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A novel version of Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire-3: Turkish
validation study

Ceyda Şahana, Hakan Baydurb, and Y€ucel Demiralc

aOccupational Medicine Department, Dokuz Eylul University, Izmır, Turkey; bHealth School, Faculty of Health Sciences, Celal Bayar
University, Manisa, Turkey; cPublic Health Department, Dokuz Eylul University, Izmır, Turkey

ABSTRACT
Purpose: The aim of the study was to adapt the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire
Version-3 (COPSOQ-3) into the Turkish language.
Methods: This is a methodologic study. The field study occurred in four workplaces (call
center, hospital, plastic and metal industries). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of
Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were used to assess the suitability of
the sample for factor analysis. The principal component analysis and varimax rotation meth-
ods were used to identify the factor structure.The internal consistency was assessed using
the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient.
Results: In total, 1076 respondents’ questionnaires were evaluated. Fifty-eight percent of
the participants were men and the mean age was 31.1 ±7.7. Sampling adequacy was con-
sidered adequate (KMO ¼0.929). The factor analysis of the Turkish COPSOQ (COPSOQ-TR)
identified 19 factors with eigenvalues higher than one and explained 66.1% of the total vari-
ance. The Cronbach’s alpha values of 23 dimensions were over 0.70. The Cronbach’s alpha
values of control over working time and predictability were 0.54 and 0.66, respectively. The
model was an excellent fit (Chi-Square¼ 8514.5, x2/df¼ 2.48, RMSEA¼ 0.038, SRMR¼
0.053, CFI¼ 0.98).
Conclusions: Findings show that COPSOQ-TR is a reliable and valid instrument that can be
a useful tool to measure psychosocial risks in the Turkish language.
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Introduction

The industrial sector and the production of goods are
being replaced by the service sector and the produc-
tion of information technologies; this is quite com-
mon in developed countries, and is becoming more
and more common in developing countries every
day.1 This replacement results in a number of changes
in the content, organization, and management of busi-
ness and the qualifications and requirements of the
employees. Today, psychosocial risks are more
important than in the past, particularly at workplaces
where employees have more workload and less control
over their work, assessed regarding their performan-
ces, work under contract and are uninsured.1,2 In
recent years, the most important problems about psy-
chosocial risk prevention have been the sensitivity of
the issue, dealing with difficult customers, lack of
awareness, resources, training and information
in Europe.3

There are a number of factors that are categorized
as psychosocial risks by researcher; these factors
include complexity and meaning of work, variability,
mental workload, time pressure, variable working
hours, role-conflicts, education, personal relationships,
social support, work-life conflict, age and cultural dis-
crimination.4 Demands, control, relationships,
instability, roles and social support status at work
caused the emergence of work-stress models.

More than 500,000 people in England stated in
2005 that they believed work-related stress harmed
their health. It is estimated that 12.8 million workdays
are lost in Britain so far because of stress-related
depression or anxiety.5 There are official regulations
in many countries with which employers have to com-
ply to protect the health and safety of employees. This
obligation includes the management of stress-related
hazards that cause physical health problems as well as
work stress and mental health problems.6
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According to the Occupational Health and Safety
(OHS) Law No. 6331, which is enacted in Turkey as a
reflection of the European Union harmonization pro-
cess in 2012. According to this, law workplaces
required legal obligation to conduct risk assessments
for physical, chemical and biological risks.7 In the
OHS Risk Assessment Regulation, it is stated that
physical and psychosocial risks must be prevented.8

The psychosocial risks in Turkey include workload,
pressure to meet production goals, work intensity,
poor/lack of control over tasks, role ambiguity, per-
formance-based systems, social relations and job inse-
curity in Turkey.9 However, OHS Law No. 6331does
not include any information about the psychosocial
risk factors.7 The lack of Turkish psychosocial risk
assessment guidelines or questionnaires, which are
commonly used around the world, cause workplaces
to have difficulty in this area.9 Psychosocial risk
assessment should be done to improve work environ-
ment in workplaces.9,10 Effort-reward imbalance and
job demands-control-support scales were adapted into
Turkish as psychosocial risk scales.11,12 However,
many new risk factors have been defined in recent
years in addition to the psychosocial risks that are
assessed in these models. The Copenhagen
Psychosocial Questionnaire Version-3 (COPSOQ-3),
which allows assessing a majority of these newly
defined psychosocial risk factors, includes also current
psychosocial risks. Previous versions of COPSOQ-3
were adapted to many languages and have been used
extensively in studies of this topic.13 COPSOQ-3 is
the actual and revised questionnaire, which is also
validated in German, Spanish, French and Swedish.14

