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Workplace context:

• A large medical facility focussing on long‐term care but also providing 
limited acute family care

• A “French first” bilingual organization
• Almost 3000 workers, most represented by one of 3 different unions
• Just coming out (??) of the pandemic with staff shortages and a wage 
cap

• A large HR department trying hard to be progressive and innovative 
with good support from senior management



Request: quick survey to establish baseline 
psychological health of workers

• Originally considered StressAssess (which contains the Canadian 
selection of COPSOQ scales/questions) but survey was judged to be 
too long (median time: 20 minutes)

• Workplace was considering a 6 question instrument (Stress 
satisfaction scan) that covered influence, rewards, time pressure 
stress symptoms, mental fatigue, recognition and supervisor support

• Asked us if we had something similar

Stress satisfaction scan:
https://www.workplacestrategiesformentalhealth.com/resources/understanding‐the‐stress‐satisfaction‐scan



control

reward

demands/effort

justice & respect?

stress symptoms

support

& anxiety?

https://www.workplacestrategiesformentalhealth.com/resources/understanding‐the‐stress‐satisfaction‐scan



Team & the first draft proposal:

• We pulled together an internal OHCOW team including the CEO, my 
supervisor, an epidemiologist who is a technical lead in OHCOW, 
Leonor Cedillo, a contract OHCOW researcher who has experience 
with COPSOQ, the nurse from the OHCOW clinic (Ottawa) closest to 
the workplace

• We also asked Hanne to join since she was conducting research into 
rationale organizations used to implement pulse surveys – Hanne 
invited Tuija Muhonen a Swedish researcher collaborating with Hanne

• I began by including the 6 Stress satisfaction scan items but aftersome 
discussion within the group we substituted COPSOQ questions for the 
items in the Stress satisfaction scan



Content of 
survey:

“COPSOQ III: Guidelines and questionnaire”
https://www.copsoq‐
network.org/assets/Uploads/COPSOQ‐
network‐guidelines‐an‐questionnaire‐
COPSOQ‐III‐180821.pdf



Workplace Psychosocial Factors

7

Demands at work:
quantitative demands (QD2, QD3) 
work pace (WP1, WP2)
emotional demands (ED1, EDX2, ED3)

Work organization & job content:
influence at work (INX1, IN3)
possibilities for development
(PD1, PD2, PD3)
meaning of work (MW1, MW2)
commitment to the workplace 
(CW2, CWX3)

Interpersonal relationships & leadership:
Predictability (PR1, PR2)
Recognition (RE1, RE3)
role clarity (CL1, CL3)
quality of leadership (QL2, QL3, QL4)
supervisor support (SSX1, SSX2)
colleague support (SCX1, SW1)
role conflicts (CO2, CO3, IT1)

Work‐individual interface:
insecurity over employment/working 
conditions (JI1, JI3, IW1)
job satisfaction (JS4)
work life conflict (WFX1, WF2, WF3)

Offensive behaviours:
sexual harassment (SH); threats of 
violence (TV); physical violence (PV); 
bullying(BU); discrimination; vicarious 
offensive behaviours

Social Capital (workplace values):
vertical trust (TM1, TMX2)
justice & respect (JU1, JU4)

Workplace environment and H&S concerns
thermal comfort
air quality
noise & lighting
ergonomics
dangerous chemicals
biological
radiation
driving
safety
working alone

Symptoms & health:
self‐rated health (GH1)
burnout  (BO1, BO2, BO3, BO4)
sleeping troubles (SL2, SL4)
somatic symptoms (SO1, SO2)
cognitive symptoms (CS2, CS4)
GAD‐2 (anxiety symptom screening)
PHQ‐2 (depression symptom screening)

Workplace culture/climate:
accident investigation orientation
tolerance of behaviours harmful to 
mental health
rating of psychological H&S
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Demands at work:
quantitative demands (QD2, QD3) 
work pace (WP1, WP2)
emotional demands (ED1, EDX2, ED3)

