “Quiet Quitting” in financial services? Financial Planning
Review, 7(3-4), €1192. [CrossRef]

Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J.-P., & Westman, M. (2018). Conservation of resources in the organizational context: The reality of
resources and their consequences. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 5(1), 103-128. [CrossRef]

IBM Corp. (2023). IBM SPSS statistics for windows (Version 29.0) [Computer software]. IBM Corp.

Ikenga, G. U., & Van Der Sijde, P. (2024). Twenty-first century competencies; about competencies for industry 5.0 and the opportunities
for emerging economies. Sustainability, 16(16), 7166. [CrossRef]

Islam, M. A., Somu, S., & Karatepe, O. M. (2026). Antecedents and consequences of quiet quitting: A systematic literature review. The
Service Industries Journal, 1-36. [CrossRef]

Jayanthi, S., & Ilangovan, K. (2019). A study on awareness and satisfaction towards employee welfare measures. International Journal of
Engineering and Management Research, 9(4), 155-160. [CrossRef]

Kestler-Peleg, M., Lavenda, O., Stenger, V., Bendett, H., Alhalel-Lederman, S., Maayan-Metzger, A., & Strauss, T. (2020). Maternal
self-efficacy mediates the association between spousal support and stress among mothers of NICU hospitalized preterm babies.
Early Human Development, 146, 105077. [CrossRef]

Kvande, E., & Brandth, B. (2020). Designing parental leave for fathers—Promoting gender equality in working life. International Journal
of Sociology and Social Policy, 40(5/6), 465-477. [CrossRef]

Lavenda, O., Hershkovitz-Freudenthal, A., & Leshem, E. (2026). A closer look at parenting stress: Parent, child, and contextual
characteristics. Family Relations, 75(1), 323-341. [CrossRef]

Law, K. H., Dimmock, J., Guelfi, K. J., Nguyen, T., Gucciardi, D., & Jackson, B. (2019). Stress, depressive symptoms, and maternal
self-efficacy in first-time mothers: Modelling and predicting change across the first six months of motherhood. Applied Psychology:
Health and Well-Being, 11(1), 126-147. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Lazarus, R. S. (1966). Psychological stress and the coping process. McGraw-Hill.

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1994). Stress, appraising, and coping. Springer.

Lesener, T., Gusy, B., & Wolter, C. (2019). The job demands-resources model: A meta-analytic review of longitudinal studies. Work &
Stress, 33(1), 76-103. [CrossRef]

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/bs16050743


https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.70038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2025.104812
https://doi.org/10.1177/08933189251415167
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.500
https://doi.org/10.1111/nicc.70273
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.70000
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijn.13009
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34402555
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.16934
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12093876
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7941.70065
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-014-0089-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/23269995.2018.1521129
https://doi.org/10.1177/09726225211041873
https://doi.org/10.1002/cfp2.1192
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16167166
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2026.2650783
https://doi.org/10.31033/ijemr.9.4.22
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earlhumdev.2020.105077
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSSP-05-2019-0098
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.70079
https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12147
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30345730
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2018.1529065
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs16050743

Behav. Sci. 2026, 16, 743 21 of 22

Li, E, Xu, M., Wu, D,, Tang, Y., Zhang, L., Liu, X., Zhou, L., Li, F, & Jiang, L. (2022). From child social impairment to parenting stress in
mothers of children with ASD: The role of parental self-efficacy and social support. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 13, 1005748. [CrossRef]

Lin-Lewry, M., Thi Thuy Nguyen, C., Hasanul Huda, M., Tsai, S.-Y., Chipojola, R., & Kuo, S.-Y. (2024). Effects of digital parenting
interventions on self-efficacy, social support, and depressive symptoms in the transition to parenthood: A systematic review and
meta-analysis. International Journal of Medical Informatics, 185, 105405. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Little, T. D. (2013). Longitudinal structural equation modeling. The Guilford Press.

Little, T. D., Cunningham, W. A., Shahar, G., & Widaman, K. F. (2002). To parcel or not to parcel: Exploring the question, weighing the
merits. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 9(2), 151-173. [CrossRef]

MacKinnon, D. P, Cheong, ]., & Pirlott, A. G. (2012). Statistical mediation analysis. In H. Cooper, P. M. Camic, D. L. Long, A. T. Panter,
D. Rindskopf, & J. Sher (Eds.), APA handbook of research methods in psychology, Vol 2: Research designs: Quantitative, qualitative,
neuropsychological, and biological (pp. 313-331). American Psychological Association.

