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Abstract	
This report is the first official description of PSYWEQ (Psychosocial Work Environment 
Questionnaire). PSYWEQ is a measurement instrument focussing on both individual work 
experience and organisational factors. It was developed by Blomberg and Rosander beginning 
in 2012. 

The main focus of the report was to clarify the factor structure behind PSYWEQ as well as 
describing the additional instruments included in PSYWEQ – NAQ-22R (Einarsen, Hoel & 
Notelaers, 2009), SHIS (Bringsén, Andersson & Ejlertsson, 2009) and HAD (Zigmond & 
Snaith, 1983). The report also includes descriptive statistics based on the first wave of data 
from a governmental organization, two municipalities and a private organisation. 
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The	WHOLE	project	
WHOLE is a research project at the Department of behavioural sciences and learning at 
Linköping University, Sweden. WHOLE stands for Work, Health, Organization, Leadership 
and Experience. The research project aims to explore and over time follow different 
organizational factors related to the organizational and social work environment, such as 
management, organizational structure, feedback and reward systems, relationships, etc. in 
order to understand how they are related and influence each other. The aim is also to analyse 
how various organizational factors affect individuals’ work experience and occurrence of 
bullying in the organization and current sickness levels and perceived health of individuals. 

Data is currently collected at a large Swedish government department over a period of five 
years (18-24 months between waves). In addition, data is collected from employees at 
municipalities as well as from privately owned businesses – also longitudinally. In total, 
approximately 3500 employees participate in the studies in WHOLE. In 2017 the second 
wave was completed for the government department and the other organisations follow from 
spring 2018 and onwards. In 2017 WHOLE received funding for the project "Bullying at 
work - Disease prevention measures based on the impact of organizational factors on work 
experience and health” (funded by AFA Insurance 2017-2020). Data will be longitudinal and 
based on a representative sample of the Swedish work force. 

In the WHOLE project, a measurement instrument has been developed, PSYWEQ 
(Psychosocial Work Environment Questionnaire), with the aim to get a robust and reliable 
instrument which can be used to examine in depth the organizational and social work 
environment. It is based both on empirical data from a large variety of conducted surveys of 
organizational and social work environment using semi-structured interviews, but it also rests 
on a clear theoretical framework. Bullying in the workplace is measured by the Negative Acts 
Questionnaire (NAQ-22R, Einarsen, Hoel & Notelaers, 2009). Within the project the final 
Swedish version of NAQ-22R has been developed. Health is measured by Salutogenic Health 
Indicator Scale (SHIS, Bringsén, Andersson & Ejlertsson, 2009).  

Theoretical	background	
Development of PSYWEQ as a survey instrument started in 2012. The original construction 
of items was influenced by a semi-structured interview guide used by Blomberg investigating 
psychosocial work environment in more than 20 organisations. Theoretically PSYWEQ rests 
on several theoretical starting points, Weisbords’s (1991) six-box model, Karasek and 
Theorell’s (1990) Job Demand-Control-Support model, Siegrist's (1996) Effort–Reward 
Imbalance model, Frankenhaeuser and Johansson's (1986) psychobiological stress model, and 
finally, Maslach and Leiter’s (1997) six sources of burnout. 

Weisbord’s (1991) model includes six organizational factors: (a) purposes, (b) structure, 
(c) relationships, (d) rewards, (e) helpful mechanisms, and (f) leadership. Maslach and Leiter 
(1997) pointed to the importance of finding a match between the individual and key areas of 
work life: (a) workload, (b) control, (c) reward, (d) community, (e) fairness, and (f) values. 
Several of these models overlap to each other, but each contributes with important elements 
that together form the whole that constitutes the theoretical basis of the instrument. 

PSYWEQ	
The measurement instrument, Psychosocial Work Environment Questionnaire, or in short 
PSYWEQ, is an instrument focussing on both individual work experience and organisational 
factors. It consists of five main organisational areas: (a) goals, purposes and commitment (7 
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items), (b) work organisation and support systems (29 items), (c) relationships and 
cooperation (30 items), (d) feedback, encouragement and well-being (18 items), and (e) 
leadership (26 items). In addition, PSYWEQ consists of two overall measures of exposure – 
stress exposure (WOSEQ, Workplace Stress Exposure Questionnaire), and exposure to 
bullying (NAQ-22R, Einarsen et al., 2009). Bullying is also measured based on a definition. 
We measure health using the instrument Salutogenic Health Indicator Scale (SHIS, Bringsén 
et al., 2009). To measure anxiety and depression symptoms we use the Hospital Anxiety and 
Depression scale (HAD, Zigmond & Snaith, 1983). Sick leave as well as sickness 
presenteeism is measured using self-assessment on a scale from 0 to 20 days. 

All response scales for the five main organisational areas use a Likert-scale 1 to 7 where 1 
is Strongly disagree and 7 is Strongly agree. The middle alternative was named Undecided. 
There was also an option for all items to select I don’t know/Not relevant for my situation. 
Response scales for the other instruments and measures are described later. 

Data	collection	
In the WHOLE project, we have data of two kinds: (a) from different kinds of organisations, 
and (b) from a representative sample of the Swedish work force. In this report, the focus is on 
the organisational data as the data from the representative sample is currently being collected. 
Beginning in 2015 we have followed three different kinds of organisations longitudinally, (a) 
a Swedish governmental organisation, (b) two Swedish municipalities, and (c) a large private 
organisation. Data from all organisations are or will be longitudinal with at least two 
measurement points, and at least 18 months apart. In Table 1 the data is described. 

The	governmental	organisation	
In the governmental organisation, the first wave of the study started in the spring of 2015 and 
the second wave was started in the autumn of 2016. A third and a fourth wave is planned in 
2018 and 2020. 

The	municipalities	
In the municipalities, the first wave of data collection was started in the spring of 2016. The 
second wave is planned to start early 2018. 

The	private	organisation	
In the private organisation, the first wave of the data collection in the private organisation was 
started early in 2017. The data collection was spread out a little more in time compared to the 
other two types of organisation. The time the questionnaire was available to be filled out was 
about the same (about three weeks), but different departments had different starting times. 
The last current department filled in the questionnaire ending late spring of 2017. We have 
planned one more, large first wave at the private organisation early 2018. The second wave 
for the current departments is planned to start in 2019. 

Tabell 1 
Number of respondents and descriptive statistics 

Organisation Wave Year n 
Response 

rate % women 
Age 

Mean SD 

Governmental 1 2015 1383 75% 56.8% 45.1 11.1 
Governmental 2 2016 1387 71% 56.5% 45.0 10.9 
Municipal 1 2016 604 51% 83.4% 46.6 11.2 
Private 1 2017 431 77% 28.8% 46.7 9.6 
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Factor	analysis	
The items covering the five main organisational areas are constructed in a way so that some 
have an individual level focus and some a group level focus. For example, “I trust my close 
co-workers” (individual level) or “We cooperate well (close co-workers)” (group level). The 
group level items and the individual level items were analysed separately. Items focussing on 
a well-functioning organisation and items focussing on roles were also subjected to additional 
analyses. All analyses are based on the first wave of data from all three types of organisations, 
Governmental, Municipal and private organisations (n = 2418). For all analyses, we used 
principal axis factoring in SPSS 24. 

Individual	work	experience	
Items A5, A6, A8, A9, B11, B24, B33, C4, C5, C6, C7, C8, D3, D4, D5, D6, D10, D11, D17, 
E3, E4, E5, E7, E8, E9, E10, E11, and E12 have an individual level focus. All 28 items were 
factor analysed using principal axis factoring. An extraction criteria based on eigenvalues > 1 
produced five factors, however, the scree-plot as a guide suggested six factors could be 
reasonable. Based on the content of the factors the six-factor solution was selected. The six 
factors explain 67.5% of the variance and oblimin rotation with Kaiser Normalization gave a 
simple solution with high loadings on a factor and very small loadings on the other factors. In 
Table 2 the factors and factor loadings are presented. 

The items for all factors are on an individual level and capture different aspects of 
individual work experience. All are formulated so that high values are positive and low values 
means shortcomings and a possible risk for the individual. Descriptive statistics for the factors 
is presented in Table 3. 

I1.	Perceived	supportive	leadership	(PSL)	 	
This factor gives a broad picture of work experience in relation to one's immediate supervisor 
(10 items). It's about feeling safe in the relationship, and that there is a perception of mutual 
understanding and trust, and being listened to. The internal consistency is high (𝛼 = .965). 

