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Job Boredom and Its Correlates in 87 Finnish Organizations
Lotta Harju, MSc, Jari J. Hakanen, PhD, and Wilmar B. Schaufeli, PhD

Objective: To investigate the correlates of job boredom in 87 Finnish work-
places (N = 11,468) and to examine the associations between job boredom,
health outcomes, and job attitudes. Methods: We applied the Dutch Boredom
Scale to measure job boredom. Hierarchical logistic regression analysis and
odds ratio estimates were used for further examination of the variables. Re-
sults: Male, under-36-year-old employees and employees working in trans-
portation, manufacturing, arts, recreation, and entertainment experienced the
most job boredom. Job boredom increased the likelihood of employees’
turnover and early retirement intentions, poor self-rated health, poor worka-
bility, and stress symptoms. Conclusions: Job boredom is a phenomenon that
concerns a wide range of industries. We found a clear association between
job boredom and negative health- and work-related perceptions. The results
support the notion that job boredom can be harmful to employee health.

B eing physically present but unmotivated at work and not us-
ing one’s full potential can become costly for organizations and

may also be harmful to employees’ health. Job boredom is charac-
terized by passiveness, a lack of interest in tasks in a given situation,
and an inability to concentrate.1 Consequently, a prolonged state of
job boredom may offset an array of negative consequences, such
as depressive symptoms, drug and alcohol abuse, and decreased
job satisfaction and job performance.2 Therefore, job boredom de-
serves more attention than it has received thus far. Indeed, over
recent decades, it has attracted much less attention than other work-
related affective-motivational states, such as job satisfaction, work
engagement, and burnout. Thus, we still lack a comprehensive un-
derstanding of who experiences job boredom, and how it is related to
employees’ health- and work-related attitudes. This study among 11
468 Finnish employees aims to address these issues by investigating
whether there are differences in the levels of job boredom between
various demographic and occupational groups. In addition, we ex-
amine the relationships between job boredom and several health-
and work-related outcomes in a wide spectrum of modern work-
ing environments to explore the potentially harmful effects of job
boredom.

WHAT IS JOB BOREDOM AND WHO ARE AFFECTED?
Job boredom can be described as an unpleasant state of low

arousal and dissatisfaction caused by a work situation that does not
offer adequate stimulation.3 In the field of work and organizational
psychology, job boredom is often defined through state or trait com-
ponents. State boredom refers to a more transient occurrence, which
is affected by the environment, whereas the latter refers to a more
stable characteristic inherent to a personality.4 Here, we are inter-
ested in job boredom as an amotivational state at work, which can
be either hindered or enhanced by features of the job or the work
environment.
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Previous research indicates that the roots of state job boredom
are far more complex than mere task monotony. Therefore, job bore-
dom can be expected in a variety of jobs, irrespective of the presence
of individual dispositions. Reijseger et al1 applied the Job demands-
resources model5 to identify the conditions under which job boredom
might arise. They found that job boredom was associated with low
job demands (workload and mental and emotional demands) and low
job resources (autonomy and social support from colleagues and su-
pervisors). More generally, job boredom is often thought to arise
when employees feel that their tasks are not challenging.6 Neverthe-
less, it is important to note that the level of optimal job demands
or valued job resources might vary according to the nature of the
job and/or the individual’s skills. For example, some authors suggest
that higher education levels among employees might foster the ex-
perience of boredom, because employees’ competences are likely to
exceed the demands and challenges of the task.2

Furthermore, the relationship between job demands and job
boredom might not be as linear as suggested by the literature that per-
ceives job boredom as passiveness resulting from low stimuli in the
environment. There is some evidence of excessively demanding tasks
fostering boredom, as they lack tangible goals and, as such, purpose.7

Lack of meaning in work has also been recognized as a fundamental
element in the experience of boredom.8,9 In addition to the ambiva-
lence around the relationship between job demands and job boredom,
there may also be ambiguity concerning job resources. For example,
job autonomy may have different implications in present-day jobs
to that in previous industrial working environments. Some argue
that bureaucracy, the use of technology and control mechanisms (eg,
constant reporting), typical in today’s knowledge-intensive work,
drain the meaning out of the work itself and, in effect, accelerate
boredom.10 Thus, although employees might have formal autonomy
in regard to their tasks, they may be bound by hindrances such as
deadlines and time pressure, which limit the possibilities or desire
to actually implement autonomy at work.