Mailey, E. L., & McAuley, E. (2014). Physical activity intervention effects on perceived stress in working mothers: The role of self-efficacy.
Women & Health, 54(6), 552-568. [CrossRef]

Matthews, J., Millward, C., Hayes, L., & Wade, C. (2022). Development and Validation of a short-form parenting self-efficacy scale: Me
as a parent scale (MaaPs-SF). Journal of Child and Family Studies, 31(8), 2292-2302. [CrossRef]

Mondo, M., Sechi, C., & Cabras, C. (2021). Psychometric evaluation of three version of the Italian perceived stress scale. Current
Psychology, 40, 1884-1892. [CrossRef]

Mundakir, M., Choliq, L., Sukadiono, S., Vika, R. F,, & Firman, F. (2025). Parenting self-efficacy mediates relationship between caregiving
burden and parenting stress among parents of adolescents with disabilities: A cross-sectional study. Jurnal Ners, 20(2), 145-153.
[CrossRef]

Nimmi, P. M., Syed, F., Manjaly, N. B., & Harsha, G. (2024). Employee’s narrative on quiet quitting—A qualitative analysis. Employee
Relations: The International Journal, 46(7), 1406-1421. [CrossRef]

Olivelli, F. (2020). L'inquadramento sistematico del welfare aziendale [The systematic framework of corporate welfare]. Rivista del
Diritto della Sicurezza Sociale, 20(1), 103-124. [CrossRef]

Oztiirk, E., Arikan, O. U., & Ocak, M. (2023). Understanding quiet quitting: Triggers, antecedents and consequences. Uluslararast
Davranig, Stirdiiriilebilirlik ve Yonetim Dergisi, 10(18), 57-79. [CrossRef]

Patel, P. C., Guedes, M. J., Bachrach, D. G., & Cho, Y. (2025). A multidimensional quiet quitting scale: Development and test of a
measure of quiet quitting. PLoS ONE, 20(4), e0317624. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Perrigino, M. B., Dunford, B. B., & Wilson, K. S. (2018). Work—family backlash: The “dark side” of work-life balance (WLB) policies.
Academy of Management Annals, 12(2), 600-630. [CrossRef]

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, ].-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: A critical review
of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903. [CrossRef]

Podsakoff, P. M., Podsakoff, N. P., Williams, L. J., Huang, C., & Yang, J. (2024). Common method bias: It’s bad, it's complex, it’s
widespread, and it’s not easy to fix. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 11, 17-61. [CrossRef]

Rapisarda, S., De Carlo, A., Pasqualetto, E., Volling, B. L., & Dal Corso, L. (2024a). Breaking the maternity mold: Navigating the return
to work and challenging rigid maternal beliefs through an online psychological intervention. Frontiers in Global Women'’s Health,
5,1266162. [CrossRef]

Rapisarda, S., Martucci, M., Arcucci, E., & Dal Corso, L. (2025, April 26-28). Balancing work-life time: A new measurement of corporate
welfare. International Psychological Applications Conference and Trends—InPact 2025, Budapest, Hungary.

Rapisarda, S., Santoro, V., & Dal Corso, L. (2024b). Unleashing the potential of metaphors: A categorization system for exploring return
to work after maternity. Archives of Women’s Mental Health, 27, 607-618. [CrossRef]

R Core Team. (2023). R: A language and environment for statistical computing (Version 4.3) [Computer software]. Available online:
https:/ /cran.r-project.org (accessed on 12 March 2026).

Rhoades, L., & Eisenberger, R. (2002). Perceived organizational support: A review of the literature. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4),
698-714. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Sasirekha, S., Monica, P., Mythily, B., & Vimalan, C. (2021). A study to identify the employee satisfaction on welfare measures at
shipping and logistics sector. Turkish Online Journal of Qualitative Inquiry, 12(4), 691-698.