I2.	Perceived	support	from	close	co-workers	(PSC)	
This factor captures the experience of the social environment in relation to one's closest 
colleagues (5 items). It involves an open climate where you dare to say your mind and you 
trust your co-workers and get help from them when needed. The internal consistency of the 
factor is high (𝛼 = .903). 

I3.	Perceived	job	satisfaction	(PJS)	
This factor captures individual job satisfaction in short. It's about enjoying your job and being 
proud of what you do, seeing your job as stimulating and finding it fun to go to work and 
feeling committed (6 items). The internal consistency of the factor is high (𝛼 = .922). 

I4.	Perceived	energy	level	(PEL)	
This factor is about individual experiences of how the work affects one's energy level - 
feeling alert both during the working day and when going home (2 items). Lack of energy can 
be about physical fatigue, but also a mental fatigue that leads to endlessness. The internal 
consistency of the factor is relatively high (𝛼 = .830). 

I5.	Perceived	influence	(PI)	
This factor captures the individual's experience of his or her opportunities to participate in and 
influence the way the organisation is operated and what goals are set (2 items). The internal 
consistency of the factor is relatively high (𝛼 = .823). 
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I6.	Perceived	conditions	for	work	(PCW)	
This factor captures different aspects that taken together provide an individual with good 
conditions for doing his or her job (3 items). It is about having the right information, that you 
have enough resources - both time and material - that there are clear procedures, but also clear 
expectations. The internal consistency of the factor is high (𝛼 = .906). 
Table 2 
Factor analysis of items on an individual level 

I1. Perceived supportive leadership (𝛼 = .969)       
I2. Perceived support from close co-workers (𝛼 = .896) .413      
I3. Perceived job satisfaction (𝛼 = .874) .352 .389     
I4. Perceived energy level (𝛼 = .731) .344 .247 .279    
I5. Perceived influence (𝛼 = .832) .418 .219 .442 .220   
I6. Perceived conditions for work (𝛼 = .748) .490 .353 .319 .390 .355  

 I1. I2. I3. I4. I5. I6. 

E5. Feel safe with supervisor .924      
E7. I trust supervisor .922      
E9. Supervisor contributes to my job satisfaction .902      
E3. Supervisor listens to me .902      
E11. Supervisor cares about how I feel .898      
E4. Supervisor helps when needed .894      
E12. Supervisor gives good support if long time ill .874      
E8. Supervisor trusts me .833      
D17. I feel appreciated by supervisor .774      
E10. Supervisor makes reasonable demands .682      

C5. Can speak my mind (closest colleagues)  .862     
C6. Trust my closest colleagues  .862     
C4. Can be myself (closest colleagues)  .850     
C7. Influence cooperation (closest colleagues)  .722     
C8. Easy to ask for help (closest colleagues)  .701     

D5. Proud of the job I do   .730    
D3. I like my current job   .687    
D4. Stimulating tasks   .651    
D6. It's fun to go to work   .567 .309   
A8. Feel committed   .529    
A9. Give more than is actually required   .439    

D11. Alert at the end of a working day    .769   
D10. Alert during working days    .662   

A5. Opportunities to develop work strategies     .807  
A6. Opportunities to influence the goals     .740  

B11. Access to necessary information      .643 
B24. Good conditions for work      .561 
B33. Clear role expectations      .560 

 

Table 3 
Descriptive statistics for factors of individual work experience 

 n Mean SD 

I1. Perceived supportive leadership  2512 5.52 1.43 
I2. Perceived support from close co-workers  2525 6.07 1.00 
I3. Perceived job satisfaction 2532 5.74 1.08 
I4. Perceived energy level 2529 4.60 1.48 
I5. Perceived influence 2498 4.59 1.71 
I6. Perceived conditions for work 2528 5.20 1.22 
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How	the	organisation	works	
Items A1, A2, A3, B1, B2, B3, B4, B6, B9, B18, B19, B25, C1, C2, C3, C9, C10, C11, C12, 
C14, C20, C21, C22, C23, D12, E1, E2, E6, E13, E14, E15, E16, E17, and E19 have a group 
level focus. All 34 items were factor analysed using principal axis factoring. An extraction 
criteria based on eigenvalues > 1 produced five factors, however, the scree-plot as a guide 
suggested six factors could be reasonable. Based on the content of the factors the six-factor 
solution was selected. The six factors explain 66.9% of the variance and oblimin rotation with 
Kaiser normalization gave a simple solution with high loadings on a factor and very small 
loadings on the other factors. In Table 4 the factors and factor loadings are presented. 

The factors capture a group perspective - how we do it in our workplace and how our 
business works. All factors except inadequate social work environment (G4) are formulated 
so that high values are good and low means risk. High values of a lack of social work 
environment mean risk. Descriptive statistics for the factors is presented in Table 6. 

G1.	Active	&	constructive	leadership	(ACL)	
This factor captures how the manager acts as support and contribution to the operation to 
work as well as possible (10 items). The manager is defined as the one in which you have 
employee or development talks. The factor has a high internal consistency (𝛼 = .965). 

G2.	Cooperation	&	climate	(close	co-workers)	(CCC)	 	
This factor captures the experience of good conditions for cooperation and good mood in the 
group of one's close co-workers (5 items). It is about how the group of one’s close co-workers 
listen and encourage each other, but also that one in this context can get constructive criticism 
where needed. The factor has a high internal consistency (𝛼 = .903). 

G3.	Well-functioning	organisation	(WFO)	 	
This factor captures different aspects of what makes an organisation well-functioning, clear 
roles, clear goals and a clear systematic approach of handling the work environment (10 
items). There is both an overall measure in which all three sub-factors are included (G3), but 
the sub-factors are also presented separately. The G3 factor has a high internal consistency (𝛼 
= .922). The sub-factors are presented in short below. 

Clear	roles	(WFO-CR)	
This sub-factor captures clarity of roles, and how clear accountability for different tasks are (4 
items). It is also about an experience that the organisation overall is orderly. The internal 
consistency of the factor is high (𝛼 = .931). 

Clear	goals	(WFO-CG)	
This sub-factor captures how clear the goals of the organisation are and if they are perceived 
as meaningful and realistic (3 items). The internal consistency of the factor is high (𝛼 = .862). 

Systematic	approach	(WFO-SA)	
This sub-factor captures an experience that there is regularity and systematics in how work 
environment issues are dealt with and worked with, that there are meetings to discuss how the 
operations work, and evaluations and follow-ups concerning this (3 items). The internal 
consistency of the factor is relatively high (𝛼 = .801). 

G4.	Negative	social	work	environment	(NSWE)	
This factor captures an experience of a workplace that is pervaded by suspicion and injustice 
(4 items). It can be a matter of fear of making mistakes to not being criticized, being treated 
poorly, or an experience that everyone is not treated equally, and that routines, demands and 
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expectations do not look the same for everyone. For this factor, high values mean risk and low 
values are good. The internal consistency of this factor is relatively high (𝛼 = .830). 

G5.	Staffing	
This factor captures how well you perceive that the organisation is dimensioned in relation to 
what is expected to be done and that there is a preparation to handle absenteeism in a good 
way (2 items). The internal consistency of this factor is relatively high (𝛼 = .823). 

G6.	Cooperation	&	climate	(whole	workplace)	(CCW)	 	
This factor captures the experience of good conditions for cooperation and good climate 
throughout the workplace (3 items). It is about an experience that everyone can act as support 
and encouragement, that the mood is good and that cooperation also works outside the circle 
of the closest colleagues. The internal consistency of the factor is high (𝛼 = .906). 

Table 4 
Factor analysis of items on a group level 

G1. Active & constructive leadership (𝛼 = .965)       
G2. Cooperation & climate (closest colleagues) (𝛼 = .903) .386      
G3. Well-functioning organisation (𝛼 = .925) .593 .445     
G4. Negative social work environment (𝛼 = .824) -.475 -.320 -.433    
G5. Staffing (𝛼 = .772) .293 .147 .372 -.200   
G6. Cooperation & climate (work place) (𝛼 = .912) .440 .624 .574 -.494 .242  

 G1. G2. G3. G4. G5. G6. 

