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ABSTRACT

Based on Bakker and Demerouti’s Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model, the present study
hypothesized that the job demands of role conflict, work pace and downsizing, and the job
resources of participative decision-making and constructive leadership behaviour, are
systematically related to job satisfaction and mental health complaints among a representative
sample of Norwegian managers with personnel responsibilities (n=472). Furthermore, in line
with the JD-R model, it was hypothesized that the two job resources would act as buffers
upon the relationships between the three job demands and the managers’ job satisfaction and
mental health. Regression analysis revealed that role conflict was positively related to mental
health complaints and negatively related to job satisfaction. Moreover, participative decision-
making was negatively related to mental health complaints, while positively related to job
satisfaction. Constructive leadership behaviour was not systematically related to mental health
complaints, but positively related to job satisfaction. In contrast to our hypotheses, neither
work pace nor downsizing were significantly related to the two outcomes. Two out of 12
hypothesized buffering effects were confirmed. Participative decision-making buffered the
relationship between role conflict and mental health complaints, and between role conflict and
job satisfaction. Hence, the importance of efforts aimed at preventing and managing role
conflicts and at involving managers in decision-making processes is emphasized. Future
research should investigate alternative job demands and job resources in the work situation of
managers and apply longitudinal research designs in order to explore casual relationships.
Finally, future studies should examine different groups of managers at different organizational

levels.

Keywords: Job Demands-Resources model, managers, role conflict, work pace, downsizing,
participative decision-making, constructive leadership behaviour, mental health

complaints, job satisfaction
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SAMMENDRAG

Med utgangspunkt i Bakker og Demeroutis Jobbkrav-Ressurs-modell har den foreliggende
studien tatt for seg hypoteser om at jobbkravene rollekonflikt, arbeidstakt og nedbemanning,
samt jobbressursene deltakende beslutningstakning og konstruktiv lederatferd, er systematisk
relatert til jobbtilfredshet og mentale helseplager hos et representativt utvalg av norske ledere
med personalansvar (N=472). Videre, i trad med Jobbkrav-Ressurs-modellen, undersgkte
studien hypoteser om at de to jobbressursene ville fungere som buffere av relasjonene mellom
de tre jobbkravene og ledernes jobbtilfredshet og mentale helse. Regresjonsanalyse avdekket
at rollekonflikt var positivt relatert til mentale helseplager og negativt relatert til
jobbtilfredshet. Deltakelse i beslutningstakning var negativt relatert til mentale helseplager,
men positivt relatert til jobbtilfredshet. Konstruktiv lederatferd var ikke systematisk relatert til
mentale helseplager, men var positivt relatert til jobbtilfredshet. | motsetning til vare
hypoteser, sa var hverken arbeidstakten eller nedbemanning signifikant relatert til de to
utfallsmalene. To av 12 forventede buffereffekter ble avdekket. Deltakende
beslutningstakning fungerte som buffer av relasjonene mellom rollekonflikt og mentale
helseplager og mellom rollekonflikt og jobbtilfredshet. Fremtidig forskning ber undersgke
alternative jobbkrav og jobbressurser i arbeidssituasjonen til ledere, samt anvende
longitudinelle forskningsdesign med hensikt & utforske kausale relasjoner. Det oppmuntres

ogsa til at nye studier skiller mellom ulike grupper av ledere pa ulike organisatoriske nivaer.

Ngkkelord: Jobbkrav-Ressurs-modellen, ledere, rollekonflikt, arbeidstakt, nedbemanning,
deltakende beslutningstakning, konstruktiv lederatferd, mentale helseplager,
jobbtilfredshet
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PREFACE

The background for an investigation of job demands and job resources and their relationships
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personal interest in the field of leadership as well as in the research literature related to stress
and motivation among employees in contemporary organizations. At the same time, the
specific focus of the present study was largely inspired by suggestions from our supervisor,
Professor Anders Skogstad, and from our secondary supervisor, Guy Notelaers. Throughout
the whole process of writing this thesis, our supervisors have been of crucial importance by

engaging in constructive discussions and providing continuous feedback.

Working on the present thesis has been inspiring and educational, but, at times, the work has
been demanding and challenging. Nevertheless, the quality of our collaboration has been very
satisfactory. We have had room for debates and disagreements, but, at the same time, we have
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We would like to thank Forskningsgruppe for Arbeidsmiljg, Ledelse og Konflikt (FALK) at
the Department of Psychosocial Science for giving us access to research data collected form a
representative sample of the Norwegian workforce. We would also like to thank the members
of FALK for being available for consultation and for providing helpful advice during the

work process.

Great thanks to our supervisor Professor Anders Skogstad and our secondary supervisor Guy
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INTRODUCTION

Various studies have shown that managers in contemporary working life are confronted with a
broad number of stressors and challenges. For instance, managers often have the overall
responsibility for overseeing the achievements of their respective departments and
subordinates, making sure that various criteria of performance are met (Stewart, 1982).
Furthermore, several scholars substantiate that new markets, major advances in
communications and technology, and the emergence of an educated, multicultural and skilled
workforce pose new demands on contemporary managers (e.g., Cartwright & Boyes, 2000;
Sutherland & Cooper, 1995). Hence, in describing previous research on managerial work,
Yukl (2010) identifies a total of nine categories of behaviors frequently required by managers
at different levels, namely supervising, planning and organizing, decision-making, monitoring

indicators, controlling, representing, coordinating, consulting and administering.

In light of these developments, it is relevant to question how this variety of challenges and
demands may influence managers’ health and job satisfaction. According to the Job
Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), demanding aspects of the
work situation may contribute to severe stress and health problems among employees, not the
least managers. In line with this, Yukl (2010) argues that factors such as long working hours,
hectic work pace, attending numerous meetings and pressure to make important decision are
intrinsic characteristics of the leadership role, and moreover, that such factors may result in
high levels of stress among managers. Similarly, Worrall and Cooper (1995), in their study of
UK senior managers, conclude that “the level of executive stress is significant with one
respondent in six citing that executives in their business are subject to extreme levels of
stress” (p. 11). They also found that competitive pressures, the volume of work and
performance targets were the major stress drivers among the examined managers (Worrall &
Cooper, 1995). Moreover, Noblet, Rodwell and McWilliams (2001) point out that the number
of managerial stressors, such as those mentioned above, has increased as a result of the major
social, organizational and economic changes that have occurred during recent years.
Specifically, they argue that longer working hours, higher levels of work-family conflicts and
frequent threats of downsizing and delayering are main characteristics of the organizational
context confronting contemporary managers (Noblet, et al., 2001). In line with this

Colbjgrnsen, Drake and Haukedal (2001) found that among Norwegian managers the average
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workload was 47 hours per week, while 40 per cent worked more than 50 hours a week.
Correspondingly, in a study conducted by Strand (2001), managers reported that they spent as
much as 85 per cent of their personal energy on their work during the week, leaving only 15
per cent for activities on the family and leisure arena. In line with these descriptions, it is
reasonable to assume that being a manager often implies a very demanding job.

However, at the same time, being a manager also implies various privileges and resources.
Stewart (1982) points out that managers often possess flexibility and autonomy in terms of
how to execute their work tasks, which work tasks to prioritize and prioritizations regarding
whom to work with. For instance, it is argued that managers can emphasize certain aspects of
their work, while ignoring or delegating other aspects. Furthermore, managers may influence
important decision-making processes in their organization as a result of their position in the
organizational hierarchy (Stewart, 1982). Correspondingly, in their examination of the Fourth
European Working Conditions Survey, a survey which is conducted in 31 European countries,
Parent-Thirion, Macias, Hurley and Vermeylen (2007) concluded that employees in
managerial jobs were the only ones who enjoyed high levels of job control and at the same

time as having very demanding jobs.

In the research literature on stress and health problems among managers, several studies have
been concerned with managers at senior and top levels of the organization, thereby
overlooking managers at middle and lower levels interacting on a daily basis with
subordinates and the production processes (e.g., Cooper, 1984; McNally, 2000; Parent-
Thirion, et al., 2007; Worrall & Cooper, 1995). Furthermore, little research has been
conducted to examine the degree to which demands and resources are related to job
satisfaction and health among managers, and if interaction between demands and resources
influences such outcomes. Hence, the aim of the present study is to investigate the degree to
which managers’ job demands and job resources predict job satisfaction and mental health
complaints among managers with personnel responsibilities. Further, according to the JD-R
model, different kinds of job resources may buffer the negative effects of job demands upon
employees (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Thus, the interactions between managers’ demands
and resources may be important predictors of their job satisfaction and health. In line with this
assumption, we will investigate if managers’ job resources buffer the relationship between job

demands and manager’s job satisfaction and mental health. The job characteristics applied in



Between obligations and privileges 3

the present study are selected by their relevancy for managers as substantiated by existing
theory and research.

The Job Demands-Resources model

The JD-R model (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001) describes two different
categories of working conditions relevant to the experience of job stress and motivation
among employees, namely job demands and job resources. Job demands are defined as
“physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the job that require sustained
physical and/or psychological (cognitive and emotional) effort and skills and are therefore
associated with certain physiological and/or psychological costs” (Bakker & Demerouti,
2007, p. 312). On the other hand, job resources refer to “physical, psychological, social, or
organizational aspects of the job that are either/or: functional in achieving work goals, reduce
job demands and the associated physiological and psychological costs, stimulates personal
growth, learning, and development” (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, p. 312). In the following,
when describing the JD-R model, we will refer to the model as it is presented in this “state of
the art” article by Bakker and Demerouti (2007).

The JD-R model is influenced by previously established theories of work-related stress and
motivation, but at the same time, it extends those theories. For instance, the demand-control
model (DCM) developed by Karasek (1979) also focuses on the role of job demands and
resources as predictors of job strain, psychological health, learning and motivation among
employees. However, the DCM s, primarily, restricted to decision latitude as an important
job resource among employees in general (see Van Der Doef & Maes, 1999 for a review). An
explicit assumption in the JD-R model, however, is that employees within different
occupational groups experience different demands and resources as a result of their specific
job characteristics (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Thus, according to the JD-R model, there
may be occupations in which decision latitude is not an important predictor of the health and
job satisfaction of employees and alternative job resources may be more relevant for such
outcomes. The JD-R model thereby offers a theoretical framework frequently applied in order
to explain and understand a broad range of job characteristics and their relationships with
outcomes (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).



Between obligations and privileges 4

A second core assumption in the JD-R model is that there are two different processes through
which job strain and motivation may be developed at work. In the health impairment process,
poorly designed jobs consisting of high levels of demands can lead to constant overtaxing and
energy depletion among employees. In turn, such destructive patterns may develop into
exhaustion and burnout. Hockey (1993) explains this development by describing how the
influence of environmental demands leads to performance-protection strategies, characterized
by sympathetic activation in the autonomic and endocrine systems and increased subjective
effort. This type of increase in activation and effort may elicit a variety of compensatory
responses, such as narrowing of attention, increased selectivity, risky choices and high levels
of subjective fatigue, which in the long run may lead to the draining of an individual’s energy,
eventually resulting in a breakdown (Hockey, 1993).

In the motivational process, it is generally assumed that job resources have a motivational
potential and are therefore positively related to outcomes such as work engagement, job
satisfaction, learning, development and performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). The
scholars explain this constructive role of job resources by pointing out that the resources
fulfill basic human needs. For instance, job resources such as decision latitude and social
support may, in specific contexts, influence motivational aspects by satisfying the need for
autonomy and the need to belong (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 1985). The JD-R model, further, states
that job resources may play an extrinsic motivational role because “work environments that
offer many resources foster the willingness to dedicate one’s efforts and abilities to the work
task” (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, p. 314).

As a result of the two described processes, job demands and (lack of) job resources have
shown to be significantly related not only to burnout, which is the outcome originally
investigated in the model, but also to a wide variety of outcomes such as work-to-family
conflict, job satisfaction, work engagement, absenteeism, turnover intentions, learning, poor
performance and health problems (see Bakker & Demerouti, 2007 for a review). Bakker and
Demerouti (2007) also point out that the majority of previous studies have applied negative
outcome variables, such as burnout, repetitive strain and ill health. The inclusion of job
satisfaction as an outcome variable in the present study of managers with personnel
responsibilities may therefore contribute to the understanding of relationships with positive

work-related outcomes and the motivational potential of the managers’ job.
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The JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), further states that job resources may buffer the
negative impact of job demands on various outcomes, an assumption which is consistent with
Karasek’s (1979) DCM. Buffering refers to an interaction effect in which a job resource
protects individuals from potentially negative consequences, such as reduced job satisfaction
and/or increased health problems, of stressful events (e.g. role conflict, work pace and/or
downsizing; S. Cohen & Wills, 1985). The JD-R model extends the DCM by postulating that
there is a wide range of possible job resources which may act as buffers. Hence, as mentioned
earlier, the type of job resources which are important in a specific work situation will depend
on the job characteristics that prevail (Van Emmerik, Bakker, & Euwema, 2009). It is relevant
to emphasize that there may be different explanations for why different resources function as
buffers. For instance, support and appreciation from one’s supervisor may put demands in
another perspective for the focal person, help him/her in coping with the demands, as well as
facilitate his/her performance and function as a protector for health impairment (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007; VVaananen, et al., 2003).

In the following, theory and research relevant to the job demands, job resources and outcome
variables applied in the present study of managers with personnel responsibilities will be

presented, and proposed relationships will be described.

Job demands among managers

Role conflict

The research literature substantiates that several contingencies of managers may be
characterized as job demands in terms of the JD-R model. Among these, role conflict has been
frequently emphasized, and may defined as the “simultaneous occurrence of two (or more)
sets of pressures such that compliance with one would make more difficult compliance with
the other” (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964, p. 19). Floyd and Lane (2000)
point out that the constant need for modern organizations to align their strategies with
changing environmental circumstances forces managers at higher levels to take on a wide
variety of roles and responsibilities. More specifically, it is substantiated that top managers

often experience role conflicts as a result of “inconsistent behavioral expectations based on
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the need to efficiently deploy existing competencies and the need to experiment with new
ones” (Jackson & Schuler, 1985, p. 154). As for managers at lower and middle levels,
Balogun (2003) has found that they tend to experience a particular type of role conflict in the
sense that they are both agents and targets of change initiatives and strategic decisions from
the top. Hence, the managers are constantly juggling between four roles, namely those of
undertaking personal change, keeping the business going, helping others through change and

implementing changes to departments (Balogun, 2003).

