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Abstract 
  

The purpose of this study was to compare two survey instruments, the HSE indicator tool and 

the QPSNordic, in their ability of evaluating the psychosocial work environment in a 

Norwegian financial organization (n =410). SWOT – based interviews were carried out as a 

qualitative validation. On comparable dimensions the HSE indicator tool gave a more 

negative picture than did the QPSNordic. Furthermore the QPSNordic provided information 

on several organizational dimensions not covered by the HSE indicator tool. The surveys and 

interviews were found to validate each other, but the interviews gave additional information 

on processes and contradictions in the organization that were not captured by the surveys. 

One finding, evident only in the interviews, was that the organization paid little attention to 

teamwork and team-processes. The reliability and validity of interviews as a validation tool 

and as a mean of assessing the work environment is discussed.  
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Work is an important part of our lives and can be a cause of stress and poor health, but 

can also contribute to development, well-being and good health. Understanding the impact of 

work on our lives has been an important research objective within work and health 

psychology. Some causal links have been established, especially between certain aspects of 

work and stress/poor health outcomes (Shirom, 2003).  

When trying to apply this knowledge in primary interventions, with the intention to 

improve the psychosocial work environment and prevent sick-leave or bad health outcomes, 

the results have been less impressive, at least according to publications in peer-reviewed 

journals (van der Klink, Blonk, Schene, & Dijk, 2001). There are several possible 

explanations for this: (a) Problems with control: Conducting well-controlled studies in a 

context as complicated as an organization poses excessive difficulties in controlling all 

significant variables. (b) Problems with process: Redesigning the work environment, even if 

the intention is to improve the psychosocial environment, is in itself a change, and changes 

are often causes of increased insecurity and stress. Also, the implementation process may not 

be well executed. (c) Problems with measurement: The measurement/mapping of the 

psychosocial environment is inadequate, leading to change strategies that not are appropriate 

to solve the relevant problems of the organization.  

All these explanations are plausible. This article will focus on (c): how different 

instruments of measuring the psychosocial environment may influence the quantity and 

quality of the results, and how these instruments provide information, appropriate or in 

appropriate with regard to planning a change strategy. It is important to bear in mind that the 

choice of measurement tool is not simply a question of reliability, as the different instruments 

have different theoretical underpinnings. The theoretical foundations of different approaches 

and their respective consequences for the results will be discussed.  

 

Theoretical Underpinnings 
Theories explaining how different work conditions are producing positive outcomes 

such as productivity and job-satisfaction or negative outcomes such as absenteeism or 

increased turnover will be discussed in the next chapters. Also theories on how work 

conditions may create stress and bad health outcomes will be discussed. 



 

  

3 

Motivation theories 
Different motivation theories seek to explain how various aspects of work may affect 

work-motivation and job-satisfaction. These can be divided into need theories, task 

characteristics theories, goal-setting theory, reinforcement theory, equity theory, and 

expectancy theory (Furnham, 2005). Four of these are briefly elaborated below:  

The need theories are based on the principle that work-related behaviours are directed 

to satisfy certain needs. The best-known of these is Maslow’s theory proposing that there is a 

hierarchical order with regard to what needs are activated and must be satisfied first: from 

lower order needs (first physiological, then safety, and then social needs) step by step to 

higher order needs (esteem needs and finally self-actualization needs). Little evidence is 

found which confirms the actual categorization of five needs, or that needs are activated in 

this specific order (Mitchell & Moudgill, 1976). Why this theory, in spite of weak evidence, 

remains popular may have three explanations: i) Maslow’s terms are incorporated into 

everyday language, ii) the theory explains that not everybody is motivated by the same 

incentives, and ii) this theory give managers a suitable instrument for group interventions 

(Berry, 1998). 

The Job Characteristic Model (JCM) by Hackman and Oldham has been very 

influential (Arnold et al., 2005). The JCM theory proposes that characteristics of the job itself, 

namely skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy and feedback, are essential 

factors of intrinsic motivation, job satisfaction and work effectiveness. When reading the 

Norwegian Work Environment Act (AID, 2005) section 4-2, regarding job organization, 

participation and development, it is not difficult to see the influence of the JCM model. While 

the logical consequence of this model would be to design more motivating jobs, it simply is 

not possible to redesign all existing jobs.  

Expectancy theory links motivation to three different types of beliefs that are thought 

to be important (Furnham, 2005): Expectancy; the belief that one’s effort will result in 

performance, instrumentality; belief that one’s performance will be rewarded, and valence; 

perceived value of the rewards to the recipient. Expectancy theory has been important to 

organizational practice by providing specific advice on how to motivate people: by training 

employees to do a better job, by directly linking better performances to rewards, and by 

making sure that these rewards correspond to the employees desires. Some have noted that 

this is a theory that attempts to predict individual choices, rather than the motivation of groups 

(Lowenberg & Conrad, 1998). When the strategy of an organization is to assess abilities of 
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employees, to train them to solve specific tasks, and to develop a result-based rewarding 

system, this is consistent with expectancy theory.    

Equity theories differ from expectancy theories in that they suggest that people are 

motivated to work through what they consider a fair return for their efforts, rather than to get 

as much as they can (Arnold et al., 2005). The evaluation of what is fair/unfair is done by a 

social comparison with regard to the effort/ability put into a job and what benefits/rewards 

come out of it. The greater the inequity perceived by the individual, the more distress is 

experienced. Increasing distress is thought to stimulate the employee to change (actually or 

cognitively) outcomes, increasing/decreasing effort, changing the comparison, or terminating 

the relationship. This theory may explain some important trends in the relations between 

employers and employees; trade unions often use social comparison when negotiating wages 

(referring to other groups and leaders benefits), and concepts such as distributive and 

procedural justice have been recognised as important within leader theories.  

These theories, and some others not mentioned here, are a foundation for most recent 

theories on psychosocial environment and stress. Before going into these theories, some 

theories on stress will be briefly mentioned. This is because stress, as an outcome of social 

work environment and a mediator for negative health consequences, has been a central part of 

the theories on psychosocial work environment.   

Stress and Effects on Health 
The ambiguous use of the stress-concept can be clarified through defining stress as a 

stimulus, a response, or an interaction process (Cox, 1978).  

Looking at stress as a stimulus is consistent with the life-event tradition (Holmes & 

Rahe, 1967). Factors in the environment may be perceived as stressors, forcing the individual 

to use resources in adjusting. Many survey instruments on psychosocial work-environment 

investigate how the employees perceive the presence of known and assumed risk and 

protection factors within the organization. A problem with this approach, if used alone, is that 

it does not take individual or contextual variables into account. There may be significant 

differences in how individuals perceive and cope with different stressors, and there are 

important differences in how an organization deals with different types of threatening events 

(mergers, downsizing, etc). 

Stress as a response was probably first described by Cannon, who developed the 

“fight-flight” concept, linking a perception of a threat to physiological changes (Ekstedt, 

2005). The most influential advocate viewing stress as a response is Hans Selye. His 
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definition of stress is “the non-specific response of the body to any demand upon it” (in 

Furnham, 2005, p 335). The background for his definition was the observation that various 

stimuli (chemicals, exposure to pain, cold, heat, forced exercise, etc.) could elicit the same 

response, a triad of morphological changes. He called this response “the general adaptation 

syndrome” where three temporal phases could be separated: i) an initial alarm reaction, ii) a 

stage of resistance (adaptation to the situation, coping), iii) and finally exhaustion (if coping 

efforts were unsuccessful). Substantial research over the last decades has provided evidence 

of physiological stress responses and the pathways of these responses (Ekstedt, 2005). 

Stress as a process: Relevant aspects of the environment interact with relevant aspects 

of the individual. If the individual perceives these aspects as threatening, this will produce a 

state of stress. Successful coping may lead to a resolution of the problem while unsuccessful 

coping will lead to negative outcomes (on behaviour and/or health). One of the most 

influential proponents for this approach is R. Lazarus. The evaluation of whether something is 

perceived as a threat (to the maintenance of the self), called the “appraisal process”, is central 

to his theory. Primary appraisal is when something is appraised as a threat or not, and 

secondary appraisal is related to coping with and reducing threat (Lazarus, 1966). Cognitive-

behavioural stress training, based on this perspective, was judged in a meta-study to be the 

most efficient of individual techniques to manage stress (Murphy, 2003).  

Psychosocial Stress Theories 
The Demand – Control Model (JDC) by Karasek and colleagues (Karasek & Theorell, 

1990) has been and still is influential. The basic concepts are: Demands; a big work load, 

pressure to work long hours, hurried work pace or high complexity of work. Control, also 

called decision latitude; the extent of control an employee has with regard to the job 

performed, in terms of having the possibility to decide how and when to do the job, or in 

terms of skills discretion. The combination of high or low demands, and high and low control, 

results in four conditions, which Karasek and Theorell (1990) attached to four predictions 

regarding consequences for health and distress (strain). The two most thoroughly researched 

predictions of this theory are: 1. High demands and low control give rise to “high strain 

jobs”. Most adverse reactions of psychological strain occur when the psychological demands 

of the job are high and the decision latitude of the job is low. 2. High demands and high 

control give “active jobs”. Highly demanding jobs (challenging) when workers feel a high 

degree of control (mastery, freedom to use their skills, etc), result in an outcome which is 

learning and growth (also high job satisfaction). Social support has been included as a third 
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dimension in the model. The impact of social relations may vary: Social support can refer to 

buffering mechanisms between psychological stressors at work and adverse health outcomes. 

Social contacts/structures affect the basic physiological processes important both to maintain 

health and to acquisition of new knowledge. The control part, the most researched aspect of 

this model, can be seen as building on the autonomy aspect of the Job Characteristic Model, 

but may also rest on the expectancy aspect of the Expectancy theory. The demand part can be 

seen as equivalent to the stressor within stress research. In a review of the JDC model Taris 

and Kompier (2005) emphasize that although there is much evidence for the hypothesis that 

high demands combined with low control leads to stress –reactions/strain, the other 

hypotheses are less researched and have less evidence.  

The model of Effort – Reward Imbalance (ERI) has gained much support over the last 

years. This model shifts the focus from control to reward (Siegrist, 1996). Siegrist 

underscores the work-role, as a “crucial link between self-regulatory functions such as self-

esteem and self-efficacy and the social opportunity structure” (p 29). This role gives the 

individual opportunities to contribute and perform, to be rewarded and esteemed, and to 

belong to some significant group. These beneficial effects are contingent upon a basic 

prerequisite in social life; reciprocity. Societal rewards can be rendered in three different 

ways; money, esteem and status control. Status control is about the individual perception of 

job-security, promotion perspectives, etc. This aspect is thought to be important in today’s 

global economy with job instability, redundancy and forced occupational mobility. The 

assumption that people would remained in an imbalanced situation where efforts are high and 

rewards are low, seems to be inconsistent with value expectancy theory, where it is assumed 

that rational choices are operative. These choices would help the individuals to achieve a 

balance between energy consumption and reward experience. But the ERI model assumes that 

the risk of being laid off, and facing downward societal mobility, outweighs the costs of 

accepting excessively low rewards. These aspects, or needs, appear to be consistent with the 

basic levels of Maslow’s hierarchy. Equity theory, emphasizing fair return on what the 

employee offers appears to be a cornerstone of the ERI model.   The effort-reward imbalance 

theory has given rise to many studies (Tsutsumi & Kawakami, 2004; Vegchel, Jonge, Bosma, 

& Schaufeli, 2005) over the last 20 years, and support is found for the prediction that effort 

reward imbalance is a predictor of cardiovascular disease, smoking and drinking, and job-

related well-being. An interesting finding is that the stressful aspects of work measured by the 

ERI model are different from those shown by the job-demand-control model. This finding 

suggests that the two models are complementary (Tsutsumi & Kawakami, 2004). 
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From Motivation and Stress Theories to an Action Research Perspective 
The above mentioned theories can be seen as coming from the same sources of stress 

and motivational theories, focusing on how organizational conditions interact with the 

individual. They have proven to explain some links from working conditions via stress to 

health outcomes. To broaden the picture some other approaches will be introduced. Even if 

these have not previously been used to explain variance of the psychosocial work 

environment they might be useful: Organizational Citizenship Behaviour might add some 

perspective on what are the qualities of a good place to work. Organizational culture and 

Organizational learning underscores the issues of what should be assessed and how to assess 

it, especially if change is an intention.     

 Organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) is defined as a characteristic of 

employees who, beside their defined tasks and role in an organization, “engage in innovative 

and spontaneous activity that goes beyond their role descriptions” (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). 

According to equity and social exchange theory OCB is related to the experienced procedural 

justice (often executed by the supervisor, representing the organization). Procedural justice 

refers to the use of fair procedures, which demonstrates an authority’s respect for the rights 

and the dignity of individual. According to Konovsky and Pugh (1994), procedural justice 

will increase trust in supervisor (organization) and trust is a mediator between procedural 

justice and OCB. Whether jobs and goals are designed as individual or interdependent appear 

to have the most substantial impact on the prevalence of OCB (Comeau & Griffiths, 2005). 

