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Abstract
Objective  Workplace health promotion (WHP) in Germany is receiving increasing support from health insurance 
funds. Nevertheless, there is hardly any knowledge on the process of how health outcomes are achieved, especially 
in nursing. The aim of the study was to find out how and what can be implemented in different care settings and to 
examine the reactions and interactions of the participants under routine conditions.

Methods  Guided by a logic model, a holistic WHP approach was implemented in four acute care hospitals, seven 
inpatient care facilities and four outpatient care services from April 2021 to October 2022. Data on realized WHP 
interventions, participant assessment and topics of work design was collected and analyzed descriptively.

Results  The realized WHP interventions were adapted depending on the content and context. Mainly short 
relaxation interventions were delivered or those with an event character were received by participants. The highest 
participation rate of planned participants was achieved in team building training. Participants predominantly assessed 
WHP interventions as useful, the quality as (very) good and were generally (very) satisfied with the intervention 
components. For work design topics, intentions for the design of work organization were mainly documented in 
action plans.

Conclusion  Cooperation with practitioners in research should be continued as a contribution to quality 
development. This could provide suggestions as to which content adjustments lead to greater acceptance by the 
target group in a specific context.

Trial registration  The project was registered in the German Clinical Trial Register (DRKS00024961, 2021/04/09).

Keywords  Nursing staff, Employee health, Workplace health promotion, Occupational health and safety, 
Implementation and process evaluation, Logic model
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Introduction
Public health is of great interest worldwide and health 
promotion therefore also requires efforts outside the 
health sector [1]. The workplace appears to be a suitable 
place to promote the health of employees [2–4]. Work-
place health promotion (WHP) is about the combined 
efforts of employers, employees and society to create 
safe and healthy working conditions and to encourage 
the personal development to improve well-being and 
health at work [1–4]. In Germany, WHP is supported by 
health insurance funds [5]. The focus is in supporting the 
establishment and strengthening of health-promoting 
structures [5]. In this context, health insurers demand 
that WHP follows a process approach that should be 
addressed with company representatives (decision-
makers) of all persons involved in health promotion and 
employee health [6]. Since the Care Staff Strengthening 
Act [7], health insurance funds in Germany have been 
increasingly called upon to support the health of nurs-
ing employees in particular, as this target group plays a 
key role in public health. Especially in care settings, it 
is assumed that there are different health-related needs 
for action due to setting-specific contexts in acute care 
hospitals (ACH), inpatient care facilities (ICF) and out-
patient care services (OCS) [8]. To address these needs, 
health insurance funds are supporting a growing number 
of care organizations each year in establishing a WHP 
approach, which results in increasing costs [9, 10].

Given the increasing costs, there is a strong demand for 
evidence to legitimize spending on preventive and health 
promotion interventions [11, 12]. In Germany, previous 
WHP intervention studies in nursing have mainly focused 
on individual coping skills to promote mental or physi-
cal health, which showed no or only minor effects on the 
outcomes [13]. While internationally such behavioral 
prevention components of the WHP appear to be cost-
effective for both employers and society [14]. However, 
it is known that a holistic WHP approach with a com-
bination of interventions at organizational and individ-
ual level is likely to be most effective [15]. Interventions 
with several components that are connected or related to 
each other and can influence each other are also referred 
to as complex interventions [16]. Complexity increases 
further when, as in WHP, different groups or organiza-
tional levels in the work environment are addressed and 
the process approach increases flexibility in terms of the 
content of interventions [13, 14]. As a result, the evalua-
tion of complex interventions also becomes complex, as 
the interaction between content and context determines 
and shapes whether and how outcomes are achieved [17, 
18]. Therefore, a complementary process evaluation can 
provide important insights associated with variation in 
outcomes [17].

Developing evidence requires a combination of sci-
entific evidence and the practical experience of relevant 
professionals, such as WHP experts, as well as the per-
spective of the target population [11]. Still, practitioners 
tend to see evaluation as an additional task and therefore 
data that can be used to adjust programs is rarely col-
lected [19]. Specifically, concurrent process evaluations 
alongside effectiveness studies for WHP programs are 
hardly conducted, and the quality of studies in this regard 
could be improved [20].

It appears that there is a lack of systematic and high 
quality research on WHP [21–23], and evidence is 
especially limited in the care sector [13, 24, 25]. In this 
context, neither the feasibility nor the impact of WHP 
interventions can be interpreted without a theoretical 
basis [26]. A possible solution to address the complexity 
of evidence development could be to work with a the-
ory of change, such as in the form of a logic model that 
can represent a results chain [27]. Thereby, logic models 
emphasize the relevance of process evaluation along-
side outcome evaluation, taking into account the context 
[28]. Moreover, by graphically representing the assumed 
causal linkages, a logic model can provide a communica-
tion basis for collaboration with all stakeholders involved 
in WHP [29, 30]. This could be beneficial as it is useful 
for evaluation purposes to agree with practitioners which 
data can be collected under routine conditions [28, 31]. 
Some WHP interventions have already been systemati-
cally evaluated guided by a logic model [32–35].

The study presented was part of a model project, which 
aimed to contribute to the promotion of health and 
improvement of the working situation of nursing employ-
ees in different care settings. The conception and evalu-
ation of the implemented WHP approach was based on 
a program logic model. The process evaluation was con-
ducted with the objectives of examining the implemen-
tation of a holistic WHP approach and the participants’ 
response to and interaction with the interventions under 
routine conditions in different nursing settings. Based on 
the practicability of data collection, this led to the follow-
ing research questions:

(1)	Which WHP interventions were realized in different 
care settings?

(2)	How do the participants assess the WHP 
interventions in the care organizations?

(3)	Which topics of work design were addressed by 
WHP?

Materials and methods
The process evaluation was conducted as part of the 
project “Workplace offers for health promotion and vio-
lence prevention” (BAGGer), funded by the German 
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Federal Ministry of Health. The study was registered in 
the German Register for Clinical Studies (DRKS-ID: 
DRKS00024961) and approved by the Ethics Committee 
of the German Sport University Cologne (No. 097/2021; 
07 June 2021).

Logic model guiding the project
As a guideline for the conception and evaluation of the 
implemented WHP approach, a logic model was created 
in cooperation with scientists and practitioners, which 
was filled with information from the target population 
[36].

Concerning the planned work, theoretical assumptions 
for intervention reasoning (Assumptions) were obtained 
from the literature in the form of systematic reviews [13, 
37]. Afterwards, different analysis methods were used to 
describe with which means and resources (Inputs) were 
needed. For this purpose, qualitative interviews were 
conducted with nurses and complemented by a quantita-
tive employee survey in order to identify relevant health 
burdens of nursing care employees and determine prom-
ising interventions [38, 39]. In addition, structures for the 
participatory design of a WHP approach were created 
involving the target group, employers and WHP experts. 
Based on the Inputs, the WHP interventions (Activities) 
were carried out in each care setting under routine con-
ditions at an organizational and individual level accord-
ing to the German “Guideline Prevention” (“Leitfaden 
Prävention”) [6].

The intended results have been assessed in terms of 
direct products of the interventions in the process (Out-
puts). Based on this, future publications of the project 
could reveal changes in perceived work demands and 

health behavior at work (Outcomes) in order to deter-
mine whether WHP could contribute to fundamental 
changes (Impact).

Possible Context Factors, which include organizational 
framework conditions for workplace health management 
and facilitators and barriers to participation in WHP, 
were identified in the form of interviews with managers 
and employees [40, 41].

An illustration of the logic model guiding the project 
can be found in Fig. 1.

Participants and setting
The systematic implementation of the WHP approach 
took place between April 2021 and October 2022 in 
15 care organizations (ACH = 4, ICF = 7, OCS = 4) in 
North Rhine-Westphalia, Germany. All 3312 employ-
ees (ACH = 2127, ICF = 506, OCS = 679) who were work-
ing in one of the care organizations during the project 
period were able to participate in the interventions. Par-
ticipation was voluntary and individual participants were 
recruited by the decision-makers of the organizations.