COPSOQ-3 consists of three different questionnaires
with different item numbers: ‘long version’ for
research, ‘medium version’ for occupational health
professionals (e.g., joint health safety departments,
occupational health centers, large workplaces, worker
and employer organizations), and ‘core version’ for
rapid assessment and use in small workplaces,15 The
long version includes the medium version, and the
medium version includes the core version. The aim of
this study was to adapt the COPSOQ-3 into Turkish.

Methods

The questionnaire content

The Turkish Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire
(COPSOQ-TR) included 25 dimensions and 88 items.
To create COPSOQ-TR and adapt it to Turkish, the
researcher took 29 items from the long version of
the scale and added them to the medium version of

the original COPSOQ-3. Figure 1 presents the dimen-
sions, and item numbers in the COPSOQ-TR and the
Supplementary Table presents their operational
definitions.

The definitions of these dimensions are in
Supplementary Table. For the assessment, the score of
each dimension was calculated within itself. Therefore,
each dimension was calculated individually using an
independent and standard method, and the total score
was determined based on these values. The scores of
items were determined assuming that the contribution
of each item to the section’s total score was equal. In
the scoring of items, the job satisfaction dimension was
scored on a 4-point Likert-type scale (very satisfied – 4,
satisfied – 3, not satisfied – 2, not satisfied at all – 1),
whereas all other dimensions were scored on a 5-point
Likert type scale (always – 5, often – 4, sometimes – 3,
rarely – 2, never – 1). The participants that missed to
answer more than half of COPSOQ-TR questionnaire
items were excluded from the study. In cases where
more than half of the dimension items were answered,
the missing item score was derived by calculating the
average of scores the participant gave to the other items
in the relevant dimension. The median values of dimen-
sion total scores were used as the cut-off point and the
scores were assessed as high or low.

Sample selection

This is an adaptation study that focused on adapting
questionnaire items. The study was conducted with
employees at four workplaces including a call center,
hospital, plastic manufacturing, and metal industry
between August 1, 2016 and December 1, 2017. It has
been targeted to include all workers in the selected
workplaces. Therefore, there were no exclu-
sion criteria.

The researcher obtained permission from the work-
places of the participants. Moreover, the participants
were informed that the study would be conducted on
a voluntary basis, and their consent was received. The
study data were collected with the printed question-
naire forms that were given to the employees. Ethics
committee consent was received from the Non-
Invasive Clinical Studies Ethics Committee of Dokuz
Eyl€ul University (Decision No. 2016/07-35; Decision
Date: March 10, 2016).

Statistical analysis

The internal consistency of the questionnaire was
assessed with the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients that
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were calculated for each dimension. The researcher
also calculated the mean values and Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients for each dimension constituting the
COPSOQ-TR, mean values, the percentage of those
with the lowest (floor effect) and highest (ceiling
effect) scores, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients if item
was deleted, and item-total correlations that were cor-
rected for each overlapping item. Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity was used to assess the suitability of the
sample for factor analysis. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) test was used to determine the sufficiency of
the sample size. To determine the construct validity of
the questionnaire, the study carried out exploratory
factor analysis, and employed the principal compo-
nent analysis and varimax rotation methods. The
study considered the factor structures that were gener-
ated in the exploratory factor analysis to understand
the distribution of the items. We have used EFA since
COPSOQ is an improvable questionnaire.
Confirmatory factor analysis was used to test the cur-
rent structure and the compliance between the theor-
etical structure and the generated structure. The
model compliance of COPSOQ-TR was assessed using