Work organization & job content:
influence at work (INX1, IN3)
possibilities for development
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meaning of work (MW1, MW2)
commitment to the workplace 
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Interpersonal relationships & leadership:
Predictability (PR1, PR2)
Recognition (RE1, RE3)
role clarity (CL1, CL3)
quality of leadership (QL2, QL3, QL4)
supervisor support (SSX1, SSX2)
colleague support (SCX1, SW1)
role conflicts (CO2, CO3, IT1)

Work‐individual interface:
insecurity over employment/working 
conditions (JI1, JI3, IW1)
job satisfaction (JS4)
work life conflict (WFX1, WF2, WF3)

Offensive behaviours:
sexual harassment (SH); threats of 
violence (TV); physical violence (PV); 
bullying(BU); discrimination; vicarious 
offensive behaviours

Social Capital (workplace values):
vertical trust (TM1, TMX2)
justice & respect (JU1, JU4)

Workplace environment and H&S concerns
thermal comfort
air quality
noise & lighting
ergonomics
dangerous chemicals
biological
radiation
driving
safety
working alone

Symptoms & health:
self‐rated health (GH1)
burnout  (BO1, BO2, BO3, BO4)
sleeping troubles (SL2, SL4)
somatic symptoms (SO1, SO2)
cognitive symptoms (CS2, CS4)
GAD‐2 (anxiety symptom screening)
PHQ‐2 (depression symptom screening)

Workplace culture/climate:
accident investigation orientation
tolerance of behaviours harmful to 
mental health
rating of psychological H&S

Quality of 
Work (QW1)

no demographics 
other than dept



Conflict with engagement survey:

• The senior management reviewed the draft survey and indicated about 
half the questions overlapped with a periodic engagement that was to 
be administered later in 2023 – we were asked to remove the 
overlapping questions

• At this point Hanne lost it , upset about the demand for revision. 
However, after considering the options we revised the survey to 
accommodate the request.  

• At this point we were not sure that they would buy into our proposal but 
the HR department, at least, seemed quite eager and seemed to have a 
progressive attitude (after all they came to us with the request )



Workplace environment and H&S concerns
thermal comfort
air quality
noise & lighting
ergonomics
dangerous chemicals
biological
radiation
driving
safety
working alone

Quality of 
Work (QW1)

Workplace Psychosocial Factors

10

Demands at work:
quantitative demands (QD2, QD3) 
work pace (WP1, WP2)
emotional demands (ED1, EDX2, ED3)

Work organization & job content:
influence at work (INX1, IN3)
possibilities for development
(PD1, PD2, PD3)
meaning of work (MW1, MW2)
commitment to the workplace 
(CW2, CWX3)

Interpersonal relationships & leadership:
Predictability (PR1, PR2)
Recognition (RE1, RE3)
role clarity (CL1, CL3)
quality of leadership (QL2, QL3, QL4)
supervisor support (SSX1, SSX2)
colleague support (SCX1, SW1)
role conflicts (CO2, CO3, IT1)

Work‐individual interface:
insecurity over employment/working 
conditions (JI1, JI3, IW1)
job satisfaction (JS4)
work life conflict (WFX1, WF2, WF3)

Offensive behaviours:
sexual harassment (SH); threats of 
violence (TV); physical violence (PV); 
bullying(BU); discrimination; vicarious 
offensive behaviours

Social Capital (workplace values):
vertical trust (TM1, TMX2)
justice & respect (JU1, JU4)

Symptoms & health:
self‐rated health (GH1)
burnout  (BO1, BO2, BO3, BO4)
sleeping troubles (SL2, SL4)
somatic symptoms (SO1, SO2)
cognitive symptoms (CS2, CS4)
GAD‐2 (anxiety symptom screening)
PHQ‐2 (depression symptom screening)

Workplace culture/climate:
accident investigation orientation
tolerance of behaviours harmful to 
mental health
rating of psychological H&S