The holistic WHP approach
The interventions were carried out by WHP experts, all of 
whom had experience in care settings, under routine con-
ditions on behalf of a health insurance company. In order 
to establish and strengthen health-promoting struc-
tures, a Kick Off meeting was held in each care organi-
zation to link a steering committee to existing structures 
and processes. Interventions were planned for each care 
organization in a participatory design by WHP experts 
and decision-makers. The content was largely driven 
by company-specific needs for action and was based on 

Fig. 1  Logic model guiding the project
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existing interventions by WHP experts on an organiza-
tional and individual level. Structural interventions for 
health-promoting work design address organizational 
topics of work environment, task design, work organiza-
tion and social relations [6]. Behavioral interventions to 
promote a healthy work and lifestyle address individual 
coping skills and include the topics of stress management 
and strengthening resources, physical-activity-promoting 
work and physically active employees, healthy nutrition 
in everyday working life, and addiction prevention [6]. 
The content could be delivered in the form of meetings, 
consultations, workshops, trainings, sessions and event 
days, with recommendations for the duration of the units 
and the number of participants.

Adaptation of the recommendations was made on a 
company-specific basis depending on available resources. 
The personnel resources for attending the interventions 
were provided by the participating care organizations. 
All interventions were performed during working hours 
or could be credited as working hours. The intervention 
costs were fully and indefinitely covered by the health 
insurance company during the project. Meeting rooms of 
the individual care organizations were used as places of 
implementation.

Study design
This process evaluation was based on the Medical 
Research Council guidance for conducting and report-
ing process evaluation [28]. The key components of a 
process evaluation interact with the context and include, 
the implementation, the what and the how, as well as the 

mechanisms of impact that show how the delivered inter-
ventions produce change [28].

In terms of implementation, fidelity was defined as 
whether the WHP interventions were realized in accor-
dance with the recommendations of the WHP experts. 
The dose refers to the amount of interventions deliv-
ered in each setting and received by participants. Reach 
was defined as whether the planned participants were 
attending.

Regarding the mechanism of impact, two pathways 
in which participants respond to and interact with the 
interventions were considered. Firstly, participants could 
assess the interventions directly, and secondly, employ-
ees could be influenced indirectly through the changes in 
work design.

Data collection and analysis
In terms of the process evaluation, multicenter data col-
lection was conducted concurrently with implementa-
tions to formatively evaluate the holistic WHP approach 
post-process. The WHP experts provided a description, 
including the recommendations, of the implemented 
interventions and categorized them according to the 
WHP fields of action and the intended need for action. In 
order to answer the research questions, data on realized 
WHP interventions, participant assessment and topics 
of work design was collected by the accompanying WHP 
experts (see Table 1).

The WHP interventions were documented before and 
after being realized. The content as well as the number 
of implementations, the duration and the number of 

Table 1  Operationalization of output
Output Operationalization Response Option
Realized WHP 
interventions

Dose delivered Number of implementations
Duration Intervention unit time
Reach Participation rate: 

“Number of participants attended”/ “Planned number of 
participants”

Participant 
assessment

Usefulness (fulfillment of expectations, content-related benefit*, 
learning experience*, motivation to practice the content)

4-point scale
(agree – disagree)

Structural quality [42]
(announcement*, rooms, media, group composition)

5-point scale
(very good – very poor)

Process quality [42] (comprehensibility*, communication of con-
tent*, responsiveness to questions, relevance to everyday life*)

5-point scale
(very good – very poor)

Satisfaction (with the training in general*) 4-point scale
(very satisfied – dissatisfied)

Topics of work 
design

Work environment [6] (physical factors, ergonomics, work equip-
ment, operational conditions)

Number of intentions in the action plans

Task design [6] (decision latitude, qualification, holistic nature of the 
task, physical requirements)

Number of intentions in the action plans

Work organization [6] (information, working hours, workflow, 
cooperation)

Number of intentions in the action plans

Social relations [6] (leadership, colleagues, customers, clients) Number of intentions in the action plans
Implementation status (completed, in progress, planned) Number of implemented intentions at the end of the project

*Included in the abbreviated questionnaire for interventions with a duration of < 60 min.
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planned participants were determined in advance in con-
sultation with the decision-makers of the care organiza-
tions. The actual number of attending participants was 
documented on the day of implementation. In order to 
obtain a participant assessment, a questionnaire was dis-
tributed and collected after trainings or sessions. Topics 
of work design emerged during meetings, consultations 
or workshops and were documented by WHP experts 
in company-specific action plans. The intentions in the 
action plans were continuously planned, implemented, 
and subsequently reviewed by the decision-makers in the 
steering committee under the moderation of the WHP 
experts according to need and urgency. At the end of the 
project, the status of implementation was determined for 
all intentions.

The data was analyzed descriptively (frequencies, 
means and standard deviations).

Results
Interventions were classified by WHP experts in the 
fields of action according to the need for action. A need 
for action was seen in shaping the demands of everyday 
work, in coping with social, mental or physical burdens 
and creating awareness of WHP interventions. A clas-
sification and description of the interventions delivered, 
including the WHP experts’ recommendations on the 
duration and number of participants per implementa-
tion, can be found in Table 2.

Realized WHP interventions
The realized WHP interventions in the 15 care organiza-
tions participating in the project is shown in comparison 
of the settings (see Table 3).

Regarding fidelity, adaptations were made in all set-
tings to the steering committee with regard to the 
recommended duration; the meetings were shorter. 
Furthermore, only one movement scout unit was imple-
mented in ACH instead of the recommended three, and 
the duration of the leadership training and movement 
sessions was also shortened through adaptations. In all 
settings, the number of planned participants in team 
building training was increased beyond the recommen-
dation, which was also adapted for stress management 
training in OCS. In contrast, fewer participants than rec-
ommended were planned for employee workshop on work 
design in ICF and OCS and for communication training 
and violence prevention training in OCS.

In all settings, a higher dose was delivered in behav-
ioral interventions than in the structural interventions. 
The highest dose delivered in all settings was achieved 
in the intervention relaxation session with a total of 185 
implementations (ACH = 27, ICF = 112, OCS = 45). For 
dose received by participants, most had contact with the 
health promotion event days across all settings, with 474 

participants attending (ACH = 323, ICF = 65, OCS = 86). 
Whereas in ICF, the highest dose received by participants 
was in the intervention component relaxation session 
with 212 attending participants.

In terms of reach, a total of 1680 participants 
attended the structural and behavioral interventions 
(ACH = 757, ICF = 608, OCS = 315), which corresponds to 
a participation rate of 77.9% (ACH = 78.2%, ICF = 86.7%, 
OCS = 64.5%).

Participant assessment
In all settings, out of a total of 593 participants who 
attended trainings and sessions, 432 completed the ques-
tionnaire, which corresponds to a response rate of 72.8%. 
The response rate was highest among the 102 OCS par-
ticipants (86.3%), followed by the 343 ICF participants 
(83.7%), and lowest among the 148 ACH participants 
(38.5%).

Usefulness was rated from 1.1 (± 0.3) to 2.0 (± 0.8) on 
a 4-point scale. Structural quality from 1.1 (± 0.2) to 2.1 
(± 1.0) and process quality from 1.0 (± 0.0) to 1.6 (± 0.7), 
each on a 5-point scale. Satisfaction was rated on a 
4-point scale from 1.0 (± 0.0) to 2.0 (± 0.8).

A detailed participant assessment of the different train-
ings can be found in Table 4.

Topics of work design
Based on the topics of work design emerged during 
meetings, consultations or workshops, a total of 121 
(ACH = 60; ICF = 32; OCS = 29) intentions were made by 
decision-makers in the steering committee and docu-
mented in action plans. In all care settings, it was primar-
ily topics relating to work organization (53.7%) that were 
discussed in detail and addressed in a solution-oriented 
manner. In detail, it was the “workflow” in ACH and ICF, 
while in OCS it was mainly the passing on of “informa-
tion”. At the end of the project 62.8% of the intentions 
were implemented and 25.6% in progress. Further detail 
can be found in Table 5.