E15. Supervisor grasp what's important .905      
E17. Supervisor responds quickly .896      
E13. Supervisor good at making decisions .886      
E16. Supervisor is always available .878      
E1. We have a good supervisor .871      
E14. Clear communication from supervisor .865      
E2. Supervisor is fair .794      
E6. Supervisor influenced by good arguments .789      
E19. Supervisor knowledgeable of operations .765      
D12. Achievement is noticed by supervisor .633      

C1. Cooperate well (closest colleagues)  .873     
C3. Good at listening (closest colleagues)  .872     
C9. We encourage each other (closest colleagues)  .803     
C2. The atmosphere is good (closest colleagues)  .769     
C10. We give constructive criticism (closest colleagues)  .697     

B3. Clear division of tasks   .873    
B4. Clear roles   .869    
B1. Well-functioning routines and organisation   .837    
B2. An orderly organisation   .802    
A1. Clear goals   .741    
A2. Meaningful goals   .666    
B6. Evaluation and follow-ups   .628    
A3. Realistic goals   .608    
B9. Well-functioning "workplace meetings"   .496    
B25. Well-functioning systematic work environment work   .468    

C20. Ill-treatment of employees    .721   
C21. Mistake will be openly criticized    .712   
C23. Everyone not treated equally    .694   
C22. Unfair procedures    .610   

B18. Enough employees to achieve the goals     .803  
B19. Ability to handle absent co-workers     .762  

C14. We encourage each other (workplace as a whole)      .847 
C12. Good atmosphere (workplace as a whole)      .827 
C11. We work well together (workplace as a whole)      .820 
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Aspects	of	a	well-functioning	organisation	(WFO)	
The items for the factor Well-functioning organisation (G3) were factor analysed using 
principal axis factoring. An extraction criteria based on eigenvalues > 1 produced two factors, 
however, selecting a three-factor solution produced the most meaningful content within each 
factor. The three factors explain 69.1% of the variance and oblimin rotation with Kaiser 
normalization gave a simple solution with high loadings on a factor and very small loadings 
on the other factors. In Table 5 the factors and factor loadings are presented. 
Table 5 
Factor analysis of items for the factor Well-functioning organisation (G3) 

 Clear 
roles 

Clear  
goals 

Systematic 
approach 

 𝛼 = .931 𝛼 = .862 𝛼 = .801 

B3. Clear division of tasks .936   
B4.  Clear roles .871   
B1.  Well-functioning routines and organisation .796   
B2.  An orderly organisation .740   

A2.  Meaningful goals  .974  
A1.  Clear goals  .780  
A3.  Realistic goals  .675  

B25.  Well-functioning systematic work environment work   .787 
B9.  Well-functioning "workplace meetings"   .677 
B6.  Evaluation and follow-ups   .569 

 
Table 6 
Descriptive statistics for factors of experience of how the organisation works 

 n Mean SD 

G1. Constructive leadership 2516 5.19 1.49 
G2. Cooperation & climate (closest colleagues) 2523 5.83 1.09 
G3. Well-functioning organisation 2530 4.81 1.30 
       - Clear roles 2525 4.66 1.53 
       - Clear goals 2513 5.18 1.41 
       - Systematic approach 2523 4.63 1.52 
G4. Negative social work environment 2461 2.93 1.60 
G5. Staffing 2486 3.78 1.73 
G6. Cooperation & climate (whole workplace) 2518 5.29 1.32 

 

Roles	in	the	organisation	(RIM)	
Items focussing on different aspects of roles in the organisation was factor analysed using 
principal axis factoring. An extraction criteria based on eigenvalues > 1 produced one factor. 
It explains 63.4% of the variation. Roles in the organisation as a single factor shows high 
internal consistency (𝛼 = .911). The factor loadings are presented in the first column in Table 
7. An alternative approach is to select a two-factor solution. It explains 70.3% of the 
variation. The first factor gathers the group level items and the second factor the individual 
level items. In Table 8 descriptive statistics for roles in the organisation is presented. Item F6 
is also used in the Workplace Stress Exposure Questionnaire (WOSEQ) and item B33 is also 
used in Perceived conditions for work (I6). 
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Table 7 
Factor analysis of items on roles in the organisation – as a one factor solution and as two 
factors (group and individual level) 

 Roles in the 
organisation 

(RIM) 

Roles in the 
organisation 
(group level) 

Roles in the 
organisation 

(individual level) 
 𝛼 = .906 𝛼 = .931 𝛼 = .707 

B3. Clear division of tasks .845 .912  
B4. Clear roles .885 .883  
B2. An orderly organisation .878 .872  
B1. Well-functioning routines and organisation .878 .826  
F6. Unclear roles, responsibilities and tasks −.574  .744 
B33. Clear role expectations .658  −.722 

 
Table 8 
Descriptive statistics for roles in the organisation 

 n Mean SD 

Roles in the organisation 2530 4.49 1.05 
Roles in the organisation (group level) 2525 4.66 1.53 
Roles in the organisation (individual level) 2526 4.16 0.76 

Other	measures	
These other factors or indicators capture different aspects of how the organisation works and 
how some aspects of the social work environment are perceived. This includes conflict 
resolution, efficiency, intention to stay, and opportunities for skill development and job 
satisfaction, but also negative aspects such as the impact of negative informal leadership and 
whether there are ongoing conflicts. Descriptive statistics for the other measures is presented 
in Table 9. 

Conflict	Management	Climate	(CMC)		
The core of this factor is a belief that conflicts that arise can be handled and solved in a good 
way. It is comprised of three items and have a high internal consistency (𝛼 = .860):  

C18. If there is a serious conflict, I trust it will be resolved in a good way  
C17. We are good at resolving conflicts  
E18. The supervisor is good at resolving conflicts  

Quality	&	efficiency	(Q&E)	
This factor captures the experience that the organisation is efficient, where time and resources 
are used in the best way, and that the work carried out leads to high quality products or 
services. There are two items in this factor. The internal consistency is reasonably high (𝛼 = 
.786): 

B7. Our organisation is characterized by high efficiency (i.e., we do not waste time or 
resources but use them in a smart and efficient way to achieve our goals) 

B8. Our organisation is characterized by high quality products or services 

Intention	to	stay	&	recommend	(ISR)	
This factor captures how employees value their job and their workplace – both in terms of 
seeing the workplace as attractive, and something you can recommend to others. The internal 
consistency is low (𝛼 = .592). As the two items as separate items are rather straight-forward, 
they could be used as single-item measures of intention to leave and recommend others. 

D7. I'm likely to look for another job in the next 12 months (reversed) 
D8. I would recommend my workplace to someone who is looking for a job 
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Competence	development	&	learning	(CDL)	
This factor captures an experience of feelings that one has opportunities to develop and learn 
new things, and that this is encouraged, but also that one gets opportunities to use the new 
skills. The internal consistency is high (𝛼 = .889) 

B31. I get opportunities to develop my skills 
B30. At our workplace, the staff will have good opportunities to develop their skills 
B34. Our workplace is characterized by continuous learning (i.e. learning is encouraged) 
B32. I can use my skills fully 

Core	values	(CV)	
This factor captures the experience that there are clear core values in the organisation and that 
these help the daily work. Core values are defined in the questions as “a common ethical 
foundation for how business is conducted and how to treat each other”. The internal 
consistency is relatively high (𝛼 = .798). 

B13. We have clear core values 
B14. The core values help me in my daily work 
C16. I support the values that characterize our workplace 

Knowledge	of	the	work	environment	system	(KOW)	
This factor captures if there is a clarity about how the work environment is handled at the 
workplace – knowing how to deal with victimisation, bullying and gender equality, and where 
to turn. The internal consistency is relatively high (𝛼 = .836). 

B27. I know what’s in our guideline regarding victimisation and bullying 
B28. I know what’s in our guideline regarding gender equality and diversity 
B29. I know how rehabilitation and work adaptation should be addressed 
B26. I know what to do in case of an acute workplace event 
C29. I know where to turn if I’m exposed to discrimination, bullying, violence or threats 

Development	dialogue/plan	(DDP)	
This factor captures satisfaction with one’s development plan and development dialogue with 
one’s supervisor, and how it is applied and followed up. If a person did not have a written 
development plan or have a development dialogue during the year, one could check that the 
question was not relevant. The internal consistency is high (𝛼 = .937). 

