CHAL

UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY

Psychosocial work experience after implementing hybrid work: a
longitudinal study

Downloaded from: https://research.chalmers.se, 2026-06-02 13:56 UTC

Citation for the original published paper (version of record):

Corneliuson, C., Babapour Chafi, M., Tornevi, A. et al (2026). Psychosocial work experience after
implementing hybrid work: a longitudinal study. BMC Public Health, 26(1).
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12889-026-27487-x

N.B. When citing this work, cite the original published paper.

research.chalmers.se offers the possibility of retrieving research publications produced at Chalmers University of Technology. It
covers all kind of research output: articles, dissertations, conference papers, reports etc. since 2004. research.chalmers.se is
administrated and maintained by Chalmers Library

(article starts on next page)



Corneliuson et al. BMC Public Health ~ (2026) 26:1359 BMC Public Health
https://doi.org/10.1186/512889-026-27487-x

Psychosocial work experience after =0
implementing hybrid work: a longitudinal
study

Caroline Corneliuson'’, Maral Babapour Chafi*?, Andreas Tornevi', Albin Stjernbrandt' and Viktoria Wahlstrém'

Abstract

Background Hybrid work has become a prevalent work model, referring to the combination of office and remote
work. Previous studies have found that hybrid work arrangements may positively affect psychosocial factors such as
job satisfaction, work-life balance, and retention. However, hybrid work has also been observed to blur the boundaries
between work and private life and increase work-family conflict, and more knowledge is needed on how hybrid work
influences the psychosocial work environment from a longitudinal perspective. This study aimed to investigate the
impact of the transition to hybrid work on the work experience, and to determine how personal and occupational
factors, such as age, sex, managerial position, number of children living at home, work tasks, autonomy, and time
spent working at the office, influenced the change in work experience.

Methods To explore differences in the Work Experience Measurement Scale (WEMS), longitudinal questionnaire data
(n=148) from white-collar workers in a medium-sized Swedish municipality were analyzed. Data collection took place
in 2017 before COVID-19 and 2023, 1.5 years after national work-from-home restrictions were lifted. Univariate linear
regression was used to determine how the different factors affected the change in work experience.

Results The mean age of the study population was 50.1 years at the time of the second data collection in 2023.
The study populations"WEMS scores significantly improved over time, both on the total scale and specifically within
the dimensions supportive working conditions, time experience, autonomy, and leadership. The main factor that
influenced the work experience was sex, where women's work experience improved significantly over time, whereas
men’s work experience did not.

Conclusion This study contributes a longitudinal perspective on hybrid work and its impact on the psychosocial

work environment. While the findings of this study align with previous research in relation to improvement of, for
example, job satisfaction, the study also reveals sex differences previously not seen in a hybrid work context.
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Background

Hybrid work has quickly become a commonly used term
as well as a prevalent work model; it refers to the combi-
nation of remote and office work with communication via
digital tools and face-to-face encounters [1]. The COVID-
19 pandemic facilitated a quick shift towards remote
work, increasing the share of European remote workers
from about 3% of knowledge workers pre-pandemic [2]
to approximately 30% of men and 40% of women work-
ing from home in 2021 [3]. However, the prevalence of
remote work varies substantially across the continent,
and hybrid work is more prevalent in Northern European
countries compared to countries in Eastern and Southern
Europe [3]. Reflecting this regional trend, about 46% of
the Swedish working population engaged in remote work
to some extent in 2024 [4].

The psychosocial work environment is challeng-
ing to define as it encompasses many diverse aspects,
but it often refers to features in the work organization
and/or personal factors that affect employees and may
be explored at the micro-, meso-, and macro-level [5].
Research on the topic often focuses on how psychosocial
factors such as job demands, work organization, job con-
tent, or social relations at work affect different outcomes,
for example, health and illnesses [5].