In sum, job boredom may be more prevalent in jobs low on
challenge and variety, but also in conditions of high bureaucracy
and control mechanisms that are not limited to low-skilled work.
It is noteworthy that the demographic and occupational factors of
job boredom have not been comprehensively investigated, although
similar studies have been carried out on related constructs such as
burnout11 and workaholism.12 Nevertheless, previous studies imply
that job boredom is not a problem in only monotonous jobs; it can
also be a frequent experience in various white-collar professions.13,14

This study aims to scrutinize the commonly held assumptions
concerning boring jobs and bored employees by exploring the preva-
lence of job boredom across demographic and occupational groups.
Moreover, we contest the stereotype that job boredom is mostly expe-
rienced in industries characterized by low-skilled work and explore
the possibility that job boredom is a phenomenon that can affect both
blue- and white-collar industries.

WHY SHOULD WE CARE? THE POTENTIAL
CONSEQUENCES OF JOB BOREDOM

The existing literature lacks consensus on what job boredom
actually is and how it should be measured. Earlier studies, in par-
ticular, have not distinguished between the subjective experience
of boredom and the work context in terms of monotonous, under-
stimulating work environments,15 resulting in the perception of job
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boredom as a synonym of routinization.16 Others, however, have
referred to monotony and routines as causes of job boredom.17

Conceptualizing job boredom by its causes alone lays the risk of
ignoring a number of serious consequences. For example, although
routinization is also perceived as having positive effects, such as in-
creasing creativity,16 job boredom is associated with mostly negative
consequences.2

Recent research suggests that job boredom has an affective,
cognitive, and behavioral component.1 For example, bored employ-
ees may feel dissatisfied, have a distorted sense of time (stand-
ing still or moving slowly), and engage in distractions. Hence,
for organizations, employee boredom might be both unproductive
and counterproductive, because some studies associate it with em-
ployee misbehavior.18 Furthermore, a study on manufacturing work-
ers found that job boredom was linked to higher job dissatisfaction
and absenteeism.4 A more recent study on office workers also found a
positive relationship between job boredom and turnover intentions.1

These studies imply that job boredom is experienced in diverse work-
ing environments, and that it may also have negative organizational
and individual consequences. Nevertheless, because of a lack of
systematic research on the individual and organizational correlates
of job boredom in different types of work environments, our un-
derstanding of job boredom, including its epidemiology, remains
limited.

As Daniels19 points out, work-related psychological well-
being has often been operationalized one-sidedly as job satisfaction.
Affective well-being expands this narrow scope in understanding
well-being as a frequent experience of positive affect and infrequent
experience of negative affect.20 In the domain of work, affective
well-being has often been described as axes or factors of polar op-
posites: for example, Warr21 describes the principal dimensions for
the assessment of well-being using three axes, ranging from dis-
pleasure to pleasure, from anxiety to comfort, and from depression
to enthusiasm (see Fig. 1). The model illustrates how work-related
well-being can be either more activated (ie, work engagement) or
less activated (eg, job satisfaction), whereas unpleasant job-related
affects can range from anxiety (ie, stress) to depression (ie, burnout).
Following Daniels,19 we place job boredom—an unpleasant state of
passiveness—at the negative end of both the deactivation–activation
and displeasure–pleasure axes. Such a position locates job boredom
as the polar opposite of enthusiasm. Indeed, some researchers have
recently suggested that the phenomenon of boredom at work is the
opposite to that of work engagement,12 an activated and pleasant
state of vigor, dedication, and absorption at work.22