Increased structural interdependence produced more OCB in an experimental setting. Another 

source of OCB, not researched so far, is to relate OCB to some action research concepts 

explained below: If leaders’ behaviour is in line with the ideals of OCB (espoused theories 

and theories in use are congruent), this may inspire OCB amongst employees. In a review 

article (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000), the dimensions of OCB are 

redefined to 7 categories; Helping behaviour (helping others and preventing occurrence of 

work-related problems), Sportsmanship (maintaining a positive attitude although things not 

are going their way), Organizational loyalty (promoting the organization to outsiders, 

protecting and defending it againts external threats), Organizational compliance (a person’s 

internalization of an organization’s rules and regulations), Individual initiative (voluntary acts 

of creativity and innovation, etc), Civic virtue (willingness to actively participate in its 

governance, look out for its best interests, etc), and Self Development (voluntary behaviour to 

improve knowledge, skills, and abilities). An interesting question is; what are the effects of 

OCB? These behaviours can be looked upon as positive outcomes in their own right, but are 
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there any additional consequences? The research evidence (Podsakoff et al., 2000) indicates 

that OCB has a positive impact on managers’ judgement and decisions (e.g. performance 

evaluations and reward recommendations). There is also evidence that OCB may contribute to 

the effectiveness of work teams and organizations (performance quantity, performance 

quality, on financially effectiveness indicators, customer service indicators). The author has 

not so far seen any research relating OCB to outcomes on psychosocial work environment, 

stress or health, but it could provide a more team-focused/organizational alternative to the 

more individualistic theories and models that prevail.  

 There is a concern by some scholars that using self-report or survey data may not be 

the best way to measure some aspects of organizations. This has been raised in the new 

discipline of Positive Organizational Scholarship; where it has been stated that “self-report 

instrumentation may not be appropriate for measuring concepts like positive energy, humility, 

or virtuousness, or even positive deviance” (Cameron, Dutton, Quinn, & Wrzesnieswski, 

2003). When trying to decipher the basic assumption of Organizational culture, which is 

thought to be a prerequisite to organizational development, survey instruments run the risks of 

measuring dimensions not relevant or important to the organization in question. They may 

measure only superficial characteristics of the culture, “artifacts”, being neither reliable nor 

valid. Validating formal measures of something as deep and complex as cultural assumptions 

is very difficult (Schein, 1990).  

In action research the preferred method to collect data is through an interaction with 

the organization. Within the tradition of Organizational learning (Agyris & Scön, 1996), a 

prerequisite for change and learning in an organization is to explore and to gain knowledge of 

the learning systems of the organization. This is not possible with self-report surveys; a closer 

relation with the subjects of the organization is needed. The collection of data proceeds 

through an interaction process between an external consultant and responsible persons of the 

organization. The purpose of this process is to distinguish “espoused theories” - what the 

organization says should be done - from “theories in use” - what actually is done. Espoused 

theories and theories in use often contradict each other. If the theories in use are not identified 

and recognized as such, intentions of change are likely to fail. The aim of the process is to 

make the theories of the organization known, testable, or falsifiable. This approach is closer to 

a qualitative methodology; the interaction process may be perceived as a construction of 

knowledge, rather than revealing objective truths of the organization.    
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Need for Broader Assessment 
 The preferred way to improve the psychosocial work environment and thereby reduce 

stress has been so-called primary intervention (van der Klink et al., 2001), i.e. to reduce the 

causes of stress. But studies confirming this as the best methods have been scarce when 

evaluated in review articles (Macleod & Smith, 2003; van der Klink et al., 2001). Among the 

various plausible explanations for this lack of success is inappropriate and limited 

measurement of the actual organization (Kompier, Geurts, Gründemann, Vink, & Smulders, 

1998). Kompier et al (1998) address the need to assess other outcome variables (e.g. 

productivity and sickness/absenteeism) beside the usual “soft variables” (such as job 

motivation and satisfaction). If there is evidence that working on the psychosocial 

environment produces positive results for the organization, top management support will be 

easier to achieve.   

Two relatively newly developed survey tools to measure the psychosocial environment 

have been developed within the last seven years. As these tools are important instruments of 

this thesis, the following section will provide an outline of them. The interview format used to 

compare the results of the survey instruments will also be presented.   

 

The QPSNordic and the HSE Indicator Tool 
The QPSNordic and the HSE indicator tool are survey instruments for measuring 

psychosocial work environment. They were published in 2000 (M. Dallner, Elo, A.L., 

Gamberale, V.H., Knardal, S., Lindström, K., Skogstad, A., Ørhede, E., 2000) and 2004 

(Cousins, MacKay, Clarke, Kelly, Kelly & McCaig, 2004) respectively. 

The surveys may be characterised as “second generation” tools for measuring 

psychosocial work environment, building on established theories of work stress, psychosocial 

work environment and on former measurement tools developed in conjunction with these 

theories. Both are designed to give information to leaders and employees as well as to HR 

departments about factors thought to be critical to the psychosocial environment. This 

information is supposed to be important when organizations are planning how to improve 

psychosocial work environment and to decrease stress. They are also seen as methods to 

measure the effects of an organization’s work with its psychosocial environment.  

The HSE Indicator Tool 
This tool is developed by the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) in Great Britain. The 

Health and Safety Commission is responsible for health and safety regulations in Great 
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Britain, while the HSE and local government are the enforcing authorities who work in 

support of the Commission. The HSE mandate and activities are published on the HSE 

homepage (HSE, 2006). The HSE indicator tool is part of a risk assessment process, and it 

consists of seven stressor dimensions; demand, control, support (divided into manager and 

colleague support), role, relations and change, with a total of 35 items. It has essentially 

employed Karaseks items for the scales of demand, control, and support (Cousins et al., 

2004).There are strong empirical evidence linking these stressors to health outcomes, and the 

critical target percentage of the employees in an organization rating these as non-problematic 

is 85% (MacKay, Cousins, Kelly, Lee, & McCaig, 2004). Evidence for relating the other 

stressors (role, relations, and change) to health outcomes is weaker and the target percentage 

is 65%. More recently - and published on the HSE homepage only (HSE, 2004) - the target 

for all stressors has been adjusted to the 80th percentile. With regard to the reference data, 

these have been provided through an Omnibus survey (HSE, 2004). Due to restrictions in the 

Omnibus survey, the indicator tool had to be divided into two modules and included in two 

different surveys (March and April 2004).  

The assumption behind this approach appears to be that these issues/stressors are so 

important and so general that if they are addressed properly they will be of great value in 

reducing stress for the organizations using them. The authors recognize that there may be 

other local “hot spots” causing stress, and that other phases in the risk assessment process 

should involve focus groups (Cousins et al., 2004).  

 

QPSNordic 
This is a broader assessment instrument (123 items) based on several theories; the job 

characteristic model, The Demand Control Model, The Effort-Reward Imbalance Model, and 

different organizational theories, among them organizational change theories, organizational 

culture, and healthy work organization (M. Dallner et al., 2000). Criteria for including topic 

areas and items are that they should be theoretically grounded, empirical evidence of 

relationship to health and well-being is found, and that items have been found useful in the 

evaluation of individual and organizational interventions. The 13 topic areas are; job 

demands, role expectations, control at work, predictability at work and preference for 

challenge, social support, bullying and harassment at work, leadership, organizational culture 

and climate, work groups and teams, commitment to the organization, mastery of work, work 

motivation, work centrality, and interaction between work and private life. Validation of the 
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QPSNordic in relation to outcomes, was done by construction of an additional questionnaire, 

composed of well established international questionnaires on; job involvement, job 

satisfaction, turnover-intention, emotional exhaustion, distress symptoms, etc (M. Dallner et 

al., 2000). Furthermore, as stated by the authors, an advantage with this questionnaire 

compared with several others is that it measures issues both at the task, individual and 

organizational level (Skogstad et al., 2001). There is a reference database included in the 

QPSNordic user manual, collected during construction of the questionnaire, from the four 

Nordic countries and from different organizations and branches of occupational life (M. 

Dallner et al., 2000). 

 

Interviews 
Interviews represent another method of obtaining information, and may provide an 

opportunity for triangulation of the survey data. Triangulation of data is a valuable and widely 

used strategy to increase validity. Interviews provide an alternative to the often used strategy 

to validate questionnaires through using other established scales, a strategy vulnerable to the 

common method variance problem (Robson, 2002). Semi-structured interviews give an 

opportunity to the responders to state what they consider are critical aspects of a certain topic, 

in this case the psychosocial environment. A challenge to the researcher is to refrain from 

expressing his own preconceptions on what might be important in causing a good or poor 

psychosocial environment, e.g. the theories he personally has studied. Communication of 

these may restrict the respondents’ experiences and evaluations by framing the points of 

interest. On the other hand, the researcher will have an influence on the results anyway and 

total objectivity is neither possible nor perhaps desirable. The researcher plays an essential 

role. A semi-structured interview can be seen as a method where knowledge about a situation 

is constructed in the relation between the researcher and the informant (Kvale, 1996). The 

SWOT format (analysis the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats of an 

organization) was decided to be the format of the interviews. The SWOT format, with no 

relations to psychosocial stress theories, was considered an appropriate base, where 

respondents could develop their own perceptions and theories of the psychosocial 

environment of their organization. The simple logic of the format is to consider how existing 

Strengths and Weaknesses of the organization, strategically match the coming Opportunities 

and Threats of the environment (Langer, Alfirevic, & Pavicic, 2005). The SWOT format has a 

history of being a tool in strategic planning and change (Mintzberg, 1994), and in 
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organizational development (Furnham, 2005). Although it has been criticized (Mintzberg, 

1994), it was considered to be useful for the purpose of eliciting experiences, points of view, 

and evaluation of the psychosocial environment, as well as a possible point of departure for 

intervention planning. Intervention planning is however not within the scope of this study.   

 

Present Study 
If measurement is a critical part of explaining success/failure of interventions aimed at 

improving the psychosocial work environment, and if survey methods based on theories of 

psychosocial work environment and stress are a central part of this measurement, there is a 

need to evaluate these instruments. As of April 2007 the author has been unable to find any 

independent evaluation published on the HSE indicator tool or the QPSNordic. 

Surveys are seldom used as the only method to evaluate the psychosocial environment 

of an organization. Additional information is obtained by meeting with leaders and 

employees, with steering groups and through feedback sessions. But the author’s assumption 

is that if a survey is the starting point, there will be a tendency to use the survey results as a 

reference, and thereby possibly framing the evaluation. If this is the case there might be a risk 

that the theoretical approach embedded in a survey could limit the information of the 

psychosocial environment.  

Issues identified through analysis of interviews as important to the psychosocial work 

environment will be compared to results of the relevant and corresponding dimensions of the 

surveys, and vice versa: issues identified as important from the surveys will be compared with 

relevant themes of the interview analysis.  

The results from the surveys and interviews will be discussed with regard to what 

extent they bring forth similar and/or different aspects of the work environment. There will 

also be a discussion of the theories that may be used to explain the results.  

A comparison of the QPSNordic and the HSE indicator tool is a part of the study. The 

seven dimensions of the HSE indicator tool are included in the QPSNordic, and these 

common dimensions are compared. The study also examines whether the additional 

dimensions of the QPSNordic add important information about the psychosocial work 

environment.  
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Methods 
 

Organization and Participants 
 The author selected the organization in question on the basis of two criteria: it needed 

to be of surveyable size, and everybody in the organization should have access to internet at 

work, as the surveys in the study were planned to be web-based. Coincidentally the bank had 

plans to revise its own survey instrument, and wanted both an independent evaluation of its 

psychosocial work environment and help with the revision. The organization was asked to 

provide data on sick-leave and turnover for 2005 and 2006. 

 

Interviews  
A structured sample of informed and engaged individuals of the bank organization SX, 

presumed to have experiences and viewpoints on the subject of psychosocial environment in 

the organization, was invited to participate. They should represent different positions in the 

organization. Of the 5 individuals comprising the sample, 4 were nominated by the author and 

endorsed by the HR manager of the organization, and one, employed at “NAV” working with 

the SX organization, was nominated by the HR manager. For reasons of confidentiality their 

position in the organization it will not be revealed, but representatives of both top-

management and representatives of the employees were included in the interviews. 

 

Surveys 
Participants in the survey were employees and leaders of the bank-organization SX 

with 410 employees (all except those who were interviewed were invited to participate in the 

survey). The organization had been contacted by the author with a request to run these 

surveys and the interviews. The HR manager sent this request to the top management group 

and the health and safety board of the organization. Both agreed to support the survey and the 

interviews, allowing the employees to participate in the survey during working hours.  

