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Job Insecurity, Work-Family Imbalance, and
Hostile Work Environment: Prevalence Data from

the 2010 National Health Interview Survey
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Background Little nationally representative information on job insecurity, work-
family imbalance, and hostile work environments experienced by workers in the US is
available.
Methods Prevalence rates from the 2010 National Health Interview Survey (NHIS)
were calculated for three workplace psychosocial factors (job insecurity, work-family
imbalance, bullying/harassment) using SUDAAN to account for the complex NHIS
sample design.
Results Data were available for 17,524 adults who worked in the 12 months that
preceded the interview. Overall prevalence rates were 31.7% for job insecurity, 16.3%
for work-family imbalance, and 7.8% for hostile work environment (being bullied or
harassed). The highest prevalence rate of job insecurity was found for construction
and extraction occupations. Workers in legal occupations had the highest prevalence
rate of work-family imbalance. Workers in protective service occupations had the high-
est prevalence rate of hostile work environment.
Conclusions We identified demographic characteristics along with industries and
occupations with the highest prevalence rates for three adverse workplace psychoso-
cial factors. These data can be used for benchmarking and identification of targets for
investigation and intervention activities. Am. J. Ind. Med. 56:660–669, 2013.
� 2012 Wiley Periodicals, Inc.
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INTRODUCTION

Little nationally representative information on job in-

security, work-family imbalance, and hostile work envi-

ronments experienced by US workers are available. In

addition, ‘‘National surveillance of psychosocial risk fac-

tors in the workplace is important to record the changing

work environment and for the development (and monitor-

ing) of policies and programs to prevent stress and pro-

mote mental and physical health and well-being at work’’

[Dollard et al., 2007]. Prevalence rates for workplace psy-

chosocial risk factors can provide data for benchmarking
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and identification of targets for investigation and interven-

tion activities.

Questions on exposures to three workplace psychoso-

cial factors (job insecurity, work-family imbalance, and

bullying or harassment) were developed after literature

reviews and consultation with experts in the field of occu-

pational health and work stress for inclusion in the Nation-

al Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH)

sponsored Occupational Health Supplement (OHS) to the

2010 National Health Interview Survey (NHIS). This arti-

cle presents national self-reported prevalence rates of

these workplace psychosocial exposures. Data were col-

lected from a nationally representative sample of adults

who reported working at the time of the interview, or

who had worked in the previous 12 months. Although, a

comprehensive analysis of the association between these

workplace psychosocial factors and health is beyond the

scope of a single article, data are available in a public

use dataset (http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhis/nhis_2010_

data_release.htm) and we encourage researchers to ana-

lyze the data further. In this article, we provide population

prevalence rates for three workplace psychosocial factors

by demographic characteristics, industry and occupation.

We also provide age, sex, and race/ethnicity adjusted prev-

alence rates of workplace psychosocial factors by industry

and occupation so that researchers may use these for im-

putation of job characteristics in their own analyses when

exposure data are lacking.

METHODS

Data from the 2010, NHIS were used for this study.

The NHIS is an annual, multi-purpose health survey, and

the principal source of information about the health of

the civilian, non-institutionalized, household population

of the United States. The survey is conducted by the

National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS), Centers for

Disease Control and Prevention, and utilizes a multi-stage,

clustered sample design, with over sampling of black,

Hispanic, and Asian persons. Black, Hispanic, and Asian

adults aged 65 or older are also over sampled to complete

the sample adult module.

Interviewers with the US Census Bureau administer

in-person interviews (some telephone follow-up is

allowed) using computer assisted personal interviewing

(CAPI). The survey instrument contains four main mod-

ules: Household, Family, Sample Child, and Sample

Adult. A household respondent provides demographic in-

formation on all members of the household in the house-

hold composition module. For each family within a

household, the family module is completed by one family

respondent who provides sociodemographic and health in-

formation on all members of the family. Additional health

information is collected from one randomly selected adult

(sample adult) aged 18 years or over, and from the parent

or guardian of one randomly selected child under age 18

(if there are children in the family). Occupational Health

Supplement (OHS) questions were imbedded into the

Sample Adult questionnaire. In 2010, NHIS interviews

were conducted in 34,329 households, accounting for

89,976 persons in 35,177 families. Detailed data were col-

lected from 27,157 sample adults. The household response

rate was 79.5%, the conditional sample adult response rate

was 77.3% and the final sample adult response rate was

60.8% [Division of Health Interview Statistics, 2010]. Sur-

vey questions were developed after consultation with con-

tent experts and thorough literature reviews.

In 2010, National Health Interview Survey (NHIS)

was approved by the Research Ethics Review Board of the

National Center for Health Statistics (Protocol #2009-16)

and the US Office of Management and Budget (Control

#0920-0214). Written consent for participation in the 2010

NHIS was not received, but instead all 2010 NHIS respon-

dents provided oral consent prior to participation.

Study Definitions

A total of 17,524 currently or recently employed sam-

ple adults were included in this study. Of these, 15,649

(89.3%) had a job during the week prior to the survey,

and 1,875 (10.7%) did not have a job in the prior

week but did work in the 12 months preceding the inter-

view. We present national prevalence rates for job insecu-

rity and work-family imbalance for the current main job

held by currently employed sample adults. We present na-

tional prevalence rates for hostile work environment (be-

ing bullied or harassed) for the current main job held by

currently employed sample adults and for most recent job

held by sample adults not working at the time of inter-

view, but who worked at some time in the previous

12 months.