Similarly to job boredom, burnout, that is, a stress syn-
drome characterized by exhaustion, cynicism, and reduced profes-
sional efficacy,23 can also be defined as a deactivated and unpleas-
ant state. Nevertheless, boredom is more strongly related to the
activation–deactivation axis, whereas burnout also strongly relates

FIGURE 1. Dimensions of affective well-being (adapted from
Warr21).

to the pleasure–displeasure axis.1 Although the consequences of
other aforementioned states of well-being have been widely stud-
ied, the associations of job boredom remain less known. Thus, the
second purpose of this study is to shed light on this gray area of
employee well-being by examining the associations of job boredom
with various health- and work-related attitudes.

METHODS
The data were collected in 2011. Either an electronic or a

postal survey questionnaire was sent to a total of 20,333 employ-
ees, of which 11,468 responded, resulting in a 56.6% response rate.
The sample consisted of employees of various occupations from 87
Finnish organizations representing different industrial sectors and
geographical locations in Finland. Because of missing values, the
study population varied between 11,046 and 11,226, depending on
the analysis. The sample comprised 81% women and 19% men, and
the mean age was 46.2 years (SD = 10.5 years). The majority of
the respondents (87%) had a permanent employment contract, and
36% had a university degree. More than a third of the study pop-
ulation (35%) worked in the health and social work industry (see
Table 1 for all demographics and Table 2 for occupational details).
The characteristics of the sample were compared with those of the
Finnish working population.24 This comparison revealed that female
employees (81% in the sample vs 49% in the general working popu-
lation) as well as employees older than 45 years (60% vs 43%) were
overrepresented in the sample, whereas employees aged 15–35 years
were underrepresented (17% vs 32%). Weighting adjustment was
used in the analyses to correct the possible bias caused by the over-
representation of women and older age groups. After applying the
weighting adjustment, the gender × age distribution of the sample
was similar to that of the general total working population of Finland.
Public sector employees in general and health and social work indus-
try workers in particular were overrepresented in the study sample
(34% in the sample vs 16% in the general working population). In
addition, employees with higher university degrees were overrep-
resented (36% vs 13%). Thus, despite the heterogeneous nature of
the sample, the distribution was not representative of the Finnish
working population.

TABLE 1. Demographic Correlates of Job Boredom
(N = 11,468)

N M SD

Job Boredom
Age, yr η2 = 0.02, F4,1 = 61,342, P < 0.001

<36 2121 1.43 0.312

36–44 2381 1.16 0.690

45–50 2275 1.02 0.833

51–56 2370 0.93 0.959

>56 2079 0.87 0.831

Gender η2 = 0.04, F1,1 = 443.467, P < 0.001

Men 2100 1.30 0.876

Women 9126 0.91 0.726

Education η2 = 0.00, F3,1 = 10,522, P < 0.001

Comprehensive
school

1058 0.97 0.924

Secondary
school

2311 1.06 0.783

Vocational
school

3724 0.95 0.768

University 4040 0.98 0.718
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TABLE 2. Occupational Correlates of Job Boredom (N =
11,468)

N M SD

Job Boredom
Employment

contract
η2 = 0.00, F1,1 =

1.749, ns.

Permanent 9692 0.98 0.794

Fixed-term 1515 0.95 0.603

Employee position η2 = 0.02, F1,1 =
192.530, P < 0.001

Employee 10,158 1.02 0.771

Supervisor 1068 0.70 0.697

Industrial Sector η2 = 0.03, F12, 1 =
27.389, P < 0.001

Agriculture 52 0.98 0.771

Manufacturing 286 1.43 0.896

Construction 37 1.20 0.762

Transportation
and storage

63 1.58 0.968

Information and
communication

90 1.25 0.891

Financial and
insurance
activities

410 0.84 0.723

Professional,
scientific and
technical
activities

864 1.15 0.853

Administrative
and support
service
activities

300 1.01 0.803

Public
administration
and
defense; social
security

3497 1.00 0.796

Education 1168 0.96 0.794

Human health
and social
work activities

3946 0.88 0.669

Arts,
entertainment,
and recreation

116 1.46 0.922

Other service
activities

397 1.07 0.752

Measures
Boredom at work was measured using the Dutch Boredom

Scale,1 which consists of six single-factor items measuring affective,
cognitive, and behavioral manifestations of job boredom (eg, “I feel
bored in my work”; 0 = never to 6 = very often; α = 0.85).

