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Cross-Cultural Adaptation, from Dutch to Swedish Language,  

of the Individual Work Performance Questionnaire  

  

BACKGROUND: There is a need for a short, self-rated, validated and reliable instrument for 

individual work performance suitable for generic use in the Swedish work and organizational 

context. The Individual Work Performance Questionnaire (IWPQ), comprising originally 47 

items, was initially developed in the Netherlands, based on a four-dimensional conceptual 

framework, in which individual work performance consisted of task performance, contextual 

performance, adaptive performance, and counterproductive work behavior. During the 

development process, IWPQ was shortened to 18 items with three scales formally labeled as 

Task performance, Contextual performance, and Counterproductive work behavior (CWB), 

capturing three work performance types. The current version of the IWPQ, consisting of 18 

items and three scales, was then translated as well as cross-culturally adapted to American-

English and Indonesian contexts.  

OBJECTIVES: To translate and adapt the current IWPQ version, consisting of 18 items, 

from the Dutch to the Swedish context, to assess its content validity through cognitive 

interviews, to apply it to a pilot group to present descriptive statistics, to calculate the 

questionnaire’s internal consistency, as well as to clarify whether the translated items capture 

three or four performance types.  

METHODS: The Dutch version of the IWPQ, consisting of 18 items, was translated into 

Swedish. A six-stage translation and adaptation process was used: forward translation, 

synthesis, back translation, harmonization, cognitive interviews, revision, and sampling and 

analyses of pilot data for 206 managers (149 women) from five Swedish municipalities.  

RESULTS: IWPQ instructions, wording of a few items and one response form were slightly 

modified. The pilot testing showed Cronbach’s alphas similar to the Dutch version of the 
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IWPQ, ranging between .73 and .82, good mean-inter-item correlations (all above .36). In 

deciding how many factors to retain, we employed both parallel analysis (PA), and Velicer’s 

minimum average partial (MAP) test. The number of factors to retain was, as indicated by 

PA, four, and by MAP, three or four. Exploratory factor analysis (principal axis factoring) 

revealed clearly separate factors, corresponding to four, rather than three, performance types. 

A new factor, roughly representing adaptive performance, comprised in the original, longer 

version of the IWPQ, emerged. 

CONCLUSIONS: The Swedish version of the IWPQ was successfully translated and adapted 

in a pilot group of managers. Before it is used, it should be validated in a larger group of 

managers and in more heterogeneous groups of both white- and blue-collar workers. 

 

Keywords: task performance, contextual performance, adaptive performance, 

counterproductive work behavior, parallel analysis, MAP test, Swedish version of the IWPQ 

 

1. Introduction 

Individual work performance is an important outcome measure in both business and 

research. It can be defined as “behaviors or actions that are relevant to the goals of the 

organization” [1, p. 704]. Individual work performance consists of three broad dimensions: 

task performance, contextual performance, and counterproductive work behavior [e.g., 2, 3, 

4]. The first dimension, task performance, has traditionally received most attention, and can 

be defined as “the proficiency with which individuals perform the core substantive or 

technical tasks central to their job” [1, pp. 708-709]. Task performance comprises completion 

of core job tasks as well as achievements expected of all employees, such as work quantity, 

work quality, job knowledge, and job skills [4]. The second dimension of individual work 

performance is contextual performance, defined as “behaviors that support the organizational, 
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social and psychological environment in which the technical core must function” [5, p. 73]. 

Contextual performance comprises all forms of extra tasks or initiatives that are outside the 

job description. Other labels for this work performance are, for example, extra-role 

performance and organizational citizenship behavior [4]. The third dimension of individual 

work performance is counterproductive work behavior (CWB), defined as “behavior that 

harms the well-being of the organization” [3, p. 69]. CWB comprises behaviors such as not 

attending work or attending work while ill, being late for work, engaging in off-task behavior, 

theft, sabotage, and substance use while working. 

In addition, a systematic review of conceptual frameworks of individual work 

performance [4] identified adaptive performance, which is expressed through both behaviors 

and the capacity to cope with change. Adaptive performance comprises creative solving of 

problems, taking responsibility with uncertain or unpredictable work situations, as well as 

learning new tasks, technologies, and procedures. It also comprises an adaptation to different 

co-workers, cultures, and physical surroundings. Some authors treat adaptive performance as 

a separate dimension of individual work performance, while others include it in contextual 

performance.   

The Individual Work Performance Questionnaire (IWPQ) was developed in the 

Netherlands to measure task performance, contextual performance, and counterproductive 

behavior at work [6, 7]. However, an early phase of this development, focusing on the 

identification and selection of indicators of individual work performance, included also 

adaptive performance as a separate dimension [8, Figure 2]. This dimension was also a part of 

the longer version of the IWPQ, consisting of 47 items [6], but during the development 

process, some items capturing adaptive performance were included in the scale measuring 

contextual performance.  
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The advantages of the IWPQ are that it incorporates all relevant dimensions of individual 

work performance into one questionnaire, that it is suitable for workers in all types of jobs 

(generically applicable), and that it is short (18 items) and easy to administer in various 

research and assessment situations. The current version of the IWPQ has shown acceptable 

construct validity [9]. It has shown acceptable (>.70) to good (>.80) psychometric properties 

in the Netherlands [6, 7] as well as in other organizational cultures, such as in the U.S. [10], in 

Argentina [11], and in Indonesia [12]. This makes it a useful instrument to assess the 

relationship of variables such as job satisfaction, job crafting and leadership style with 

individual work performance, and to assess the effectiveness of organizational interventions, 

procedures and strategies to maintain, improve, or optimize individual work performance. For 

example, the IWPQ has been used to examine the effectiveness of a worksite social and 

physical environmental interventions [13, and to examine the impact of a workplace health 

promotion program on work performance [14. During the last years, all three scales of the 

IWPQ or only one of the scales (e.g. the Task performance scale or CWB), have frequently 

been used to assess individual work performance in different settings [e.g. 15-18].  