Discussion
The aim of this process evaluation was to examine the 
implementation of a holistic WHP approach at both 
organizational and individual level, and the response of 
participants to and interaction with it under routine con-
ditions in different care contexts. A key finding was that 
implementation is shaped by content and context. In real-
ized WHP interventions, there were adjustments during 
implementation that differed from the recommendations 
of the WHP experts (fidelity). With regard to fidelity, the 
duration was shortened, particularly in the ACH context 
when the content was familiar, while the planned num-
ber of participants was reduced in the contexts with 
higher sick leave (ICF, OCS). Regardless of the context, 
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the number of participants in the content team building 
training and stress management training was increased. 
In the case of the amount of realized WHP interven-
tions (dose), relaxation sessions were mainly delivered 
and these short WHP interventions or health promotion 
event days were received by participants, whereby both 
serve more to raise awareness of health topics than to 
bring about a long-term change in behavior. The highest 
participation rates (reach) in realized WHP interventions 
were achieved in the ICF context and in the content of 

team building training. In terms of participant assess-
ment, the interventions were predominantly rated as use-
ful and (very) good/satisfied by participants when they 
were well announced. Furthermore, the number of inten-
tions to address topics of work design seems to increase 
with the number of employee workshops on work design 
delivered. Employee participation appears to be the key 
to meeting the need for action on work organization top-
ics and achieving a high level of implementation.

Table 2  Description of the interventions
Name Description Duration Number of 

participants
Structural interventions
Shaping the demands of everyday work
Kick Off At an initial meeting with representatives of all persons involved in health promotion and occu-

pational health and safety (establishment or expansion of the steering committee), a common 
understanding of health promotion is defined, and goals are set.

3–4 h At least
5 decision 
makers

Steering committee Quarterly workgroup meeting to determine needs,
plan and implement WHP offerings and topics, communicate and evaluate health promotion 
process.

1.5–3 h At least
5 decision 
makers

Employee workshop 
on work design

In moderated group discussions, employees analyze their own work situation. Concrete solu-
tion ideas are developed for identified problems and presented to the decision-makers to 
develop an action plan.

2–4 h 8–12 
employees

Ergonomics 
consulting

On-site guidance of the work process and creation of written recommendations for a work 
environment conducive to physical activity.

One to
several days

At least one 
dedicated 
person per 
department

Movement scout Multiplier workshop to develop skills to offer small movement sessions to colleagues. 3–5 × 2 h Maximum 
10 Participants

Coping with social burdens
Leadership training Training on the topics: Self-care as a

role model function as a leading employee and
health-oriented employee management.

4–8 h At least 4 
leading 
employees

Team building 
training

Group workshop with the focus on
social interaction with each other and development
respectful cooperation in teams.

3–6 h 8–12 
employees

Communication 
training

Training on expectations and attitudes in
conversations as well as de-escalating
conversation techniques.

6–8 h 8–12 
employees

Violence prevention 
training

Training in violence prevention and de-escalation,
recognizing situations that trigger violence and
dealing with aggressive behavior

6–8 h 8–12 
employees

Behavioral interventions
Coping with mental burdens
Stress management 
training

Behavioral training for stress management and to
strengthening of psychological resources.

4–8 h 8–12 
employees

Relaxation session Practicing relaxation and regeneration techniques that can be integrated into the daily work 
routine or during breaks.

20–60 min 1–5 
employees

Coping with physical burdens
Back health training Training on basic tension in the body, relieving postures in care, and body awareness and 

muscle building exercises.
2 × 3–4 h 8–12 

employees
Movement session Practicing movement techniques for relieve back and neck strain that can be integrated into 

the daily work routine or during breaks.
20–60 min 1–5 

employees
Creating awareness of WHP offers
Health promotion 
event day

Event day to promote WHP activities face-to-face with the aim of making employees aware of 
their health and health prevention and motivate them to adopt a healthy work and lifestyle.

3–8 h At least 20 
employees

h = hours
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All care
settings
n = 15
3312 employees

Acute care 
hospitals
n = 4
2127 employees

Inpatient care
facilities
n = 7
506 employees

Outpatient care
services
n = 4
679 employees

Structural interventions (total n) 137 52 53 32
Shaping the demands of everyday work
Kick Off
Dose delivered [n]
Duration min/n [min-max]
Reach [att./plan. (%)]

15
180–240
100/n.a.

4
180–240
45/n.a.

7
180–240
33/ n.a.

4
180–240
22/n.a.

Steering committee
Dose delivered [n]
Duration min/n [min-max]
Reach [att./plan. (%)]

65
30 – 180
303/438 (69.2%)

21
30–120
123/196 (62.8%)

28
60 – 180
120/158 (75.9%)

16
45 – 150
60/84 (71.4%)

Employee workshop on 
work design
Dose delivered [n]
Duration min/n [min-max]
Reach [att./plan. (%)]

26
180 – 240
184/222 (82.9%)

15
180–240
110/143 (76.9%)

4
240
29/29 (100%)

7
180–240
45 /50 (90.0%)

Ergonomics consulting
Dose delivered [n]
Duration min/n [min-max]
Reach [att./plan. (%)]*

3
360
18/18 (100%)

0
-
-

3
360
18/18 (100%)

0
-
-

Movement scout
Dose delivered [n]
Duration min/n [min-max]
Reach [att./plan. (%)]

1
120
8/8 (100%)

1
120
8/8 (100%)

0
-
-

0
-
-

Coping with social burdens
Leadership training
Dose delivered [n]
Duration min/n [min-max]
Reach [att./plan. (%)]

10
180 – 390 
85/112 (75.9%)

8
180–390
68/92 (73.9%)

2
240
17/20 (85.0%)

0
-
-

Team building training
Dose delivered [n]
Duration min/n [min-max]
Reach [att./plan. (%)]

5
240 – 360
68/77 (88.3%)

2
360
29/32 (90.6%)

2
240
24/30 (80.0%)

1
360
15/15 (100%)

Communication training
Dose delivered [n]
Duration min/n [min-max]
Reach [att./plan. (%)]

6
360
45/50 (90.0%)

0
-
-

3
360
28/28 (100%)

3
360
17/22 (77.3%)

Violence prevention training
Dose delivered [n]
Duration min/n [min-max]
Reach [att./plan. (%)]

6
360–390 
55/67 (82.1%)

1
390
10/12 (83.3%)

4
360–390
43/52 (82.7%)

1
390
2/3 (66.7%)

Behavioral interventions (total n) 235 69 117 49
Coping with mental burdens
Stress management training
Dose delivered [n]
Duration min/n [min-max]
Reach [att./plan. (%)]

1
240
12/14 (85.7%)

0
-
-

0
-
-

1
240
12/14 (85.7%)

Relaxation session
Dose delivered [n]
Duration min/n [min-max]
Reach [att./plan. (%)]

185
20–45
296/374 (79.1%)

27
20
23/36 (63.9%)

112
20–45
217/ 250 (86.8%)

46
20–30
56/88 (63.6%)

Coping with physical burdens
Back health training
Dose delivered [n]
Duration min/n [min-max]
Reach [att./plan. (%)]

2
240
14/19 (73.7%)

0
-
-

2
240
14/19 (73.7%)

0
-
-

Table 3  Realized WHP interventions
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Realized WHP interventions
Adaptions to the realized WHP interventions were made 
depending on the resources available in the care organi-
zations, whereby a closer look at the fidelity revealed a 
far more differentiated picture. A steering committee was 
linked to existing structures and processes in all organi-
zations, which resulted in a shorter duration in all set-
tings by adapting to a company-specific context. At the 
start of the project, all ACHs were known to already have 
a steering committee, compared with 71% of ICFs and 
60% of OCSs [40]. The existence of comparable content 
could be a reason why fewer time resources are provided 
for planning. This is also reflected in the fact that in ACH 
the movement scout intervention was delivered less fre-
quently than recommended and leadership training and 
movement sessions were delivered for a shorter period. In 
Germany, 94% of ACHs already offer leadership training 
and movement courses are available in 90% of them [43]. 
Further changes were made to the interventions with 
regard to the human resources made available. Employee 
workshops on work design were planned in ICF and OCS 
with fewer participants than recommended. Here the 
reason could be the context, since during the implemen-
tation phase sick leave was higher in ICF than OCS and 
lowest in ACH [44, 45]. In contrast, more participants 
were planned for team building training than recom-
mended in all settings and for stress management training 
in OCS. This greater interest could be due to the fact that 
the perceived social work climate is one of the key influ-
encing factors on employee health in nursing [39]. Stress 
management, good communication and social support 
are particularly important for OCS nurses in Germany 
[46, 47]. Therefore, it is surprising that communication or 
violence prevention trainings in OCS were planned with 
fewer participants than recommended. This could be due 
to the context, as OCS was the setting with the lowest 
number of (verbal) violence incidents at the start of the 
project [39].