Employment was defined as working for pay at a job

or business or working, but not for pay, at a family-owned

business or farm. To ensure that respondents answered

about the job of interest, questions and question sets often

used a lead-in similar to the following: ‘‘The next few

questions refer to [fill: your job as a (JOB DESCRIP-

TION) with (EMPLOYER NAME)/your current, MAIN

job/the job you held [most recently].’’ We then classified

current/recent workers by demographic (sex, age, race/

ethnicity, marital status, education, and class of worker)

and geographic characteristics (place of residence and re-

gion). Geographic classification was based on the location

of the respondent’s home as within or outside a metropoli-

tan statistical area (MSA). Analysis by educational status

was limited to workers aged 25 years and older. Industry

and occupation categories were created by NCHS based

on the North American Industry Classification System
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(NAICS) and the Standard Occupational Classification

System (SOC) codes.

Psychosocial Factors

Job insecurity and work family imbalance were mea-

sured by the following questions: ‘‘Please tell me whether

you: strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree

with each of these statements.’’ ‘‘I am worried about be-

coming unemployed’’ and ‘‘It is easy for me to combine

work with family responsibilities,’’ respectively. Responses

of ‘‘strongly agree’’ and ‘‘agree’’ to the first statement

were defined as job insecurity for this analysis, while

responses of ‘‘strongly disagree’’ and ‘‘disagree’’ to the

second statement were defined as work-family imbalance.

Hostile work environment was defined as those answering

‘‘yes’’ to the question ‘‘DURING THE PAST 12

MONTHS were you threatened, bullied, or harassed by

anyone while you were on the job?’’

Analysis

All analyses were conducted using SAS-callable

SUDAAN software version 10.0 [RTI, 2008] to account

for the complex sampling design of the NHIS. To repre-

sent the US civilian, non-institutionalized population age

18 years and over, and to estimate the total number

of employed US civilian workers represented by each

individual in the sample, all estimates were weighted

using the NHIS sample adult record weight. Point esti-

mates with a relative standard error (RSE) greater than

30% but less than or equal to 50% are noted in the text

and indicated with an ‘‘�’’ in the tables as they do not

meet the NCHS standards of reliability/precision. Esti-

mates with a RSE greater than 50% or based on cell sizes

less than 10 cases are not shown.

In order to assess patterns of prevalence for psycho-

social exposures among workers by industry and occupa-

tion group, we ranked groups from highest to lowest

unadjusted prevalence rate. Note that these rankings do

not account for whether or not the differences between

estimates were statistically significant. However, we did

calculate significance tests that tested for statistically

significant differences between the industry and occupa-

tion groups with the highest prevalence rates for psycho-

social exposures, and the prevalence rate of these

exposures for all workers combined. These significance

tests were adjusted such that the estimated standard

error of the difference between prevalence rates for in-

dustry and occupation groups and all workers accounted

for non-independence of industry and occupation

groups and all workers by incorporating their covariance

[a method used in Cohen and Makuc, 2008]. Differences

that were statistically significant (P < 0.05) for

select variables are noted in the text. Tetrachoric correla-

tions between psychosocial factors are provided in

Appendix A.

When examining the prevalence rate of psychosocial

factors among various industry and occupation groups,

we present unadjusted prevalence rates that may be

useful for comparisons to unadjusted data from other

sources (e.g., O�NET), and for identifying groups of

workers with the higher burdens of exposure to target

with preventive strategies. Some researchers may prefer

to use adjusted prevalence rates for industry and occupa-

tion groups to make our estimates comparable to those of

the Quality of Employment Surveys, which were adjusted

for age, sex and race [Karasek et al., 1988; Schwartz

et al., 1988; Pieper et al., 1989; Reed et al., 1989;

Alterman et al., 1994]. In Table I we present prevalence

rates adjusted by age, sex, and race/ethnicity using the

projected 2000 US population as the standard population

[Day, 1996]. Although, we do not discuss individual

adjusted prevalence rates in this article due to space

limitations, we are making them available for researchers

to use.

RESULTS

Employment status data were available for 27,157

sample adults in the 2010 NHIS, who represent approxi-

mately 229 million civilian non-institutionalized US adults

(Table II). The sample included 17,524 adults (weighted

proportion ¼ 67.7%) who were employed in the past

12 months (current/recent workers); 7,915 (26.7%) who

were not employed in the past 12 months, but were

employed at some time in the past (former workers); and

1,704 (5.7%) who were never employed.

Psychosocial Factors

Job insecurity

The overall prevalence rate of current workers report-

ing job insecurity (i.e., worry about becoming unem-

ployed) was 31.7% (Table II). Job insecurity was higher

for men (33.0%) than women (30.2%; P < 0.01); workers

aged 30–44 (34.3%) and 45–64 (34.1%) compared with

other age groups (P < 0.01 for all pair-wise comparisons);

Hispanic workers (47.2%) compared with other racial/eth-

nic groups (P < 0.01 for all pair-wise comparisons), with

the exception of non-Hispanic American Indian/Alaska

Native workers; divorced or separated workers (39.5%)

compared with other relationship statuses (P < 0.01 for

all pair-wise comparisons); and workers having less than a

high school diploma (48.6%) compared to workers having

more education (P < 0.01 for all pair-wise comparisons).