Role conflicts may also occur among managers at middle and lower levels as a result of their
responsibilities for both superiors and subordinates. For example, owners and CEOs may wish
to initiate strategic actions and restructuring processes that employees at lower levels consider
as undesirable and threatening. Colbjgrnsen (2002) states that managers with personnel
responsibilities have to take into account the demands and suggestions fronted by employees
through participation in bottom-up processes. At the same time, they are obliged to implement
decisions made by owners and top managers about the future of the organization. Further,
they are also responsible for ensuring that laws and regulations are followed. In a study of
Norwegian managers Colbjernsen, Drake and Haukedal (2001) show that about 70 per cent of
the respondents report that they often end up in such role conflicts as a result of different
expectations among superiors and subordinates. This was documented for managers located at

both lower, middle and higher organizational levels.

As for the potential consequences of role conflicts, various studies have revealed adverse
outcomes. In a representative study of the Norwegian workforce, high levels of role conflict
were found to be the common characteristic of those work environments where bullying and
harassment occurred (Hauge, Skogstad, & Einarsen, 2007). A reasonable explanation is that
poor clarification of expectations and demands related to roles, tasks and responsibilities may
lead to interpersonal conflicts as a result of disagreement concerning rights, duties, privileges
and positions (e.g., Einarsen, et al., 2007). Furthermore, Coverman (1989) found that high
levels of role conflict was systematically related to a decrease in job satisfaction,
psychophysical health and well-being among employees in her study. Similar associations
were found in Fisher and Gitelson (1983) meta-analysis of 43 studies, where role conflict
showed consistent negative relationships with organizational commitment, involvement and

job satisfaction. Another meta-analysis reviewing ninety-six studies revealed that role conflict
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was positively associated with health problems such as tension and anxiety, while negatively
related to six different aspects of job satisfaction (Jackson & Schuler, 1985).

Despite the fact that various studies have investigated the prevalence and consequences of
role conflict, there are, to our knowledge, no studies applying the JD-R model in order to
examine the relationships between role conflict and the mental health complaints and job
satisfaction of managers with personnel responsibilities. Hence, given that role conflict seems
to be a notable job demand for managers, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1a: Role conflict will be positively related to
mental health complaints among managers with personnel

responsibilities.

Hypothesis 1b: Role conflict will be negatively related to job

satisfaction among managers with personnel responsibilities.

Work pace

The fourth European Working Conditions Survey, carried out in 31 European countries,
describes how shifts in the economical structure, with the services sector growing at the
expense of manufacturing sector, have resulted in changes in the constraints or determinants
of work (Parent-Thirion, et al., 2007). More specifically, based on longitudinal survey
indicators, it is argued that market constraints have become predominant and that the
importance of mechanized industrial constraints is decreasing. For example, according to
more than 68 per cent of the respondents, direct demands from people is the most important
determinant of the pace of work, referring to “the speed with which task-related decisions

must be made” (Harrington & Beard, 1996, p. 141). Only 19 per cent consider the most
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visible industrial constraint — pace of work determined by the automatic speed of a machine —
to be the most important (Parent-Thirion, et al., 2007). Furthermore, emergent determinants of
work pace such as direct demands from people seem to be most frequently reported by senior
managers, followed by other high-skilled occupational groups such as professionals and
technicians (Parent-Thirion, et al., 2007). These scholars point out that pace of work most
directly impact working conditions via the perception of intensity of work, a concept which is
reflected by such variables as “working to tight deadlines” and “working at a very high
speed”. It is concluded that “One of the clearest trends since the first European Working
Conditions Survey was carried out 15 years ago is a rise in the levels of perceived work
intensity” (Parent-Thirion, et al., 2007, p. 58).

Studies have found systematic relationships between high levels of work pace and various
outcomes. Among these, a longitudinal study of work stressors with survey data collected in
1977, 1983 and 1986 from 5865 employees found that high work pace was one of the most
important risk dimensions, positively correlated with both psychosomatic complaints and
musculoskeletal problems (Houtman, Bongers, Smulders, & Kompier, 1994). Similarly, the
results from the Fourth European Working Conditions Survey show that employees whose
work pace is mostly predicted by direct demands from other people, which probably also is
the case for many managers, report higher levels of psychologically related health problems.
Moreover, senior managers and professionals report the highest levels of psychological health
problems compared to other occupational groups. The study also showed that high levels of
work intensity, which is strongly correlated with the pace of work, were associated with lower
levels of job satisfaction among the participants (Parent-Thirion, et al., 2007).
Correspondingly, in a study of midlevel managers from a Dutch industrial organization, very
high levels of workload and work pace were negatively related to the job satisfaction of those

managers (Janssen, 2001).

In line with the results presented above, it is substantiated that the work situation of many

managers is characterized by high levels of work pace, and, moreover, that work pace may
represent a significant stressor among this particular group of employees. Hence, we define
work pace as a job demand in our investigation of managers with personnel responsibilities

and hypothesize that:
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Hypothesis 2a: Work pace will be positively related to mental
health complaints among managers with personnel

responsibilities.

Hypothesis 2b: Work pace will be negatively related to job

satisfaction among managers with personnel responsibilities.

Downsizing

Studies have shown that organizational changes may represent a significant source of stress
associated with negative outcomes such as work-family conflicts, job dissatisfaction,
turnover, reduced status and threats to employees' psychological health and well-being (see
Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999 for a review). According to Porras and Silvers (1991), changes
are often initiated as a result of shifts in the environment, eliciting an intentional response
from the organization. Jimmieson, Terry and Callan (2004) point out that organizational
changes may be characterized as critical incidents in the life of employees with the potential
to trigger stress reactions and other negative outcomes (Jimmieson, et al., 2004). Furthermore,
many studies highlight especially harmful effects of changes involving downsizing, referring
mainly to the planned elimination of positions or jobs with intent to improve organizational
efficiency, productivity and/or competitiveness (Cascio, 1993). For instance, in their study of
UK managers, Worrall, Parkes and Cooper (2004) found that changes involving redundancy
and delayering, which are frequently main elements of downsizing programs, were considered
to have more detrimental effects than other forms of change. More specifically, such
downsizing characteristics were negatively related to organizational commitment, job
satisfaction, motivation and loyalty as reported by the managers (Worrall, et al., 2004). Cascio

(2002) concluded that the majority of downsizing projects are unsuccessful in terms of the



Between obligations and privileges 10

original goals, and, moreover, that they have the potential to be injurious to both the victims

and survivors of the downsizing.

Downsizing also seems to be a type of job demand with particular relevance for managers at
middle and lower levels. For example, the study of Worrall and colleagues (2004) revealed
that managers’ at middle and lower levels (non-directors) reported significantly more negative
perceptions of downsizing programs than did managers at higher levels (directors). In a
longitudinal study comparing the reactions of executive-level managers and middle managers
during large-scale downsizing process, middle managers reported a greater sense of
powerlessness and more threat of job loss, lower levels of job performance and significantly
more health problems than did senior managers (Armstrong-Stassen, 2005). Similarly, as
pointed to earlier, Balogun (2003) argues that managers responsible for implementing
changes in their respective departments and for helping their subordinates through the change
process, especially in relation to downsizing and restructuring initiatives from above,

experience a particularly stressful situation with multiple challenges and obligations.

Based on the assumptions of the JD-R model and the research presented above, it is assumed
that downsizing may have destructive effects on managers in modern organizations. To our
knowledge, little research has been conducted to examine the relationships between
downsizing and the job satisfaction and health of managers with personnel responsibilities,
and, moreover, whether such relationships may be influenced by various job resources in
terms of the JD-R model. We, hereby, propose downsizing to be a job demand within the JD-

R model and hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 3a: Downsizing will be positively related to
mental health complaints among managers with personnel

responsibilities.
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Hypothesis 3b: Downsizing will be negatively related to job

satisfaction among managers with personnel responsibilities.

Job resources among the managers

Participative decision-making

Participative decision-making (PDM) is a central dimension of control in the workplace
(Ganster & Fusilier, 1989), a concept which have been frequently applied as a job resources in
the research literature on the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Heller and colleagues
(1998) define participative decision-making as “the totality of forms, i.e. direct (personal) or
indirect (through representatives or institutions) and of intensities, i.e. ranging from minimal
to comprehensive, by which individuals, groups, collectives secure their interests or
contribute to the choice process through self-determined choices among possible actions

during the decision process” (p. 42).

Several studies have shown positive associations between PDM and employees’ health and
job satisfaction. Among these, a meta-analysis of 101 samples from studies investigating the
role of participation at work shows high levels of participation to be systematically related to
high levels of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, job involvement, performance and
motivation, and low levels of physical symptoms, emotional distress, role stress and turnover
among employees (Spector, 1986). Another longitudinal study found that PDM was a strong
predictor of both job satisfaction and organizational commitment among employees from five
medium-sized organizations in Australia (Scott-Ladd, Travaglione, & Marshall, 2006).
Furthermore, Slate and VVogel (1997) found that when participative decision-making increased
among correctional officers in criminal justice organizations, the level of physical and
occupational stress decreased. Similarly, a study among nursing and clerical employees
reveals a negative relationship between PDM and emotional strain, and positive relationships

between perceived influence and job satisfaction and turnover (Jackson, 1983).

As a possible theoretical explanation for the apparent influence of PDM on various outcomes

in the workplace, self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) posits that human beings are
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proactive organisms whose natural functioning can be facilitated by satisfaction of certain
basic needs such as the need for autonomy. More specifically, when employees are provided
with reasons and choices regarding the content and execution of their work tasks, they are
generally more interested and engaged in them, even after forms of surveillance and control
are removed (Gagné, Koestner, & Zuckerman, 2006). Other scholars, such as Black and
Gregersen (1997), point to the concept of “value attainment™ as an explanation for the role of
PDM in the work place. This concept implies that PDM increases the opportunity of
employees to influence important outcomes of their work, and, in this manner, employees are
able to obtain what they desire from their work environment. Moreover, it is argued that
employees who perceive the outcomes of their work as desirable, experience increased levels
of job satisfaction (Black & Gregersen, 1997). This argument is supported by the findings of
Obradovic, French and Rodgers (1970), which indicate that the positive association between
PDM and job satisfaction is stronger when employees believe that high levels of PDM will

result in desired outcomes.

Stewart (1982) argues that a central characteristic of the work situation of managers is the
opportunity to influence important decision-making processes as a result of their position in
the organizational hierarchy. This notion is supported by the findings from the Fourth
European Working Conditions Survey (Parent-Thirion, et al., 2007), in which managers
reported higher levels of influence over several aspects of their job, such as the ability to
choose or change their methods of work and to influence the choice of working partners, than
did any other occupational group in the survey (Parent-Thirion, et al., 2007). Hence, PDM
may be considered as a job resource highly relevant for managers, and, therefore, PDM is
included as a job resource in the present examination of the JD-R model in relation to

managers with personnel responsibility. We hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 4a: Participative decision-making will be
negatively related to mental health complaints among

managers with personnel responsibilities.
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Hypothesis 4b: Participative decision-making will be
positively related to job satisfaction among managers with
personnel responsibilities.

Constructive leadership behaviour

A wide range of studies have showed that the actions of superiors and the quality of their
leadership is systematically related to the health and job satisfaction of subordinates (see
Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Nyberg, Bernin, & Theorell, 2005 for reviews). Moreover, studies
have shown that leadership behavior may promote positive emotions and prevent stress
reactions among subordinates. For example, a study of employees in local government
agencies revealed that participative management styles, characterized by strong cooperative
relationships with employees, were highly related to the job satisfaction of subordinates (Kim,
2002). This study also showed that subordinates’ perception of effective communication with
their supervisors was important predictors of their satisfaction. Furthermore, by application of
the DCM, Karasek, Triantis and Chaudhry (1982) generally found that higher levels of both
instrumental and emotional support from supervisor were associated with weaker
relationships between various stressors and job strain among subordinates, measured by
different indicators related to psychological health, job dissatisfaction and life dissatisfaction.
In a 360 degree investigation of 343 leaders, involving both superiors and subordinates in
addition to the leaders themselves, Offermann and Hellmann (1996) found that leadership
behaviors characterized by work facilitation, approachability, team building, interest in
subordinates growth and development of trust were negatively related to subordinates stress.
Hence, they concluded that leaders may function as agents for employee stress reduction
(Offermann & Hellmann, 1996).

Research focusing on the positive influence of constructive and supportive leadership
behaviour upon subordinates and organizations, such as the studies described above, may to a
large degree be traced back to the classical leadership studies conducted in Michigan and
Ohio which describe leadership behaviour by application of two different dimensions
(Arvonen, 1995). The first dimension, task-oriented leadership, is related to the degree to

which the manager focuses on organizational tasks, while the second dimension, relations-
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oriented leadership, refers to how the manager attends to the employees in the organization.
However, during the recent decades, several researchers point to other leadership dimensions
which may also be of importance in modern organizations. For instance, the full range
leadership model, as the name implies, attempts to describe a whole range of leadership styles
from non-leadership, which involves that responsibilities of leadership are ignored, to the
more transformational styles, characterized by ability to produce change in groups and
organizations through idealized influence, inspiration, intellectual stimulation or
individualized consideration (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Similarly, Ekvall and Arvonen (1991)
find support for a third dimension, in addition to employee-centered and production-centered
leadership, which has to do with promoting organizational change. They also argue that the
need for change-oriented leaders "may have developed in today's companies as a consequence
of the accelerating rate of change in many areas, which affects both products and processes”
(Ekvall & Arvonen, 1991, p. 17). In a study examining the possible effects of leadership
behaviors upon employees, Arvonen (1995) found that employee-oriented, production-
oriented and change-oriented leadership styles were positively related to job satisfaction
among the respondents. Change-oriented leadership was also negatively related to employee’s
psychosomatic health problems when the employees reported low organizational
commitment. Further, employee-oriented and production-oriented leadership were negatively
related to psychosomatic health problems regardless of the level of organizational

commitment among the subordinates (Arvonen, 1995).

Some studies have indicated that white-collar workers, and among them managers, may have
other needs and preferences concerning supervisory behaviour than blue-collar workers as a
result of different work tasks and situations. For instance, in discussing the findings of his
study, Arvonen (1995) points out that “A manager who is supportive, who trusts his co-
workers and is tolerant of their opinions is an asset for white-collar workers and managers in a
different way than is the case in production, where the design of the technical system and the
work situation dictate that co-workers want a manager who plans, controls and instructs”
(1995, pp. 18-19). Similar notions have been made by Skogstad and Einarsen (1999), who
found that Norwegian managers working in developmental cultures, referring to cultures
which are flexible and external in their orientation and emphasize dynamic creativity and
adaptability, assessed change-oriented leadership as an important predictor of the leader’s

competence while subordinates did not. This study also showed that change-oriented
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leadership behaviour was positively related to the organizational commitment and job
satisfaction of the employees in general (Skogstad & Einarsen, 1999).

