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ABSTRACT 

The digital transformation of the economy and rising labor demands have increased the 

relevance of psychosocial risk management. The Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire 

(COPSOQ) is a widely used international tool for assessing these risks. This study aimed to validate 

the Russian version of COPSOQ III (COPSOQ-RU) to ensure its reliability and applicability for 

assessing psychosocial risks in Russian workplaces. The questionnaire was translated, culturally 

adapted, and piloted with 290 participants. The main survey included 1,075 valid responses. Internal 

consistency was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha (all dimensions > 0.60). Construct validity was 

assessed through exploratory factor analysis (EFA), which identified 22 factors explaining 65.9% of 

the variance. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) demonstrated excellent model fit (CFI = 0.99, 

RMSEA = 0.049, SRMR = 0.056). Most dimensions demonstrated satisfactory reliability and 

exhibited valid factor structures. However, certain items required revision. Strong correlations were 

identified between psychosocial risk dimensions and outcomes such as burnout and job satisfaction. 

The COPSOQ-RU was shown to be a valid and reliable tool for assessing psychosocial risks in 

Russian workplaces. Its implementation can support evidence-based occupational health 

interventions and contribute to improving employee well-being and working conditions in Russia. 

  



 

INTRODUCTION 

     In recent years, the global working environment and labor processes have undergone significant 

transformation. Traditionally, working conditions were primarily assessed through the lens of 

physical safety, ergonomics, and exposure assessments. However, digitalization, the development of 

information and communication technologies and the expansion of the service sector have 

fundamentally altered the nature of work (Manford et al. 2022; Shahidi et al. 2022).  

     There has been a noticeable shift away from physical labor to tasks that require higher levels of 

intellectual and emotional engagement. This shift has led to an increase in psychosocial risks, which 

has had a substantial negative impact on the health and well-being of workers. While emotional 

engagement can enhance motivation and job satisfaction, it can also elevate psychosocial risks if 

workers face excessive demands, lack resources, or experience poor organizational support. In the 

current workplace landscape, it is crucial to utilize high-quality, validated tools for managing 

psychosocial risks in the workplace (Aronsson et al. 2017; Berthelsen et al. 2018; Potter et al. 2022; 

Geisler at al. 2019).  

     Recent data from a large Russian population-based study that reported 14.4% of participants 

exhibiting depressive symptoms, including 2.9% with clinical depression and 11.5% with subclinical 

depression. Importantly, younger respondents were significantly more likely to experience 

depression compared to older participants, indicating a growing trend in mental health issues among 

the working-age population (Kibitov et al. 2021). It is now well established that the etiology of 

depression, anxiety, and other affective disorders involves both biological and psychosocial factors. 

Occupational stressors, including high job demands, low decision latitude, and inadequate social 

support, are among the most salient contributors. This highlights the critical need for validated 



 

instruments, such as the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire, which enable the systematic 

assessment of psychosocial risk factors in the workplace. 

     Psychosocial factors in the work environment are recognized as global issue affecting workers 

across all professions in both major economies and developing countries. While psychosocial risks 

can be found in every sector, some workers are more likely to be at risk due to the nature of their 

work. Numerous studies show a correlation between occupational stress and physical and mental 

health disorders (Sultan-Taïeb et al. 2022; Duchaine et al. 2019; Theorell et al. 2015, 2016; Descatha 

et al. 2020; Demiral et al. 2022; Yan et al. 2016). 

     The most common issues in the modern workplace include excessive demands on the content and 

quality of work, lack of control over workload, insufficient support from direct supervisors, and an 

imbalance between effort and reward (Marzocchi et al. 2024; Bakhuys Roozeboom et al. 2020; 

Lukan et al. 2022; Harvey et al. 2017; Nutzi et al. 2015; Bhui et al. 2016). 

     The Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ) has been successfully utilized in 

various countries and is a validated tool for assessing and managing psychosocial risks. An 

international network of researchers, scientists, and occupational health and safety professionals that 

have used this questionnaire spans over 40 countries (COPSOQ International Network 2024; Burr et 

al. 2019; Berthelsen et al. 2019; Şahan et al.2018). 

     The popularization and implementation of psychosocial risk assessment contribute to identifying 

problems before they lead to serious psychological and physical health consequences for employees. 

Additionally, these assessments allow for the monitoring of the effectiveness of preventive measures 

implemented to reduce workplace psychosocial risk (Ramkissoon et al. 2019; Chirico et al. 2023; 

Berthelsen et al. 2017).  