Prevalence rates of job insecurity were also higher for
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TABLE I. Population-Based Prevalence Rates and Confidence Intervals for Psychosocial ExposuresAmongUSWorking Adults, by Industry and
Occupation, Adjusted forAge, Sex, and Race/Ethnicity (National Health Interview Survey, 2010)

Adj.%(95%CI)

Job insecuritya Work-family imbalancea Hostileworkenvironmentb

Industry
Agriculture,forestry,fishing, andhunting 17.4 (12.8^23.3) 10.4 (6.6^16.1) y

Mining 38.8 (30.7^7.5) 22.2 (16.5^9.3) y

Utilities 18.4 (11.7^27.7) 17.2 (11.4^25.1) �5.0 (2.7^9.1)
Construction 41.3 (37.0^45.8) 14.2 (11.3^17.7) 5.1 (3.1̂ 8.1)
Manufacturing 31.2 (28.5^34.0) 16.5 (14.2^19.0) 5.5 (4.0^7.5)
Wholesale trade 26.0 (21.4^31.2) 12.5 (9.6^16.1) 5.5 (3.3^8.9)
Retail trade 30.7 (28.0^33.5) 16.0 (13.9^18.4) 10.2 (8.6^12.1)
Transportation andwarehousing 28.3 (24.2^32.8) 16.9 (11.9^23.5) 9.4 (7.2^12.2)
Information 41.4 (35.2^47.8) 15.6 (11.9^20.2) 7.0 (4.7^10.4)
Financeand insurance 25.6 (21.6^30.1) 12.2 (10.0^14.8) 5.1 (3.1̂ 8.3)
RealEstateandrental and leasing 29.6 (24.0^35.8) 14.2 (10.4^19.2) 7.7 (4.9^12.0)
Professional, scientific, and technical services 25.6 (22.6^28.8) 15.8 (13.2^18.7) 5.4 (4.1̂ 7.0)
Managementofcompaniesandenterprises y y y

Administrativeandsupport, andwastemanagementandremediationservices 33.4 (28.5^38.7) 14.2 (11.5^17.5) 7.2 (5.2^9.8)
Educationservices 26.3 (23.2^29.7) 16.9 (13.9^20.3) 8.1 (6.6^10.1)
Health care andsocial assistance 22.3 (19.4^25.6) 13.6 (11.4^16.2) 7.2 (5.6^9.2)
Arts,entertainment, andrecreation 30.8 (25.5^36.7) 13.1 (9.8^17.2) 6.7 (4.6^9.7)
Accommodationandfoodservices 28.2 (24.9^31.7) 17.8 (15.2^20.7) 7.2 (5.5^9.2)
Otherservices (exceptpublic administration) 25.4 (22.2^28.9) 11.9 (9.6^14.8) 5.3 (3.7^7.4)
Public administration 18.4 (15.3^21.8) 13.5 (11.2^16.1) 14.2 (11.6^17.2)

Occupation
Management 22.1 (19.6^24.7) 16.3 (14.3^18.5) 5.8 (4.6^7.3)
Businessandfinancial operations 25.8 (21.8^30.2) 13.3 (11.2^15.8) 4.6 (3.1̂ 6.7)
Computerandmathematical 28.3 (21.5^36.3) 12.0 (9.0^16.0) 3.7 (2.2^6.4)
Architecture andengineering 26.6 (21.1̂ 33.1) 10.3 (6.7^15.6) �4.2 (2.2^8.2)
Life,physical, andsocial science 20.1 (15.0^26.5) 16.6 (12.0^22.5) y

Community andsocial services 26.8 (21.5^32.8) 13.0 (9.6^17.4) 13.5 (9.7^18.3)
Legal 29.0 (20.9^38.8) 20.9 (15.4^27.7) 6.8 (3.8^11.9)
Education,training, and library 24.6 (21.5^27.9) 16.0 (13.4^19.0) 8.1 (6.0^10.9)
Arts,design,entertainment, sports andmedia 26.6 (22.3^31.3) 12.1 (9.0^16.0) 6.6 (4.4^9.6)
Healthcarepractitioners andtechnical 15.9 (12.9^19.6) 16.4 (13.0^20.5) 6.8 (5.3^8.8)
Healthcare support 37.9 (32.0^44.3) 15.2 (10.0^22.4) 12.2 (7.8^18.7)
Protectiveservice 20.7 (16.3^26.0) 23.3 (16.4^32.0) 24.2 (19.1̂ 30.2)
Foodpreparationandservingrelated 31.0 (27.1̂ 35.2) 16.0 (13.2^19.3) 7.9 (5.8^10.7)
Buildingandgroundscleaningandmaintenance 30.3 (25.9^35.1) 10.9 (8.1̂ 14.4) 7.0 (4.5^10.8)
Personal care andservice 21.6 (17.5^26.4) 17.2 (12.5^23.2) 7.5 (4.8^11.8)
Salesandrelated 30.8 (28.2^33.6) 16.3 (14.1̂ 18.6) 8.3 (6.9^9.9)
Office andadministrativesupport 28.2 (25.6^30.9) 11.7 (9.9^13.8) 8.2 (6.7^9.9)
Farming,fishing, and forestry 16.6 (11.4^23.5) 8.1 (5.0^12.7) �0.6 (0.3^1.2)
Construction andextraction 43.8 (36.0^51.9) 17.8 (11.8^26.1) 5.7 (3.5^9.2)
Installation,maintenance, andrepair 34.2 (27.8^41.3) 18.4 (13.4^24.7) 10.7 (6.8^16.6)
Production 36.5 (32.6^40.5) 15.6 (12.7^19.0) 5.8 (4.3^7.8)
Transportation andmaterialmoving 30.3 (26.2^34.8) 14.7 (12.2^17.5) 9.1 (7.0^11.7)

Adj., adjusted; CI, confidence interval.
All estimates areweighted. Estimates adjustedby age, sex, and race/ethnicity using the projected 2000USpopulation as the standard population.
aIncludes currently employedadults.
bIncludes currently employed adults, and adults not currently employedbut employed at some time in the past12months.�Estimates precededby an asterisk have a relative standard error>30% and�50% and should be usedwith caution as they do notmeet standards of reliability/precision.
yEstimateswith a relative standard error>50% or based on cell sizes�10 are not shown as they do notmeet standards of reliability/precision.
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TABLE II. Population-Based Prevalence Rates and Confidence Intervals of Psychosocial ExposuresAmongWorking USAdults, by Demographic and
Geographic Characteristics (National Health InterviewSurvey, 2010)