This study showed that the dose delivered of behavioral 
interventions was higher than of structural interventions. 
This tendency in the thematic scope of the dose delivered 
is also reflected in the data from the reporting system of 
the health insurance funds [9, 10]. The fit of WHP inter-
ventions with shift times and participating during work 
time seem to be crucial in planning [41], which could be 
one reason why mainly short relaxation sessions were 
delivered. In addition to the care setting context, the 
content could also be decisive for delivery. Contrary to 
expectations, stress management training was only imple-
mented once in OCS, although both ACH and OCS 
employees showed high levels of stress indicators at the 
start of the project [39]. A preference for relaxation con-
tent over stress management interventions was also seen 
in other studies, despite lower effects on psychological 
outcome variables [48]. Besides, a great need for action 
is seen in Germany for the nursing sector on the topics 
of back health and strengthening [47]. In the care setting 
comparison, it is noticeable that ergonomics consulting, 
back health trainings and short movement sessions were 
only delivered in ACH and ICF, although it is known that 
physical workload is particularly demanding in both ICF 
and OCS [38, 49]. One reason could be that OCS work 
takes place in the context of private households, which 
could complicate the implementation of ergonomics 
consulting, although a lot of time is also spent in the car, 
where adaptation to physiological needs could be useful 
[38, 49]. Emotional exhaustion is perceived much more 
frequently than physical complaints in OCS contexts 
[50], so it may be that this is a higher priority in the plan-
ning process. While the ICF participants received the 
highest dose in the relaxation sessions, the highest dose 
in ACH and OCS was received in health promotion event 
days. In this context, health promotion event days that 
provide a space for face-to-face outreach can be a useful 
complement to communication, as they create opportu-
nities for personal contact [51]. Especially nurses want 
direct face-to-face communication when it comes to 

All care
settings
n = 15
3312 employees

Acute care 
hospitals
n = 4
2127 employees

Inpatient care
facilities
n = 7
506 employees

Outpatient care
services
n = 4
679 employees

Movement session
Dose delivered [n]
Duration min/n [min-max]
Reach [att./plan. (%)]

38
15
18/38 (47.4%)

38
15
18/38 (47.4%)

0
-
-

0
-
-

Creating awareness of WHP interventions
Health promotion event day
Dose delivered [n]
Duration min/n [min-max]
Reach [att./plan. (%)]

9
270–540 
474/720 (65.8%)

4
390–540
323/411 (78.6%)

3
390
65/ 97 (67.0%)

2
270–390
86/212 (40.6%)

Dose delivered = Number of implementations; n = number; Reach = Participation rate; att. = number of participants attended; plan. = planned number of participants; 
n.a. = not available; * = departments

Table 3  (continued) 
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WHP in addition to written communication via email or 
notice boards [41].

The reach of the holistic WHP approach in this study 
was a participation rate of 77.9% in all settings. It is well 
known that participation in WHP is often below 50% 
[52]. The results also showed predominantly higher par-
ticipation rates per intervention, which were between 

40.6% and 100% in all care settings. Comparable partici-
pation rates (38.5–100%) were also seen in other holistic 
WHP approaches in nursing [53]. In a comparison of set-
tings, the highest participation rate was achieved in ICF 
and the lowest in OCS. It is known that, particularly in 
nursing, a high work density tends to inhibit participa-
tion, while support from management tends to encourage 

Table 4  Participant assessment of trainings
All care
settings
n = 15
3312 employees

Acute care 
hospitals
n = 4
2127 employees

Inpatient care
facilities
n = 7
506 employees

Outpatient care
services
n = 4
679 employees

Structural interventions
Coping with social burdens
Leadership training [n/att. (%)]
Usefulness [M (± SD)] *
Structural quality [M (± SD)] **
Process quality [M (± SD)] **
Satisfaction [M (± SD)] ***

30/85 (35.3%)
1.4 (± 0.6)
1.3 (± 0.5)
1.2 (± 0.4)
1.2 (± 0.4)

13/68 (19.1%)
1.7 (± 0.6)
1.5 (± 0.6)
1.4 (± 0.5)
1.5 (± 0.5)

17/17 (100%)
1.2 (± 0.4)
1.2 (± 0.4)
1.1 (± 0.3)
1.0 (± 0.0)

-
-
-
-
-

Team building training [n/att. (%)]
Usefulness [M (± SD)] *
Structural quality [M (± SD)] **
Process quality [M (± SD)] **
Satisfaction [M (± SD)] ***

29/68 (42.6%)
1.3 (± 0.5)
1.5 (± 0.7)
1.2 (± 0.4)
1.2 (± 0.4)

6/29 (20.7%)
1.3 (± 0.5)
1.5 (± 0.6)
1.1 (± 0.3)
1.2 (± 0.4)

8/24 (33.3%)
1.2 (± 0.4)
1.5 (± 0.6)
1.3 (± 0.4)
1.1 (± 0.4)

15/15 (100%)
1.3 (± 0.5)
1.4 (± 0.7)
1.1 (± 0.3)
1.2 (± 0.4)

Communication training [n/att. (%)]
Usefulness [M (± SD)] *
Structural quality [M (± SD)] **
Process quality [M (± SD)] **
Satisfaction [M (± SD)] ***

45/45 (100%)
1.3 (± 0.6)
1.5 (± 0.6)
1.2 (± 0.5)
1,3 (± 0.5)

-
-
-
-
-

28/28 (100%)
1.4 (± 0.7)
1.6 (± 0.7)
1.3 (± 0.5)
1.4 (± 0.5)

17/17 (100%)
1.1 (± 0.4)
1.4 (± 0.6)
1.1 (± 0.3)
1.1 (± 0.2)

Violence prevention training [n/att. (%)]
Usefulness [M (± SD)] *
Structural quality [M (± SD)] **
Process quality [M (± SD)] **
Satisfaction [M (± SD)] ***

37/55 (67.2%)
1.5 (± 0.7)
1.7 (± 0.8)
1.4 (± 0.6)
1.5 (± 0.7)

9/10 (90.0%)
2.0 (± 0.8)
2.1 (± 1.0)
1.6 (± 0.7)
2.0 (± 0.8)

28/43 (65.1%)
1.3 (± 0.6)
1.6 (± 0.6)
1.4 (± 0.5)
1.4 (± 0.6)

0/2 (0.0%)
-
-
-
-

Behavioral interventions
Coping with mental burdens
Stress management training [n/att. (%)]
Usefulness [M (± SD)] *
Structural quality [M (± SD)] **
Process quality [M (± SD)] **
Satisfaction [M (± SD)] ***

12/12 (100%)
1.1 (± 0.3)
1.3 (± 0.5)
1.0 (± 0.0)
1.1 (± 0.3)

-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-

12/12 (100%)
1.1 (± 0.3)
1.3 (± 0.5)
1.0 (± 0.0)
1.1 (± 0.3)

Relaxation session [n/att. (%)]
Usefulness [M (± SD)] *
Structural quality [M (± SD)] **
Process quality [M (± SD)] **
Satisfaction [M (± SD)] ***

254/296 (85.8%)
1.2 (± 0.5)
1.2 (± 0.5)
1.1 (± 0.3)
1.1 (± 0.3)

11/23 (47.8%)
1.4 (± 0.7)
1.3 (± 0.5)
1.2 (± 0.3)
1.1 (± 0.3)

199/217 (91.7%)
1.2 (± 0.5)
1.2 (± 0.4)
1.1 (± 0.3)
1.1 (± 0.3)

44/56 (78.6%)
1.2 (± 0.4)
1.4 (± 0.8)
1.1 (± 0.3)
1.1 (± 0.3)

Coping with physical burdens
Back health training [n/att. (%)]
Usefulness [M (± SD)] *
Structural quality [M (± SD)] **
Process quality [M (± SD)] **
Satisfaction [M (± SD)] ***

7/14 (50.0%)
1,3 (± 0,7)
1,4 (± 0,6)
1,0 (± 0,2)
1,2 (± 0,4)