 

     Currently, there are significant challenges in Russia related to the assessment of psychosocial 

factors in the workplace. These challenges include the absence of legislative requirements, lack of 

clear standards and protocols, deficiencies of awareness and understanding among employers, and 

difficulties in identifying and defining psychosocial risk. The system of psychosocial risk control in 

the Russian Federation still requires substantial development and implementation efforts for the field 

to mature (Serezhkina 2019). 

     Therefore, the implementation and adaptation of tools like COPSOQ are especially important for 

improving the effectiveness of psychosocial risk management and enhancing working conditions in 

Russia. This study aimed to show that the Russian version of COPSOQ (COPSOQ-RU) was a valid 

instrument to ensure accurate and reliable assessment of psychosocial risks in the workplace. It 

intended to facilitate the development of effective measures to mitigate these risks. Furthermore, the 

validated questionnaire permitted the comparison of research results from other countries. The study 

conducted rigorous language certification and a pilot study of the COPSOQ questionnaire prior to its 

full implementation. These preparatory steps ensured the cultural and linguistic appropriateness of 

the instrument for the Russian context.   

METHODS 

Language Validation 

     Prior to initiating the study, the research team formally notified and sought guidance from the 

COPSOQ International Network Committee regarding the adaptation process. The Committee 

provided methodological recommendations and authorized the development of the Russian version 

(COPSOQ-RU). 

     The preliminary stage of the research focused on the language validation of the COPSOQ III 

questionnaire. It followed internationally recognized principles of linguistic and cultural adaptation 



 

to ensure conceptual equivalence and psychometric validity (Wild et al. 2005). The researchers 

started with the forward translation of all of 146 questions of the questionnaire from English into 

Russian with the help of two language and translation experts. In the process of reconciliation, the 

translations were examined and revised to ensure compliance with Russia’s linguistic and cultural 

norms. After completing the revisions, two translation experts then back-translated the questionnaire 

into English. This back-translated version was reviewed and harmonized by comparing with the 

original English questionnaire to identify and eliminate discrepancies. 

     For the pilot survey, the researchers used the medium-sized version of the translated 

questionnaire. The Russian-language questionnaire is provided as Supplementary Material S1 and is 

also available online. This version was subsequently administered to a pilot group of 290 

respondents to test its language validity to enable the process of cognitive debriefing. These 

individuals were employees of organizations in the Moscow region, working in various fields such 

as healthcare, industrial hygiene, management, information technology (IT), law, research, human 

resources, and clerical work. The pilot questionnaire contained questions about the usability of the 

questionnaire, as well as respondents' demographic information, including sex, age, organizational 

unit, and primary job function. Among the participants, 12% were men and 88% were women. The 

age distribution was as follows: 18 to 24 years – 2%, 25 to 34 years – 28%, 35 to 44 years – 29%, 45 

to 54 years – 25%, and 55 years or older – 16%. Respondents were asked to provide feedback on 

whether they could clearly understand all the questions and to give their views on the overall quality 

of the questionnaire.  

     Based on the feedback from the pilot group, a review of cognitive debriefing results was 

conducted. This was done by analyzing the proportion of employees who indicated that the 

questions were clear, easy to understand, and did not cause discomfort when answering. It was 



 

assumed that if more than 15% of respondents identified the same question as difficult to understand 

or causing discomfort, that question required revision.  

     The researchers revised the questionnaire and finalized the Russian version. The entire process 

adhered to the strict standards of anonymity and confidentiality as required by the International 

COPSOQ Network, ensuring that the instrument was both valid and user-friendly for the target 

population (Novikova et al. 2024).  

     In summary, the linguistic validation followed a predefined sequence: (1) two independent 

forward translations (English to Russian), (2) reconciliation and harmonization to ensure cultural 

and linguistic appropriateness, (3) two independent back-translations (Russian to English), (4) 

comparison with the original instrument and resolution of discrepancies to ensure conceptual 

equivalence, (5) pilot administration of the medium version with cognitive debriefing, and (6) final 

wording revisions prior to full-scale validation. 

Sample and Participants 

     The main study involved the administration of the full survey from February to November 2023. 

The study was carried out in four large organizations. These multinational corporations had 

extensive regional operations across Russia. The selection criteria prioritized large workforce size 

that enabled adequate sampling, diverse professional sectors that ensured broad occupational 

representation, and geographically distributed branches that captured regional variations in 

workplace culture.  

    The target sample size was determined based on the total workforce across all departments of the 

participating organizations, as reflected in their official staffing records. All eligible employees 

(over 12,000) received invitations to participate in the online survey via corporate communication 

channels. This inclusive recruitment approach ensured representation across: hierarchical levels, 



 

functional departments, and geographic locations. Participation was voluntary, with no exclusion 

criteria applied beyond current employment status. 