In the Swedish organizational research context, there is a need for a self-rated validated 

and reliable general instrument for work performance. A search was done in Scopus on the 

keyword “Work performance” combined with “Sweden,” and found 60 documents. An 

analysis of these documents resulted in the conclusion that there are currently no suitable self-

rated measures of individual work performance in Sweden. Commonly used instruments were 

interviews, single-question measures, or measures that assess other, but similar, constructs 

(e.g. satisfaction with work-performance, work ability). Only two valid and reliable measures 

of work performance were used: The Assessment of Work Performance (AWP) [19-21], and 

WHO Health and Work Performance Questionnaire (HPQ) [22]. AWP is, however, not a self-

rated measure; it must be rated by occupational therapists. In Sweden, AWP is widely used 
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mainly in a variety of work rehabilitation settings [23] to assess the employees’ observable 

working skills in three different areas: motor skills, process skills, and communication and 

interaction skills. HPQ is a self-report instrument designed to estimate the workplace costs of 

health problems in terms of reduced job performance, absence due to illness, and work-related 

accidents-injuries. HPQ has been criticized due to discrepancies in the interpretation of HPQ 

between countries [24].  

The IWPQ has been cross-culturally adapted and validated in the American-English 

context [10], and translated and adapted to a culturally different context, in Indonesia [12]. To 

translate an already adapted, American-English version of the IWPQ form into a Swedish 

format was an uncertain task. Therefore, it was decided to use the Dutch version, published in 

the Instructional Manual of the IWPQ scale [25, pp. 16-18], for the translation into Swedish. 

American English labels of the IWPQ items, cited in this article, are taken from the same 

manual [25, pp. 19-21].  

The objectives of the present study were to translate and adapt the IWPQ from the Dutch 

to the Swedish context, to assess its content validity through cognitive interviews, to apply it 

to a pilot group of managers in order to present descriptive statistics, to assess the 

questionnaire’s internal consistency, as well as to clarify whether the translated items capture 

three or four performance types. 

 

2. Methods 

2.1. The Individual Work Performance Questionnaire 

The Individual Work Performance Questionnaire (IWPQ) [25] consists of 18 items, 

divided into three scales: task performance, contextual performance, and counterproductive 

work behavior. All items have a recall period of 3 months and a 5-point rating scale 

(“seldom” to “always” for task and contextual performance, “never” to “often” for 
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counterproductive work behavior). In this Swedish version, we have changed the middle 

response category from “Regularly” to “Quite often,” because in our opinion, the response 

“regularly” did not seem to be well distinguishable from the nearest response categories 

(“Sometimes” and “Often”), and because the response category “Regularly” has been 

criticized [10]. The score for each IWPQ scale is the mean of all score items comprised in the 

scale. Hence, the IWPQ yields three scale scores that range between 0 and 4, with higher 

scores reflecting higher task or contextual performance, or higher counterproductive work 

behavior. 

 

2.2. The cross-cultural adaptation process 

A six-stage translation and adaptation process was used to adapt the IWPQ from Dutch to 

Swedish: forward translation by two different translation agencies, synthesis, back translation, 

cognitive interviews, revisions, and pilot data sampling.  

 

2.2.1. Forward translation 

The forward translation of the IWPQ instructions, items, and categories of response, was 

performed by two independent translation agencies. All translators were translators officially 

certified by the Swedish public agency Kammarkollegiet. Both translators were bilingual, 

with Swedish as their native language. Each translator wrote a report on the translation, 

containing challenging phrases and uncertainties, and considerations regarding their decisions.  

 

2.2.2. Synthesis 

The results of both translations were compared by three researchers and difficult issues 

were discussed until consensus among the researchers was reached. Examples of difficulties 

included Dutch expressions that are rarely used in the Swedish language, or expressions that 
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are considered too formal or harsh in the Swedish context. The search for exact words also 

included going back to the papers describing the theories behind the development of the 

IWPQ to ensure that the theoretical constructs were not altered. Discrepancies between the 

Dutch and translated versions were identified and discussed. Also, semantic, idiomatic, 

experiential and conceptual equivalences were evaluated. Again, a written report documented 

the consensus process, the discrepancies, and how the discrepancies were resolved.  

 

2.2.3. Back translation 

The common Swedish questionnaire was then back-translated into Dutch by two other 

independent translators. Both translators were bilingual, with Dutch as their native language 

and certified by Kammarkollegiet. Each translator wrote a report on the translation, 

containing challenging phrases and uncertainties, and considerations for their decisions. The 

results of these two translations were compared by three researchers. The two translations 

from Swedish to Dutch were found to be very similar to each other and to the Dutch version 

of the IWPQ.  

 

2.2.4. Harmonization 

The Swedish version was then scrutinized by the first and second authors, and an 

independent third researcher to check for discrepancies, typos, grammatical and content 

issues. The translation was also formatted in a way to match exactly the Dutch language 

version. One important discussion concerned response options and several alternatives were 

considered until consensus was reached. The consensus decision was to accept the pre-final 

Swedish translation of the IWPQ.  
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2.2.5. Cognitive interviews 

The pre-final Swedish version of the IWPQ was then tested on five participants that had 

no previous knowledge of the IWPQ or the translation process. The IWPQ was assessed for 

comprehensibility and each participant was asked by the investigating leader, the second 

author, to complete the translated IWPQ. Thereafter the respondents were asked if they had 

understood each of the questions, response options, instructions, and introduction to the 

IWPQ. In addition, they were asked to describe in their own words what the questions and 

response alternatives meant to them and suggest alternative wording and phrasing for any 

questions or response options that were difficult to understand. Testing the questionnaire’s 

usability, the results indicated that all five participants understood the meaning and content of 

the introduction, instructions, questions, and response options in accordance with the 

researchers’ intentions. The participants found the questionnaire easy to fill in and the amount 

of time to fill in very reasonable, not more than ten minutes. The layout, introduction, 

instructions and response alternatives were seen as clear and straightforward by the 

participants. Although the participants in the test understood the questions, they all 

commented and reflected on the questions and the IWPQ questionnaire itself and shared their 

own experiences. The questions were perceived as interesting and important and stimulated 

discussion and self-reflection. Some of the phrasing of individual questions and some words 

were interpreted as a bit formal. Alternative wordings were offered by all participants. The 

interviews were summarized by the second author, and shared with the research group.  