first-level confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The
CFA used, multiple fit indices [root mean square
residual (RMR), root mean square error of approxi-
mation (RMSEA), standardized RMR (SRMR), and
comparative fit index (CFI)]. A value of CFI >0.90
was the acceptable limit and >0.95 was the excellent
fit limit.16,17 For RMR, RMSEA and SRMR, a value of
<0.08 was the acceptable limit and <0.50 was the
excellent fit limit.16,17 The study determined the cut-
off point based on the median values of dimension
total scores and assessed the scores of the dimensions
as high and low. The chi-square test was used to
assess whether the psychosocial risk dimensions indi-
vidually predicted job satisfaction and burnout. The
data were analyzed using SPSS 20.0 (IBM SPSS
Statistics) and LISREL 9.1 (Scientific Software
International, Inc.) statistical package programs.

Results

Of 1356 employees, only 1120 participated in the
study (Participation rate ¼82.6%). A total of 44
(3.9%) participants were excluded from the study

Figure 1. The COPSOQ groups and dimensions.
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because they did not answer more than half (50%) of
the items on the COPSOQ-TR. Therefore, the study
analyzed the data that were collected from 1076 par-
ticipants. Of the participants, 53.9% were female and
57.5% were white-collar employees while, 42.5% were
blue-collar employees. The mean age of participants
was 31.1 ± 7.7 years and the median age was 30. This
study also found that 14.9% of the participants were
secondary school or primary school graduates, 34.9%
were high school graduates, and 50.1% had junior col-
lege degrees or higher degree.

Language validation

Two language and translation experts first translated
the questionnaire from English into Turkish.
Afterwards, the researcher consulted language and
field experts about these two translations. The
researcher examined and revised the translations
regarding their language, culture and field compliance.
After the revisions were completed, the questionnaire
was translated into English by two translation experts
and compared with the original English questionnaire.
In this comparison, the differences between the two
versions were eliminated and the translation was com-
pleted. Afterwards, the translated questionnaire was
administered to a pilot group of 21 people to test its
language validity. These individuals were asked to
express their opinions about the understandability and
meaning of each item. The researcher revised the
questionnaire based on these opinions to obtain the
final form of the questionnaire.

Internal consistency

Table 1 presents the mean values and Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients for each dimension constituting
the COPSOQ-TR, mean values, the percentage of
those obtaining the lowest (floor effect) and highest
(ceiling effect) scores, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients
if item was deleted, and item-total correlations for
each overlapping item. The table reveals that there
was a great number of participants that obtained
the highest score in role-clarity (17.2%) and sense
of community (24.7%). The examination of
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients if item was deleted, of
the first item of quantitative demands dimension,
the third item of demands for hiding emotions
dimension, the first item of possibilities for develop-
ment dimension, the fifth item of control over
working time dimension, the first item of commit-
ment to the workplace dimension, the first item of

work-life conflict dimension, the first item of trust
dimension, and the fifth item of job satisfaction
dimension showed that the sub-dimension in which
each item was included was higher than Cronbach’s
alpha value. Moreover, this study found that the
Cronbach’s alpha value of each dimension was
higher than 0.50. This result indicates that the items
exhibited a good coexistence with their dimensions.

Construct validity

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient was 0.929
and the Bartlett test was p< 0.001. Because the KMO
value was higher than 0.60 and the result of Bartlett
test was significant, the data were suitable for factor
analysis.18 The exploratory factor analysis was per-
formed to determine the construct validity of ques-
tionnaire. The results of principal component analysis
and varimax rotation showed that 19 factors explain-
ing 66.1% of the total variance. Six items in 25 dimen-
sions were common factor loads with these 19 factors.

