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Abstract

Background As work environments rapidly evolve due to profound social and technological changes, evaluating
psychosocial work conditions and identifying risk factors affecting worker well-being has become a key public health
priority. The Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ Ill) is among the most used tools for assessing the
psychosocial work environment, covering both working conditions and occupational health outcomes. This study
aimed to evaluate the psychometric properties of the long and middle versions of the COPSOQ Il and to develop
and assess a novel single-item-per-scale screening version (the COPSOQ I screening) using a nationwide sample of
working adults in the Czech Republic.

Methods Data were collected through an online panel survey administered by a professional research agency. The
final research sample included 1,444 respondents (52.4% men, 47.6% women), selected through quota sampling to
approximate key demographic characteristics of the Czech population. The long and middle versions of the COPSOQ
Il were administered. The new screening version (the COPSOQ lll screening) was developed by selecting the item with
the highest factor loading from each scale of the long version, resulting in a 45-item instrument. Factorial validity and
measurement invariance were assessed using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).

Results CFA supported the factorial validity of the long and middle versions, with acceptable to strong model fit
indices. Internal consistency was satisfactory across most scales, and measurement invariance was confirmed across
sex, employment sector, managerial status, and length of employment. The screening version demonstrated high
concordance with the long version, with an average item-scale shared variance of 77.2% and no scale below 60%.
Given its substantial reduction in length and limited information loss, the screening version demonstrated a favorable
balance between brevity and retained variance.

Conclusions The Czech COPSOQ Ill, in the long and middle versions, is a valid and reliable tool for assessing
psychosocial working conditions. The screening version offers a promising option for time-efficient assessment and
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initial workplace screening; however, further validation is needed to provide more robust evidence regarding its

psychometric qualities.
Trial registration non-applicable.
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Introduction

With work rapidly transforming through globaliza-
tion, digitalization, and other social and technological
changes, the need to monitor and improve psychosocial
working conditions is more relevant than ever in occu-
pational health research and practice [1-3]. These chal-
lenges have been further intensified by recent crises,
including the COVID-19 pandemic, geopolitical con-
flicts, and economic volatility, all of which have had dis-
ruptive effects on workers’ lives, thus widening existing
social and health disparities, and considerably increas-
ing stress levels and the psychosocial burden of working
life, particularly in specific groups and industries [4-7].
Research consistently demonstrates that poor work-
ing conditions, such as high psychosocial demands, low
decision latitude, job insecurity, or workplace bullying,
are significant predictors of serious mental and physical
health problems among workers, including depression
and increased suicide risk [3, 8, 9]. Organizations are also
damaged by poor working conditions and work-related
stress, as these contribute to productivity loss, higher
attrition rates, financial losses, and other detrimental
outcomes [10, 11]. Consequently, understanding and
evaluating psychosocial work environments and their
impact on worker well-being and health have become key
public health priorities [12, 13].

In the Czech Republic, recent national reports and
empirical studies similarly highlight growing con-
cerns about excessive workload, work-life imbalance,
job insecurity, and concerning levels of burnout among
employees [14, 15]. Empirical data documents substan-
tial psychosocial strain among Czech workers, including
technostress and burnout in the general working popu-
lation [16, 17] and particularly elevated burnout among
health care workers [15, 18] and educators [19, 20]. At
the same time, systematic monitoring and prevention of
occupational work environment and psychosocial risks
remain underdeveloped in the Czech Republic [21, 22].
There is no regular nationwide evaluation of psychoso-
cial work environment; instead, available evidence comes
from scattered, methodologically heterogeneous studies,
with a disproportionate focus on a few specific sectors,
particularly education, while other occupations remain
understudied. The limited and non-systematic treat-
ment of occupational health and psychosocial working
conditions in the National Mental Health Action Plan

2020-2030 [23] further illustrates the insufficient policy
attention and a lack of evidence-based monitoring related
to workplace mental health in the Czech Republic. This
situation underscores the need for valid, contextually
appropriate instruments to assess psychosocial working
conditions in the Czech working population.

In this context, standardized and research-based
instruments are essential for evaluating and improving
the effects of psychosocial factors on occupational health
across diverse organizational settings. One of the most
widely used tools for assessing psychosocial working con-
ditions is the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire
(COPSOQ). Developed in Denmark more than twenty
years ago [24], the COPSOQ has since been established
as a valid, reliable, and internationally recognized instru-
ment for psychosocial work environment assessment
[9, 25-28]. As summarized by Kristensen et al. [24],
the COPSOQ offers several key advantages over other
instruments. First, it comprehensively covers both central
psychosocial work environment factors and well-being
outcomes based on their identification by major occu-
pational health theories, including the Job Demands-
Resources (JD-R) theory [29, 30] and the Effort-Reward
Imbalance (ERI) theory. Second, the instrument aggre-
gates theory-derived factors but remains flexible and can
be used across different theoretical models, although it
aligns particularly well with JD-R theory [31-34]. Third,
the COPSOQ is available in three versions - short, mid-
dle, and long - which facilitates its use for both research
(middle and long versions) and workplace (short and
middle versions) needs. Fourth, its broad coverage and
adaptability make it applicable to most occupations, work
sectors, and national contexts. Because of these unique
features, the COPSOQ has been translated into more
than 25 languages and validated in over 30 countries [35],
which underscores its global relevance.

Since its original development in 2005, the COPSOQ
has undergone two revisions, leading to the publication
of its third and most recent version, the COPSOQ IIJ, in
2019 [25]. Unlike the earlier versions, the COPSOQ III
was developed collaboratively within an international
team under the COPSOQ international network and vali-
dated through a six-country comparative study in Can-
ada, Spain, France, Germany, Sweden, and Turkey, thus
enhancing its cross-cultural applicability. The COPSOQ
II1 builds on the central structure of previous versions but
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introduces several important updates [25]. First, it speci-
fies a set of core items that are mandatory but must be
supplemented with additional items to create the short,
middle, or long versions. This innovation ensures that the
third version remains comparable with previous versions
of the COPSOQ and simultaneously offers greater flex-
ibility in the choice of nonmandatory items. Second, to
address the evolving challenges in working life - namely,
increased precarity, work-life conflicts, and digitalization
- the following four new dimensions were added: Inse-
curity over Working Conditions, Control over Working
Time, Work-Life Conflict, and Cyberbullying. Third, the
integration of new developments in occupational health
theories, such as the updated JD-R theory [30], positive
occupational psychology, and the Stress as Offence to
Self (SOS) theory [36], motivated the addition of three
dimensions, specifically, Work Engagement, Quality of
Work, and Illegitimate Tasks. Finally, several dimensions
and items were relabeled and rephrased to resolve trans-
lation issues and to better capture the intended mean-
ing [25]. The final version of the COPSOQ III consists of
45 dimensions that cover work environment factors and
health outcomes.

Since its initial development through a six-country
study [25], the COPSOQ III has been subsequently vali-
dated in Germany [37], Switzerland [38], Portugal [39],
Norway [27], Iran [40], Russia [41], Greece [42], Austra-
lia [43], and China [44]. These studies have consistently
demonstrated strong psychometric properties and sup-
ported the applicability of the COPSOQ III for both
research and practical use. While the overall psycho-
metric evaluation of the COPSOQ III is positive, certain
challenges remain. For instance, some studies indicate
that specific dimensions may not hold the same signifi-
cance across different cultural or occupational contexts.
A Norwegian validation study of the COPSOQ III among
registered nurses [27] revealed that 8 of the 28 dimen-
sions did not emerge as distinct factors but instead
loaded onto common factors. Although this was partially
attributed to the samples’ occupational homogeneity, the
result may indicate that, in specific occupations, some
dimensions may not be distinctly perceived or may over-
lap substantially. These findings highlight the importance
of conducting validation studies in other cultural and
occupational contexts to evaluate the instrument’s reli-
ability, validity, and contextual sensitivity.

This study aims to contribute to these ongoing efforts
by psychometrically validating the COPSOQ III in
the Czech Republic using a nationwide sample of the
Czech working population. Consistent with other vali-
dation studies [27, 37, 38], this work is motivated by
the growing international use of the COPSOQ III for
assessing psychosocial working conditions and by the
need to enable sound cross-national and cross-sectoral
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comparisons using a standardized instrument. Given
the considerable differences in labor markets across
countries - in areas such as occupational health and
safety systems or the balance between the public and
private sectors - validated instruments are essential for
ensuring meaningful comparative research. The Czech
Republic currently lacks a validated version of an inter-
nationally recognized instrument for comprehensive
psychosocial work assessment, including the COPSOQ.
This represents a notable limitation, as it hinders the
country’s ability to participate in international compara-
tive studies and constrains efforts to strengthen national
occupational health monitoring aligned with com-
mon practices in developed countries [45]. The present
study addresses this gap by providing a culturally and
linguistically validated Czech version of the COPSOQ
111, developed in accordance with the guidelines of the
international COPSOQ Network and coordinated by
the Czech national coordinators of the COPSOQ.

Study aims

The primary aim of the present study was to determine
the psychometric properties of the long and middle
versions of the COPSOQ III in a nationwide sample of
working adults in the Czech Republic. Specifically, the
study sought to validate the factor structure of both
questionnaire versions, assess their internal consis-
tency, and examine measurement invariance across sex,
employment sector, managerial status, and length of
employment. In addition, we aimed to establish basic
descriptive statistics to support the normative evalua-
tion and interpretation of the instrument in the Czech
context.