    The researchers gathered responses from 3,129 participants across various fields. The overall 

participation rate was 26.07%, and 1,075 responses were retained for analysis due to incomplete 

data because some respondents failed to complete the entire survey. In addition, survey responses 

with instances of straight lining, where respondents selected the same answer for a large number of 

questions in a row, indicating a lack of engagement, were excluded. A threshold was established at 

50% of answers being in the same position consecutively. 

Ethical and Regulatory Compliance 

    The study was conducted in accordance with GOST R ISO 45001-2020, which is the Russian 

national standard adoption of ISO 45001:2018 Occupational Health and Safety Management 

Systems - Requirements with Guidance for Use in its entirety.  The study complied with ISO 45001 

by ensuring the psychological well-being of participants filling out the questionnaire. Potential 

psychosocial risks, such as stress or discomfort, were identified, and measures were taken to 

minimize these risks, including clear instructions and a supportive environment for completing the 

survey. Ethical standards were followed, with informed consent and confidentiality guaranteed. To 

reduce potential psychological strain, participants were given ample time to complete the 

questionnaire, and breaks were encouraged. 

    The study was conducted in accordance with the principles of the Declaration of Helsinki and was 

approved by the Local Ethics Committee of the F.F. Erisman Federal Research Center for Hygiene 

on January 10, 2023 (approval No. 1-A). 

 



 

Survey Instrument 

     The international COPSOQ III questionnaire is structured into items classified by the COPSOQ 

International Network as Core (mandatory), Medium, and Long versions. Inclusion of Core items is 

obligatory for all national adaptations, irrespective of questionnaire length. Additional items were 

selected based on cognitive debriefing outcomes during linguistic validation, prioritizing those that 

demonstrated the highest clarity and lowest ambiguity among pilot study respondents. 

     For the full survey, the researchers composed the medium-sized questionnaire based on the 

complete documentation published by the COPSOQ International Network. The questionnaire 

contained a total of 79 questions, which assessed the following 29 dimensions (standardized 

abbreviations): Burnout (BO), Quantitative Demands (QD), Work Pace (WP), Cognitive Demands 

(CD), Emotional Demands (ED), Control over Working Time (CT), Demands for Hiding Emotions 

(HE), Influence at Work (IN), Possibilities for Development (PD), Variation of Work (VA), 

Meaning of Work (MW), Predictability (PR), Recognition (RE), Role Clarity (CL), Role Conflicts 

(CO), Illegitimate Tasks (IT), Quality of Leadership (QL), Social Support from Supervisor (SS), 

Social Support from Colleagues (SC), Sense of Community at Work (SW), Commitment to the 

Workplace (CW), Work Engagement (WE), Job Insecurity (JI), Insecurity over Working Conditions 

(IW), Work-Life Conflict (WF), Horizontal Trust (TE), Vertical Trust (TM), Organizational Justice 

(JU), and Self-rated Health (GH). 

     To illustrate the questionnaire content, an example item (WP1) from the "Work Pace" (WP) 

dimension is provided. Respondents were asked, "Do you have to work very fast?" and indicated 

their frequency on a 5-point Likert scale: always (100), often (75), sometimes (50), seldom (25), 

never/hardly ever (0). 



 

     This volume of questions can be burdensome for respondents and lead to lower completion rates. 

To mitigate this, the authors selected a minimum number of essential questions while retaining the 

instrument's validity, ensuring respondents were not overwhelmed. Additionally, we collected only 

the most relevant demographic data such as age, sex, leadership position, and employment tenure to 

maintain focus on psychosocial risk assessment without unnecessary complexity. This streamlined 

approach helped improve participation and data quality while still capturing key variables for 

analysis. 

     The medium-sized version designed by the researchers included all questions designated as 

CORE questions, which are mandatory for inclusion in any COPSOQ questionnaire. The CORE 

dimensions of COPSOQ encompass the most widely recognized psychosocial factors. The MIDDLE 

and LONG versions may vary between countries to accommodate local cultural specificities. The 

CORE dimensions enable both international comparisons and longitudinal analysis over time.  

    Specifically, the medium-sized version included 32 questions labeled as CORE, 22 questions 

labeled as MIDDLE, and 25 questions labeled as LONG. This ensured that the version maintained 

the necessary standards for comprehensive assessment across multiple dimensions (COPSOQ 

International Network 2023). The short names of the dimensions that are used in this paper are taken 

from the official guidelines which has full names as well (COPSOQ International Network 2023).  