B36. I am pleased with the content of my written development plan 
B35. I am pleased with the development dialogue I had with my supervisor 
B37. I am pleased with the application and follow-up of my written development plan 

Trust	in	the	senior	management	(TSM)	
This factor captures the trust one has in the highest management within the organization. The 
internal consistency is high (𝛼 = .923). 

E31. I have trust in our highest personal representative (e.g. CEO, Director) 
E30. I have trust in our senior management (e.g. management team, board) 
E29. I have trust our chief manager  

Joint	job	satisfaction	(JJS)	
This factor captures a more general experience of job satisfaction - that all who work together 
enjoy and have fun together at work. The internal consistency is relatively high (𝛼 = .864). 

D1. Our workplace is characterized by job satisfaction 
D2. At our workplace, we have fun together 
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Work-life	balance	(WLB)	
This indicator captures opportunities at the workplace to get a healthy work-life balance. 

B32. At our workplace, there are good opportunities for work-life balance 

Jargon		
This factor captures the workplace climate in the form of jokes and humour. This factor is 
different from the others in such a way that both low and high values can be negative. Low 
values indicate a workplace where the climate is formal and dull while high values indicate a 
climate where jokes at someone's expense are common. The internal consistency is relatively 
high (𝛼 = .787). 

D21. We often make fun of each other 
D22. We often joke at each other's expense 
D20. If someone outside would hear us talk, they would probably be scared 
D19. We have a raw but hearty jargon 

Positive	informal	leadership	(PIL)	
This indicator captures the occurrence of positive impact from informal leaders at the 
workplace. An informal leader is defined as “a person who takes on a leadership role without 
being appointed as a leader”. 

E22. We have informal leaders who affect the work in a positive way 

Negative	informal	leadership	(NIL)	
This indicator captures the occurrence of negative impact from informal leaders at the 
workplace. An informal leader is defined as “a person who takes on a leadership role without 
being appointed as a leader”. 

E23. We have informal leaders who affect the work in a negative way 

Ongoing	conflicts	(OC)	
This indicator captures if one finds that there are ongoing conflicts in the workplace that 
adversely affect the work. 

C19. There are ongoing conflicts that adversely affect the work 

Unfair	procedures	and	treatment	(UPT)	
This factor captures aspects of a Negative social work environment (G4), with a focus on an 
experience that everyone is not treated equally, and that routines, demands and expectations 
do not look the same for everyone. The internal consistency is relatively high (𝛼 = .841). 

C22. Our workplace is characterized by unfair procedures (i.e, procedures, routines, etc. 
are not used or applied in the same way for all) 

C23. At our workplace, NOT everyone is valued equally but treated differently without 
reasonable reasons 

Frequent	reorganizations	(FR)	
This single item captures an overall perception of being exposed to many reorganisations at 
work. 

B15. Our workplace is often reorganized 

Salary	
This factor is about the relative satisfaction with one’s salary. The internal consistency is 
relatively high (𝛼 = .825). 

D14. I'm happy with my salary 
D15. I'm happy with how my latest salary revision was handled 
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Table 9 
Descriptive statistics for the other measures 

 n Mean SD 

Conflict Management Climate 2438 4.71 1.58 
Quality & efficiency 2511 4.84 1.46 
Intention to stay & recommend 2507 5.03 1.74 
Competence development & learning 2526 4.85 1.47 
Core values 2515 5.39 1.30 
Knowledge of the work environment system 2526 4.37 1.55 
Development dialogue/plan 2264 5.10 1.64 
Trust in the senior management 2387 4.77 1.68 
Joint job satisfaction 2527 5.32 1.33 
Work-life balance 2279 5.56 1.57 
Jargon 2530 4.35 1.19 
Negative informal leadership 2201 3.19 1.92 
Ongoing conflicts 2046 3.52 2.07 
Unfair procedures and treatment 2386 2.88 1.83 
Frequent reorganisations 2401 4.82 1.77 
Salary 2525 3.66 1.86 

Indicators	of	vulnerability	at	work	
These indicators are about fairly concrete aspects of vulnerability. All but the factor “Feelings 
of vulnerability” is based on just one question, but the question is about a clear aspect of 
vulnerability such as sexual harassment, threats and violence. The first indicator is about 
experiences of equal treatment and is reversed so that high values are good. For the other 
indicators/factors, high values mean risk and low values are good. Descriptive statistics for 
the indicators of vulnerability at work is presented in Table 10. In Table 11 the frequencies 
for sexual harassment, harassment, and discrimination in total, and for women and men is 
presented. 

Equal	treatment	(ET)	
This indicator captures the experience that everyone is treated equally and has the same 
rights, opportunities and obligations. 

C31. All employees have the same rights, opportunities and obligations (regardless of 
gender, sexual orientation, gender identity, age, religion, ethnic origin or disability) 

Sexual	harassment	(SH)	
This indicator captures if one has felt sexually harassed in the workplace. 

C25. In the past 12 months, I've felt sexually harassed at my workplace 

Harassment,	discrimination	(HD)	
This indicator captures if one has felt harassed or discriminated because of, for example, 
gender, sexual orientation, religion or ethnic origin. 

C26. In the past 12 months, I have felt harassed or discriminated against at my workplace 
due to my gender, sexual orientation, gender identity, age, religion, ethnic origin or 
disability 

Threats	
This indicator captures if one has felt threatened at work. It can be threats from other 
employees in the organization and/or from outside the organisation. This was initially 
measured without the division into inside/outside the organisation. Due to this no descriptive 
statistics is presented in Table 10. 

C32_A. The past 12 months, I have felt threatened by someone within the organization 
C33. The past 12 months, I have felt threatened by someone outside the organization 
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Violence	
This indicator captures if one has been subjected to any form of violence at work. It can be 
violence from people in the organization and/or from outside the organisation. This was 
initially measured without the division into inside/outside the organisation. Due to this no 
descriptive statistics is presented in Table 10. 

C34. The past 12 months, I have been subjected to violence by someone within the 
organization 

C35. The past 12 months, I have been subjected to violence by someone outside the 
organization 

Feelings	of	vulnerability	(FOV)	
This factor captures a sense of vulnerability at the work in terms of being unfairly treated, and 
a feeling that nothing happens if one is exposed to, e.g. discrimination, bullying or 
harassment. It is a general sense of insecurity in one’s work situation. The internal 
consistency is acceptable (𝛼 = .707). 

C24. I sometimes get treated unfairly 
C15. I feel safe at my workplace (reversed) 
C30. If I or any colleague, at work, would be subjected to discrimination, bullying, 

harassment, violence, or threats, I am convinced that the employer will take powerful 
action to put an end to it (reversed) 

Table 10 
Descriptive statistics for the indicators of vulnerability at work 

 n Mean SD 

Equal treatment 2374 5.90 1.49 
Sexual harassment 2479 1.12 0.68 
Harassment, discrimination 2483 1.30 1.08 
Feelings of vulnerability 2528 2.41 1.32 

 
Table 11 
Frequencies of sexual harassment and harassment/discrimination for women and men 
(frequencies represent all that have not answered completely no to the questions) 

 Women Men Total 

 n Freq. % n Freq. % n Freq. % 

Sexual harassment 1449 67 4.6% 1026 40 3.9% 2479 108 4.4% 
Harassment, discrimination 1452 149 12.0% 1027 95 9.3% 2483 246 9.9% 

Group	based	measures	
In the data, we have information on group affiliation opening up for a group level in analyses. 
To be included as a work group or unit the members need to have the same organizational 
affiliation and physically be working at the same workplace. Some of the factors and 
indicators presented above are on a form which allows them to be used on a group level. This 
includes the factors on how the organisation works (G1 to G6), Quality & efficiency (Q&E), 
Joint job satisfaction (JJS), Negative informal leadership (NIL), Ongoing conflicts (OC), 
Unfair procedures and treatment (UPT), Frequent reorganizations (FR), and Equal treatment 
(ET).  
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A	revised	Swedish	version	of	NAQ22-R	and	measurements	of	bullying	
We measure workplace bullying using two different methods: (a) asking based on a definition 
of bullying, and (b) asking about exposure to negative acts (NAQ22-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). 

Measuring	bullying	by	definition	
In PSYWEQ bullying is measured by presenting a definition of bullying and then asking if or 
how often one has been exposed to bullying based on the definition the last six months. The 
alternatives are: “No, never”, “Yes, sometimes”, “Yes, every month”, “Yes, every week”, and 
“Yes, every day”. The respondents are presented with the following definition: 

Bullying occurs when a person, repeatedly and over time, is subjected to negative treatment from 
one or more persons, in situations where the victim has difficulty defending him or herself. It's not 
bullying if two equally strong persons are in conflict with each other. 