Previous research has shown that remote work could
enhance employees’ work-life balance, increase perceived
autonomy and work control, and improve job satisfac-
tion [6, 7]. The increased autonomy, with the flexibility to
choose to work remotely, seems to have positive effects
on the psychosocial work environment [8]. Research
suggests that many employees prefer to work remotely
between one and three days per week, but those exceed-
ing their preferred amount of remote work report poorer
well-being, highlighting the importance of autonomy
in choosing remote workdays for maintaining satisfac-
tion and well-being [9, 10]. Additionally, the possibility
of hybrid work seems to increase the intention to stay
within an organization, making retention a key benefit
for employers [11, 12]. Thus, it is of interest to further
explore how autonomy and the amount of time spent
working remotely affect the work experience. One persis-
tent challenge brought up in previous studies is difficul-
ties in separating work from personal life; working from
home seems to lead to longer working hours, thus blur-
ring boundaries and hindering recovery [6, 13]. Blurred
boundaries between work and family life have also been
seen to lead to more work-family conflict [8, 14, 15]. Hav-
ing children living at home seems to be a possible fac-
tor associated with increased work-family conflict [15].
Family constellations, sex, and age are therefore relevant
personal factors to explore in relation to perceived work
experience.
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Even though hybrid work means employees regularly
perform work remotely, the office remains an essential
space for coworker interaction, offering spontaneous
meetings and social interactions that strengthen profes-
sional relationships [16]. In flexible office environments
such as activity-based offices, tasks that require concen-
tration may be negatively affected [17]. Employees who
have high-concentration individual tasks may perceive
activity-based offices to fit their needs poorly [18]. Fur-
thermore, non-individual tasks, where employees collab-
orate, seem to fit poorly with an open-space office, due to
a lack of control over one’s social interaction and com-
munication with others [18, 19]. A previous study showed
that managers did not experience the same decline in
productivity as employees following relocation to activ-
ity-based offices, likely due to differences in work tasks
and job characteristics [17]. Furthermore, research indi-
cates that leadership faces new challenges in hybrid set-
tings, with managers facing increased workload, greater
coordination demands, and difficulties leading teams
remotely [7, 16]. Thus, perceptions of hybrid work may
differ between managers and employees. These previous
findings suggest that the nature of one’s work tasks and
work content could play a role in shaping how employ-
ees and managers perceive their work experience in a
hybrid work model. Previous studies have mainly relied
on cross-sectional data, resulting in a significant gap in
understanding hybrid work from a longitudinal perspec-
tive [8, 20]. Furthermore, despite growing insights into
the immediate impacts of hybrid work, significant knowl-
edge gaps remain concerning the effects on the psycho-
social work environment [6, 8]. Traditionally, research on
the psychosocial work environment has focused on risk
factors, but adopting a salutogenic approach could offer
the possibility to focus on positive health factors [21]. To
guide the development of future work environments, fur-
ther knowledge is needed on how hybrid work interacts
with task types, office designs, and employee autonomy.

The first aim of our study was to investigate the lon-
gitudinal impact of the transition to hybrid work on the
work experience. The second aim was to determine how
autonomy, amount of time spent working remotely, per-
sonal factors, and work content influenced the change in
the work experience.

Method

Design and setting

In this longitudinal study, we studied changes in psy-
chosocial work experience over time. Baseline data were
collected via a self-report survey in 2017 from white-
collar workers in a medium-sized Swedish municipality
(approximately 56,000 inhabitants), followed up by a sur-
vey in October—November of 2023, approximately one
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and a half years after the COVID-19 pandemic restric-
tions had been lifted in Sweden.

Between the years 2014-2017, the organization had
transformed most of its cell-based offices into activity-
based offices [17], which meant that the organization,
to some extent, committed to a flexible way of working
even before the COVID-19 pandemic. During the pan-
demic, the studied organization enforced remote work
due to restrictions imposed by Swedish governmental
authorities. The restrictions meant that everyone who
could work from home was requested to do so. When
implementing remote work during the pandemic, the
employer provided computer screens, input devices, and
office chairs for the remote workstations at the employ-
ees’ request. After the pandemic, a hybrid work model
was implemented for all white-collar workers as part of
the municipality’s ongoing efforts to become a workplace
of the future. The implemented hybrid work model gave
the employees varying opportunities to work from home
based on their roles, teams, and managers.