As an example, the dimension "Emotional Demands" (ED) comprises three items, one of which 

is labeled ED3 and includes the question: "Is your work emotionally demanding?" This item is 

classified as a CORE question in the COPSOQ guidelines and was therefore incorporated into the 

national version of the questionnaire by the researchers. 

 



 

Data Collection 

    The study utilized the online platforms Survey Monkey, Testograph, Google Forms, and Yandex 

Forms for different stages of data collection. Testograph was utilized for the pilot survey, while 

Survey Monkey was employed for the full survey. These platforms were chosen for their user-

friendly interfaces, data security features, and the ability to distribute surveys across large, 

geographically dispersed workforces. Recruitment was conducted through internal corporate 

communications, including email invitations and intranet announcements within participating 

organizations. No financial remuneration was provided to participants. Participation was entirely 

voluntary, and informed consent was obtained electronically before respondents began the survey. 

The consent form clearly outlined the study’s purpose, procedures, data confidentiality, and the right 

to withdraw at any time. While efforts were made to engage a broad range of employees from 

various sectors and job roles, the sample primarily reflects the sex and occupational composition of 

the participating organizations rather than the national labor force. Nonetheless, the sample included 

diverse age groups, job functions, and both managerial and non-managerial positions, enhancing the 

generalizability of the findings within similar organizational settings. 

    Online services made it possible to collect a large amount of data quickly. The researchers 

developed a specialized computer program to convert the text responses into numerical data 

necessary for mathematical and statistical analysis, significantly speeding up data processing and 

enhancing the accuracy and reliability of analytical conclusions. 

    The test–retest procedure was omitted because the full COPSOQ questionnaire contains 146 items 

and would have required substantial time to complete. A high nonresponse rate was observed during 

the first administration, and asking participants to repeat the entire questionnaire after a short 

interval was deemed impractical. Similar challenges have been reported in validation studies 



 

conducted in other countries (Lincke et al. 2021). Moreover, in large-scale organizational settings, a 

second data collection within a short time frame is often not feasible. 

Validation Process 

     The psychometric evaluation comprised several complementary procedures. Internal consistency 

was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha, ICC, and item-total correlations. Structural (construct) 

validity was evaluated using EFA and CFA in split samples. A detailed description of these 

procedures is provided below. 

     The researchers assessed the internal consistency of the questionnaire by calculating Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficients for each dimension. The researchers also examined the mean values, the 

percentage of respondents with the lowest (floor effect) and highest (ceiling effect) scores, 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients if an item was deleted, and item-total correlations adjusted for each 

overlapping item. Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) values were computed to assess the 

agreement between items within each dimension. 

     To evaluate the sample's suitability for factor analysis, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was used. The 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test was employed to determine the adequacy of the sample size. To 

investigate the construct validity of the questionnaire, the researchers conducted exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) using maximum likelihood with oblimin rotation methods. The factor structures 

generated in the EFA contributed to the understanding of the distribution of the items. EFA was 

used since COPSOQ is a cross-cultural questionnaire. 

    Performing both EFA and CFA on the same sample is considered poor practice, as EFA is used to 

explore an unknown structure, whereas CFA is designed to test a pre-specified model. Therefore, the 



 

total sample was randomly divided into two independent subsets: one for EFA (n = 386) and one for 

CFA (n = 689). 

     CFA was then performed to test the fit between the proposed theoretical structure and the 

structure identified through EFA. The model fit of the COPSOQ was assessed using several fit 

indices: root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), standardized root mean square residual 

(SRMR), and comparative fit index (CFI). Acceptable model fit was indicated by a CFI value of 

0.90, with values above 0.95 indicating an excellent fit (Hu and Bentler 1999). For SRMR and 

RMR, values below 0.08 were considered acceptable (Jaccard and Wan 1996), and values below 

0.05 were considered excellent (Hu and Bentler 1999). 

     Pearson correlation coefficient (r) was used to assess whether the psychosocial risk dimensions 

individually predicted job satisfaction (JS) and burnout (BO). For this coefficient values above 

(below) 0.5 (-0.5) indicate strong positive (negative) correlation, values between 0.3 and 0.5 (-0.3 

and -0.5) indicate moderate positive (negative) correlation, values between (-0.3 and 0.3) indicate 

weak correlation, and 0 indicates no correlation (Cohen 1988). 

     All data analyses were performed using R version 4, a software environment for statistical 

computing, with the assistance of the ESEM, LAVAAN, and JMV packages. 

