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Abstract

Objectives: The Maastricht Upper Extremity Questionnaire (MUEQ) is a tool to examine the physical, psychological and en-
vironmental risk factors in the work place that may contribute to the prevalence of complaints of arm, neck and shoulder. The
aim of this study was to develop a Greek language version of the MUEQ and to assess its psychosocial parameters. Methods:
The MUEQ was translated into the Greek language and culturally adapted. Exploratory factor analysis was used to analyze in-
terrelations among the questionnaire items and for each of the seven domains two factors were given, thus resulting in the iden-
tification of a total of 14 factors. Results: The tool was handed out to 455 computer office workers (179 males, 276 females)
with a mean age of 37.4 (SD 9.2). Factor analysis and Cronbach’s alpha coefficient indicate that the results are generalizable to
the population and the total scale has high internal consistency. The results showed that in the last year, 35.8% of respondents ex-
perienced upper extremity pain, specifically in the neck or the shoulders. Conclusions: The Greek version of the MUEQ appears
to be a valid tool for the assessment of risk factors related to pain in the upper extremity among Greek computer office workers.
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workers’ suffering and workers” compensation®. The second most
frequent source of workplace injuries and illnesses in 2007 was
worker motion or position’. A universally accepted definition of

Introduction

Upper extremity pain has been the subject of a great deal of at-

tention in the mid-1980s for worker health and workplace safety
and is a frequently occurring condition in both the working and
nonworking populations®**. In modern societies, upper extremity
disorders constitute a major problem, due to the impact on patients
and costs for sick leave and health care’. Numerous studies in recent
years show that intense and constant hand pain is a major cause of
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complaints of arm, neck, shoulder (CANS), developed by a Delphi
consensus strategy is used to allow comparison of scientific research
of upper extremity musculoskeletal disorders®. It is very important
to identify the risk factors for the development of CANS.

Data from all over the world, especially from developed
countries, have been collected and studies show that a large
group of office workers might be at risk for hand, arm, shoul-
der and neck paing. In Nigeria, with an increase in the number
of computer users, complaints of musculoskeletal pain have
also increased'’. So, it appears that the physical and the psy-
chosocial factors related to computer office work are similar
between cultures®. Inflammatory and degenerative conditions
develop over an extended period of time, rather than after an
instantaneous exposure and affect soft tissues, muscles, ten-
dons, nerves, ligaments, joints and blood vessels''"%.



Psychosocial factors may obviously be influenced by social
or cultural factors". For example, a study in Sweden demon-
strated that dissatisfaction at work with the management and
poor physical and psychosocial environment result in muscu-
loskeletal symptoms'*. Moreover, workload, pressure for time
and need for an increase in productivity are potential risks for
the health of the workers'>'. More concretely, preliminary
findings have suggested that work style, meaning the interac-
tion of psychosocial and physical risk factors in the work en-
vironment, may serve as the bridge for understanding the
interaction between job stressors and ergonomic factors and
how it impacts upper extremity outcomes'”.

For the purposes of assessing the risk factors associated with
CANS, the Maastricht Upper Extremity Questionnaire (MUEQ)
has been employed. The psychometric properties of the Dutch
and Arabic version of the MUEQ have already been reported'?,
but they have not been independently verified in the Greek pop-
ulation. The present study describes the translation into Greek of
the MUEQ and its validation in a Greek-speaking population.
Furthermore, the prevalence of CANS and a comparison of this
prevalence to other populations are also presented.

Materials and methods

The MUEQ tool

The MUEQ addresses the occurrence, nature and possible
work-related physical and psychological risk factors of CANS
among computer users', The MUEQ is the result of the combina-
tion of previous tools'. In particular speaking, the questions related
to the psychosocial factors are based on the Job Content Question-
naire, while the questions related to the physical risk factors at work
are based on the Dutch Musculoskeletal Questionnaire'®!.

The MUEQ consists of 95 questions for which completion
time is twenty minutes. The first part of the MUEQ involves
socio-demographic characteristics. The question about the
amount of hours of work per week has been replaced by the
amount of free time one spends on the computer. Moreover, a
question about one’s weight and height has been added, to
allow the calculation of the Body Mass Index (BMI). An extra
question in the Greek version of the questionnaire has been
added concerning the frequency of use of either the keyboard
or the mouse device. Finally, the question of one’s name has
been excluded to maintain confidentiality and anonymity.

The questionnaire consists of 7 basic sections: (1) work sta-
tion; (2) body posture during work; (3) job control; (4) job de-
mands; (5) quality of break time (6) work environment and (7)
social support.

The final part of the translated questionnaire included items
related to the frequency and the nature of the neck and upper
arm complaints. At the same time, there were questions involv-
ing the clinical nature of the complaints.

Translation

The translation procedure began once the developer was
contacted and approved its translation into Greek. The first
step of the procedure was the translation of the original Dutch
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Figure 1.

language questionnaire into Greek. It was done according to
the criteria of the Scientific Advisory Committee of the Med-
ical Outcomes Trust™. More specifically, it was done with a
forward and backward translation procedure. Following the
recommended protocol, three independent translators, namely,
a Greek language teacher E.L., a Dutch language teacher E.P.
and a specialist ergo therapist P.B. translated the questionnaire
into Greek. They were all native speakers of Greek with an ad-
vanced command of the Dutch language. Then, a meeting of
experts followed to consider the above translations and to cre-
ate a common questionnaire. The experts were an orthopedic
specialist, an anesthesiologist, a psychiatrist, physiotherapists
and psychologists. Most of them were from the Nikaia General
Hospital, Attiko Hospital, 401 General Military Hospital of
Athens and the Medicine school of the Athens University.

Next, a native Dutch speaker S.L., blinded to the original
version, retranslated the re-conciliated Greek version (back-
ward translation). Afterwards, all the necessary corrections and
revisions were made, by the committee of experts, who con-
vened again to form the Greek version of the Musculoskeletal
Upper Extremity Questionnaire (MUEQ.Gr.v0).
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The next step was to distribute the translated questionnaire
to a small number (8) of computer office workers. At this stage,
brief interviews were conducted with the workers so that they
could comprehend the questions. The aim of the interview was
to discover and pinpoint any mistakes or misunderstandings
and to make suggestions wherever it was needed. Finally, after
taking the comments of the participants into consideration, the
committee of experts made the final necessary changes to create
the final Greek version of the Musculoskeletal Upper Extremity
Questionnaire (MUEQ.Gr,v1) (Figure 1). The Greek Version
of the MUEQ (MUEQ.Gr,v1) is shown in the Appendix 1.

Validation

Study population and data collection

The research protocol was approved by the local ethics
committee and scientific board of the General District Hospital
of Nikaia. Participants were recruited voluntarily and the
process was confidential and anonymous. Participants were
excluded on the basis of the following criteria: 1) pensioners;
2) students doing their professional practice; 3) severe psychi-
atric or behavioral disorders?; and 4) prior injury of the upper
extremity’. The participants were also meant to speak the
Greek language fluently and should have lived and worked in
different places in Greece in order to be a sample representa-
tive. They all shared similar working conditions and they had
to perform jobs with a variety of computer tasks.