Self-rated health was measured by one question: “How do
you rate your health compared with peers of your own age?” with
five response options (from 5 = very good to 1 = very poor). The
variable was categorized into two categories: 1 = not poor (from 3
to 5) and 2 = poor (from 1 to 2 in the original scale). The reliability
of the question is found to be comparable to or even better than that
of the more specific questions on health.25

Self-rated workability was assessed by one question with a
scale from 0 to 10: “Assume that your work ability at its best

has a value of 10. How many points would you give your current
workability? (0 means that you are currently not able to work at all).”
This single-item question was derived from the Work Ability Index
questionnaire,26 a valid measure of workability.27 Prior studies have
indicated a strong association between the total Work Ability Index
score and the single-item indicator.28 The variable was dichotomized
into 1 = not poor work ability (≥6) and 2 = poor work ability (<6).

Stress symptoms were measured using one item29: “Stress
means a situation in which a person feels tense, restless, nervous, or
anxious, or is unable to sleep at night because their mind is troubled
all the time. Have you felt this kind of stress recently?” This item
was scored on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very
often). The item has converged with validated measures of well-
being (including job burnout) and has had theoretically grounded
associations with health and work characteristics.30 This variable
was recoded as 1 = stress experienced seldom or never (≤3) vs 2 =
stress experienced often (>3).

Employee’s turnover intentions were measured using one item:
“I often think about resigning from my current job” (1 = disagree to
5 = completely agree). The variable has shown to be a valid measure
in, for example, a recent study on Finnish judges.31 It was recoded
as either 1 = having turnover intentions seldom or never (≤3) or
2 = having turnover intentions often or somewhat often (≥4).

Retirement intentions were measured by one question on a
four-point scale: “Have you considered retiring before the normal
retirement age?” (1 = no, never; 2 = yes, sometimes; 3 = yes,
often; 4 = I have already sent in my application). Many Finnish
survey studies have applied this measure and shown that it predicts
actual retirement.32,33 The variable was dichotomized as 1 = no
regular early retirement intentions (≤2) and 2 = having retirement
intentions often or already applied for early retirement (>2).

Demographic and occupational characteristics were mea-
sured using six items to elicit participants’ age, gender, level of
education, type of employment contract, employee position, and in-
dustrial sector according to the classification of Statistics Finland.
The demographic variables (age, gender, and education) were cho-
sen on the basis of previous studies that associate them with job
boredom,2 whereas occupational variables were chosen to investi-
gate the loci of job boredom in terms of occupational characteristics.

Statistical Analyses
We conducted univariate analyses of variance to examine job

boredom and its demographic and occupational correlates. The dif-
ferences between the categories of the independent variables were
analyzed with 95% confidence intervals of the means. Because of
the large size of the sample, even practically irrelevant differences
among groups may become statistically significant. Thus we used a
significance level of P < 0.001. Effect sizes (eta-squared = η2) were
also provided. Effect sizes of η2 < 0.01 (1% of variance accounted
for) or less were considered irrelevant from a practical point of view.
A stepwise logistic regression analysis and odds ratio (OR) estimates
were used to assess how strongly job boredom was associated with
employee health- and work-related attitudes. Logistic regression was
carried out in three steps, starting from an empty model. In the first
step, demographic variables were included in the model. In the sec-
ond step, other occupational variables were added. Job boredom was
included in the third step, and as a final step the interaction variables
(eg, age × job boredom) were added to the model. All analyses were
conducted using SPSS 18.0 software.