The baseline survey was sent to 512 office workers, and
407 responses were received, with a total response rate of
80%. The follow-up survey was sent to 554 office work-
ers, and 378 responded, yielding a response rate of 68%.
Two reminder emails were sent for each data collection
period. Out of the survey responders, a total of 148 peo-
ple responded to the survey both at baseline and follow-
up. A dropout analysis was performed to assess potential
attrition bias.

Background variables

The employees’ autonomy to decide their work location,
we used the question “How much freedom of choice do
you have to decide to what extent you work from home?”
with response alternatives: “I have full freedom of choice
to what I work from home’, “I have some freedom of
choice to what extent I work from home’; and “I have no
freedom of choice to what extent I work from home” the
amount of time spent working at the office was assessed
with the question: “I work at the office:” with the response
alternatives: 1-3 times a month, 1 day a week, 2—3 days a
week, and 4-5 days a week.

Personal factors, including data on sex and age were
collected at both baseline and follow-up. The presence of
children in the household was assessed by the question:
“Do you have children living at home?”

To assess the work content, we used the question:
"Does your work demand you to.. 1) discuss with col-
leagues several times a day’, “2) be fully concentrated’,
and “3) work individually on administrative tasks’, using
the response alternatives: never, rarely, sometimes, often,
and always. Office type was assessed with the question:
“What office type best describes your current office space
when you are at the office?” Where the office types to
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choose from were: cell-office, shared room (2—3 people),
open-plan office, and no assigned workplace, as defined
by [22]. Before analyses, responses were dichotomized
into having a permanent desk or not.

Outcome variables

The Swedish version of the Work Experience Measure-
ment Scale (WEMS) was used to assess the work experi-
ence [21]. WEMS was originally developed to provide an
understanding of the work experience from a salutogenic
perspective and has been tested and shown adequate
reliability [21, 23]. WEMS has also been used in studies
to explore work experiences in office settings across the
health care, social work, and private sectors in Sweden
[24, 25].

WEMS comprises 32 items and is divided into six
dimensions that, in total, reflect a salutogenic perspective
on the work experience among respondents [21]. Each
dimension includes between three and seven claims each,
focusing on their respective topics: supportive working
conditions, internal work experience, autonomy, time
experience, leadership, and process of change [21].

The claims were assessed on a six-level scale from “do
not agree” to “fully agree” Each response is assigned a
score, which is combined into a total index score for the
whole scale as well as for each individual dimension.
The total index score can be standardized into a scale
between 0 and 100, with higher scores indicating a more
positive work experience [21].

Data processing and statistical analyses
The data processing was performed in two steps. Firstly,
we calculated a total index score for each respondent
based on the WEMS scale and its six dimensions. We
then standardized the scores on a scale from 0 to 100 to
enable comparison across respondents. T-tests for paired
samples were then used to compare the mean scores
between the different time points. For the second aim,
the change in scores between the baseline and follow-up
was calculated, both for the total WEMS score and for
the six separate dimensions, by subtracting the baseline
score from the follow-up score. These variables were then
utilized to explore potential explanatory factors between
the time points using linear regression models. Addi-
tional analyses of each item and their development over
time were also performed, see Table 4 in Appendix.
Univariate linear regression models were conducted,
with the WEMS change scores as the dependent vari-
ables. Models were constructed using the total score.
Univariate models were constructed for each factor
respectively. The factors were: sex, age, managerial posi-
tion, amount of remote work, autonomy in choosing
amount of remote work, office type, and having children
living at home. These factors were selected a priori based
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Table 1 Background characteristics of the study group from the

follow- up in 2023 (n=148)
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Table 2 Changes in the standardized index of WEMS between
baseline and follow-up (n=148)