The fieldwork period began on fourth of May 2009, with
the distribution of 600 self-administered questionnaires in the
workplace. Participants filled out the questionnaires and re-
turned them by 20™ June, which was set as the latest return
day. Completed and returned questionnaires were coded and
entered in the SPSS 17.0 software program and data were
cleaned and made ready for statistical analyses.

Factor analysis

The exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to analyze
interrelations among the items of the questionnaire. Due to the
large number of questions, the exploratory factor analysis was
the best way to recognize and explain the dimensions of the
seven sectors'. A Principal Component Analysis (PCA) with
orthogonal Varimax rotation was conducted, to assess the in-
ternal structure of the measure. The number of factors retained,
was derived by considering the magnitude of the eigenvalues
(greater than 1) and the proportion of variance extracted. Items
having complex structure -when one item has poor loadings
(less than 0.4) on more than one component were removed
from the analysis. If the results indicated more than two fac-
tors, a forced two-factor analysis was performed'.

Reliability and internal consistency

The internal consistency of the factors was investigated with
the use of Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (Cronbach, 1951)*'.
Cronbach’s a is a measure of how well each individual item in
scale correlates with the sum of the remaining items. An alpha
coefficient equal to or greater than 0.7 was considered accept-
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Gender Male Female
(n=179) (n=276)
393%  60.7%
Age
20-35 486%  533%
36-50 40.8%  37.3%
51-65 10.6% 9.4%
Occupation
Bank 60.3%  59.8%
Military 7.3% 43%
Private 25.1% 28.3%
Public 7.3% 7.6%
Number of working hours with computer/Day
Until 7 hours 43.0% 41.7%
7-8 hours 447%  482%
more than 8 hours 12.3% 10.1%
Free-time with computer/Day
0-2 hrs 73.2% 89.5%
2-4 hrs 20.1% 6.9%
4-6 hrs 6.1% 2.9%
6-8 hrs 0.6% 0.7%

Table 1. Descriptive characteristics of the study population (n=455).

able and was deemed to indicate good reliability**. Optimal
item-total correlation was considered to be between 0.2 and
0.5%. Ttems with scores falling out of this range were examined
for possible exclusion from the MUEQ*.

Performance of cross-validation

In order to test the stability of the factor structure and the
generalizability of findings from a principal component analy-
sis cross-validation was carried out. We split the sample ran-
domly into two sub samples, did the principal component
analysis and internal consistency analysis on each half and
compared these results to the total data set. If the communali-
ties and the factor loadings were the same on the analysis on
each half and the full data set, we had evidence that the find-
ings were generalizable and valid because, in effect, the two
analyses represented a study and a replication.

Calculation of CANS prevalence rate

Prevalence rates of complaints over the past twelve months
that lasted for at least one week were computed for males and
females and for each upper musculoskeletal body region (neck,
shoulder, upper arm, elbow, lower arm, wrist and hand) includ-
ing 95% confidence intervals (CI).

Results

Demographic Characteristics of the Study Population

455 men and women out of the 600 responded to the baseline
questionnaire, which resulted in a response rate of 75.8%. 60.7%
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Table 2. Factor analysis.

Domain Questions Factor 1 Factor 2
Work Station Office equipment  Computer position
Desk at work has suitable height 0.71 0.07
I can adjust my chair height 0.60 0.02
When I use the mouse my arm is supported 0.28 0.32
The chair I use during work supports my lower back 0.60 0.04
Keyboard is placed directly in front of me 0.04 0.85
Screen is placed directly in front of me 0.06 0.87
I have enough space to work at my desk 0.62 0.27
Eigenvalue 1.69 1.66
% of Variance 241 23.6
Body Posture Head and body Awkward body
posture posture
I keep a good work posture -0.55 0.00
I sit for long hours in one position 0.10 0.68
I sit with lifted shoulders 0.05 0.38
Sitting in awkward posture 0.65 0.35
Performing repetitive tasks 0.22 0.69
Job physically exhausting 0.37 033
My hand is placed in a straight line with my lower arm -0.37 049
My head is bent 0.50 0.35
Head is twisted towards the left or right 0.65 0.07
Trunk is twisted towards the left or right 0.63 -0.03
Trunk is in asymmetrical position 0.77 0.11
Eigenvalue 2.72 1.69
% of Variance 247 154
Job Control Decision authority Development of
creative skills
I decide how to perform my job task 0.80 0.13
I participate with others in decision 0.60 0.30
I decide my own task changes 0.77 0.06
I determine the time & speed of job tasks 0.73 0.21
I solve work problems by my self 0.67 0.15
My work develop my abilities 0.25 0.76
At work I learn new things 0.12 0.85
Creative in my work 0.09 0.72
I undertake different tasks in my work 0.18 0.62
Eigenvalue 2.70 2.37
% of Variance 30.0 264
Job Demands Task complexity Work pressure
Work under extensive pressure 0.45 0.63
Difficulty in finishing my job tasks 0.85 0.14
I take extra hours to finish 0.88 0.17
No enough time to finish my job 0.85 0.16
I speed to finish my tasks -0.02 0.89
I find my work tasks difficult 0.60 0.20
I have too many job tasks 0.02 0.46
Eigenvalue 2.95 1.51
% of Variance 422 215
Break time Autonomous Alternative kind
management of work other than
of free time the computer
I can plan my work breaks 0.90 0.04
I can divide my work time 0.83 0.09
I can decide when to take a break 0.89 0.06
I alternate my body posture 0.33 045
I alternate in my job task 0.07 0.82
I perform job task without computer 0.04 0.75
After two hours I take a break for 10 min. 0.62 0.21
Work breaks are sufficient 0.80 0.12
Eigenvalue 3.52 1.52
% of Variance 439 189

55



E.I. Bekiari et al.: Upper extremity pain among computer office workers

Table 2. (cont.)

Work environment Work environment Influence of working
conditions

Work environment is good 0.71 -0.06
Air is too dry -0.48 0.53
Air is too cold -0.33 047
There is unwanted air -0.67 0.40
There is fresh air 0.68 -0.17
Work environment is noisy -0.30 047
Work place is too bright 0.64 0.38
Gaze at the computer screen 0.20 0.61
Computer screen reflects the office lights -0.05 0.53

Eigenvalue 2.29 1.71

% of Variance 254 19.0

Social support Social support Work flow
The work flow goes smoothly -0.01 0.89
I can ask & enquire in my work 0.35 0.59
Work tasks depend on other colleagues 0.38 0.00
Work atmosphere is comfortable 0.36 0.68
I find support from colleagues 0.72 0.32
I find support from supervisors 0.77 0.27
My colleagues are friendly 0.71 0.27
My supervisors are friendly 0.80 0.23

Eigenvalue 2.66 191

% of Variance 333 239

(n=276) were women. 51.4% of the total sample was aged be-
tween 20 and 35 years, 48.6% of the males and 53.3% of the fe-
males were also in this age group and 40.8% of males and 37.3%
of the females was aged between 36 and 50 years old. In addi-
tion, 60.1% of the total sample, were bank clerks, 26.7% private
sector workers, 7.4% civil servants and 5.8% military personnel.
The percentage of respondents working 7-8 hours with computer
per day was approximately the same among female women and
male men, because of the similar working conditions. Of the
male participants 26.8% spent more than 2 hours per day of their
free time with computer compared to 10.5% of the female par-
ticipants, means that men spent more of their free time daily in
a computer than women (Table 1).