RESULTS 

     The study population comprised 54.9% female, 43.3% male, and 1.9% who did not specify their 

sex. Managerial positions were held by 147 participants (13.67% of the sample). Tables 1 and 2 

present the age composition and employment duration characteristics respectively. These 

demographic characteristics closely correspond to the national workforce distribution reported by 

the Federal State Statistics Service (Rosstat, 2024). 



 

Internal Consistency 

    Cronbach’s alpha was used as a reliability measure to assess the internal consistency of the 

dimensions. Table 4 presents detailed results of these tests and includes Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients for each dimension of the Russian version of COPSOQ III. For dimensions represented 

by a single item, internal consistency could not be evaluated. The General Health (GH1) item was 

retained because it is part of the set of CORE items required by the COPSOQ guidelines. The 

Illegitimate Tasks (IT1) dimension consists of a single item by design. In the Variation of Work 

(VA) dimension, the VA1 and VA2 items are nearly identical in content but opposite in meaning; 

therefore, only one of them (VA1) was retained in the Russian version of COPSOQ. 

     Table 4 presents the mean values for each dimension. It details the percentage of respondents 

who obtained the lowest scores, indicative of a floor effect, as well as those who achieved the 

highest scores, reflecting a ceiling effect. The table also includes Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for 

each item if deleted (CAID) and provides item-total correlations for each overlapping item. The 

analysis revealed a significant number of participants achieving the highest scores (above 25%) in 

the dimensions listed in Table 3.  

     Examination of the CAID showed that the second item of “Control over Working time” 

dimension (CT2) had higher values than the overall Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for their respective 

dimensions. 

     Internal consistency, as measured by Cronbach's alpha, varied across the dimensions. Of the 26 

multi-item dimensions, 23 (88%) demonstrated good to excellent reliability (α ≥ 0.70) and 3 

dimensions (12%) had lower but still adequate reliability for exploratory research (0.60 ≤ α < 0.70). 

Cronbach’s alpha values for each dimension were all higher than 0.60, indicating that the items 



 

exhibited a good level of internal consistency within their respective dimensions. This demonstrates 

their reliability and coherence in measuring the intended aspects of the questionnaire. 

Construct Validity 

     The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient was 0.96, and the Bartlett test was significant (p < 

0.001). Since the KMO value was higher than 0.60 and the Bartlett test result was significant, the 

data were suitable for factor analysis. An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed to 

determine the construct validity of the questionnaire. The results of the EFA showed that 22 factors 

explained 65.9% of the total variance. Seven items in 29 dimensions had common factor loads with 

these 22 factors (Table 5).  

     The researchers examined the questionnaire components according to the factor structure and 

found that 25 dimensions were compatible regarding factor loadings. These dimensions were QL, 

WF, GH, BO, TM, JU, SW, PD, VA, CW, IW, IN, CO, IT, CL, JS, WP, CD, MW, QD, ED, PR, JI, 

TE and SC. The TM and JU, GH and BO, MW and VA, CW and JS, PD and VA, RE and SSX, CO 

and IT, WP and CD shared the same factor loadings. The CT2 item from the Control over Working 

Time (CT) dimension loaded on the Quantitative Demands (QD) dimension, which indicated a 

cross-loading. Similarly, HE2 from the Demands for Hiding Emotions (HE) dimension loaded on 

the Emotional Demands (ED) dimension, and HE3 from HE loaded on the Horizontal Trust (TE) 

dimension. 

     The question “Can you take holidays more or less when you wish?” (CT2) within the “Control 

over Working Time” (CT) dimension was included in the QD dimension, as it did not align with the 

model. The EFA showed that this item was included in a factor other than the CT dimension in the 

Russian version of COPSOQ III. When this item was excluded, the Cronbach’s alpha value was 

higher than the Cronbach’s alpha value of the full CT dimension. Considering that this item 



 

generated a high error level and low dimension coexistence in the confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA), it should be assessed carefully in further studies. The CT dimension consisted of four items 

as in COPSOQ III with a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.62, supporting the above-mentioned result.  

    As a result of the CFA, which was performed to determine the COPSOQ-RU model fit, the chi-

square fit value of the factor structure consisting of 22 dimensions and 79 items was significant 

(scaled χ2=5319.175, df=2833), and χ2/df=1,86 <2. The goodness-of-fit index values were 0.049 for 

RMSEA, 0.054 for RMR, 0.056 for SRMR, 0.99 for TLI, and 0.99 for CFI. These values 

demonstrated that the model had an excellent fit. 

     The error levels in measuring the dimension of each item (calculated using Table 4 R2 column as 

1 - R2) showed that WP3 had a low error level and high dimension coexistence. Moderate-level error 

and dimension coexistence were observed in all other items. 