The secondary aim of the study was to propose and
evaluate a single-item-per-scale version of the COP-
SOQ III. This objective was motivated by the growing
demand for brief and rapid assessment tools in occupa-
tional health practice, as well as by accumulating evi-
dence supporting the validity of single-item measures
for psychological constructs (see below). The proposed
screening version was examined in terms of its ability
to represent the full-length (long) version of the ques-
tionnaire, while retaining coverage of all COPSOQ III
dimensions, and to offer a more time-efficient tool for
assessing psychosocial working conditions in occupa-
tional settings, such as large-scale workforce monitor-
ing and initial workplace screenings. By combining the
validation of comprehensive (long and middle) versions
with the proposal of a screening form, this study aimed
to support both research applications and practical
workplace use of the Czech COPSOQ III.
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Materials and methods

Sampling and data collection

The study employed a cross-sectional online survey
design. Data collection was conducted by a specialized
research agency (Data Collect) using an existing online
panel of Czech residents aged 18-79 years. A non-prob-
ability quota sampling strategy was applied to increase
sample heterogeneity and to approximate the sociode-
mographic structure of the Czech working population.
Quotas were defined for sex (male/female), age, and geo-
graphic region, as reliable national benchmarks are avail-
able for these characteristics.

Respondents were eligible to participate if they met
the following criteria: being Czech citizens working in
the Czech Republic, aged 18 years or older, employed
on a main employment contract of at least 0.5 full-time
equivalent (FTE) or higher, and having worked for their
current employer for at least six months. Respondents
were instructed that, if they held multiple jobs, they
should respond with reference to their main employ-
ment throughout the questionnaire. These criteria were
selected to ensure that respondents had sufficient and
relevant experience with the psychosocial work environ-
ment within a specific organization, which was essential
for validating the Czech version of the COPSOQ III.

Data collection was conducted over a two-week period
in November 2023. A total of 2,647 individuals entered
the online questionnaire. Of these, 482 discontinued their
participation before completing the survey. An additional
477 respondents were screened out based on predefined
eligibility criteria (e.g., working fewer than six months
with their current employer, or holding a contract of less
than 0.5 FTE). The research agency further identified
195 cases as providing low-quality responses (e.g., failed
attention checks, speeding), which were also removed.

This resulted in 1,496 respondents who completed the
questionnaire and met all criteria. Of these, 52 respon-
dents were unable to complete the COPSOQ III scales
related to workplace social relations (Quality of Leader-
ship, Social Support from Supervisor, Social Support
from Colleagues). These respondents likely represented a
specific subpopulation (e.g., self-employed workers with-
out colleagues or supervisors) that was not the focus of
the present validation study. To maintain a homogenous
dataset suitable for psychometric analyses, these cases
were excluded. The final analytical sample therefore com-
prised 1,444 respondents with complete data (see Results
for the sample characteristics).

The final sample size not only allowed for the evalua-
tion of the overall model but also enabled more detailed
analyses at the level of individual subgroups (i.e., group
sizes for multigroup invariance testing). None of the
subgroups defined in our study included fewer than N =
300 participants, a threshold that is generally considered
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sufficient for reliable estimation of relationships among
variables [46], and that also exceeds the minimum rec-
ommended sample size for subgroups in multigroup CFA
[47].

Ethics approval and consent to participate

The study was conducted in accordance with the prin-
ciples of the Declaration of Helsinki. Ethical approval
was obtained from the Ethics Committee of the Insti-
tute of Psychology of the Czech Academy of Sciences
(approval number PSU-618/Brno/2023). Participation in
the study was voluntary, and participants were informed
about the purpose of the study, the confidentiality of
their responses, and their right to withdraw at any time.
Informed consent was obtained electronically from all
participants prior to accessing the questionnaire. Data
were collected anonymously and processed in accor-
dance with national data protection regulations. Partici-
pants received standard panel compensation provided by
the research agency.

Instrument
The third version of the Copenhagen Psychosocial Ques-
tionnaire (COPSOQ III) is provided by the international
COPSOQ Network as an open instrument for research
and practice [48]. The present validation was carried
out by a research team that included K. Zabrodské and
J. Mudrdk as the national coordinators of the COPSOQ
in the Czech Republic, as listed by the COPSOQ Net-
work [49]. The COPSOQ III assesses psychosocial work-
ing environment across eight domains comprising 45
dimensions [25]. These domains include: (1) Demands at
Work, (2) Work Organization and Job Content, (3) Inter-
personal Relations and Leadership, (4) Work-Individual
Interface, (5) Social Capital, (6) Conflicts and Offensive
Behaviors, (7) Health and Well-Being, and (8) Personality.
The long version of the COPSOQ III measures all 45
dimensions. Item labels and scale structures follow Burr
et al. [25] and are listed in Appendix 1. Due to a techni-
cal error in the online survey platform, two items - CS1
(Cognitive Stress) and IN2 (Influence at Work) - were
unintentionally omitted. After item reduction, both
scales retained an adequate number of items (five for
Influence at work and three for Cognitive Stress) and
demonstrated satisfactory reliability (see Table 1), sug-
gesting that the omission of items did not meaningfully
alter the psychometric properties of the COPSOQ III
long. For the middle version of the COPSOQ III, we used
the authors’ recommended selection of 64 items cover-
ing 26 dimensions (see Burr et al. [25]). Nineteen dimen-
sions — primarily from Conflicts and Offensive Behaviors,
Health and Well-Being, and Personality domains — were
not included in the middle version; from the Personal-
ity domain only the General Health item was retained.
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Table 1 Measurement model and internal consistencies of the long and middle versions of the COPSOQ

lll-long lll-middle
Dimension Cronbach’s a/McDonald’s w FL (range) Cronbach’s a/McDonald’s w FLs (range)
Quantitative Demands (4/3) 0.816/0.821 0.641-0.818 0.734/0.736 0669-0.732
Work Pace (3/2) 0.878/0.885 0.749-0.894 0.809°° 0.742-0916
Cognitive Demands (4/0) 0.763/0.754 0.609-0.751 — —
Emotional Demands (3/3) 0.845/0.855 0.762-0.891 0.845/0.855 0.765-0.900
Demands to Hide Emotions (4/3) 0.856/0.858 0.732-0.850 0.826/0.829 0.752-0.845
Influence at Work (5/4) 0.732/0.730 0.456-0.722 0.703/0.721 0414-0.728
Possibilities for Development (3/3) 0.867/0.870 0.759-0.901 0.867/0.870 0.763-0910
Variation of Work (2/0) 0.663%° 0.560-0.885 — —
Control over Working Time (5/4) 0.781/0.800 0.297-0.812 0.826/0.827 0.716-0.811
Meaning of Work (2/2) 0.868°° 0.849-0.904 0.868°° 0.854-0.898
Predictability (2/2) 0.769% 0.772-0.809 0.769% 0.767-0814
Recognition (3/2) 0.863/0.866 0.809-0.846 0.843°0 0.843-0.865
Role Clarity (3/3) 0.795/0.798 0.655-0.804 0.795/0.798 0.654-0.844
Role Conflicts (2/2) 0.740%® 0.739-0.794 0.740°% 0.729-0.805
lllegitimate Tasks (1/1) — 0.837 — 0.837
Quiality of Leadership (4/3) 0.876/0.873 0.778-0.842 0.827/0.832 0.734-0.829
Social Support from Supervisor (3/2) 0.846/0.859 0.667-0.883 0.882%° 0.887-0.890
Social Support from Colleagues (3/2) 0.802/0.816 0.564-0.884 0.868%° 0.865-0.885
Sense of Community at Work (3/2) 0.864/0.864 0.768-0.872 0.792% 0.807-0.812
Commitment to the Workplace (5/0) 0.840/0.840 0.627-0.818 — —
Work Engagement (3/0) 0.767/0.781 0.642-0.862 — —
Job Insecurity (3/2) 0.720/0.727 0.640-0.761 0.676% 0.646-0.790
Insecurity over Working Conditions (5/3) 0.780/0.790 0411-0.819 0.713/0.715 0.652-0.716
Quiality of Work (2/2) 0.752%® 0.722-0.835 0.752% 0.723-0.834
Job Satisfaction (5/3) 0.836/0.838 0.545-0.815 0.752/0.757 0.551-0.829
Work-Life Conflict (5/2) 0.867/0.878 0.460-0.885 0.880°° 0.858-0916
Vertical Trust (4/3) 0.793/0.793 0.635-0.772 0.775/0.776 0.716-0.754
Horizontal Trust (3/2) 0.772/0.792 0.678-0.792 0674 0658-0.774
Organizational Justice (4/2) 0.841/0.838 0.712-0.812 0776 0.770-0.823
Gossip and Slander (1/0) — 0.837 — —
Conflicts and Quarrels (1/0) — 0.837 — —
Unpleasant Teasing (1/0) — 0.837 — —
Cyberbullying (1/0) — 0.837 — —
Sexual Harassment (1/0) — 0.837 — —
Threats of Violence (1/0) — 0.837 — —
Physical Violence (1/0) — 0.837 — —
Bullying (2/0) 0697 0.644-0.832 — —
Self-Rated Health (2/2) 0879 0.878-0.893 0879 0.873-0.898
Sleeping Difficulties (4/0) 0.871/0.868 0.641-0.904 — —
Burnout (4/0) 0.904/0.904 0.805-0.874 — —
Stress (3/0) 0.857/0.863 0.796-0.876 — —
Somatic Stress (4/0) 0.742/0.745 0.545-0.715 — —
Cognitive Stress (3/0) 0.800/0.802 0.706-0.797 — —
Depressive Symptoms (4/0) 0.847/0.851 0.676-0.795 — —
Self-Efficacy (6/0) 0.837/0.836 0.540-0.792 — —

Note. In case of two-item-scales Spearman-Brown reliability coefficient was used (denoted by superscript SB). FL=standardized factor loadings. The numbers in
parentheses following the names of the scales indicate the number of items included in each version (long/middle). In the Ill-middle version, each of the following
single-item scales was supplemented with the item that had the highest factor loading identified in the Ill-long version: Recognition (item RE2 with a factor loading
of 0.846), Quality of Work (QW1 with a factor loading of 0.722), Horizontal Trust (TE1 with a factor loading of 0.792), and Self-Rated Health (GH2 with a factor loading
of 0.878). Residual variances (and thus factor loadings) of single-item-scales were fixed to values that corresponded to a lower-bound reliability threshold of 0.70
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To enhance the reliability of dimensions represented by
a single item, four additional items from the long version
were incorporated based on their standard factor load-
ings and conceptual relevance (see Analytic strategy for
details).