 

Measures 

The Interviews  
The interview guide was structured within a SWOT frame; the questions were about 

the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats, related to the psychosocial 

environment in the organization. The interviews had a semi-structured format: The questions 
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were open, e.g.: “What do you consider as strengths of this organization regarding the 

(psychosocial) work environment? Follow up questions were of the character: “Are there 

other strengths that you could mention?”, “Could you explain/clarify what you meant by 

……..?” or “Could you give an example of this?”, and sometimes as rephrasing a statement of 

the respondent to ensure a common understanding: “When you are saying ……, do you mean 

…..?” 

 

The Surveys 
The HSE indicator tool survey was first translated into Norwegian by the author. 

Some fellow students in psychology, including one who is bilingual, commented upon the 

translation. A back-translation was done by another bilingual student. This student and the 

author then read though the questionnaire, discussing discrepancies and the meaning of the 

original questions compared to the translation. The purpose and challenge of the translation 

was to maintain the meaning of the questions within a Norwegian organizational context. The 

questionnaire was then transferred to the University of Oslo’s web-questionnaire system. 

After this a small web pilot-survey was performed with a few fellow students in the master-

class in psychology. This was in order to check errors, to determine whether the respondents 

understood the questions, and to evaluate the layout of the web questionnaire. A few 

corrections were made from the feedback given. The Norwegian version can be inspected in 

appendix 2. The next step was to merge the HSE indicator tool with the QPSNordic survey.  

The QPSNordic-survey, Norwegian version (Skogstad et al., 2001) was directly 

transferred to the University of Oslo’s web questionnaire system, and merged with the HSE 

indicator tool. In order to control for interaction or maturing effects it was decided to run two 

surveys: One having the QPSNordic first (SX1) and the other the HSE indicator tool first 

(SX2). The following demographic items of the QPSNordic was used in both surveys; year of 

birth, sex, formal education, title of occupation, years working in the organization, 

department, years in current position, temporary or permanent employment, whether having a 

supervisory position, and hours of work per week. 

SX1 and SX2 pilot: A further check for errors, to see if the items were understandable, 

to get feedback on the design of the questionnaire, and to estimate the time to answer the 

questionnaire, was done by another small pilot-study within a group of psychology students 

(n=9). A few more errors were found, including one error in an answer category. Problems 
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with the layout were corrected as to the extent that the system allowed. The average time for 

completing the questionnaire was 25 minutes.   

 

Procedure 

Interviews 
Training: The author has experience in performing semi-structured interviews over 

several years. To gain experience with the specific “SWOT” interview-guide, an interview 

was performed with an employee-representative working in an institution for people with 

brain-injuries in Oslo about the Strength, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats relating to 

the psychosocial work environment of that organization. This interview was also transcribed.  

Information and instructions: The respondents were asked by the HR–manager to 

participate, and a few days beforehand they were given written information about the purpose 

and format of the interview, emphasizing that it was their experiences and opinions that was 

of interest. They were asked to permit a tape-recording of the interviews, and were informed 

that the tapes would be erased after the content had been transcribed and controlled. They 

were also asked not to discuss the interview with the other interviewees beforehand, to ensure 

that it was their own and not a joint understanding they brought to the interview.  

The interviews were performed over a period of three days at the end of September 

2006, and the web-based questionnaires were distributed the following week. The respondents 

in the interviews were not participants of the SX survey.  

Survey 
Before the survey was launched, the HR department sent an email to all employees 

informing about the survey, ensuring that the survey was anonymous, and that only large 

organizational units could be identified. The employees were encouraged to participate to 

ensure that the results would be representative and value to the organization. The surveys 

were to be answered and submitted during working hours.  

E-mail addresses to all employees were provided by the HR-department. These 

addresses were arranged alphabetically by first name and then divided between the two 

different surveys by assigning every other person to either SX1 or SX2. Two statisticians 

were consulted, and approved this as a valid way of randomization.  

Distribution and collection of data: The survey was distributed on Monday, Oct. 2. 

2006. All employees received an email informing them that the survey was voluntary, 

ensuring anonymity, and providing a link and password to the questionnaire. Allotted time for 
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answering and submitting the questionnaires was one work-week. Due to a problem during 

the first 24 hours of this survey (technical problems with the University of Oslo’s web 

questionnaire system) that resulted in partially completed questionnaires being deleted, it was 

decided to prolong the answer and submission period with another week. This problem has 

probably lowered the response rate of the survey (not all those having their responses deleted 

bothered to do the survey over again).  

 

Data treatment/Analysis 

Interviews 
Transcriptions: The interviews were transferred to a PC and transcribed within a week 

after the interviews were completed. Interviews were not transcribed word by word, but were 

edited to resemble written language. Directly transcribed interviews statements can be 

awkward to read and distort what the interviewees are trying to say. In addition; in 

psychological and social sciences the focus is not on the exact phrasings, but on the content 

(Flick, 2002). During transcription names of interviewees, their position, name of the 

organization, exact location, etc. were anonymized to ensure confidentiality.    

Control of transcriptions: After finishing the transcriptions, a random chosen 

interview was listened through by another student while reading the transcript and noting 

discrepancies between what she heard and the transcriptions. None of the noted discrepancies 

were of any significance, meaning that there was a consistent understanding between the 

author and the other student of what the third person, i.e. the respondent had stated.  

Coding was done in accordance with the interview guide, statements were coded 

within SWOT categories; Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, or Threats. In addition, to 

see what level the informants were talking about, the statements were simultaneously coded 

according to organizational level; Individual, Team/Department, Leader or Organization. As 

the SWOT format is not linked to existing motivational or psychosocial theories, it is possible 

to attach different theories and perspectives to the results of the coding.  

Definition of a SWOT statement: A statement is one or more sentences or part of a 

sentence expressed by the interviewee as an evaluation, in response to open questions, of what 

they perceive as strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, or threats with regard to the 

psychosocial work environment. The level of analysis is on sentences, or phrases. 

Present versus future, internal versus external: Strengths and weaknesses are regarded 

as here and now conditions in the organization, while opportunities and threats are pointing at 



 

  

17 

future situations. When this is difficult to distinguish (e.g. a present weakness can be regarded 

as a future threat), the general rule is that statements are conceptualized as opportunities and 

threats when describing conditions external to the organizations (competition, infrastructure, 

technology, etc). Even without these conditions, if the respondents are explicitly stating that 

something is an opportunity or a threat, the statement will be categorized as such.  

Frequency versus existence: All statements expressing an evaluation in terms of the 

definition are to be coded. Identical or similar statements are to be coded and counted, as long 

as they not are in the same paragraph. This is justified by the reasoning that if an interviewee 

(or several interviewees) expresses a statement several times, this may be and reflection of the 

importance of this statement. 

Process/steps of coding: Initial coding is according to the SWOT categories described 

above. Secondarily, a code for organizational level is provided to these statements, i.e. 

whether they are related to individual, group, leader, or organization level:  

Individual level: Related to individual employees, what they feel, mean, etc. 

Group/team level: Related to a work group, department, e.g. team spirit. 

Leader: Related to leader/manager, leader behaviour on any level, or more generally 

leadership. 

Organization level: Statements concerning organisational values and culture, policies, 

processes, structures, etc. 

The reason for this coding was due to an interest of examining whether the frequency of 

statements varied over the different levels of the organization, and how the distribution of 

SWOT categories varied over these levels.  

NVivo: The coding was done using NVivo (version 1.3), a computer system for handling, 

coding and analysing qualitative data (text). Although the system is mostly used within 

qualitative research tradition, the author has primarily used it as an easily searchable filing 

system, with the intention to draw quantitative data from the interviews, and as a basis for 

developing hypotheses of what is important regarding psychosocial environment in the 

organization.  

Statistics applied to statements: The total number of statements for each category was to 

be computed. To test if statements were distributed evenly over the levels of SWOT and 

organizational levels an ANOVA analysis was used. Since all informants could “give” 

statements to all cells (16), a test of within-subjects effects was chosen. Post hoc tests (Chi-

square) were used to examine and test differences of each level of a factor, and to see how 

statements on one level of a factor varied over the levels of the other factor.  
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To test inter-rater reliability of the coding process, two groups of students were given the 

above definitions, were trained briefly, and coded the interview data independently of the 

author and each other. Cohens kappa (κ) for inter-rater agreement was calculated, since some 

scholars argue that this measure of inter-observer/rater agreement should be the default 

measure in behavioural research (Watkins & Pacheco, 2000).  An objectivity measure (Kolbe 

& Burnett, 1991) emphasizing rules and procedures, measure of pre-testing, judge training, 

judge independence, and judge coding autonomy was calculated. 

 

Surveys 
Results from the surveys were exported directly from the Universities Web system to 

SPSS version 14. The comparison of SX1 and SX2 on demographical data was done with an 

independent t-test to see if variances and means of these samples were comparable.  

To control for maturing effects during the course of filling out the questionnaires one 

has to compare variances and means of the QPSNordic/the HSE from SX1 and SX2 using an 

independent t-test. If a maturing effect was present, one would expect that there gradually 

should be larger differences, especially of variances in the last part of the QPSNordic. The 

HSE – indicator tool could be especially vulnerable for this effect as the items of the HSE had 

the greatest interval between the two surveys (123 items of the QPSNordic).  

A significance level of 5% is considered appropriate when comparing two items (same 

item from two studies). However when comparing multiple items the possibility that some 

items by chance would be statistically different at this level will increase (Howitt & Cramer, 

2005). To compensate for this the significance level of 5% is divided by the number of items 

compared. For the QPSNordic (112 items) this equals a significance level of 0.04% (p < 

.0004), and for the HSE (35 items) a significance level of 0.14% (p < .0014). 

Analysis HSE Indicator Tool 
The Health Safety Executive (HSE) has developed its own analysis tool, based on an Excel 

spreadsheet with built-in macros. This tool, together with a user manual, can be downloaded 

at the HSE website (HSE, 2007). The results from the web questionnaire were first transferred 

to an Excel spreadsheet, and results from the Indicator tool were then imported to the 

Analysis tool. In addition to this the results were also transferred to SPSS version 14. 

The definition of how serious or favourable a situation is on a specific dimension is 

according to the authors (MacKay et al., 2004) estimated from comparing of the results of the 

sample with the reference data. Even if an organization on average is scoring as good to or 
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better than the reference group, this doesn’t mean that the situation is good enough. The 

purpose of the survey is to get an indication of the situation here and now, to compare these 

results with suggested interim and longer term targets. “The aim is to shift the population to a 

more desirable or better state” (MacKay et al., 2004). The stress management standards define 

the desired state of the art (example: the standard for Demands: Employees indicate that they 

are able to cope with the demands of their jobs; and Systems are in place locally to respond 

to any individual concerns). 

  The analysis tool returns results indicating how the organization is scoring compared 

to a reference database (n = 887), giving the mean score a colour code indicating on how the 

results compares with the reference data and with suggested interim and longer term targets:  

Green = Doing well – need to maintain performance. This result represents those at, above, or 

close to the 80th percentile. Aqua = Good, but need for improvement. This represents those 

above the average but not yet at, above, or close to the 80th percentile. Yellow = Clear need 

for improvement. This result represents those below average but not below the 20th percentile. 

Red = Urgent action needed. This represents those below the 20th percentile. In this thesis the 

results are displayed without colour coding, but with numbers identifying the 

recommendations of HSE. To be able to compare the HSE results with the QPSNordic’s, 

results are displayed using means, standard deviation and percentile distribution on scales 

 

QPSNordic Analysis 
How to analyse and draw inferences from results on the different items and scales of 

the QPSNordic is not explicitly stated by the authors (M. Dallner et al., 2000; Skogstad et al., 

2001) of the survey. No analysis tool is provided, in contrast to the HSE indicator tool. The 

instrument is intended to be used by professional consultants that are competent in survey 

methods and have an understanding of organizational development (Skogstad et al., 2001). 

The question then is how to infer from a result which is a number(s) on an item or a scale, 

what this mean in the context of a specific organization? In the manual of QPSNordic, 

reference data (n =2010) from the construction of the questionnaire is provided (Skogstad et 

al., 2001). These are both on single items and scales, consisting of mean values, std. 

deviations, and percentiles scores (on 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentile) for the scales, and 

percentile distribution of answers on the single items. This author decided to focus on the 

results of the scales of the QPSNordic when comparing with reference data, because this can 

be seen as more reliable information than answers on single items (Skogstad et al., 2001), and 
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more interesting when comparing the results with the other survey instrument and the 

interviews.  

Data from items were summed into the 26 scales of the QPSNordic displaying mean, 

standard deviation, and of the scores at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentile. 