Quality of 
Work (QW1)
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Demands at work:
quantitative demands (QD2, QD3) 
work pace (WP1, WP2)
emotional demands (ED1, EDX2, ED3)

Work organization & job content:
influence at work (INX1, IN3)
possibilities for development
(PD1, PD2, PD3)
meaning of work (MW1, MW2)
commitment to the workplace 
(CW2, CWX3)

Interpersonal relationships & leadership:
Predictability (PR1, PR2)
Recognition (RE1, RE3)
role clarity (CL1, CL3)
quality of leadership (QL2, QL3, QL4)
supervisor support (SSX1, SSX2)
colleague support (SCX1, SW1)
role conflicts (CO2, CO3, IT1)

Work‐individual interface:
insecurity over employment/working 
conditions (JI1, JI3, IW1)
job satisfaction (JS4)
work life conflict (WFX1, WF2, WF3)

Offensive behaviours:
sexual harassment (SH); threats of 
violence (TV); physical violence (PV); 
bullying(BU); discrimination; vicarious 
offensive behaviours

Social Capital (workplace values):
vertical trust (TM1, TMX2)
justice & respect (JU1, JU4)

Workplace environment and H&S concerns
thermal comfort
air quality
noise & lighting
ergonomics
dangerous chemicals
biological
radiation
driving
safety
working alone

Symptoms & health:
self‐rated health (GH1)
burnout  (BO1, BO2, BO3, BO4)
sleeping troubles (SL2, SL4)
somatic symptoms (SO1, SO2)
cognitive symptoms (CS2, CS4)
GAD‐2 (anxiety symptom screening)
PHQ‐2 (depression symptom screening)

Workplace culture/climate:
accident investigation orientation
tolerance of behaviours harmful to 
mental health
rating of psychological H&S

demographics added:  
dept; 
position; 
gender identity 
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Demands at work:
quantitative demands (QD2, QD3) 
work pace (WP1, WP2)
emotional demands (ED1, EDX2, ED3)

Work organization & job content:
influence at work (INX1, IN3)
possibilities for development
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meaning of work (MW1, MW2)
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Interpersonal relationships & leadership:
Predictability (PR1, PR2)
Recognition (RE1, RE3)
role clarity (CL1, CL3)
quality of leadership (QL2, QL3, QL4)
supervisor support (SSX1, SSX2)
colleague support (SCX1, SW1)
role conflicts (CO2, CO3, IT1)

Work‐individual interface:
insecurity over employment/working 
conditions (JI1, JI3, IW1)
job satisfaction (JS4)
work life conflict (WFX1, WF2, WF3)

Offensive behaviours:
sexual harassment (SH); threats of 
violence (TV); physical violence (PV); 
bullying(BU); discrimination; vicarious 
offensive behaviours

Social Capital (workplace values):
vertical trust (TM1, TMX2)
justice & respect (JU1, JU4)

Workplace environment and H&S concerns
thermal comfort
air quality
noise & lighting
ergonomics
dangerous chemicals
biological
radiation
driving
safety
working alone

Symptoms & health:
self‐rated health (GH1)
burnout  (BO1, BO2, BO3, BO4)
sleeping troubles (SL2, SL4)
somatic symptoms (SO1, SO2)
cognitive symptoms (CS2, CS4)
GAD‐2 (anxiety symptom screening)
PHQ‐2 (depression symptom screening)

Workplace culture/climate:
accident investigation orientation
tolerance of behaviours harmful to 
mental health
rating of psychological H&S

Quality of 
Work (QW1)

demographics added:  
dept; 
position; 
gender identity 



Response rate concerns:
• The workplace had conducted a number of previous HR surveys and 
reported that typically the response rate was ≈17%

• While normally we use a target response rate of 80% (but will accept 
60%), if the response was more than 1000 responses, based on the 
paper by Hedlin we suggested that a 30% response rate would be an 
adequate target (workplace n≈3000)