RESULTS

Descriptive Results
Of the demographic variables, as shown in Table 1, employees

younger than 36 years had the highest mean score in job boredom
(M = 1.43, SD = 0.31), whereas employees older than 56 years
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had the lowest mean score (M = 0.87, SD = 0.83). A post hoc test
demonstrated that the mean levels of job boredom differed signif-
icantly between all age groups. On average, job boredom scores
decreased with age (F4,11221 = 61.34, P < 0.001). Men had a
higher mean score (M = 1.3, SD = 0.88) than women (M = 0.91,
SD = 0.72; F1,11224 = 443.467, P < 0.001). Furthermore, em-
ployees who had completed secondary school had the highest mean
score of job boredom (M = 1.1, SD = 0.78; F 3,11129 = 10,522, P <
0.001) when compared with other educational groups (mean scores
for all demographic groups are presented in Table 1). Nevertheless,
the mean scores showed little variation between educational cohorts,
and the post hoc test found that only the job boredom mean scores
of employees with secondary school education differed significantly
from those of other educational groups. Furthermore, the effect size
of education indicates that it had little relevance from a practical
point of view (education accounted for less than 1% of the variance
of job boredom).

Of the occupational variables presented in Table 2, employees
had a higher mean job boredom score (M = 1.0, SD = 0.77) than
supervisors (M = 0.7, SD = 0.68; F1,11224 = 192.530, P < 0.001).
Employment contract was not significantly related to feeling bored at
work (F1,11205 = 1.749, ns). As regards industrial sectors, employees
in transportation and storage reported the highest mean scores of job
boredom (M = 1.58, SD = 0.97) along with workers in manufac-
turing (M = 1.43, SD = 0.90) and in the arts, entertainment, and
recreation industries (M = 1.46, SD = 0.92). Employees working in
finance and the insurance sector (M = 0.84, SD = 0.72), in health
and social work (M = 0.88, SD = 0.67), and in the education sector
(M = 0.96, SD = 0.79; F12,11213 = 27.389, P < 0.001) reported the
least job boredom (Table 2). Apart from employment contract, the
occupational factors included in the analysis can also be considered
practically significant (η2 > 0.01). The post hoc test demonstrated
a significant difference between the mean levels of job boredom in
certain industries. Industries such as manufacturing, transportation
and storage, information and communication technology, arts, recre-
ation and entertainment, and construction did not differ significantly
from each other, but did show significant difference in comparison to
industrial sectors such as finance, education, health and social work,
and administrative and support service activities. In sum, the means
of industries with low job boredom did not differ from each other
but differed significantly from the industries with the highest mean
scores of job boredom.

Job Boredom, Health, and Work-Related Attitudes
Next, we investigated whether job boredom is related to self-

reported health variables and work-related attitudes, after adjusting
for individual demographic and occupational factors. First, expe-
riencing job boredom increased the likelihood of decreased work-
ability (OR = 1.8; P < .001). In addition, self-rated workability
decreased with age and increased with higher education. Employees
with the lowest level of education were the most likely to rate their
workability as poor (OR = 2.8; P < .001), whereas those with a uni-
versity education were least likely to do so. Furthermore, working in
“other service activities” increased the likelihood of poor workability
(OR = 2.8; P < .001).

Job boredom was also associated with poor self-rated health.
Employees experiencing job boredom were 1.5 times more likely to
rate their health as poor (P < .001). Similarly to workability, more
highly educated employees had better self-rated health than less ed-
ucated employees. In addition, health perceptions decreased slightly
with age. Employees working in other services (OR = 2.3; P < .001)
and the arts, entertainment, and recreation industry (OR = 2.2; P <
.05) were the most likely to rate their health poorly. Also, those work-
ing in professional, technical, and scientific activities (OR = 1.6;
P < .05) and in education (OR = 1.5; P < .05) had a higher likelihood
of poor self-rated health. After testing for the interaction effects,

job boredom was found to interact with education (β = −0.149;
P < .01) in such a way that the association between job boredom and
poor self-rated health was stronger among less educated employees.