Both the means and the distribution of scores are viable strategies for comparing actual 

findings of the survey with the reference data. A t-test doing a comparison of means 

(independent groups) was done to examine if significant differences from reference data could 

be found. Because repeated testing within the same study increases the chance of finding 

significant differences at a significant level of 5% (p = .5), this level is divided by the number 

of scales compared (26); the level of significance is decided to be 0,2% (p = .002).  

According to one of the authors of the QPSNordic (S. Knardahl, personal 

communication, February 14, 2007), means are not much used when comparing a specific 

sample to reference data, and analysis is mostly based on frequency distributions. He also 

states that what is of importance to the individual organization is defined in feedback 

meetings with the organization, as members of the organization have to assess what is 

appropriate for their context. However, the consultants working with the QPSNordic have on 

the other hand gained experience in measuring and are able to point to which work conditions 

are most important for outcomes like commitment, turnover intent.  

Having no previous experience in analysing the QPSNordic the author was restricted 

to using the reference data and comparing them to the results from SX. The purpose was to 

detect if results from the survey could indicate weak or strong aspects of the psychosocial 

working environment of SX. Taking significant differences in means as a starting point 

(although controlling the other scales for obvious differences in frequency distribution) the 

frequency disturbance, scale by scale, was compared with the reference data.  

An obvious question is whether reference data should be a norm for “good enough”, 

meaning that if the results are as good as or somewhat better than reference data there is no 

need for improvement? An alternative could be that the means of the different scales should at 

least be at the 60th or 80th percentile of the reference data to be “good enough”, and in addition 

pay attention to distribution (a strategy underlying the HSE management standards). When 

presenting the results the author will also take into consideration whether the means of the SX 

results reached the 60th or 80th percentile of the reference data.  
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Comparison of the QPSNordic and the HSE indicator tool 
Some of the factors of the QPSNordic and the HSE indicator tool appear to be 

comparable (Demand, Control, Support (manager and co-worker), Role, Social 

Interaction/Relationship and Change). All factors of the HSE indicator tool can be found 

within the QPSNordic. These were inspected to see if the items can be construed as equivalent 

to each other. The English version of the QPSNordic (M. Dallner et al., 2000) was compared 

with the original version of the HSE indicator tool. Comparison was done factor by factor (for 

an overview of compared items see appendix 1).The factor structure on the comparable items 

were examined through a confirmatory factor analysis to see if the items are loading on the 

factors/scales they are supposed to load on. 

 

Ethical considerations 
The main ethical issue regarding the interviews, besides information about the purpose 

and scope of the interview accounted for above, was about confidentiality. To secure that 

informants were open and felt as free as possible to discuss the topic of interest, also about 

sensitive areas, they were ensured that no statement presented in any report would be linked 

to any person. The tape recordings of the interviews were destroyed as soon as the tapes were 

transcribed and checked for errors. A challenge with respect to confidentiality is that even if 

the statements are not linked to a specific respondent, the group of respondents may be known 

to central persons in the organization. A dilemma when reporting the results back to the 

organization is on the one hand to be as honest as possible with respect to information the 

informants have provided, and on the other hand make sure that this information does not 

backfire on them.  

To secure the confidentiality of the respondents in the survey, answers needed to be 

kept safe in general, from the author, and from others in the organization especially. The 

University of Oslo’s web questionnaires system is a safe system when the anonymous form is 

used, as in this case. No information about the responder is stored, denying the author, or 

others, any possibility of determining who has responded. With regard to reports to the 

organization it was agreed that a department size of at least 20 should be the smallest 

identifiable unit. The author had the possibility to identify at an even smaller sample 

(supervisors position), but it was agreed not to be reported back to the organization.  
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Results 
 
 The bank provided data on sick leave and turnover. Sick-leave was 4.85% in 2005 and 

3.78% in 2006. Turnover was 3.7% in 2005 and 4.7% in 2006. 

Interviews 
About 350 SWOT statements could be identified on the basis of the criteria defined 

(above). The statements were simultaneously coded into relevant organizational levels. 

Number of statements and their distribution is presented in table 1.  

 

Table 1  

Distribution of interview statements over four SWOT and Organizational levels 

 

            Strengths    Weaknesses    Opportunities    Threats            Sum 

Individual      26    33     13      9  81 

Team/Dept      16     8       0      6  30 

Leader       16    32      4      2  54 

Organization     105    51     22     10           188 

Sum      163     124     39     27           353 

 

It appears to be some tendencies regarding to the distribution of statements on 

different SWOT and Organizational level: e.g., the category strengths account for 

considerably more statements than weaknesses, which in turn accounts for more statements 

than the other categories of SWOT. Organization appears to be the dominating category 

compared to the number of statements of the Individual, Team/Dept, and Leader levels of the 

organization. In order to test if these observed differences are the results of random 

distributions, an ANOVA analysis was performed to investigate if there were any main and/or 

interaction effects of the SWOT and Organizational levels. The results are displayed in table 

2.  
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Table 2  

Test of main and interaction effects of SWOT and Organizational levels 

 

Factor               df                      F                     Sig         η2   

SWOT     3  26.57   p < .001      .262 

Org. level     3  17.06   p < .001         .290 

SWOT X Org. Level   9  12.99   p < .001       .260 

  

The ANOVA analysis shows main effects both for different SWOT and different 

Organizational level statements, meaning that the difference in number of statements between 

SWOT levels or between the Organizational levels are not coincidental. There is also an 

interaction effect, meaning that the number of statements distributed on, e.g. different levels 

of SWOT, are influenced by which organizational level the respondents talk about. E.g. the 

number of strength statements within the organization level is clearly higher than the number 

of weakness statements and the other categories of SWOT, compared with the individual and 

leader level, where weaknesses are more frequent than strengths. Figure 1 graphically 

displays these interactions effects by respondents mean distribution of statements over SWOT 

categories and Organizational levels. 

In order to investigate the main effects the author performed several post-hoc analyses 

(chi-square tests). All SWOT levels were significantly different from each other, except for 

opportunities (39 statements) versus threats (27 statements). Within the category of Strengths: 

statements focusing on the organizational level are most frequent, with a ratio over four 

compared to the individual level, and a ratio over six compared with team/department and 

leader. This tendency with regard to the distribution of statements in levels repeats itself 

within all SWOT categories, although the differences are less pronounced. Another clear 

difference is that the statements are focusing more on the present (strengths and weaknesses) 

compared to future situations (opportunities and threats), a ratio more than 4 to 1. 
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Figure 1. Means of individual responses (total scores/5) over SWOT and Organizational 

levels.  
 
Note: Organizational level: 1 = Organization, 2 = Individual, 3 = Leader, 4 = Team/department 
  

The organizational level is clearly the most reported (52% of statements), it is reported 

more than twice as often as the individual level. All levels differ significantly when compared 

with each other. Within the level of Organization, statements of strengths are twice as 

frequent as statements of weaknesses, which in turn occur more than twice as frequent as 

opportunities, which in turn are reported more frequently than statements of threats.  Both 

within the individual category and the leader category, statements coded as weaknesses are 

most frequent.  

The inter-rater reliability, estimated by Cohens Kappa (κ), between the author and 

inter-rater group 1, on statements coded by both, showed κ =  .90 for SWOT statements, and  

κ = .56 for organizational levels. Between the author and inter-rater group 2 the result was κ = 

.84 for SWOT statements, and κ = .49 for statements of different organizational levels. The 

objectivity index had a score of 4 (out of 5 possible), only a measure of pre-testing was 
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missing. When examining all statements coded by the two inter-rater groups, the proportion 

of category choice was similar to the author’s, except that one inter-rater group had coded 

more statements in the organizational level category, and respectively less in leader and 

individual category. 

To display the substance of the respondents’ experiences and viewpoints of the 

psychosocial environment of their organization more clearly, the author “clustered” similar 

statements in themes. This was done within the SWOT and Organizational level frame, and is 

displayed in tables 3 (Organization level), 4 (Individual level), 5 (Leader level), and 6 

(Team/Department level).  

 The interviews were able to produce rich information on the organizational level, 

about the organizations’ intentions and strategic prioritizing, e.g. to emphasize the concept of 

psychosocial work environment, the value of competency development, and the importance of 

healthy employees. This information is qualified, that is, the informants are also giving 

examples to which degree these intentions are put into action, e.g. monitoring and giving 

feedback with regard to the psychosocial environment, developing competency profiles and 

supporting employees taking education, sponsoring the employees in a diversity of sporting 

activities.  
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Table 3 

Statements clustered in themes on the Organization level over different SWOT levels 

 

 
SWOT Theme 

No 
Statements 

 
Strengths  Clear, structured approach concerning psychosocial environment: Regular 

surveys, immediate feedback and action plans, resources available 20 

 Possibility to participate both in decision making and social activities. 16 
 Resources and programs available for competency development 15 
 Social climate described as friendly, light-hearted, informal, open and 

including 12 

 Safe conditions, securing retirement compensation, work-home interface, 
etc 9 

 Good reputation of organization locally. Proud of being part of organization 
and high organizational loyalty and history of low turnover (1%) 8 

 Resources available to support employees in sporting activities 6 
 Competent employees, also competence of change, recruitment 5 
 Motivating measuring and reward system 4 
 Clear role descriptions 3 
 Short distance to decision making, flat organization 3 
 Positive combination of high demands and competence development 2 
 Other strength statements 2 
Weaknesses Goal and measuring system may be leading to a more egoistic culture, may 

weaken helping relations. 10 

 Volume and rigour of the assessment process may tire people 8 
 Structure of work (a-å) as a source of stress and source of frustration.  

Increasing demands due to new products and work strategy 8 

 Culture/fear preventing open and critical discussions 6 
 Maybe the organization is to rigid, insufficiently dynamic. Slow in 

adaptation, resistant to new ways 6 

 Notion that everybody has to have competence in every area. Everybody 
being customer advisors. Not possible to work as prefers 4 

 Not be able to use the different resources of different people with diverse 
work preferences 4 

 In-equality, some employees lagging behind in salary 3 
 Competition between offices 2 
Opportunities Need for increased change rate, and to involve employees more  5 
 Reorganizing organizational structure into divisions 4 
 Use organization’s high recognition, and economic resources to attracting 

and retain competent employees 4 

 Financial resources and possibility to be generous 3 
 Exploiting new technology 2 
 Variety of roles – career opportunities 2 
 More openness, participation, transparency and fairness 2 
Threats Questioning if the organization is able to adapt to increasing change rate 3 
 High change rate and competition as threats to work environment 3 
 Internal recruitment may give a “group think”, not open for diversity 2 
 Aging staff, many competent employees soon reaching retirement 1 
 Being “cheap” on salaries may increase turnover 1 
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Table 4  

Statements clustered in themes on the Individual level over different SWOT levels 

 

SWOT Theme 
No 

Statements 
 

Strengths Support: Interactions described as supportive, giving positive feedback, concern 
for colleges, cohesive. Including attitudes  7 

 Proud of working for, and committed to SX 4 
 Employees are willing to develop competence 4 
 Employees are willing to participate in planning and contributing to a good work 

environment 3 

 Employees are positive to change processes, competent in new technology 3 
 Employees feeling high job security 2 
 Competent employees are attracted 1 
 Employees motivated by measuring and reporting system 1 
Weaknesses High and increasing demands (quantitative and learning) 16 
 Notion that everybody has to master everything, all going to be equal 5 
 Feelings of in-equal treatment 3 
 Detailed measuring leading to more egotism 2 
 Mis-match between trainee’s expectation and trainee program 2 
 Restricted individual initiatives, suppressed needs 2 
 Decreasing loyalty among young employees 1 
 Honesty in reporting of psychosocial environment questioned 1 
Opportunities Attractive employees having opportunities within or outside the organization 4 
 Competent and innovative employees 2 
 New technology may give flexible job opportunities 2 
 Challenges and conflicts as opportunities for development  2 
 Positive individual attitudes 2 
 Increasing participation of employees 1 
Threats  Increasing turnover among young employees 2 
 Tendencies to conflicts between young and elder employees 3 
 Increasing customers demands 2 
 Decreasing borders between work – home 1 
 Competent individuals may be restricted 1 
 

 The interviews gave a diverse picture of how planning processes takes place in the SX 

organization, and the strengths and weaknesses of these processes: E.g. that employees are 

involved in implementing strategic plans, made by top management, to have their own 

departmental and individual goals, or that employees are encouraged to participate in diverse 

boards of the organization. On the other hand, the interviews reveal that planning and 

decisions have a clear top – down direction, that the processes of monitoring, planning and 

taking new action are time-consuming and tedious, concerns are expressed about the bank’s 

ability to adapt to increasing competition and change rate.   

 Information about strategies seen as important but that are contradictory to important 

values, can be provided through such interviews: Even if the social climate in the organization 

and departments are described as informal, light-hearted and inclusive, several respondents 
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expressed concern that the measuring and reward system over time could produce a more 

egoistical culture. 