Results of cross-validation

We have done the same analysis on two separate sub-sam-
ples of half cases and obtained the same results. Since no im-
portant differences were found in the results we only present
results of the factor analysis as applied to the total sample
(Table 2). This validation analysis supports a finding that the
results of this principal component analysis are generalizable
to the population represented by this data set.

Psychometric characteristics of the MUEQ

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the total number of items
was 0.74, which indicates that the total scale has high internal
consistency. Also we observed that it was not necessary to
delete any of the items to improve the reliability score of the
test, however items having complex structure need to be re-
moved because they could not be categorized to a factor.
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Furthermore, after the results from the factor analysis which
indicated that each section included two factors accounting for
more than 40% of variance, we find that some of the factors
showed an alpha below 0.65 and showed suboptimal item-total
correlation (either below 0.2 or above 0.5). However, Cron-
bach’s alpha did not improve sufficiently when items were re-
moved to justify the omission of items from the scale. Items
which are loading poor on both factors were erased. The results
of the internal consistency for the 14 factors and item-total cor-
relations are presented in table 3.

The Work Station section consists of 6 questions (items).
The factor loading study showed that the question “When I use
the mouse device, my arm is supported by the table” loads
poorly in both factors and so it was erased because it could not
be categorized. The first factor “office equipment” consisted
of 4 items, accounted for 24.1% of the total variance and got
a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 0.54 (not acceptable); while
values of item-total correlations varied between 0.29 to 0.37,
which were in the optimal space. The second factor “computer
position” consisted of 2 elements, accounted for 23.6% of the
total variance and got a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 0.70 (ac-
ceptable); and the item-total correlations was 0.54.

The Body Posture section consists of 9 questions (items).
The factor loading study showed that two questions, namely:
“For more than two hours per day I sit with lifted shoulders”
and “I find my job physically exhausting” were poor loaders
on both factors and were subsequently excluded. The first fac-
tor “head and body posture” consisted of 6 elements, ac-
counted for 24.7% of the total variance and got a Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient 0.74 (acceptable); while values of item-total
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Section Factor Items 90 Var Alpha ITC
Work Station (6) Office equipment (4) 10,11,13,16 24.1 0.54 029-0.37
Computer position (2) 14,15 236 0.70 0.54
Body Posture (9) Head and body posture (6) 17,20,24-27 24.7 0.74 0.35-0.61
Awkward body posture (3) 18,21,23 154 0.58 0.13-0.30
Job Control (9) Decision authority (5) 28-32 300 0.79 0.49-0.65
Development of creative skills (4) 33-36 264 0.75 0.44-0.67
Job Demand (7) Task complexity (4) 38-40,42 422 0.85 0.46-0.79
Work pressure (3) 37,41,43 21.5 0.60 0.33-047
Break Time (8) Autonomous management (5) 44 - 46,50, 51 439 0.89 0.54-0.80
Alternative, no computer (3) 47-49 18.9 0.52 0.28-0.45
Work Environment (9)  Work environment (4) 52,55,56,58 254 0.64 0.30-0.49
Impact of working conditions (5) 53,54,57,59,60 19.0 0.50 0.18-0.35
Social Support (8) Social support (4) 65-68 333 0.83 0.63-0.69
Work flow (3) 61,62,64 239 0.66 0.43-0.50
* In parentheses the number of items per section (in the first column) and the number of items per factor (in the second column), after removing the
variables which were poor loaders (<0.4) in both factors.
*#* Underlined alphas are the ones that were not acceptable (not reached the preset limit of 0.70).

Table 3. Internal consistency and item total correlations of the fourteen factors.

correlations varied between 0.35 to 0.61. The second factor
“awkward body posture” consisted of 3 elements, accounted
for 15.4% of the total variance and got a Cronbach’s alpha co-
efficient 0.58 (not acceptable); and the item-total correlations
were 0.13 to 0.30.

The Job Control section consists of 9 questions (items).
The first factor “decision authority” consisted of 5 elements,
accounted for 30.0% of the total variance and got a Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient 0.79 (acceptable); while values of item-total
correlations varied between 0.49 to 0.65. The second factor
“development of creative skills” consisted of 4 elements, ac-
counted for 26.4% of the total variance and got a Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient 0.75 (acceptable); and the item-total correla-
tions were 0.44 to 0.67.

The Job Demand section consists of 7 questions (items). The
first factor “task complexity” consisted of 4 elements, accounted
for 42.2% of the total variance and got a Cronbach’s alpha co-
efficient 0.85 (acceptable); while values of item-total correla-
tions varied between 0.46 to 0.79. The second factor “work
pressure” consisted of 3 elements, accounted for 21.5% of the
total variance and got a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 0.6 (not
acceptable); and the item-total correlations were 0.33 to 0.47.

The Break Time section consists of 8 questions (items).
The first factor “autonomous management of free time” con-
sisted of 5 elements, accounted for 43.9% of the total variance
and got a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 0.89 (acceptable); while
values of item-total correlations varied between 0.54 to 0.80.
The second factor “alternative kind of work not involving a
computer” consisted of 3 elements, accounted for 18.9% of
the total variance and got a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 0.52
(not acceptable limit); and the item-total correlations were 0.28
to 0.45.

The Work Environment section consists of 9 questions

(items). The first factor “work environment” consisted of 4 el-
ements, accounted for 25.4% of the total variance and got a
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 0.64 (not acceptable); while val-
ues of item-total correlations varied between 0.30 to 0.49. The
second factor “impact of working conditions” consisted of 5
elements, accounted for 19.0% of the total variance and got a
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 0.5 (not acceptable); and the
item-total correlations were 0.18 to 0.35.

The Social Support section consists of 8 questions (items).
The factor loading study showed that the question “My work
tasks depend on other colleges” loads poorly in both factors
and so it was erased because it could not be categorized. The
first factor “social support” consisted of 4 elements, accounted
for 33.3% of the total variance and got a Cronbach’s alpha co-
efficient 0.83 (acceptable); while values of item-total correla-
tions varied between 0.63 to 0.69. The second factor “work
flow” consisted of 3 elements, accounted for 23.9% of the total
variance and got a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 0.66 (not ac-
ceptable); and the item-total correlations were 0.43 to 0.50.

Prevalence of CANS

Prevalence rate of CANS in Greece indicated that 64% of
the respondents mentioned at least one complaint in the past
twelve months, of which 54% were male and 70% female. The
most common problems in the past year, according to the re-
sults, were 55.8% for the neck, 40% for the shoulder, 39.8%
for the wrists, while less common were complaints for the
arms at 23.5%, the elbows at 14.5% and the lower arms at
12.3%. Further, the proportion of participants with complaints
of the various upper extremity body regions was greater for
females than for males (Table 4). The difference in the preva-
lence rates for wrists and hand complaints between male and
female were statistically significant.
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Male prevalence
95% Cl)
(n=179)

Female prevalence
95% CI)
(n=276)

Localization of complaints Total number of Total prevalence
subjects with 95% Cl)
complaints (n=455)
Neck 254 0.56 (0.51,0.60)
Shoulder 182 0.40 (0.35,0.45)
Upper arm 107 0.24 (0.20,0.27)
Elbow 66 0.15(0.11,0.18)
Lower arm 56 0.12 (0.09,0.15)
Wrist 181 0.40 (0.35,0.44)
Hand 176 0.39(0.34,043)
At least one complaint 290 0.64 (0.59,0.68)

0.46 (0.39,0.54)
0.31(0.24,0.38)
0.18 (0.12,0.24)
0.13 (0.08,0.18)
0.07 (0.03,0.10)
0.28 (0.22,0.35)
0.26 (0.19,0.32)
0.54 (0.46,0.61)

0.62 (0.56,0.68)
0.46 (0.40,0.52)
0.27 (0.22,0.32)
0.16 (0.11,0.20)
0.16 (0.12,0.20)
0.47(0.41,0.53)
0.47(0.41,0.53)
0.70 (0.64,0.75)

Table 4. Prevalence rates of upper extremity musculoskeletal complaints during the previous year.