Based on the above description, we will apply constructive leadership behaviour,
operationalized by employee-centered, production-centered and change-centered leadership
(Ekvall & Arvonen, 1991), as a job resource in the present study. More specifically, we will
examine the relationships between constructive leadership behaviour, mental health
complaints and job satisfaction among managers with personnel responsibilities,

hypothesizing that:

Hypothesis 5a: Constructive leadership behaviour will be
negatively related to mental health complaints among

managers with personnel responsibilities.

Hypothesis 5b: Constructive leadership behaviour will be
positively related to job satisfaction among managers with

personnel responsibilities.

The buffering effect of job resources

As previously pointed to, a central assumption of the JD-R model is that job resources may
buffer the negative effect of job demands upon various outcomes such as job satisfaction and
health among employees (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Buffering refers to an interaction
effect in which a job resource protects an individual from the potentially negative influence
(e.g., reduced job satisfaction and/or increased health problems) of stressful demands (e.g.
role conflict, work pace and/or downsizing; S. Cohen & Wills, 1985). Several empirical

studies have confirmed this assumption by application of a wide variety of demands and
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resources relevant for different occupational groups and work situations (see Bakker &
Demerouti, 2007 for a review). For instance, Sargent and Terry (2000) found that supervisor
support had a buffering effect upon the negative relationships between various job demands
and job satisfaction among the university employees in their study. Similarly, in a study of
807 employees from six different organizations, participative decision-making was found to
be a significant buffer of the negative relationships between job insecurity and satisfaction
with coworkers, supervisors and the work itself (Probst, 2005). In a longitudinal study of
German blue-collar workers, Frese (1999) found that social support had a buffering effect
upon the positive relationships between various physical, psychological and social stressors
and psychosomatic complaints, depression, irritation/strain and anxiety. However, to our
knowledge, there is a lack of research studying the work situation of managers in light of the
JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). An essential premise of the JD-R model is that
different demands and resources will be relevant for different occupations and in different
work situations. Therefore, occupation-specific approaches are necessary in order to identify
factors that are important for different groups of employees, and, furthermore, to understand
how the interaction between these factors influence employees’ health and job satisfaction
(McClenahan, Giles, & Mallett, 2007).

Some studies indicate that the situation of managers is a particularly interesting domain for
investigating the buffer hypothesis of the JD-R model. For instance, by applying Karasek’s
job strain model (1979), which has several characteristics in common with the JD-R model,
Parent-Thiron and colleagues (2007) examined which type of work organization that was
predominant among the respondents from different occupational groups and countries in the
Fourth European Working Conditions Survey. In their description of the results from this
investigation, Parent-Thiron and colleagues (2007) conclude that “Only workers in
managerial positions fall into the ‘active work organization’ category; these are the only
workers who, in general, enjoy high levels of control and at the same time have demanding
jobs” (p. 60). Furthermore, the study also revealed that participants from the Nordic countries
included in the study (Sweden, Norway, Denmark and Finland) were to the highest degree
approaching “the active work organization”, in which “greater demands on the worker are
counterbalanced by greater control over the content of work™ (Parent-Thirion, et al., 2007, p.
60). Hence, Norwegian managers, who are the targets of the present investigation, seem to be

part of a unique group in the sense that they tend to experience high levels of both demands
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and resources, something which makes an examination of the buffer hypothesis of the JD-R
model highly relevant. At this point, it is important to highlight that the study of Parent-
Thiron and colleagues (2007) focused on managers at higher levels of the organization, while
the present study focuses on managers with personnel responsibilities from all levels of the
organization. We investigate the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 6a: Job resources will buffer the positive
relationships between job demands and mental health

complaints among managers with personnel responsibilities.

Hypothesis 6b: Job resources will buffer the negative
relationships between job demands and job satisfaction

among managers with personnel responsibilities.
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METHOD

Procedure

The present study is based on data material collected from a representative sample of the
Norwegian workforce (Hgstmark & Lagerstram, 2006). The sample is drawn from the
Norwegian Central Employee Register, which is the official register of all Norwegian
employees, by Statistics Norway (SSB). Questionnaires were randomly distributed by mail
during the spring of 2005. Out of 4500 employees, 2539 returned the questionnaires, yielding
a response rate of 56.4 per cent. The number of respondents who reported to be managers
with personnel responsibilities, thus representing the sample investigated in the present study,
was 472. The questionnaire measured demographic variables, leadership behaviour, job
satisfaction, different aspects of the psychosocial work environment and mental health
complains. The survey which provides the basis for the present study is approved by the
Regional Ethics Committee (REC) in Norway, which means that the ethical guidelines and
criteria of REC have been followed. Hence, informed consent, voluntary participation,
anonymity and confidentiality have been ensured by Statistics Norway (SSB) through

standard procedures.

Sample

Participants have been registered in the Norwegian Central Employee Register for at least six
months, ranged from 18 to 67 years of age, worked in a company with five or more
employees, and spent in average more than 15 hours at work per week. The mean age of the
sample was 45.3, with ages ranging from 20 years to 66 years. The sample consisted of 59.1
per cent men and 40.9 per cent women. The majority (89.9 %) of the sample was full-time
employees, 5.9 per cent were part-time employees, 2.7 per cent were on sick leave, 1.1 per
cent were on occupational rehabilitation and 0.5 per cent were under full-time education.
Mean working hours per week was 42.1 (sd = 9.6). A total of 67.5 per cent of the participant

were employed in departments with less than 20 employees, while 21.9 per cent were
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employed in departments with 20 to 49 employees, and 10.6 per cent were employed in
departments with 50 employees or more. The respondents reported to have personnel
responsibilities for an average of 10.8 employees, ranging from 1 to 60 (sd = 11.2).

Instruments

Demographical data of the respondents was collected. Age and span of control were
measured as continuous variables. Managers with personnel responsibilities were identified
by use of the question: “Are you a manager with personnel responsibilities?”” Response
categories were “Yes” and “No”. The number of employees for which the respondents have
personnel responsibilities, labeled span of control, was assessed by use of the question: “For

how many do you have personnel responsibility?”

Role conflict was measured by eight items from a scale developed by Rizzo, House and
Lirtzman (1970). The items consist of different statements about the work experiences of the
respondents (e.g., “I experience incompatible desires and demands from two or more persons”
and “I have to do things which I feel should have been done differently”). The response
categories constitute a seven-point Likert scale ranging from “Completely correct” to
“Completely incorrect”. Internal consistency of the scale as measured by Cronbach’s alpha

was .84.

Work pace was measured by four items from a scale developed by Van Veldhoven and
Meijman (1994). Examples of the items are “I have to work very fast” and “I work under time
pressure”. Response categories were “Never”, “Sometimes”, “Often” and “Always”.

Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .87.

Downsizing was assessed by use of a modified and culturally anchored version of Baron and
Neuman’s (1996) scale measuring the prevalence of various organizational changes. Based on
a study by Skogstad, Matthiesen and Einarsen (2007), the present study includes a subscale
measuring downsizing consisting of four items. The respondents were asked whether different

forms of downsizing had taken place in their organization during the last 12 months (e.g.,
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“Budget cuts”, “Reduction in the number of employees™). The response categories were
“Never”, “To a small degree”, “To some degree” and “To a high degree”. Cronbach’s alpha
for this scale was .70.

Participative decision-making was measured by four items from the scale of Van Veldhoven
& Meijman (1994). Examples of items are “Can you influence the division of work between
you and your colleagues?” and “Do you participate in decision-making which affects your

area of work?” The response categories were “Never”, “Sometimes”, “Often” and “Always”.

Internal consistency of the scale as measured by Cronbach’s alpha was .74.

Constructive leadership behaviour was assessed by six items from a revised version of Ekvall
and Arvonen’s instrument (1991) measuring employee-, production- and change-centered
leadership. In line with a study conducted by Hauge and colleagues (2007), and based on a
exploratory factor analysis of the present sample (see Appendix 1), six items were included in
a composite scale measuring constructive leadership behaviour. Examples of the items are
“Have your immediate superior given recognition for good performance during the last six
months?”, “Have your immediate superior clearly defined and explained the work
assignments for you and your coworkers?”” and “Have your immediate superior encouraged
innovative thinking during the last six months?”” Response categories were ‘“Never”,

99 ¢

“Sometimes”, “Quite often” and “Very often”. Cronbach’s alpha was .88.

Mental health complaints were investigated by means of the Hopkins Symptom Checklist
(HSCL-25) developed by Parloff, Kelman and Frank (1954) at the John Hopkins University.
HSCL-25 is a short-version of the HSCL, and contains 25 items measuring the most common
symptoms of anxiety and depression. The respondents were asked to report the degree to
which they experienced various symptoms (e.g., “Anxiety”, “Headache”) and the response

options were “Not at all”, “A little”, “Quite a bit” and “A lot”. Cronbach’s alpha was .91.

Job satisfaction was measured by five items from the scale of Brayfield and Rothe (1951).
The items consisted of several allegations related to the respondents work situation. Examples
of items are “I feel fairly well satisfied with my present job” and “I find real enjoyment in my
work.” Five response categories ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” were

applied. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .76.
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Statistical procedures and analyses

The data were analyzed using PASW Statistics (Predictive Analytics Software, former
Statistical Package for Social Sciences) version 17.0. Frequencies analyses, descriptive
statistics, correlation analyses, factor analyses, reliability analyses, and multiple regression
analyses were conducted. In order to meet the assumptions for conducting these analyses, data
screening was administered prior to the analyses according to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007).
As a result of this screening, 27 outliers were identified and, thus, 27 cases were excluded
from the analyses.

In the regression analyses, age, gender and span of control were to be included as control
variables. Because correlation analysis revealed that age was the only control variable which
was significantly related to any of the two outcomes, mental health complaints and job
satisfaction (see Table I), the two other control variables were excluded from the subsequent
regression analyses. Thus, in the hierarchical regression analyses, age was included as a
control variable in step 1. In step 2, all of the job demands were included, while all job
resources were added in step 3. Furthermore, all interaction terms were included in step 4.
Interaction terms were tested in a two-step procedure. Firstly, all interactions were tested
simultaneously. As this is a conservative test, we thereby removed the insignificant
interactions and repeated the analysis in order to obtain more trustworthy estimates for the
main and interaction effects and to avoid an inflation of variables in our model. This
procedure was, firstly, conducted with mental health complaints as the criterion variable, and,
secondly, with job satisfaction as the criterion variable. The level of significance was set to p
<.05.
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RESULTS

Table | shows the means, standard deviations and Pearson’s correlation coefficients for the
variables in the study. All correlation coefficients between the job demands, job resources and
the two criteria, mental health complaints and job satisfaction, were significantly different
from zero (p < .05), except for the relationship between work pace and participative decision-
making, work pace and constructive leadership behaviour and for the relationship between
constructive leadership behaviour and downsizing, respectively.
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Table I. Means, standard deviations, and Pearson’s correlations for the measured variables.

Variables n Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Gender 445 1.41 0.49

2. Age 445 4526 9.97 -.05

3. Span of control 438 10.76 11.22 -.03 .11°

4. Role conflict 439 329 135 .03 -11" .11

5. Work pace 440 2.61 057 -06 -.03 .10° .20"

6. Downsizing 432 165 063 .06 .06 .16~ .26  .13"

7. Participative decision-making 443 315 059 -.05 -02 -01 -317 -06 -24~

8. Constructive leadership behaviour 421 151 0.67 .01 -.03 .08 -237 .04 -01 .327

9. Job satisfaction 424 411 064 .07 .10° .05 -387 -147 -197 447 347
10. Mental health complaints 439 1.35 0.35 .04 -12° .02 417 100 147 -30" -18" -427

“p<.01, p<.05. Gender: 1 = male, 2 = female.
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Hypothesis 1a, stating that role conflict will be positively related to mental health complaints
among the managers, was confirmed by a significant positive relationship between role
conflict and mental health complaints as shown in Table 11 (4 = .39, p <.001). Hypothesis 1b
states that role conflict will be negatively related to job satisfaction among the managers.
This is confirmed by our regression analysis, which reveals a significant negative relationship
between role conflict and job satisfaction ( = -.24, p < .001). In contrast to hypothesis 2a,
stating that work pace will be positively related to mental health complaints among the
managers, no significant relationship was found between work pace and mental health
complaints. Furthermore, no significant relationship was found between work pace and job
satisfaction. Hence, no support is provided for hypothesis 2b. Hypothesis 3a states that
downsizing will be positively related to mental health complaints among the managers. This
is not supported by our regression analysis, which revealed no relationship between
downsizing and mental health complaints. Hypothesis 3b, stating that downsizing will be
negatively related to job satisfaction among the managers, was not supported since no
systematic relationship was found between downsizing and job satisfaction. Hypothesis 4a,
stating that participative decision-making will be negatively related to mental health
complaints, was confirmed by a significant negative relationship between participative
decision-making and mental health complaints (5 = -.12, p <.05). A significant positive
relationship was also found between participative decision-making and job satisfaction (5 =
.25, p <.001). This confirms hypothesis 4b, stating that participative decision-making will be
positively related to job satisfaction among the managers. No significant relationship was
found between constructive leadership behaviour and mental health complaints, thereby no
support was found for hypothesis 5a. In support of hypothesis 5b, stating that constructive
leadership behaviour will be positively related to job satisfaction among the managers, a
significant positive relationship was found between constructive leadership behaviour and job
satisfaction (5 = .22, p <.001).

Hypothesis 6a, stating that job resources will buffer the positive relationships between job
demands and mental health complaints among the managers, is only partially supported by the
results of the regression analysis (see Table 11). The analyses revealed that only participative
decision-making had a significant moderating effect (f = -.18, p < .001) upon the relationship
between role conflict and mental health complaints. The five remaining interaction terms did

not contribute significantly to the prediction of mental health complaints among the managers.
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Similarly, only partial support is found for hypothesis 6b, stating that job resources will buffer
the negative relationships between job demands and job satisfaction among the managers.
Participative decision-making had a weak but significant moderating effect (5 = .14, p < .01)
upon the relationship between role conflict and job satisfaction. The five remaining
interaction terms did not contribute significantly to the prediction of job satisfaction among
the managers. In sum, from a total of 12 possible interactions, only two significant interaction
effects were found.
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Table 11. Multiple regression analysis with job demands and job resources as predictors
of mental health complaints and job satisfaction. Linear and interaction effects.