 

Table 5  

Statements clustered in themes on the Leader level over different SWOT levels 

 

 

Table 6  

Statements clustered on the Team/Department level over different SWOT levels 

 

SWOT Theme 
No 

Statements 
 

Strengths Good relations in and positive aspects of many departments 8 
 HR department’s positive and including style 3 
 Surplus of good mood and informal relations 2 
 If deviation from psychosocial assessment is found at department level, action is 

taken 
1 

 Measuring system can be motivating for departments 1 
Weaknesses High demands in some departments 2 
 Measuring system splitting team spirit 2 
 Competition between offices 2 
 In-equalities at department level 1 
Opportunities  0 
Threats Measuring increasing egoistic concerns, destroying team spirit 3 
 Increasing competition about employees, may create poorer work climate and 

increased turnover 
2 

 Flexible working hours (home office) may destroy work climate 1 
 

SWOT Theme 
No 

Statements 
 

Strengths Leaders having clear expectation that psychosocial environment is a part of their 
responsibility 4 

 Leaders giving positive feedback, organizing social events, and wanting different 
opinions 3 

 Leader having experience of and training in organization 3 
 Leaders having support from their employees 2 
 Positive sides of having a strong and clear leader 2 
 Leaders giving positive feedback and allowing for employees expressing their 

opinions 2 

Weaknesses Managers not conscious enough of fairness, not experienced in handling conflicts 8 
 Negative effects of CEO’s leader style (disempowering, turnover) 8 
 Top leader’s dominating, controlling leader style, suppressing open/critical 

discussions 8 

 Questioning if leaders have enough organizational support 3 
 Leaders recruited in the organization, difficult to see alternative ways 2 
 Employees critical to nearest leader 1 
Opportunities A more supportive leader climate, more support from own leaders 4 
Threats Increased competition may lead to harder management and harder working 

conditions 1 

 Top leaders style as a threat to work environment 1 
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 The interviews provided respondents the opportunity to suggest cause-effect 

explanations regarding experienced phenomena. E.g. with regard to the experienced 

phenomena that this is a culture not especially open for questioning, critical viewpoints, or 

alternative ways: Several respondents explained this, at least partially, to be caused by the 

CEO’s leader style. The statements also defined where this might be a real problem (top 

management) and where it is a minor problem or not a problem (in most local departments). 

   

Surveys 
A total of 244 persons (60% of the employees) answered the questionnaires,  

 
Table 7 
Comparison of demographical properties of the survey SX1 and survey SX2 
 
 
            Survey  N  Mean  SD     Sig 
Age    SX1  127    48  9.4     .62 
    SX2  117    48           10.7  
Year in organization  SX1  127  19.1           11.2     .64 
    SX2  117  18.3           12.7 
Year in position  SX1  127    7.5  7.7        .89 
    SX2  117    7.4  7.3 
Hours per week  SX1  127  38.1  6.5     .36 
    SX2  117  37.8  8.6       
 

 There are no statistical significant differences in means of the demographic variables 

of SX1 and SX2 and one can assume that both samples are representative of the population of 

SX. Nor did distributions with regard to sex and department reveal any difference. The 

variances are also comparable, only years in the organization had a significant difference (p = 

.035). This means that results of SX1 and SX2 could be collapsed if no reactivity or maturing 

effects were present. 

Comparison of items and scales in SX1 and SX2 showed that only one item in 

QPSNordic, Q21 (“Are there interruptions that disturb your work?”), and one item in HSE 

indicator tool, H1 (“I am clear what is expected of me at work”), was found significantly 

different from SX1 to SX2. Comparison of means in the 27 scales of QPSNordic and 7 scales 

HSE from SX1 and SX2 revealed that no significant difference in variances or in means. This 

indicates no maturing or reactivity effects, and that the results from SX1 and SX2 can be 

collapsed and the numbers of respondents are 244 both for QPSNordic and HSE indicator 

tool.  
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QPSNordic results 
To explore whether the results of the SX survey significantly differed from the 

reference data a t-test for comparison of means was done. Comparison of SX results and 

reference data revealed that in 15 out of 26 scales significant differences were found when 

comparing mean and standard deviations from the SX organization with reference data.   

 

Table 8 

QPSNordic results for SX (n = 244), deviation from reference group (n = 2010) 

and percentile distribution of SX results 

 

 SX 
Mean 

 
SD 

Dev from 
reference 

 
Percentiles 

       20          40          60          80 

Quantitative demands 3,4 ,6 ,1        2,8 3,3 3,5 4,0 
Decision demands  3,8 ,5   ,3 * 3,3 3,7 4,0 4,3 
Learning demands  2,9 ,6   ,3 * 2,3 2,7 3,0 3,3 
Role Clearity  4,5 ,7   ,3  * 4,0 4,7 5,0 5,0 
Role conflict 2,4 ,7 ,0 1,7 2,3 2,7 3,0 
Positive challlenge at work 4,0 ,6 ,1 3,7 4,0 4,0 4,3 
Control of decision 2,9 ,7 ,1 2,2 2,6 3,0 3,4 
Control of work pace 3,0 ,9 ,2 2,3 2,8 3,3 3,8 
Predictability of next month 4,2 ,6 ,2  4,0 4,0 4,3 4,7 
Predictability next 2 years 3,4 ,9   ,6 * 2,5 3,0 4,0 4,0 
Preference for challenge 2,9 ,9  - ,5 *  2,0 2,5 3,0 3,5 
Mastery scale  4,1 ,4   ,2 * 3,8 4,0 4,3 4,5 
Support from superior  3,9 ,8   ,4 * 3,3 4,0 4,0 4,7 
Support from coworkers 3,9 ,9 ,0 3,0 4,0 4,0 5,0 
Support from friends and 
relatives * 3,3 1,0 - ,6 * 2,3 3,0 3,7 4,3 

Empowering leadership  3,5 ,9   ,8 * 2,7 3,3 3,7 4,0 
Fairleadership  4,1 ,7   ,2 * 3,3 4,0 4,3 4,7 
Social climate  3,8 ,6   ,2 * 3,3 3,7 4,0 4,3 
Innovative climate  3,7 ,6   ,4 * 3,3 3,7 4,0 4,0 
Inequality 2,1 ,9   ,2 * 1,0 2,0 2,5 3,0 
Human recourses primacy 3,3 ,7   ,5 * 2,7 3,3 3,7 4,0 
Interaction work and private 
life 2,3 ,7 No ref 1,5 2,0 2,5 3,0 

Work centrality 4,0 ,9 ,1 3,0 3,7 4,3 4,7 
Comitment to organization 4,0 ,7   ,7 * 3,3 4,0 4,3 4,7 
Perception of group work 3,9 ,5 ,1 3,3 4,0 4,0 4,3 
Intrinsic motivation to work 3,8 ,6      - ,1 3,3 3,7 4,0 4,3 
Extrinsic motivation to work 3,9 ,6 ,0 3,3 3,7 4,0 4,3 

 
Note: * = significant difference, p <.001 
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Since clear deviation from reference data may indicate that the organization is doing 

very good/very bad on a special dimension the author will go in some detail through the 

distribution of some scales in the following section. The results of the scales that differ most 

from reference data will be presented first. NB! When results of the organization don’t differ 

from reference data, this doesn’t mean that the organization is doing well or poorly, it merely 

indicates that the organization is doing the same as the average of the organizations being the 

basis for the reference database.  

The results from SX are clearly better on the scale of empowering leadership 

compared to the reference data (mean difference = 0.8). Very few are giving low scores to the 

items on this scale. The items focus on to which degree immediate superiors encourage the 

employees to participate, to speak up when having different opinions and whether the 

immediate superior is helping to develop employees’ skills. The mean of the SX results (3.5) 

is close to the 80th percentile of the reference data.  

The results of SX are clearly better than the reference data on the scale commitment to 

organization (mean difference = 0.7). The scale’s items are focusing on how the respondents 

talk about the organization to others, to which degree the employees are having similar values 

as the organization, and whether the organization inspires job performance. The 20th 

percentile of the SX data is at the mean of the reference data, and the mean of the SX data are 

at the 80th percentile of the organization.  

On the scale support from friends and relatives the SX data are clearly below the 

reference (mean difference = - 0.6), indicating that they are receiving less support from 

friends and relatives. The scale measures to which degree an employee can talk to friends and 

family about work related problems, how these can be relied upon for support when having 

such problems. The mean of the SX data are at the 20th percentile of the reference data. 

SX data are clearly higher than reference data on the scale predictability next 2 years 

(mean difference = 0.6), indicating that the employees have relatively high job security. The 

items focus on the requirements and skills needed to get or retain an attractive position in 2 

years. The mean of SX data on this scale is between the 60th and 80th percentile of the 

reference data.  

With regard to the preference for challenge scale SX data are clearly below the 

reference data (mean difference = 0.5), indicating that the employees are interested in 

stability. The 2 items focus on preference for working with new colleagues, and working in 

different places. The mean of the SX data (2.9) is slightly above the 20th percentile of the 

reference data.   
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SX data are clearly higher than reference data on the scale of human resources 

primacy (mean difference = 0.5), indicating that the organization places importance on 

rewarding and taking care of employees. The items are about rewarding a job well done, how 

the workers are taken care of and the interest of management in employee’s health and well-

being. The mean of the SX data (3.3) is between the 60th and 80th percentile of the reference 

data.  

The SX results are higher than reference data on the support from superior scale 

(mean difference = 0.4), indicating that leaders are relatively good in supporting employees. 

The items of the scale are about whether the immediate superior is willing to listen or give 

help with work related problems, and whether the superior expresses appreciation of the 

employee’s achievements. The SX mean score (3.9) is close to the 60th percentile of the 

reference data.  

For the innovative climate scale SX data are higher than the reference data (mean 

difference = 0.4), indicating that the climate is fairly innovative. The items focus on to which 

degree the employees take initiatives, are encouraged to think of better ways of doing things, 

and if there is sufficient communication. The mean score of the SX is at the 60th percentile of 

the reference data.  

SX data are somewhat higher than reference data on the scale of decision demands 

(mean difference = 0.3), indicating that there are relatively high demands for decision making 

and attention. The items are about whether the work requires quick decision, maximum 

attention or complex decision. The mean score of the SX data (3.8) is slightly above the 60th 

percentile of the reference data.  

Also with regard to learning demands the SX data are somewhat higher than the 

reference data (mean difference = 0.3), indicating that many feel need for more learning. The 

items are about whether tasks are too difficult, if they require more training, knowledge and 

new skills. The mean score of the SX data (2.9) is slightly below the 60th percentile of the 

reference data.  

For the scale of role clarity the SX data is somewhat higher than the reference data 

(mean difference = 0.3), indicating that roles are relatively clearly defined and understood. 

The items are about whether objectives and goals are clearly defined, and responsibilities and 

expectations are understood. The SX data (4.5) are slightly below the 60th percentile of the 

reference data.  

The SX data is slightly higher the reference data with regard to the scale of inequality 

(mean difference = 0.2), indicating that employees are feeling somewhat more inequality. The 
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items of this scale are about inequalities about how men and women/older and younger are 

treated at the workplace. The mean score of the SX results (2.1) are slightly above the 60the 

percentile of the reference data (wrong side!).  

With regard to the rest of the QPSNordic scales the differences compared with 

reference data is small, although for some scales statistically significant (social climate, fair 

leadership, mastery).  

 

HSE Indicator Tool Results 
The results, displayed in table 9, show the average responses for employees of SX, and 

how these are compared with desired results, in interim and longer term targets 

 
Table 9 
Results for SX (n=244) for scales of HSE indicator tool, deviation from reference data 
(n=887) and percent distribution 
 
 

SX 
Mean SD 

Dev. 
Reference 

 
Percentiles 

  
 
    20 40 60 80 

Demands 3.18 2 .52      -.34 * 2.8 3.0 3.3 3.6 
Control 3.28 2 .57      -.17   2.8 3.2 3.3 3.8 
Manager 
support 3.79 2 .61        .10 3.2 3.8 4.0 4.4 

Peer support 3.88 2  .61        .08 3.3 3.8 4.0 4.5 
Role 4.36 3 .45  -.35 * 4.0 4.2 4.6 4.8 
Relationships 4.36 1 .53   .24 * 4.0 4.2 4.5 4.8 
Change 3.59 2 .57   .21 * 3.0 3.3 3.7 4.0 

 
Note: HSE stress management standards recommendations: 1 = good but need for improvement, 2 = Clear need for 

improvement, 3 = Urgent need for improvement, * = statistical significant differences between SX sample and reference data, 

p < .007. Negatively worded items have reversed scales, for all scales higher scores are better.  
 

 

The most urgent dimension to focus on, according to the HSE stress management 

standards, would be Role. Here the mean of the SX survey is close to the 20th percentile of the 

reference data. The items are on the one hand asking if roles are clearly defined, and on the 

other hand they ask if the employee understand how his work and role fits in with the overall 

organization.   