Scoring of the COPSOQ III followed the standard pro-
cedures recommended by the COPSOQ Network!, with
scale scores computed as the mean of item responses
linearly transformed to a 0-100 scale, where higher
scores indicate a higher level of the assessed construct. A
detailed description of the development of the new sin-
gle-item-per-dimension screening version (COPSOQ III
screening), along with the procedures used to evaluate its
representational adequacy, is provided in the subsection
Development and Evaluation of the Screening Version.

Translation

Translation followed the International Test Commission
guidelines [50] and employed a forward-backward trans-
lation procedure. First, the original English version was
independently translated into Czech by three research-
ers fluent in both Czech and English and with substantial
experience with translations and with expert knowledge
of occupational health research (KZ, ED and LZ). The
forward translations were subsequently compared and
reconciled through three consensus meetings, with the
aim of achieving semantic and conceptual equivalence.
The reconciled Czech version was then back-translated
into English by a professional translator. The research
team compared the back-translated version with the
original COPSOQ III to identify potential meaning shifts
and to ensure conceptual, semantic, and cultural equiva-
lence. Minor wording adjustments were made where nec-
essary. No items required substantive cultural adaptation.
The reconciliation process was overseen by the main
author (KZ), JM, and ED, who has extensive experience
with WHO translation and validation procedures. The
final Czech version of the COPSOQ III was reviewed and
approved by all authors.

Because the COPSOQ III items were not newly devel-
oped or conceptually modified, but directly translated
from an established international instrument, a formal
content validity indexing procedure was not conducted.
Instead, content validity was ensured through iterative
expert review by the translation team, whose members
have extensive expertise in occupational health psychol-
ogy. In addition, two of the authors (KZ and JM) serve
as national coordinators for the Czech implementation
of the COPSOQ within the COPSOQ network and have
substantial prior research experience with the instrument
(33, 34].

! https://www.copsoq-network.org/assets/Uploads/COPSOQ-network-gui
delines-an-questionnaire-COPSOQ-I11-131119-signed.pdf.
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Data analysis

Descriptive statistics and reliability coefficients were
computed in IBM SPSS Statistics 29. All analyses based
on CFA framework were conducted in R using the lavaan
package [51]. To evaluate the factorial structure of the
long and middle versions of COPSOQ III, we estimated
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) models using a robust
maximum likelihood estimator (MLR). All latent fac-
tors were specified as correlated. Model fit was evalu-
ated using the comparative fit index (CFI) and the root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), following
Hu and Bentler’s [52] guidelines: RMSEA and SRMR val-
ues < 0.06 and CFI/TLI > 0.95 indicated good fit, while
RMSEA and SRMR values between 0.06 and 0.08 and
CFI/TLI between 0.90 and 0.95 indicated acceptable fit.
In evaluating construct validity at the item level, a stan-
dardized factor loading greater than 0.50 was considered
sufficient, consistent with Hair et al. [53].

For scales consisting of a single item in the long version
(n = 8), we modeled these as single-indicator constructs
following Little [54]. Specifically, residual variances were
fixed to values that corresponded to a lower-bound reli-
ability threshold of 0.70. In the middle version, one scale
remained a single-item measure, and four additional
multi-item scales became single-item measures. Consis-
tent with the procedure recommended by the COPSOQ
III authors [25], reliability for these abbreviated scales
was enhanced by adding a second item with the highest
factor loading from the corresponding long version scale.
Internal consistency of multi-item scales was assessed
using Cronbach’s a coefficient and McDonald’s . For
two-item scales, the Spearman—Brown reliability coeffi-
cient was used.

Measurement invariance (MI) of the long and middle
versions was evaluated across sex, employment sector,
managerial status, and length of employment. We eval-
uated configural, metric, and scalar invariance. Strict
invariance was not tested, as it is often overly restric-
tive and is not required for meaningful group com-
parisons [55]. Given the relatively large sample size, the
chi-square difference test (Ax*) was not used as an indi-
cator of model misfit, as it is highly sensitive and prone
to detecting trivial differences. Instead, we adopted the
criteria proposed by Chen [56], whereby a decrease of >
0.01 in the CFI and an increase of > 0.015 in the RMSEA
was interpreted as evidence of a lack of measurement
invariance.

Analytical procedures specific to the development and
evaluation of the COPSOQ III screening version (single-
item-per-dimension instrument) are described in the fol-
lowing subsection.
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Development and evaluation of the screening version

To create a brief instrument suitable for rapid workplace
assessment, we developed a single-item-per-dimension
screening version of the COPSOQ III (COPSOQ III
screening). The screening items were selected from the
long version by selecting for each scale the item with
the highest standardized factor loading, with the aim of
efficiently capturing the core content of each psychoso-
cial domain. For each of the 45 dimensions, we selected
the item with the highest factor loading, representing the
strongest indicator of the underlying latent construct and
a psychometrically supported strategy for minimizing
information loss in abbreviated instruments.

The representational adequacy of the selected items for
the COPSOQ III screening was evaluated using the part—
whole correlation method [57], which assesses the corre-
lation between each selected item and its corresponding
full-scale score. In addition to Pearson correlations, we
also computed ICC(2,1) part—whole correlations, as the
intraclass correlation provides a more conservative esti-
mate of agreement by accounting for both systematic
and random error. This allowed us to evaluate not only
the linear association but also the degree of absolute
agreement between the single item and the full scale.
The coefficients of determination (from Pearson’s r) were
interpreted as indicators of how well the single item rep-
resented the broader construct. The mean correlation
coefficients for the dimensions were computed using
Fisher’s z-transformation to ensure proper averaging of
the correlation values. To avoid overestimating the rep-
resentativeness of the COPSOQ III screening, the single-
item scales from the long version were excluded from the
summary calculations.

Results
Sample characteristics
The final analytical sample comprised 1,444 respondents
(52.4% men, 47.6% women). The average age was 43.9
years (SD =11.5; range 20-78). All fourteen regions of the
Czech Republic were represented in proportion consis-
tent with the national population distribution. The most
represented were Prague - the capital (14.2%), the Central
Bohemian region (12.7%), the Moravian-Silesian region
(11.6%), and the South Moravian region (10.4%). Educa-
tional attainment was as follows: 13.5% had less than a
high-school diploma, 49.7% completed secondary educa-
tion with a diploma, and 36.8% held a university degree.
Regarding employment characteristics, 60.3% of
respondents worked in the private sector and 39.7% in the
public sector. A managerial position was held by 26.9% of
respondents, whereas 73.1% did not report managerial
status. With respect to organizational size, 48.4% worked
in large organizations (more than 250 employees), 28.0%
in medium-sized organizations (50-249 employees), and
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23.6% in small organizations (fewer than 50 employees).
Regarding length of employment, 25.8% of respondents
reported an employment duration of up to five years,
while 74.2% had been employed more than five years. In
terms of occupation, the largest groups included employ-
ees in business and administration (23.5%), industry
and technical professions (21.4%), transport and logis-
tics (14.3%), public administration and security (11.4%),
healthcare and social services (9.3%), education and
research (7.3%), services and retail (7.1%), and IT-related
professions (5.1%). Media and creative professions
accounted for 1.3%, and the remaining responses were
grouped into an “other/unspecified” group (8.3%).

Measurement model

To examine the factorial structure of the instrument, con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA) models were estimated
for both the long and middle versions of the COPSOQ
IIL. For the long version, the model fit indices indicated
an overall acceptable fit. Specifically, the CFI (0.890) and
TLI (0.875) were slightly below the threshold of accept-
ability, while the RMSEA (0.033) and SRMR (0.052) fell
within the range considered a good fit. The chi-square
statistic was significant (x*> = 19,690, df=8,197, p <0.001),
which is to be expected given the large sample size and
complexity of the model.

The middle version demonstrated a better over-
all model fit, with the CFI and TLI within the accept-
able range and the RMSEA and SRMR again indicating
a good fit (x> = 4,369, df=1,628, p<0.001; CF1=0.937;
TLI=0.923; RMSEA =0.036; SRMR =0.044). A detailed
comparison of the long and middle versions, including the
reliability estimates and factor loading ranges, is provided
in Table 1. The complete interfactor correlation matrix
for both models is presented in the Supplementary Mate-
rials. Regarding structural validity, we examined the
relationships between typical outcomes measured in the
long version of the instrument (Burnout and Job Satisfac-
tion) and their assumed predictors from the categories of
demands (Quantitative Demands, Emotional Demands,
Job Insecurity) and resources (Support from Colleagues,
Support from Supervisor, Quality of Leadership). Burn-
out was positively associated with Quantitative Demands
(r=0.295), Emotional Demands (r=0.363), and Job Inse-
curity (r=0.254). Job satisfaction was positively related
to various resources, including Support from Colleagues
(r=0.483), Support from Supervisor (r=0.568), and
Quality of Leadership (r=0.673).

The internal consistency estimates were satisfactory
across most scales (Cronbach’s a>0.70). Exceptions
included Variation of Work (VA) and Bullying (BU) in
the long version, and Horizontal Trust (TE) and Job Inse-
curity (JI) in the middle version, where the Cronbach’s
a values were between 0.60 and 0.70. The standardized
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factor loadings generally fell within acceptable to strong
ranges (=0.50). One item in the Control over Working
Time scale (CT5) exhibited a lower loading (0.297); how-
ever, the remaining four items within this scale showed
adequate factor loadings above 0.60. Notably, item CT5
was excluded from the middle version. Slightly below the
threshold were four items from the long version, specifi-
cally, the Influence at Work (IN5 and IN6), Control over
Working Time (CT5), and Work-Life Conflict (WFX1)
scales, and one item from the middle version (IN6). The
factor loadings for these items ranged between 0.40 and
0.50.