-
-
-
-
-

7/14 (50.0%)
1.3 (± 0,7)
1.4 (± 0,6)
1.0 (± 0,2)
1.2 (± 0,4)

-
-
-
-
-

Movement session [n/att. (%)]
Usefulness [M (± SD)] *
Structural quality [M (± SD)] **
Process quality [M (± SD)] **
Satisfaction [M (± SD)] ***

18/ 18 (100%)
1.1 (± 0,3)
1.1 (± 0,2)
1.1 (± 0,3)
1.2 (± 0,4)

18/ 18 (100%)
1.1 (± 0,3)
1.1 (± 0,2)
1.1 (± 0,3)
1.2 (± 0,4)

-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-

n = number of completed feedback forms; att. = number of participants attended; *= [1 (agree) – 4 (disagree)]; **= [1 (very good) – 5 (very poor)]; ***= [1(very satisfied) 
– 4 (dissatisfied)]
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participation [41, 54, 55]. Supporting this, the perceived 
quantitative workload was lowest in the ICF context [39]. 
The health-promoting willingness of managers at the 
start of the project, on the other hand, was highest in the 
OCS context [40]. However, in OCS it is also known that 
the distance between the place of living and the company 
as the place of implementation can also inhibit participa-
tion [41, 56], which in turn could be another reason for 
the low level of participation. Team building training was 
an intervention that was delivered in all settings and had 
the highest overall participation rate of 88.3% over a six-
hour period. It is known that the expectation of health 
benefits from the content can facilitate participation [57, 
58]. In contrast to the dose, this is confirmed by the fact 
that the highest participation rates (100%) were found for 
interventions with a longer duration.

Participant assessment
The questionnaires to assess the interventions were com-
pleted by 72.8% of the participants. Participant assess-
ment was rated useful and (very) good/ satisfied in most 
interventions, with the exception of violence prevention 
in ACH. However, as only nine participants took part 
in one training session, it remains unclear whether this 
is a one-off lower rating or whether the content should 
generally be changed for the ACH context. Other authors 

also found that WHP interventions tend to get high use-
fulness and satisfaction ratings [53, 59]. In contrast, one 
study that found more dissatisfaction with WHP inter-
ventions attributed this to the study design, in which par-
ticipants were not informed about the content or goal of 
the WHP intervention [60]. In this study, the structural 
quality, which includes the announcement, was rated 
as (very) good by the participants. In this regard, it is 
noticeable that this one violence prevention training with 
the lowest approval ratings for usefulness and satisfac-
tion also received the lowest rating for structural qual-
ity. Accordingly, the announcement as well as the group 
composition or target group could be another aspect 
that could be given greater consideration during WHP 
planning.

Topics of work design
When it comes to changes in work design, most inten-
tions were documented in the ACH action plans (60 in 4 
organizations) and the fewest in the ICF (32 in 7 organi-
zations). This is also reflected in the number of employee 
workshops on work design in the settings that were con-
ducted most in ACH and least in ICF. In all setting con-
texts, the content was primarily intended to address work 
organization topics. In care settings, we know that work 
organization can be one of the main factors influencing 

Table 5  Topics of work design according to the “Guideline Prevention”
All care
settings
n = 15
3312 employees

Acute care 
hospitals
n = 4
2127 employees

Inpatient care
facilities
n = 7
506 employees

Outpatient care
services
n = 4
679 employees

Number of intentions in the action plans (total n) 121 60 32 29
Work environment [n (%)]
Physical factors [n]
Ergonomics [n]
Work equipment [n]
Operational conditions [n]

32 (26.4%)
2
8
7
15

17 (28.3%)
2
1
4
10

11 (34.4%)
-
5
2
4

4 (13.8%)
-
2
1
1

Task design
Decision latitude [n]
Qualification [n]
Holistic nature of the task [n]
Physical requirements [n]

14 (11.6%)
3
7
4
-

6 (10.0%)
1
3
2
-

2 (6.3%)
-
1
1
-

6 (20.7%)
2
3
1
-

Work organization
Information [n]
Working hours [n]
Workflow [n]
Cooperation [n]

65 (53.7%)
23
9
27
6

34 (56.7%)
10
5
16
3

15 (46.8%)
5
2
6
2

16 (55.2%)
8
2
5
1

Social relations
Leadership [n]
Colleagues [n]
Customers [n]
Clients [n]

10 (8.3%)
6
4
-
-

3 (5.0%)
1
2
-
-

4 (12.5%)
2
2
-
-

3 (10.3%)
3
-
-
-

Implementation status* [n]
Completed [n; %]
In progress [n; %]
Planned [n; %]

121
76 (62.8%)
31 (25.6%)
14 (11.6%)

60
33 (55.0%)
16 (26.7%)
11 (18.3%)

32
21 (65.6%)
10 (31.3%)
1 (3.1%)

29
22 (75.9%)
5 (17.2%)
2 (6.9%)

n = number; % = proportion of intentions in relation to all intentions of the action plans per setting; * = at project end
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health [39]. Therefore, it seems that the need for action 
has been met. On the other hand, this study was carried 
out in the middle of the pandemic in Germany. During 
this time, the dynamic infection situation meant that 
work organization in particular had to be rethought even 
without WHP consulting [61, 62]. It is noticeable that 
in ACH and ICF mainly workflow topics were intended, 
while in OCS the focus was on information topics. This 
could be due to the fact that in ACH and ICF in particu-
lar, work-flows have to be coordinated on site, whereas 
in OCS the work tends to be done alone and therefore 
information transfer could have a higher importance 
in work organization [38]. It is striking that there were 
hardly any topics on social relations in all settings and 
none with customers and clients. While some topics have 
already been covered through leadership, team building, 
violence prevention and communication trainings, this is 
not entirely the case with interaction work with custom-
ers and clients. This could be due to the fact that nurses 
assume that other work demands, such as staffing, have 
a considerable effect on interaction work and that these 
therefore take priority [38, 63]. At the end of the proj-
ect, 88.4% (62.8% completed and 25.6% in progress) of 
all intentions in the action plans had been implemented. 
Other studies reported 45–86% of intentions imple-
mented within 6 to 12 months [64]. In Nursing, perceived 
implementation ranges from 26 to 79% [60]. The high 
implementation status in this study could be related to 
the involvement of employees in creating them. We know 
that employee involvement can help to optimally adapt 
the intentions to the organizational culture and con-
text, that employees feel more responsible, and that the 
change process runs more smoothly [65, 66].

Strengths and limitation
A major strength of this study is that it is based on sci-
entific evidence and a participatory design of a holistic 
WHP approach at organizational and individual level 
involving the target group of nursing employees, employ-
ers, and WHP experts. Thus, an evaluation method could 
be tested in practice under routine conditions.

However, the experimental design has also led to some 
limitations. Recruitment was carried out by decision-
makers from the care organizations. In Germany, WHP 
interventions are thought to be more likely to be adopted 
by healthy and active care employees, whereas older 
employees who already have work-related harm should 
be targeted more [67, 68]. In contrast, other studies 
found few statistically significant associations with demo-
graphic, health, and work-related characteristics and 
participation besides gender [52]. Since no personal char-
acteristics of the participants were collected, it remains 
unclear whether the desired target groups were reached. 
While in the intervention steering committee a repeated 

participation of the same persons was aimed at, in other 
interventions it is unclear whether persons participated 
more than once. The interventions were planned based 
on the organizations’ need for action, but it cannot be 
ruled out that certain content was already known from 
other offers. During implementation, adjustments were 
made depending on the available resources (context) of 
the care organizations and the costs of the interventions 
were fully covered by a health insurance company but 
not determined. In addition to a survey of existing con-
tent, a supplementary evaluation of context factors and 
economic aspects could provide interesting insights for 
future studies. Further, no validated/ established instru-
ments were used to evaluate and assess the interventions. 
Neither were reasons for non-participation or correla-
tions assessed and some participant assessment data was 
not available or missing. It is therefore uncertain whether 
the other participants would have assessed the different 
interventions better or worse. The implementation of 
work design topics has shown that the intentions meet 
the need for action. However, it remains to be deter-
mined whether these will also bring about long-term 
changes since no impact can be derived from descriptive 
data.