Bored employees were 1.3 times more likely to experience
stress symptoms than their less bored colleagues. Particularly those
working in professional, technical, and scientific activities (OR =
1.6; P < 0.001) and in education (OR = 1.7; P < 0.001) were
more prone to experiencing stress symptoms. Having a permanent
employment contract also associated with stress (OR = 1.5; P <
0.001), that is, employees on a permanent contract were more likely
to experience stress symptoms than those on a fixed-term employ-
ment contract. Moreover, employees were less likely to experience
stress symptoms than supervisors (OR = 0.7; P < 0.001). Finally,
the more educated employees were, the more they reported stress
symptoms. Education and job boredom had an interaction effect on
stress symptoms (β = −0.152; P < 0.001). Although job boredom
was associated with stress symptoms regardless of educational level,
the effect was stronger among less educated employees.

In addition to health variables, job boredom was related to
employees’ turnover intentions (P < 0.001). Bored employees were
2.1 times more likely to have turnover intentions from their current
job, and job boredom was more strongly associated with turnover
intentions than other variables in the model. The association between
age and intentions to leave was as expected: employees older than
56 years were less likely to consider leaving their jobs than those in
other age groups. The likelihood of exit intentions reached their peak
between the ages of 36–50 years (OR = 1.8; P < .001). Furthermore,
the likelihood of turnover intentions was stronger among women (OR
= 1.2; P < .001) and those with a university education.

Of all the variables in the model, job boredom was also most
predictive of employees’ intentions to retire prematurely (OR =
1.7; P < .001). Again, the association between age and retirement
intentions was expected: the likelihood of having early retirement
plans increased with age. Furthermore, the more educated employees
were, the less likely they were to plan early retirement, whereas
the least educated employees were most likely to consider early
retirement (OR = 1.5; P < .001). Employees with a permanent
contract were 1.5 times more likely to plan early retirement than
employees with fixed-term employment. Gender interacted with job
boredom in such a way that job boredom had a stronger effect on
the early retirement intentions of male employees (β = 0.247; P <
0.001).

Overall, these results indicated that the levels of job boredom
vary in different demographic and occupational groups. In addition,
job boredom is particularly associated with negative work-related
attitudes, but also with several self-reported health outcomes.

DISCUSSION
This study among a large sample of Finnish employees had

two main purposes: To explore the prevalence of workplace boredom
in different demographic and occupational groups and to investigate
whether job boredom is associated with negative health perceptions
and work attitudes. This investigation was spurred by the notion
that in contrast to other negative states of ill-being at work (eg, job
stress, burnout), surprisingly little academic research exists on job
boredom; how common it is in different types of workplaces and
how it is associated with various outcomes.

The current findings showed that young and male employees
experience job boredom more often than older and female employ-
ees. Job boredom was also experienced more in industries such as
manufacturing, transportation and storage, and arts, entertainment,
and recreation. In addition, we found a clear association between
job boredom and self-rated health indicators, that is health status,
workability, stress symptoms, and work-related attitudes, that is, exit
and early retirement intentions.
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The Correlates of Job Boredom
This study showed that education played only a very minor

role in experiencing boredom in Finnish workplaces. Thus, this study
does not support the proposition that the highly educated experience
more job boredom, which is presented elsewhere.14 Neither does low
education as such seem to expose people to job boredom.