Screening version: representativeness and efficiency

To assess the representativeness of the newly developed
single-item-per-dimension screening version, we exam-
ined the degree of correspondence between each screen-
ing item and its full-scale counterpart. We calculated
part-whole Pearson and intraclass correlations between
each selected item and the total score of its correspond-
ing full scale. The ICC correlations suggested a strong
association between the screening and long versions of
the instrument, with all values exceeding 0.6 and the vast
majority above 0.8. Moreover, none of the scales showed
a shared variance below 60% (based on Pearson’s r), and
most scales demonstrated 7 values in the range of 0.7 to
0.8.

These r* values were then averaged across all domains
and for the entire questionnaire. The overall representa-
tion index of the short form was 77.2%, indicating that
only 22.8% of the information contained in the full ver-
sion was lost. Considering the substantial reduction
in length (from 137 to 45 items), the efficiency of the
screening version can be expressed as the ratio of ben-
efit (reduction in length) to information loss (67.2/22.8),
suggesting that the benefit of shortening the question-
naire outweighs the loss of information by nearly a factor
of three. Full information about the representativeness of
the COPSOQ III screening are provided in Table 2, and
detailed item-level results are presented in Supplemen-
tary Table S3.

Measurement invariance

Measurement invariance (MI) of the long and middle
versions was evaluated across sex, employment sec-
tor (private vs. public), managerial status, and length of
employment (up to 5 years vs. more than 5 years). Over-
all, three nested models were tested: configural, metric,
and scalar invariance (see Table 3 for full results). The
transitions from the metric model to the more restrictive
scalar model were statistically significant in all cases and
the transition from the configural to the metric models
was statistically significant in the case of the long version
(according to sex). However, changes in the examined
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goodness-of-fit indices were well below the threshold
(0.01 for CFI and 0.015 for RMSEA) of practical rele-
vance. These results indicate that both the long and mid-
dle versions of the Czech COPSOQ III can be considered
measurement invariant across sex, the employment sec-
tor, managerial status, and length of employment.

Although the structural nature of the one-item-per-
scale version does not allow for a formal test of measure-
ment invariance, we consider it reasonable to extend the
findings from the two longer versions to the screening
version.

Accordingly, in the following section, we report the
descriptive statistics for all three versions stratified by
sex, employment sector, managerial status, and length of
employment.

Descriptive statistics

Table 4 presents descriptive statistics for all three Czech
versions of the COPSOQ III for the full sample. Consis-
tent with the measurement invariance analysis, sum-
mary statistics are also provided separately for men and
women (Table 5), for employees in the private and public
sectors (Table 6), for employees in non-managerial and
managerial positions (Table 7), and for employees with
different length of employment: up to five years and more
than five years (Table 8).

Discussion

The present study had two main aims: (1) to validate
the long and middle versions of the COPSOQ III in the
Czech context, and (2) to propose and evaluate a novel
single-item-per-dimension screening version. Overall,
the results provided solid support for the structural valid-
ity, internal consistency, and measurement invariance of
the Czech COPSOQ III, while also demonstrating the
feasibility of the abbreviated screening form.

Validity and reliability of the long and middle versions

The CFA results confirmed the overall factorial validity
of both the long and middle versions of the Czech COP-
SOQ III. Consistent with international validation studies
[27, 39], the long version showed an acceptable model fit
despite its complexity, whereas the middle version dem-
onstrated stronger fit indices. The factor loadings were
generally high which aligns well with prior cross-national
findings, with most items loading adequately on their
intended factors. A few items, however, demonstrated
lower loadings, particularly CT5 (“Do you have to work
overtime?”) from the Control over Working Time scale.
This may reflect contextual specifics of Czech work-
places, where overtime is common and often informal,
and may not be perceived as a distinct indicator of work-
time control. Notably, CT5 was absent from the middle



Zabrodska et al. BMC Psychology (2026) 14:204 Page 9 of 18

Table 2 Representativeness of the COPSOQ Il screening with respect to the long version

Domain Dimension (item used) r 1CC(2,1)
Demands at Work 0.765
Quantitative Demands (QD2) 0.723 0,822
Work Pace (WP2) 0.839 0914
Cognitive Demands (CD4) 0.620 0,608
Emotional Demands (ED3) 0.835 0,901
Demands for Hiding Emotions (HE2) 0.754 0,841
Work Organization and Job Content 0.771
Influence at Work (IN4) 0.626 0,642
Possibilities for Development (PD4) 0.839 0,876
Variation of Work (VAT) 0.757 0,814
Control over Working Time (CT3) 0.662 0,744
Meaning of Work (MW1) 0.881 0,937
Interpersonal Relations and Leadership 0.794
Predictability (PR2) 0.778 0,860
Recognition (RE2) 0.821 0,894
Role Clarity (CL2) 0.757 0,857
Role Conflicts (CO3) 0.801 0,886
lllegitimate Tasks (IT1) —
Quiality of Leadership (QL2) 0.762 0,863
Social Support from Supervisor (SSX2) 0.831 0,888
Social Support from Colleagues (SCX2) 0.787 0,838
Sense of Community at Work (SW2) 0.800 0,893
Work-Individual Interface 0.737
Commitment to the Workplace (CW5) 0.700 0,811
Work Engagement (WE2) 0.764 0,838
Job Insecurity (JI1) 0.686 0,813
Insecurity over Working Conditions (IW2) 0.684 0,766
Quality of Work (QW?2) 0.812 0,890
Job Satisfaction (JS1) 0.703 0,814
Work-Life Conflict (WF3) 0.786 0,856
Social Capital 0.739
Vertical Trust (TMX2) 0.706 0,825
Horizontal Trust (TE1) 0.776 0,845
Organizational Justice (JU3) 0.732 0,834
Conflicts and Offensive Behaviors 0.872

Gossip and Slander (GS1) —
Conflicts and Quarrels (CQT1) —
Unpleasant Teasing (UT1) —
Cyberbullying (HSMT1) —
Sexual Harassment (SH1) —
Threats of Violence (TV1) —
Physical Violence (PV1) —

Bullying (BU2) 0.872 0,865
Health and Well-Being 0.780
Self-Rated Health (GHT1) 0914 0,890
Sleeping Difficulties (SL4) 0.784 0,872
Burnout (BO1) 0.812 0,896
Stress (ST3) 0.842 0,904
Somatic Stress (SO4) 0.622 0,719
Cognitive Stress (CS3) 0.747 0,854
Depressive Symptoms (DS2) 0.744 0,825
Self-Efficacy 0.629

Self-Efficacy (SE5) 0.629 0,758
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Table 3 Measurement invariance of Czech COPSOQ Ill long
and middle versions by sex, employment sector, managerial
status and length of employment

Model Goodness of fit CFI  RMSEA ACFI  ARMSEA
COPSOQ-IIl fong (sex)

Configural ¥*=30,257,df=16,394 0874 0.035

Metric XZ =30,370,df=16,486 0.874 0.030 <0.001 <0.001
Scalar x2:30,894, df=16,578 0.870 0.036 0.004  0.001
COPSOQ-Il long (sector)

Configural ¥*=30,195,df=16,394 0.875 0.035

Metric x2:30,25l df=16,486 0.875 0.035 <0.001 <0.001
Scalar x>=30,574,df=16,578 0873 0035 0002 <0001
COPSOQ-Il long (managerial status)

Configural ¥*=30,611,df=16,394 0872 0.036

Metric XZ =30,722,df=16,486 0.871 0.036 0.001 <0.001
Scalar x2:31,091 df=16,578 0.869 0.036 0.002  <0.001
COPSOQ-Il fong (length of employment)

Configural ¥*=31,101,df=16,394 0.869 0.036

Metric x2:31,1 77,df=16,486 0.869 0.036 <0.001 <0.001
Scalar x>=31,444,df=16,578 0867 0036 0002 <0001
COPSOQ-IIl middle (sex)

Configural ¥?=6,246,df=3256 0934 0037

Metric X2:6,289, df=3,294 0.933 0.037 0.001 <0.001
Scalar x2:6,458, df=3,332 0931 0.038 0.002  0.001
COPSOQ-IIl middle (sector)

Configural xz =6,206, df=3,256 0.934 0.037

Metric x>=6,242,df=3,294 0934 0037 <0001 <0001
Scalar x*=6,421,df=3332 0931 0037 0003 <0001
COPSOQ-IIl middle (managerial status)

Configural ¥*=6,350,df=3256 0932 0038

Metric X2:6,389, df=3,294 0.932 0.037 <0.001 0.001
Scalar x2:6,547, df=3,332 0.929 0.038 0.003  0.001
COPSOQ-IIl middle (length of employment)

Configural ¥’=6,302,df=3256  0.933 0.037

Metric x>=6,356,df=3,294 0933 0037 <0001 <0001
Scalar x’=6,472,df=33326 0931 0038 0002 0001

Note. ** 1% level of significance

version, which likely contributed to its stronger psycho-
metric properties.

Internal consistency was satisfactory across nearly all
scales, with Cronbach’s alpha values exceeding the con-
ventional threshold of 0.70 for most scales. Only four
scales exhibited alpha values between 0.60 and 0.70,
with three of these scales being short two-item scales.
This pattern is in line with earlier work showing reduced
reliability for very short scales [25] and does not under-
mine the structural validity of these dimensions. Taken
together, the findings indicate that both the long and
middle versions of the Czech COPSOQ III represent
structurally and psychometrically sound tools for assess-
ing psychosocial working conditions.
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Measurement invariance across key demographic groups
The results further demonstrated measurement invari-
ance across sex, employment sector, managerial status,
and length of employment for both the long and middle
versions. Although some chi-square differences between
nested models were statistically significant - particularly
in the transition from configural to metric invariance in
the long version according to sex - the changes in the key
fit indices (CFI and RMSEA) were well below the thresh-
olds for practical significance. These results support the
use of the Czech COPSOQ III for meaningful group
comparisons, echoing recommendation from Berthelsen
et al. [58] and other national standardizations. While the
structural characteristics of the single-item-per-scale
screening version preclude formal invariance testing, its
derivation from the validated long version supports its
tentative use for comparisons across groups.