Complaints *-# Greece Dutch Arabic
This study Eltayeb, 2007 Eltayeb, 2008
At least one 291(64.0) 145(55.0) 175(70.0)
Neck 254 (55.8) 89 (33.7) 161 (64.4)
Shoulder 182 (40.0) 81 (30.6) 103 (41.2)
Upper arm 107 (23.5) 32 (12) 82 (32.8)
Elbow 66 (14.5) 16 (6) 48 (19.2)
Lower arm 56 (12.3) 21 (8) 53 (21.2)
Wrist 181 (39.8) 21 (8) 74 (29.6)
Hand 176 (38.7) 30 (11) 77 (30.8)
Male 179 (39.3) 133 (50.4) 163 (65.2)
Female 276 (60.7) 131 (49.6) 87 (34.8)
n (%); ¥ mean (SD); # percentages (n/455), (n/264), (n/250)
sum up >100% because many people had more than one complaints.

Table 5. Complaints of this Greek sample compared to other studies.

Discussion

The aim of the present study was to translate and validate a
reliable and useful research tool to measure the prevalence of
upper extremity pain among computer users and assess the as-
sociated risk factors.

If the translation and adaptation shows good psychometric
properties, it can be used in international comparative studies.
Although, if the target group is similar to the original popula-
tion a simple translation can be successful. In general, cultural
differences did not hinder the use of the translated version
among the Greek cohort. Thus, on the one hand we can assume
that physical and psychosocial factors related to computer of-
fice work are not perceived differently by different cultures
and on the other hand that the scales identified by the factor
analyses in this study are indeed risk factors for the develop-
ment of CANS in computer workers?.

We followed closely the instrument translation/validation
methodology***. The wide number of people involved in the
translation, back-translation, consulting and pilot process en-
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sures that the original content has been successfully translated
into the destination language. Also, because of the Dutch and
the Greek cultures are different; cultural adaptations during
translation were essential.

Factor analysis plays a major role in construct validation™.
When Principal Component Analysis was conducted for every
section of the questionnaire, 14 factors were found, two for
each section accounting for approximately 50% of the vari-
ance. The reliability and the internal consistency of the factors
were confirmed with the measure of Cronbach alpha. The
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient in the Greek version of the
MUEQ was between 0.52 and 0.89. In the Dutch version,
Cronbach’s alpha ranged from 0.54 to 0.85, while in the Arabic
version it was from 0.48 to 0.94'?. Furthermore, due to the rep-
resentative sample and the high response rate (79.5), we have
tried to accurately examine the measurement properties of the
MUEQ), and the cross-validation results indicate that, the find-
ings are generalizable and valid.

The Greek sample shows that neck, shoulder and wrist com-
plaints are reported more frequently than complaints in any



other upper body regions. The comparison between three sim-
ilar studies in different cultures shows that the proportions of
participants with at least one complaint of the various upper
extremity body regions was slightly greater for Greece (64%)
and Sudan (70%) than Dutch (55%). Moreover, for the Dutch
population and for cases in a country with Arabic population,
namely the Sudan, similarly neck and shoulder complaints are
more frequently mentioned (Table 5)'?.

Similar results with our study, about the most commonly re-
ported complaints were found by Huisstede et al, in a study on
the Dutch population*. More specifically, the most commonly re-
ported complaints for both the Greek and the Dutch population
were for the shoulders and the neck, while the least reported ones
were for the wrists, hands, and elbow. Similarly, in another study,
Jensen reported more neck than wrist/hand complaints.

In the present study, it was also found, that more complaints
were reported by women than by men®. In Europe, the mus-
culoskeletal disorders of the neck and the upper extremity con-
stitute a major problem in the work place especially among
older women®’. Also, according to Jensen women are more
likely to have symptoms than men®. It is true that women ex-
press their complaints about musculoskeletal pain more fre-
quently than men, especially as far as upper extremity pain is
concerned®®. One possible explanation for this difference is
that women have, often, additional stress from unpaid work
such as housekeeping and childcare®. There are also data
which confirm that psychological and social factors are related
to the differences between the sexes™.

Furthermore, it has been generally suggested that the de-
signing of the workplace and the wrong body postures can af-
fect the risk factors for the development of musculoskeletal
disorders. When the workplace is not properly designed, the
risks for the development of symptoms are due to the hurried
and unnatural body postures, which implicate and aggravate
the stabilizing muscles®.

Moreover, in a systematic review it has been found that,
high job demands, low decision latitude, time pressure, mental
stress, job dissatisfaction, high workload, and lack of social
support from colleagues and superiors were suggested as risk
factors for upper extremity musculoskeletal disorders® 2. In
the current study seven variables were tested including job de-
mands (task complexlty and work pressure), job control (de-
cision authority and development of creative skills) and social
support (support between coworkers and supervisors and work
flow). The results found support for the association between
job strain and developing upper extremity symptoms or exac-
erbate and maintain pre-existing symptoms'’**,

In conclusion, the results of the study show that the Greek
conversion of the MUEQ is a reliable and valid tool for the de-
termination of possible risk factors in the workplace for the in-
cidence of CANS among computer office workers in Greece.
This questionnaire can be used as a tool of research for the
health professionals so that they can identify which working
groups are in need of a more analytical and comprehensive er-
gonomic approach. Further evaluation of psychometric param-
eters of the questionnaire would prove to be equally useful for
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other groups of the population. However, further work is
needed to improve intervention strategies, that integrate psy-
chosocial and physical risk factor reduction to improve upper
extremity health and function among workers.

Authors’ Contributions

E. Bekiari, G. Lyrakos and 1. Dimoliatis developed the validation and
translation and worked on all aspects of the procedure. K. Chanopoulos
conducted the statistical analysis. D. Damigos and V. Mavreas real and
approved the final manuscript.

Acknowledgements

We would like to thanks the translators: Papageorgiou Elissavet (d.
lit), Liotsi Eleni (gr lit), Bakothanasi Paraskeui (ergo), Susanna Leontidou
(d. lit) for their contribution to the cultural adaptation of MUEQ.Gr; the
committee of the experts: Konstas Athanasios (MD), Pesanidou Eleni
(MD), Kiourtzoglou George (MD) Bakomitrou Florentia (u.PHd, Msc),
Vasiliadou Euagelia(phys), Kyriakou Varvara(phys), Gavra Xrisoula(phys)
from Nikaia General Hospital S. Panteleimon, Kitsou Xrisanthi Maria
(MD) from Dep. Of pain of Hospital Attiko, Kostopanagiotou Georgia
(Phd, MD) from 2" Dep. of Anesthesiology School of Medicine, University
of Athens, Lampropoulou Athanasia,Vrouva Sotiria (Msc) from 401 Gen-
eral Military Hospital of Athens; Eleni Bakothanasi, Gatsios Dimitrios,
Gatsiou Stamatina and Eleni Zarzabidi for their invaluable help in data
collection.