The researchers also assessed whether the psychosocial risk dimensions were associated with 

individual burnout and job satisfaction (Table 6). QD, ED, HE, CO, IT, and WF has positive (strong 

and moderate) correlation with BO. PD, MW, PR, RE, CL, QL, SSX, SCX, SW, CW, JS, TE, TM, 

JU, and GH had negative (strong and moderate) correlation with BO.  HE, IN, VA  had a weak 

(positive or negative) correlation with BO. QD, ED, HE, CO, IT, IW, WF and BO had negative 

(strong and moderate) correlation with JS. IN, PD, VA, MW, PR, RE, CL, QL, SSX, SCX, SW, 

CW, TE, TM, JU and GH had positive (strong and moderate) correlation with JS. Only four 

dimensions (WP, CD, CT and JI) had weak (positive or negative) correlation with both JS and BO. 

The interpretation of correlation strength follows the thresholds proposed by Cohen (1988): |r| ≥ 

0.50 indicated a strong correlation, 0.30 ≤ |r| < 0.50 a moderate correlation, and |r| < 0.30 a weak 

correlation. 

 



 

DISCUSSION 

     This study successfully completed the translation, cultural adaptation, and validation of the 

Russian version of the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ-RU). The results 

confirm that COPSOQ-RU is a reliable and valid tool for assessing psychosocial risks in Russian 

workplaces. Internal consistency was confirmed for all relevant multi-item dimensions, with 

Cronbach’s alpha values meeting acceptable thresholds. Construct validity was supported by both 

exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, which demonstrated an adequate factor structure and 

excellent model fit. The findings indicate that the questionnaire is appropriate for use in the Russian 

context and comparable to versions used in other countries, thereby providing a robust basis for 

assessing psychosocial risks and informing interventions aimed at improving working conditions. 

     Participant interviews during the pilot study confirmed the instrument's usability, with most 

respondents reporting clear and comfortable question interpretation. Applying a 15% threshold for 

problematic items enabled targeted revisions while preserving psychometric integrity. This dual 

focus on respondent feedback and statistical validation produced a culturally adapted tool that 

balances measurement precision with practical applicability in workplace settings. 

     The internal consistency of the COPSOQ III was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. 

Satisfactory values were observed across all multi-item dimensions. These results demonstrate the 

reliability of the instrument in the Russian context. The exploratory factor analysis (EFA) revealed 

that the majority of dimensions were compatible with the factor structure, with 25 out of 29 

dimensions showing strong compatibility. This suggests that the COPSOQ III retained its validity 

when adapted for Russian-speaking populations. 

     The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) further supported the model fit of the COPSOQ-RU, 

with goodness-of-fit indices, indicating an excellent fit. These results confirm that the adapted 



 

questionnaire maintained its structural integrity and can reliably measure psychosocial risks in the 

workplace.  

     However, the study identified certain items, such as CT2 (f13 = 0.30) that did not comply with 

the expected factor loadings. These discrepancies highlight the need for ongoing evaluation and 

potential revision of specific items to enhance the tool's precision. One possible explanation for the 

lower performance of CT2 is the inherent vagueness of the original English phrasing “more or less,” 

which allows a wide range of interpretations by respondents. This ambiguity was preserved in the 

Russian translation, potentially contributing to variability in responses. 

     The findings obtained align with previous international studies that emphasize the increasing 

relevance of psychosocial factors in modern work environments. 

     The validation of the Russian version of the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ-

RU) represents a significant advancement in occupational health research within the Russian 

context. By providing a culturally adapted and psychometrically robust tool, this study addresses the 

critical gap in standardized psychosocial risk assessment instruments available for Russian 

workplaces. The rigorous translation and validation process, which included cognitive debriefing 

and factor analysis, ensures the questionnaire's relevance to Russian work culture while maintaining 

international comparability through alignment with the original COPSOQ framework. 

     From a policy standpoint, this validated tool creates new opportunities for evidence-based 

workplace health promotion in Russia. By enabling standardized assessment of psychosocial risks 

across organizations and sectors, COPSOQ-RU can inform the development of targeted 

interventions and contribute to the emerging discourse on psychosocial risk regulation in Russian 

occupational health and safety frameworks. The tool's compatibility with international versions also 

facilitates multinational research collaborations and benchmarking against global standards. 



 

     Future research should focus on establishing normative data for different occupational groups in 

Russia and investigating the longitudinal relationships between psychosocial factors and health 

outcomes. The current validation study provides a solid foundation for such investigations while 

highlighting the importance of continued refinement of assessment tools to ensure their cultural and 

linguistic appropriateness in diverse workplace settings. 