 

2.2.6. Revision 

Based on the cognitive debriefing three (17%) out of 18 items were subject to alterations. 

In one item (Item 3, “I was able to set priorities”), the wording was perceived as too complex 

and difficult to answer. In two items (Item 8, “I worked on keeping my job-related knowledge 
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up-to-date”, and Item 9, “I worked on keeping my work skills up-to-date”) the respondents 

had difficulties understanding the difference between job knowledge and job skills, 

respectively. Wording changes to clarify the questions were made after consideration and 

discussion in the research group.  

 

2.3. The procedure and the participants in the pilot testing  

The resulting version of the questionnaire (Appendix) was administered to a group of 

persons in managerial positions. The project leader, the first author, contacted HR-managers 

from 6 out of 14 municipalities in the Western Swedish region named “Fyrbodal,” and asked 

them if persons in managerial positions from their organizations were interested in 

participating in the current study, a part of the project “Det medmänskliga ledarskapet” 

[Human/Charitable Leadership]. Only organizations that had not collaborated with the project 

leader in the past were asked to participate. In addition, an organizational psychologist and 

practitioner asked HR-managers from her contacts, and from one private organization in a 

municipality close to Stockholm, to participate. This organization is one of the leading private 

organizations in the Nordic countries, focusing on assistance, service, rehabilitation, care, and 

care activities, including consulting activities and training.  

The HR-managers presented the plans for the study on the managers’ meetings, and 

obtained permission from the heads of the organizations to share their mailing lists with the 

first author. This was the only feasible way to distribute the invitation to participate in this 

study. 

The first author sent the invitation to potential participants along with a description of the 

project, an explanation of the ethics, and a link to the web-questionnaire. All data were 

collected using the free Internet Google Form software during a period of about four weeks in 

the autumn of 2017. A total of 206 managers participated. The response rate from the 
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organizations was satisfactory (65-81%). Table 1 presents characteristics of the participants, 

and results from statistical comparisons.  

-------------------- 

Table 1 here 

-------------------- 

Table 1 shows that the participating men worked more frequently in higher managerial 

positions than the women (Chi-squared = 9.70). Also, more managers were identified as 

middle managers in the municipalities compared with the private organization (Chi-squared = 

16.14), possibly due to differences in their organizational structures. Managers in the private 

organization were also significantly younger (t = 4.40, df = 199); this effect was large, d = .67. 

 

2.3.1. Ethical statement 

Before data collection, all participants were informed about the aims of the study and the 

rules for participation, in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki (informed consent and 

the right to information, protection of personal data and confidentiality guarantees, non-

discrimination, without remuneration, and the right to withdraw from the study). They were 

told that participation in the pilot was voluntary and that the individual responses would be 

treated in confidence and anonymized. Only results on a group level would be presented. 

According to Swedish law, an anonymous study like this one, not using personal data of racial 

or ethnic origin, political opinions, religious or philosophical beliefs, or trade union 

membership, or data concerning a person’s sex life or sexual orientation, does not require the 

approval of an ethics committee.  
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3. Results  

The inspection of box plots did not identify any significant outliers. Table 2 presents 

descriptive statistics of the IWPQ items, while Table 3 presents descriptive statistics of the 

IWPQ scales. Internal consistency of the IWPQ scales was determined using Cronbach’s 

alpha [26]. Item-to-scale correlations were calculated to evaluate the fit of the item within the 

scale. Furthermore, scale scores were examined for floor or ceiling effects (> 15% at the 

extreme values [27]). Statistical analyses of the data were carried out using SPSS 25.  

-------------------- 

Table 2 here 

-------------------- 

None of the task performance or contextual performance items, but four of the five 

counterproductive work behavior items showed floor effects (> 15% in the lowest response 

category). These effects were larger when compared to the American-English version [10] on 

Item 14 only (“I complained about minor work-related issues at work”); 76% of Swedish 

participants chose the response alternative “never,” in contrast to 10% of U.S. participants. On 

this item, 33% of the Dutch participants chose the response option “never” (see [7], Table 2, 

p. 132). Floor effects on the remaining items from the CWB scale were much lower (7 points) 

than in the U.S. group.  

Most of the task performance and contextual performance items showed ceiling effects (> 

15% in the highest response category, “always”). These effects were much smaller than in the 

American English version, and a little smaller than in the Dutch version. For example, 23% of 

the participants in the Swedish group chose the response “always” on item 2 (“I kept in mind 

the work result I needed to achieve”) compared to 34% of the Dutch participants and 50% of 

U.S. participants. This may indicate that the Swedish version was much easier to answer on 

lower response levels, but it may also mean that these differences are due to the group 
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differences or to cultural differences in the three countries. The corrected item-to-scale 

correlations were all sufficiently high, ranging between .40 and .69. (The Argentinian version 

reported larger values, .59-84.) None of the items in the Swedish version lowered the value of 

Cronbach’s alpha if an item was deleted. Considering the cross-cultural adaptation, and the 

comments provided by the participants during the cognitive interviews, the content validity of 

the Swedish version of the IWPQ was judged to be satisfactory.  