References

1. Eltayeb S, Staal JB, Kennes J, et al. Prevalence of com-
plaints of arm, neck and shoulder among computer office
workers and psychometric evaluation of a risk factor
questionnaire. BMC Musculoskelet Disord 2007;8:68.

2. Eltayeb SM, Staal JB, Hassan AA, et al. Complaints of the
arm, neck and shoulder among computer office workers in
Sudan: a prevalence study with validation of an Arabic risk
factors questionnaire. Environ Health 2008;7:33.

3. Hadler NM. Arm pain in the workplace. A small area
analysis. J Occup Med 1992;34(2):113-9.

4. Huisstede BM, Wijnhoven HA, Bierma-Zeinstra SM et
al. Prevalence and characteristics of complaints of the
arm, neck, and/or shoulder (CANS) in the open popula-
tion. Clin J Pain 2008;24(3):253-9.

5. Huisstede BM, Bierma-Zeinstra SM, Koes BW, et al.
BMC Incidence and prevalence of upper-extremity mus-
culoskeletal disorders. A systematic appraisal of the lit-
erature. Musculoskelet Disord 2006;7:7.

6. Armstrong TJ, Fine LJ, Goldstein SA, et al. Ergonomics
considerations in hand and wrist tendinitis. J Hand Surg
Am 1987;12(5Pt2):830-7.

7. Bureau of Labor Statistics News, United States Depart-
ment of Labor. Nonfatal occupational injuries and ill-
nesses requiring days away from work. 2007. Available
at: http://www.bls.gov/iif/ (accessed March 31, 2009).

8. Huisstede BM, Miedema HS, Verhagen AP, et al. Multi-
disciplinary consensus on the terminology and classifica-
tion of complaints of the arm, neck and/or shoulder.

59



E.I. Bekiari et al.: Upper extremity pain among computer office workers

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

60

Occup Environ Med 2007;64(5):313-9.

IJmker S, Blatter BM, van der Beek AJ, et al. Prospective
research on musculoskeletal disorders in office workers
(PROMO): study protocol. BMC Musculoskelet Disord
2006;7:55.

Adedoyin RA, Idowu BO, Adagunodo RE, et al. Muscu-
loskeletal pain associated with the use of computer sys-
tems in Nigeria. Technol Health Care. 2005; 13(2):125-30.
Armstrong TJ, Buckle P, Fine LJ, et al. A conceptual
model for work-related neck and upper-limb muscu-
loskeletal disorders. Scand. J Work Environ Health 1993;
19(2):73-84.

Punnett L, Wegman DH. Work-related musculoskeletal
disorders: the epidemiologic evidence and the debate.
Journal of Electromyography and Kinesiology 2004;
14:13-23.

Walker-Bone K, Cooper C. Hard work never hurt any-
one:or did it? A review of occupational associations with
soft tissue musculoskeletal disorders of the neck and
upper limb. Ann Rheum Dis 2005;72(5):811-8.

Norman K, Floderus B, Hagman M, et al. Musculoskele-
tal symptoms in relation to work exposures at call centre
companies in Sweden. Work 2008;30(2):201-14.
Brogmus GE, Sorock GS, Webster BS. Recent trends in
work-related cumulative trauma disorders of the upper
extremities in the United States: an evaluation of possible
reasons. J Occup Environ Med 1996;38:401-11.

Leclerc A, Franchi P, Cristofari MF, et al. Carpal tunnel
syndrome and work organisation in repetitive work: a
cross sectional study in France. Study Group on Repeti-
tive Work. Occup Environ Med 1998;55(3):180-7.
Feuerstein M, Shaw WS, Nicholas RA, et al. From con-
founders to suspected risk factors: psychosocial factors
and work-related upper extremity disorders. J Elec-
tromyogr Kinesiol 2004;14(1):171-8.

Karasek R, Brisson C, Kawakami N, et al. The Job Con-
tent Questionnaire (JCQ): an instrument for internation-
ally comparative assessments of psychosocial job
characteristics. J Occup Health Psychol 1998;3:322-55.
Hildebrandt VH, Bongers PM, van Dijk FJ, et al. Dutch
Musculoskeletal Questionnaire: description and basic
qualities. Ergonomics 2001;44:1038-55.

Medical Outcomes Trust. Trust introduces new translation
criteria. Trust Bulletin 1997;5:1-4.

Cronbach LJ. Coefficient alpha and the internal structure
of tests. Psychometrika 1951;16:297-334.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Fayers PM, Machin D. Quality of life: assessment, analysis
and interpretation. John Willey & Sons, 2001. England.
Streiner DL. Starting at the beginning:an introduction to
coefficient alpha and internal consistency. J Pers Assess
2003;80:99-103.

Fredriksson K, Alfredsson L, Koster M et al. Risk factors
for neck and upper limb disorders: results from 24 years
of follow up. Occup Environ Med 1999;56:59-66.
Streiner DL, Norman GR. Health Measurement Scales- a
practical guide to their development and use, 4" edition.
Oxford University Press, 2008. Oxford.

Jensen C. Development of neck and hand-wrist symptoms
in relation to duration of computer use at work. Scand J
Work Environ Health 2003;29(3):197-205.

Sjegaard G, Sggaard K, Hermens HJ, et al. Neuromuscular
assessment in elderly workers with and without work related
shoulder/neck trouble: the NEW-study design and physio-
logical findings. Eur J Appl Physiol 2006; 96(2):110-21.
Treaster DE, Burr D. Gender differences in prevalence of
upper extremity musculoskeletal disorders. Ergonomics
2004;47(5):495-526.

IJmker S, Blatter BM, Van der Beek AJ, Van Mechelen
W, et al. Prospective research on musculoskeletal disor-
ders in office workers (PROMO): study protocol. BMC
Musculoskeletal Disord 2006;7:55.

Emslie C, Hunt K, Macintyre S. Problematizing gender,
work and health: the relationship between gender, occupa-
tional grade, working conditions and minor morbidity in
full-time bank employees. Soc Sci Med 1999;48(1):33-48.
Bongers PM, Kremer AM, ter Laak J. Are psychosocial
factors, risk factors for symptoms and signs of the shoul-
der, elbow, or hand/wrist?: a review of the epidemiolog-
ical literature. Am J Ind Med. 2002;41:315-42.

Hannan LM, Monteilh CP, Gerr F, Kleinbaum DG, Mar-
cus M. Job strain and risk of musculoskeletal symptoms
among a prospective cohort of occupational computer
users. Scand J Work Environ Health 2005;31:375-86.
Mechelen W. High physical and psychosocial load at
work and sickness absence due to neck pain. Scand J
Work Environ Health 2002;28:222-31.