• Considering the past experience with low response rates, we 
hypothesized that perhaps providing the survey on a single (2‐sided) 
piece of paper might increase the response (assuming busy clinicians 
ignore mass emails)

Dan Hedlin (2020) “Is there a 'safe area' where the nonresponse rate has only a modest effect on bias despite 
non‐ignorable nonresponse?” International Statistical Review 88:642‐657 
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/insr.12359



Paper survey logistics:

• In the end they agreed to distribute paper surveys to the clinical, onsite 
workers, while those working from home or in administrative jobs would 
receive an electronic version (n=606)

• A list of 119 administrative categories were provided and each 
questionnaire contained a number identifying the administrative group, so 
they had to be bundled accordingly

• The target date for distribution was the week of Feb 5/23
• The logistics of printing, stuffing and delivering 2200 paper surveys (each in 
an envelope and also having a bilingual consent statement included) was a 
challenge, but with good co‐operation from everyone (even with the help 
of my partner on a Sunday afternoon/evening) the paper surveys were 
ready for shipping on Monday, Feb 6th however, they did not arrive till the 
end of that week and we distributed the following week



Issues with the French translation:

• Because the paper surveys were not the usual form of 
communication within the organization, the Communications 
Department was not engaged (unintentionally)

• However, once they were asked to distribute an email with the link to 
the electronic version, they raised numerous objections regarding the 
mixing of the two languages and they re‐translated the complete 
survey.  

• After two weeks of wrangling the electronic survey was finally 
launched, thus the target date of rapping up the survey at the end of 
February was abandoned.  



Issues with the paper survey distribution:

• It also turned out that some clinical staff who received a paper 
version, found out about the electronic version and used that instead

• One administrative group was left off the list of 119 groups and so 
spare surveys were collected from other groups and used (messing up 
the distinction between groups) 

• Also some photocopied surveys were received despite providing 10% 
extra surveys for each group

• For the electronic version, the administrative groups were considered 
to long a list to include so 11 departmental categories were provided 
instead – thus the paper groupings had to be mapped onto the 11 
departments



Conditions of survey administration & response:

“COPSOQ III: Guidelines and questionnaire”
https://www.copsoq‐network.org/assets/Uploads/COPSOQ‐network‐guidelines‐an‐questionnaire‐COPSOQ‐III‐180821.pdf



Conditions of survey administration & response:

• We recommended a worker‐management committee to oversee the 
administration and response to the survey

• Management agreed this was the best approach, however, they 
considered this survey more of an exercise in “taking the pulse” of the 
organization which did not (in there opinion) need worker 
participation – a quick check to be used as a baseline for some 
interventions that were planned to begin at the end of February

• While this was not our usually mode of operation, based on 
concurrent Steering Committee discussion and with the 
encouragement of Hanne, we decided to treat this as an experiment



Final response rates:

• Due to the issue of workers who were intended to fill out paper surveys 
actually accessing the electronic version it is difficult to calculate reliable 
response rates for the two groups

• It appears our paper survey hypothesis was not supported, however, it 
could be confounded by disparate response rates between the 
clinical/administrative job distinction

Survey administration 
method:

Workers available 
to participate

Completed 
surveys 

Response rate

electronic (intended) 606 212 35*%
paper 2201 417 19*%

total: 2807 629 22.4%



Results – Comparison with reference populations:

reference 
scores workplace 

job satisfaction 70 66

predictability 61 68

role conflicts 43 38

work quality 68 61

work_life imbalance 51 45

double presence 38 29
burnout score 49 53

physical violence 9.5% 25.1%



Results – demographics: inferred language

• Obviously, language could not 
be determined from the 
bilingual paper surveys, 
although the language used to 
provide comments could be 
used to infer which language 
(57% had comments)

• However, for the electronic 
surveys (45% had comments), 
25% of the French surveys with 
comments had English 
comments (none of the English 
surveys had French comments)