Mental health complaints Job satsifaction
(n=409) (n=394)
Variables B R? A R? B R2 A R?
Step 1
Age -12*  .01* 10* .01*
Step 2
Age -.09 .08
Role conflict NCY faleia - 32%**
Work pace .02 -.05
Downsizing .05 A7 A5%** -.09 A5 147
Step 3
Age -.10* 10*
Role conflict N Ralaiel - 18***
Work pace .03 -.08
Downsizing .02 -.05
Participative decision-making - 17Fx* 29***
Constructive leadership behaviour -.07 .20 04***  2%** 30 . 15***
Step 4
Age -.10* 10*
Role conflict 39%** - 24%**
Work pace .03 -.08
Downsizing .02 -.05
Participative decision-making -.12* 25***
Constructive leadership behaviour -.07 2%,

Role conflict*Participative decision-  -.18*** 22 02%** 14** 31 01**

making

“p<.001, "p<.01, "p<.05
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Figure 1. Graphical presentation of the moderating role of participative decision-making
on the relationship between role conflict and mental health complaints.

Following the recommendations of Cohen, Cohen, West and Aiken (1983), we created
graphical displays based on a convention for plotting interactions (see

www. jeremydawson.co.uk/slopes.htm), which revealed that respondents experiencing high

levels of participative decision-making report lower levels of mental health complaints when
exposed to high levels of role conflict than did respondents with low levels of participative

decision-making (see Figure 1).
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Figure 2. Graphical presentation of the moderating role of participative decision-making
on the relationship between role conflict and job satisfaction.

An examination of the moderating effect of participative decision-making upon the
relationship between role conflict and job satisfaction revealed that respondents experiencing
high levels of participative decision-making report higher levels of job satisfaction when
exposed to high levels of role conflict than did respondents with low levels of participative
decision-making (see Figure 2). In sum, the interactional plots in Figure 1 and Figure 2
confirm that the significant moderating effects of participative decision-making can be
characterized as buffering effects (see S. Cohen & Wills, 1985).
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DISCUSSION

Managers in contemporary organizations experience a wide range of job demands, but, at the
same time, their work situation is often characterized by certain privileges and job resources
(e.g., Cartwright & Boyes, 2000; Stewart, 1982; Yukl, 2010). In the research literature, job
demands and job resources are frequently found to be important predictors of the job
satisfaction and health of employees (see Bakker & Demerouti, 2007 for a review). More
specifically, as emphasized by the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), consideration
for how employees in various occupations may experience their specific job resources and job
demands is necessary in order to develop knowledge about the antecedents of their health and
job satisfaction. Hence, the aim of the present study is to investigate the degree to which job
demands and job resources are related to job satisfaction and mental health complaints among
managers with personnel responsibilities, and, in accordance with the JD-R model, to examine
whether job resources buffer the relationships between job demands and the manager’s job
satisfaction and mental health complaints. In the following, our findings will be discussed in

light of previous theory and research.

When comparing the three job demands included in the present study, role conflict is the only
job demand which is significantly related to mental health complaints, as well as to job
satisfaction, among the examined managers with personnel responsibilities. More specifically,
the results show that managers who report higher levels of role conflict also report higher
levels of mental health complaints, while managers who report higher levels of role conflict
report lower levels of job satisfaction. These findings are consistent with several studies
within the research literature. For instance, in a meta-analysis of ninety-six studies, role
conflict was consistently found to be positively associated with health problems such as
tension and anxiety, while negatively related to six different aspects of job satisfaction
(Jackson & Schuler, 1985). Moreover, in a study of managers of International Joint Ventures,
Mohr and Puck (2007) found that higher levels of role conflict were strongly associated with
both higher levels of job stress and lower levels of job satisfaction among the managers. In
explaining their results, Mohr and Puck, point out that “it can be argued that role conflicts
reduce job satisfaction and increase job stress as they cause information overload for the role

incumbent” (Mohr & Puck, 2007, p. 28). In other words, the experience of role conflict,
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referring to the “simultaneous occurrence of two (or more) sets of pressures such that
compliance with one would make more difficult compliance with the other” (Kahn, et al.,
1964, p. 19), represents a situation in which multiple role senders provide a variety of
contradicting information concerning the duties and responsibilities of managers in
organizations. When role information gets too inconsistent and contradictory, information
overload may occur resulting in decreased job satisfaction, demotivation, elevated levels of
stress, confusion and cognitive strain (see Eppler & Mengis, 2004 for a review). It is also
reasonable to assume that multiple role involvements and continuous effort aimed at
satisfying the expectations and demands of different groups and individuals is time-
consuming and may result in exhaustion of the energy and cognitive capacity of managers in
organizations (Coverman, 1989).

By applying a motivational perspective, it can be argued that managers are particularly
sensitive to the exposure to role conflict due to motivation for contributing to the development
and productiveness of the organization. For instance, the opportunity to create visible
improvements and to be part of an organization in the forefront of its industry with regard to
technology and production, were considered to be some of the most important motivational
factors among a majority of managers in a Norwegian study (Colbjgrnsen, et al., 2001).
However, in a organization where owners, superiors, colleagues, subordinates and clients
disagree about what needs to be done and who needs to do what, it is reasonable that
managers operating in the mid-level may frequently experience role conflicts, and,
furthermore, may have problems with deciding how to contribute to the growth and
development of their organization. In this manner, role conflicts may function as a barrier for

important motivational factors among managers with personnel responsibilities.

There are several aspects of the work situation of managers with personnel responsibilities
which may explain why role conflict is a strong predictor of the two outcomes applied in the
present study. For instance, as pointed out by Balogun (2003), managers at lower levels in the
organization, being both agents and targets of change and strategic initiatives from the top,
may frequently have to juggle between four different activities, namely undertaking personal
change, keeping the business going, helping others through change and implementing changes
to departments (Balogun, 2003). Furthermore, Colbjarnsen (2002) describes how managers

experience different and often contradictory demands and expectations from subordinates,
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superiors and owners. In support of this notion, Colbjgrnsen, Drake and Haukedal (2001)
found that about 70 per cent of the Norwegian managers in their study frequently experienced
role conflicts as a result of different expectations from different subordinates as well as
superiors. Hence, managers at lower levels are responsible for implementing various decisions
from the top, but, at the same time, they are obliged to respect the demands and expectations
fronted by employees through democratic structures. It may be argued that the latter is
especially relevant in the Norwegian society, which represents the context of the present
study. For instance, in Norway, employee interests are particularly influential as a result of
strong and well-established trade unions and because workers’ rights are, generally, very well
protected by the juridical system (Kalleberg & Mastekaasa, 1998). Such democratic
mechanisms force managers to take the interests of multiple groups into consideration, and,
hence, managers at lower levels are not limited to being executioners of decision from the top,
which may be the case in countries with higher power distance (e.g., UK and the USA, see
Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). Further, in a globalized economy with high levels of
competition, it is also necessary for managers to monitor the interests of customers and
clients, which may yield even more role pressure. In sum, as pointed out by Colbjgrnsen,
Drake and Haukedal (2001), many managers find themselves at the intersection of a wide
variety of expectations and demands, a situation which most probably affect their health and

satisfaction, as shown in the present study.

In contrast to our hypotheses, the results show that work pace is neither related to mental
health complaints nor job satisfaction among the studied managers. These findings differ from
results obtained in some previous studies. For instance, high work pace was found to be one
of the most important risk dimensions positively related to both psychosomatic complaints
and musculoskeletal problems among employees in a longitudinal study conducted by
Houtman, Bongers, Smulders and Kompier (1994). However, their study did not differentiate
between employees in different occupations. Thus, the specific working conditions of
managers, often characterized to differ from those of other employees in the working
population as a result of their power and their unique responsibilities (e.g., Bernin, Theorell,
& Sandberg, 2001), is not taken into consideration. In line with this, Kristensen, Bjorner,
Christensen and Borg (2004) criticize how many researchers within the field of psychosocial
work environment fail to recognize that the items used in scales measuring various job

demands may function very differently for different jobs in the population. For example, they
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point out how an assembly line worker may respond to high quantitative job demands, such as
time pressure, by working faster, while “his boss will have little to win by talking faster on the
phone” (Kristensen, et al., 2004, p. 308). Hence, work pace may have a quite different effect
upon managers then upon other occupational groups, and, therefore, it may be problematic to
compare the results of the present study of managers with studies focusing on the effects of

work pace on employees in general.

Parent-Thirion and colleagues (2007) differentiate between managers and other occupational
groups in their study, and their results reveal that senior managers experience particularly
high levels of work pace compared to other employees. The study also revealed that high
levels of work intensity, which in turn were strongly predicted by the pace of work, were
associated with lower levels of job satisfaction among the employees in general (Parent-
Thirion, et al., 2007). However, these researchers did not examine the direct effects of work
pace upon the job satisfaction of managers specifically, and, therefore, the actual effect of
work pace on satisfaction among these managers was not examined. Moreover, their study
only focused on managers at senior and top levels of the organization, and thereby ignores
managers with personnel responsibilities at lower levels of the organization who have more

direct contact with employees and production processes.

At first sight, it may seem counter-intuitive that work pace, involving factors such as work
tempo and time pressure, is not related to the mental health complaints and the job satisfaction
of the managers with personnel responsibilities. However, a possible explanation is that
managers with personnel responsibilities represent a group characterized by certain personal
attributes which may help them cope with high levels of work pace. For instance, in his
review of major findings concerning the nature of managerial work, Yukl (2010) describes the
work pace of managers as hectic and unrelenting, and conclude that “In part, this work load
can be traced to the preferences of people in managerial positions” (p. 23). In other words,
people seeking managerial positions are likely to be aware of the high tempo and continuous
time pressure which are intrinsic characteristics of such occupations, and, moreover, these
characteristics may appeal to their type of personality and individual preferences. In line with
this, Colbjernsen, Drake and Haukedal (2001) found that although a majority of the
Norwegian managers in their study experienced very high levels of workload and constant

time pressure in their jobs, only five per cent of the managers reported symptoms of burnout
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by reporting that they often consider going to work as a chore. Hence, high levels of work
pace do not necessarily, in general, affect the health and satisfaction of managers as an
occupational group. In line with this, hardiness, defined as “a generalized ability to use all
available personal and environmental resources to most effectively perceive, interpret, and
cope with stressful events”, (Kobasa & Puccetti, 1983, p. 839) has shown to help mangers
cope with stress. For instance, in a study of managers working in particularly stressful
environments, hardiness was nearly twice as effective in reducing the subsequent risk of
health problems than were physical exercise and social support (Kobasa, Maddi, Puccetti, &
Zola, 1986). Similarly, Luszczynsk and Cieslak (2005) argue that high levels of hardiness
may protect managers from the negative impact of work stress on their well-being because of
their appreciation of challenges.

The hypothesized relationships between downsizing and mental health complaints and
between downsizing and job satisfaction among the managers in our study were not supported
by our results. These findings are in contrast to some studies focusing on the role of
downsizing in predicting the health and job satisfaction of managers at lower levels. For
instance, in a longitudinal study conducted by Armstrong-Stassen (2005) in Canada, middle
managers reported a greater sense of powerlessness and more threat of job loss, lower levels
of job performance and significantly more health problems during downsizing than did senior
managers. In the discussion of her results, Armstrong-Stassen (2005) point out that “Clearly,
organizations considering downsizing their work force need to consider the impact on their
middle managers and to take steps to address the issues of job insecurity, workload demands,
coping strategies, job performance, and well-being” (p. 136). Similarly, Worrall, Parkes and
Cooper (2004) found that downsizing processes involving redundancy and delayering were
negatively related to aspects such as organizational commitment, job satisfaction, motivation
and loyalty as reported by the managers in their study. These researchers, further, concluded
that changes involving redundancy and delayering often have more detrimental effects than

other forms of organizational changes (Worrall, et al., 2004).

However, as a possible explanation for the lack of relationships between downsizing and the
managers’ mental health complaints and job satisfaction in the present study, some
researchers have pointed out that employees may experience downsizing as an opportunity

instead of a threat (e.g., Svensen, Neset, & Eriksen, 2007). In line with this, a study by Collett
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(2004) revealed that many employees who have been targets of redundancy got other jobs as
well as redundancy pay. Thus, in addition to receiving economic compensation, many
employees may experience downsizing processes as an opportunity to choose a less stressful
job or a job which provide new challenges. Moreover, in their study of 467 Norwegian
employees working in a global oil company, Svensen and colleagues (2007) found that
several aspects of the working environment, such as high levels of employee involvement and
perceived corporate social responsibility, were associated with more positive attitudes towards
organizational changes and redundancy among the respondents. Hence, in line with the results
of the present study, downsizing procedures do not necessarily evoke health problems and job

dissatisfaction among employees in organization.

Another possible explanation is the specific context in which this study has taken place. The
Norwegian working life is unique in many ways, and Norwegian companies planning to
downsize are confronted with a variety of laws, regulations and norms, aspects which have
been largely neglected in many studies on downsizing (@sthus, 2007). For example, the
purpose of the Norwegian Working Environment Act is to ensure equal treatment and safe
working conditions for all employees, and, furthermore, to make sure that the working
environment forms a basis for a meaningful and health-promoting work situation. More
specifically, Dahl and Nesheim (1998) point out how the Working Environment Act imposes
strict constraints on organizations that are planning to downsize. Similarly, Greenhalgh,
Lawrence and Sutton (1988) argue that in countries and states where enacted legislation
regulate organizations in such a manner as the Working Environment Act, less severe
strategies for downsizing and workforce reduction will more frequently be used. This is
illustrated in a study of Norwegian personnel managers from 23 different organizations,
where interviews revealed that, for instance, one-third of the managers reported that “the
Working Environment Act influenced downsizing through the choice of early retirement
schemes rather then layoffs” (Dahl & Nesheim, 1998, p. 246). In other words, the legislation
regulates layoffs by imposing various conditions and costs, and this often results in less brutal
downsizing procedures. This may explain why Norwegian managers with personnel
responsibilities, being both executioners and potential targets of downsizing, do not
experience downsizing processes as health-impairing and antecedents of job dissatisfaction.
However, as discussed earlier, such regulations may also function as antecedents of role

conflict among the managers.
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In line with the description above, some Norwegian studies have also found downsizing to be
unrelated to such outcomes as health problems and job satisfaction. For instance, in his study
of 1944 Norwegian employees, @sthus (2007) found that downsizing was neither related to
occupational health problems nor job satisfaction when other relevant factors were controlled
for. Additionally, his results revealed that, in general, highly educated people such as
managers, senior officials, professionals and technicians were the occupational groups with
the lowest levels of work related health problems and were the most satisfied with the nature
of work (@sthus, 2007). This may further explain why several of the job demands and job
resources applied in the present study are unsystematically related to the outcome variables
examined. If Norwegian managers are generally more satisfied and experience less work
related health problems than other occupational groups, it may be more difficult to identify
aspects of their work situation which function as antecedents of health problems and

dissatisfaction.