Contribution of the COPSOQ Il screening version

The second main aim of this study was the development
and evaluation of a brief screening single-item-per-scale
version of the COPSOQ III that retains the full concep-
tual coverage while substantially reducing respondent
burden. Building on evidence supporting the validity of
single-item measures in psychological assessment [59—
63], we selected the highest-loading items from each
of the 45 dimensions in the long version. The resulting
screening version preserved a high level of informational
value. The average representativeness was 77.2%, indicat-
ing that only 22.8% of the variance from the long version
scores was lost. Importantly, no scale exhibited a shared
variance below 60%, and most scales showed strong
item-total correlations (r* = 0.7-0.8). This level of repre-
sentativeness is notable given the two-thirds reduction in
questionnaire length.

The screening version may thus offer an efficient and
conceptually comprehensive tool for practical applica-
tions in organizational settings. In contrast to the COP-
SOQ III short version which omits specific domains,
the screening form provides a rapid, yet comprehensive
overview of key psychosocial work environment factors
involving all dimensions from the long version. This may
make the screening form useful for large-scale workforce
monitoring, initial workplace diagnostics, or repeated
short-interval assessments in intervention research. We
suggest that its balance of brevity and complex cover-
age represents a meaningful addition to the COPSOQ III
instruments.

Practical implications

The validated Czech versions of the COPSOQ III have
important implications for research, policy, and organi-
zational practice. At the research and policy levels, the
availability of validated Czech long and middle versions
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Table 4 Descriptive statistics of the Czech long, middle and screening versions of the COPSOQ |l

lll-long llI-middle lll-screening

Dimension Mean Median SD Mean Median SD Mean Median SD
Quantitative Demands 36.15 37.50 19.24 36.11 3333 19.09 36.27 25 24.97
Work Pace 5225 50.00 21.90 56.24 50.00 21.24 52.70 50 2332
Cognitive Demands 61.88 62.50 18.84 — — — 46.38 50 25.20
Emotional Demands 44.23 4167 2530 44.23 41.67 2530 4597 50 29.65
Demands for Hiding Emotions 54.70 56.25 2522 51.78 50.00 2539 49.72 50 30.26
Influence at Work 51.18 50.00 18.27 4935 50.00 19.32 40.08 50 2961
Possibilities for Development 62.03 66.67 2443 62.03 66.67 2443 54.88 50 27.87
Variation of Work 5261 50.00 21.12 — — — 60.27 50 24.85
Control over Working Time 56.63 60.00 2242 54.73 56.25 25.65 47.59 50 28.64
Meaning of Work 69.62 75.00 23.05 69.62 75.00 23.05 69.11 75 24.27
Predictability 56.81 62.50 21.56 56.81 62.50 21.56 61.72 50 21.80
Recognition 56.73 5833 2237 54.92 50.00 2392 59.52 50 2522
Role Clarity 80.65 83.33 16.00 80.65 83.33 16.00 82.46 75 18.36
Role Conflicts 37.08 37.50 23.20 37.08 37.50 23.20 38.61 50 26.56
lllegitimate Tasks 43.21 50.00 26.52 43.21 50.00 26.52 43.21 50 26.52
Quiality of Leadership 50.64 50.00 2453 50.73 50.00 24.85 50.35 50 2849
Social Support from Supervisor 54.74 5833 24.35 60.88 62.50 26.99 59.23 50 2858
Social Support from Colleagues 56.69 58.33 21.26 63.70 62.50 2331 63.80 75 24.69
Sense of Community at Work 7217 75.00 20.34 71.70 75.00 2157 73.10 75 21.16
Commitment to the Workplace 5838 60.00 21.26 — — — 58.76 50 2735
Work Engagement 54.80 5833 17.55 — — — 5178 50 22.58
Job Insecurity 31.04 25.00 2213 36.32 37.50 2525 29.95 25 26.70
Insecurity over Working Conditions 31.80 30.00 19.06 26.61 25.00 21.38 26.18 25 25.90
Quality of Work 68.12 75.00 1842 68.12 75.00 1842 66.46 75 2111
Job Satisfaction 63.87 65.00 18.13 62.26 66.67 19.13 62.93 75 23.03
Work Life Conflict 38.25 35.00 21.85 40.01 37.50 26.78 3840 25 2848
Vertical Trust 62.08 62.50 18.92 61.82 5833 19.20 62.69 75 2284
Horizontal Trust 65.15 66.67 20.79 64.72 62.50 21.37 69.68 75 25.74
Organizational Justice 52.64 50.00 20.95 56.52 50.00 22.26 49.90 50 2547
Gossip and Slander 19.03 0.00 27.77 — — — 19.03 0 27.77
Conflicts and Quarrels 17.99 25.00 21.90 — — — 17.99 25 21.90
Unpleasant Teasing 9.12 0.00 19.28 — — — 9.12 0 19.28
Cyberbullying 1.23 0.00 8.31 — — — 123 0 8.31
Sexual Harassment 1.35 0.00 7.38 — — — 1.35 0 7.38
Threats of Violence 1.39 0.00 7.26 — — — 1.39 0 7.26
Physical Violence 0.57 0.00 502 — — — 0.57 0 502
Bullying 5.06 0.00 12.28 — — — 793 0 1737
Self-rated Health 61.60 60.00 19.19 61.60 60.00 19.19 5431 50 2245
Sleeping Troubles 3273 25.00 21.26 — — — 30.82 25 24.87
Burnout 41.66 37.50 2157 — — — 40.30 25 2346
Stress 37.02 3333 21.20 — — — 3932 50 24.32
Somatic Stress 19.75 18.75 16.63 — — — 23.55 25 24.76
Cognitive Stress 21.98 25.00 17.73 — — — 21.19 25 20.59
Depressive Symptoms 26.92 25.00 20.34 — — — 29.66 25 26.85
Self-Efficacy 65.21 67.00 14.97 — — — 67.86 67 1943

Note. Following original guidelines (https://www.copsoq-network.org/assets/Uploads/COPSOQ-network-guidelines-an-questionnaire-COPSOQ-1I-131119-signed.

pdf), item scores were transformed into 0-100 scale

addresses a longstanding gap in the Czech context, where
systematic and internationally comparable research on
psychosocial working conditions has been limited. The
availability of a fully validated instrument has the poten-
tial to considerably improve national occupational health

research and monitoring initiatives, as well as facilitate
the country’s participation in cross-national studies.

For professionals in occupational health, human
resources, and workplace consulting, the availability
of the middle and screening national versions may be
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Table 5 Descriptive statistics of the Czech COPSOQ Il long, middle and screening versions by sex (male/female)