Conclusion
The results presented underlined that both content and 
context should be taken into account when adapting 
WHP interventions. For practitioners, this could mean 
that the focus of implementation in care organizations 
could be more on well announced participatory and 
team-building content and on relaxation rather than 
stress management. When announcing WHP interven-
tions in nursing, additional face-to-face contact could be 
an enriching element of communication. Moreover, for 
the development of interventions, it could be interest-
ing to observe whether care organizations tend to accept 
shorter WHP interventions or those with an event char-
acter, regardless of the topic. The company-specific con-
text, such as shift times or travel times of employees to 
the event location, could be given greater consideration 
in the planning process in order to potentially increase 
participation. The comparison of the care settings could 
also provide indications for a re-examine of some inter-
ventions. In the ACH context, this could mean that fur-
ther participant assessments of violence prevention 
training are reviewed more intensively in order to adapt 
the content if necessary. Especially in the ICF context, the 
implementation of employee workshops on work design 
could be encouraged, as these seem to cover the need for 
action and thus contribute to creating healthy working 
conditions. Consideration could also be given to whether 
the existing content on back health and strengthening 
can be implemented in the OCS context.
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For research, the concept of working with practitio-
ners on a project could make a tremendous contribution 
to evidence and quality development in WHP. Further 
research could help to make the benefits of collaborative 
work with a logic model even clearer. To this end, fur-
ther development of the logic model on outcomes and 
in long-term studies on impacts could be useful in the 
future. This could provide crucial information on what to 
focus on during implementation when it comes to pro-
moting the health of nursing employees.

Acknowledgements
The authors thank all care organizations and employees for participating 
in this study. Furthermore, a very big thank you goes to all the people who 
carried out interventions, embarking on the adventure of research.

Author contributions
Conceptualization, J.L. and A.S.; methodology, J.L., H.B., M.G., and A.S.; 
software, A.S.; formal analysis, J.L.; investigation, J.L. and H.B.; resources, A.S.; 
data curation, J.L.; writing - original draft preparation, J.L.; writing - review 
and editing, J.L., H.B., M.G., and A.S.; visualization, J.L.; supervision, A.S.; project 
administration, H.B. and A.S.; funding acquisition, A.S. All authors have read 
and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding
This research was funded by the German Federal Ministry of Health, grant 
number 2520ZPK744.
Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

Data availability
The data presented in this study are available on request from the 
corresponding author.

Declarations

Ethical approval
The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the Declaration of 
Helsinki, and approved by the Ethics Committee of German Sport University 
Cologne (No. 097/2021; 07 June 2021).

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Consent to participate
Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Received: 14 May 2024 / Accepted: 16 August 2024

References
1.	 World Health Organization. Ottawa Charter for Health Promotion. 1986. 

https://www.who.int/teams/health-promotion/enhanced-wellbeing/first-
global-conference. Accessed 7 Jul 2024.

2.	 Occupational Safety and Health Administration. Occupational Safety and 
Health Act. 1970. https://www.osha.gov/laws-regs/oshact/completeoshact. 
Accessed 7 Jul 2024.

3.	 International Labour Organisation. Declaration of Philadelphia. 1944. https://
normlex.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=1000:62:0::NO:62:P62_LIST_ENTRIE_
ID:2453907:NO#declaration. Accessed 7 Jul 2024.

4.	 European Network for Workplace Health Promotion. Luxembourg Declara-
tion on Workplace Health Promotion in the European Union. 2007. https://

www.enwhp.org/resources/toolip/doc/2018/04/24/luxembourg_declaration.
pdf. Accessed 7 Jul 2023.

5.	 SGB V - § 20b Betriebliche Gesundheitsförderung. Sozialgesetzbuch (SGB) 
Fünftes Buch (V) - Gesetzliche Krankenversicherung - (Artikel 1 des Gesetzes 
v. 20. Dezember 1988, BGBl. I S. 2477). In: Bundesgesetzblatt Jahrgang 2021 
Teil I Nr. 44, ausgegeben zu Bonn am 19. Juli 2021.

6.	 GKV-Spitzenverband. Leitfaden Prävention: Handlungsfelder und Kriterien 
nach § 20 Abs. 2 SGB V zur Umsetzung der §§ 20, 20a und 20b SGB V vom 21. 
Juni 2000 in der Fassung vom 27. März 2023. Berlin; 2023.

7.	 Gesetz zur Stärkung des Pflegepersonals. (Pflegepersonal-Stärkungsgesetz - 
PpSG). In: Bundesgesetzblatt Jahrgang 2018 Teil I Nr. 45, ausgegeben zu Bonn 
am 14. Dezember 2018.

8.	 Drupp M, Meyer M, Winter W. Betriebliches Gesundheitsmanagement (BGM) 
für pflegeeinrichtungen und Krankenhäuser Unter Pandemiebedingungen. 
In: Jacobs K, Kuhlmey A, Greß S, Klauber J, Schwinger A, editors. Sicherstel-
lung Der Pflege: Bedarfslagen Und Angebotsstrukturen. Berlin: Springer; 
2021. pp. 71–89. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-63107-2_5.

9.	 Schempp N, Kaun L, Medizinischer Dienst Bund (MD Bund). Präventionsberi-
cht,. 2022: Leistungen der gesetzlichen Krankenversicherung: Primärpräven-
tion und Gesundheitsförderung Leistungen der sozialen Pflegeversicherung: 
Prävention in stationären Pflegeeinrichtungen Berichtsjahr 2021; November 
2022.

10.	 Schempp N, Kaun L, Medizinischer Dienst Bund (MD Bund). Präventionsberi-
cht 2023: Leistungen der gesetzlichen Krankenversicherung: Primärpräven-
tion und Gesundheitsförderung Leistungen der sozialen Pflegeversicherung: 
Prävention in stationären Pflegeeinrichtungen Berichtsjahr 2022; 2023.

11.	 de Bock F. Mehr Evidenzbasierung in Prävention Und Gesundheitsförderung: 
Kriterien für Evidenzbasierte Maßnahmen und notwendige organisationale 
rahmenbedingungen und Kapazitäten. [Establishing evidence-based preven-
tion and health promotion: criteria for evidence-based interventions and 
necessary organizational requirements and capacities]. Bundesgesundheits-
blatt Gesundheitsforschung Gesundheitsschutz. 2021;64:524–33. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00103-021-03320-1.

12.	 Kramer I, Sockoll I, Bödeker W. Die Evidenzbasis für betriebliche Gesundheits-
förderung Und Prävention — Eine Synopse Des Wissenschaftlichen Kenntnis-
standes. In: Badura B, Schröder H, Vetter C, editors. Betriebliches Gesundheits-
management: Kosten Und Nutzen. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag Berlin 
Heidelberg; 2009. pp. 65–76. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-69213-3_7.

13.	 Schaller A, Gernert M, Klas T, Lange M. Workplace health promotion interven-
tions for nurses in Germany: a systematic review based on the RE-AIM frame-
work. BMC Nurs. 2022;21:65. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12912-022-00842-0.

14.	 Vargas-Martínez AM, Romero-Saldaña M, de Diego-Cordero R. Economic 
evaluation of workplace health promotion interventions focused on Lifestyle: 
systematic review and meta-analysis. J Adv Nurs. 2021;77:3657–91. https://
doi.org/10.1111/jan.14857.

15.	 Goldgruber J, Ahrens D. Gesundheitsbezogene Interventionen in Der 
Arbeitswelt. Praev Gesundheitsf. 2009;4:83–95. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11553-008-0155-8.

16.	 Petticrew M. When are complex interventions ‘complex’? When are simple 
interventions ‘simple’? Eur J Public Health. 2011;21:397–8. https://doi.
org/10.1093/eurpub/ckr084.

17.	 Craig P, Dieppe P, Macintyre S, Michie S, Nazareth I, Petticrew M. Developing 
and evaluating complex interventions: the new Medical Research Council 
guidance. BMJ. 2008;337:a1655. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.a1655.

18.	 Skivington K, Matthews L, Simpson SA, Craig P, Baird J, Blazeby JM et al. 
A new framework for developing and evaluating complex interventions: 
update of Medical Research Council guidance. BMJ. 2021;374:n2061. https://
doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n2061.

19.	 Lobo R, Petrich M, Burns SK. Supporting health promotion practitioners 
to undertake evaluation for program development. BMC Public Health. 
2014;14:1315. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-1315.