In line with our hypotheses, participative decision-making (PDM) was found to be negatively
related to mental health complaints, while positively related to job satisfaction among the
managers with personnel responsibilities. The findings are supported by several studies within
the research literature. For instance, in a meta-study conducted by Spector (1986), high levels
of participation at work were consistently found to be associated with lower levels of physical
health problems, emotional distress and role stress, while positively related to job satisfaction
among employees. Similarly, Slate and VVogel (1997) found that when the levels of
participative decision-making increased among correctional officers in criminal justice
organizations, the level of physical and occupational stress decreased. PDM was also found
to be a strong predictor of both job satisfaction and organizational commitment in a
longitudinal study by Scott-Ladd and colleagues (2006) among employees from five medium-
sized organizations in Australia. As for managers with personnel responsibilities, the research
literature seems to be rather limited with regard to the role of PDM as a job resource, and,
moreover, few studies have specifically focused on PDM as a predictor of the mental health
complaints and job satisfaction of this occupational group. Nevertheless, as supported by the
present results, PDM seems to be a job resource of particular relevance for managers. In line
with this notion, the Fourth European Working Conditions Survey revealed that individuals in
managerial positions reported higher levels of influence over several aspects of their job, such

as the ability to choose or change their methods of work and influence the choice of working
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partners, than din any other occupational group in the survey (Parent-Thirion, et al., 2007).
Moreover, in describing the results from their study of Norwegian managers, Colbjernsen and
colleagues (2001) point out that autonomy, control and the ability to influence their work
situation and the functioning of the organization are aspects of managerial positions which are
most highly valued by the managers.

As previously substantiated, a plausible explanation for the apparent influence of PDM in the
workplace may be found in the self-determination theory of Deci and Ryan (1985), which
emphasize that human beings have a basic need of autonomy. Similarly, when describing the
JD-R model, Bakker and Demerouti (2007) argue that the constructive role of job resources
may often be explained by their potential to fulfill basic human needs. Thus, when employees
are provided with reasons and choices concerning their work tasks, they are more interested
and engaged in them, even after forms of surveillance and control are removed (Gagné, et al.,
2006). Another explanation may be found in the concept of “value attainment”, which implies
that PDM increases the opportunity of employees to influence the outcomes of their work,
and, in this manner, they are able to obtain what they desire from their work environment.
Moreover, it is argued that employees who perceive the outcomes of their work as desirable
experience increased levels of job satisfaction (Black & Gregersen, 1997). In support of this
notion, the findings in a study conducted by Obradovic, French and Rodgers (1970) indicate
that the positive association between PDM and job satisfaction is stronger when employees

believe that high levels of PDM will result in desired outcomes.

Contrary to our hypothesis, non-significant relationships were found between constructive
leadership behaviour and the mental health complaints of the managers with personnel
responsibilities. This is in contrast with the findings of some studies in the research literature
which have found that leadership behaviour can prevent stress reactions and health
impairment among subordinates. For instance, Karasek, Triantis and Chaudhry (1982) found
that higher levels of both instrumental and emotional support from supervisor were associated
lower levels of job strain among subordinates, measured by different indicators related to
psychological health. Moreover, in a 360 degree investigation of 343 leaders, Offermann and
Hellmann (1996) found that leadership behaviors characterized by work facilitation,
approachability, team building, interest in subordinates growth and development of trust were
negatively related to subordinates stress. However, despite the fact that several studies have

found leadership behaviour to have an impact on the health of subordinates, other studies
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indicate no such relationships (see Nyberg, et al., 2005 for a review). Hence, the research
literature appears to be somewhat contradictory in relation to the importance of leadership in
this respect, and, in line with our results, it seems that managers with personnel
responsibilities do not experience constructive leadership behaviour as a health-promoting

aspect of their work situation.

Nevertheless, the findings supported our hypothesis regarding a positive relationship between
constructive leadership behaviour and job satisfaction among the managers in the study.
Hence, the present study is in line with the notion of Nyberg and colleagues (2005), who, after
reviewing previous research on the impact of leadership on employees, conclude that
leadership behaviour seems to be a important predictor of subordinates’ job satisfaction across
different countries, organizations and occupational groups. For instance, in his study of 1020
employees from two Swedish production plants, Arvonen (1995) found that those who
perceived high levels of employee-oriented, production-oriented and change-oriented
leadership styles among their superiors, which are the leadership dimensions measured in the
present study, reported lower levels of job dissatisfaction than the other employees.
Furthermore, in a study of Swedish nurses, employee-, production- and change-oriented
leadership were found to be positively related to the nurses’ job satisfaction (Sellgren, Ekvall,
& Tomson, 2008). Similarly, in a Norwegian study of 1201 employees from four
organizations operating in different industries, Skogstad and Einarsen (1999) found that
employees who perceived their superiors as exhibiting change-centered leadership reported

higher levels of job satisfaction than did other employees in these organizations.

A possible explanation for importance of constructive leadership behaviour in relation to the
present managers’ job satisfaction is that managers may experience a particular preference for
supervisors who are supportive, tolerant of their opinions and trust their abilities as
contributors to the development of the organization. For example, as pointed out by Arvonen
(1995), such constructive leadership behaviour may function as a important asset for
managers “in a different way than is the case of production, where the design of the technical
system and the work situation dictate that co-workers want a manager who plans, controls and
instructs” (pp. 18-19). Similar notions have been made by Skogstad and Einarsen (1999), who
found that Norwegian managers working in developmental cultures, referring to cultures
which are flexible and external in their orientation and emphasize dynamic creativity and

adaptability, assessed change-oriented leadership as an important predictor of a leader’s
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competence while subordinates did not. More specifically, managers’ appreciation for
superiors who are oriented towards change and production may, for example, reflect their
strong motivation for contributing to the development and productiveness of the organization.
As mention earlier, opportunity to create visible improvements and to be part of an
organization in the forefront of its industry with regard to technology and production were
considered very important motivational factors among a large majority of the managers in a
Norwegian study (Colbjgrnsen, et al., 2001). Hence, in contrast to the probable consequences
of role conflicts, superiors enacting constructive leadership behaviours may satisfy the

motivational needs of managers with personnel responsibilities.

Before discussing the hypothesized interaction effects, it should be mentioned that one of the
control variables, namely age, was negatively related to mental health complaints, while
positively related to job satisfaction among the studied managers. Similar results were found
in the study of Norwegian managers conducted by Colbjagrnsen and colleagues (2001),
indicating that older managers at the midlevel of the organization tend to be more satisfied
with their job than younger managers. As thoroughly substantiated in the present thesis, the
work situation of managers is often very demanding and involves a wide variety of challenges
and responsibilities. Given that younger managers have less experience and are more likely to
face a variety of difficulties which they have never dealt with before, and, hence may have
problems coping with, it can be argued that their health and satisfaction are more at risk than
is the case for their senior colleagues. As pointed out by Colbjgrnsen and colleagues (2001),
older managers are likely to be well-adjusted to these work situations and to the expectations
which define their role in the organization. Hence, they may feel more confident and
knowledgeable, and therefore they are able to enjoy their situation and feel satisfied about the
nature of their work. However, another likely explanation is that managers who experience
health problems and job dissatisfaction as a result of their work situation are likely to leave
their positions in order to find something else to do, while managers who do not experience
such deteriorating consequences are the ones who continue in their positions. Hence, it may
be rarer to find older managers who struggle with health problems and dissatisfaction in their

work.

Regarding the hypothesized buffer effects of PDM and constructive leadership, only one of

the six interactions tested in the present study showed significant contributions, namely the
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interaction between role conflict and participative decision-making on managers’ mental
health complaints and job satisfaction. In other words, the only support found for the
buffering hypothesis postulated in by the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) is the
buffering effect of participative decision-making upon the negative relationships between role
conflict and the managers’ health complaints and job satisfaction. At first sight, it may be
tempting to conclude that these results provide limited support for the buffering effect of job
resources. However, when evaluating the confirmations, and disconfirmations, of the
buffering hypothesis, it is important to take into consideration the lack of direct relationships
between several of the job demands and the outcome variables in the present study. As
previously mentioned, buffering refers to an interaction effect in which a job resource protects
an individual from the potentially negative influence (e.g., reduced job satisfaction and/or
increased health problems) of stressful events (S. Cohen & Wills, 1985). Similarly, in their
“state-of-the-art” presentation of the JD-R model, Bakker and Demerouti (2007) point out that
job resources may buffer the impact of job demands upon various adverse outcomes.
Following this line of reasoning, a specific job demand should have an adverse effect on the
outcome in the first place, which job resources, in the second place, may protect the
employees from. In the present study, work pace as well as downsizing showed non-
significant relationships with mental health complaints as well as job satisfaction. Hence,
applying the same logic as presented above, the managers most probably cannot be protected
by the actual job resources because there is “nothing or little” to be protected from. In
compliance with this logic, significant interaction effects were found between role conflict
and participative decision-making, being the job demand and the job resource showing the
strongest direct relationships with the two outcomes in the present study. In sum, it is
therefore reasonable to conclude that our results to a considerable degree support the

buffering role of job resources as proposed in the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007)

As for the significant interaction effect of role conflict and PDM upon managers’ job
satisfaction and health, other studies have found similar results. For instance, Schuler (1977)
found a moderating effect of PDM on the relationship between role conflict and job
satisfaction among 391 employees in a manufacturing factory. In describing this finding,
Schuler (1977) point out that both role conflict and PDM are particularly important in relation
to the information and feedback which employees have about the organization in which they

work in and about the specific function they have as members of this organization. More



Between obligations and privileges 40

specifically, by participating in decision-making processes and influencing the goals and
strategies which form the basis of their working conditions, employees may gain insight into
prevalent expectations in the organization, and, moreover, may develop a clearer
understanding for the rationale behind their work tasks. In line with this, Bakker and
Demerouti (2007) point out that aspects in the work situation which make the reasons for the
presence of a stressor more understandable or make stressors more controllable to employees
have the potential to act as buffers in terms of the JD-R model. Hence, PDM may have a
clarifying function upon the contradictory demands and expectations which often characterize
managerial positions, and, thus, may reduce the uncertainty produced by high levels of role
conflict (e.g., Morris, Steers, & Koch, 1979). As indicated by the results of the present study,
role conflict represent a particularly influential job demand among managers with personnel
responsibilities, and, therefore, knowledge about aspects in the work environment which may
act as buffer in relation to this job demand may be of particular relevance for this
occupational group.

Limitations

The present study is based on a representative sample of Norwegian managers with personnel
responsibilities which strengthens the robustness and generalizability of the findings.
Moreover, the study applies internationally recognized instruments with satisfactory
psychometric properties (e.g., Brayfield & Rothe, 1951; Rizzo, et al., 1970; Sandanger, et al.,
1999), which to a large degree strengthen the validity of our findings and conclusions.
However, some caution is needed when interpreting the results. For example, the study is
based on cross-sectional data. Hence, one cannot draw conclusions about causal relationships,
and a longitudinal study should be conducted to substantiate causal relationships between
predictors and the criteria. Moreover, the present study is based on self-reports on predictors
as well as outcomes, and, thus, common method variance is plausible (Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). It should also be noticed that the response rate of 56.4 per cent
might limit the generalizability of the findings, although the response rate falls well within the
norm of 40 to 80 percent (Baruch, 1999). Furthermore, the study is based on data collected in
Norway, and, as discussed previously, it is reasonable that several of our findings are strongly

influenced by the Norwegian context. Hence, national and cultural variations between
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contingencies of managers with personnel responsibilities in different countries are likely to
exist, and therefore, generalization of the findings to international settings should be done
with caution. Additionally, some caution should be taken when generalizing about managerial
jobs. For instance, there are, of course, differences between the work environments and
situations of the studied managers with, and, thus, the perceived importance of various job
demands and job resources will vary among our respondents. Similar notions are made by
Stewart (1982), who point out that managerial jobs may have several characteristics in
common, such as some form of flexibility and influence over work-tasks, but, at the same
time, there are important differences. In line with this, future studies should investigate
managers with personnel responsibilities at different levels of the organization, because, as
mentioned previously, the perceptions and realities of managers at higher and lower
organizational levels are not necessarily identical (e.g., Armstrong-Stassen, 2005; Worrall, et
al., 2004). Moreover, from our point of view, it would be fruitful to compare the experiences
of managers with and without personnel responsibilities in relation to the job demands and job

resources which are relevant for their health and job satisfaction.

Implications

The findings of the present study may have practical as well as scientific implications. In line
with previous research, role conflict appears to be a particularly influential job demand among
managers with personnel responsibilities, and, therefore, various efforts aimed at preventing
and managing such conflicts should be emphasized in contemporary organizations. Such
efforts may be implemented at both the individual and organizational level. For instance, in
their study of managers in international joint ventures, Mohr and Puck (2007) emphasize that
all structural measures aimed at improving communication and mutual trust between
organizational members can reduce the levels of role conflict. More specifically, improved
communication may increase the level of mutual understanding among various role senders,
and, in this manner, demands and expectations among different organizational members and
groups may become less ambiguous and contradictory. In reality, however, contradictory
demands and expectations will always exist in organizations, irrespective of high levels of
communication and mutual understanding. Therefore, it is also essential for managers with

personnel responsibilities to acquire the skills and abilities needed to cope with role conflicts
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in their work situation. In a study of 410 managers and their responses to discrepant
expectations, Tsui, Ashford, St. Clair and Xin (1995) found that effective managers apply a
wide range of self-regulating strategies when confronted with contradictory demands. In line
with their description, it may be fruitful for organization to offer training for managers related
to adaptive self-regulation strategies.

According to the present results, PDM can have a direct positive influence upon the mental
health and job satisfaction of managers with personnel responsibilities. Additionally, PDM
appears to act as a buffer of the adverse effects of job demands such as role conflict. In light
of this, it seems reasonable to suggest that organizations should, as far as possible, strive to
involve their managers in decision-making processes and offer them influence over several
aspects of their work situation. However, Kanter (1983) has proposed three necessary
elements of a favorable participative situation. Firstly, employees themselves must want to be
involved in the decision-making process. Participation in decision-making processes may be
time-consuming and require a lot of the manager’s personal energy, and, thus, if the manager
is not interested in participating, PDM may very well be considered as a burden rather than a
resource. Secondly, employees must have the requisite skills and knowledge for making and
influencing decisions. For example, in order for an offshore installation manager to participate
in decisions regarding the work tasks and functions of employees, he or she must be familiar
with relevant security procedures and policies. Thirdly, Kanter (1983) emphasizes that there
must be sufficient time for discussion of issues and concerns. As an example, for obvious
reasons, generals in high-risk military operations may not consult their soldiers about every
decision, but need to provide clear orders and guidelines for their subordinates. In sum, it is
therefore necessary for organizations to evaluate the specific situation and to consider these

guidelines before increasing the levels of PDM for employees.