-------------------- 

Table 3 here 

-------------------- 

Table 3 shows descriptive statistics of the Swedish version. The results were comparable 

with those in the Netherlands (see the manual [25], p. 14) and in the U.S [10, p. 616], 

although the mean scale score for the contextual performance scale was higher than in the 

Netherlands (2.91 in Sweden, versus 2.31 in the Netherlands), but almost identical to the 

American-English score (2.90). There were no ceiling or floor effects on the scale level, a 

result which contrasts with the American English version that showed 5% ceiling-effects on 

Task performance and Contextual performance scales, and a 5% floor-effect on the CBW 

scale. 

Based on our results, it may be concluded that the psychometric properties of the Swedish 

version of the IWPQ, applied to a pilot group of persons in managerial positions, was 

satisfactory, and we have therefore accepted this Swedish version of the questionnaire as the 

final one.   
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2.4. An attempt to clarify whether the translated items capture three or four performance 

types 

To clarify whether the translated items capture three or four performance types, rather 

than to validate the instrument, exploratory factor analyses of the IWPQ were conducted, 

using SPSS, version 25. Because 206 cases were included, we could satisfy a stringent rule of 

thumb for the number of cases in factor analysis, the “Rule of 200” [28]. The Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin’s measure of adequacy (KMO) [29], was .79.  

To determine how many factors to retain, we employed both parallel analysis (PA) [30- 

32] and Velicer’s minimum average partial (MAP) test [33]. In PA, “the focus is on the 

number of components that account for more variance than the components derived from 

random data,” while in the MAP test, “the focus is relative amounts of systematic and 

unsystematic variance remaining in a correlation matrix after extractions of increasing 

numbers of components” [33, p. 396]. For PA, R [34] syntax for PA by Reise, Waller, and 

Comrey [31, p. 291, modified for the 5-step scale with the syntax of Hayton, Allen, and 

Scarpello [32], was used. For the MAP test, the syntax of O’Connor [33, Appendix A], was 

used. In Table 4 we present the first 10 actual eigenvalues from the initial principal 

component analysis of our data, as well as the average and the 95th percentile of the random 

eigenvalues. The first four actual eigenvalues were greater, while the fifth was smaller (see 

Table 4), than the random ones (average as well as 95th percentile). Thus, the number of 

factors to retain, as indicated by PA, was four.  

-------------------- 

Table 4 here 

-------------------- 

In addition, the MAP test was employed [33]. The number of factors to retain, indicated 

by the MAP test, was three, according to the revised MAP test [33], and four, according to the 
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original MAP test [35]. As the MAP test gave nondecisive results, other, commonly used 

methods assisted the final decision. Though somewhat ambiguous, the scree plot indicated 

four factors rather than tree. A principal axis factoring (PAF) was conducted, using oblique 

(Direct Oblimin) rotation. It was decided to keep this kind of rotation, as there was at least 

one factor correlation of more than .32 (a 10% overlap in variance); this was the case for the 

three- as well as the four-factor solutions. The three-factor solution was theoretically hard to 

interpret: Three items, which theoretically belong to the concept of contextual work 

performance, loaded on a factor that would theoretically only have loadings for task 

performance items. We therefore finally chose the four-factor solution as the one that best 

suited the data, and interpreted the factors as representing different types of individual work 

performance (Table 5). 

-------------------- 

Table 5 here 

-------------------- 

Table 5 shows the four oblimin rotated factors, with a cumulative variance of 46.74%. 

Each of the two factors, Factor 2 (CWB), and Factor 4 (Task performance), captured exactly 

the same five items that are comprised in two of the scales of the translated version of the 

IWPQ (see the Manual, [25]), consisting of totally 18 items and three scales, while Factor 1 

captured five of the eight items comprised in the translated scale, labeled Contextual 

performance. The remaining three items from this translated version of the IWPQ (Item 6 “On 

my own initiative, I started new tasks when my old tasks were completed,” Item 8 “I worked 

on keeping my job-related knowledge up-to-date,” and Item 9 “I worked on keeping my work 

skills up-to-date”) emerged as a factor of its own, roughly representing adaptive work 

performance, identified as a dimension of individual work performance (see [4], p. 862; [8], 

Table 2, p. 234). These items were part of a separate scale in the original longer version (47 
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items) of the IWPQ (see [6], Table II, pp. 15-16). Therefore, it is not surprising that these 

items formed a factor of its own. Another explanation may be that this is due to the specific 

meaning of work performance for managers where continuing development is self-evident, 

and not contextual.  

 

4. Discussion 

The main aim of this study was to cross-culturally adapt the IWPQ from the Dutch to the 

Swedish language and assess the questionnaire’s internal consistency and content validity in 

the Swedish context. An additional aim was to clarify whether the translated items capture 

three or four performance types. We have performed a cross-cultural adaptation, which 

resulted in the Swedish version of the IWPQ (Appendix).  

A few changes were made to make the items easier to read and understand. For example, 

all sentences were made as short as possible without losing content or meaning. Every-day 

words were used as much as possible. Generally, the participants in the cognitive interviews 

rated the comprehensibility of the questionnaire favorably. There were a few items concerning 

responders’ use of work time, level of effort, planning ahead, and organizational goals that the 

respondents found a little harder to endorse than other items, although they understood these 

items. This is not surprising since responders usually do not expect questions relating to their 

own work efforts. Frank questions in this area may be viewed as slightly sensitive and 

personal in the Swedish context. Information in the introduction and the information part of 

the questionnaire may prepare the respondents for the fact that some of the questions are quite 

direct. 

The measurement properties of the Swedish version appear to correspond to the Dutch 

and American-English versions, and the Swedish-version was better regarding ceiling effects 

on the majority of items, which may partly depend on our specific sample (the managers), and 
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partly on the change made to the middle response category (from “Regularly” to “Quite 

often”). It could also represent cultural differences; Swedes are possibly more self-critical in 

nature or are less inclined to rate their own performance as very good. The response category 

“Regularly” has already been criticized [10], and we suggest changing this alternative in other 

language-versions too, because there is too little a distinction between “Sometimes” and 

“Often”; they are not symmetric in relation to other response categories and may also be 

confusing to the responders.  