20.	 Wierenga D, Engbers LH, van Empelen P, Duijts S, Hildebrandt VH, van Mech-
elen W. What is actually measured in process evaluations for worksite health 
promotion programs: a systematic review. BMC Public Health. 2013;13:1190. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-13-1190.

21.	 McCoy K, Stinson K, Scott K, Tenney L, Newman LS. Health promotion in small 
business: a systematic review of factors influencing adoption and effective-
ness of worksite wellness programs. J Occup Environ Med. 2014;56:579–87. 
https://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0000000000000171.

22.	 Pham CT, Phung D, Nguyen TV, Chu C. The effectiveness of workplace 
health promotion in low- and middle-income countries. Health Promot Int. 
2020;35:1220–9. https://doi.org/10.1093/heapro/daz091.

https://www.who.int/teams/health-promotion/enhanced-wellbeing/first-global-conference
https://www.who.int/teams/health-promotion/enhanced-wellbeing/first-global-conference
https://www.osha.gov/laws-regs/oshact/completeoshact
https://normlex.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=1000:62:0::NO:62:P62_LIST_ENTRIE_ID:2453907:NO#declaration
https://normlex.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=1000:62:0::NO:62:P62_LIST_ENTRIE_ID:2453907:NO#declaration
https://normlex.ilo.org/dyn/normlex/en/f?p=1000:62:0::NO:62:P62_LIST_ENTRIE_ID:2453907:NO#declaration
https://www.enwhp.org/resources/toolip/doc/2018/04/24/luxembourg_declaration.pdf
https://www.enwhp.org/resources/toolip/doc/2018/04/24/luxembourg_declaration.pdf
https://www.enwhp.org/resources/toolip/doc/2018/04/24/luxembourg_declaration.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-63107-2_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00103-021-03320-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00103-021-03320-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-69213-3_7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12912-022-00842-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.14857
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.14857
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11553-008-0155-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11553-008-0155-8
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckr084
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckr084
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.a1655
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-1315
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-13-1190
https://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0000000000000171
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapro/daz091


Page 13 of 14Lützerath et al. BMC Nursing          (2024) 23:582 

23.	 Pieper C, Schröer S, Eilerts A-L. Evidence of Workplace Interventions-A 
systematic review of systematic reviews. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2019. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16193553.

24.	 Romppanen J, Häggman-Laitila A. Interventions for nurses’ well-being at 
work: a quantitative systematic review. J Adv Nurs. 2017;73:1555–69. https://
doi.org/10.1111/jan.13210.

25.	 Mojtahedzadeh N, Neumann FA, Rohwer E, Augustin M, Zyriax B-C, Harth V, 
Mache S. Betriebliche Gesundheitsförderung in Der Pflege. Praev Gesund-
heitsf. 2021;16:163–9. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11553-020-00800-1.

26.	 Dalgetty R, Miller CB, Dombrowski SU. Examining the theory-effectiveness 
hypothesis: a systematic review of systematic reviews. Br J Health Psychol. 
2019;24:334–56. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12356.

27.	 Rogers P. Theory of Change: Methodological Briefs - Impact Evaluation No. 2. 
2014. https://www.unicef-irc.org/publications/pdf/brief_2_theoryofchange_
eng.pdf

28.	 Moore GF, Audrey S, Barker M, Bond L, Bonell C, Hardeman W, et al. Process 
evaluation of complex interventions: Medical Research Council guidance. 
BMJ. 2015;350:h1258. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.h1258.

29.	 Gernert M, Schuber AA, Schaller A. Experiences in the application of logic 
models in the context of workplace health promotion – a focus group 
discussion. Eval Program Plan. 2023;102347. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
evalprogplan.2023.102347.

30.	 W.K. Kellogg Foundation. Logic model development guide: Using logic 
models to bring together planning, evaluation and action; 2004.

31.	 Skivington K, Matthews L, Simpson SA, Craig P, Baird J, Blazeby JM, et al. 
Framework for the development and evaluation of complex interventions: 
gap analysis, workshop and consultation-informed update. Health Technol 
Assess. 2021;25:1–132. https://doi.org/10.3310/hta25570.

32.	 Schaller A, Hoffmann C. Impact model-based Physical-Activity Promotion at 
the Workplace: study protocol for a mixed-methods study in Germany (Kom-
RueBer Study). Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2021. https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijerph18116074.

33.	 Dale AM, Jaegers L, Welch L, Gardner BT, Buchholz B, Weaver N, Evanoff BA. 
Evaluation of a participatory ergonomics intervention in small commercial 
construction firms. Am J Ind Med. 2016;59:465–75. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ajim.22586.

34.	 Strickland JR, Kinghorn AM, Evanoff BA, Dale AM. Implementation of the 
Healthy Workplace Participatory Program in a Retail setting: a feasibility study 
and Framework for evaluation. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2019. https://
doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16040590.

35.	 Kåks P, Stansert Katzen L, Målqvist M, Bergström A, van Herzig Wees S. 
Implementing a social innovation for community-based peer support for 
immigrant mothers in Sweden: a mixed-methods process evaluation. Front 
Public Health. 2023;11:1332738. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1332738.

36.	 Bleier H, Lützerath J, Stassen G, Schaller A. Wirkungsmodellbasierte Konzep-
tion und Evaluation betrieblicher Angebote zur Gesundheitsförderung 
und Gewaltprävention pflegender Beschäftigter – das BAGGer Projekt. 20. 
Deutscher Kongress für Versorgungsforschung (DKVF) 2021. https://doi.
org/10.3205/21DKVF197

37.	 Schaller A, Klas T, Gernert M, Steinbeißer K. Health problems and violence 
experiences of nurses working in acute care hospitals, long-term care facili-
ties, and home-based long-term care in Germany: a systematic review. PLoS 
ONE. 2021;16:e0260050. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260050.

38.	 Lützerath J, Bleier H, Schaller A. Work-related Health burdens of nurses in Ger-
many: a qualitative interview study in different care settings. Healthc (Basel). 
2022. https://doi.org/10.3390/healthcare10020375.

39.	 Lützerath J, Bleier H, Stassen G, Schaller A. Influencing factors on the health 
of nurses—a regression analysis considering individual and organizational 
determinants in Germany. BMC Health Serv Res. 2023;23:100. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12913-023-09106-2.

40.	 Bleier H, Lützerath J, Schaller A. Organizational Framework Conditions for 
Workplace Health Management in different settings of Nursing-A cross-
sectional analysis in Germany. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2022. https://
doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19063693.

41.	 Bleier H, Lützerath J, Schaller A. Organizational facilitators and barriers for 
participation in workplace health promotion in healthcare: a qualitative 
interview study among nurses. Front Psychol. 2023;14:1101235. https://doi.
org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1101235.

42.	 GKV-Spitzenverband. Gemeinsame und einheitliche Evaluationsverfahren 
der gesetzlichen Krankenkassen zu § 20 SGB V: Anwenderhandbuch Evalu-
ation Teil 1: Evaluation des individuellen Ansatzes: Kursmaßnahmen in den 

Handlungsfeldern Bewegungsgewohnheiten, Ernährung und Stressmanage-
ment. Berlin; 2014.

43.	 Filser M, Blum K. Umsetzungsstand Der Konzertierten Aktion Pflege Im Kran-
kenhaus: Gutachten Des Deutschen Krankenhausinstituts für die Deutsche 
Krankenhausgesellschaft. Düsseldorf; Oktober; 2021.

44.	 Knieps F, Pfaff H, Batzoni H, editors. Pflegefall Pflege? Berlin: Medizinisch Wis-
senschaftliche Verlagsgesellschaft; Dezember; 2022.

45.	 Wolf-Ostermann K, Schmidt A, Preuß B, Heinze F, Seibert K, Friedrich A-C 
et al. Pflege in Zeiten von Corona: Ergebnisse einer deutschlandweiten 
Querschnittbefragung von ambulanten Pflegediensten und teilstationären 
Einrichtungen. Pflege. 2020.

46.	 Mojtahedzadeh N, Wirth T, Nienhaus A, Harth V, Mache S. Job demands, 
resources and strains of Outpatient caregivers during the COVID-19 pan-
demic in Germany: a qualitative study. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2021. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18073684.