Finally, our results show that some of the applied job demands and job resources did not
relate to the outcome variables as hypohtesized. Hence, it is relevant to question whether
alternative factors in managers” work environment are more relevant in relation to their
mental health and job satisfaction. For example, given that Norwegian managers experience
high levels of workload and spend a majority of their personal energy on their job during the
week (Colbjgrnsen, et al., 2001; Strand, 2001), the role of work-family conflict as a potential

job demand among managers with personnel responsibilities seems highly relevant.
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Furthermore, there are several dimensions of leadership behaviour among superiors, other
than the employee- production and change-oriented dimensions applied in the present study,
which may function as job resources for managers with personnel responsibilities. For
instance, leadership behaviour focusing on emotional support, involving empathic listening
and genuine concern for the well-being of employees, may have quite a different effect upon
subordinates than more instrumental styles leadership (e.g., Glasg & Einarsen, 2008; Van
Emmerik, et al., 2009). Therefore, future studies may differentiate between various leadership
dimensions in order to investigate the role of superiors’ behaviour upon the satisfaction and

mental health of the type of managers investigated in the present study.

Conclusion

The present study contributes to the leadership literature by documenting job resources and
job demands among managers with personnel responsibilities and their relationships with
mental health complaints and job satisfaction within a JD-R model framework. The presented
results substantiate that role conflict is a particularly significant job demand among managers
as regards mental health and job satisfaction. Our study also shows that managers experience
participation in decision-making processes as an important job resource which is related to
their mental health and job satisfaction, both directly and as a buffer of the adverse
relationships between role conflict and the two examined outcomes. Superiors’ constructive
leadership behaviour was positively related to the managers’ job satisfaction, while not
significantly related to their mental health complaints. Work pace and downsizing were
neither related to managers’ mental health complaints nor to their job satisfaction. Hence,
organizational efforts aimed at preventing and managing role conflicts and at involving

managers in decision-making processes should, particularly, be emphasized.

The work situation of managers with personnel responsibilities can be both demanding and
characterized by several resources, and, as illustrated by the present study, the JD-R model
provides a useful theoretical framework for the examination of the investigated predictors and
criteria. Given that managers represent a relatively large occupational group, knowledge about
the factors related to their mental health and job satisfaction could be of value to numerous

people. In line with this, research focusing on job demands and job resources in managerial
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occupations and their direct effect upon managers, and plausible indirect effects upon other
organizational members, should be encouraged. The present study yields several directions for
future studies. Among these, research should examine a wider range of job demands and job
resources among managers, and apply longitudinal research designs in order to conclude on
causal relationships. Finally, future studies should examine different groups of managers
within a JD-R model framework.
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APPENDIX |

Summary of Items and Factor loadings

Items Factor loadings | Communality

Constructive leadership behaviours of immediate 1
superior during the last six months

1 Encouraged innovative thinking 74 54

2 Given recognition for good performance 17 .59

3 Been a driving force for development .83 .69

4 Clearly defined goals and objectives for the work .80 .64

5 Clearly defined and explained the work .78 .60
assignments for you and your coworkers

6 Been flexible and open to new ways of thinking .85 73

Notes: Summary of items and factor loadings for Oblimin exploratory factor analysis

(Eigenvalue > 1) of the six items measuring constructive leadership behaviour.
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APPENDIX Il

Questionnaire



@ Hvilke type handlinger eller klanderverdige forhold gjorde det ngdvendig a varsle? Flere kryss mulig.

1. Brudd pa sikkerhet.............occoooiiiii []

2. Grove gkonomiske misligheter/ tyveri .................. []

3. Trakasserende atferd mot andre ......................... []

4. Grov illojalitet mot organisasjonen/driften ........... []

5. Grov omsorgssvikt, vanskjgtsel eller feilbehandling [ ] n
6. ANNET ..ot []

@ Hvem utferte den kritikkverdige handlingen? Velg ett alternativ.

1. ENKOIEga ...ooovveioiiiccee e []

2. Enunderordnet ........ooocoiiiiiii e []

3. Enoverordnet .........oooeiiiiiiii e []

4. Flere kollegaer .........ccccoooiiiiiiiiiiii []

5. Flere underordnede ..........cccoocooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie []

6. Flere overordnede ............cocoovoiiiiiiiiiiiiii []

7. Flere under- og overordnede ............ccccceeeiiienne. []

@ Ble den kritikkverdige eller ulovlige handlingen varslet innad i organisasjonen, eller til en utenforstaende

person/instans?

1. KUninnad........oooiiiiioceec e []

2. Kunutad ..o []

3. Farstinnad, sa utad .......ccooevieeiieeii e []

4. Farstutad, sdinnad ... []

@ Hvordan varslet du?
1. Tok initiativ og varslet pa egen hand ................... []
2. Vivar flere som varslet sammen ...........cvvvnn... D

@ Hva skjedde med de kritikkverdige eller ulovlige forholdene etter at de var blitt varslet? Velg ett alternativ.

1. Ble avsluttet umiddelbart .................oocooiieii []
2. Ble midlertidig avsluttet............c..oocoooeiiiiiee []
3. Ble redUSert .....c.ocoovoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e, ] 1
4. Forble uendret ..........ooooviiiii i []
. DKL e []
6. Vetikke ..o []

@ Hva skjedde med personene som stod bak de kritikkverdige eller ulovlige forholdene? Flere kryss mulig.

1. Fikk irettesettelse fra organisasjonens styre/ledelse | ]
2. Omplassert/degradert ............ccccooviiieeiiiiiiienn.n, []
3. Forlot organisasjonen ............ccccceeeviieeeciiiiaeinns []
4. Oppsagt/avskjediget ........ccooovvviviiieiieieieee []
5. INGENTING ..o []
6. Ble forfremmet ...........cooooeiiiiii []
7. Vet ikKKe ..o []

@ Hva skjedde med deg etter at du varslet? Flere kryss mulig.

1. INGENTING oo []
2. Blebel@gnnet .......cc.ooooiiiiiii []
3. Ble straffet av arbeidskollegaer ........................... []
4. Ble straffet av ledelse/styre ............cc.ocoeviinin.. []

Takk for intervjuet!

1

Underlagt taushetsplikt

Informasjon om spgrreskjemaet

| dette sparreskjemaet skal du vurdere hvordan du opplever ditt arbeidsmiljg, din helse og deg
selv som person.

Pa de neste sidene finner du en rekke spgrsmal og utsagn som vi ber deg ta stilling til. Her finnes
det fa 'riktige' eller 'gale’ svar. Det er dine observasjoner og opplevelser som er riktige. Dersom
ingen av svaralternativene passer helt for deg, krysser du av for det alternativet som du synes
passer best. For at resultatene fra undersgkelsen skal gi et representativt og gyldig bilde av norsk
arbeidsliv er det viktig at du svarer pa alle spgrsmadlene. Dette gjelder ogsa for deg som er uten
lgnnet arbeid.

Bruk bla eller svart penn. Skriver du feil, sverter du ut svaret som ikke gjelder slik: [}

Lykke til med utfyllingen!

MOBB-skjema 04.2005



© 0

Alder e Kjenn
1. Mann [ ]

ar 2. Kvinne []

Om yrke og arbeidstid

Utvalget i denne undersgkelsen er trukket fra Statistisk sentralbyrds yrkesregister, men fordi registeret kan inneholde feil

ansker vi likevel a sparre deg om yrket ditt. Vennligst fyll inn informasjon og kryss av for det svaralternativet som best

beskriver din situasjon:

Er du for tiden i arbeid?

1. Ja, i full stilling ..o []
2. Ja, ideltidsstiling ........cccoooovioiiiiiiiie []
3. Ja, men jeg er sykemeldt.............oocooiiiiii []
4. 11gnnet PermiSjONn ......c.covovieiieiiieeiie e, []
5. Erpd attfaring ......oocoooiiiiiiii []
6. Nei, jeg er ufgretrygdet...........ccoooceiiiiiiini. []
7. Nei, jeg er arbeidsledig..........c.ccoevviiiiioieii []
8. Nei, jeg er pensjonert ..........ceeeviiivieeeeeiiiiieeeee, []

Hvilket yrke har du?

Hva gar arbeidet ditt i hovedsak ut pa?

i ivet!
Takk for intervjuet! L

I hvilket ar begynte du hos din navaerende arbeidsgiver?

(arstall)

Hvor mange ansatte er det i din avdeling/enhet?

1-3 ansatte D
4-19 ansatte D
20-49 ansatte D

50 eller flere ansatte D

Hvor mange timer arbeider du vanligvis per uke?

Hvilken arbeidstidsordning har du?

timer

1. Dagarbeid (mellom kl. 6 0 18) ......ccoeevvieiienn []
2. Fast kveldsarbeid (mellom kl. 18 og 22) ............... D
3. Fast nattarbeid (mellom kl. 22 0g 6) ............c....... D
4. TUrNUSOTANING ..o []
5. To-skiftsarbeid ..........cccoooiiii []
6. Tre-skiftsarbeid, helkontinuerlig .......................... D
7. Tre-skiftsarbeid, degnkontinuerlig ...................... []
8. Annen arbeidstidsordning, spesifiser:................... [] >

Om seksuell oppmerksomhet og seksuelle tilnsermelser

Beskriv dine erfaringer fra din arbeidsplass eller andre steder der ansatte i din virksomhet har vaert samlet (for eksempel
julebord, fester, kurs osv.) de siste 6 manedene.
Hvor mange ganger har du i lepet av de siste 6 manedene blitt utsatt for: 1

255 6 ganger
Aldri En gang ganger eller mer
2

1 3 4

1. Ugnskede kommentarer angaende din kropp, din klesdrakteller din livsstil ...... | | [ | [E— []
2. Andre ugnskede verbale kommentarer med seksuelt innhold,f.eks. vitser

eller kjgnnsdiskriminerende uttalelser ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiii e [ | [ R— []
3. Bilder eller objekter av seksuell art som var ugnsket fra din side eller

opplevdes ubehagelig for deg .........cooviiiiiiiiiiieceec e I [, I A []
4. At det er spredt seksuelle rykter om deg .......oooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii | [— [ [e— | [E——— []
5. Seksuelt ladet stirring eller andre ubehagelige blikk .............cccccooiiiiii) | [—— | [— | [E—— []
6. Ugnskede telefonoppringninger eller brev med seksuelt innhold ................... | [ [— | [E—— []
7. Ugnsket fysisk kontakt med seksuelle undertoner, som f.eks.klapping,

klyping, klaing eller omfavnelse ............ooooviiiiiiiiiiceee e D ............ D .......... D ............. D

8. Uanskede seksuelle tilnaermelser som du opplevde som ubehagelig, men som
ikke inneholdt lzfte om belgnninger eller trusler om straff eller sanksjoner......| |........... [T [ []

9. Usnskede foresparsler/krav om seksuelle tjenester med lgfte om belgnning....[ J........... [ [— | [E—— []

10. Ugnskede foresparsler/krav om seksuelle tjenester med trusler om straff eller
SANKSJONET VEA @VVISNING ... [ o] [, I A []

11. Seksuelt overgrep, forsgk pa voldtekt eller faktisk voldtekt ............................. [ | [m— [ [—— []

Har du i lepet av de siste seks manedene blitt utsatt for seksuell trakassering ved din arbeidsplass eller andre
steder der ansatte i din virksomhet har vaert samlet (julebord, fester, kurs osv.)?

[ ]Nei

[ ]Ja, til en viss grad
[ ]Ja, i hey grad

Om varsling pa jobben

Varsling beskriver situasjoner der en ansatt (tidligere eller navaerende) sier fra om en uetisk, ulovlig, eller sterkt klander-
verdig handling pa arbeidsplassen. Personen sier fra til en person eller instans som har mulighet til & endre pa forholdet.
Personen eller instansen som far beskjed kan vaere tilknyttet organisasjonen (f.eks. en leder, verneombud, tillitsvalgt), men
kan ogsa veere en utenforstaende myndighet eller pavirkningsgruppe (f.eks. politi eller andre offentlige myndigheter,
media, miljgorganisasjon). Varsling gjelder handlinger som rammer andre (person, bedrift, samfunn). Det er ikke varsling
om man sier fra om urett som angar en selv. Det er heller ikke varsling dersom det gjgres anonymt, nar det er i egen
vinnings hensikt, eller dersom det gjeres gjennom etablerte rutiner for avviksmeldinger.

Med utgangspunkt i definisjonen over, har du en eller flere ganger tatt pa deg rollen som varsler?
[ JNei — Takk for intervjuet!

[ ]Ja, ved en anledning
D Ja, ved to eller flere anledninger

Hvor lenge er det siden varslingen fant sted?

ar ‘ madneder

Hvis du har tatt pa deqg rollen som varsler flere enn en gang ber vi deg ta utgangspunkt i det siste tilfellet nar du svarer pa
de resterende sparsmalene om varsling.

Side 11



Om endringer i din organisasjon @ Er duleder med personalansvar?