 

4.1. Limitations and strengths 

4.1.1. The number of factors 

A limitation of the present study is that the pilot-test was not conducted on a 

heterogeneous sample of jobs (e.g. also including blue-collar workers); instead, all 

participants were managers (white-collar workers). The instrument was tested on managers 

only because the instrument was to be used in leadership studies. The authors tried to 

compensate for this limitation by sampling data in different municipalities in Sweden, in both 

men and women, and from all managerial positions. Interestingly, besides this relative 

homogeneity of the sample, and the assumption that managers are likely to be more 

performance driven and less susceptible to CWB than other employees, both task performance 

and CWB were captured by the same items as in the current 18-item Dutch version of the 

IWPQ.  

The extracted preliminary factor structure (see Table 5), with one exception, corresponds 

to that of the current Dutch version of the IWPQ [25], comprising three factors. The exception 

was three items (see Table 5) that in the current sample formed their own factor; two of them 

(Items 8 and 9, keeping knowledge and job skills, respectively, up-to-date) suggest an 

adaptive performance dimension, in accordance with a theory of four types of individual work 
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performance [4, 8]). In a work context, the term “adaptivity” describes “the extent to which an 

individual adapts to changes in the work role or environment” [36, p. 329]. This is a relatively 

new dimension in frameworks of individual work performance, as it focuses on fast changes 

in the world of work, where adapting to changes in one’s work tasks or work environment is 

increasingly important.  

However, this dimension was already identified during the early process of development 

of the IWPQ [4, 8], focusing on identifying and selecting of indicators of individual work 

performance. Experts from different professional backgrounds, including managers, were 

invited to select the most relevant indicators of individual work performance [8]. For 

example, the most relevant indicators of adaptive performance were: showing resiliency with 

stress, difficult situations, and adversities, coming up with creative solutions to novel, difficult 

problems, keeping both job knowledge and job skills up-to-date, dealing with uncertain and 

unpredictable work situations, and adjusting work goals when necessary. Interestingly, their 

expert group of managers found that dealing with uncertain and unpredictable work situations 

was more important indicator of adaptive performance than keeping job skills up-to-date.  

The early research on the IWPQ [6] developed a long version of the questionnaire, 

comprising more than twice as many items as the current version. This long version was 

tested on a large heterogeneous population in the Netherlands [6], forming four dimensions, 

including a dimension of contextual performance. This dimension was comprised of eight 

items. Thus, adaptive performance was initially a part of this longer version. However, no 

items that capture dealing with uncertain and unpredictable work situations, are included in 

the current (short) version of the IWPQ [25], which may be a limitation per se, suggesting 

possible further development of this scale by adding one or two items capturing adaptive 

performance, at least if the scale is to be applied to assessing individual work performance in 

managers. 
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Our finding of the possible existence of four, rather than three, factors might be due to the 

specific population (managers) or country (perhaps in Sweden there is more focus on 

continuous adaptation to work than in the Netherlands). In the population of managers, it may 

be reasonable to consider that beginning with a new task when the previous one is finished 

(Item 6), and to take part in further education and in one’s own development (Items 8 and 9) 

may be a self-evident performance behavior among managers, and not a contextual one. 

Future research should validate this finding in a large sample of managers from different 

organizations (e.g. private manufacturers).  

 

4.1.2. Exploratory vs. confirmatory factor analysis   

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted following the six-stage translation and 

cultural adaptation process. No such analysis was employed in cross-cultural adaptations of 

the IWPQ to American-English nor Indonesian. A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) might 

have been an option; however, the aim of this study was to translate an existing instrument 

and not to validate it, and not to develop a new one, as well as not to test a theory. CFA may 

be used for theory testing on Swedish data when access to more heterogeneous data is 

possible. In the current sample, only Item 6, “On my own initiative, I started new tasks when 

my old tasks were completed”, had low factor loadings (.30) (the highest one within this 

factor was .99; see Table 5). In addition, this item was extremely negatively skewed (62.1% 

endorsed “Always”; see Table 2). Possibly, in another sample (less homogeneous), Item 6 

may work better. However, in a similar study (see [10], Table 1), aimed at cross-cultural 

adaptation of the American-English version of the IWPQ, this item was found problematic by 

showing a negative skewness (42.5% endorsed “Always”), and the lowest item-to-scale 

correlation (only .24).  
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In the Spanish version of the IWPQ, developed in the Argentinian context by Gabini 

and Salessi [11], Item 6 worked well, but Item 4 (“I was able to carry out my work 

efficiently”) and Item 15 (“I complained about minor work-related issues at work”) had both 

skewness and kurtosis coefficients (between -1.51 and 1.37). The authors of the Argentinian 

version of the IWPQ decided to delete these two items from further analyses, using 

confirmatory factor (CFA) (additionally, they deleted three items when applying CFA). Thus, 

the Argentinian version comprises only 13 items, which load on three factors, corresponding 

to the three scales of the current 18-item version of the IWPQ. It is possible that some items 

of the IWPQ work differently in different work-related cultures.  

 

4.1.3. Methodological strengths of the current study 

A strength of the current study is that the IWPQ was adapted from its original language 

to Swedish, via a comprehensive six-stage translation and adaptation process. Both academic 

researchers and participants filling out the questionnaire were involved in this process. This 

ensures a high quality of adaptation, and subsequent suitability and usability of the translated 

version of the IWPQ.  