Samplea
Est. population
in thousands

Job insecurityb Work-family imbalanceb Hostileworkenvironmentc

Exp.a
(95%CI)
(%) Exp.a

(95%CI)
(%) Exp.a

(95%CI)
(%)

Total 17,524 1,55,262 5,233 31.7 (30.8^32.6) 2,589 16.3 (15.6^17.1) 1,422 7.8 (7.4^8.4)
Sex
Male 8,500 81,412 2,628 33.0 (31.7^34.4) 1,206 15.7 (14.7^16.7) 575 6.5 (5.9^7.1)
Female 9,024 73,850 2,605 30.2 (29.0^31.4) 1,383 17.1 (16.1̂ 18.1) 847 9.3 (8.6^10.1)

Agegroup (yrs.)
18^29 4,059 38,916 1,008 27.5 (25.7^29.4) 538 15.3 (13.9^16.8) 316 7.9 (6.9^9.0)
30^44 5,967 49,624 1,983 34.3 (32.7^35.8) 1,053 18.8 (17.5^20.0) 475 7.7 (6.9^8.5)
45^64 6,506 59,041 2,123 34.1 (32.7^35.6) 950 16.1 (14.9^17.2) 596 8.5 (7.7^9.4)
�65 992 7,681 119 13.5 (11.1̂ 16.4) 48 6.3 (4.5^8.7) 35 3.4 (2.4^4.9)

Race/ethnicity
Non-Hispanicwhite 9,997 1,06,033 2,509 27.9 (26.8^29.0) 1,406 16.1 (15.2^17.1) 812 7.9 (7.3^8.5)
Non-Hispanicblack 2,600 16,822 798 34.7 (32.2^37.4) 441 19.3 (17.4^21.4) 233 8.2 (7.0^9.5)
Hispanic 3,464 22,273 1,472 47.2 (45.0^49.5) 522 15.3 (13.9^16.9) 262 7.4 (6.4^8.5)
Non-HispanicAsian/Native
HawaiianorOtherPacific Islander 1,132 7,450 368 34.0 (30.6^37.7) 172 16.7 (14.1̂ 19.8) 62 5.1 (3.8^6.7)
Non-HispanicAmerican
Indian/AlaskaNative 69 764 15 �25.8 (12.8^45.1) y y 11 �11.6 (5.6^22.5)
Non-HispanicOther race 262 1,920 71 30.4 (23.4^38.3) 38 15.7 (10.8^22.2) 42 16.9 (11.9^23.3)

Marital status
Married 8,105 86,431 2,331 30.5 (29.3^31.7) 1,208 16.4 (15.4^17.4) 548 6.7 (6.1̂ 7.4)
Widowed 514 2,902 120 25.6 (21.2^30.5) 54 13.3 (9.5^18.2) 44 8.3 (6.0^11.4)
Divorcedorseparated 2,983 17,626 1,056 39.5 (37.3^41.8) 497 18.6 (16.8^20.5) 337 11.9 (10.5^13.4)
Nevermarried 4,661 35,565 1,356 31.5 (29.6^33.4) 645 15.4 (14.0^16.8) 369 7.8 (6.8^8.9)
Livingwithpartner 1,232 12,564 363 31.3 (28.4^34.5) 180 16.3 (13.9^19.0) 120 10.2 (8.4^12.2)

Education
Less thanHSdiploma 1,812 13,049 770 48.6 (45.5^51.8) 246 14.8 (12.9^17.0) 114 6.3 (5.0^7.9)
HS/GEDdiploma 3,685 32,164 1,266 36.7 (34.8^38.7) 554 15.8 (14.4^17.4) 332 8.7 (7.7^9.8)
Somecollege 4,656 39,755 1,409 32.5 (30.8^34.2) 695 16.7 (15.4^18.2) 416 8.4 (7.5^9.4)
BA/BSdegreeandhigher 5,284 48,309 1,346 26.3 (24.8^27.7) 863 18.0 (16.7^19.3) 420 7.7 (6.9^8.6)

Classofworker
Privatecompany forwages 12,859 1,13,927 3,968 32.9 (31.9^34.0) 1,901 16.4 (15.6^17.3) 989 7.4 (6.8^8.0)
Federal, state,or local government 2,915 25,494 697 25.4 (23.4^27.5) 443 17.1 (15.4^18.9) 349 11.8 (10.5^13.3)
Self-employed in ownbusiness,professional or farm 1,594 14,520 530 33.9 (31.1̂ 36.9) 230 15.2 (13.0^17.6) 72 4.6 (3.5^6.0)
Workingwithoutpay in familyownedbusinessor farm 78 718 19 22.8 (13.6^35.6) y y y y

Placeof residence
LargeMSA 9,796 84,107 3,264 34.9 (33.7^36.2) 1,553 17.4 (16.4^18.5) 770 7.6 (6.9^8.3)
SmallMSA 5,266 48,741 1,376 28.5 (26.9^30.1) 704 14.8 (13.6^16.0) 454 8.3 (7.5^9.3)
Not inMSA 2,462 22,414 593 26.6 (24.4^28.8) 332 15.6 (13.8^17.7) 198 7.8 (6.6^9.3)