[ Jla —> Hvisja, hvor mange har du personalansvar for? o personer
@ I hvor stor grad har falgende hendelser forekommet i din organisasjon i lapet av de siste 12 manedene? Kryss [ ] Nei
av for det svaralternativet som best beskriver din virksomhet:
Iliten  |noen | stor
n Aldri grad grad grad @ Er du tillitsvalgt eller verneombud pa din arbeidsplass?
1 2 3 4
1. Nedskjeeringer i antall arbeidstakere ..o | [F——— [ [— [ [em—— [] D:\‘T _ 1
2. PEIMITIEIINGET ©eeiiiiiii e ] [— [ [— | [E— [] [INe
3. BUdS|ettNEASKJEEMNGET ...viiiiiiiiiiiiee e oo [ [— | [E— [] Om trivsel og arbeidsoppgaver
4. Teknologiske endringer (f.eks. endringer i utstyr, verktay eller metoder som
DENYES | ArD@IAET) ........ovivovvceieeeceee e [T [ [ [] @ Kryss av for det svaralternativet som best beskriver din situasjon: Verken
. : : Helt enig eller Helt
5. Endringer mht. hvem som utfarer hvilke arbeidsoppgaver ..............cccocooeiie. | [ [— [ [em—— [] uenig Uenig uenig Enig enig
6. Innfaring av nye systemer for lgnn og belgnninger ..o, | [— [ [em— [ [E— [] 1 2 3 4 5
7. Endringer i ledelsen (dvs. nye personer i viktige stillinger) .............c.ccccocuee... I | - ] 1. Jeg er ganske forngyd med min ndvaerende jobb...................... [ [ ] [ [ []
8. Endringer pa eiersiden (dvs. nye eiere, oppkjgp av eierandeler mv.)................ I [ T [] 2. De fleste dager trives jeg med jobben min ... [Jreeeeeens [ [ [ []
9. Omstrukturering (sammenslaing/oppsplitting av avdelinger og divisjoner 3. Arbeidsdagene ser aldri ut til d hanoenende ... [P, [ e [ [e— [ [— ]
iNNad i VIFKSOMNETEN) ....ooiiiiii e [ I [ L] 4. Jeg opplever virkelig glede i mitt arbeid ...........cccooooiiiiiiiiiiin [Joeeereesene: I [eveeeeeens] I ]
10. Sammenslaing med andre virksomheter (fusjon) eller oppsplitting i flere 5. Jeg synes jobben min er ganske ubehagelig ..........cccccoovviiiienn. [P, [ [— [ [E— | [— ]
NYE VITKSOMNETET Lo D ............. |:| .......... |:| .............. |:|
11. Omlegging av overordnede mal og strategier ...........cccccooovveeiiiiiiieiiiiiiie, [ ] [ ] [ [] @ Kryss av for det svaralternativet som best beskriver din situasjon: Aldri gNaﬁggr Ofte Alltid
12. Lonnskutt eller IGNNSSTOPP ...c.vvviieiiee e [ [Re—— [ [F— [ [Erm— [] 1 2 3 4
13. Endringer i Sammensetning av arbeidstokken (ﬂere de|tid5ansatte, flere 1. Ma du arbeide svaert raskt? ..o D .............. |:| ............. D ............. |:|
iNNlEIde @TC.) ..., [, [ [, [] 2. Ma du arbeide ekstra hardt for a bli ferdig med dine oppgaver? ................. [ [— [ [pe—— | [— ]
3. Arbeider du under tidSPress? ........ooo i [ | [— W ]
Om usikkerhet i jobben 4. Ma du skynde deg nar du arbeider? ..........ooooeiiiiiiiiie | | [— | ]
L 5. Star du fritt i utfgrelsen av arbeidsoppgavene dine? ...........cccccovvvvieeeiiiienn. [ Jreemecnes | [E— | ]
@ I hvilken grad er du enig i felgende pastander vedrgrende din jobb? 6. Har du innflytelse pa arbeidstempoet? ..........cccoiiiiiiiiiiii [ | [— | ]
7. Kan du avbryte arbeidet om du finner det ngdvendig? ...........ccccoooiiiiiiiinn . [ [ ]
Stemmer Stemmer 8. Har du innflytelse p& hvordan arbeidsoppgavene dine prioriteres? ................ | — [ [Fe— [ [— ]
slett ikke helt ; " O s F : .
1 5 3 4 c 9. Har du stor innflytelse pa hva som foregar pa ditt arbeidsomrade? ............... [ s [ e [ e ]
1. Jeg engster meg for & matte forlate jobben min fer jeg hadde tenkt........ [ [ [T I ] 10. (Fj?trtgtrjbdeiecljts i beslutninger som far innvirkning pa omrader som bergrer [ (] (] (]
2. Deter en sjanse for at jeg vil matte forlate jobben min i lopet av det e HE T s ST T B e W A B
kommende &r ] ] ] ] [] 11. Kan du radfgre deg i tilfredsstillende grad om arbeidet ditt med din
S S o e e NEEIMESTE OVErOTANEAE? ......oviiiiiei e [T, [ [ []
3. Jegerredd for at jeg kommer til & miste jobben min i nermeste framtid .[ ].......... [ [ [ [ Josi [] 12. Har du innflytelse pé arbeidsfordelingen mellom deg og dine kolleger? ........ [ | — [ [m— [ [— ]
Jeg synes at mine framtidsutsikter innen organisasjonen er gode ............. [ [Joene [ ] [ []
5.  Mine muligheter for a finne nye og utviklende arbeidsoppgaver innen -
OrganiSasjoONEN € GOUE .........ouiuiiiiiiiiieiieieeee sttt [T, [ [ ], [T [] Om ugnskede handlinger L
6. Jeg tror at organisasjonen kommer til 4 trenge min kompetanse ogsa @ Hvilke ugnskede handlinger eller negative situasjoner har du blitt utsatt for pa arbeidsplassen de siste 6 mane-
| framt|den ............................................................................................. l:l .......... D ........... D .......... D ........... l:, dene? Kryss av for det Svara/ternanvet som best beskrlver dln S/Z'uasjon
7. Den Ignnsutvikling jeg kan se fram mot i organisasjonen er lovende ........ [ I [ ] [ [] Adi Avoatl Manedia Ukentlia Dagl
8. Det er sannsynlig at jeg i lapet av de neste 12 maneder vil preve 1 29 3 9 4 9 g 9
a skaffe meg en ny Jobb ... [ [ [ e [ [] 1. Tilbakeholdelse av ngdvendig informasjon slik at jobben ble
VaNSKElIGGJOIT ..ot [, A I [ o []
2. Blitt ydmyket eller latterliggjort i forbindelse med jobben ..................... [ e, [ e [ il [ — ]
3. Blitt satt til arbeid under ditt kompetanseniva.................ccceeiiiieennnn. [ e, [ e [ [— [ —— ]

4. Blitt fratatt ansvarsfulle arbeidsoppgaver, eller satt til & gjare trivielle
eller ubehagelige arbeidsoppgaver ..........ccccoiiiiiiii Ll [l [ o] [ o, []

5. Atdet er blitt spredt sladder eller rykter om deg..........cccoeeviiiiiiiinnn. [ e [ [— [ [E— [ [— ]
6. Blitt oversett eller utestengt fra det sosiale fellesskap ............cccccooee.. [, [ e [ [— [ [— ]
7. At man har kritisert deg som person (for eksempel dine vaner eller

bakgrunn), dine holdninger eller ditt privatliv................c.cccoccooooiie. S [ [ [ oo []
8.  Blitt utskjelt eller utsatt for spontane raseriutbrudd............................. [ I [ [ ot ]

9. Krenkende oppfarsel (som at du blir pekt pa, dyttet, hindret i din

1 ferdsel, "vist fiNgeren™ 0.5.V.) ..o [ o - [ oo [ oo []
10. Hint eller hentydninger fra andre om 4 slutte i jobben ......................... [Jeeoeeeee I [ oeeeeeeedd [ oess ]

11. Gjentatte paminnelser om tabber eller feil du har gjort........................ [Jeeoeeeene []eeeeeeened] [ [ ot ]
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(forts.) Hvilke ugnskede handlinger eller negative situasjoner har du blitt utsatt for pa arbeidsplassen de siste

6 manedene?

Aldri  Av og til
1 2
12. Fiendtlighet eller taushet som svar pa spgrsmal eller forsgk pa samtale [ e ]
13. Vedvarende kritikk av din jobb eller arbeidsinnsats ................ccccoeene.. | [— ]
14. Neglisjering av dine meninger og vurderinger ...........cccccccoveveeeevveeeenne.. | (S ]
15. Upassende morsomheter pa din bekostning fra personer som du
kommer darlig overens Med............ccoovvveiiiiiiieeee e D ........... D
16. Blitt gitt oppgaver med urimelige eller umulige mal eller tidsfrister ....... | [m— ]
17. Blitt utsatt for urimelige beskyldninger .............c.cccooiiiiiiiiiiiii [ [— ]
18. Overdreven oppfelging av ditt arbeid/innsats ..., [ [a— ]
19. Presset til & ikke kreve noe som du har rett pa (f. eks. sykefraveer,

ferie eller dekking av reiseutgifter)

20. Blitt utsatt for overdreven erting og fleiping
21. Blitt utsatt for overdrevet arbeidspress
22.

Fysiske overgrep eller trusler om slike overgrep ..........coocveeeiiiiiiicel.

Om mobbing pa arbeidsplassen

3

4

Manedlig Ukentlig Daglig

5

Mobbing (for eksempel trakassering, plaging, utfrysing eller sarende erting og fleiping) er et problem pa en del arbeids-
plasser og for en del arbeidstakere. Vi vil gjerne vite hvordan dette er pa din arbeidsplass. For at vi skal kunne kalle noe
mobbing, ma det forekomme gjentatte ganger over en viss tidsperiode, og den som blir mobbet har vansker med a

forsvare seg. Vi snakker ikke om mobbing dersom to omtrent like "sterke" personer kommer i konflikt eller det kun dreier

seg om en enkeltstdende episode. Kryss av for det svaralternativet som best passer din situasjon:

Har du selv vaert utsatt for mobbing pa arbeidsplassen i Igpet av de siste 6 manedene?

T Nel oo

2. Ensjeldengang ........cc.c....... []
3. Avogtil..ooooiiiii []
4. Omtrent en gang i uken ....... []
5. Flere ganger pr. uke.............. []

1. Kunnoenuker..................... []
2. 2-3maneder ........................ []
3. 4-5maneder ........................ []
4. Mellom 6 mnd. og 1ar......... []
5. Mellom 10g2ar.......c........ []
6. Merenn2ar ... []

Hvor mange var det som mobbet deg?

Hvem mobbet deg? (Flere alternativer mulig)

1. Din naermeste overordnede............... []
2. Andre ledere i virksomheten ............. []
3. Arbeidskollega(er) ........c.ccccoooveeirnnn.. []
4. Underordnede .........cccooevvviiiiiienn. []
5. Kunder/klienter/pasienter, elever osv. [ ]
6. ANAIe ... []

Antall menn

Antall kvinner

Side 4

2¢)

Om helse og velvaere

Nedenfor er det en liste over vanlige symptomer eller helseproblemer. Vurder hvor mye hvert av de felgende
symptomer har veert til plage eller ulempe for deg siste syv dager, til og med i dag.

lkke i det
hele tatt Litt
1 2

1. Plutselig skremt UtEN grunn . .....ooiiiiiiiiie e [ o] [ ]
2. ENGSTEIIG o [ ] ]
3. Svimmelhet eller en fornemmelse av at du skal besvime ...............ccccoviiin [ ] ]
4. Nerv@s eller Urolig ....o..iiiiii i) [ ] ]
5. HIEreDaNK ....ooiii e [ ] ]
6. SKJEIVING .o [ ] ]
7. Anspent eller OPPhISSET ......cvuiiiiiiiii i [ [— ]
8. HOAEPING .o [ [—— ]
9. Anfall av redsel eller oppfarenhet ..........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiii [ e ]
10. Rastlgshet, kan ikke Sitte rolig ..........oooiiiiiiiiiii e |:| ............ D
11, SIaPP O ULEN ENEIGI ..ottt [ [— ]
12. Anklager deg selv for ting ..........cocoioiiiiiiii [ [— ]
13, Har lett for @ grate .......ooooiiiiie ) [ [m——— ]
14. Tap av seksuell interesse eller opplevelse .........occveveiiiiiiiiiiiiiie | [e— []
15, DArlig @PPRETITE ©.eveieeee i | [E— []
16. VansKelig fOr @ SOVE .......cuviiiiiei ) [ [— ]

Falelse av haplashet for fremtiden ...
Nedfor............
. Falelse av ensomMNet .. ...ooiiiiii )
Har tanker om a ta ditt eget liv
21. Felelse av & veere fanget
. Bekymre deg for MY ......ccoiiiiiii )
. Faler ikke interesse for N0 ..........ociiiiiiiii i)
Faler at alt krever stor anstrengelse .. .....ccooviiiiiiiiiiiieee e
. lkke Noe VerdtAVerdil@s ...........cccooiiiiiiiiiiii )

@ Hvor mange dager har du veert borte fra arbeidet siste 12 manedene pga. sykdom?

25t

Kan du ansla hvor mange dager av dette fravaeret som skyldes stress og belastninger

i arbeidet?
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antall dager

antall dager




@ Vurder pastandene under om kontakt med andre mennesker: @ Har du tidligere (for mer enn 6 mnd. siden) blitt mobbet pa arbeidsplassen?