We also ask if they have seen others being exposed and if they themselves have exposed 
someone else to bullying. The alternatives when answering are the same as above. In Table 12 
frequencies and percentages for measuring bullying based on a definition is presented. 

Table 12 
Descriptive statistics for bullying based on definition. “At least weekly” is included in the 
category “At least sometimes” 

  At least sometimes At least weekly 

 n Freq. % Freq. % 

Being bullied 2452 101 4.1% 8 0.3% 
Seen others being bullied  2442 243 9.9% 14 0.6% 
Being a bully 2437 20 0.8% 0 0% 

 

The	perpetrators		
If a person is bullied there need to be at least one bully. The question is who is this person or 
persons. In PSYWEQ there is a question directed to those who have seen bullying at one’s 
workplace or to the one’s exposed to bullying – who is the bully (based on a definition of 
bullying)? Most frequently it is one or more colleagues (49.7%), closely followed by one or 
more managers (41.1%). Next in line the bully can be found within the same organisation, but 
at a different workplace (23.2%). Finally, the bully is someone else (6.1%), e.g. 
representatives of occupational health care or the union. Note that a person could mark more 
than one alternative. 

Previous	exposure	to	bullying	
Within the data there are persons with previous experience of being exposed to bullying;  
30.1% of all respondents reported being bullied before. A majority of those reporting this (n = 
672) have previous experience of this from school (83.4%). Some have experience from a 
previous job (29.1%), and from other contexts, e.g. associations, religious contexts, 
neighbourhood, family etc. (7.0%). 
 

Measuring	bullying	by	negative	acts	
The other way of measuring bullying in PSYWEQ is using a Swedish version of the Negative 
Acts Questionnaire (NAQ22-R; Einarsen et al., 2009). When PSYWEQ first was developed 
there was already a Swedish version of NAQ translated by Strandmark and colleagues. After 
a review of the Swedish items and comparison to the original Norwegian and English versions 
we decided to change the translation for some of the items (13 of 22 items were changed). 
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The changes we did was approved by the original creator of NAQ, Ståle Einarsen. In Table 13 
The English, Norwegian, and Swedish versions of NAQ are presented. 

Also, the introduction/overall question was changed. The question in the Norwegian 
version is: ”Hvilke uønskede handlinger eller negative situasjoner har du blitt utsatt for på 
arbeidsplassen de siste 6 månedene?”. The question in the previous Swedish version 
(Strandmark) that we felt needed an adjustment is: ”Vilken av följande oönskade handlingar 
eller negativa situationer är du/har du varit utsatt för på din arbetsplats under de senaste sex 
månaderna?”. We changed ”Vilken” to ”Vilka” to make it clear that the respondents should 
consider all 22 items and not select the one they felt was most prominent for them. 

Table 13 
The English, Norwegian, and Swedish versions of NAQ. The current Swedish version 
(Rosander & Blomberg) is presented in the right column. Bold text represents changes from 
the previous Swedish version (Strandmark and colleagues)   

  
English version 
Einarsen et al. 

Norwegian version 
Einarsen et al. 

Previous Swedish 
version Strandmark 

Current Swedish version  
Rosander & Blomberg 

1 Someone withholding 
information which 
affects your 
performance 

Tilbakeholdelse av 
nødvendig informasjon 
slik at jobben ble 
vanskeliggjort 

Undanhållande av 
nödvändig information, 
så att arbetet försvåras 

Undanhållande av nödvändig 
information, så att arbetet 
försvåras 

2 Being humiliated or 
ridiculed in connection 
with your work 

Blitt ydmyket eller 
latterliggjort i 
forbindelse med jobben 

Upplevelse av 
förödmjukelse eller 
förlöjligande i samband 
med arbetet 

Blivit förödmjukad eller 
förlöjligad i samband med 
arbetet 

3 Being ordered to do 
work below your level 
of competence 

Blitt satt til arbeid 
under ditt 
kompetansenivå 

Fått arbetsuppgifter 
under din 
kompetensnivå 

Fått arbetsuppgifter under din 
kompetensnivå 

4 Having key areas of 
responsibility removed 
or replaced with more 
trivial or unpleasant 
tasks 

Blitt fratatt ansvarsfulle 
arbeidsoppgaver, eller 
satt til å gjøre trivielle 
eller ubehagelige 
arbeidsoppgaver 

Blivit fråntagen 
ansvarsfulla 
arbetsuppgifter eller 
måste göra triviala eller 
obehagliga 
arbetsuppgifter 

Blivit fråntagen ansvarsfulla 
arbetsuppgifter eller måste göra 
triviala eller obehagliga 
arbetsuppgifter 

5 Spreading of gossip 
and rumours about you 

At det er blitt spredt 
sladder eller rykter om 
deg 

Spridning av sladder 
och rykten om dig som 
person 

Att det har spridits skvaller 
och rykten om dig  

6 Being ignored or 
excluded 

Blitt oversett eller 
utestengt fra det 
sosiale fellesskap 

Utestängning från den 
sociala gemenskapen 

Ignorerad eller utestängd från 
den sociala gemenskapen 

7 Having insulting or 
offensive remarks 
made about your 
person, attitudes or 
your private life 

At man har kritisert deg 
som person (for 
eksempel dine vaner 
eller bakgrunn), dine 
holdninger eller ditt 
privatliv 

Upprepade ”angrepp” 
mot din person (t.ex. 
vanor eller bakgrund), 
dina värderingar eller 
kritik av ditt privatliv 

Förolämpande eller kränkande 
kommentarer om dig som 
person (t.ex. dina vanor eller 
din bakgrund), dina 
värderingar eller ditt privatliv 

8 Being shouted at or 
being the target of 
spontaneous anger 

Blitt utskjelt eller utsatt 
for spontane 
raseriutbrudd 

Blivit utskälld eller offer 
för spontana 
raseriutbrott 

Blivit utskälld eller offer för 
spontana raseriutbrott 

9 Intimidating behaviours 
such as finger-pointing, 
invasion of personal 
space, shoving, 
blocking your way 

Krenkende oppførsel 
(som at du blir pekt på, 
dyttet, hindret i din 
ferdsel, "vist fingeren" 
osv.) 

Kränkande beteende 
som att du blir utpekad, 
utstött, motarbetad, 
”visad fingret” osv. 

Hotfullt beteende (t.ex. att 
andra pekar finger åt dig, att 
du blir knuffad, får din väg 
blockerad, "visad fingret" osv.) 

10 Hints or signals from 
others that you should 
quit your job 

Hint eller hentydninger 
fra andre om å slutte i 
jobben 

Signaler eller 
antydningar från andra 
om att sluta på arbetet 

Hintar eller antydningar från 
andra om att du borde säga 
upp dig  
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Table 13 Continued 

  
English version 
Einarsen et al. 

Norwegian version 
Einarsen et al. 

Previous Swedish 
version Strandmark 

Current Swedish version  
Rosander & Blomberg 

11 Repeated reminders of 
your errors or mistake 

Gjentatte påminnelser 
om tabber eller feil du 
har gjort 

Upprepade 
påminnelser om 
”tabbar” eller fel du har 
gjort 

Upprepade påminnelser om 
misstag eller fel du har gjort 

12 Being ignored or facing 
a hostile reaction when 
you approach 

Fiendtlighet eller 
taushet som svar på 
spørsmål eller forsøk 
på samtale 

Fientlighet eller tystnad 
som svar på frågor 
eller försök till samtal 

Fientlighet eller tystnad som svar 
på frågor eller försök till samtal 

13 Persistent criticism of 
your errors or mistakes 

Vedvarende kritikk av 
din jobb eller 
arbeidsinnsats 

Ihärdig kritik av ditt 
arbete eller din 
arbetsinsats 

Ihärdig kritik av ditt arbete eller 
din arbetsinsats 

14 Having your opinions 
ignored 

Neglisjering av dine 
meninger og 
vurderinger 

Negligering av dina 
åsikter och värderingar 

Fått dina åsikter och 
uppfattningar ignorerade 

15 Practical jokes carried 
out by people you don’t 
get along with 

Upassende 
morsomheter på din 
bekostning fra 
personer som du 
kommer dårlig overens 
med 