Region
Northeast 2,685 27,043 828 32.1 (29.8^34.4) 459 19.2 (17.1̂ 21.4) 213 8.0 (6.9^9.3)
Midwest 3,948 36,932 1,003 27.8 (25.9^29.7) 539 15.5 (14.1̂ 17.0) 348 7.8 (6.9^9.0)
South 6,421 54,415 1,910 31.1 (29.7^32.6) 931 15.4 (14.3^16.6) 509 7.5 (6.8^8.3)
West 4,470 36,873 1,492 36.3 (34.5^38.2) 660 16.5 (15.1̂ 18.0) 352 8.2 (7.1̂ 9.4)

Est., estimated; Exp., exposed; CI, confidence interval.
All estimatesweighted unless otherwise noted.
aUnweighted.
bIncludes currently employedadults.
cIncludes currently employedadults, and adults not currently employedbut employed at some time in the past12months.�Relative standard error (RSE)>30% � 50% are noted in the tables as they do notmeet the NCHS standards of reliability/precision.
yEstimateswith a relative standard error>50% or based on cell sizes<10 are not shown as they do notmeet standards of reliability/precision.
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workers who were self-employed in their own business,

professional practice or farm (33.9%), or working at a pri-

vate company for wages (32.9%) compared with adults

working for Federal, state, or local government (25.4%;

P < 0.01 for both pair-wise comparisons).

Among industry groups (see Table III), workers in

Construction (54.7%; P < 0.01), Information (45.1%;

P < 0.01), and Administrative Support and Waste Man-

agement Companies (39.9%; P < 0.01) had a higher prev-

alence rate of job insecurity compared to all employed

adults (31.7%). A lower prevalence rate of job insecurity

was found among those in Utilities industries (17.7%;

P < 0.01). Among occupational groups, higher prevalence

rates for job insecurity were observed for Construction

and Extraction occupations (55.7%; P < 0.01), followed

by Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance occu-

pations (40.8%; P < 0.01), and Production occupations

(39.8%; P < 0.01). On the other hand, compared to the

prevalence rate for all employed adults, workers in Health-

care Practitioner and Technical occupations (18.0%;

P < 0.01) had a lower prevalence rate of job insecurity.

Work-Family Imbalance

As seen in Table II, the overall prevalence rate of

workers reporting difficulty balancing (i.e., an imbalance

between) work and family was 16.3%. Imbalance was

more prevalent among workers aged 30–44 (18.8%) com-

pared with other age groups (P < .01 for all pair-wise

comparisons); non-Hispanic black workers (19.3%)

compared with non-Hispanic white workers (16.1%;

P < 0.01), and Hispanic workers (15.3%; P < 0.01);

divorced or separated workers (18.6%) compared with

married workers (16.4%; P < 0.05), widowed workers

(13.3%; P < 0.05), and never married workers (15.4%;

P < 0.01); and workers having a Bachelor’s degree

and higher (18.0%) compared with workers having a

high school diploma or G.E.D. (15.8%; P < 0.05), and

workers with less than a high school education (14.8%;

P < 0.05).

Workers in Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunt-

ing industries (9.4%; P < 0.01) had a lower prevalence

rate of work-family imbalance (Table III) compared to all

employed adults (16.3%). Among occupations, a higher

prevalence rate of work-family imbalance was found in

Legal occupations (26.1%; P < 0.05), whereas a lower

prevalence rate was observed for workers in Office and

Administrative Support (13.7%; P < 0.01) and Farming,

Forestry, and Fishing occupations (9.5%; P < 0.01).

Hostile Work Environment

The national prevalence rate for workers reporting

having been threatened, bullied, or harassed by anyone

on the job (i.e., working in a hostile work environment)

was 7.8% (Table II). Higher prevalence rates for

experiencing a hostile work environment were identified

for women (9.3%) compared with men (6.5%; P < 0.01);

non-Hispanic other workers (16.9%) compared to other

racial/ethnic groups (excluding non-Hispanic American

Indian/Alaska native adults; P < 0.01 for all pair-wise

comparisons); divorced or separated workers (11.9%)

compared to married workers (6.7%; P < 0.01), wid-

owed workers (8.3%; P < 0.05), and never married

workers (7.8%; P < 0.01); and workers with only a

high school diploma or GED (8.7%) and workers with

some college education (8.4%) compared to workers

with less than a high school education (P < 0.05 for

both pair-wise comparisons). Workers aged 65 and

older (3.4%) had a lower prevalence rate of working in a

hostile work environment compared to workers in

other age groups (P < 0.01 for all pair-wise compari-

sons), while a higher prevalence rate of being threatened,

bullied, or harassed by anyone on the job was identified

for adults working for a Federal, state, or local govern-

ment (11.8%) compared to employees of private firms

(7.4%; P < 0.01) and self-employed adults (4.6%;

P < 0.01).

Among industry groups, workers with higher preva-

lence rates of a hostile work environment (Table III),

compared to all adults employed at some time in the

past 12 months (7.8%), were in Public Administration

(16.2%; P < 0.01) and Retail Trade industries (10.1%;

P < 0.01). Lower prevalence rates of a hostile work

environment were reported among those working in

Construction (5.0%; P < 0.01); Finance and Insurance

(5.1%; P < 0.01); Manufacturing (5.4%; P < 0.01);

and Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services indus-

tries (5.5%; P < 0.01). For occupational groups, workers

in Protective Service reported a higher prevalence

rate (24.6%; P < 0.01) of hostile work environments com-

pared to the prevalence rate for all adults employed

at some time in the past 12 months. A similar finding

emerged for workers in Community and Social Service

occupations (15.7%; P < 0.01). Lower prevalence

rates were observed among Architecture and Engineering

(3.9%; P < 0.01), Computer and Mathematical (4.4%;

P < 0.01), Business and Financial Operations (4.9%; P <
0.01), and Construction and Extraction (5.1%; P < 0.01)

occupations.