N (%) Mean
(SD)
Degree of autonomy to choose work location (n=145)
Full autonomy 50 (34.5)
Some autonomy 91 (62.8)
No autonomy 4(2.8)
Time spent at the office (n=127)
1-3 times/month 9(7.1)
1 time/week 15(11.8)
2-3 times/week 67 (52.8)
4-5 times/week 36 (28.3)
Personal factors
Age (n=147) 50.1
(9.1
Sex (n=148)
Male 31(20.9)
Female 117 (79.1)
Children living at home (n=147)
Yes 80 (54.4)
No 67 (45.6)
Work content
Managerial position (n=146)
Yes 34(23.1)
No 113 (76.9)
Permanent office space (n=140)
Yes 50(35.7)
No 90 (64.3)
Work tasks discussed with colleagues several times
aday (n=146)
Never 3(2.1)
Rarely 8(5.5)
Sometimes 43 (29.5)
Often 76 (52.1)
Always 16 (11.0)
Individual work tasks requiring concentration
(n=146)
Never -
Rarely 2(1.4)
Sometimes 16 (11.0)
Often 100 (68.5)
Always 28(19.2)
Individual administrative tasks (n=146)
Never 5(34)
Rarely 18(12.3)
Sometimes 32(21.9)
Often 76 (52.1)
Always 15(10.3)

on the authors’ pre-understanding of the psychosocial
work environment and what might affect it.

Before analyzing the work tasks as factors, the
response categories were collapsed to obtain more bal-
anced group sizes. For the questions relating to work
tasks, such as discussing with co-workers and needing

Baseline Follow-up  95% CI p-value
Mean Mean Effect
WEMS total score  71.2 743 0.8-54 0.008
(n=122)
Supportive work- 779 809 04-53 0.021
ing conditions
(n=128)
Internal work expe-  81.1 83.5 -0.2-5.0 0.067
rience (n=130)
Autonomy 63.6 68.0 15-74 0.005
(n=129)
Time experience 48.5 55.7 3.1-115 <0.001
(n=131)
Leadership 75.8 793 0.2-6.9 0.039
(n=131)
Process of change  63.8 65.5 —3.3-6.8 0.498
(h=130)

full concentration, the answers were dichotomized into
rarely/sometimes and often/always. The answers for the
administrative tasks were grouped into never, rarely/
sometimes, and often/always.

All analyses were conducted with SPSS (version 29.0.1
for Windows, IBM Corporation, Armonk, NY, USA). Sta-
tistical significance was set at p <0.05.

Results

Background characteristics

Out of the 148 respondents, a total of 117 (79%) were
female, the mean age was 50 (SD 9.1), and 25% held a
managerial position at follow-up. The majority of the
study population worked in an activity-based office envi-
ronment, as reflected in the 35% of the employees who
had an assigned office space/desk. About half (53%) of the
employees spent 2—3 days a week at the office (Table 1).

Work experience measures over time

We found an increase in the mean score of the total
WEMS scale (p=0.008), as well as for the dimensions:
supportive working conditions (p=0.021), autonomy
(p=0.005), time experience (p<0.001), and leadership
(p=0.039) (Table 2).

When analyzing individual items within each dimen-
sion, time experience was the only dimension in which
all items showed a significant increase (Supplementary
Table 1). For the other dimensions, only a few items con-
tributed to driving the change for the whole dimension.
For example, within the leadership dimension, only one
of the six items significantly increased: “My manager is
available when I need him/her” (p<0.001).

Factors of influence on change in work experience
For the univariate linear regression models, 122 respon-
dents who had completed the entire instrument were
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included. The regression models showed that several fac-
tors were associated with increased WEMS scores over
time, indicating a more positive work experience. Sex
was associated with changes in work experience, where
women experienced an improved work experience over
time with 4.3 points (95% CI 1.7-6.8), whereas men
did not. This was also the only factor where the differ-
ence between the factor levels was significant (p=0.05)
(Table 3).

