Recommendations to measure wellbeing in the workplace. A meta-analysis of the wellbeing
measures in the public and private sector
With workforce and culture receiving more attention, private and public organisations are
implementing new policies and practices to improve overall staff wellbeing. This paper
explores definitions and measures of wellbeing, and compares the application of such
measures across public and private organisations.
Wellbeing is difficult to define, with several definitions and components being proposed,
which makes it even more challenging to measure (Dodge et al. 2012). Accordingly, there is
no consensus on how to measure wellbeing which complicates its utility, and blurs
perspectives on its antecedents and consequences. The hedonic perspective defines
wellbeing as life satisfaction, focusing on happiness and positive affect. The main measure to
capture this is the Subjective Happiness Scale (Lyubomirsky & Lepper 1999), and this has been
used in many private sector studies (Ashleigh, Higgs & Dulewicz 2012; Edgar et al. 2015). The
eudaimonic perspective emphases the fulfilment of finding meaning, such as in achieving the
personal career goals. One such measure is the Questionnaire for Eudaimonic Well-being
(Waterman et al. 2010). Other studies define wellbeing as psychological safety with measures
such as the Team Psychological Safety scale developed by Edmondson (1999). Brunetto, FarrWharton and Shacklock (2011) developed the Employee Psychological Wellbeing scale that
includes both the eudaimonic and the hedonic components, and has been applied to the
public sectors of Australia, New Zealand, Canada and the UK.
Some thirty measures have been developed over the past 50 years using different definitions
and applied to the organisational context. Taking all of this into account the paper makes
recommendations for measuring wellbeing in public and private organisations.
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