Although we found no clear evidence on differences in work-
place boredom according to educational level, our findings indicated
that employees in blue-collar industries experience more job bore-
dom than those in other industries. Industries such as storage, trans-
portation, and manufacturing entail jobs that are low skilled, lack
challenge, and consist of monotonous tasks, all of which are features
associated with boredom at work.2 The findings are congruent with
the traditional stereotype of job boredom in blue-collar jobs, whereas
health and social work and education industries were among those
with the least job boredom among both male and female employees.
In contrast to the literature explaining boredom-proneness through
attributes associated with gender roles, norms, and socialization,2 our
analyses indicate that job boredom is not an issue of gender alone.
In addition to the blue-collar industries, employees working in the
arts, entertainment, and recreation industries experienced boredom
at work relatively often. Furthermore, levels of job boredom in pro-
fessional, scientific, and technical activities as well as in information
and communication technology industries were slightly higher than
those in other industries. These findings outline workplace boredom
as a phenomenon that may have its roots not only in task monotony
but also in other elements of the job, such as its meaning to the
employee9 and underchallenging demands.1 Thus, the results ex-
pand our understanding of the loci of job boredom beyond the scope
of common stereotypes and raise the need for further investigation
of the job and other features that expose workers to boredom.

The analyses also showed that age was negatively associated
with experiencing boredom at work. More specifically, employees
younger than 36 years experienced more job boredom than older
employees. This may seem counterintuitive, as the longer an em-
ployee occupies a job, the more routine and, hence, boring it might
become.17 Nevertheless, our findings are congruent with other stud-
ies that show that job boredom has a declining linear relationship
with increasing age.34 Because of the representativeness of the sam-
ple across age groups, the results cannot be explained by the “healthy
worker effect,” that is, that only the healthy elderly remain employed.

It may be that the variety and challenges of tasks also increase
with increasing age. Another explanation may be drawn from the
field of developmental psychology, in which the Selection, Opti-
mization and Compensation theory35 posits that as individuals age,
their biological potential declines, resulting in diminishing levels
of performance, increasing levels of challenge and a need to adjust
functioning to compensate for the losses. Aside from the mecha-
nisms of aging, in the early stages of working life, task features
might not always match individual’s motives and needs, especially if
one’s capabilities are perceived as exceeding the demands of the job.
For example, at a somewhat later stage of one’s career, an employee
might get promoted and accordingly obtain access to a more varied
task description. Indeed, in this study, supervisors were less bored
at work than employees. The tasks of supervisors typically entail
more autonomy and variety than those of employees, and these job
resources are known to relate to more work engagement and less
job boredom.1,36 Furthermore, supervisors might be more motivated
and able to actively escape boredom by, for example, seeking new
challenges.37

Health, Work-Related Attitudes, and Job Boredom
Job boredom was strongly associated with variables con-

cerning organizations and employees, namely employee health- and
work-related attitudes. After controlling for demographic and occu-

pational variables, job boredom increased the odds of having inten-
tions to leave one’s present job and to retire early. As job boredom
is characterized by passive indifference and a lack of interest to-
ward tasks that feel meaningless,1,8,13 it may lead to disengagement
and alienation from work and consequently to considering chang-
ing one’s job or prematurely leaving work life altogether.38,39 This
type of “withdrawal behavior” can be perceived as a coping mech-
anism for job boredom.40 If an individual lacks the ability to ade-
quately cope with the situation, negative health effects might start
accumulating.

Job boredom increased the likelihood of negative health-
related outcomes and stress symptoms. Earlier research has mostly
focused on the attitudinal and behavioral outcomes of job bore-
dom, that is, withdrawal, rather than its impact on health.2 There
is growing evidence of burnout’s negative health consequences,41,42

which is typically related to excessively high job demands.43 In con-
trast, job boredom has mainly been associated with insufficient job
demands.1,6 Thus, it was interesting to find that job boredom in-
creased the likelihood of experiencing poor health and poor work
ability even more than most of the demographic and occupational
variables. Having lower education increased the likelihood of poor
self-rated work ability and health more than that of experiencing
boredom at work. The association between job boredom and poor
self-rated health was also stronger among employees with less ed-
ucation. Moreover, job boredom increased the likelihood of experi-
encing general stress symptoms, and this association was also higher
among those who were less educated. Further research should exam-
ine whether job boredom, also in the long-term, could predict similar
symptoms and health consequences to job burnout, and whether these
impacts vary between different educational groups.