The researcher examined questionnaire components
according to the factor structure, and found that 21
dimensions were compatible regarding factor loadings.
These dimensions were work pace, quantitative
demands, emotional demands, influence at work, pos-
sibilities for development, meaning of work, commit-
ment to the workplace, predictability, recognition,
role-clarity, role-conflicts, quality of leadership, social
support from colleagues, sense of community, insecur-
ity over employment, insecurity over working condi-
tions, work-life conflict, trust, organizational justice,
job satisfaction and burnout. Moreover, this study
found that the fourth item of cognitive demands
dimension, the third item of demands for hiding emo-
tions dimension, the fifth item of control over work-
ing time dimension, and the first item of social
support from supervisors dimension shared their fac-
tor loadings with the quantitative demands dimension,
the cognitive demands dimension, and the social sup-
port from colleagues dimension, respectively. The
emotional demands and demands for hiding emo-
tions; meaning of work and commitment to the work-
place; quality of leadership and social support from
supervisors; insecurity over employment and insecur-
ity over working conditions; predictability, recogni-
tion, trust and organizational justice dimensions
shared the same factor loadings.

The question, ‘Do you have to do overtime?’ in the
quantitative demands dimension was included in the
control over working time dimension, which did not
comply with the model. The exploratory factor
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analysis showed that this item was included in a factor
other than the control over working time dimension
in COPSOQ-3. When the item was excluded, the
Cronbach’s alpha value was higher than the
Cronbach’s alpha value of the subdimension.
Considering that this item generated high-error level
and low-dimension coexistence in the confirmatory
factor analysis, it should be assessed carefully in fur-
ther studies. The control over working time dimen-
sion consisted of five items as in COPSOQ-3 with a
Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.54, supporting the above-
mentioned result.

As a result of the confirmatory factor analysis, which
was performed to determine the COPSOQ-TR model
fit, the chi-square fit value of factor structure consisting
of 25 dimensions and 88 items was significant
(x2¼8514.5, Sd ¼3440, p< 0.001) and the x2/df value
related to the model fit was 2.48. The goodness-of-fit
index values were 0.038 for RMSEA, 0.053 for RMR,
0.053 for SRMR, and 0.98 for CFI. These values demon-
strated that the model had an excellent fit. The error
levels in measuring the dimension of each item showed
that the fifth item of control over working time dimen-
sion (error variance: 0.997, standardized beta value:
0.054) was at high-error level and low-dimension coex-
istence whereas the second item of burnout dimension
(error variance: 0.137, standardized beta value: 0.929)
was low error level and high dimension coexistence.
Moderate-level error and dimension coexistence was
observed in all other items.

We also assessed whether the psychosocial risk
dimensions were associated with individual job satisfac-
tion and burnout (Tables 2 and 3). The respondents
with high scores in work pace, quantitative demands,
cognitive demands, emotional demands, demands for
hiding emotions, role-conflicts, insecurity over working
conditions, work-life conflict, and burnout dimensions
had significantly lower job satisfaction scores
(p< 0.05). The respondents that obtained low scores on
influence at work, possibilities for development, mean-
ing of work, commitment to the workplace, predictabil-
ity, recognition, role-clarity, quality of leadership, social
support from colleagues, social support from supervi-
sors, sense of community, insecurity over employment,
trust and organizational justice dimensions had signifi-
cantly lower job satisfaction scores (p< 0.05). The
respondents whose control over working time scores
were low had lower job satisfaction scores, but there
was no significant relationship between them
(p> 0.05). The respondents that had high scores on
work pace, quantitative demands, cognitive demands,
emotional demands, demands for hiding emotions,Ta
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role-conflicts, insecurity over working conditions, and
work-life conflict dimensions obtained significantly
higher burnout scores (p< 0.05). The respondents that
obtained low scores on influence at work, possibilities
for development, meaning of work, commitment to the
workplace, predictability, recognition, role-clarity, qual-
ity of leadership, social support from supervisors, sense
of community, insecurity over employment, trust,
organizational justice, and job satisfaction dimensions
higher burnout scores (p< 0.05). Those with low scores
on control over working time and social support from
colleagues dimensions had higher burnout scores, but
there was no significant relationship between
them (p> 0.05).

Discussion

It is decided to adapt COPSOQ-TR into Turkish lan-
guage with the purpose of assessing the psychosocial
risks in work life. The scale was tested by administer-
ing it to the employees of industry and service sector

business enterprises. The participants were heteroge-
neous with regard to a number of characteristics
including age, educational level and occupational
classification.