LIMITATIONS  

     A limitation of this study is the relatively high attrition rate among participants, likely related to 

the length of the full COPSOQ questionnaire and the exclusive use of an online survey format. To 

mitigate this, the medium version of COPSOQ-RU was employed, and reminder emails were sent to 

encourage completion. Some participants also expressed concerns regarding anonymity, which may 

have affected participation. 

     Another limitation concerns the study sample, which primarily included employees from large 

corporations. While this may limit generalizability to smaller organizations, the sample 

encompassed organizational divisions distributed across different geographic locations, including 

both large and small workgroups. This diversity allowed the study to capture a broad spectrum of 

psychosocial working conditions. 

CONCLUSIONS 

     In conclusion, a comprehensive multi-stage process of translation, cultural and linguistic 

adaptation, and validation has successfully resulted in the creation of the Russian version of the 

Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire (COPSOQ-RU). Validation results confirmed that 

COPSOQ-RU is a reliable and effective tool for assessing psychosocial risks in Russian workplaces. 

The widespread use of this questionnaire across various countries allowed for meaningful 



 

international comparisons. The COPSOQ-RU provided specialists with a standardized, quantitative 

tool to measure psychosocial risks. By applying it before and after interventions, occupational health 

specialists can objectively evaluate the effectiveness of their measures. This data-driven approach 

allows for the refinement of practices and optimal resource allocation, ultimately leading to better 

working conditions and improved employee well-being. By using the validated questionnaire, 

further research can be conducted to evaluate the wide range of risk-reduction strategies that can be 

implemented in contemporary workplaces. In terms of practical application, COPSOQ-RU is 

intended for occupational health research and organizational practice, primarily to assess 

psychosocial exposures at the group or unit level, support psychosocial risk management, and 

monitor changes over time. It may be used before and after workplace interventions to evaluate 

outcomes and to inform prioritization of preventive actions and resource allocation. Further studies 

in additional sectors and occupational groups will strengthen evidence on applicability and facilitate 

the development of sector-specific reference values. 
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FIGURES AND TABLES 

Table 1. Age of the participants 

Age Counts Percent of Total 

under 30 years 280 26.1% 

30 – 39 years 411 38.2% 

40 – 49 years 249 23.2% 

above 50 years 135 12.6% 

 

Table 2. Duration of employment 

Years of Employment Counts Percent of Total 

under 1 year 107 9.95% 

1 – 2 years 223 20.74% 

2 - 5 years 410 38.14% 

5 - 9 years 247 22.98% 

above 10 years 88 8.19% 

 

Table 3. Dimensions with the highest scores. 

Dimension Score, % 

Variation of Work (VA) 27.02 

Recognition (RE) 26.03 

Role Clarity (CL) 30.58 

Sense of Community at Work (SW) 29.60 

Meaning of Work (MW) 29.52 

Horizontal Trust (TE) 27.28 

 

Table 4. Overview of COPSOQ items with internal consistency and CFA analysis results.  

R² indicates the proportion of variance explained by the latent variable in the confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA). ICC refers to the intraclass correlation coefficient. Floor effect and ceiling effect 

represent the percentage of respondents scoring at the lowest and highest possible values for each 

dimension, respectively. Cronbach’s alpha (α) reflects the internal consistency of each dimension. 

The CFA model showed a good fit, as described in the text (CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.049, SRMR = 

0.056, p < 0.001). 

 



 