Results – demographics: 
inferred language

• Those who inferred language 
was French generally had 
“better” scores

all Fr
an

ça
ise

En
gl
ish

n= 629 73 377
Comment ça va 64 65 62
job satisfaction 66 68 63
predictability 68 70 65
role conflicts 38 41 41
work quality 61 62 58

work‐life conflict 45 45 48
double presence 29 27 32

GAD2 score 2.2 2.2 2.4
burnout score 53 51 56

IPAC protection 85 89 84
physical violence 20.1% 19.2% 20.6%

PH&S rating 65 63 62



Results – demographics: gender identity

• As expected in long‐term 
health care facilities, there 
was a predominantly female 
gendered identity population



Results – demographics: 
gender identity

• Those identifying as a 
man generally had 
“better” scores

• Those whose gender 
identity was not listed 
and/or those who 
preferred not to respond 
very obviously had the 
“worst” scores

all fe
m
m
e

ho
m
m
e

no
n 
lis
té
 o
u 
bl
an

c

n= 629 464 130 35
Comment ça va 64 64 68 52
job satisfaction 66 65 70 51
predictability 68 67 71 65
role conflicts 38 37 40 48
work quality 61 61 65 49

work‐life conflict 45 44 43 68
double presence 29 29 27 36

GAD2 score 2.2 2.3 1.7 3.2
burnout score 53 54 47 66

IPAC protection 85 84 91 76
physical violence 20.1% 19.3% 16.9% 42.4%

PH&S rating 65 64 70 57



Results – demographics: seniority
• Due to staffing shortages, almost 20% of the respondents had less 
than 1 year seniority bias in responding?



Results – demographics: 
seniority

all 0 
à 
6 
m
oi
s

6 
à 
12

 m
oi
s

1 
à 
5 
an

s

5 
à 
10

 a
ns

10
 à
 2
0 
an

s

20
 a
ns
 e
t p

lu
s

n= 629 66 51 191 116 112 84
Comment ça va 64 70 71 64 61 58 70
job satisfaction 66 73 75 68 59 61 66
predictability 68 71 70 67 66 66 71
role conflicts 38 27 30 38 46 43 35
work quality 61 69 71 64 53 56 62

work‐life conflict 45 32 37 44 49 55 47
double presence 29 23 28 28 33 34 25

GAD‐2 score 2.2 1.6 1.9 2.1 2.4 2.6 2.2
burnout score 53 42 48 53 57 58 52

IPAC protection 85 87 85 86 82 84 89
physical violence 20.1% 6.1% 19.6% 20.5% 26.3% 22.3% 19.0%

PH&S rating 65 80 76 63 60 62 61



Results – type of position:

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
frequency

full time part‐time casual bias in responding?



Results – type of position:
all pl

ei
n 
te
m
ps
 

te
m
ps
 p
ar
tie

l 

oc
ca
sio

nn
el

n= 629 448 103 41
Comment ça va 64 63 69 70
job satisfaction 66 65 69 72
predictability 68 68 66 74
role conflicts 38 39 39 23
work quality 61 60 63 68

work‐life conflict 45 46 43 31
double presence 29 30 23 24

GAD‐2 score 2.2 2.3 1.9 1.6
burnout score 53 54 50 43

IPAC protection 85 86 85 90
physical violence 20.1% 19.5% 24.3% 7.5%

PH&S rating 65 66 64 70

• Interestingly, those who had 
casual work positions 
generally had “better” scores



Results – « Comment ça va ? » 

• This question was specifically constructed for this survey (i.e., no 
prior data to compare with).  The idea behind the question was to 
ask how things are going in an informal, colloquial manner as one 
might do when encountering an acquaintance. 