This study found that the floor and ceiling distribu-
tions of the items constituting the questionnaire and
its subdimensions, except for role-clarity and sense of
community, were distant from the extreme values.
The items and their options adequately represented
the feature that was intended to be measured and the
respondents did not give answers that consistently
included the extreme values. There were few questions
that were not answered by the participants.

The study performed exploratory factor analysis to
determine the construct validity of COPSOQ-TR, and
found 19 factors that explained 66.1% of the total
variance. Larger samples may create the issue of prob-
able statistical significance because of the chi-square
test is sensitive to sample size. When the sample size
larger than the 500 even small differences would result
statistically significant. However, the confirmatory

Table 2. Relationship between psychosocial risk dimensions and job satisfaction.

Psychosocial risk dimensions

Job satisfaction

p� Psychosocial risk dimensions

Job satisfaction

p�
Low High Low High

Number % Number % Number % Number %

Work pace Role-clarity
Low 215 39.2 334 60.8 <0.001 Low 373 60.8 240 39.2 <0.001
High 319 60.5 208 39.5 High 161 34.8 302 65.2

Quantitative demands Role-conflicts
Low 187 39.0 293 61.0 <0.001 Low 207 38.9 325 61.1 <0.001
High 347 58.2 249 41.8 High 327 60.1 217 39.9

Cognitive demands Quality of leadership
Low 244 45.4 293 54.6 0.006 Low 324 65.6 170 34.4 0.008
High 290 53.8 249 46.2 High 210 36.1 372 63.9

Emotional demands Social support from colleagues
Low 184 33.3 369 66.7 <0.001 Low 303 53.4 264 46.6 <0.001
High 350 66.9 173 33.1 High 231 45.4 278 54.6

Demands for hiding emotions Social support from supervisors
Low 194 40.2 288 59.8 <0.001 Low 352 59.7 238 40.3 <0.001
High 340 57.2 254 42.8 High 182 37.4 304 62.6

Influence at work Sense of community
Low 276 54.1 234 45.9 0.005 Low 269 61.6 168 38.4 <0.001
High 258 45.6 308 54.4 High 265 41.5 374 58.5

Possibilities for development Insecurity over employment
Low 310 57.0 234 43.0 <0.001 Low 301 56.7 230 43.3 <0.001
High 224 42.1 308 57.9 High 233 42.8 312 57.2

Control over working time Insecurity over working conditions
Low 306 52.1 281 47.9 0.07 Low 247 44.3 310 55.7 <0.001
High 228 46.6 261 53.4 High 287 55.3 232 44.7

Meaning of 3work Work-life conflict
Low 379 58.0 274 42.0 <0.001 Low 213 40.6 311 59.4 <0.001
High 155 36.6 268 63.4 High 321 58.2 231 41.8

Commitment to the workplace Trust
Low 369 72.1 143 27.9 <0.001 Low 368 71.3 148 28.7 <0.001
High 165 29.3 399 70.7 High 166 29.6 394 70.4

Predictability Organizational justice
Low 385 67.5 185 32.5 <0.001 Low 358 74.4 123 25.6 <0.001
High 149 29.4 357 70.6 High 176 29.6 419 70.4

Recognition Burnout
Low 365 74.3 126 25.7 <0.001 Low 149 28.1 381 71.9 <0.001
High 169 28.9 416 71.1 High 385 70.5 161 29.5

�Chi-square test.
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factor analysis that was conducted in this study to
determine model fit showed that there was an excel-
lent fit in the model fit index values of factor struc-
ture consisting of 25 dimensions and 88 items.

The predictability dimension could assess the con-
cept because the Cronbach’s alpha value was 0.66 in
this study. The Cronbach’s alpha value of predictabil-
ity dimension was 0.74, 0.75 and 0.70 in the Danish,
German and French versions, respectively, which is
consistent with this study.19–21 This study found that
the Cronbach’s alpha values of all other dimensions
were higher than 0.70.