Opassande skämt på 
din bekostnad från 
personer som du 
kommer dåligt överens 
med 

Opassande skämt på din 
bekostnad från personer som du 
kommer dåligt överens med 

16 Being given tasks with 
unreasonable 
deadlines 

Blitt gitt oppgaver med 
urimelige eller umulige 
mål eller tidsfrister 

Fått uppgifter med 
orimliga eller omöjliga 
mål eller tidsfrister 

Fått uppgifter med orimliga eller 
omöjliga mål eller tidsfrister 

17 Having allegations 
made against you 

Blitt utsatt for urimelige 
beskyldninger 

Blivit utsatt för orimliga 
beskyllningar 

Blivit utsatt för orimliga 
beskyllningar 

18 Excessive monitoring 
of your work 

Overdreven oppfølging 
av ditt arbeid/innsats 

Överdriven uppföljning 
av ditt arbete/insats 

Överdriven övervakning eller 
uppföljning av ditt arbete/din 
insats 

19 Pressure not to claim 
something to which by 
right you are entitled 
(e.g. sick leave, holiday 
entitlement, travel 
expenses) 

Presset til å ikke kreve 
noe som du har rett på 
(f. eks. sykefravær, 
ferie eller dekking av 
reiseutgifter) 

Pressad till att inte 
kräva något som du 
har rätt till (t.ex. 
sjukfrånvaro, ledighet 
eller täckning av 
reseutgifter) 

Pressad till att inte göra 
anspråk på något som du har 
rätt till (t.ex. sjukfrånvaro, 
ledighet eller utlägg i samband 
med resor) 

20 Being the subject of 
excessive teasing and 
sarcasm 

Blitt utsatt for 
overdreven erting og 
fleiping 

Blivit utsatt för 
överdrivna retningar 
och gjord narr av 

Blivit retad eller gjord narr av 
på ett överdrivet sätt 

21 Being exposed to an 
unmanageable 
workload 

Blitt utsatt for 
overdrevet 
arbeidspress 

Blivit utsatt för 
överdriven arbetspress 

Blivit utsatt för en ohanterlig 
arbetsbörda 

22 Threats of violence or 
physical abuse or 
actual abuse 

Fysiske overgrep eller 
trusler om slike 
overgrep 

Fysiska angrepp eller 
hot om sådana 
övergrepp 

Fysiska övergrepp eller hot om 
sådana övergrepp 

 
Negative	acts	related	to	work	or	person	and	a	single	measure	of	bullying	
The internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) for all 22 items of NAQ was .868 indicating that 
the items measure a common factor. It is as a single factor NAQ is normally used, but 
Einarsen et al. (2009) presented a model with three factors with a good fit to data. The factors 
cover (a) Person-related bullying (PRB), (b) Work-related bullying (WRB), and (c) Physically 
intimidating bullying (PIB). Based on content one peculiarity can be noticed in Einarsen’s 
factor solution – item G4 (“Having key areas of responsibility removed or replaced with more 
trivial or unpleasant tasks”) is framed as a person-related bullying even though its work-
related connotations are obvious. A confirmatory factor analysis (maximum likelihood 



 

  16 

method in STATA 15) showed a better fit to data moving G4 to WRB in the Einarsen et al. 
model (see Table 14). The fit of data to any of the models were not ideal. The nature of NAQ 
data with only about 10% of the respondents exposed to bullying give a skewed distribution 
affecting this. An even better fit to data compared to Einarsen et al. was found examining a 
single factor solution. The single factor model is what is normally used when screening for 
bullying. The internal consistency for the single factor model is high (𝛼 = .868). Cronbach’s 
alpha for person-related bullying was .851 (moving G4 away from PRB to WRB resulted in 
an improvement, 𝛼 = .860), work-related bullying was .729 (moving G4 to WRB resulted in 
an improvement, 𝛼 = .766), and physically intimidating bullying was .609, but without item 
G8 (“Being shouted at or being the target of spontaneous anger”) the internal consistency 
improved to an acceptable level (𝛼 = .776). 
Table 14 
Model comparison CFA 

Model χ2 df p RMSEA CFI TFI 

Einarsen et al. 2009 6225.80 206 < .001 .078 .852 .834 
Einarsen et al. change G4 to WRB 5828.58 206 < .001 .075 .862 .845 
Single factor G1-G22 4929.04 206 < .001 .069 .884 .870 

 
There are different ways of interpreting results from NAQ, however, a common way is to use 
two cut-offs based on Notelaers and Einarsen (2013). The total sum of the 22 items in NAQ is 
used and a score below 33 indicates no bullying, a score between 33 and 45 indicates 
occasional bullying, and above 45 a person is a victim of workplace bullying. In Table 15 the 
percentages for NAQ based on these cut-offs in total, and for women and men are presented. 
Descriptive statistics for NAQ are presented in Table 16.  
Table 15 
Percentages for cut-offs for NAQ in total, and for women and men 

 Total Women Men 

 Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

NAQ ≥ 33 253 9.99 % 125 8.44 % 128 12.21 % 
NAQ > 45 33 1.30 % 15 1.01 % 18   1.72 % 

Total no answers 2533  1481  1048  

 
Short	Negative	Acts	Questionnaire	(S-NAQ)	
Notelaers and Einarsen (2008) developed and tested a short version of the Negative Acts 
Questionnaire (S-NAQ) consisting of items 1, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, and 15. A confirmatory 
factor analysis (n = 2534) using Stata 15 of all nine items of S-NAQ as a single factor 
provided a relatively good fit to data (χ2 = 307.33; df = 26; p < .001; CFI = .95; TLI = .93). 
The internal consistency of S-NAQ is also reasonably high (𝛼 = .783). Descriptive statistics 
for S-NAQ are presented in Table 16. 
Table 16 
Descriptive statistics for NAQ and S-NAQ for women and men, n, mean sum and SD 

 Total Women Men 

 n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD 

NAQ 2533 26.03 5.61 1481 25.67 5.09 1048 26.55 6.25 
S-NAQ 2533 10.55 2.53 1481 10.44 2.30 1048 10.71 2.81 
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Other	instruments	and	measures	
In PSYWEQ measures for health, and depression and anxiety is included. Health is measured 
by SHIS (Bringsén et al., 2009), and depression and anxiety is measured by HAD (Zigmond 
& Snaith, 1983). Stress exposure is measured by an instrument called Workplace Stress 
Exposure Questionnaire (WOSEQ) developed within the project. There are also measures of 
sickness (e.g. sick leave and sickness presenteeism). 

Salutogenic	Health	Indicator	Scale	(SHIS)	
SHIS is an instrument measuring salutogenic health indicators with 12 items using a semantic 
differential scale, e.g. “Felt uneasy, tense” vs. “Felt calm, relaxed”, “Had little energy” vs. 
“Had a lot of energy”. The scale has six steps from negative to positive aspects related to 
health (reversed compared to Bringsén et al.) 

The factor solution presented by Bringsén et al. (2009) is not as clear as one would like. 
Therefore, we conducted a new factor analysis to see if the content of the factors could be 
clearer. As we did not know what would be the best factor solution a principal component 
analysis (PCA) was conducted (n = 43431). A criterion for selecting the number of factors to 
retain based on eigenvalue (>1) resulted in only one single factor. Selecting two factors with 
oblique rotation gave us a simple solution in which all items loaded above .30 on one factor 
and below .15 on the other. A two-factor solution could explain 71.6 % of the variance (see 
Table 17 for loadings). As a single factor comprising all 12 items the internal consistency is 
very high, 𝛼 = .949 (mean = 3.95, SD = 1.21). 

Table 17 
Factor loadings SHIS (all omitted loadings are ≤ .15) 
 
Item 

Self-confident & capable 
alpha = .934 

Vigorous & energetic  
alpha = .896 

 I7. Resolute .487  
 I6. Creative .417  
 I8. Emotional balance .390  
I11. Social capacity .362  
 I5. Concentrated .318  
 I2. Optimistic .312  
 I3. Relaxed .304  
   

 I9. Healthy  .525 
 I1. Alert  .472 
I12. Good physical condition  .455 
 I4. Slept well  .365 
I10. Energetic  .346 

 
The two factors cover different aspects of a salutogenic perspective on health. The first one 

is about feeling resolute, determined, decisive and creative, as well as, in emotional balance 
with a well-functioning social capacity, being optimistic, relaxed with a capacity to 
concentrate. We call this factor Self-confident & capable. The internal consistency is very 
high, 𝛼 = .934 (mean = 4.05, SD = 1.22). The other factor involves feeling healthy, alert and 
in good physical condition, being able to sleep well and feeling energetic. We call this factor 
Vigorous & energetic. The internal consistency is high, 𝛼 = .896 (mean = 3.80, SD = 1.32). 