lll-long lll-middle lll-screening

Dim. Mean Median D Mean Median SD Mean Median  SD

Qb 36.78/3547 37.50/31.25 19.37/19.09 36.78/35.38 33.33/3333 19.21/18.93 36.77/35.72 25/25 25.29/24.62
WP 50.09/54.63 50.00/50.00 21.76/21.82 54.13/58.56 50.00/62.50 21.30/20.95 50.60/55.01 50/50 22.94/23.52
CcD 62.04/61.71 62.50/62.50 18.51/19.22 — — — 4845/44.11 50/50 24.79/2548
ED 40.50/48.33 41.67/50.00 23.95/26.13 40.50/48.33 41.67/50.00 23.95/26.13 41.50/50.87 50/50 27.92/30.72
HE 50.65/59.15 50.00/62.50 24.34/2544 47.54/56.44 50.00/58.33 24.66/25.37 45.54/54.32 50/50 29.75/30.17
INN 53.47/48.67 55.00/47.50 18.67/17.49 51.88/46.57 56.25/43.75 19.44/18.82 44.58/35.14 50/25 29.32/29.15
PD 64.00/59.86 66.67/58.33 23.10/25.65 64.00/59.86 66.67/58.33 23.10/25.65 56.68/52.91 50/50 27.05/28.63
VA 54.41/50.64 50.00/50.00 19.98/22.15 — — — 60.68/59.81 50/63 23.88/25.88
cT 58.88/54.16 60.00/55.00 20.81/23.84 57.99/51.14 62.50/50.00 23.91/27.00 51.12/43.71 50/50 27.36/29.51
MW 70.30/68.88 75.00/75.00 21.80/24.35 70.30/68.88 75.00/75.00 21.80/24.35 70.11/68.02 75/75 23.00/25.57
PR 57.94/55.58 62.50/50.00 21.13/21.98 57.94/55.58 62.50/50.00 21.13/21.98 62.47/60.90 75/50 2147/22.15
RE 59.16/54.06 58.33/50.00 21.50/23.01 57.19/52.42 62.50/50.00 23.00/24.66 62.10/56.69 75/50 23.91/26.31
CL 80.91/80.37 83.33/83.33 15.82/16.21 80.91/80.37 83.33/83.33 15.82/16.21 82.90/81.98 75/75 18.37/18.36
co 38.18/35.88 37.50/37.50 23.00/23.38 38.18/35.88 37.50/37.50 23.00/23.38 40.01/37.06 50/25 26.39/26.67
T 42.96/43.50 50.00/50.00 26.39/26.68 42.96/43.50 50.00/50.00 26.39/26.68 42.96/43.50 50/50 26.39/26.68
QL 52.80/48.26 56.25/50.00 24.01/24.88 52.92/48.33 50.00/50.00 24.21/25.33 52.45/48.04 50/50 27.88/28.99
SS 56.60/52.70 58.33/50.00 23.42/2520 62.63/58.96 62.50/62.50 25.91/28.02 60.81/57.49 75/50 27.59/29.56
SC 56.32/57.10 58.33/58.33 20.39/22.18 63.21/64.24 62.50/62.50 22.64/24.03 62.70/65.01 75/75 24.33/25.04
SW 72.80/7148 75.00/75.00 19.65/21.06 7245/70.88 75.00/75.00 21.17/21.99 73.48/72.67 75/75 20.37/22.00
CcwW 59.27/57 41 60.00/60.00 20.97/21.54 — — — 60.48/56.87 50/50 27.02/27.60
WE 54.59/55.04 58.33/58.33 17.53/17.59 — — — 52.48/51.02 50/50 2246/22.71
JI 29.32/32.93 25.00/33.33 20.75/2342 34.28/38.57 37.50/37.50 23.76/26.62 29.37/30.60 25/25 25.85/27.60
W 30.19/33.56 30.00/30.00 18.24/19.79 25.50/27.83 25.00/25.00 20.24/22.53 24.50/28.02 25/25 24.90/26.86
Qw 69.36/66.75 75.00/62.50 18.11/18.67 69.36/66.75 75.00/62.50 18.11/18.67 68.19/64.57 75/75 20.54/21.57
JS 65.33/62.27 70.00/65.00 16.97/19.20 63.98/60.37 66.67/66.67 17.92/20.22 64.58/61.12 75/75 21.98/24.01
WF 37.35/39.25 35.00/40.00 21.35/22.37 38.59/41.57 37.50/37.50 25.97/27.58 37.57/39.32 25/38 27.76/29.25
™ 62.77/61.31 62.50/62.50 18.68/19.17 62.93/60.60 66.67/58.33 18.85/19.51 62.76/62.61 75/63 22.64/23.09
TE 65.96/64.27 66.67/66.67 20.63/20.94 65.79/63.55 62.50/62.50 20.92/21.81 69.64/69.73 75/75 25.75/25.74
U 54.85/50.22 56.25/50.00 20.28/21.43 59.49/53.25 62.50/50.00 21.31/22.83 51.26/48.40 50/50 24.82/26.11
GS 17.86/20.31 0.00/0.00 26.84/28.72 — — — 17.86/20.31 0/0 26.84/28.72
cQ 17.20/18.86 0.00/25.00 21.54/22.28 — — — 17.20/18.86 0/25 21.54/22.28
uT 8.76/9.52 0.00/0.00 19.00/19.60 — — — 8.76/9.52 0/0 19.00/19.60
CB 1.55/0.87 0.00/0.00 9.63/6.55 — — — 1.55/0.87 0/0 9.63/6.55
SH 0.99/1.74 0.00/0.00 7.32/743 — — — 0.99/1.74 0/0 7.32/743
TV 1.55/1.20 0.00/0.00 8.04/6.28 — — — 1.55/1.20 0/0 8.04/6.28
PV 0.60/0.55 0.00/0.00 511/493 — — — 0.60/0.55 0/0 511/493
BU 4.40/5.78 0.00/0.00 11.49/13.05 — — — 6.78/9.19 0/0 15.64/19.03
GH 62.57/60.53 60.00/60.00 18.84/19.53 62.57/60.53 60.00/60.00 18.84/19.53 55.65/52.83 50/50 22.07/22.79
SL 29.84/35.92 25.00/31.25 20.35/21.79 — — — 27.98/33.94 25/25 23.78/25.67
BO 36.99/46.79 37.50/50.00 20.03/22.04 — — — 35.48/45.60 25/50 22.36/23.51
ST 34.09/40.24 33.33/41.67 20.41/21.59 — — — 36.54/42.37 25/50 23.65/24.69
SO 16.71/23.08 12.50/18.75 14.92/17.75 — — — 19.91/27.54 25/25 22.19/26.76
(&) 20.44/23.68 16.67/25.00 17.41/17.93 — — — 19.28/23.29 25/25 20.17/20.85
DS 24.71/29.35 25.00/25.00 19.65/20.81 — — — 25.63/34.08 25/25 25.06/28.05
SE 67.30/62.91 67.00/61.33 14.59/15.05 — — — 70.08/65.43 67/67 19.13/19.47

particularly useful, as they allow organizations to address
diverse assessment needs. The middle version balances
information value and practical feasibility, whereas the
screening version may be used as an indicative tool for
rapid monitoring, repeated assessments, or early identi-
fication of psychosocial risks in large or resource-limited

settings (e.g., public organizations, such as public
schools, universities, hospitals, or police departments,
which in the Czech context often lack sufficient resources
for extensive surveys). The broad coverage of psycho-
social demands and resources, as well as health-related
outcomes may be used to identify the main concerns in
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Table 6 Descriptive statistics of the Czech COPSOQ Il long, middle and screening versions by employment sector (public/private)

lll-long lll-middle lll-screening

Dim. Mean Median D Mean Median SD Mean Median  SD

Qb 35.14/36.82 31.25/37.50 19.35/19.15 35.27/36.67 33.33/3333 19.14/19.04 34.77/37.26 25/25 25.01/2491
WP 53.90/51.17 50.00/50.00 21.34/22.20 57.59/55.35 50.00/50.00 20.67/21.57 54.10/51.78 50/50 22.96/23.51
CcD 64.31/60.28 68.75/62.50 19.57/18.19 — — — 49.91/44.06 50/50 25.73/24.59
ED 51.45/39.48 50.00/41.67 26.35/2342 51.45/3948 50.00/41.67 26.35/23.42 54.45/40.38 50/50 31.08/27.28
HE 61.27/50.38 62.50/50.00 23.39/2546 58.17/47.58 58.33/50.00 23.56/25.68 57.20/44.80 50/50 29.74/29.60
INN 50.87/51.39 50.00/50.00 17.79/18.58 49.40/49.32 50.00/50.00 18.86/19.63 39.83/40.24 50/50 30.26/29.18
PD 64.92/60.12 66.67/58.33 24.16/24.43 64.92/60.12 66.67/58.33 24.16/24.43 57.55/53.13 50/50 27.51/27.97
VA 55.34/50.82 62.50/50.00 21.00/21.02 — — — 64.09/57.75 75/50 24.98/24.45
cT 50.63/60.57 50.00/65.00 22.24/21.66 47.22/59.67 50.00/62.50 25.10/24.80 41.62/51.52 50/50 27.61/28.64
MW 73.84/66.85 75.00/75.00 22.87/22.77 73.84/66.85 75.00/75.00 22.87/22.77 72.69/66.76 75/75 24.65/23.74
PR 59.21/55.24 62.50/50.00 21.24/21.64 59.21/55.24 62.50/50.00 21.24/21.64 63.00/60.88 75/50 21.45/22.01
RE 56.68/56.76 58.33/58.33 22.83/22.08 55.08/54.81 50.00/50.00 24.62/23.46 59.55/59.50 50/50 26.01/24.70
CL 81.81/79.89 83.33/75.00 15.74/16.14 81.81/79.89 83.33/75.00 15.74/16.14 83.38/81.86 75/75 18.34/18.36
Cco 37.63/36.73 37.50/37.50 22.32/23.77 37.63/36.73 37.50/37.50 22.32/23.77 38.87/3843 50/50 25.81/27.05
T 43.72/42.88 50.00/50.00 25.90/26.93 43.72/42.88 50.00/50.00 25.90/26.93 43.72/42.88 50/50 25.90/26.93
QL 51.65/49.97 50.00/50.00 24.51/24.53 51.95/49.93 50.00/50.00 25.05/24.70 50.74/50.09 50/50 28.10/28.76
SS 55.54/54.22 58.33/58.33 24.73/24.11 61.41/60.53 62.50/62.50 27.66/26.55 59.51/59.04 50/50 29.25/28.15
SC 58.22/55.68 58.33/58.33 20.67/21.59 64.16/63.40 62.50/62.50 22.55/23.80 64.31/63.46 75/75 23.61/25.38
SW 73.18/71.50 75.00/75.00 19.87/20.63 72.88/70.92 75.00/75.00 20.96/21.94 73.78/72.65 75/75 20.77/21.41
CcwW 60.73/56.83 60.00/60.00 20.78/21.44 — — — 61.08/57.23 50/50 26.80/27.61
WE 56.44/53.72 58.33/50.00 17.30/17.65 — — — 53.62/50.57 50/50 22.92/22.29
JI 29.81/31.85 25.00/33.33 22.11/22.12 35.38/36.94 37.50/37.50 25.53/25.05 28.40/30.97 25/25 26.39/26.86
W 32.77/31.16 30.00/30.00 18.55/19.38 28.32/2549 25.00/25.00 20.71/21.76 25.74/26.46 25/25 25.10/26.43
Qw 67.87/68.28 75.00/75.00 18.08/18.65 67.87/68.28 75.00/75.00 18.08/18.65 66.54/66.42 75/75 21.17/21.08
JS 64.11/63.71 70.00/65.00 17.56/18.50 62.29/62.24 66.67/66.67 18.44/19.58 63.83/62.34 75/75 22.07/23.64
WF 39.63/37.35 40.00/35.00 21.93/21.77 41.30/39.16 37.50/37.50 26.44/26.98 39.70/37.54 50/25 27.91/28.84
™ 62.96/61.50 62.50/62.50 18.52/19.17 61.95/61.73 66.67/58.33 18.81/19.46 64.05/61.80 75/50 22.44/23.07
TE 65.13/65.17 66.67/66.67 20.57/20.94 64.64/64.78 62.50/62.50 21.14/21.53 69.98/69.49 75/75 25.65/25.82
Ju 52.32/52.86 50.00/50.00 21.01/20.93 55.45/57.22 50.00/62.50 22.50/22.09 50.26/49.66 50/50 24.95/25.82
GS 18.89/19.12 0.00/0.00 26.85/28.37 — — — 18.89/19.12 0/0 26.85/28.37
cQ 17.63/18.23 25.00/25.00 20.73/22.65 — — — 17.63/18.23 25/25 20.73/22.65
uT 8.86/9.30 0.00/0.00 18.44/19.83 — — — 8.86/9.30 0/0 18.44/19.83
CB 1.53/1.03 0.00/0.00 9.74/7.22 — — — 1.53/1.03 0/0 9.74/7.22
SH 1.13/1.49 0.00/0.00 6.34/7.99 — — — 1.13/1.49 0/0 6.34/7.99
TV 2.05/0.95 0.00/0.00 8.82/5.98 — — — 2.05/0.95 0/0 8.82/5.98
PV 0.70/0.49 0.00/0.00 4.85/5.13 — — — 0.70/0.49 0/0 4.85/5.13
BU 5.21/4.95 0.00/0.00 11.96/12.49 — — — 8.33/7.66 0/0 17.53/17.27
GH 61.79/61.47 60.00/60.00 18.87/19.41 61.79/61.47 60.00/60.00 18.87/19.41 54.32/54.31 50/50 21.97/22.78
SL 33.18/32.44 31.25/25.00 21.10/21.37 — — — 31.81/30.17 25/25 24.41/25.15
BO 41.56/41.73 37.50/37.50 21.75/21.46 — — — 40.01/40.50 25/50 23.22/23.63
ST 35.76/37.85 33.33/33.33 21.62/20.88 — — — 38.00/40.18 25/50 24.85/23.94
SO 19.69/19.78 18.75/18.75 16.34/16.83 — — — 23.43/23.62 25/25 25.21/2447
CS 21.45/22.33 16.67/25.00 17.32/17.99 — — — 20.72/21.50 25/25 20.14/20.88
DS 25.88/27.60 25.00/25.00 20.12/20.46 — — — 29.10/30.02 25/25 26.33/27.20
SE 65.20/65.22 66.83/67.00 14.34/1537 — — — 67.32/68.22 67/67 18.98/19.72