For the other factors, no statistically significant dif-
ferences were observed between the factor levels. Man-
agers’ work experience stayed the same over time and
non-managers had an increased WEMS score, but the
difference between the factor levels was not statistically
significant (p=0.17). Factors related to having children
living at home, work tasks, having an assigned office
space/desk, level of freedom to choose work locations, or
time spent at the office were not significantly associated
with changes in WEMS scores (Table 3).

The dropout analysis revealed no significant difference
in sex or managerial position between the study group
and the dropout group. The dropout group was 4.3 years
older than the study group (p<0.001). The total WEMS
score at baseline was 3.5 points lower for the dropout
group than the study group (p=0.02).

Discussion
This study utilized a longitudinal approach to investigate
the impacts of the transition to hybrid work on the psy-
chosocial work experience. Even though the organization
studied had high scores before the pandemic, indicating a
healthy work environment, the work experience further
improved significantly after the transition to hybrid work.

A statistically significant increase was identified in the
following dimensions: supportive working conditions,
autonomy, time experience, and leadership, implying that
these dimensions were positively affected by the transi-
tion to hybrid work. Previous cross-sectional studies have
found that psychosocial factors such as job satisfaction
and perceived autonomy improve during hybrid work [6,
7]. This is in line with our findings, where job satisfac-
tion (“Feeling happy about one’s job”) contributed to the
increase in the dimension for supportive working con-
ditions. The item “My manager is available when I need
him/her” contributed to the increase in the leadership
dimension. Research conducted during the pandemic
also indicates improvements in employees’ relationships
with their managers, possibly due to many organizations
promoting regular check-ins [6].

The only dimension of WEMS where all items showed
a statistically significant improvement was time experi-
ence. The items in this dimension capture workers’ abil-
ity to finish work on time, without stress, and within
regular working hours. Our study offers new insight into
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Table 3 The change in total indexed WEMS scores between
baseline and follow-up analyzed using univariate linear
regressions. (n=122)

Change (95% p-value R?

Cl) (%)
Degree of autonomy to choose work 58
location
No freedom (n=3) 1.7 Ref.
(—=12.9-16.3)
Some freedom (n=75) 34(0.5-6.3) 0.82
Full freedom (n=44) 27(=1.1-65) 089
Amount of time spent working at the 6.4
office
1-3 days per month (n=8) 84 Ref.
(-=0.5-17.3)
1 day a week (n=14) 35 038
(-3.3-10.2)

2-3 days a week (n=59)
4-5 days a week (n=29)
Personal factors
Age (n=122) 0.04 1
(=0.2-03)
Sex 87
Female (n=96) 43(1.7-6.8) Ref.
Male (n=26) -1.2(=6.1-3.7) 0.05
Children living at home 6

25(=0.7-58) 022
14(-33-60) 0.17

Yes (n=66) 24(—-0.7-55) Ref.
No (n=56) 39(0.5-7.2) 0.53
Work content
Managerial position 72
Yes (n=28) 0.2 (—45-49) Ref.

No (n=94) 4.0 (1.4-6.5) 0.17
Permanent office place/desk 7.1

Yes (n=45) 5.1(1.3-8.8) Ref.
No (n=77) 20(-09-48) 0.9
Work tasks discussed with colleagues 7.8
Never/Rarely/sometimes (n=44) 5.6 (1.8-9.3) Ref.
Often/always (n=78) 1.7(=1.1-45) 0.16
Individual work tasks requiring 7.1

concentration
Never/Rarely/sometimes (n=15) 7.2 (0.7-13.6)  Ref.
Often/always (n=107) 2.5(0.1-5.0) 0.19
Individual administrative tasks 6.5
Never/Rarely/sometimes (n=47) 4.5 (0.9-8.1) Ref.
Often/Always (n=75) 22(=0.7-5.1) 033