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) showed a good fit of data to this model, χ2 (50) = 
1908.44; p < .001; CFI = .96; TLI = .94. The two-factor model fitted data better than a single-
factor model, χ2 (51) = 2568.49; p < .001; CFI = .94; TLI = .92, and the single factor model 

                                                
1 All data available November 2017, including 704 from a random sample of the Swedish workforce 
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fit data better than the two-factor model provided by Bringsén et al. (2009), χ2 (50) = 2576.8; 
p < .001; CFI = .94; TLI = .92. For both two-factor models the covariance between the factors 
was included. See Table 18 for a test of χ2 differences between models, and Table 19 for a 
summary of goodness of fit for the three models.  
Table 18 
χ2 test for differences between models 

Comparison χ2 diff df     p 

Single factor vs. Two-factor (Rosander & Blomberg) 2568.49 - 1908.44 = 660.05 1 < .001 
Two-factor (Bringsén et al, 2009) vs. Single factor 2576.77 - 2568.49 = 8.28 1    .004 

 
Table 19 
Goodness of fit measures for the three models 

Model χ2 df p RMSEA CFI TFI 

SHIS two-factor (Bringsén et al. 2009) 2576.77 50 < .001 .108 .941 .922 
SHIS single factor 2568.49 51 < .001 .107 .941 .924 
SHIS two-factor (Rosander & Blomberg) 1908.44 50 < .001 .093 .956 .943 

 
Hospital	Anxiety	and	Depression	Scale	(HAD)	
Depression and anxiety was measured using HAD (Zigmond & Snaith, 1983). It contains 14 
items, half focusing on anxiety symptoms and half depression symptoms, such as, “Worrying 
thoughts go through my mind” (A) and “I feel as if I am slowed down” (D). A principal 
components analysis (n = 31242) using eigenvalues >1 as selection criterion and oblique 
rotation resulted in the expected two factors (explaining 52.6% of the variance) forming the 
anxiety and depression sub-scales (see Table 20 for factor loadings). Both sub-scales also 
showed a high internal consistency (𝛼 = .844 and .832). The scale has four steps from positive 
to negative in half of the items and negative to positive for the others. When scoring the scale 
all items are in the same direction, high values meaning negative aspects. 

Table 20 
Factor loadings HAD (all omitted loadings are ≤ .15) 
 
Item 

Anxiety  
sub-scale 
𝛼 = .844 

Depression 
sub-scale 
𝛼 = .832 

 I9. I get a sort of frightened feeling like `butterflies' in the stomach .873  
 I1. I feel tense or wound up .792  
 I5. Worrying thoughts go through my mind .783  
I13. I get sudden feelings of panic .682  
 I3. I get a sort of frightened feeling as if something awful is about to happen  .677  
I11. I feel restless as if I have to be on the move .562  
 I7. I can sit at ease and feel relaxed .464 .304 

 I2. I still enjoy the things I used to enjoy  .828 
I12. I look forward with enjoyment to things   .825 
 I4. I can laugh and see the funny side of things  .768 
 I6. I feel cheerful  .701 
I10. I have lost interest in my appearance  .615 
I14. I can enjoy a good book or TV program  .565 
 I8. I feel as if I am slowed down .309 .422 

 

                                                
2 HAD was not included in the first wave of the governmental organisation. Here data from the second wave was 
used instead. 
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There is also a high correlation between the two subscales, r(3307) = .643 and as a single 
factor measuring psychological ill-being HAD has a high internal consistency (𝛼 = .892). In 
Table 21 descriptive statistics for HAD is presented.  

Table 21 
Descriptive statistics for HAD (sums) and percentages at cut-off scores 

   Normal (0-7)       Mild (8-10)       Moderate (11-14)          Severe (15- ) 

HAD-D 2541 76.8 % 468 14.1 % 235 7.1 % 65 2.0 % 
cumulative   768 23.2 % 300 9.1 % 65 2.0 % 

HAD-A 2969 89.8 % 222 6.7 % 92 2.8 % 24 0.7 % 
cumulative   338 10.2 % 116 3.5 % 24 0.7 % 

 
Stress	exposure	(WOSEQ)	
Exposure to stress is measured using an instrument developed within the research project 
called WOSEQ (Workplace Stress Exposure Questionnaire). It contains 15 items focusing on 
different possible stressors. The scale is a Likert-scale from 1 to 7 (same as PSYWEQ). High 
values indicating high exposure to stressors. As a whole, all 15 items of WOSEQ show a 
reasonable internal consistency (𝛼 = .756). All items were factor analysed using principal axis 
factoring. An extraction criteria based on eigenvalues > 1 produced four factors, however, 
based on the content of the factors a two-factor solution was selected. The two factors explain 
25.3% of the variance and oblimin rotation with Kaiser normalization gave a relatively simple 
solution with high loadings on a factor and very small loadings on the other factors. The 
exception was item F2, F10 and F11 that loaded in the mid .20’s and item F5 (“Difficult to 
influence content. order. pace. etc.”) that had ambiguous loadings. Item F5 was excluded from 
the factors, however, it could maybe be used as a single item measuring lack of control over 
one’s work situation. In Table 22 the factors and factor loadings are presented. Descriptive 
statistics for WOSEQ as a whole, for the sub-factors, and for the single item F5 (Control) is 
presented in Table 23. The factor Powerlessness & vulnerability should be used with caution 
together with NAQ as it focusses on negative aspects of the social work environment. 
Table 22 

Factor loadings WOSEQ (all omitted loadings are < .20) 

 Exhaustion & 
ambiguity 

Powerlessness & 
vulnerability 

 𝛼 = .722 𝛼 = .615 

 F4. Difficult and demanding tasks .646  
 F9. Changing conditions for work .627  
 F8. Often work alone without support .539  
 F1. Hard to catch up duties .515  
 F7. Irregular working hours or overtime .464  
 F3. Hard to know how to best solve tasks .425  
 F6. Unclear role and responsibilities .383  

 F12. Risk being exposed to violence or threats  .529 
 F14. Risky work requiring focus not to cause accidents  .458 
 F13. Poorly designed physical workplace  .419 
 F2. Monotonous work −.226 .410 
 F10. Suspicion, conflicts and misunderstandings .200 .407 
 F11. Help others so it becomes emotionally exhausting .266 .393 
 F15. The technical systems often create frustration  .307 
   
 F5. Difficult to influence content. order. pace. etc. .320 .286 
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Table 23 
Descriptive statistics for WOSEQ 

 n Mean SD 

WOSEQ 2533 3.00 0.87 
Exhaustion & ambiguity 2532 3.39 1.13 
Powerlessness & vulnerability 2532 2.53 0.98 
F5. Control 2516 3.50 1.85 

 
Sickness	measures	
In PSYWEQ there are four measures of sickness or how individuals deal with sickness (all 
measures are for the last 12 months), (a) number of separate times on sick leave, 0-10 times, 
(b) number of days on sick leave, 0-20 days, (c) number of days being sick but at work, i.e. 
sickness presenteeism, 0-20 days, and (d) number of days being sick, but not reporting in for 
sick leave – instead reporting the sickness as vacation, care of sick child, using flexible 
working hours, or taking compensatory leave (hidden sick leave), 0-20 days. The maximum 
number of days are set to 20 during a year (and 10 times). This can of course produce a 
ceiling effect in which a few respondents with very many sick days is not accounted for in 
full. However, we do not risk getting an exaggerated average number of sick days on account 
of the few. Twenty sick days (and 10 times) as a max still provide a good source of variation. 

There are two additional overall measures of health, (e) an estimation of the overall health 
the last 12 months, from “Very bad” to “Very good”, and (f) an estimation of changes in the 
overall health now compared to 12 months ago, from “A lot worse” to “A lot better”. For the 
employer, the open or known sickness is only a and b. However, the total sickness can have 
consequences for the work environment, for the individual employee, as well as for 
production and quality. 