Exploratory factor analysis is an often-applied method for scale revision and adaptation 

[31, 32], and one of the most critical methodological decisions in this process is how many 

factors should be retained [30-32]. Despite evidence that parallel analysis (PA) and the MAP 

test are the most accurate procedures to assist in this decision [31, 32], they are scarcely 

applied in management and organizational psychology [32]. We hope that our use of PA and 

the MAP test may stimulate other researchers to apply these procedures. 

In comparison with already existing measures assessing work performance in Swedish 

(single questions, qualitative interviews, AWP [19-21, 23], HPQ [22]), the IWPQ has similar 

good psychometric properties. As opposed to the AWP, the IWPQ is a self-reported measure, 
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is not time consuming, and measures more generic qualities of individual work performance. 

As opposed to the HPQ, the IWPQ is a simple measure directly related to work performance 

only.  

 

4.2. Future work 

In future studies in Sweden, which already have been initiated, including more 

participants from different work positions, confirmatory factor analyses will be performed. If 

the Swedish versions of the IWPQ items had roughly the same meaning, we expect the IWPQ 

to replicate the same factor structure as in the Netherlands. The three-factor structure of the 

Argentinian version was obtained after several modifications (a deletion of five items out of 

18), and neither the American-English nor the Indonesian versions have yet been validated. It 

is possible that deletion of the large number of items from the Argentinian version of the 

IWPQ [11], without an examination and eventual deletion of multivariate outliers, and not 

employing Item Response Theory (IRT) [37] before the item deletion, was too fast and not 

sufficiently motivated. Both CFA and IRT would therefore be employed on the different 

versions of the IWPQ to show the psychometric equivalence of the construct of individual 

work performance across groups or across time, that is, the measurement invariance of the 

IWPQ  

Construct validity should also be assessed to determine if there is sufficient convergent 

and discriminative validity of the Swedish version of the questionnaire. Construct validity of 

the IWPQ was to date only assessed in The Netherlands [9]. In that study both convergent 

validity and discriminative validity showed acceptable validity. These assessments were, 

however, limited to correlations with a measure of a similar construct of individual work 

performance, HPQ [22], and with a scale measuring a construct of work engagement, the 
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Utrecht Work Engagement Scale, UWES [38]. (Two other constructs, job satisfaction and 

health, were measured by only a single question each.)    

It would therefore be of great interest to examine correlations of the IWPQ scores with 

other constructs, for example personality characteristics, workplace bullying, emotional 

intelligence, work-family conflict, work addiction, performance-related self-esteem or health, 

assessed by a more reliable instrument than a single question. Recently, some of these 

constructs, such as workplace bullying, emotional intelligence, work-family conflict, and 

work addiction have attracted researchers investigating different aspects of today’s work life 

[e.g. 39-43]. Additionally, it would also be of interest to research individual work 

performance in relation to important aspects of work environment such as work addiction and 

engagement [44], psychosocial risk factors at work [45] and job satisfaction [46, 47].  

 

4.3. Conclusions 

We conclude that the Swedish version of the IWPQ was successfully translated and 

adapted for a pilot group of managers. This questionnaire can fulfill the need for a self-rated 

general instrument in Swedish for work performance. The advantages of the IWPQ are that it 

incorporates task performance, contextual performance, (possibly also adaptive performance), 

and counterproductive work behavior into one questionnaire, that it is suitable for workers in 

all types of jobs (generically applicable), and that it is short (18 items). Before it can be 

broadly used, more research with the Swedish version of the IWPQ should be done to validate 

it in a larger group of managers and in a more heterogeneous group of employees. For 

instance, such validation studies could investigate if the scale of adaptive performance shows 

a different pattern of correlations with relevant constructs (e.g. work engagement or emotional 

intelligence) than the scale of contextual performance.  
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Table 1 

Descriptive statistics of the pilot-testing group of persons in managerial position 
Variables Total  

N = 206 

Men  

n = 57 

Women  

n = 149 

P Municipalities  

n = 139  

Private organization  

n = 62 

p 

Age in years, mean (SD) 48.5 (8.8) 48.0 (8.4) 48.7 (8.9) .625 50.3 (8.3) 44.6 (8.6) <.001 

Years as a manager in the present  

organization, mean (SD) 

5.7 (7.5) 5.9 (6.9) 4.8 (6.7) .325 5.6 (7.5) 4.4 (4.6) .140 

Managerial position    .021   .001 

Senior manager, n (%) 43 (20.9) 18 (31.6) 25 (16.8)  22 (10.7) 21 (10.2)  

Middle manager, n (%) 147 (71.4) 33 (57.9) 114 (76.5)  111 (53.9) 36 (17.5)  

Group leader, n (%) 13 (6.3) 6 (10.5) 7 (4.7)  5 (2.4) 8 (3.9)  
Note. Two-sided tests were used; t-tests for continuous variables and Chi-squared tests for nominal, categorical variables.
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Table 2  

Descriptive statistics of the items from the Swedish version of the IWPQ endorsed by the pilot-testing group of persons in managerial position 
Scales, item numbers, and statements Response, n (%)    

 0 1 2 3 4 Mean (SD) r  α 

Scale 1: Task performance (5 items)         

In the past 3 months… Seldom Sometimes Quite often Often Always    

1. I was able to plan my work so that I finished it on time. 4 (1.9) 10 (4.9) 45 (21.8) 113 (54.9) 34 (16.5) 2.79 (0.84) .52 .69 

2. I kept in mind the work result I needed to achieve. 3 (1.5) 6 (2.9) 25 (12.1) 124 (60.2) 48 (23.3) 3.01 (0.78) .45 .71 

3. I was able to set priorities. 3 (1.5) 6 (2.9) 27 (13.1) 138 (67) 32 (15.5) 2.92 (0.73) .48 .71 

4. I was able to carry out my work efficiently. 15 (7.3) 53 (25.7) 77 (37.4) 56 (27.2) 5 (2.4) 1.92 (0.96) .52 .69 

5. I managed my time well. 3 (1.5) 25 (12.1) 69 (33.5) 95 (46.1) 14 (6.8) 2.45 (0.85) .55 .67 

Scale 2: Contextual performance (8 items)         

In the past 3 months… Seldom Sometimes Quite often Often Always    

6. On my own initiative, I started new tasks when my old tasks 

were completed. 