The COPSOQ-TR can assess many psychosocial
factors, health and general well-being at the workplace
based on the theory. The questionnaire includes dif-
ferent psychosocial factors, which are not found in the
risk assessments to be performed based on the mod-
els. Because it was adapted into many languages, it
allows the comparison of scores at national and inter-
national levels.20 Kompier defined seven models, and

the psychosocial risks originating from the working
environment are based on these models including;
(i) job characteristics model, (ii) Michigan organiza-
tional stress model, (iii) job demands-control-social
support model, (iv) sociotechnical approach, (v)
action-theoretical approach, (vi) effort-reward imbal-
ance model and (vii) vitamin model.22 The job diver-
sity, autonomy and demands in the COPSOQ-TR are
included in these seven models. Possibilities for devel-
opment, influence at work, quantitative demands,
social support and insecurity over work dimensions
are also based on these models.20 The meaning of
work dimension is in accord with the concept of task
identity that was included in the models.20 The possi-
bilities for development, job security and social sup-
port dimensions in COPSOQ-TR correspond to the
concept of reward in the effort-reward imbalance
model.20 It also includes trust, organizational justice
and sense of community dimensions, which allows
assessing the concept of organizational social capital.23

Table 3. Relationship between psychosocial risk dimensions and burnout.

Psychosocial risk dimensions

Burnout

p� Psychosocial risk dimensions

Burnout

p�
Low High Low High

Number % Number % Number % Number %

Work pace Role-clarity
Low 352 64.1 197 35.9 <0.001 Low 255 41.6 358 58.4 <0.001
High 178 33.8 349 66.2 High 275 59.4 188 40.6

Quantitative demands Role-conflicts
Low 314 65.4 166 34.6 <0.001 Low 340 63.9 192 36.1 <0.001
High 216 36.2 380 63.8 High 190 34.9 354 65.1

Cognitive demands Quality of leadership
Low 298 55.5 239 44.5 <0.001 Low 191 38.7 303 61.3 <0.001
High 232 43.0 307 57.0 High 339 58.2 243 41.8

Emotional demands Social support from colleagues
Low 378 68.4 175 31.6 <0.001 Low 269 47.4 298 52.6 0.21
High 152 29.1 371 70.9 High 261 51.3 248 48.7

Demands for hiding emotions Social support from supervisors
Low 306 63.5 176 36.5 <0.001 Low 263 44.6 327 55.4 0.001
High 224 37.7 370 62.3 High 267 54.9 219 45.1

Influence at work Sense of community
Low 234 45.9 276 54.1 0.04 Low 185 42.3 252 57.7 <0.001
High 296 52.3 270 47.7 High 345 54.0 294 46.0

Possibilities for development Insecurity over employment
Low 241 44.3 303 55.7 0.001 Low 245 46.1 286 53.9 0.04
High 289 54.3 243 45.7 High 285 52.3 260 47.7

Control over working time Insecurity over working conditions
Low 279 47.5 308 52.5 0.22 Low 330 59.2 227 40.8 <0.001
High 251 51.3 238 48.7 High 200 38.5 319 61.5

Meaning of work Work-life conflict
Low 280 42.9 373 57.1 <0.001 Low 349 66.6 175 33.4 <0.001
High 250 59.1 173 40.9 High 181 32.8 371 67.2

Commitment to the workplace Trust
Low 163 31.8 349 68.2 <0.001 Low 178 34.5 338 65.5 <0.001
High 367 65.1 197 34.9 High 352 62.9 208 37.1

Predictability Organizational justice
Low 214 37.5 356 62.5 <0.001 Low 146 30.4 335 69.6 <0.001
High 316 62.5 190 37.5 High 384 64.5 211 35.5

Recognition Job satisfaction
Low 155 31.6 336 68.4 <0.001 Low 149 27.9 385 72.1 <0.001
High 375 64.1 210 35.9 High 381 70.3 161 29.7