47.	 Ehegartner V, Kirschneck M, Frisch D, Schuh A, Kus S. Arbeitsfähigkeit 
Von Pflegekräften in Deutschland – Welchen Präventionsbedarf hat das 
Pflegepersonal: Ergebnisse Einer Expertenbefragung. [Work ability and 
Health Promotion offers needed by Healthcare Personnel in Germany: 
results of an Expert Survey]. Gesundheitswesen. 2020;82:422–30. https://doi.
org/10.1055/a-0905-3007.

48.	 Richardson KM, Rothstein HR. Effects of occupational stress management 
intervention programs: a meta-analysis. J Occup Health Psychol. 2008;13:69–
93. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.13.1.69.

49.	 Glaser J, Höge T. Probleme Und Lösungen in Der Pflege aus Sicht Der Arbeits-
Und Gesundheitswissenschaften. Dortmund/ Berlin/ Dresden; 2005.

50.	 Petersen J, Melzer M. Ambulant Pflegende in Deutschland: erschöpft, aber 
präsent. Bundesanstalt für Arbeitsschutz und Arbeitsmedizin; 2023.

51.	 Hoffmann C, Schaller A. Evaluation of the communication strategy for 
promoting physical activity in a cross-company network in Germany: a 
mixed-methods analysis. Front Public Health. 2022;10:905451. https://doi.
org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.905451.

52.	 Robroek SJ, van Lenthe FJ, van Empelen P, Burdorf A. Determinants of partici-
pation in worksite health promotion programmes: a systematic review. Int J 
Behav Nutr Phys Act. 2009;6:26. https://doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-6-26.

53.	 Soler-Font M, Ramada JM, Merelles A, Amat A, La Flor C, Martínez O, et 
al. Process evaluation of a complex workplace intervention to prevent 
musculoskeletal pain in nursing staff: results from INTEVAL_Spain. BMC Nurs. 
2021;20:189. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12912-021-00716-x.

54.	 Krupp E, Hielscher V, Kirchen-Peters S. Betriebliche Gesundheitsförderung in 
der Pflege – Umsetzungsbarrieren und Handlungsansätze. In: Schwinger A, 
Klauber J, Kuhlmey A, Jacobs K, Greß S, editors. Pflege-Report 2019. Erschei-
nungsort nicht ermittelbar: Springer Nature; 2020. pp. 113–122. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-662-58935-9_8

55.	 Zhang Y, Flum M, Kotejoshyer R, Fleishman J, Henning R, Punnett L. 
Workplace Participatory Occupational Health/Health Promotion Program: 
facilitators and barriers observed in three nursing homes. J Gerontol Nurs. 
2016;42:34–42. https://doi.org/10.3928/00989134-20160308-03.

56.	 Neumann FA, Mojtahedzadeh N, Harth V, Mache S, Augustin M, Zyriax B-C. 
Gesundheitsverhalten und -förderung Von Ambulanten Pflegekräften. Praev 
Gesundheitsf. 2022;17:32–43. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11553-021-00842-z.

57.	 Kilpatrick M, Blizzard L, Sanderson K, Teale B, Jose K, Venn A. Barriers and 
facilitators to participation in workplace health promotion (WHP) activities: 
results from a cross-sectional survey of public-sector employees in Tasmania, 
Australia. Health Promot J Austr. 2017;28:225–32. https://doi.org/10.1071/
HE16052.

58.	 Rongen A, Robroek SJW, van Ginkel W, Lindeboom D, Altink B, Burdorf A. Bar-
riers and facilitators for participation in health promotion programs among 
employees: a six-month follow-up study. BMC Public Health. 2014;14:573. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-573.

59.	 Street TD, Lacey SJ. Employee Perceptions of Workplace Health Promo-
tion Programs: comparison of a Tailored, semi-tailored, and standardized 
Approach. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2018. https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijerph15050881.

60.	 Driessen MT, Proper KI, Anema JR, Bongers PM, van der Beek AJ. Process 
evaluation of a participatory ergonomics programme to prevent low back 
pain and neck pain among workers. Implement Sci. 2010;5:65. https://doi.
org/10.1186/1748-5908-5-65.

61.	 Hower K, Winter W. Pandemiebedingte Herausforderungen in Der Pflege 
– Ansätze für die Betriebliche Gesundheitsförderung. In: Badura B, Ducki A, 
Schröder H, Meyer M, editors. Betriebliche Prävention stärken - Lehren Aus 

https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16193553
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.13210
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.13210
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11553-020-00800-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12356
https://www.unicef-irc.org/publications/pdf/brief_2_theoryofchange_eng.pdf
https://www.unicef-irc.org/publications/pdf/brief_2_theoryofchange_eng.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.h1258
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2023.102347
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2023.102347
https://doi.org/10.3310/hta25570
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18116074
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18116074
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajim.22586
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajim.22586
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16040590
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16040590
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1332738
https://doi.org/10.3205/21DKVF197
https://doi.org/10.3205/21DKVF197
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260050
https://doi.org/10.3390/healthcare10020375
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-023-09106-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-023-09106-2
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19063693
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19063693
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1101235
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1101235
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18073684
https://doi.org/10.1055/a-0905-3007
https://doi.org/10.1055/a-0905-3007
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.13.1.69
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.905451
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.905451
https://doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-6-26
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12912-021-00716-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-58935-9_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-58935-9_8
https://doi.org/10.3928/00989134-20160308-03
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11553-021-00842-z
https://doi.org/10.1071/HE16052
https://doi.org/10.1071/HE16052
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-573
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15050881
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15050881
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-5-65
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-5-65


Page 14 of 14Lützerath et al. BMC Nursing          (2024) 23:582 

Der Pandemie. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer; 2021. pp. 379–96. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-662-63722-7_23.

62.	 Petersen J, Müller H, Melzer M. Wahrgenommene Veränderungen Der 
Belastungssituation ambulant Pflegender während Der COVID-19-Pandemie: 
Ergebnisse Einer Online-Befragung. [Perceived changes in the workload 
of home care nurses during the COVID-19 pandemic: results of an online 
survey]. Z Evid Fortbild Qual Gesundhwes. 2023. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
zefq.2023.10.005.

63.	 Blättner B, Tempelmann A. Bedarfsanalyse in Der stationären Pflege. Praev 
Gesundheitsf. 2020;15:182–7. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11553-019-00747-y.

64.	 Aust B, Ducki A. Comprehensive health promotion interventions at the work-
place: experiences with health circles in Germany. J Occup Health Psychol. 
2004;9:258–70. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.3.258.

65.	 Nielsen K, Randall R, Holten A-L, González ER. Conducting organizational-
level occupational health interventions. What Works? Work Stress. 
2010;24:234–59. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2010.515393.

66.	 Campmans JMD, Smit DJM, van Oostrom SH, Engels JA, Proper KI. Barriers 
and facilitators to the implementation of workplace health promotion 

programs: employers’ perceptions. Front Public Health. 2023;10:1035064. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.1035064.

67.	 Isfort M, Rottländer R, Weidner F, Gehlen D, Hylla J, Tucman D. Pflege-Ther-
mometer 2018: Eine bundesweite Befragung von Leitungskräften zur Situa-
tion der Pflege und Patientenversorgung in der stationären Langzeitpflege in 
Deutschland. Köln; 2018.

68.	 Kromark K, Dulon M, Nienhaus A. Gesundheitsindikatoren Und Präventions-
verhalten Bei älteren Beschäftigten in Der Altenpflege. [Health indicators and 
preventive behaviour of older employees in geriatric care]. Gesundheitswe-
sen. 2008;70:137–44. https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2008-1062730.

Publisher’s note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-63722-7_23
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-63722-7_23
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.zefq.2023.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.zefq.2023.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11553-019-00747-y
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.3.258
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2010.515393
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.1035064
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2008-1062730

	﻿Implementing workplace health promotion in nursing – A process evaluation in different care settings
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Introduction
	﻿Materials and methods
	﻿Logic model guiding the project
	﻿Participants and setting
	﻿The holistic WHP approach
	﻿Study design
	﻿Data collection and analysis

	﻿Results
	﻿Realized WHP interventions
	﻿Participant assessment
	﻿Topics of work design

	﻿Discussion