1 (1.9) 5 (2.4) 15 (7.3) 57 (27.7) 128 (62.1) 3.49 (0.78) .41 .82 

7. I took on challenging tasks when they were available. 4 (1.9) 15 (7.3) 28 (13.6) 111 (53.9) 48 (23.3) 2.89 (0.91) .63 .79 

8. I worked on keeping my job-related knowledge up-to-date. 3 (1.5) 9 (4.4) 29 (14.1) 88 (42.7) 77 (37.4) 3.10 (0.90) .53 .80 

9. I worked on keeping my work skills up-to-date. 1 (0.5) 13 (6.3) 44 (21.4) 81 (39.3) 67 (32.5) 2.97 (0.92) .51 .81 

10. I came up with creative solutions for new problems. 2 (1.0) 10 (4.9) 50 (24.3) 122 (59.2) 22 (10.7) 2.74 (0.75) .64 .79 

11. I took on extra responsibilities. 16 (7.8) 35 (17.0) 51 (24.8) 82 (39.8) 22 (10.7) 2.29 (1.11) .51 .81 

12. I continually sought new challenges in my work. 10 (4.9) 26 (12.6) 36 (17.5) 96 (46.6) 38 (18.4) 2.61 (1.08) .69 .78 

13. I actively participated in meetings and/or consultations. 1 (0.5) 2 (1.0) 28 (13.6) 98 (47.6) 77 (37.4) 3.20 (0.74) .47 .81 

Scale 3: Counterproductive work behavior (5 items)         

In the past 3 months… Never Seldom Sometimes Quite often Often    

14. I complained about minor work-related issues at work. 156 (75.7) 0 (0) 45 (21.8) 4 (1.9) 1 (0.5) 0.51 (0.93) .40 .73 

15. I made problems at work bigger than they were. 62 (30.1) 119 (57.8) 24 (11.7) 1 (0.5) 0 (0) 0.83 (0.64) .46 .70 

16. I focused on the negative aspects of situation at work instead 

of the positive aspects. 

37 (18.0) 111 (53.9) 51 (24.8) 5 (2.4) 2 (1.0) 1.15 (0.77 .61 .64 

17. I talked to colleagues about the negative aspects of my work. 24 (11.7) 86 (41.7) 75 (36.4) 18 (8.7) 3 (1.5) 1.47 (0.87) .51 .68 

18. I talked to people outside the organization about the negative 

aspects of my work. 

65 (31.6) 93 (45.1) 39 (18.9) 9 (4.4) 0 (0) 0.96 (0.83) .52 .68 

Note. N = 206. American English labels of the IWPQ items, presented in this table, are citied from the Instructional Manual of the IWPQ scale [25, pp. 19-21]. Items are 

ordered and grouped by scales of the current 18-item Dutch version of the IWPQ to facilitate comparison between different translations and adaptations. r = corrected-item-to-

scale-correlation. α = scale’s Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted. See the Appendix for the Swedish version of the IWPQ’s instruction, response alternatives, and the items’ and 

scales’ wording in Swedish, translated from the Dutch version, which has been published in the manual [25, pp. 16-18]. 
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Table 3 

Descriptive statistics of the Swedish version of the IWPQ scales 
Scale Range (0-4) Mean (SD) Median Kurtosis (SE) Skewness (SE) % score 0 % score 4 Cronbach’s alpha Mean inter- 

item  

correlation 

Task  

performance 

0-4 2.62 (0.58) 2.60 1.61 (0.34) -0.62 (0.17) 0.5 1 .74 .36 

Contextual  

performance 

0.38-4 2.91 (0.61) 3.00 0.78 (0.34) -0.67 (0.17) 0 2.4 .82 .37 

Counterproductive  

work behavior 

0-3 0.98 (0.56) 1.00 0.69 (0.34) 0.71 (0.17) 3.9 0 .73 .36 

Note. Translated items are grouped by scales of the current 18-item Dutch version of the IWPQ, according to the manual [25], to facilitate comparison between different 

translations and adaptations. 
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Table 4 

Actual and random eigenvalues for the first 6 actual eigenvalues from the initial principal 

component analysis of the 18 items from the Individual Work Performance Questionnaire, as 

well as the average and 95th percentile of the random eigenvalues  

Factor Actual Eigenvalue Average Random 

Eigenvalue 

95th Percentile Random 

Eigenvalue 

1 5.032 1.5558 1.6645 

2 2.238 1.4423 1.5220 

3 1.629 1.3574 1.4234  

4 1.403 1.2848  1.3414 

5 1.042 1.2201 a 1.2718 a 

6 0.910 1.1600 1.2070 
Note. 10 000 random datasets were generated based on the same number of items (18) and cases (206) as in the 

real dataset used for our factor analyses. a This value is higher than the actual eigenvalue, indicating that four 

factors could be retained [32]. 
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Table 5 

Factor loadings (from pattern matrix), communalities (h2), percentage of extracted variance 

accounted by for each factor, sum of squared loadings (SSL), and factor correlation matrix 

(FCM), based on principal axis factoring (PAF) and oblimin rotation with Kaiser 

normalization in a pilot group of managers from four Swedish organisations (N = 206) 
  Factors h2 

Item  

numbers  

 