Results – « Comment ça va ? » 

best

middle

worst

non‐responders



The format of this question was quite different 
than all the other questions and thus may have 
been perceived as a kind of icon/picture for the 
survey (not intended to be answered) rather 
than an actual question?

electronic response:  100%
paper response: 62%



1. Obviously, the no‐
response group were 
most like the 
“middle” group

2. Notice the highly 
correlated variables!

Results – « Comment ça va ? » 
all be

st

m
id
dl
e

w
or
st

no
 re

sp
on

se

n= 629 172 222 76 159
Comment ça va 64 85 61 25 n/a
job satisfaction 66 82 64 37 63
predictability 68 80 65 48 67
role conflicts 38 22 41 64 39
work quality 61 75 58 40 60

work‐life conflict 45 21 51 79 47
double presence 29 19 32 46 28

GAD‐2 score 2.2 1.0 2.4 4.2 2.3
burnout score 53 32 58 82 54

IPAC protection 85 90 88 80 78
physical violence 20.1% 10.5% 17.2% 38.4% 26.1%

PH&S rating 65 83 62 35 64



Results –
« Comment ça va ? » 

Comment 
ça va

work quality 0.28
predictability 0.26
role conflicts ‐0.20

need to be at home & work at same time ‐0.12
IPAC protection

physical violence
male:female 0.18

not listed & no response: female ‐1.12
Bruyère seniority

position type
language

r2(adjusted) 41.6%
department effect from mixed model 0.00%



Results – Job Satisfaction (JS4)



Results – Job 
Satisfaction (JS4)

Job 
satisfaction

work quality 0.37
predictability 0.32
role conflicts ‐0.14

need to be at home & work at same time ‐0.07
IPAC protection

physical violence
male:female

not listed & no response: female
Bruyère seniority

position type
language

r2(adjusted) 48.0%
department effect from mixed model 0.50%



Results – Predictability (PR2)

average score: 68
Canadian average: 61

difference: 6.8
t-test probability 0.000000



average score: 38
Canadian average: 43

difference: -4.6
t-test probability 0.000537

Results – Role Conflicts (CO2)



average score: 61
Swedish average: 68

difference: -7.3
t-test probability 0.000000

Results – Quality of Work (QW1)



average score: 29
Canadian average: 38

difference: -9.4
t-test probability 0.000000

Results – Double Presence (WFX1)



average score: 45
Canadian average: 51

difference: -5.2
t-test probability 0.000315

Results – Work‐Life Conflict (WF2)



Work‐life 
imbalance

work quality ‐0.27
predictability ‐0.11
role conflicts 0.25

need to be at home & work at same time 0.17
IPAC protection

physical violence 0.10
male:female

not listed & no response: female
Bruyère seniority 0.09

position type
language

r2(adjusted) 40.4%
department effect from mixed model 0.19%

Results – Work‐Life 
Conflict (WF2)



Results – Burnout Symptoms (BO1, BO2)

Survey Questions:
How often have you felt worn out?
How often have you been emotionally exhausted?

average score: 53
Canadian average: 49

difference: 3.8
t-test probability 0.001382



Burnout 
score

work quality ‐0.31
predictability ‐0.16
role conflicts 0.17

need to be at home & work at same time 0.20
IPAC protection

physical violence
male:female ‐0.19

not listed & no response: female 0.30
Bruyère seniority

position type
language

r2(adjusted) 39.0%
department effect from mixed model 0.00%

Results – Burnout 
Symptoms (BO1, BO2)



Results – Physical Violence (PV)

count frequency
No 498 79.9%

Yes, a few times 80 12.8%
Yes, monthly 10 1.6%
Yes, weekly 19 3.0%

Yes, daily 16 2.6%

20.1%



Breakdown by departments:

all de
pt
1

de
pt
2

de
pt
3

de
pt
4

de
pt
5

de
pt
6

de
pt
7

de
pt
8

de
pt
9

de
pt
1 0

de
pt
11

n= 629 75 147 174 119 0 18 46 7 19 17 7
Comment ça va 64 71 60 60 67 72 70 52 62 64 56
job satisfaction 66 73 63 62 65 79 71 64 70 73 50
predictability 68 74 65 63 70 76 71 68 74 66 57
role conflicts 38 29 43 43 35 36 33 36 30 41 43
work quality 61 72 54 57 64 68 63 68 67 66 61

work_life imbalance 45 30 51 52 43 36 39 46 35 40 54
double presence 29 32 25 35 24 28 30 39 24 16 36