Del 2: Ting du er eller gjor for mye overfor andre: lﬁg&'tgtett Litt Moderat G?nnys:e Vril;jég [ ]Ja . - o
0 1 2 3 a [ INei — Huvis nei, g4 til Q
28. Jeg holder folk for mye pa avstand............cccoeeoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeeeee [ Jum— [ [em— [ [—— | [re— []
;3 jig er ;or ms;e:ksomdoverfor anire .................................................... [ [uem— [ [m— [ [e—— | [resm—" [] @ Hvor mange &r/méaneder er det siden mobbingen forekom? o o L
. Jeg er for redd for andre mennesker ... | [— | [E— [ [RR—— | [E— [] ar . maneder
31. Jeg stoler for mye pa andre MenNEsKer ............cccvvivviieeiiiieeiiiieie [ [m— [ [m— [ [— | [ []
32. Jeg er for apen overfor andre mennesker ..........cccccoeeevveeeiceeeicieeeeccn | Lo ool el
L 33. Jeg argumenterer for mye med andre .............occeeiiiiiiiiiiii % .......... % ........... % .......... % ........... % @ b G R G el ar . maneder
34. Jeg faler meg for ofte flau overfor andre mennesker ...............cccoooee.. [ [umm— [ [— [ [—— | [ []
35. Jeg lar meg for lett overtale av andre mennesker ............ccccoooeiiiiinn. [ [umm— [ [— [ [—— | [ [] Q Har andre blitt utsatt for mobbing pa din arbeidsplass de siste 6 maneder?
36. Jeg lar for ofte andres behov ga foran mine egne...........cccoooeiiiiinn. [ [me— [ oo [ [Joeeene [] . '
37. Jeg praver i for hgy grad a forandre andre mennesker.......................... [ o] [ F— e R ] 1. Nei, '0”9?” som e Vei[ O st iociomsisus sy []
38. Jeg gnsker for mye & bli lagt merke til ..o [ o] [ F— e R ] 2. Ja, pa mlnoegen avdeling s s []
39. Jeg krangler for mye med andre mennesker ..............cccocoooeeiiiiiiien - [ — I R ] 3. Ja, moen paoen'annen avdel|hg i ”o“” CIEM o []
40. Jeg er overdrevent sjenergs mot andre mennesker ...............c..cc.c....... [ [ F— e [ ] 4. Ja, bade pa min egen avdeling og pd andre avdelinger [ ]
41. Jeg praver for sterkt a kontrollere andre mennesker ...............cccco.ooee.. | [REmE— [ oo [ [Joeeeene []
42. Jeg lar andre mennesker i for hgy grad utnytte meg ............cccccceeeen. | [ [ [— [ [emmm— | [pm— [] @ Har du de siste 6 manedene opptradt slik at andre kan ha fglt seg mobbet pa din arbeidsplass?
43. Jeg praver for sterkt a tekkes andre mennesker.............coccoooiiiii | [ [ [— [ [Joeeeene [] 1. Nei. overhodet ikke O
44. Jeg manipulerer andre mennesker for mye for & oppna det jeg vil......... | [ [ [— [ [m—— | [p— [] 2' I %” B O
45. Jeg forteller for mye om personlige ting til andre ... | [ [ [— [ [Joeeeee [] 3' Ja' FABY QAT oo O
46. Jeg er for aggressiv overfor andre mennesker ...........ccccoooceiviiiiiiei.. | [p— [ [— [ [Joeeeene [] T T T
e i OO — W — WO — O — W — @ Vi vet at mange bam i dag biir mobbet og plaget pa skolen. Hvordan var dette da du var barn? Ble du selv
utsatt for mobbing over lengre tid (minst en maned) da du gikk i grunnskolen?
L 1o NEE, AT e []
Om konflikter pé arbeidsplassen 2. Ja, jeg ble mobbet i en enkeltstaende periode .............. []
3. Ja, jeg ble mobbet i flere perioder ..............cccoeeeiin []
Med konflikt mener vi at man faler seg forhindret av eller frustrert over en annen person eller gruppe. Dette kan dreie seg
om alt fra uenigheter om saker til sterke personlige motsetninger, eller at man synes noen opptrer slik at de gdelegger din Om naermeste leder
eller andres trivsel. Vi kan skille mellom konflikter som i hovedsak gjelder uenighet om en sak (sakskonflikt) og konflikter
som gar pa forholdet mellom personer (personkonflikter). @ Har du opplevd at din neermeste overordnede i Iapet av de siste 6 manedene...
@ I hvilken grad befinner du deg for tiden i folgende situasjoner: Kryss av for det svaralternativet som best passer din . Noen Ganske Sveert ofte/
situasjon: O U SO Aldri ganger ofte  nesten alltid
i koyr;?likt | kogf?ikt : kogf%ikt konjlikt 1. gfg/éaeiretsﬁ?s%ﬁ? og oppfordret deg/dine medarbeidere til a forlenge l:ol |£| é |3:|
1. en sakskonflikt med din naermeste leder? .........cccccoooiiiiiiiiiiii [ [Jeeereeeienennns [Joeereeene (] 2.l croppninie il nytenknlng """ T e e e [Jeeoeeeeeess [ oo []
2. en sakskonflikt med arbeidskolleger eller andre pa din arbeidsplass? .......... D ................ D ................. D .......... D 3. har ULzl deg, eller dine medalrbeldere, for sLnn_atagg _Uterd.d’ eller
. surmuling, og brukt mye tid pa dette fremfor & gjere egne arbeidsoppgaver.[ J........... [ [ []
3. en personkonflikt med naermeste leder? ... I R [ SRR [ L] 4. har utestengt deg, eller andre medarbeidere, fra en sosial aktivitet ............... [ [Joeeeeeeee [Jeeeeeeeeeeen []
4. ien personkonflikt med arbeidskolleger eller andre pa din arbeidsplass? ..... e [ e, [ e ] 5. har oppfordret deg til & unne deg ekstra privilegier pa bedriftens regning ..... [ [Jorree [ (]
6. har unngatt a fortelle deg hvordan du skal gjgre jobben din ......................... [ [ [ ]
7. har tatt noe som tilharer bedriften ...t [ [Joeeeeeeeee ] ]
8. har ydmyket deg, eller andre medarbeidere, hvis du/de ikke har levd opp ] ] ] ]
til NaNS/NENNES STANAAITET ......ooiiiiieeee e et
9. har gitt anerkjennelse for gode prestasjoner ............ccccveivieeeciiiiieiieeeiie [ [Joeeeeeeeoe ] ]
10. har oppfordret deg, eller dine medarbeidere til a ta ekstra kaffepauser/
rgykepauser, som belgnning for god arbeidsinnsats ............ccccoooveeiviiiee L Lol I I []

11. har imitert deg eller andre medarbeidere eller laget ansiktsgrimaser, (f.eks.
himlet med gynene, geipet etc.), for a vise at han/ hun ikke er forngyd med
din/vedkommendes arbeidSinNSats ............ccoeiiiioriiioieiieeeeeee s | [ [ - I - []

12. har oppfordret deg, eller dine medarbeidere til & gjgre private oppgaver/

1 erender i arbeidSTIdEN ... ... D ............ |:| ............. D ............. |:|
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@ (forts.) Har du opplevd at din naermeste overordnede i Igpet av de siste 6 manedene... @ (forts.) Hvor riktig er folgende pastander for deg i din jobb? Kryss av for det svaralternativet som best passer din

situasjon:
, Noen  Ganske Svaert ofte/ Fullstendig Verken riktig Fullstendig
Aldri ganger ofte  nesten alltid riktig eller galt galt
0 1 2 3 :
2 of : 11. Jeg mottar uforenlige gnsker og krav fra to eller flere 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. har styrt unna det a vise bekymring for resultater ................cccoooeieiiiiii [ s [ s [ i ] DOISONEE oo VO O O Y O P
14. har tilbakeholdt informasjon som du har hatt behov for i arbeidet ditt .......... | [— | | [— ]
| 15 harforklart bedriftens suksess med egen innsats fremfor de ansattes innsats [J........... T [ (] 12. ﬁgnuz];gr;eirkiggii\éeg?er? :vk;er%treeres ch S IS, Eara e el ara
16. har vaert en padriver for utvikling og forbedring ............cccoooeiiiiiiiie [ — [ Em—— [ J— ] P o S I e e
17. har misbrukt store deler av arbeidstiden til & vaere sosial med de ansatte ......[ J............ [Jeeereeeens [ Jeerenee [] 13. Jet? paI(ejgges oppgaver uten tilstrekkelig utstyr eller ressurser til &
18. har brukt sin posisjon i firmaet til a tilegne seg skonomiske/materielle UHBIE GOITY coovviiissssssmmm s IR R I R R W B R
gedeivalle i S [ I — [l [] 14. Jeg gjer arbeidsoppgaver som er ungdvendige ...............cccccooveverevevrnnn. 1 s I e oot I e e I
19. har holdtcredoe pa allg andres feil, og brukt mye tid pa a skjule egne feil ........ | | — | [emm— | [m—— ] 15, e e e el eTsestslen (T8 el et saiin
20. har unngatt & ta aVgJ@relSer ... ..ooi i | | [m— | [ems— ] FOrVENTES AV MG | JODDEN ..ov..veooeoooee oo [ OO O O I O o P s P
21. har angitt klare og tydelige malsettinger for arbeidet ...................cccccooii. [ e [ s [ i ] . . .
22. har hindret deg i a komme i gang med arbeidet ved at han/hun har vaert Je. ]l?oerteVrI]l’kil;SOof;E]e som om arbeidet mitt er for omfattende (o o ] 0 )
FOF SOSIAN ... [T [ — [ [] e B
23. har rettferdiggjort egne handlinger ved a skylde pa andre ....................cc...... D ............ |:| ............. D .............. |:| 17. Krav til ytelser er for hgye i mitt arbeid ...............c..coooiiiii |:| ...... DD ...... D ...... |:| ..... |:| ...... |:|
24. har spredt uriktig informasjon om deg, eller dine medarbeidere, for a skade
din/andres stilling i VirkSOmMNeten ..............c.ocooioiiiiieeeeeeeeeee, [ [ [ oo, []
25. har definert og forklart arbeidsoppgavene tydelig for deg og dine M O O O Om kontakt med andre mennesker 1
MEdarbeIdEre .. ..cviiiiiii e ] e e b
26. har sett pa sine medarbeidere mer som konkurrenter enn som | dette sparsmalet finner du en rekke pastander som knytter seg til problemer folk kan oppleve & ha i kontakt med andre
SAMarbeidSPartNere ..........occiiiiiiiii i | - [ [ [] mennesker. Pastandene er delt i to deler: Den fgrste delen knytter seg til ting man kan ha vanskelig for overfor andre, og
27. har unngatt & engasjere seq i arbeidet ditt ... ] [E— [ [— [ [— ] den siste delen knytter seq til ting man kan gjare eller er for mye av overfor andre. Vurder hver pastand og kryss av for det
28. har tatt aeren for ditt, eller andres arbeid ......c.ooovvooe oo [ [ [Jeeeeeeenns ] svaralternativet som best beskriver deg som person.
29. har veert fleksibel og villig til & tenke nytt ... [ e [ o [ i ] .
30. har redusert dine muligheter for.é uttrykke deg pa et mate ved a gi deg @ Vurder pastandene under om kontakt med andre mennesker:
liten taletid, eIIe.r prlor|telre deg tfl slutt e S | — [ [ - [] Del 1: Ting du har vanskelig for: ke | det Canske Veld
31. har brukt uhensiktsmessig mye tid/penger pa planlegging av sosiale hele tatt  Litt Moderat mve m eg
aktiviteter pa arbeidsplassen .......cc...oviiiiiio e, | [ I [] 0 1 5 3y X
32. har skjelt deg ut pa telefon, slengt pa rgret i en samtale, eller sendt deg 1. Gidirekte uttrykk for mine fglelser overfor andre .....................c........... D .......... [ [ [Joreeee []
krasse e-poster, fordi han/hun mener at du har gjort en dérlig jobb .............. [ I [ — [] 2. Holde ting hemmelig for andre mennesker ...l e - [ . ]
33. ikke har veert tilstede nar det var behov fordet ... [ [ [Joeeeeeeees ] 3. Laen annens behov komme foran mitt eget ...l [ [ . - ]
4. Vise andre mennesker at jeg er glad idem ........ooociiiiiiiiiiiiiii | [—— | [— [ [em— [ [ []
) ) ) ) 5. Beenperson om aslutte d plage meg.........ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee | [ [ e [ [Joeeeee []
Om din arbeidssituasjon L 6. Tillate meg & kjenne meg sint pa Noen jeg iKer ........coovvovvveveeveeeeeen., [ o] [evevereeee [ [Joeeeee (]
7. DEIA T GIUPPE . et | [p— [ [— [ [opm— [ [ []
@ Hvor riktig er felgende pastander for deg i din jobb? 8.  Krangle med en annen ParsON .. .....coiiiiiiiiieeiiiiiie e | [——— | [— [ [ — | [E— []
9. Holde meg unna andre folks anliggender ...........ccccooeeviiiininni | Lo o] e[ e
Fullstendig Verken riktig Fullstendig 2 . gg 21 A [F L L L L L
riktig eller galt galt 10. Stette en annen person i forhold til han/hennes mal i livet .................... | [— [ [— [ [oe— [ [EE— []
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 11. Gigave til €N aNNeN PEISON ....vvviiiiieiiiiiiii e | [— [ [— [ [omm— [ [EE— []
1. Jeg faler meg sikker pa hvor stor innflytelse jeg har ..........cc.oooooeeieenn [ ] e e e L ) L 12. Veere trygg pa meg selv nar jeg er sammen med andre mennesker ....... [ ee—— [ [Fem— [ [—— [ [pom— []
2. Deterklare og planlagte malsettinger for jobben min ..........cocooovvovvevvn., HerENE R EE e 13. Sette grenser overfor andre mennesker..: ............................................. | [—— | [— [ [— | [E— []
3. Jeg vet at jeg disponerer iden riktig ........ocovvovvoooeoeoeeeeeeeeeeeeee e, HrENE R R 14. Omgaslandre mennesker pa en selskapelig mate........................... [ [umm— [ [m— [ [—— [ [e— []
4. Jeg vet hva SOM er mitt anSVarsomrade ..........oocovvovvoreeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeo, HENE R R 15. Veere sint pd andre MENNESKET ........coiiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e | [— [ [— [ [ome— [ [EE— []
5. Jeg vet ngyaktig hva SOM fOrVentes av Meg ...........oovovvovverereeerreeeeere. O 0 16. Gledg meg over et annet menneskes lykke S | [e— [ [— [ [omm— [ [ErE— []
6. Det er klare retningslinjer for hva som skal gj@res ..................................... N o 00 O O I o B A I 17. Forplikte meg gverfor en annen person for lang tid fremover """""""" [ o] [ e I [} []
7. Jeg ma gjere ting jeg faler burde vaert gjort annerledes ........................... N e 0 I e L S L O o 18. Tz.a her]syn til mitt eget beste nar en annen person blir krevende ........... [ [ e [ [} []
8. Jeg far arbeidsoppgaver uten nok arbeidskraft til 19. Virkelig bry meg om problemer som andre mennesker har ................... [ [ | [—— [ [m—— [ [— []
3 gIenNNOMIBre deM ... e ENE e 20. La andre mennesker fa vite Nar jeg er Sint .........cccccooevviiiiiiiieeiiiieee [ [emp— |:| ........... D .......... |:| ........... |:|
9. Jeg ma omga regler eller forskrifter for a kunne fullfare 21. Vaere bestemt nar jeg trenger & vaere det .......oocoviiiiiiieiiiiicee [ Jum— [ [m— [ [— [ [e— []
€N OPPGAVE ..ot [ b e e L ) ] 22. Stole p& andre MENNESKETr .............ocooiieieeeeeeeee e -~ [ [ [ ]
10. Jeg samarbeider med to eller flere grupper som jobber 23. Si "Nei" til andre MenNeSKer .......ccoov e D .......... l:, ........... D .......... |:| ........... |:|
pa helt forskjellige MAter ..o D ...... DD ...... D ....... |:| ..... D ..... D 24. Veere aggressiv mot andre mennesker nar situasjonen krever det ......... D __________ l:’ ___________ D __________ I:l ___________ I:l
25. Fgle naerhet til andre ......ccoooiiiiiie e | em— [ e ] [Joreeee []
1 26. Oppleve en fglelse av at jeg elsker en annen person .............cccccoeeeeeen. [ [emm— [ ] [Joreeee []
27. Presentere meg for nye MennNesKer ...........ooovviiviiiiiiiiiiiiee e | [— [ oo [ ] [ Jeeveeeee [] L
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