specific organizations and to guide management deci-
sion-making about which factors and risks to target in
organizational interventions.

The COPSOQ III can also be used at the individual
level. Although the instrument is not intended as a diag-
nostic instrument, the results can be used to provide

feedback, support reflection, and inform preventive
actions. The results can be used to facilitate dialogue
between management and staff about their perceptions
of psychosocial working conditions and to support early
identification of potentially harmful stressors at work.
The instrument may also provide a basis for participatory
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Table 7 Descriptive statistics of the Czech COPSOQ Il long, middle and screening versions by managerial status (non-manager/
manager)

lll-long lll-middle lll-screening
Dim. Mean Median D Mean Median SD Mean Median — SD
QD 34.51/40.62 31.25/37.50 19.01/19.18 34.60/40.25 33.33/41.67 18.84/19.17 34.26/41.75 25/50 24.87/24.44
WP 50.43/57.20 50.00/58.33 21.77/21.52 54.56/60.82 50.00/62.50 21.00/21.24 50.95/57.47 50/50 23.12/23.20

(@b 58.98/69.78 62.50/68.75 19.03/15.84 — — — 42.05/58.18 50/50 25.00/21.77
ED 41.46/51.76 41.67/50.00 25.92/21.87 41.46/51.76 41.67/50.00 25.92/21.87 43.61/52.38 50/50 30.35/26.64
HE 53.82/57.10 56.25/56.25 26.17/22.31 51.03/53.82 50.00/58.33 26.18/22.99 48.27/53.67 50/50 30.96/27.92
INN 48.71/57.93 50.00/60.00 18.42/16.02 46.53/57.04 43.75/56.25 19.53/16.48 37.19/47.94 25/50 29.59/28.23
PD 59.87/67.89 58.33/66.67 24.92/22.04 59.87/67.89 58.33/66.67 24.92/22.04 52.41/61.60 50/50 28.05/26.24
VA 51.05/56.86 50.00/62.50 21.40/19.73 — — — 58.33/65.53 50/75 25.21/23.06
cT 55.91/58.57 60.00/60.00 23.08/20.43 53.28/58.65 56.25/62.50 26.37/23.15 46.35/50.97 50/50 28.94/27.56
MW 68.58/72.45 75.00/75.00 23.67/21.06 68.58/72.45 75.00/75.00 23.67/21.06 68.21/71.59 75/75 24.76/22.72
PR 56.04/58.92 50.00/62.50 21.70/21.07 56.04/58.92 50.00/62.50 21.70/21.07 61.20/63.14 50/75 22.06/21.06
RE 54.81/61.94 58.33/58.33 2242/21.43 52.54/61.37 50.00/62.50 23.87/22.86 57.17/6591 50/75 25.30/23.90
CL 80.09/82.17 83.33/83.33 16.33/14.99 80.09/82.17 83.33/83.33 16.33/14.99 81.70/84.54 75/75 18.78/17.03
co 35.96/40.14 37.50/37.50 22.95/23.64 35.96/40.14 37.50/37.50 22.95/23.64 37.55/41.49 50/50 26.30/27.05
T 43.13/43.43 50.00/50.00 26.84/25.64 43.13/43.43 50.00/50.00 26.84/25.64 43.13/43.43 50/50 26.84/25.64
QL 49.95/52.50 50.00/50.00 2491/23.39 50.06/52.58 50.00/50.00 25.18/23.85 49.64/52.26 50/50 28.75/27.72
SS 54.05/56.64 58.33/58.33 24.64/23.49 60.38/62.24 62.50/62.50 27.38/25.89 58.55/61.08 50/75 29.00/27.37
SC 56.51/57.17 58.33/58.33 21.87/19.52 63.87/63.24 62.50/62.50 23.90/21.64 63.90/63.53 75/75 25.37/22.75
SW 71.60/73.71 75.00/75.00 20.68/19.31 71.01/73.58 75.00/75.00 21.80/20.85 72.77/73.97 75/75 21.57/19.99
Ccw 57.48/60.84 60.00/65.00 21.56/20.25 — — — 57.62/61.86 50/50 27.28/27.34
WE 53.60/58.08 50.00/58.33 17.97/15.95 — — — 50.52/55.22 50/50 22.75/21.79
Jl 31.63/29.45 33.33/25.00 22.51/21.01 36.86/34.86 37.50/37.50 25.77/23.73 30.04/29.70 25/25 26.86/26.27
% 32.81/29.03 30.00/25.00 19.00/18.99 27.33/24.66 25.00/25.00 21.52/20.90 26.82/24.42 25/25 25.96/25.69
Qw 67.63/69.46 75.00/75.00 18.69/17.63 67.63/69.46 75.00/75.00 18.69/17.63 65.84/68.17 75/75 21.32/20.45
JS 62.59/67.36 65.00/70.00 18.31/17.17 60.89/65.98 66.67/66.67 19.40/17.87 61.65/66.43 75/75 23.56/21.17

WF 37.04/41.56 35.00/40.00 21.81/21.65 38.83/43.23 37.50/43.75 26.82/26.45 37.05/42.07 25/50 28.34/28.59
™ 61.80/62.84 62.50/62.50 18.96/18.80 61.31/63.21 58.33/66.67 19.44/18.48 62.71/62.63 75/75 22.96/22.55

TE 65.19/65.06 66.67/66.67 21.21/19.62 64.58/65.11 62.50/62.50 21.93/19.79 69.82/69.33 75/75 26.01/25.03
Ju 51.20/56.57 50.00/56.25 20.79/20.91 55.16/60.21 50.00/62.50 22.31/21.72 4841/53.93 50/50 25.23/25.71
GS 18.04/21.71 0.00/0.00 27.41/28.59 — — — 18.04/21.71 0/0 27.41/28.59
cQ 17.09/20.43 0.00/25.00 21.75/22.16 — — — 17.09/20.43 0/25 21.75/22.16
ur 9.33/857 0.00/0.00 19.58/18.48 — — — 9.33/8.57 0/0 19.58/18.48
CB 0.90/2.13 0.00/0.00 6.83/11.38 — — — 0.90/2.13 0/0 6.83/11.38
SH 0.99/2.32 0.00/0.00 5.57/10.83 — — — 0.99/2.32 0/0 5.57/10.83
v 1.40/1.35 0.00/0.00 7.04/7.82 — — — 1.40/1.35 0/0 7.04/7.82
PV 0.38/1.10 0.00/0.00 3.75/7.44 — — — 0.38/1.10 0/0 3.75/7.44
BU 5.14/4.83 0.00/0.00 12.43/11.85 — — — 8.10/7.47 0/0 17.67/16.54
GH 61.14/62.85 60.00/65.00 19.20/19.14 61.14/62.85 60.00/65.00 19.20/19.14 53.65/56.12 50/50 22.33/2272
SL 32.96/32.12 25.00/25.00 21.32/21.11 — — — 31.34/29.38 25/25 24.70/25.29
BO 42.12/40.40 37.50/37.50 21.88/20.64 — — — 41.05/38.27 50/25 23.78/22.47
ST 36.90/37.35 33.33/3333 21.36/20.76 — — — 38.99/40.21 25/50 24.73/23.17
SO 19.83/19.52 18.75/12.50 16.15/17.89 — — — 23.70/23.13 25/25 24.56/25.32
(&) 22.06/21.76 25.00/16.67 17.40/18.62 — — — 21.16/21.26 25/25 20.47/20.93
DS 27.56/25.19 25.00/25.00 20.77/19.03 — — — 30.92/26.22 25/25 27.74/23.98