Huang GD, Feuerstein M, Kop WJ, Schor K, Arroyo F.
Individual and combined impacts of biomechanical and
work organization factors in work-related musculoskele-
tal symptoms. Am J Ind Med. 2003;43:495-506. Related
upper extremity disorders. J Electromyogr Kinesiol 2004;
14:171-8.



E.I. Bekiari et al.: Upper extremity pain among computer office workers

Appendix 1

The Department of Social Medicine and Mental Health of the School of Medicine of Ioannina is conducting research on the
use of the computer and upper extremity pain. We kindly request you fill out the following questionnaire. Its completion is strictly
anonymous and the content of the information is confidential. The purpose of the questionnaire is purely for research reasons.

We thank you for your cooperation.

I'evikég 1A pogopisg:
1. dvho oA oe
2. Hiaxia — Bapog — Ywog g1V KL
£K.
3. Emdyysiua
4. TIowd siveilm epyacioxn cog 686,
5. TIoco kaupd Sovievets os out T HEom; &t Ko Hves
6. Tloosg nuépes dovievete v efdoudada; UEPES
(umepopisg dev cupme pLappdvovtar)
7. T1668c dpeg TIG £pYACYLES MLEPES BOVAEDETE GTOV BPEC
VIOACYIOTH; (VTEpm pleg Sev cupmeptiapPdvovarl)
8. Tloceg dpeg 6Tov sAsDepo ¥pOVO YPTCILOTOIETTE dpsg
TOV VIOAOYIOTN;
9. Otav dovisbm OTOY VACAOYIGTN YPNOOTOLD MO O TO TOVTIKL
CUYVA: o TO TANKTPOAGYIO
i ket Ta dvo sficov
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62

“To ypogeio epyociog pov”

10. To ypapsio POV GTNV epYUoia £XEL KATAAANAD DYOC.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15,

16.

Mropd vo, TPOCAPUGTE TO VYOS TG KOUPEKAGS Lo,

Ortaw yproipomold 1o TovTiKi, To ¥Ept Lov otnpilstal 610 vpapeio.

H xapéria Tov ¥pnGILOToId GTNY £pTacic Lov oTpilst TN 0GEVIKT Hoipa O

NG CROVOUAIKTC OTHANG (Tnv LECT LoD).

To mnkTpoidyio sivor TomoOeTEVO aKpPde UapocTd Lov.

H 08dvn sivoun TOTOOETIEVT KUTELOSIRY UTPOOTE OV,

Hym apketd yhpo 610 ypapeio Lov o1 Sovisid.

Now
Oy
Na
Oy
Now
Oy
Now
O

Nou

“H Ztdomn tov Zopetog pov”

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Katd v dudpkein spyociag pov motsdom o1t
ST pd KO GTEoT GTO G Lo,

211 Sovhed wdBoplat Y1 apretés hpsg oty 181a
GTAGT.

T mepiocdtepss and Svo dpsg TY NUEPE
KADOUOL e ovOWMLEVOUS (GPTYLEVOLS) TOUG
dUoVCE,

Katd ™ Supreia g epyasios Lov kaboua G
daPoin otao.

211 SOLALIY £RTEAD ETOUVOACUPOVOLEVES KIVIGELS.

TTavta

Zoypva

Mepikée  Zmévia

popég

Tloté
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22. Bpioka tn Sovisid Lov CoUOTIKG sEOVTRTIC. o m| m| o o
23. Otay TANKTpoAoYd 0 Kupmde Lo Pploketal 68 o m| m| o o

guBeio ypopun Le 1o aviiPpiyo (oykdva).

24. Otov dovism 10 Ke@EAL Lov PpiokeTal o8 i | | i i
K.

25. Otay dovievem 10 Kedht fov otpifsl apiotepd o m| m| o o
®o Sefid

26. Otav dovism o KOppOg GTpiPfet amoTepd Kot i | | i i
Selid,

27. Otawv dovisdm o KoppOg Hov Ppicketal o8 i | | i i

GOOUUETPT] GTHON

“Eheyyog Epyociog”
TMaviee  Zuyvd  Mepwéc Zmivie Tloté
POpES

28. Eyd emiéym tov 1pdmo Ue Tov onoio Oa skteiécon O | | i |
T0L KEOTKOVIG 0TIV EPYUCIL LOV.

29. ZUMUETEN® Me GAAOUES GTIV VAT YT] GROOAcEDY. O m| m| o m|

30. Eméym omd Uévog Lo TS dAAYES IOV B8dm va. O m| m| o m|
KAV TNV EpYROi: LoV,

31. KoBopilm tov ypdvo Ko Ty TayDTNTe SKTEAEGNS O | | i |
TOV KAOKOVIBY TN EPYUCINS LLOV.

32, EmAdm povog Hov o Tpofinuata oty epyacic. O m| m| o m|
Hou.

33. H epyaoic o, Lo GvamTOGCEL TIC IKOVOTNTES m| m| m| o m|
pLou.

34, 1 Sovistd Lov pabaive ved TpayUaTo. | | | i |

35, TIpémet va gipon SNpovpyKas oty dovisid pov. O | | i |

36. AvaiauPave diapopetikd kKobnrovia 6Ty | | | i |
EPYACIOL HOU.
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“Anornosig Epyociog”
TMavioe  Zuyvd  Mepwécs  Zadvio TMoté
Popég

37. Epyafopot kTm ano Eviovn Tieomn. ] | | i a

38. To Ppioke d0cKoIo Vo TEASIOCH To KOFNKOVIO ] | | i a
LoV TNV dpat TOUS,

39, Xpsidlopot eXmAloy ypdvo vl Tehsihom T m| m| m| o m|
KaNKovIa TG spyaciag Hov.

40. Agv &ym GprETO YPOVO Y10l VAL TEAEUDO® Ta ] | | i a
KOOMKOVIA TG £pYacias Lov.

41. Zan Sovietd awldva Toug pLBLOVE OV YIG Vi m| m| m| o m|
TEASIOOH TA KOOTKOVIA LoV EYKAIPCL.

42, Bplokm 1o KeONKOVIC TG spyaciosg Lov S0ckoAd. O m| m| o m|

43, 'Eyo Tdpd TOAAY KEBNKOVIC OTIV £pYA0ic LoV, m| m| m| o m|

“Avalerppa”
Ildvio  Zuyvd  Mspicde  Zadvio IToté
poptg

44, Mropd Vo TpoYPOMUOTIon To SIASIUNATE 6Ty O m| m| o m|
gpyacio. Hov.

45, Mropd vo. Lopdom Tov ¥povo TS SPYacios Lov. O | | i a

46. Mropd v omopacicn TOTE vl KEvem SIOASIULG. ] | | i a

47, AdhdCm Tn) 6TdoN TOL CHUUTOS LoV, m| m| m| o m|

48. To kofNKovIo TNS epyaciog pov alddlovy, drmote O m| m| o m|
¥pealeTal.

49, Eictehd o KoOKOVIO TNS EPYUCIOS HOV Ympig m| m| m| o m|
VTOACYIGTY).

50. Meta amo dvo dpsg, keva Siddsippe v déxa ] | | i a
AETTAL.

51. Boloke to Stehsiuncta otn Sovield i o o O o

TKOVOTOTTIKA.