GAD2 score 2.2 1.8 2.3 2.5 1.9 1.7 2.0 3.4 2.4 2.4 2.7
burnout score 53 44 57 59 47 54 46 61 53 49 54

IPAC protection 85 94 79 84 87 91 93 76 93 71 81
physical violence 20.1% 2.7% 26.0% 37.2% 9.4% 5.6% 2.2% 14.3% 0.0% 35.3% 14.3%

PH&S rating 65 75 58 58 71 76 77 71 81 65 48



Results – Feeling protected against infection

12.2%



How would you rate the psychological health & 
safety climate in your workplace?

22.1% (CDN ave: 17.9%)

63.8% (CDN ave: 74.5%)



PH&S   
rating

work quality 0.31
predictability 0.30
role conflicts ‐0.18

need to be at home & work at same time
IPAC protection 0.12

physical violence
male:female

not listed & no response: female
Bruyère seniority ‐0.10

position type
language

r2(adjusted) 48.5%
department effect from mixed model 1.54%

Results –
Psychological H&S 
Climate Rating



Results – GAD‐2 
anxiety symptom 
screening

33.3%

• In our EKOS 2023 survey 
28.0% screened positive 
(moderate & severe 
combined) and 10.5%
screened in the severe 
category



https://www.canada.ca/en/public‐health/services/publications/diseases‐conditions/cycle‐2‐symptoms‐anxiety‐depression‐covid‐19‐pandemic.html

(GAD‐7)

50

this workplace 
33%



Results – GAD‐2 
anxiety symptom 
screening

GAD‐2   
score

work quality ‐0.32
predictability ‐0.17
role conflicts 0.13

need to be at home & work at same time 0.13
IPAC protection

physical violence
male:female ‐0.22

not listed & no response: female 0.88
Bruyère seniority

position type
language

r2(adjusted) 33.7%
department effect from mixed model 0.28%



Results – Multiple‐variable regression models:
Comment 

ça va
PH&S   
rating

Job 
satisfaction

Work‐life 
imbalance

Burnout 
score

GAD‐2   
score

work quality 0.28 0.31 0.37 ‐0.27 ‐0.31 ‐0.32
predictability 0.26 0.30 0.32 ‐0.11 ‐0.16 ‐0.17
role conflicts ‐0.20 ‐0.18 ‐0.14 0.25 0.17 0.13

need to be at home & work at same time ‐0.12 ‐0.07 0.17 0.20 0.13
IPAC protection 0.12

physical violence 0.10
male:female 0.18 ‐0.19 ‐0.22

not listed & no response: female ‐1.12 0.30 0.88
Bruyère seniority ‐0.10 0.09

position type
language

r2(adjusted) 41.6% 48.5% 48.0% 40.4% 39.0% 33.7%
department effect from mixed model (ICC) 0.00% 1.54% 0.50% 0.19% 0.00% 0.28%



Spearman correlation matrix

Comment ça va +1.00
job satisfaction +0.63 +1.00

PH&S rating ‐0.63 ‐0.54 +1.00
work-life imbalance ‐0.68 ‐0.54 +0.73 +1.00

burnout score ‐0.65 ‐0.50 +0.59 +0.69 +1.00
GAD-2 score +0.52 +0.55 ‐0.41 ‐0.44 ‐0.39 +1.00
predictability ‐0.47 ‐0.45 +0.49 +0.43 +0.38 ‐0.38 +1.00
role conflicts +0.53 +0.57 ‐0.52 ‐0.53 ‐0.49 +0.46 ‐0.47 +1.00
work quality ‐0.24 ‐0.24 +0.28 +0.26 +0.23 ‐0.25 +0.26 ‐0.19 +1.00