Short item labels Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4  

 In the past 3 months I…      

12.  Sought new challenges .81 .01 .10 -.01 .70 

11.  Took extra responsibilities .79 -.01 -.10 -.05 .57 

7.  Took challenging tasks .57 .02 .20 .06 .47 

10.  Came with creative solutions .54 -.03 .13 .25 .55 

13. Was active on meetings .48 -.09 .01 .10 .31 

16.  Focused on the negative -.26 .76 -.02 .09 .65 

17.  Spoke negative (co-workers) -.11 .60 .02 .01 .38 

18.  Spoke negative (outside) -.11 .57 -.00 -.06 .39 

15.  Made problems greater .18 .55 -.14 -.07 .37 

14.  Focused on unimportant matters .15 .51 .09 -.04 .28 

8.  Kept knowledge up-to-date .03 -.01 .99 -.10 .94 

9.  Kept skills up-to-date 07 .03 .75 .07 .63 

6.  Initiated new tasks .13 -.05 .30 .22 .26 

4.  Performed on minimal effort .06 .07 -.13 .67 .40 

5. Had optimal plan -.04 .02 .20 .64 .51 

1. Planned/finished on time .01 -.06 -.04 .58 .35 

3. Focused on main issues .09 -.07 -.02 .55 .37 

2. Achieved results -.07 -.07 .11 .49 .30 

Percentage  

of variance 

 25.23 9.52 6.79 5.20  

SSL  4.54 1.71 1.22 0.94  

  Factor correlation matrix  

Factor 1  - -.14 .31 .33  

Factor 2   - -.14 -.39  

Factor 3    - .34  
Note. This PAF should be regarded as a preliminary one, and should be confirmed in a larger and more 

heterogonous sample. Items are ordered and grouped by size of factor loadings to facilitate interpretation. Factor 

loadings at least the value of .30 (almost 10% of the variance) are in bold. Proposed labels are: Factor 1 

”Contextual performance”; Factor 2 ” Counterproductive work behavior”; Factor 3 “Adaptive performance”; and 

Factor 4 q“Task performance”. In this proposed factor solution, Cronbach’s alphas, respective the mean inter-

item correlations, were .82/.48 for Factor 1, .73/.36 for Factor 2, .75/.49 for Factor 3, and .74/.36 for Factor 4. 
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Appendix  

IWPQ© 

 

Instruktioner:  

Påståendena nedan handlar om på vilket sätt du har utfört ditt arbete på arbetsplatsen under de 
senaste tre månaderna. För att få en bra bild av hur du har utfört ditt arbete på arbetsplatsen är det 
viktigt att du svarar på påståendena så noggrant och sanningsenligt som möjligt. Markera med ett 
kryss det alternativ som stämmer bäst. 
 
Är du osäker på vad du ska svara på ett påstående? Markera i så fall det alternativ som du tycker 
stämmer bäst. Det tar ungefär fem minuter att fylla i formuläret. Formuläret är helt anonymt: dina 
överordnade och kollegor kommer inte att få reda på vad du har svarat. 
 

Skala 1 (5 påståenden) 

 

Under de senaste tre månaderna … 

 

Sällan 

 

Ibland 

 

Ganska 

ofta 

 

 Ofta 

 

  Alltid 

1. har jag lyckats planera mitt arbete 

så att det har blivit klart i tid. 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

2. har jag tagit hänsyn till vilka 

resultat som jag förväntas uppnå i 

mitt arbete.  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

3. har jag kunnat skilja mellan viktiga 

och mindre viktiga saker.   

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

4. har jag kunnat utföra mitt arbete 

väl med så lite tid och ansträngning 

som möjligt. 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

5. har jag planerat mitt arbete på 

bästa möjliga sätt.   
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Skala 2 (8 påståenden) 

 

Under de senaste tre månaderna … 

 

 

Sällan 

 

Ibland 

 

Ganska  

ofta 

 

  Ofta 

 

  Alltid 

6. har jag självmant börjat med en 

ny uppgift när jag varit klar med 

den förra. 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

7. har jag tagit på mig utmanande 

arbetsuppgifter, om det har 

funnits sådana. 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

8. har jag strävat efter att 

upprätthålla mina yrkes-

kunskaper. 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

9. har jag strävat efter att hålla mina 

färdigheter i yrket uppdaterade. 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

10. har jag hittat kreativa lösningar på 

nya problem. 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

11. har jag tagit på mig extra 

ansvarsområden. 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

12. har jag fortsatt söka nya 

utmaningar i arbetet. 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

13. har jag bidragit aktivt vid beslut 

eller möten som gäller arbetet. 
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© Body@Work, TNO/Vrije Universiteit universitetssjukhus. Detta frågeformulär om enskilda 

personers sätt att utföra arbetet (Individual Work Performance Questionnaire, IWPQ) får användas 

för vetenskapliga ändamål. Om frågeformuläret ska användas för kommersiella och/eller icke 

vetenskapliga ändamål måste ett licensavtal ingås med TNO/Vrije Universiteit universitetssjukhus. 

 

Svensk version av IWPQ© | Översatt till svenska 2017 av Anna Dåderman, Gunne Grankvist, Anders 

Ingelgård vid Högskolan Väst samt Åke Hellström vid Stockholms universitet med tillstånd från Linda 

Koopmans vid Body@Work, Research Center for Physical Activity, Work and Health, TNO-VU 

University Medical Center, Amsterdam, Nederländerna. Back translation har gjorts av Språkservice i 

Solna AB och Easy Translate A/S. 

Skala 3 (5 påståenden) 

 

Under de senaste tre månaderna … 

 

 

Aldrig 

 

Sällan 

 

Ibland 

 

  Ganska  

ofta 

 

Ofta 

14. har jag klagat över oviktiga saker 

på arbetsplatsen. 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

15. har jag förstorat problem på 

arbetsplatsen. 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

16. har jag fokuserat på de negativa 

sidorna av en arbetssituation i 

stället för på de positiva. 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

17. har jag talat med kollegor om de 

negativa sidorna av arbetet. 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

18. har jag talat med personer 

utanför organisationen om de 

negativa sidorna av arbetet. 
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