64



E.I. Bekiari et al.: Upper extremity pain among computer office workers

“Ilempairov Epyosias”
TMaviae  Zvyve Mepwés  Zaovio TToté
(Popég

52. Bpiok® 10 TepiPAiioy TG £pYOSIts HOU KAAD. i i a a |

53. O aépog 6T0 E0MTEPKS TOV YPAPEIOU Eival TOAD O i a a |
Enpog.

54, O gépog 6TO E0MTEPIKS TOL YPUPEIOU stval TOAD O o m| m| m|
xkpboc.

55. Z10 yYpapelo VIEPYEl aKATAAIAOS AEPIGUOC, i i a a |

56. TNV epyacict LoV VTAPYEL KATEAANAOS aepiolos. O i a a |

57. To mepipadhov epyaciog Lov sival ToAD i i a a a
Bopufmdsg.

58. O yhpog epyuoicg LoV Elval TOAD POTEWOG. i i a a a

59, Kottdm v TOAMES peg cuveydueva Ty 0Bdwn O o m| m| m|
TOU VTOAIGTY.

60. ZTnv 000V 10V VIOAOYIGTN GVIOVIKAQODY TA ODTA O i a a |
TOU YPUGEIOL 1) TOL TAPAOVPOUL.

“Kowovikn Yrootipién”
Tldviae  Zuyvd  Mepikég Zmdwvia TToté
QOpEg

61. H por g Sovkeids siva opoin. i | i a |

62. Mropd v pmIno® KoL voL {Tow TATPOQOpPIEs i a i a a
GTH BOVAEIE LOU.

63, To KeBMKOVIL TNS EPYACING oL sEUPTOVINL OGO | i | |
TOUG GAAOUE GUVRIEAPOLG HOV.

64. To epyacuxd mepiPaliov sivan &veto. i | i a |

65. Eav kavd Adbog oto kabmKovia TnNe spyaciog Hov O | i a |
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66

Bpickam vEOGTAPIEN GId TOUE CUVASEADOUE MOV,
66. Edv kdvo M0og oTo KubmKovIa TG £pracios Lov O m| o o m|

Ppickm vEOGTIPIEN omd TOV vdTEPO LoV

(mpoictdusvo).
67. Ot cuvaSeApot LoV sivar PLAKOL. ] a i i a
68. Ot ovdTEPOL POV (TPOICTAUEVOL) E1vai PLATICOL. m| m| o o m|

Evoyinesis: Katd mn Suipkewa Too tehevtoiov £tovg eiye névo 1| mupumwovédnKka yiu To0AG(GTOY

pic gfdopddu yio pw 1| TEMOcHTEPES TEPWOYES TOV CONUTOS,

69, Avyévag o Oxn
o No
70. Cuog o Onp ~ 0 Apotepog

0 Nai— Eavvoy, < 0 Asfidg
. 0 Katrotdvo
71. Bpayiovag o On ~ 0 ApoTeEpos

0 Nar— Edvvor, < 0O Asfiog

. 0 Kaioidvo

72, Ayxdvag o Oxn 0 Apwotepds
O Noatw—  Edv vau, O Asfdg

o Ko ot dvo

73, AvtiPpdyio o On 0O Apiotepd
0 Noatw—  Edv vau, O Aefo

o Ka ta évo

74, Kapmog o Op O Apiotepds
0 Noxw—  Edwv vau, 0 Asfdg

o Ko ot duvo
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75, TTaddpn kou SdyToia o Oy

76.

#lil

78.

79.

30.

31

82.

o Noa— Edv vor,

Katd ) S1apreio Tov T8As0Taion 100G siya

TOVO/EVOYANOT)/ AVIKAVOTNTE OTO Gve GKPO.

H peyaiitepn mepiodog svoyAricemy Kotd Ty onoid dev

LTOPONGH VA EKTEAECM TV KoHMUepvI) Hov

dpactnploTnta fTay

Katd v Sidpreia To T8ALVTUIOU £T0VE TPOGEQUYE G

£181K0 A0y TOL AOGVOL GTO Ve GKPO;

T1 gidovg Depamsio deyTnrate (KOTG TOV TSASVTAIO Y POVO);

Adym 10U TOVOL GTO dvd dKKpo EYe YAGEL TNV EPYAGIH, LOU

G610 TapsAbov.

AdY® TV EVOYANTE®@Y GTO v akpo (katd T Siapkei

TOV TEPUCUEVOD £TOVS) moVGIaa ad TV spyaoic Lov.

AdYm TV EVOYANCE®Y GTO GV AKPO TO TEPUGHEVO £TOG OL

SpacTnplomtes Lov spmodiomray

0 Apiotepn
0 At

o Ko ovdvo

o Oy

0 Now

m Mépeg

i Epdopadeg

o Op

0 Naw— H Sutyvaon tav svoyAncemy fioy,

0 Kapia

0 ducwobspumsin
o Dapuako

o Evyysipnon

o Ako

0 No

o Oy

0 Nouw
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- GTNV EPYOGIL OV 0 O
o N
- 6TOV ghe00epO YpOVO LoV o On
o N

83. Ot evoyAnosig Lou opeiloviat o8 Tponyolpsve athynue. o Oy

0 No

On endpeves epOTIGELS UVEQPEPOVTUL GE TEPATOVE LOYO TTOVOL GTOV GUYEVE, TOV GO, TO YEPL, TOV KOPTO

KU1 TOV OYKOVE KETE TO Tpoyotpevo £Toc.

84 NibhOm névo o1o dve dpo poAs tedetdve v epyacics. 0 Oy
pov. 0 Not— AVTog 0 TOVOG o Om

sapaviCeton petd O Now

amd Alym
Eexobpaon
85 Nub0e kobpaon kot sEvTANGT 610 dve drpo. o O
0O Noi— Avtn evoyinon 0 Oy
sapavileton petd 0 Non
amd Alym
Eekobpaon
86, Nubh0m duciaplyic ota SuyTuld Lov. o Oy
O Not— Avt n dvokouyia O Oy
s€apavileton pstde 0 Now
amd Alym
Eexovpaon
87. Nubh0m pobduiopa ot Sdytuid pov. o Op
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88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

o4.
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NubOw LOpHYKIOCHE 6TG A TUAL LLov.

NubhOm advvoplio 6To Gve dxpo.

Yropépm amd TpRERo oTa ¥EPIL.