The dimensions of Demands which are about quantitative demands, and Control, 

which are about the control over work pace and how to do the work, also show a clear need 

for improvement when compared with reference data. For both these dimension the mean of 

SX results are below the mean of the reference group.  
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 With regard to Relations, which is about bullying, harassment, and strained work 

relations, the standards recommend further improvement even if the results of SX are clearly 

above the results of the reference group. Stronger recommendation for improvement goes for 

both the Support scales, and for the Change scale. 

 From these results, taken together with the Stress Management Standards, and 

meetings in focus groups, plans can be made by responsible stakeholders, with regard to 

which underlying conditions in the organization should be addressed.  

 

Comparison of Scales in the QPSNordic and the HSE Indicator Tool 
An inspection of the items of 7 scales of the HSE indicator tool compared with items in 

scales of the QPSNordic revealed that there are 5 comparable scales.  

With regard to Demands, a sub-scale of demands in the QPSNordic, quantitative 

demands, is comparable with demands in the HSE indicator tool. Looking over the items they 

are all variation over having too much to do, except for one item in Indicator tool (“Different 

groups at work demand things from me that are hard to combine”), which is more comparable 

to the role - conflict dimension of the QPSNordic.  

Control:  All items (6) of the Indicator tool can be found as comparable equivalents in the 

QPSNordic (9). The items of the QPSNordic are supposed to load on two scales; control of 

decision and control of working pace, while the items of the HSE Indicator tool, although 

both items of decision and items of work pace can be identified, are meant to load on one 

factor. 

Social interaction (called support in the HSE indicator tool). Comparable subscales are: 

Support from superior (the QPSNordic) and Managers support (HSE indicator tool): 

Equivalent items in the Indicator tool, to the 3 items of the QPSNordic were found. The 

Indicator tool (5 items), have in addition two items, about aspects of support not found in the 

QPSNordic. Co-workers support (QPSNordic) and Peer support (Indicator tool): Two items 

in the QPSNordic find their equivalents in Indicator tool. In addition the Indicator tool has 

one item asking about respect from colleagues. 

Roles items are divided in the QPSNordic into subscales of role clarity and role conflict. 

Only role clarity items are found in Indicator tool items. The 3 items of the QPSNordic role 

clarity fits well with the 5 items of the Indicator tool, although these are somewhat wider, 

including understanding of objectives and aims for department and organization. 
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Relationship in the Indicator tool has no equivalent scale in the QPSNordic. The Indicator 

tool has four questions of which two are about being bullied or harassed, and two more 

general about strained relationship, anger and friction. The QPSNordic have one question 

about the social climate scale that is negatively worded, and questions about bullying and 

harassment is in a separate section (not scale).  

The Change scale of the HSE indicator tool, consisting of items asking to which degree 

employees are informed, can have a say about, and understand how change will affect them, 

is not found in the QPSNordic questionnaire.  

 

Comparison the HSE Indicator Tool and the QPSNordic Results 
 The author used comparison of means to see how the HSE indicator tool and the 

QPSNordic produce results on the comparable five scales (demands, control, role, manger and 

peer support). The HSE has on two (demands and role) out of five scales significantly lower 

(poorer) results than the reference group. For the QPSNordic the results are different:  Two 

scales (role and superior support) have, compared with reference group, significantly better 

results, while on one scale (quantitative demands) the results are significantly poorer. 

 Both inventories asked if the employees had experienced bullying at work. While the 

HSE indicator tool had answer categories on a five point Likert’s scale, the QPSNordic 

provided a dichotomous “yes”/”no” possibility. The HSE analysis tool returned a result of 

four persons that have “sometimes”, “often” or “always” experienced bullying at work. 

According to the QPSNordic eight persons had experienced bullying.     

The HSE indicator tool based on the stress management standards is giving quite strong 

recommendations to the SX organization to take action on some dimensions, especially on 

role (clarity), but also on demands, control, peer and manager support, and change. The 

QPSNordic results, although pointing in the same direction on some dimensions (demands, 

control), do not give normative instructions.  

The QPSNordic has, in addition to those found in the Indicator tool, results on a variety of 

other dimensions (see table 8 and presentation above). Several of these results are further 

discussed in the following section when comparing surveys with interviews.  

Two separate confirmatory factor analysis of the items belonging to the 5 scales of the 

HSE indicator tool and 6 scales of the QPSNordic (two control scales) mentioned above, were 

performed to see of the factor loading was as supposed. The results are displayed in tables 10 

and 11. 
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Table 10 
Rotated Component Matrix(a) for items of 5 scales of the HSE 

 indicator tool (loadings less that .4 suppressed) 

 
Rotation component matrix(a) 

 
1 

Support 
2 

Demands 
3 

Role 
4 

Control 
5 
 

H23 Mansupp .745     
H27 Peersupp .713     
H33 Mansupp .711     
H24 Peersupp .710     
H35 Mansupp .702    .440 
H29 Mansupp .692     
H8 Masupp .618     
H31 Peersupp .617     
H7 Peersupp .582     
H22 Demands  .749    
H9 Demands  .682   .423 
H18 Demands  .678    
H6 Demands  .647    
H3 Demands  .642    
H20Demands  .609   .503 
H16Demands  .595    
H12Demands  .582    
H11 Role   .830   
H1 Role   .743   
H13 Role   .710   
H4 Role   .661   
H17 Role   .617   
H2 Control    .706  
H10 Control    .704  
H15 Control    .664  
H19 Control    .626  
H30 Control    .593 .400 
H25 Control    .550  
 

Notes: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method:  
Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. a  Rotation converged in 9 iterations. 
 

The factor analysis on the HSE indicator tool scales confirms the factor structure of 

the dimensions of Demands, Role and Control. With regard to manager and peer support the 

items of these scales are loading on a common support scale. 
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Table 11  
Rotated Component Matrix(a) for items belonging to 6 scales of the QPSNordic 
(loadings under .4 are suppressed) 
 
 
 Rotated Component Matrix(a) 
 

  
1 

Support 
2 

Demands  
3 

Control work pace 
4 

Role clarity 
5 

Control decision 
6 
 

Q73social .832      
Q74social .831      
Q75social .827      
Q72social .797      
Q78social .659      
Q12demands  .787     
Q15demands  .781     
Q14demands  .721     
Q13demands  .666     
Q49control   .835    
Q48control   .800    
Q50control   .712    
Q47control  -.515 .524    
Q39role    .876   
Q38role    .860   
Q40role    .852   
Q52control     .744  
Q53control     .623  
Q51control     .612  
Q46control     .548  
Q45control      .896 
 
Notes: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 
 
 

 The factor analysis of the QPSNordic scales confirms the factor structure of the 

following scales: Demands, Control work pace, Role clarity and Control decision. For the 

Social support scales, items belonging to the scales Support from manager and Support from 

coworkers are loading on a common Support scale (as was the case with the HSE indicator 

tool).  

 

Comparison of Interview with Survey Results 
 This comparison will mainly focus on the interviews and the QPSNordic results, 

because the QPSNordic is the largest survey and by large covers the HSE scales.  

 If the perspective of comparison is from the scales of the QPSNordic one will find 

many areas where the QPSNordic and the interviews are telling the same story: The 
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QPSNordic results indicate that learning demands are high, roles are clearly defined, the 

commitment to the organization is very strong, that the predictability is good, and that the 

organization is focusing on human resources primacy. In these areas the data from the 

interviews can be seen as validating and filling out the picture from the surveys; data confirms 

the focus the organization has on competency development, respondents are telling how roles 

are defined, that employees are proud of working for SX, having strong commitment to the 

organization, and about the low turnover. Furthermore they are telling about the stability and 

predictability, and about the resources used to monitor and invest in different aspects of the 

psychosocial work environment. A comparable result from the survey (QPSNordic) and the 

interviews is the general positive outcome: most scales in the QPSNordic are more positive 

than reference data, and the coding of interviews gave more statements of Strengths and 

Opportunities than of Weaknesses and Threats.   

 There are some areas where the survey and the interviews apparently are giving 

contradictory results; e.g. the QPSNordic indicate strong innovative climate and empowering 

leadership while the interviewees are talking about a culture not encouraging discussion, 

critical viewpoints, and leaders critical to new ways. Here the interviews may differentiate 

between different levels of the organization, indicating that there are employees that have new 

ideas and there are some departments where this is appreciated, while some leaders, having 

their whole career within the organization may be more sceptical to new ways. 

The interviews provide information on the history of the organization, which changes 

have taken place and how, and about the causes of the present situation. The interview 

respondents also predicts the future, given their perception of internal (strengths and 

weaknesses) and external conditions (opportunities and threats), and state what should or 

could be done to improve the present situation if needed. These respondents’ theories about 

their organization are partly developed during the interview. The survey’s scope is by its 

nature a present index of the organization.   

 The main organizational level focus of the interviewees is the Organization, reflected 

by the fact that over 50% of the statements are coded at this level. The interviewees are able 

to provide information on what was the reason for an organizational strategy on a specific 

area of interest, the planning and implementation process, and how it is perceived in general 

by the employees, even to the extent of who is appreciating this strategy and who is not, and 

why this is so. The survey data (mostly QPSNordic) also give information on different 

Organizational aspects. This information give measures on how some organizational area, 
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thought to be important (by the designers of the survey), is perceived by the employees; and 

how these aspects are functioning at present time in the organization.  

 

Discussion 
 

The purpose of this thesis was to examine how different methods used to assess the 

psychosocial environment of an organization affect the results. Two survey instruments, the 

HSE indicator tool and the QPSNordic, were compared. The survey instruments are based 

upon existing theories on psychosocial environment and stress. The semi-structured 

interviews, used to validate the surveys are not based upon such theories. No previous study 

has been conducted in order to compare the QPSNordic and the HSE indicator tool and no 

external evaluation of the two survey instruments has been published.  

Summary of Results 
The two surveys yielded to some extent results pointing in the same direction on 

comparable dimensions, especially on the demand scales. The indicator tool provided more 

negative results of SX than QPSNordic, especially on the role scale. Both surveys had items 

that loaded on predicted scales, except for managers/superiors support scales, and peer/co-

worker scales which loaded on a common support scale in both surveys. The QPSNordic 

items loaded on two control scales (decision and of working pacing), while both decision and 

work pacing items loaded on one HSE indicator tool scale (as predicted). QPSNordic yielded 

results on many more dimensions than the HSE indicator tool. 

On most dimensions the QPSNordic results deviate in a positive direction compared to 

reference data, although there are a few dimensions where the deviation is negative.  

The interviews provide, to a large extent, information that confirms the survey results. 

On some dimensions, however they tell a different or a more complicated story about the 

same issues. The surveys give information on how some predefined dimensions are perceived 

and evaluated by the members of the organization, while the interviews provides a broader 

story on some of the same dimensions. The interviews provide in addition information on: 

history, assumptions and values of the organization, planning and implementations processes, 

and on contradictions within the organization. Statistical analysis of the distribution of 

interview statements indicates that team-building and team processes receive little attention in 

the organization, an impression confirmed by how the respondents talked about teams.  
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The Surveys 
Survey data (both the HSE indicator tool and the QPSNordic) provides an opportunity to 

collect results from many respondents in short time, to have a representative sample of the 

organization, and to give a reliable picture on to what extent a given phenomena is present. 

The surveys ability to provide information on how a specific phenomena varies between 

different departments and individuals of the organization, are also valuable but not covered in 

this thesis. This thesis are focuses on whether the surveys in question have the ability to 

produce a valid picture of the psychosocial work environment in general, compared to each 

other and to interview results.  

Both surveys have been validated in their construction process by demonstrating relations 

to outcomes that they are hypothesized to be in relation with. A limitation to this type of 

validation is that these outcomes are results from other established surveys, therefore this 

method of validation may be affected by common method variance (Arnold et al., 2005).  

Why are the HSE indicator tool results more negative than QPSNordic results when the 

items on the relevant scales are judged to be comparable? An answer to this may be that 

reference data obtained in the UK and the Nordic countries respectively are different. An 

inspection of the reference data seems to confirm this assumption. This may be caused by 

differences of psychosocial work conditions in the UK and the Nordic countries, but this 

assumption needs to be researched. The differences are more likely due to different sample 

procedures of the reference data for the two instruments (M. Dallner et al., 2000; HSE, 2004). 

The HSE used an Omnibus methodology, while the QPSNordic collected reference data from 

diverse organizations. The QPSNordic has a larger reference base (n = 2010) compared to 

HSE (n = 887). The use of organizations as sampling units appears to be more ecologically 

valid than the use of omnibus methodology, where data for different parts of the survey was 

collected from different respondents. In spite of this, HSE has evidence that their sample in 

some respects is representative of the British working population (HSE, 2004). The fact that 

the reference database is an important issue is confirmed by persons related to both to the 

HSE indicator tool and the QPSNordic (D. Palferman, March 2, 2007, personal 

communication; S. Knardahl, February 14, 2007, personal communication), who have 

indicated that reference data is to be expanded. This will make it possible to compare survey 

data of an organization to references obtained from relevant branches of work life.  