DISCUSSION

This article is the first to report national prevalence

rates for three workplace psychosocial factors from the

2010 NHIS-OHS. All data presented in this study are

from the public use dataset (http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhis/

nhis_2010_data_release.htm).

Job Insecurity, Work-Family Imbalance, and Hostile Work Environment 665



TABLE III. Population-Based Prevalence Rates and Confidence Intervals for Psychosocial Exposures AmongWorking USAdults, by Industry and
Occupation (National Health InterviewSurvey, 2010)

Samplea
Est. population
in thousands

Job insecurityb Work-family imbalanceb Hostileworkenvironmentc

Exp.a
(95%CI)
(%) Exp.a

(95%CI)
(%) Exp.a

(95%CI)
(%)

Industry
Agriculture,forestry,fishing, andhunting 269 2,308 69 22.8 (16.8^30.1) 29 9.4 (6.4^13.5) y y

Mining 75 721 23 34.9 (23.3^48.6) 14 20.6 (11.5^34.2) y y

Utilities 140 1,447 23 17.7 (11.5^26.2) 21 14.9 (9.3^23.1) 11 �6.2 (3.3^11.6)
Construction 1,115 10,639 528 54.7 (50.9^58.4) 154 16.0 (13.3^19.0) 61 5.0 (3.7^6.8)
Manufacturing 1,590 14,556 533 35.6 (32.7^38.6) 235 16.5 (14.4^18.8) 91 5.4 (4.2^6.8)
Wholesale trade 396 3,780 108 30.4 (24.9^36.5) 58 15.0 (11.4^19.6) 26 6.5 (4.2^9.9)
Retail trade 1,795 17,214 512 31.6 (28.9^34.4) 255 17.1 (14.7^19.7) 189 10.1 (8.6^12.0)
Transportation andwarehousing 714 6,192 231 33.5 (29.2^38.0) 110 16.7 (13.7^20.2) 83 10.2 (7.9^13.0)
Information 450 3,854 172 45.1 (39.5^50.7) 67 18.1 (14.0^23.0) 28 7.1 (4.7^10.7)
Financeand insurance 730 6,365 202 27.3 (23.7^31.3) 102 15.3 (12.2^18.9) 44 5.1 (3.7^7.1)
Real Estateandrental and leasing 344 2,896 99 29.4 (23.5^36.1) 45 15.9 (11.1̂ 22.1) 26 6.8 (4.4^10.3)
Professional, scientific, and technical services 1,153 10,509 311 29.0 (25.8^32.4) 178 17.7 (15.0^20.7) 68 5.5 (4.2^7.2)
Managementofcompaniesandenterprises y y y y y y y y

Administrativeandsupport andwastemanagement
andremediationservices

848 6,895 328 39.9 (35.9^44.1) 130 16.4 (13.6^19.7) 66 6.9 (5.2^9.2)

Educationservices 1,694 15,330 419 28.0 (25.3^30.9) 250 17.3 (15.1̂ 19.7) 141 8.5 (7.0^10.3)
Health careandsocial assistance 2,444 20,205 631 24.9 (22.9^27.0) 382 16.1 (14.4^17.9) 226 9.2 (7.9^10.8)
Arts,entertainment, andrecreation 384 3,420 117 32.1 (26.5^38.2) 48 13.6 (9.7^18.6) 32 7.5 (5.0^11.0)
Accommodation and foodservices 1,223 10,744 351 31.1 (27.9^34.6) 202 18.4 (15.8^21.4) 103 8.5 (6.8^10.5)
Otherservices (exceptpublic administration) 919 7,791 280 30.1 (26.5^33.9) 109 12.4 (9.9^15.3) 50 6.0 (4.2^8.6)
Public administration 934 8,018 189 19.1 (16.2^22.5) 145 15.7 (13.0^18.9) 148 16.2 (13.4^19.4)

Occupation
Management 1,497 14,409 354 24.2 (21.6^27.1) 254 18.0 (15.8^20.4) 103 6.4 (5.1̂ 8.0)
Businessandfinancial operations 821 7,029 212 26.7 (23.3^30.5) 112 15.1 (12.4^18.3) 50 4.9 (3.6^6.7)
Computerandmathematical 471 4,256 134 29.1 (24.2^34.7) 63 14.0 (10.6^18.2) 23 4.4 (2.8^6.9)
Architecture andengineering 305 3,020 88 32.2 (25.9^39.2) 32 12.6 (8.5^18.2) 13 3.9 (2.2^6.9)
Life,physical, andsocial science 180 1,691 41 23.8 (17.0^32.3) 33 21.3 (15.0^29.4) y y