�Chi-square test.
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In addition, the COPSOQ-TR includes new psycho-
social risk factors such as cognitive demands, emo-
tional demands, demands for hiding emotions,
predictability, recognition, role-clarity, role-conflict,
and work-life conflict, which modern working life has
created in recent years.20 These factors are important,
particularly for analyzing flexible work, service sector
work and group work. Today, it is necessary to assess
newly emerging psychosocial risks because of out-
sourcing, downsizing and other organizational trends
that result from globalization.20

COPSOQ-TR is can be examined in four groups of
psychosocial factors: demands, interpersonal relation-
ships and leadership, influence and development,
other parameters and outcomes (Figure 1).24,25

Predictability, recognition, trust and organizational
justice dimensions in interpersonal relations and lead-
ership shared the same factor loading in the explora-
tory factor analysis. The organizational social capital
concept, which defines mutual respect, trust and
cooperation in interpersonal relations, is assessed with
the dimensions of trust, organizational justice and
sense of community in the COPSOQ-TR.26

The psychosocial risk dimensions of COPSOQ-TR
largely predicted the job satisfaction and burnout
dimensions, which were assessed as dependent varia-
bles. The findings in this study imply that the items in
the dimension of control over working time should be
reassessed in future studies. Furthermore, the respond-
ents that had low levels of insecurity over employment
had high levels of burnout and low levels of job satisfac-
tion (p< 0.05); the respondents that had high, insecur-
ity over working conditions had high levels of burnout
and low levels of job satisfaction (p< 0.05). Although
both dimensions of insecurity over work in COPSOQ-
TR (insecurity over employment and insecurity over
working conditions) shared the same factor loading in
exploratory factor analysis, their inverse relationships
with the variables job satisfaction and burnout showed
that these two dimensions provided more detailed
information. These findings support that the insecurity
over work dimension can assessed individually (as inse-
curity over employment and insecurity over working
conditions) in COPSOQ-TR.

Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) and Efford-Reward
Imbalance (ERI) models are the most useful and valid
stress models in work and organizational psychology
and COPSOQ includes these models accurately.27,28

The scale were satisfactory and the COPSOQ could be
integrated in the JD-R framework and its characteris-
tics are satisfactory as well.27 It is possible to find new

paths or modifiers and build new models
by COPSOQ.27

It is indicated that the effects of the psychosocial
work conditions will be underestimated in some studies
if one only includes the ERI and job strain models.28

Some of the new COPSOQ dimensions like overcom-
mitment, emotional demands, meaning of work or
leadership change the effects of ERI and job strain.27,28

COPSOQ is also an instrument to share information
and develop new interventions to prevent psychosocial
risks in collaboration with institutions, public adminis-
trations and universities.29 Moreover, the use of the
questionnaire in many languages and countries allows
making international comparisons. In addition, its
comprehensive nature provides opportunities for estab-
lishing prevention programs at workplaces. The ques-
tionnaire is an assessment tool that will make
important contributions to the development of national
policies for monitoring psychosocial risks.29

Strengths and limitations

The COPSOQ-3 is an assessment tool that has changed
over time via the international communication net-
work. So, this is one of the newest validation studies of
COPSOQ-3. The main strength of the study is applying
the questionnaire to people from different sectors (ser-
vice and industry) and professions. This increases the
validity of the questionnaire to use different settings.
But we still recommended using this questionnaire in
other sectors to improve its generalizability. One of the
important limitations of our study was the lack of ran-
dom sample selection. However, we believe that this
will not make a major impact on the results of valid-
ation. Test–retest or inter-rater reliability could not be
evaluated in the study since, it was inconvenient to
obtain information about the participants’ credentials
for psychosocial risk assessment in workplaces.

Conclusions

This study examined the validity and reliability of
COPSOQ-TR and found that the questionnaire was
adapted successfully and that it measured the psycho-
social concepts appropriately. The questionnaire
involves a variety of dimensions, making it a useful
tool for the assessment of comprehensive psychosocial
risks at workplaces. The structure of the questionnaire
enables using, dimensions by grouping or individually.
Further studies should be conducted to update
COPSOQ-TR in accordance with the international

12 C. ŞAHAN ET AL.



version and to modify it by complying with the
excluded or amended items and dimensions.
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the authors.
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