The support items in both surveys loaded on a common support scale. This may indicate 

that there is a relatively small difference between employees and immediate superiors in the 

SX organization. This is confirmed by interview-statements describing an informal and light-
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hearted atmosphere in many departments. Another explanation is that items of these scales are 

similar, an explanation supported by the fact that in the construction of the HSE reference 

data these support items also loaded on one common support scale (HSE, 2004). 

The different result of the HSE indicator tool and the QPSNordic on how many employees 

had experienced bullying, four and eight respectively, may be explained with the different 

answer categories. The HSE analysis tool doesn’t return results for those that have marked for 

“seldom”, in this organization which were 36 employees. A few of these would probable 

answered “yes” of the choice was “yes” or “no”. The QPSNordic offers a definition of the 

concept bullying to the respondents. 

The QPSNordic has a more general positive outcome than the HSE indicator tool, and 

appears to be more in accordance with the results from the interviews.   

HSE Indicator Tool 
The HSE indicator tool is primarily based on the Demand – Control model (demand, 

control, manager and peer support). These are considered to be the most important 

dimensions for improving the psychosocial environment and for preventing/reducing stress. 

Could the HSE indicator tool be useful for a Norwegian organization? The greatest advantage 

to this tool is the low threshold for applying it. “Anybody” could apply this tool, since no 

statistical competence is required. Provision of and some knowledge of a given Excel 

spreadsheet is the only prerequisite required. If the primary focus is to reduce stress in an 

organization, the Stress Management Standards may seem like sound goals to strive for. The 

fact that the organization itself takes responsibility and learns how to use the evaluation tool, 

builds competence both in the tool, and in the process. To learn how to work with the 

psychosocial environment may of itself generate a valuable consciousness about important 

aspects of the work environment. However, some reservations should be made: The HSE 

indicator tool is intended to be only a limited part within an extensive process with the Stress 

Management Standards, a process demanding both organizational commitment and available 

resources. Even if the HSE offers some help and advice on how to use their tools, competent 

persons in the organization who can facilitate such a process would be needed. The narrow 

scope of HSE indicator tool may be an advantage if working with these dimensions alone is 

enough to move the organization on the right direction. So far, research evidence is neither 

contradicts nor confirms this assumption. Whether a British reference database is appropriate 

to Nordic working conditions is an open question. Hence careful considerations must be made 

if the HSE indicator tool is to be used in a Nordic environment.  
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QPSNordic 
The QPSNordic assesses more aspects of the psychosocial work environment than the 

HSE indicator tool, and has a broader theoretical underpinning. In addition to being based on 

theories of psychosocial environment and stress, the QPSNordic tries to capture different 

aspects of the culture of the organization. Some scales can be related to the concepts of “the 

learning organization” (e.g. mastery of work, perception of organization culture/climate). The 

idea of “the healthy organization” is also an underlying concept (researched through the scales 

of home-work interface, climate, and items about fair rewards). 

Use of the QPSNordic requires expert involvement; professional consultants during an 

intervention process or researchers when the purpose is to examine relations between 

psychosocial factors and health, job-satisfaction, or motivation.  

The scope of the QPSNordic is broader, compared to the HSE indicator tool. The ambition 

is to provide comprehensive information of an organization on different levels. The author 

will discuss to which degree these aspects of the work environment captured by the 

QPSNordic provide valid information about the organization. 

On one hand, when the interviews are used as a validation tool, the aspects captured by 

the QPSNordic are to a large extent confirmed by the interviews. One example of this can be 

the high organizational commitment found in the survey and confirmed by the interviews. 

Another example is the high human resources primacy found in the surveys. This is qualified 

through the interviews on how the organization emphasizes and works with different aspects 

of the psychosocial environment. A third example is the low preference for challenge 

measured by the QPSNordic. This is confirmed through the interviews both at the individual 

and at the organizational level. Many other examples of correspondence are found. Especially 

when the survey results are deviating clearly from reference data (see table 8), they appear to 

provide useful information.  

One the other hand, the survey gives information mostly about to what degree a 

phenomena is present or not. Some information is given to explain how the phenomena is 

occurring (by inspecting the items), and how it varies (by comparing different departments), 

but no information is given about the causes or the consequences of this phenomena. It could 

be argued that the survey is only a first step in order to indicate what might be the strengths or 

the weaknesses of an organization, and that a broader and deeper understanding can be 

obtained when discussing the results of the survey in details. This is a valid argument if the 
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questions and the scales of the survey cover all possible factors and situations that may have 

an impact to the psychosocial environment of an organization. The QPSNordic may have such 

an ambition. If not, the scope of the survey may limit the preceding discussion by framing the 

perspective. This will be discussed when comparing interview results with the QPSNordic 

results.  

 

Interviews 

Interviews as Validation, Confirmation, and Broadening of Survey Results 
Results from the interviews can be used as a validation tool of the survey results, and 

as a means to get a broader, more diverse understanding of what the significance is for this 

particular organization. By using the interview in such a way, the interview results can be 

explained by the theories of psychosocial work environment and stress - which the survey 

tools discussed in thesis rest upon.  

E.g. the Demand–Control Model is apparently appropriate when the respondents are 

describing subjects such as the strategy on how to work with customers and the focus on 

measuring both results and competence. These conditions are resulting in increased demands 

on the employees, but there are also descriptions on how many employees engage in their 

own competency development, thereby increasing control.  

The Effort–Reward Imbalance model could be used to discuss both the policy of 

rewards dependent on the results produced by the employees, the career opportunities and the 

safety of the work-place, and the concern that some older employees didn’t feel appreciated. 

The most appropriate theory in order to describe a main strategic line of the bank 

would probably be the Expectancy theory: i) the organization uses a lot of resources on 

competence development to ensure that the employees improve the performance, ii) it has a 

measuring system that links job performances to rewards, and ii) at least some employees see 

the rewards as valuable. This is a theory and strategy primarily aimed at individual 

motivation.    

 The general finding that one of the surveys (QPSNordic) gives, a positive deviation on 

most scales compared to the reference data, is confirmed by the interviews. More interview 

statements are coded as Strengths than Weaknesses, and more are coded as Opportunities than 

Threats. 
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Interviews as Telling other Stories, Explained by other Theories 
With regard to the distribution of SWOT coded statements over the different 

organizational levels, the most striking result was that statements coded to the Organization 

level were clearly most frequent. This was especially the case for Strengths, but also 

statements of Weaknesses and Opportunities were most frequent at the Organization level. 

This may reflect that the organization has a strong focus on this level, developing various 

systems, and using resources to make these systems work, e.g., systems for measuring and 

taking actions with regard to the psychosocial environment. The fact that weaknesses and 

opportunities are most frequent on this level may also reflect this focus; organizational factors 

are perceived as crucial in explaining negative trends, but these factors are also seen as 

possibilities to develop the organization in a positive direction. Another explanation, that does 

not rule out the first, is that this sample of respondents, with broad organizational experience, 

will have a tendency to focus on organizational conditions, rather than on local explanations.  

A main effect from the analysis of SWOT statements was that internal/here-and-now 

statements (strengths and weaknesses) were over four times as frequent as external/future 

statements (opportunities and threats). This may indicate an organization which is more 

concerned by itself than by its environment. Some of the respondents were worried about the 

adaptability of the bank. However, the quality of the psychosocial environment may be a 

product of internal conditions more than a product of conditions in the environment. Two 

organizations in the same local environment may have different psychosocial environments. 

E.g., one respondent told about some employees coming from another bank-organization 

located in the same area, and now merged with SX. These were astonished about the informal 

communication in SX, they were used to a more formal communication. 

 When looking at the interview statements from an Organizational Citizenship 

Behaviour (OCB) perspective, not many of the statements appear to be in accordance with the 

categories of OCB. OCB is the degree to which people engage in innovative and spontaneous 

activity that goes beyond the role prescriptions (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994), characterized by 

the behaviours explained earlier. Some SX respondents stated that spontaneity and exciting 

ideas do not characterize this organization. One explanation of this result, according to OCB 

theory and earlier empirical findings, could be lack of procedural justice. Only one of the 

respondents has stated this as a problem. Another explanation, strongly supported by the 

interview results (both by the statistical analysis of statements, and by the content of many 

statements), is that work design and measuring of results in SX has a strong focus on the 

individual. This is contradictory to structural interdependence (in work tasks and goals). 
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Structural interdependence is hypothesized to be the most important cause to OCB (Comeau 

& Griffiths, 2005). A third explanation could be that the concepts of OCB are not well known 

or well valued. In this case, OCB would not be reported unless asked for. The OCB model has 

the ability to address a concern expressed by many of the respondents: that organization’s 

system of working may lead to a more egotistic environment. The OCB model may also 

provide an approach to this problem: if the organization really wants to build “team SX”, as 

has been stated, an appropriate strategy would be to focus more on interdependence, both with 

respect to task design and to goals.  

 Some results from the interviews are in line with concepts from action science, where 

changes and processes at the workplace are central issues. Interview statements were able to 

show contradictions in the organization. Using concepts of Organizational learning theory 

(Agyris & Scön, 1996), this could be defined as contradictions between “espoused theories”; 

how things are supposed to be or wanted to be, and “theories in use”; what is actually 

happening. An example of such a contradiction can be the following: the process of revising 

the occupational health care system of the organization following an organizational process 

that had been running for some months. When the process was finished and a decision had 

been taken, the CEO rejected the result, even if this was beyond his legal authority. The result 

of such CEO behaviour (other examples were also mentioned) was, according to some 

respondents, a less open and more “political” way of approaching planning. This may be an 

example of an organizational learning that is not beneficial to the organization.  

 

Reliability and Validity of Interview Results 

When interviews are used to contrast or validate survey data, the question of reliability 

and validity of the interviews themselves should be raised. Since this study is a combination 

of quantitative and qualitative methodology, the discussion has arguments both from a 

quantitative and a qualitative perspective.  

There were two sampling criteria; the respondents should represent different levels and 

positions of the organization (e.g. top leaders, leaders and employees), and they should be in a 

position where reflection upon the psychosocial work environment should be a natural part of 

their role. The sample size of only five “informed and engaged respondents” could be 

discussed, because the small sample together with a non-random sampling procedure do not 

give a representative sample of the organization’s employees. If the purpose was to test 

hypotheses about the psychosocial work environment on basis of the interviews, a much 
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larger sample would be required. When the purpose is more explorative, as it is in this study, 

focusing on a few intensive cases is a valuable way to obtain general knowledge (Kvale, 

1996). These few intensive interviews give, quantitatively, a lot of both similar and different 

statements. Qualitatively, the format of the interviews gives the informants time and space to 

develop their different thoughts and reflections about factors and relationships which they 

perceive as important to psychosocial work environment. Even so, would more respondents 

have added valuable information? The sample size was decided beforehand, so the principle 

of “theoretical saturation” (Flick, 2002) was not used in this study. “Theoretical saturation”, 

meaning that new informants do not contribute further information that may develop theory, 

may be used as a “many enough” criteria. The results have a high degree of similar statements 

and themes from different respondents, indicating a saturating tendency. On the other hand 

there is also variation among the statements, indicating that different positions and 

experiences provide different observations and explanations. More respondents might have 

added some information, but the obtained results are considered by the author to give a 

comprehensive picture of the psychosocial environment of this organization. 

The reliability of the coding process is primarily dependent on the operational definitions 

of the categories. The inter-rater reliability was high on the SWOT categories, and lower over 

the different organizational levels. The lower reliability here, although fair (Watkins & 

Pacheco, 2000), is probably due to the fact that some statements can describe several levels. 

E.g., an organizational strategy may have effect on the individual, departmental, or leader 

level. Instead of forcing the coder to select one level, a better solution is probably to split the 

statement into several statements, making it easier to code to the relevant organizational level. 

The high objectivity index, the inter-rater reliability varying from “exceptional good” to 

“fair”, and the high proportional similarities between the inter-rater groups indicate a reliable 

method.  

From a quantitative perspective, validity rests on the correspondence criteria. Whether the 

results and the related interpretations are valid, depends on the extent of correspondence with 

other observations of the phenomena of interest. For the quantitative interview results, some 

of these could be validated by some of the survey results, or by other facts or observations of 

the organization. To some degrees they are. E.g., that the overall positive results, inferred 

from more statements of Strengths and Opportunities, compared to Weaknesses and Threats, 

are in correspondence with the survey results (QPSNordic): more dimensions are deviating in 

a positive direction from reference data. Causes or relations to outcome variables such as 

sick-leave and turnover are complex. However, the very low results on these outcome 
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variables may be used as a validation to the interpretation that the psychosocial work 

environment is fairly good in this organization.  