physical violence +0.18 +0.26 ‐0.19 ‐0.24 ‐0.20 +0.26 ‐0.22 +0.30 ‐0.25 +1.00
IPAC protection ‐0.32 ‐0.27 +0.37 +0.39 +0.31 ‐0.23 +0.28 ‐0.27 +0.16 ‐0.17 +1.00

double presence ‐0.05 ‐0.13 +0.16 +0.11 +0.10 ‐0.02 +0.11 ‐0.16 +0.07 +0.01 +0.05 +1.00
seniority +0.11 +0.06 ‐0.09 ‐0.09 ‐0.13 ‐0.00 ‐0.07 +0.06 ‐0.01 ‐0.03 ‐0.11 ‐0.16 +1.00

position type +0.07 +0.09 ‐0.02 ‐0.10 ‐0.10 +0.08 +0.04 +0.08 ‐0.01 +0.11 ‐0.03 ‐0.04 +0.01 +1.00
gender identity ‐0.17 ‐0.20 +0.20 +0.20 +0.22 ‐0.21 +0.19 ‐0.23 +0.19 ‐0.11 +0.10 +0.08 ‐0.05 ‐0.02 +1.00

Comment 
ça va

job 
satisfaction

PH&S 
rating

work-life 
imbalance

burnout 
score

GAD-2 
score predictability

role 
conflicts

work 
quality

physical 
violence

IPAC 
protection

double 
presence seniority

position 
type

gender 
identity



Spearman correlation matrix

predictability ‐0.47 ‐0.45 +0.49 +0.43 +0.38 ‐0.38
role conflicts +0.53 +0.57 ‐0.52 ‐0.53 ‐0.49 +0.46
work quality ‐0.24 ‐0.24 +0.28 +0.26 +0.23 ‐0.25

physical violence +0.18 +0.26 ‐0.19 ‐0.24 ‐0.20 +0.26
IPAC protection ‐0.32 ‐0.27 +0.37 +0.39 +0.31 ‐0.23

double presence ‐0.05 ‐0.13 +0.16 +0.11 +0.10 ‐0.02
seniority +0.11 +0.06 ‐0.09 ‐0.09 ‐0.13 ‐0.00

position type +0.07 +0.09 ‐0.02 ‐0.10 ‐0.10 +0.08
gender identity ‐0.17 ‐0.20 +0.20 +0.20 +0.22 ‐0.21

Comment 
ça va

job 
satisfaction

PH&S 
rating

work-life 
imbalance

burnout 
score

GAD-2 
score



Suggestions/comments:

1. Provide more staffing resources
2. Increase wages
3. Allow for more time off
4. More and better equipment
5. Improve teamwork
6. Provide mental health supports
7. Appreciation, recognition & respect
8. Improved communication/transparency
9. Positive feedback



Suggestions/comments:
all co

m
m
en

ts

no
 co

m
m
en

ts

n= 629 335 294
Comment ça va 64 60 68
job satisfaction 66 61 71
predictability 68 63 73
role conflicts 38 44 32
work quality 61 56 67

work‐life conflict 45 52 38
double presence 29 32 26

GAD2 score 2.2 2.6 1.8
burnout score 53 58 47

IPAC protection 85 82 89
physical violence 20.1% 26.9% 12.3%

PH&S rating 65 57 74

supports what the psychologists tell us: 
“negative comments are more 

frequent than positive comments”



So, what do we really have after all this effort?:

1. Predictability better than average (expected), work‐life 
imbalance/double presence better than average (not expected) 

2. Outcome scales (job satisfaction, burnout) look a bit worse than average 
(expected)

3. Physical violence is a prevalent issue (expected)
4. Quality of work scale has the strongest associations (new item for us)
5. Some departments have more problems than others (expected but 

needs further internal analysis by workplace)
6. Suggestions say it all (but seem out of touch with interpretation based on 

external reference population, c.f., work‐life balance)