Community andsocial services 333 2,782 99 28.5 (23.1̂ 34.5) 53 15.4 (11.0^21.1) 56 15.7 (11.5^21.1)
Legal 195 1,809 51 28.8 (21.8^37.1) 37 26.1 (18.9^34.8) 14 �7.8 (4.2^14.0)
Education,training, and library 1,125 10,415 278 27.9 (24.7^31.3) 168 18.1 (15.4^21.2) 94 8.7 (6.8^11.0)
Arts,design,entertainment, sportsandmedia 379 3,251 103 31.0 (25.6^37.0) 47 13.4 (9.8^18.1) 27 7.4 (4.9^11.0)
Healthcarepractitionersandtechnical 855 7,285 171 18.0 (15.4^21.0) 159 19.3 (16.4^22.7) 79 8.5 (6.6^10.8)
Healthcaresupport 485 3,824 140 29.8 (25.1̂ 35.0) 77 15.3 (11.6^19.9) 53 11.1 (8.1̂ 15.0)
Protectiveservice 358 3,022 78 21.4 (17.0^26.6) 73 20.9 (16.2^26.6) 85 24.6 (19.6^30.5)
Foodpreparation andservingrelated 997 8,802 286 30.6 (26.9^34.5) 150 18.2 (15.3^21.5) 84 7.8 (6.0^10.0)
Buildingandgroundscleaningandmaintenance 767 6,023 303 40.8 (36.4^45.3) 113 14.4 (11.6^17.8) 43 5.7 (3.9^8.3)
Personal careandservice 672 5,734 200 28.4 (24.3^32.9) 81 13.7 (10.5^17.8) 42 7.7 (5.1̂ 11.4)
Salesandrelated 1,743 16,176, 508 31.3 (28.6^34.0) 254 17.1 (14.8^19.7) 151 8.5 (7.1̂ 10.2)
Officeandadministrativesupport 2,400 20,497 676 30.9 (28.5^33.3) 304 13.7 (12.0^15.6) 223 9.3 (7.9^10.8)
Farming,fishing, and forestry 135 1,048 43 34.5 (24.6^45.9) 16 9.5 (5.2^16.6) y y

Construction andextraction 906 8,707 444 55.7 (51.3^60.0) 121 15.5 (12.7^18.7) 52 5.1 (3.6^7.0)
Installation,maintenance, andrepair 564 5,282 191 36.4 (31.4^41.7) 82 14.9 (11.8^18.7) 45 7.7 (5.5^10.7)
Production 1,053 9,136 390 39.8 (36.1̂ 43.7) 148 15.4 (12.8^18.3) 69 6.1 (4.7^8.0)
Transportation andmaterialmoving 978 8,684 337 37.9 (34.1̂ 41.8) 160 17.9 (15.2^20.9) 82 8.0 (6.3^10.0)

Est., estimated; Exp., exposed; CI, confidence interval.
All estimatesweighted unless otherwise noted.
aUnweighted.
bIncludes currently employedadults.
cIncludes currently employed adults, and adults not currently employedbut employed at some time in the past12months.�Relative standard error (RSE)>30% � 50% are noted in the tables as they do notmeet theNCHS standards of reliability/precision.
yEstimateswith a relative standard error>50% or based on cell sizes�10 are not shown as they do notmeet standards of reliability/precision.
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Job Insecurity

The concept of job insecurity can refer to either per-

ceived job insecurity or an objective measure of job loss

or unemployment. The question on job insecurity in

the NHIS-OHS measures perceived job insecurity. Per-

ceived job insecurity has been measured in a number of

different ways in the literature, making comparisons diffi-

cult to interpret. For example, the Quality of Worklife Sur-

vey (QWL) included in the General Social Survey

[Grosch et al., 2006; Waters et al., 2007, 2011] asks re-

spondents to rate how true the statement ‘‘The job security

is good’’ is on a 4-point scale, while the NHIS-OHS asks

respondents whether they are worried about becoming un-

employed on a 4-point scale. In contrast with our findings

of an overall prevalence rate of job insecurity of 31.7% in

the 2010 NHIS-OHS, combined data from the QWL for

2002, and 2006 (QWL, http://www.norc.org/GSSþWeb-

Website/) showed a prevalence rate of 14.8% (95% CI

12.93–15.23) for those responding that their job security

was not ‘‘good.’’ Our prevalence rate is more than double,

and may be due in part to recent worsening in economic

conditions, as well as due to differences in question word-

ing. We found especially high prevalence rates of job inse-

curity in workers employed in the Construction industry

and Construction and Extraction occupations, but we also

found relatively high prevalence rates in certain Service

subsectors (e.g., Information Services).

Work-Family Imbalance

The overall prevalence rate of work-family imbalance

was 16.3% in our study, which is much less than that

found in the QWL (2002 and 2006 combined) using dif-

ferent questions to measure this construct. The NHIS-OHS

question asked respondents to agree or disagree with the

statement — ‘‘It is easy for me to combine work and fam-

ily responsibilities.’’ In contrast, the QWL asks the respon-

dents two questions ‘‘how often do the demands of your

job interfere with family life?’’ and ‘‘how often do the

demands of your family interfere with your work on the

job?’’ Responses of often and sometimes were coded as

having work-family imbalance. The weighted prevalence

rate for the first question was 40.7%, and for the second

question, 29.5%. Work-family imbalance represents a mul-

tidimensional construct that is influenced by job character-

istics, family characteristics, and spillover between work

and family [Keene and Quadagno, 2004]. As such, inter-

pretation based upon one question may be difficult. The

2010 NHIS-OHS shows that work-family imbalance varies

by industry and occupation group, with a higher preva-

lence rate of workers indicating imbalance in Management

of Companies and Enterprises (based on small numbers),

Mining industries, and in Legal occupations.

Hostile Work Environment

Researchers have found that poor psychosocial

work environments (e.g., high work pressure, autocratic

management style, role conflict) may create and sustain

conditions that are conducive to bullying [Bowling

and Beehr, 2006; Agervold, 2009]. We found an overall

prevalence rate of 7.8% for having been threatened, bul-

lied, or harassed on the job during the previous 12 months.