A qualitative perspective on validity implies that knowledge is constructed more than 

revealed. Validity in this perspective is about the validity of Craftsmanship (the quality of this 

construction process), the Communicative validity (how the results are communicated), and 

the Pragmatic validity (to which degree the method give results that can be used, or have a 

practical impact on the phenomena of interest) (Kvale, 1996). With regard to the validity of 

Craftsmanship, this must be evaluated by the readers through an evaluation of the strengths 

and weaknesses of the interview and of the coding/interpretation methodology used. The 

intention of the author throughout the thesis has been to describe a transparent process, 

opening for critical objections and for reproduction. Communication of the results from 

interviews poses a challenge because all details can not be reported. The selection of which 

results that are reported and the inferences of these results rest partly on explicit criteria (e.g. 

definition of SWOT statements).  The selection is also result of the researcher’s personal 

ideas and conceptions. Hopefully, the overview of statements clustered in themes, will give 

the reader of this thesis opportunity to his own interpretations. The Pragmatic validity, the 

degree to which the results of the interviews are helpful for the organization to improve the 

psychosocial environment, is of course too early to evaluate. The results appear to be 

promising, since most of them can be understood both in light of well established theories on 

psychosocial work environment and stress, and by other theories such as OCB and 

Organizational learning.  

Limitations and Suggestions for Further Studies 
The question with regard to whether the small interview sample is sufficient, as argued by 

the author, cannot be empirically answered within this study. To examine this, the criteria of 

“theoretical saturation”, that new respondents don’t add more variation to the data, could be 

used in a later study. 

The results of this study are primarily limited to the organization that is studied. The 

richness of data from the interviews might not be the same in another organization, less 

concerned with its psychosocial environment. For other organizations within the same 

occupational field, the financial sector, it is likely that a similar study would produce results 

interesting to compare with this study. It would be interesting to study organizations with 

similar employees, ways of working, and organizational structures differences in order to 

examine which differences are results of internal organizational structures. Organizations 
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from different occupational branches, having employees with different educations and roles 

(e.g., “white collar” and “blue collar”), and organizations with different structures would be 

interesting to study if the objective is to examine how these conditions affect the work 

environment. To delineate the causes of internal and external conditions would require a 

triangulation of data from similar and diverse organizations.   

The methods used in this study are of a cross-sectional nature, having the ability to show 

how different phenomena vary and correlate (surveys). The study also shows how an 

interview methodology can produce results in form of the respondents’ theories about the 

causes and effects of certain conditions. This methodology has, neither from a quantitative 

nor a qualitative perspective, the ability to demonstrate cause-effect relations. A prospective 

design is needed for this purpose, either by an experimental model, or by undertaking an 

action research based intervention.    

 

Conclusions 
 

The results indicate that the QPSNordic is able to assess more components of the 

psychosocial work environment of a bank organization than the HSE indicator tool. In 

addition, the QPSNordic gave a more positive assessment of this organization, which is in 

correspondence with the interview results. The SWOT based interviews captures other aspects 

of the organization, especially with regard to organizational processes and contradictions than 

do the surveys. A main result from the interviews, not captured by the surveys, is that team 

work and processes of collaboration appear to be poorly provided for in the organization.  
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Appendixes 
 

Appendix 1: Items of compared scales of the QPSNordic and the HSE indicator tool 

 

- Demands  

o QPSNordic: 

 Quantitative:  

• Is your work irregular so that the work piles up? 

• Do you have to work overtime? 

• Is it necessary to work at a rapid pace? 

• Do you have too much to do? 

 Decision (not found in HSE) 

 Learning (Not found in HSE) 

 

o HSE (one factor) 

 Different groups at work demand things from me that are hard to 

combine 

 I have unachievable deadlines 

 I have to work very intensively 

 I have to neglect some tasks because I have too much to do 

 I am unable to take sufficient breaks 

 I am pressured to work long hours 

 I have to work very fast 

 

- Control  

o QPSNordic 

 Control of decision 

• If there are alternative methods for doing your work, can you 

choose which method to use? 

• Can you influence the amount of work assigned to you? 

• Can you influence decisions concerning the persons you will 

need to collaborate with? 

• Can you decide when to be in contact with clients? 

• Can you influence decisions that are important for your work? 
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 Control of work pace 

• Can you set your own work pace? 

• Can you decide yourself when you are taking a breaker? 

• Can you decide the length of your breaker? 

• Can you set your own working hours (flexitime)? 

o HSE  (one dimension) 

 I have a choice in deciding how I do my work 

 I have a choice in deciding what I do at work 

 I have some say over the way I work 

 

 My working time can be flexible  

 I can decide when to take a break  

 I have a say in my own work speed 

 

- Social interaction(QPSNordic)/support (HSE) 

o QPSNordic 

 Support from superior 

• If needed, can you get support and help with your work from 

your immediate superior? 

• If needed, is your immediate superior willing to listen to your 

work-related problems? 

• Are you achievements appreciated by your immediate superior? 

o HSE 

 Managers support 

• I am given supportive feedback on the work I do 

• I can rely on my line manager to help me out with a work 

problem 

• I can talk to my line manager about something that has upset or 

annoyed me about work 

• I am supported through emotionally demanding work 

• My line manager encourages me at work 

 

 

o QPSNordic: 
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 Support from coworkers 

• If needed, can you get support and help with your work from 

your co-workers? 

• If needed, are your co-workers willing to listen to your work-

related problems? 

 

o HSE 

 Peer support 

• If work gets difficult, my colleagues will help me 

• I get help and support I need from colleagues 

• I receive the respect at work I deserve from my colleagues 

• My colleagues are willing to listen to my work-related problems 

 

 

- Role clarity 

o QPSNordic:  

 Have clear, planned goals and objectives been defined for your job? 

 Do you know what your responsibilities are? 

 Do you know exactly what is expected of you in your job? 

  

o HSE: 

 I am clear what is expected of me at work 

 I know how to go about getting my job done 

 I am clear what my duties and responsibilities are 

 I am clear about the goals and objectives for my department 

 I understand how my work fits into the overall aim of the organisation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 2: HSE indicator tool, Norwegian version 
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HSE INDIKASJONS 

VERKTØY 
 

FOR  
 

ARBEIDSRELATERT 
STRESS 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
                        Aldri      Sjelden   Noen ganger    Ofte       Alltid  
1. Jeg er klar over hva som er forventet av                         1          2                3             4          5 
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meg i jobben min 
      Aldri      Sjelden   Noen ganger    Ofte       Alltid 

2. Jeg kan bestemme når jeg vil ta pause                            1          2                3             4          5 
 

     Aldri      Sjelden   Noen ganger    Ofte       Alltid 
3. Ulike grupper på jobben stiller krav til                           5          4                3             2          1 

meg som er vanskelig å kombinere 
 
              Aldri      Sjelden   Noen ganger   Ofte   Alltid 
4. Jeg vet hvordan jeg skal gå fram for                         1             2                3          4        5      
    å få gjort jobben min 
           

       Aldri      Sjelden   Noen ganger    Ofte       Alltid 
5. Jeg blir utsatt for personlig trakassering i form                5              4               3          2          1     
    av uvennlige ord eller handlinger 
 
              Aldri      Sjelden    Noen ganger  Ofte   Alltid 
6. Jeg har tidsfrister som er umulige å holde                    5             4          3          2        1 
        
                         Aldri      Sjelden      Noen ganger    Ofte    Alltid  
7. Hvis arbeidet blir vanskelig vil kollegaene                       1             2               3             4          5 

mine hjelpe meg 
      Aldri      Sjelden       Noen ganger    Ofte      Alltid 

8. Jeg får støttende tilbakemeldinger på det                        1          2                 3              4         5 
arbeidet jeg gjør 

      Aldri      Sjelden         Noen ganger   Ofte    Alltid 
9. Jeg må arbeide veldig intensivt                                       5          4                  3             2          1 
 
            Aldri      Sjelden        Noen ganger    Ofte      Alltid  
10. Jeg er med på å bestemme arbeidstempoet mitt             1          2                 3               4          5 
 
            Aldri      Sjelden          Noen ganger    Ofte    Alltid 
11. Jeg er klar over hva som er                                            1          2                   3             4          5 

mine plikter og ansvar                                                  
 
            Aldri        Sjelden       Noen ganger   Ofte     Alltid 
12. Jeg må overse noen oppgaver fordi jeg                           5          4          3             2          1 
      har for mye å gjøre             
 
            Aldri        Sjelden        Noen ganger    Ofte    Alltid 
13. Jeg er klar over mål og delmål for avdelingen min        1          2                   3             4          5 

 
     Aldri      Sjelden         Noen ganger   Ofte      Alltid 

14. Det er gnisninger eller sinne mellom kollegaer              5          4                   3             2         1 
 
            Aldri      Sjelden        Noen ganger    Ofte     Alltid 
15. Jeg har valg med hensyn til hvordan jeg                        1          2                   3             4          5 
      utfører arbeidet mitt              
 
 
 
            Aldri      Sjelden          Noen ganger    Ofte    Alltid 
16.  Jeg har ikke mulighet for å ta tilstrekkelige pauser       5          4                   3             2         1 
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           Aldri        Sjelden        Noen ganger    Ofte    Alltid 
17. Jeg forstår hvordan arbeidet mitt passer inn i                 1          2          3             4          5 
      bedriftens overordnede mål             
 
            Aldri        Sjelden        Noen ganger    Ofte   Alltid 
18. Jeg blir presset til å arbeide lange dager                         5          3                   3             2         1 
 

     Aldri      Sjelden         Noen ganger   Ofte      Alltid 
19. Jeg har et valg mht hvilke arbeidsoppgaver jeg gjør      1          2                   3             4         5 
 
            Aldri      Sjelden        Noen ganger    Ofte     Alltid 
20. Jeg må arbeide veldig fort                                               5          4                   3             2         1 
 
            Aldri      Sjelden          Noen ganger    Ofte    Alltid 
21.  Jeg blir utsatt for mobbing på jobben                             5          4                   3             2         1 
                                                  
           Aldri        Sjelden        Noen ganger    Ofte     Alltid 
22. Jeg har et urealistisk tidspress                         5          4          3             2          1
             
           Aldri        Sjelden        Noen ganger    Ofte    Alltid 
23. Jeg kan stole på at avdelingssjefen min                          1          2          3             4          5 
      vil hjelpe meg med et arbeidsproblem             
 
                    Helt uenig  Uenig     Nøytral        Enig       Helt enig 
24. Jeg får den hjelp og støtte som jeg trenger                     1          2              3             4            5 

fra kollegaene mine 
  Helt uenig  Uenig     Nøytral        Enig        Helt enig 

25. Jeg kan bestemme noe med hensyn til               1          2             3             4             5                       
måten jeg arbeider på 

 
         Helt uenig  Uenig     Nøytral        Enig        Helt enig 
26. Jeg har tilstrekkelige muligheter til å spørre                   1          2             3             4             5 
      overordnede om endringer på arbeidsplassen 
 
          Helt uenig  Uenig     Nøytral        Enig        Helt enig 
27. Jeg får den respekten jeg fortjener fra                            1          2             3              4            5 
      kollegaene mine                                                  
          Helt uenig  Uenig     Nøytral        Enig        Helt enig 
28. De ansatte blir alltid rådført i forhold til                         1          2     3        4            5 
      forandringer på arbeidsplassen 
 
          Helt uenig  Uenig     Nøytral        Enig        Helt enig 
29. Jeg kan snakke med sjefen min om det noe                   1          2     3         4           5 
      jeg har blitt irritert eller opprørt over på jobben             
 
          Helt uenig  Uenig     Nøytral        Enig        Helt enig 
30. Arbeidstiden min kan være fleksibel                              1          2              3             4            5 
 
 

   Helt uenig  Uenig     Nøytral        Enig        Helt enig 
31. Kollegaene er villige til å lytte til                                   1          2             3              4             5 
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mine arbeidsrelaterte problem 
 
  
                    Helt uenig  Uenig     Nøytral        Enig        Helt enig 
32. Når endringer blir gjort på arbeidsplassen                      1          2              3             4            5 
     forstår jeg hvordan de vil fungere i praksis 
 
         Helt uenig  Uenig     Nøytral        Enig        Helt enig 
33.  Jeg får støtte når arbeidet er følelsesmessig                   1          2              3             4            5 
       krevende                                                  
 
         Helt uenig  Uenig     Nøytral        Enig        Helt enig 
34. Personlige forhold på arbeidsplassen                              5          4     3            2             1    
      er anspente/anstrengte                  
 
                                                              
         Helt uenig  Uenig     Nøytral        Enig        Helt enig 
35. Sjefen min oppmuntrer meg i arbeidet                            1          2    3        4            5                 
 