how time is experienced during hybrid work, and to the
best of our knowledge, there are no other studies on this
topic. Previous research has shown an increase in per-
ceived working hours [15], and a Swedish report also
found an increase in self-reported working hours during
hybrid work [4]. Our study further contributes to previ-
ous research showing that hybrid work can improve not
only job satisfaction but also employee well-being, as well
as increasing loyalty with lower turnover rates without
compromising productivity [9-11]. Taken together these
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findings finding indicate that offering flexible work solu-
tions is beneficial to both employees and employers.

Sex was the only factor with a significant difference
between the factor levels, where women’s work experi-
ence improved after hybrid work was introduced, while
men’s remained unchanged. There are very few studies
on sex differences within a hybrid work context. One pre-
vious report indicates that women telework more often
[3], and the authors discuss that gendered divisions of
labor, both in the workplace and at home, may explain
this pattern. Previous studies with samples and contexts
that differ from our current study have found that women
might be better at virtual communication, and that
women’s psychological safety increases while working
hybrid [26, 27]. In Swedish public sector organizations,
such as the municipality studied in our current study, it
has been shown that gender inequalities persist, where
men are usually found in higher positions and in places
with better working conditions [28]. However, within
female-dominated organizations, issues such as higher
job demands and fewer resources are usually experienced
similarly by men and women [29]. This could suggest,
there may be underlying conditions within the context of
hybrid work that benefit women and their work experi-
ence more than men, in the current study, that we did not
consider in our analysis.

Interestingly, we found that the managers’ work expe-
rience remained unchanged after the introduction of
hybrid work. Previous qualitative studies have found
that hybrid work has led managers to reassess their roles,
expanding their experienced duties to also include man-
aging well-being, as well as negotiating terms for remote
work [30]. Furthermore, research before, during and after
the COVID-19 pandemic indicates that while managers’
workload increased with remote work, they also found
that managers had more challenges and experienced
difficulties in leading remotely, as it was described as
requiring more effort [7, 16, 31]. Similar challenges have
also been identified in research on flexible offices, that
require leading distributed work groups [32-34]. How-
ever, WEMS does not effectively capture underlying chal-
lenges related to hybrid leadership in comparison with,
for example, qualitative interviews or questionnaires
focusing specifically on managers’ tasks and their specific
work environments. Speculatively, there may be aspects
such as organizational structures, ways of working, or
guidelines within the studied organization that alleviate
difficulties observed in other studies and that have not
been accounted for in our analysis.

Previous studies have indicated that the amount of
time spent working remotely may affect job satisfaction
and performance [35], and highlighted that autonomy in
choosing remote workdays can be a mediator for main-
taining well-being among workers [8, 10]. However,
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our study found that neither the amount of time work-
ing remotely nor the amount of freedom to choose were
explanatory factors for the change in WEMS score.
While the findings of the current study do not indicate
that these factors are explanatory, it is possible that our
study did not capture mismatches between actual and
preferred remote work, which have been reported [10].

Strengths and limitations

A strength of this study is its longitudinal design com-
bined with the possibility to examine several factors that
may impact the work experience in a hybrid work con-
text. A limitation, however, is the relatively small study
population. A potential recruitment bias could also be
considered, as individuals with particularly positive
or negative experiences may have been more likely to
participate.

Future studies, preferably with larger longitudinal
sample size, are needed to further investigate the effects
of hybrid work. As an example of a possible limitation
related to statistical power, the current study did not
find managerial position to be an explanatory factor for
changes in work experience over time, even though man-
agers did not increase their WEMS score in the same
manner as employees. It is, however, important to further
study managers’ experiences in hybrid work settings, as
this topic remains under-researched. Moreover, future
research should also consider that hybrid work may be
enacted in diverse ways. Different combinations of work
locations, work settings, and job demands may form dis-
tinct patterns of hybrid work that may be associated with
different changes of psychosocial work outcomes over
time. Identifying such variation would help clarify for
whom and under what conditions hybrid work is most
beneficial.