Saxbe, D., Rossin-Slater, M., & Goldenberg, D. (2018). The transition to parenthood as a critical window for adult health. American
Psychologist, 73(9), 1190-1200. [CrossRef]

Smith, C.]., Han, Y., Dupré, K. E., & Sears, G. J. (2022). Perceived organizational support and its interaction with voice on police officers’
organizational cynicism, stress and emotional exhaustion. Policing: An International Journal, 45(2), 200-217. [CrossRef]

Spagnoli, P, Farnese, M. L., D’Olimpio, E., Millefiorini, A., & Scafuri Kovalchuk, L. (2017). Psychometric properties of the Italian
version of colquitt’s organizational justice scale (OJS). International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 25(5), 861-874. [CrossRef]

Sviluppo Lavoro Italia. (2026). Famiglia e Lavoro. Rapporto annuale 2025 [Family and Work. Annual Report 2025]. Sviluppo Lavoro Italia.

https://doi.org/10.3390/bs16050743


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2022.1005748
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijmedinf.2024.105405
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38471407
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_1
https://doi.org/10.1080/03630242.2014.899542
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-022-02327-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-0132-8
https://doi.org/10.20473/jn.v20i2.68276
https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-10-2023-0538
https://doi.org/10.3241/96316
https://doi.org/10.54709/jobesam.1299018
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0317624
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40233122
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2016.0077
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-110721-040030
https://doi.org/10.3389/fgwh.2024.1266162
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00737-024-01446-0
https://cran.r-project.org
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.698
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12184574
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000376
https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-07-2021-0093
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-01-2017-1113
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs16050743

Behav. Sci. 2026, 16, 743 22 of 22

ten Brummelhuis, L. L., & Bakker, A. B. (2012). A resource perspective on the work-home interface: The work-home resources model.
American Psychologist, 67(7), 545-556. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Tetteh, S., Wu, C., Opata, C. N., Asirifua Agyapong, G. N. Y., Amoako, R., & Osei-Kusi, F. (2020). Perceived organisational support, job
stress, and turnover intention: The moderation of affective commitments. Journal of Psychology in Africa, 30(1), 9-16. [CrossRef]

The jamovi project. (2024). Jamovi (Version 2.5) [Computer software]. Available online: https://www.jamovi.org (accessed on
12 March 2026).

Thomason, E., Flynn, H. A., Himle, J. A., & Volling, B. L. (2015). Are women’s parenting-specific beliefs associated with depressive
symptoms in the perinatal period? Development of the rigidity of maternal beliefs scale. Depression and Anxiety, 32(2), 141-148.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Trstenjak, M., BeneSova, A., Opetuk, T., & Cajner, H. (2025). Human factors and ergonomics in industry 5.0—A systematic literature
review. Applied Sciences, 15(4), 2123. [CrossRef]

Vinitha, S., Vanitha, P., & Malarkodi, K. (2020). A study on employee satisfaction towards welfare measures. Journal of Emerging
Technologies and Innovative Research, 7(5), 400-408.

Waid, J., Abusaleh, K., & Marsalis, S. (2025). Approaches to strengthen parental self-efficacy: An umbrella review of systematic reviews.
Children and Youth Services Review, 177, 108483. [CrossRef]

Williams, J. (2000). Unbending gender: Why family and work conflict and what to do about it. Oxford University Press.

World Economic Forum. (2025). Future of jobs report 2025. Available online: https://www.weforum.org/publications/the-future-of-
jobs-report-2025/ (accessed on 25 February 2026).

Wu, M., Zhou, W,, Hu, S, Peng, F,, Yang, F.,, & Zhang, L. (2024). Parenting self-efficacy and parenting stress mediates the effects of the
association of perceived social support and readiness for discharge among parents of children with primary nephrotic syndrome.
Journal of Pediatric Nursing, 75, €93-e101. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/bs16050743


https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027974
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22506688
https://doi.org/10.1080/14330237.2020.1722365
https://www.jamovi.org
https://doi.org/10.1002/da.22280
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24890938
https://doi.org/10.3390/app15042123
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2025.108483
https://www.weforum.org/publications/the-future-of-jobs-report-2025/
https://www.weforum.org/publications/the-future-of-jobs-report-2025/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pedn.2023.12.035
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38199933
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs16050743

	Introduction 
	Job Demands-Resources Theory 
	Corporate Welfare 
	Parenting Self-Regulation 
	The Interplay Between Job Resources, Stress, and Quiet Quitting 
	Aims of the Study 

	Materials and Methods 
	Participants and Procedure 
	Measures 
	Data Analysis 

	Results 
	Common Method Bias Assessment and Psychometric Properties of the Self-Report Instrument 
	Psychometric Properties of the Perceived Corporate Welfare Scale 
	The Moderated Mediation Model 

	Discussion and Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	References