Total	sickness	
The total sickness can be computed using the three measures using days as a common 

measurement unit. Total sickness is b + c + d. The maximum number of sickness days that 
can be reported in PSYWEQ is 60. We can also use the number of times on sick leave (a) to 
compute a measure for average number of days each time on sick leave. In Table 24 
descriptive statistics for the four sickness measures, the total sickness, and the average 
number of days when on sick leave. 

Table 24 
Descriptive statistics for the four sickness measures, the total sickness, and the average 
number of days when on sick leave (last 12 months) 

 n Mean SD 

(a) Number of times on sick leave 2533 1.43 1.97 
(b) Number of days on sick leave 2533 4.45 6.08 
(c) Number of days sickness presenteeism 2533 2.74 4.32 
(d) Number of days of hidden sick leave 2533 0.83 2.50 

Average days away when on sick leave (b/a) 1435 3.63 3.68 

Total sickness (b + c + d) 2533 8.02 9.76 

 

Sickness	scale	(SS)	
A broader measure of sickness can be computed as the mean of the z-scores for all six 
measures (a-f) of sick leave, sickness presenteeism, and overall health estimates. The internal 
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consistency of this combined scale is reasonably high (𝛼 = .681). Also, the sickness scale 
correlates in an expected way with NAQ, SHIS, and HAD (see Table 27). 

Included in the Sickness scale are different types of estimates of sickness. Two measures 
that are similar are Number of times on sick leave (a) and Number of days on sick leave (b). 
Both are included with a clear intent to differentiate between those having one long sick leave 
(e.g. 20 days) and those having many shorter sick leaves (e.g. 10 two-day sick leaves). We 
argue that many shorter sick leaves say more about the psychosocial work environment than 
one long one that might have more to do with an accident or personal health condition. There 
is of course a possibility that one long sick leave can indicate burn out, but for the Sickness 
scale a lower value on Number of times on sick leave (a), in this case, will probably be 
“compensated” by higher values of sickness presenteeism preceding the longer sick leave, as 
well as, high values for the estimation of change in overall health (f). In Table 25 four 
examples of respondents are presented showing differences in the Sickness scale even though 
the Total sickness is the same. Person 1373 and 1391 both have a total sickness of 35 days the 
past 12 months. The only difference is found in the number of times they have been on sick 
leave (10 vs. 1 time the last 12 months). Person 1373 has 1.62 on the sickness scale while 
person 1391 only have 0.46. We see in related measures that person 1391 feels healthier and 
is not at all exposed to bullying while person 1373 is exposed to bullying and feels less 
healthy. The same pattern is evident comparing person 1353 and person 1444. Both have a 
total sickness of 25 days, but person 1353 is on sick leave more frequent than person 1444.  

Table 25 
Four examples of respondents showing the difference in the Sickness scale – a-f is the six 
sickness measures presented above  

ID (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) NAQ SHIS Total sickness Sickness scale (z) 

1373 10 20 10 5 3 3 36 2.83 35 1.62 
1391 1 20 10 5 2 2 24 4.17 35 0.46 

1353 10 20 5 0 4 4 22 1.91 25 2.11 
1444 1 20 5 0 4 2 24 4.17 25 0.74 

 
Reasons	for	a	negative	health	development	
As a complement to the estimation of changes in the overall health now compared to 12 
months ago (f) there is a question about the origin or perceived reason behind the health 
deterioration (those who responded “Worse” or “A lot worse” answered an additional 
question). One of three categories could be selected, and the question was to select the main 
perceived reason one’s health had deteriorated: 

- Private life (e.g., purely medical factors, accidents, injuries, age, difficult social situation 
or other private matters) 

- Both private life and the workplace 
- The workplace (e.g., stress, conflicts, accidents or other work-related issues) 

A total of 2479 persons answered the question about health development and 13.4% 
reported a negative development, whereas 26.5% reported a positive development compared 
to 12 months ago. The 13.3% or 327 persons answered the additional question. In Table 26 
the main reasons for this deterioration, in total and for women and men is presented (4 
respondents answered “Worse” or “A lot worse”, but did not answer the additional question – 
331 reported a negative development, but only 327 gave a main reason). 
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Table 26 
Percentages for positive and negative health development and main reasons for health 
deterioration, in total and for women and men 

    Total    Women   Men 

          n %          n %          n % 

Positive development 656 26.5% 409 28.5% 245 23.5% 
Negative development 331 13.4% 184 12.8% 147 14.1% 

Private life 77 23.5% 42 23.0% 35 24.3% 
Both Private life and the workplace 112 34.3% 59 32.2% 53 36.8% 
The workplace 138 42.2% 82 44.8% 56 38.9% 
At least in part due to the workplace 250 76.5% 141 77.0% 109 75.7% 

 
About 75% of the respondents with a negative health development the last 12 months 

attribute it, at least in part, to the workplace with a majority attributing the main reason in full 
to the workplace.  

Sickness	scale	2	(SS2)	
There is a modification to the Sickness scale. The estimation of changes in the overall health 
now compared to 12 months ago (f) is replaced with a composite score in which the reason 
for a negative health development is used as a weight. The measure f has five response 
options: 1 and 2 mean improvement in health, 3 means no change, and 4 and 5 mean a 
deterioration in health. If this deterioration is mostly due to private reasons the score is left as 
it is. If the reason is due to both work and private issues the score is multiplied with 2, and if 
the main reason for the deterioration is due to the work the score is multiplied with 3. The z-
scores for the composite score is used instead of the original f measure when computing the 
mean of the z-scores for all six measures (a-e and the composite f). This gives a Sickness 
scale in which deterioration in health due to work is scored higher than if the reason is due to 
private reasons. The internal consistency of this combined scale is reasonably high (𝛼 = .711). 
Also, the sickness scale correlates in an expected way with NAQ, SHIS, and HAD (see Table 
27). 

Sickness	absenteeism	scale	(SAS)	and	Sickness	presenteeism	(SP)	
There is one measure for sickness presenteeism (c) and three measures of sickness 
absenteeism (a, b, and d). A combined score is computed as the mean of the z-scores for these 
three measures to form the Sickness absenteeism scale. As with the Sickness scale the 
frequency of sick leaves is used together with the total duration. The internal consistency of 
this combined scale is low (𝛼 = .636) probably due to a very low variability in (d) – 80.3% of 
the participants reported no absence at all due to hidden sick leave and only 10% reported 
hidden sick leave more than 2 days. Sickness presenteeism is measured using one item asking 
for the number of days the last 12 months being sick but at work. See Table 24 and 27 for 
descriptive statistics and correlations with NAQ, SHIS and HAD. 
 
Table 27 
Four measures of sickness. Cronbach’s alpha and correlation with NAQ, SHIS and HAD  

ID n 𝛼 r(NAQ) r(SHIS) r(HAD) 

Sickness scale 2533 .681 .302 -.492 .372 
Sickness scale 2 2476 .711 .334 -.497 .406 
Sickness absenteeism scale 2533 .636 .192 -.296 .179 
Sickness presenteeism 2533 – .295 -.338 .238 
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Conclusions	
This report is the first official description of PSYWEQ. The focus was to clarify the factors 
building up the instrument, individual work experience, how the organisation works, and 
other measures related to the psychosocial work environment, but also indicators of 
vulnerability at work, stress and negative acts and bullying. PSYWEQ also includes measures 
of health in the form of SHIS and HAD.  

The factor analyses of the individual and group level items in PSYWEQ showed clear 
factor structures with simple solutions explaining 60-70% of the variance. All factors have a 
high internal consistency (often in the high .80’s or .90’s). 

 Bullying is measured both as a response to a definition and as negative acts. As expected 
the proportion exposed is lower for response to a definition (4.1%) compared to the cut-off for 
NAQ (9.9%). Finally, the measures of health proved to be working measures with factor 
structures that provide differentiated ideas of health.  

Using	PSYWEQ	
PSYWEQ in its current form is in Swedish. At the moment, there are no plans to translate it to 
other languages. If you want to translate and use PSYWEQ in a different country, or if you 
want to use PSYWEQ in Swedish, please contact us (see below). If you use PSYWEQ, in 
return we would like to get access to the collected data so we can further develop PSYWEQ. 
Note that the items in this report are not written out in full. 

Contact	
Michael Rosander, michael.rosander@liu.se 
Stefan Blomberg, stefan.blomberg@liu.se 
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