While the results of the current study indicate positive
outcomes for hybrid work, it is possible that they may be
explained by factors this study was unable to control for.
The use of WEMS as a measure of the psychosocial work
environment provided a salutogenic perspective often
lacking in other measures that tend to focus on a patho-
genic perspective and preventing harm [21, 36]. On the
other hand, we did not consider risk factors or challenges,
for example, in relation to managers’ experiences. The
generalizability of our findings is somewhat limited and
likely applies primarily to similar contexts in Swedish,
Nordic, and European settings. In general, future stud-
ies should continue examining the longitudinal effects
of hybrid work on the psychosocial work environment,
since it is still a relatively new phenomenon, and we are
still only able to understand a limited number of aspects
of long-term effects for employees and employers.
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Conclusions

In summary, the current study found that the work expe-
rience improved after the transition to hybrid work,
especially among women. However, future studies should
investigate sex and gender differences further to develop
a deeper understanding of which factors might be ben-
eficial for women and men n a hybrid work model. The
results of our study add to existing research by high-
lighting that hybrid work offers positive effects for both
employees and employers, and could be a beneficial solu-
tion for arranging office work.

Appendix

Table 4 Changes in the scores of WEMS items between baseline
and follow-up (n=148)

Baseline Follow-up p-value

Supportive working
conditions

We encourage and sup- 524 512 0.165
port each other at work

There is a good atmo- 5.10 5.19 0.258
sphere where | work

I think the work routines 435 4.98 <0.001
function well

I get feedback on the work  4.52 4.73 0.023
I do

Iam happy about my job  4.98 522 0.023

| feel that my employer 4.75 4.78 0.870
invests in my health

| get advice and practical 530 5.27 0.696
help from others when
necessary
Internal work experience

| feel that my work is 540 547 0.247
meaningful

| feel that my work situa- ~ 5.20 5.07 0.195
tion makes me grow

There is variety in my work 539 543 0.654

| do the work I was trained  5.04 512 0402
for

lam happy whenlgoto  4.89 4.96 0456
work

My work is a great per- 437 5.02 <0.001
sonal challenge
Autonomy

| decide when to do the 4.38 4.58 0.038
various work tasks

| decide whattodoinmy  3.93 4.05 0.274
work

| decide how to do my 4.56 4.69 0.173
work

| decide my own work 385 4.28 <0.001
pace

Time experience
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Table 4 Changes in the scores of WEMS items between baseline
and follow-up (n=148)

Baseline Follow-up p-value

0.002

I have enough time during  3.50 390
my normal working hours
to do my job without time
pressure (stress)

I always have time to finish  2.73 3.01 0.05
each work task in the way it
is supposed to be done

I do not need to work 4.04 444
more than my scheduled
hours
Leadership

My boss is available when | 4.76 518
need him/her

My boss is good at making  4.55 4.64
us interested and committed
to our work

My boss helps us divide 443 4.55
our work in a fair way

My boss takes things up 4.67 4.82
for discussion in my work
group before making impor-
tant decisions

0.003

<0.001

0477

0.313

0.223

When necessary, my boss ~ 5.19 5.28 0.405
is able to make his/her own
decisions

My boss makes sure that ~ 5.16 533
information on the op-
eration’s goals and visions is
available to my work group
Process of Change

The process of change was 4.36 443
done with an open dialogue

The process of change 3.88 395
was a result of the needs and
wishes of my work group

The process of change was  4.25 4.31
important to me

We all had an active partin 4.11 4.28
the process of change

| felt safe in my work with ~ 4.25 433
regard to the process of

0.629

0.694

0.678
0.269
0.594

I'was well informed about  4.28 437 0.550

the process of change

Abbreviations
WEMS  Work Experience Measurement Scale
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