N8 TpAEWO/BUCKaUWIY 06TO dvd GiKpo

NubBm cuveyOLEVD TOVO GTO Gve GKPO

NubOm pia aiiaym oto ypodps, ™ Beplokpacio ) Ty

£@i8pmon Tov Gvo Gxpov

XKpnowomowd mousepad (VTOGTAPIEN TOVTUKIOD), BrKeg

0 Not—

o No—

o On

O Not—

o On

O Not—

o Oy

o Not

O Not

Avto 10 o O
Hovd o 0 Nouw
cuveyiletl LeTd amo

Atyn Eexotpaon

Avtd o o On
HUPUAYKIGO L o Nat
GuvEYIZsl Ko PHeTd

n dovierd

Avtnadovopic o O
cuveyilet kot uetd 0O Now

n dovied

Avtdtopiéyo O Oxp
cuveyilet kot uetd 0O Now

TN Sovisid
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APYE10BETTIONS KA VOO Yo Vit LLELDHG M TOV TOHVO 0 Not

GTO (va) Ko

95, Xpnoworoud koArdpo auysva 1 (hveg (vapbnkeg) 1

o Opn
AL EEGPTAROTE Y1 VT LEIHoMm TOV TTOVO GTO v
0 Nat
drpo.
Appendix 2

Maastricht Upper Extremity Questionnaire (MUEQ)

General Information:

1. Gender o0 Male o Female

2. Surmname

3. Date of birth? - -1

4. Where do you work? o Heerlen

o Maastricht

o Both

5. Whatis your current position?

6. How long have you been working in this position? __ Year

7. How many days do you work per week? __ Day
(over time not included)

8 How many hours do you work per day? _ Hour
{breaks and over time not included)

9. How many hours per working day do you work ___ Hour
behind your computer?

Work Station
10. My desk (table) at work has suitable height. o No
o Yes
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11. T can adjust my chair height. o No
o Yes
12. When I use the mouse device, my arm 1s supported by the table. o No
o Yes
13. The chair I use during work supports my lower back. o No
o Yes
14. My keyboard is placed directly in front of me. o No
o Yes
15. The screen is placed directly in front of me. o No
o Yes
16. T have enough space to work at my office. o No
o Yes

Body Posture

Always Often Someti- Seldom Never

mes
17. During my work I keep a good work posture. o a a | |
18. At work I sit for long hours in one position. | O O O O
19. For more than two hours per day [ sit with lifted o a a | |
shoulders.
20. During my work [ sit in awkward posture. o a a ] ]
21. In work I perform repetitive tasks. o a a | |
22. Ifind my job physically exhausting. | O O O O
23. When I key my hand is placed in a straight line o a a | |
with my lower arm.
24 When I work my head is bended. o a a ] ]
25. Head is twisted towards the left or right. o a a | |
26. Trunk is twisted towards the left or right. o a a ] ]
27. My Trunk is in asymmetrical position. o a a | |
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Job Control
Always Often Someti- Seldom  Never
mes
28. 1 decide how to perform my job task. o ] o | ]
29. I participate with others in decision taking. | O | O O
30. T decide my own task changes. O O O O O
31. T determine the time & speed job tasks. o ] o ] ]
32. 1 solve work problems by my self. o ] o ] ]
33. My work develops my abilities. o ] o | ]
34. In my work I learn new things. o ] o ] ]
35. T have to be creative in my work. o ] o | ]
36. [ under take different tasks in my work. | O | O O
Job Demand
Always Often Someti- Seldom  Never
mes
37. I work under extensive work pressure. | O | O O
38. I find it difficult to finish my tasks on time. | O | O O
39. 1 take extra hours to finish my job tasks. o ] o ] ]
40. T have no enough time to finish my job task. o ] o ] ]
41. At work I speed to finish my tasks on time. o ] o ] ]
42. 1 find my work tasks difficult. o ] o ] ]
43. T have too many job tasks. o ] o ] ]
Break Time
Always Often Someti- Seldom Never
mes
44. T can plan my work breaks. o ] o ] ]
45. 1 can divide my work time. o ] o | ]
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46. 1 can decide when to take a break. | | | o |
47. 1 alternate in my body posture. | | o o o
48. T alternate in my job task. ] ] ] o ]
49. 1 perform job task without computer. ] ] ] o ]
50. After two hours | take a break for 10 minutes. ] ] o o ]
51. Ifind my work breaks sufficient. O O O O O

Work environment

Always  Often Someti- Seldom Never

mes
52. Ifind my work environment good. ] o o o o
53. The air inside the office is too dry. o o o o o
54. The air inside the office is toe cold. o o o o o
55. In the office there is unwanted air. o o o o o
56. There is available fresh air in my work. ] o o o o
57. My work environment is noisy. ] o o o o
58. My work place is too bright. o o o o o
59. 1 gaze at the computer screen. | o o o o
60. The computer screen reflects the office lights. ] o o o o

Social Support

Always Often Someti- Seldom  Never

mes
61. The work flow goes smoothly. m] o o ] o
62. 1 can ask and enquire in my work. O m| | O m|
63. My work tasks depend on other colleges. O m| m| O m|
64. My work atmosphere is comfortable. o o o o o
65. If T made a mistake in my work task I find support 0 o o ] o

from my colleges.
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60. If T made a mistake in my work task I find support 0O a o ] o

from my supervisors.

67. My colleagues are friendly. O O m| O m|
68. My supervisors are friendly. O O m| O m|
Complaints

During the past vear I had pain or complaints for at least one week in one or more of the following

body regions
69. Neck o No
o Yes
70. Shoulder(s) o No o Left
O0Yes —  If Yes, o Right
o Both
71. Upper Arm o No o Left
0OYes—  If Yes, 0 Right
o Both
72. Elbow (8) o No o Left
0Yes—  If Yes, O Right
0 Both
73. Lower Arm o No o Left
oYes —  If Yes, o Right
0 Both
74, Wrists o No O Left
OYes—  If Yes, O Right
0 Both
75. Hand o No o Left
OYes —  If Yes, o Right
o Both
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From here (upper musculoskeletal extremity) would be used to represent (neck, shoulder, hand,

wrist, arm and elbow)

76.

e

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

During the past year I had pain/complaint/disability inmy o No

upper musculoskeletal extremity o Yes
The longest period of complaint (in the past year) whereby O Days
I could not perform my daily activity was a weeks

During the past year I was referred to the physician dueto o No

my upper extremity pain? o Yes— The physician. Diagnosis of the

complaint was?

What kind of treatment did you receive (during the past

year)

Because of my upper extremity pain [ have lost a job before o No
O Yes

Because of my upper extremity complaints (during the past o No

year) I was absent from work o Yes
Due to upper extremity complaints in the past year my o No
activities were hindered o Yes
- in my work o No

- in my leisure time o Yes

My complaints are due to a previous accident. o No
O Yes

0 Physiotherapy
0 Medication
0 Operation

o Other

The next questions are related to pain complaints in the neck, shoulder, hand, wrist,

and elbow in the past year

34.

I feel pain in my upper musculoskeletal extremity as soon 0 No

as I fimish work 0O Yes —

This pain o No
disappears aftera o Yes

short rest
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85.

36.

87.

38.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93

94,

95,

I feel fatigue and exhaustion in my upper musculoskeletal

extremity

[ feel stiffness in my finger

I feel numbness in my fingers

I feel tingling in my fingers

I feel weakness in my upper musculoskeletal extremity

[ suffer from swelling in my hands

I feel swelling/ stiffness in my upper musculoskeletal
extremity

I feel continuous pain in my upper muscul oskeletal
extremity

[ feel a change in the colour, temperature, sweating in my
upper musculoskeletal extremity

[ use mouse pad, file holder, foot supporter to reduce upper
musculoskeletal extremity pain

I use neck collar or belts or other to reduce upper

musculoskeletal extremity pain

o No

0 Yes —

o No

0O Yes —

o No

0 Yes —

o No

0O Yes —

0 Yes

o No

0 Yes

o No

o Yes

o No

o Yes

0 No

O Yes

This complaint
disappears after a
short rest

This stiffness
disappears after a
short rest

This numbness
continues after a
short rest

This tingling
continue after
work

This weakness
continue after
work

This swelling
continue after

work

]

Yes

No

Yes

Yes
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