However, based on a probability sample of American

workers, Schat et al. [2006] reported that 13% of the

workforce experienced workplace psychological aggres-

sion on a weekly basis. We combined two questions in

the 2002, and 2006 QWL that measure experiencing

sexual harassment or other harassment or threats while on

the job in the last 12 months, and found a prevalence rate

of 11.3%. Perhaps recent prevention programs and inter-

ventions to reduce bullying have resulted in the lower

prevalence found in our study. We found a higher preva-

lence rate among government workers compared to

other workers in the 2010 NHIS-OHS. This needs further

exploration. It may be a paradoxical effect of greater

job security among public workers, allowing some work-

ers to express more dysfunctional coping mechanisms. It

would also be worthwhile to explore whether the bullying

comes from co-workers or from interactions with the

public.

Methodological Considerations

We defined psychosocial factors as the quality or ex-

perience of various social exposures. Psychosocial factors

can be examined in several ways; these factors can be

seen as measures of the social environment (risk factors),

but also as outcomes resulting from the organization

of work and factors outside of the work environment.

Psychosocial factors inside the workplace may interact

with each other and result in synergistic effects associated

with adverse health outcomes. Tetrachoric correlations

between these three psychosocial exposures are shown

in Appendix A. Correlations between exposures were

relatively weak (r < 0.239).

Psychosocial factors are difficult to study for several

reasons. There is not a standardized definition used by all

researchers, and measuring these factors can be difficult.

Due to time constraints, the number of workplace psycho-

social questions included in the 2010 NHIS-OHS was lim-

ited, and single questions were used to measure constructs

that are often measured using multiple items or scales. Job

insecurity, work-family imbalance, and hostile work envi-

ronment were selected because each factor represents a

serious issue facing workers today. Future studies could

benefit by including additional psychosocial workplace

factors (e.g., effort-reward imbalance, organizational
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justice, and job engagement) as well as by using multiple

items to measure these constructs.

On the other hand, primary data collection on these

factors can be expensive and time consuming and are of-

ten not included in epidemiologic studies at all. As a par-

tial solution researchers have imputed or linked job

characteristics based upon occupational title to health in

national surveys or cohort data. Sources of data on job

characteristics that have been used for linkage or imputa-

tion include the Quality of Employment Surveys (QES)

conducted by the University of Michigan in the 1970s

[Schwartz et al., 1988; Muntaner et al., 1993; Alterman

et al., 1994; Landsbergis et al., 2000] and the Quality of

Work life Surveys (QWL) included in the General Social

Survey (GSS) conducted by the National Opinion Re-

search Center in 2002, 2006, and 2010 [Grosch et al.,

2006; Waters et al., 2007, 2011]. More recently data from

the Occupation Information Network (O�NET) [Peterson

et al., 2001; Hadden et al., 2004; Alterman et al., 2008;

Cifuentes et al., 2010; Meyer et al., 2011] have been used

for this purpose. Data from the 2010 NHIS-OHS can be

used in a similar way for imputation of workplace psycho-

social exposures linked by occupational title or by indus-

try. However, there is some evidence that the use of

proxies for occupational exposures in place of individual

job characteristics may result in misclassification and con-

sequent bias toward the null or finding of no effect [Meyer

et al., 2011].

Strengths and Limitations

This study is subject to a number of limitations.

First is the use of self-report measures that may introduce

reporting bias due to memory or social desirability (e.g.,

a tendency to underreport the experience of bullying).

Second, although the population-based sample design

of the NHIS allowed us to make nationally representative

estimates for many variables, small numbers of respon-

dents with specific exposures, especially within certain

demographic, industry, and occupation subgroups,

made some estimates unstable. Third, the use of broad

industry and occupation categories lump together work-

ers who likely have substantially different workplace

exposures.

Changes in economic, technological, legal, political,

and other forces affect the demographics of the workforce

(i.e., composition of the workforce with respect to

gender, race, ethnicity, and age) and the nature of work.

Reduced job stability and increased workload are likely

to influence these workplace psychosocial factors, and

emphasize the need for ongoing measurement of these

factors.

Limitations aside, our study has a number of

strengths. The inclusion of occupational health questions

in the 2010 NHIS provided an opportunity to collect infor-

mation on workplace exposures that are rarely included in

national surveys. The publication of nationally representa-

tive unadjusted and adjusted prevalence rates for these

psychosocial factors for multiple industries and occupa-

tions will allow researchers to use these data to impute

psychosocial exposures into their data by occupation or

industry title [see Alterman et al., 2008]. This is important

for the occupational health literature where this exposure

data is lacking. More detailed analyses of the 2010 NHIS

data available in the public use dataset (http://

www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhis/nhis_2010_data_release.htm) can

be used to examine associations of workplace psychoso-

cial factors with individual health outcomes along with

adjustment for health behaviors and other known risk

factors.

CONCLUSIONS

The overall prevalence rate of three workplace psy-

chosocial exposures among U.S. workers examined in the

2010 NHIS-OHS ranged from 31.7% for job insecurity to

7.8% for those reporting having been threatened, bullied,

or harassed by anyone on the job (hostile work environ-

ments). We also found that each of these exposures varied

greatly among different industry and occupation groups.

These potentially hazardous psychosocial exposures were

high within certain service subsectors (e.g., high preva-

lence rate of job insecurity in Information industries, and

high prevalence rate of hostile work environments in Pub-

lic Administration industries). These exposures have

implications for worker physical and mental health and

should be explored further through analyses of the public

use dataset. Data provided in this article can be used for

benchmarking, and to identify investigation and interven-

tion priorities.
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Appendix A. Tetrachoric CorrelationMatrix of Psychosocial ExposuresAmongUsWorking Adults (National Health InterviewSurvey, 2010)

(1)a (2)a (3)

(1) Job insecurity 1.000
(2)Work-family imbalance 0.180 1.000
(3)Hostileworkenvironment 0.212 0.239 1.000

Tetrachoric correlation coefficients do not account for complex sampling design.
aEstimates in column are for currently employed adults.
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