SE 63.56/69.71 66.67/67.00 14.84/14.40 — — — 66.11/72.63 67/67 19.58/18.18
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Table 8 Descriptive statistics of the Czech COPSOQ Il long, middle and screening versions by length of employment (up to 5 yrs/more
than 5 yrs)

lll-long lll-middle lll-screening
Dim. Mean Median D Mean Median SD Mean Median — SD
QD 34.41/36.76 31.25/37.50 19.11/19.26 34.45/36.69 33.33/33.33 19.20/19.02 34.27/36.96 25/25 24.52/25.10
WP 51.79/52.41 50.00/50.00 23.50/21.33 55.54/56.48 50.00/50.00 22.57/20.77 52.22/52.87 50/50 24.08/23.06

(@b 59.51/62.70 62.50/62.50 19.13/18.68 — — — 42.41/47.76 50/50 26.37/24.65
ED 42.92/44.68 41.67/41.67 25.95/25.07 42.92/44.68 41.67/41.67 25.95/25.07 42.94/47.01 50/50 29.75/29.55
HE 53.97/54.96 56.25/56.25 26.92/24.61 51.32/51.94 50.00/50.00 26.91/24.85 47.92/50.35 50/50 31.96/29.63
INN 48.66/52.06 50.00/55.00 18.80/18.00 46.12/5047 43.75/50.00 19.68/19.08 36.22/41.42 25/50 29.43/29.56
PD 58.04/63.41 58.33/66.67 26.67/23.46 58.04/63.41 58.33/66.67 26.67/23.46 51.88/55.92 50/50 30.16/26.96
VA 51.68/52.94 50.00/50.00 22.15/20.75 — — — 59.68/60.47 75/50 25.90/24.48
cT 57.73/56.25 60.00/60.00 23.32/22.10 55.44/54.48 56.25/56.25 26.47/25.36 49.26/47.01 50/50 30.24/28.05
MW 66.83/70.59 75.00/75.00 24.73/22.37 66.83/70.59 75.00/75.00 24.73/22.37 66.60/69.99 75/75 25.73/23.69
PR 55.58/57.24 50.00/62.50 23.88/20.69 55.58/57.24 50.00/62.50 23.88/20.69 60.62/62.10 50/50 23.54/21.17
RE 55.91/57.01 58.33/58.33 22.76/22.24 53.83/55.29 50.00/50.00 24.01/23.88 57.73/60.14 50/50 25.55/25.09
CL 7841/81.43 75.00/83.33 16.16/15.88 7841/81.43 75.00/83.33 16.16/15.88 80.17/83.26 75/75 18.13/18.38
co 36.73/37.21 37.50/37.50 23.41/23.14 36.73/37.21 37.50/37.50 2341/23.14 37.50/38.99 25/50 26.88/26.44
T 43.55/43.10 50.00/50.00 27.51/26.18 43.55/43.10 50.00/50.00 27.51/26.18 43.55/43.10 50/50 27.51/26.18
QL 50.79/50.58 50.00/50.00 26.06/23.98 51.16/50.58 50.00/50.00 26.45/24.28 49.66/50.58 50/50 30.19/27.88
SS 55.53/54.47 58.33/58.33 25.99/23.77 61.19/60.77 62.50/62.50 29.06/26.25 59.61/59.10 75/50 30.33/27.97
SC 58.80/55.95 58.33/58.33 22.35/20.83 66.03/62.90 75.00/62.50 24.45/22.86 66.13/62.99 75/75 25.87/24.22
SW 71.64/72.35 75.00/75.00 20.70/20.22 70.60/72.08 75.00/75.00 22.17/21.35 73.72/72.88 75/75 21.25/21.13
Ccw 58.27/58.42 60.00/60.00 22.95/20.65 — — — 58.53/58.84 50/50 28.60/26.91
WE 54.17/55.02 54.17/58.33 18.22/17.32 — — — 51.14/52.01 50/50 23.01/22.44
Jl 32.37/30.58 33.33/25.00 21.55/22.32 38.21/35.67 37.50/37.50 24.81/2538 32.93/28.92 25/25 27.24/26.44
% 32.04/31.71 30.00/30.00 19.25/19.00 26.90/26.51 25.00/25.00 21.63/21.31 26.95/2591 25/25 26.56/25.67
Qw 68.31/68.05 68.75/75.00 18.66/18.34 68.31/68.05 68.75/75.00 18.66/18.34 67.00/66.28 75/75 21.29/21.05
JS 63.06/64.15 65.00/65.00 18.79/17.89 61.58/62.49 66.67/66.67 19.88/18.86 62.30/63.15 75/75 23.54/22.86

WF 37.55/38.50 35.00/35.00 22.20/21.74 39.01/40.36 37.50/37.50 27.25/26.62 37.50/38.71 25/25 28.88/28.35
™ 62.60/61.89 62.50/62.50 19.40/18.76 62.68/61.52 66.67/58.33 20.45/18.74 63.84/62.29 75/75 23.22/2271

TE 65.46/65.05 66.67/66.67 20.13/21.02 65.39/64.49 62.50/62.50 21.49/21.33 70.63/69.36 75/75 25.22/25.92
Ju 53.56/52.33 50.00/50.00 21.77/20.66 58.00/56.01 62.50/50.00 22.50/22.17 49.93/49.88 50/50 26.88/24.98
GS 22.38/17.86 12.50/0.00 29.40/27.10 — — — 22.38/17.86 13/0 29.40/27.10
cQ 20.09/17.26 25.00/25.00 22.88/21.51 — — — 20.09/17.26 25/25 22.88/21.51
ur 11.02/8.47 0.00/0.00 20.51/18.81 — — — 11.02/8.47 0/0 20.51/18.81
CB 1.55/1.12 0.00/0.00 9.32/7.93 — — — 1.55/1.12 0/0 9.32/7.93

SH 2.22/1.05 0.00/0.00 8.81/6.79 — — — 2.22/1.05 0/0 8.81/6.79

v 1.95/1.19 0.00/0.00 8.87/6.60 — — — 1.95/1.19 0/0 8.87/6.60

PV 0.74/0.51 0.00/0.00 4.97/5.04 — — — 0.74/0.51 0/0 4.97/5.04

BU 5.75/4.82 0.00/0.00 13.62/11.77 — — — 8.74/7.65 0/0 18.38/17.01
GH 63.17/61.05 65.00/60.00 19.69/19.00 63.17/61.05 65.00/60.00 19.69/19.00 56.32/53.61 50/50 23.30/22.12
SL 32.90/32.68 31.25/25.00 20.73/21.45 — — — 29.57/31.25 25/25 24.20/25.09
BO 45.08/40.47 43.75/37.50 21.89/21.33 — — — 44.29/38.92 50/25 24.27/23.03
ST 40.32/35.88 41.67/33.33 21.20/21.09 — — — 43.08/38.01 50/25 25.45/23.79
SO 21.82/19.02 18.75/12.50 17.23/16.37 — — — 24.46/23.23 25/25 25.16/24.62
(&) 24.57/21.08 25.00/20.83 19.39/17.03 — — — 23.52/20.38 25/25 22.36/19.88
DS 31.27/2541 25.00/25.00 21.99/19.52 — — — 36.02/27.45 25/25 28.96/25.73

SE 63.76/65.71 66.83/67.00 15.12/14.89 — — — 65.93/68.53 67/67 19.97/19.20
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interventions aimed at improving working conditions
and reducing chronic stress and burnout, as well as at
identifying and strengthening available psychosocial
resources. Overall, the validated COPSOQ III versions
have a promising potential to contribute to the develop-
ment of evidence-based occupational health research and
strategies in the Czech Republic.

Limitations and future directions

The study has several limitations. First, the cross-sec-
tional design does not allow assessment of temporal sta-
bility, causal relationships, or predictive validity. Future
longitudinal research is needed to assess test-retest reli-
ability, sensitivity to change, and the predictive validity of
the Czech COPSOQ III, particularly in relation to health
and organizational outcomes. Second, all constructs were
assessed via self-report, which may introduce common
method bias or social desirability effects. Although self-
reports remain the standard approach in psychosocial
work environment research, future studies should exam-
ine associations with objective indicators (e.g., sickness
absence, turnover, medical diagnoses) or external ratings
to further strengthen criterion validity. Third, reliabil-
ity assessment was limited to internal consistency esti-
mates. Test—retest reliability could not be evaluated due
to the anonymous, one-time survey design. This limita-
tion is particularly relevant for the single-item-per-scale
screening version, for which internal consistency could
not be meaningfully estimated. In addition, the proposed
screening version represents a nationally developed
adaptation based on Czech empirical data and internal
psychometric criteria. As it lacks formal international
standardization and has not yet been validated against
external criteria or outcomes, its use should currently be
limited to indicative or preliminary screening purposes.
Fourth, although quota sampling was used to approxi-
mate the demographic structure of the Czech working
population, the sample does not constitute a probability-
based representative sample, and generalizability to the
entire workforce cannot be assumed. Finally, two items
from the long version (CS1 and IN2) were omitted due
to a technical error. Although results indicated that their
absence did not substantially affect the psychometric
characteristics of the corresponding scales, this omis-
sion may slightly limit direct comparability with interna-
tional COPSOQ III datasets that include the full item set.
Future research should address these limitations through
longitudinal designs, probability-based sampling, and the
inclusion of external validation criteria.

Conclusion

In summary, the present study provides a comprehensive
validation of the Czech COPSOQ III in three forms: the
long, the middle, and the newly proposed COPSOQ III
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screening version. All three versions demonstrate strong
factorial validity, acceptable internal consistency, and
(for the long and middle versions) measurement invari-
ance across sex, employment sector, managerial status,
and length of employment. The screening version offers
a promising new tool that combines wide conceptual
coverage with efficiency, making it well suited for orga-
nizational and public health applications. By offering
validated tools for assessing psychosocial work environ-
ments and health outcomes at work, this study contrib-
utes to the development of evidence-based occupational
health monitoring in the Czech Republic and enhances
the country’s capacity for future cross-national research
on psychosocial work environment and work-related
health.
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