Research has also shown that job boredom can boost behavior
that is beneficial to the organization.16,44 It would be important to
investigate whether there are general conditions under which job
boredom results in poor health and increased strain and whether
there are conditions under which some type of job boredom could
even be beneficial to employee health, and to, for example, recovery.

Limitations
This study has certain limitations. First, common method bias

is always attached to self-report questionnaires.45 Nevertheless, our
focus was on job boredom, which is a state that can be accurately
reported only by the individual alone, as it may often be hidden un-
der a façade of more normative behavior. For the same reason, social
desirability might be another source of common method bias in this
study, as job boredom may be perceived as a taboo that employees
will not admit to experiencing. Congruently in this study, the overall
scores of workplace boredom were low. Nevertheless, the distribu-
tion of mean scores did not deviate substantially from normality, and
as previously noted by other researchers, low scores are a common
challenge when measuring negative phenomena such as burnout.
Thus it should be considered noteworthy that significant relations to
both independent and dependent variables were found, despite low
levels of job boredom. In this study, we have addressed the impor-
tance of making a distinction between boring, understimulating jobs
and the subjective experience of boredom at work. This is rarely
investigated and was this study objective. In the future, it would be
important to study boredom with objectively measured indicators of
health and retention.

Second, longitudinal designs should be applied in future re-
search to further investigate, for example, how job boredom develops
over time and what its long-term health consequences are. Third, the
sample was not fully representative of the whole Finnish working
population. Some industries were overrepresented, such as health and
social work, whereas other employment sectors, such as the private
sector, were underrepresented. Nevertheless, the sample provided a
wide, heterogeneous coverage of the Finnish working environment.

Copyright © 2014 Lippincott Williams & Wilkins. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.

C© 2014 American College of Occupational and Environmental Medicine 917



Harju et al JOEM � Volume 56, Number 9, September 2014

To improve representativeness, we applied weighting adjustment to
the sample, after which the results could be generalized across gender
and age.

CONCLUSIONS
This study contributes to an underresearched area of employee

ill-being, that is, job boredom, by identifying its prevalence and so-
ciodemographic correlates and by estimating its relation to negative
organizational and health outcomes. As a practical implication, it
would benefit organizations to pay attention to redesigning work in a
way that provides employees with challenging jobs and opportunities
for development. Special focus should be given to providing young
employees with opportunities to use and develop their potential. In
addition, organizations could support the efforts of employees to ac-
tively influence the boundaries of their jobs themselves to alleviate
boredom.
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229.

34. Birdi K, Warr P, Oswald A. Age differences in three components of employee
well-being. Appl Psychol. 1995;44:345–373.

35. Baltes PB. On the incomplete architecture of human ontogeny: selection,
optimization, and compensation as foundation of developmental theory. Am
Psychol. 1977;52:366–380.

36. Karasek RA. Job Demands, Job Decision latitude, and mental strain: impli-
cations for job redesign. Adm Sci Q. 1979;24:285–308.

37. Carroll BJ, Parker P, Inkson K. Evasion of boredom: an unexpected spur to
leadership? Hum Relat. 2010;63:1031–1049.

38. Kahn W. To be fully there: psychological presence at work. Hum Relat.
1992;45:321–321.

39. Saks AM. Antecedents and consequences of employee engagement. J Manag
Psychol. 2006;21:600–619.

40. Game AM. Workplace boredom coping: health, safety, and HR implications.
Pers Rev. 2007;36:701–721.

41. Leiter MP, Hakanen JJ, Toppinen-Tanner S, Ahola K, Koskinen A, Väänänen
A. Organizational predictors and health consequences of changes in burnout:
a 12-year cohort study. J Organ Behav. 2013;34:959–973.

42. Ahola K, Gould R, Virtanen M, Honkonen T, Aromaa A, Lönnqvist J.
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