Dimension/ 

Item 
Mean 

Standard 

Deviation 
R2 Chronbach’s 

α 

Floor 

Effect 

Ceiling 

Effect 
ICC 

Vertical Trust 

TM 71.48 20.34   0.81 0.54% 11.28%   

TM1 64.40 22.00 0.59 0.78   0.63 

TMX2 77.16 22.46 0.67 0.72   0.69 

TM4 72.87 26.01 0.64 0.73     0.68 

Organizational Justice 

 JU 67.53 21.94   0.86 0.87% 11.04%   

JU1 67.14 26.10 0.56 0.85   0.66 

JU2 71.92 25.71 0.69 0.82   0.73 

JU3 67.61 24.61 0.73 0.81   0.77 

JU4 63.44 27.64 0.68 0.83     0.70 

Work Life Conflict 

WF 35.47 26.15   0.91 13.15% 1.54%   

WF2 45.35 30.29 0.89 0.89   0.77 

WF3 38.73 31.40 0.84 0.85   0.85 

WF5 26.59 28.50 0.83 0.87   0.81 

WF6 31.20 28.17 0.63 0.90     0.73 

Burnout 

BO 44.96 23.26   0.89 2.72% 2.22%   

BO2 40.84 24.82 0.70 0.85   0.77 

BO3 44.95 27.58 0.88 0.84   0.79 

BO4 49.09 24.67 0.77 0.83     0.79 

Possibilities for Development 

PD 75.72 20.06   0.82 0.47% 22.30%   

PD2 72.30 24.81 0.61 0.78   0.65 

PD3 81.25 20.18 0.60 0.79   0.65 

PD4 73.61 24.85 0.91 0.68     0.75 

Commitment to the Workplace 

CW 69.60 23.59   0.84 1.07% 17.62%   

CW1 64.99 27.74 0.62 0.76   0.72 

CW2 73.29 25.82 0.68 0.78   0.71 

CWX3 70.53 27.70 0.85 0.79     0.69 

Recognition 

RE 74.85 22.57   0.85 1.75% 26.03%   

RE1 70.14 25.59 0.81    0.75 

RE2 79.56 22.70 0.82       0.75 

Social Support from Supervisor 

SS 74.29 24.48   0.88 1.55% 23.32%   

SSX1 81.28 25.40 0.82 0.80   0.79 

SSX2 77.88 27.63 0.89 0.76   0.83 

SSX3 63.70 28.90 0.63 0.91     0.67 

Quality of Leadership 

QL 70.54 24.99   0.93 2.22% 20.62%   

QLX1 70.86 27.20 0.88 0.92   0.84 



 

QL2 67.45 27.82 0.88 0.91   0.86 

QL3 70.70 26.85 0.84 0.91   0.86 

QL4 73.16 27.38 0.80 0.92     0.82 

Influence at Work 

IN 53.57 23.30   0.79 1.42% 3.92%   

INX1 64.97 24.45 0.57 0.77   0.54 

IN2 44.75 33.46 0.55 0.75   0.59 

IN3 44.35 31.28 0.58 0.72   0.63 

IN4 60.23 28.97 0.62 0.71     0.66 

Insecurity over Working Conditions 

IW 49.65 28.88   0.83 7.73% 6.52%   

IW1 42.91 35.61 0.52 0.79   0.66 

IW2 45.16 33.34 0.94 0.76   0.73 

IW3 48.03 35.37 0.73 0.78   0.69 

IW4 62.51 37.04 0.37 0.83     0.58 

Role Conflicts 

CO 36.07 26.53   0.73 17.36% 3.11%   

CO2 32.96 30.54 0.70    0.57 

CO3 39.19 29.27 0.58       0.57 

Role Clarity 

CL 81.95 17.68   0.83 0.07% 30.58%   

CL1 79.95 20.65 0.86 0.82   0.62 

CL2 84.19 20.63 0.66 0.73   0.71 

CL3 81.72 20.35 0.73 0.72     0.72 

Sense of Community at Work 

SW 78.75 20.26   0.87 0.47% 29.60%   

SW1 81.76 20.51 0.74 0.81   0.77 

SW2 75.37 23.68 0.75 0.80   0.77 

SW3 79.11 23.97 0.88 0.84     0.73 

Quantitative Demands 

QD 40.62 22.52   0.79 6.44% 0.94%   

QD1 50.70 27.57 0.74 0.75   0.60 

QD2 43.59 27.69 0.63 0.62   0.72 

QD3 27.55 25.15 0.52 0.77     0.58 

Meaning of Work 

MW 77.69 20.96   0.84 1.20% 29.52%   

MW1 74.16 23.92 0.90    0.73 

MW2 81.21 21.13 0.73       0.73 

Job Satisfaction 

JS 68.91 21.63   0.86 0.40% 13.85%   

JS1 65.45 26.68 0.70 0.83   0.72 

JS3 68.75 24.84 0.82 0.77   0.78 

JS4 72.53 21.51 0.78 0.82     0.74 

Work Pace 

WP 68.87 17.96   0.66 0.00% 7.02%   



 

WP1 64.80 24.54 0.61 0.55   0.48 

WP2 71.99 21.65 0.40 0.52   0.50 

WP3 69.82 23.62 0.17 0.61     0.43 

Cognitive Demands 

CD 70.00 21.06   0.74 0.74% 13.01%   

CD1 78.50 22.40 0.66    0.60 

CD4 61.49 24.73 0.44       0.60 

Emotional Demands 

ED 54.95 23.02   0.77 2.22% 2.76%   

ED1 52.44 27.19 0.83 0.62   0.66 

EDX2 46.71 28.48 0.31 0.73   0.56 

ED3 65.69 27.94 0.55 0.71     0.58 

Demands for Hiding Emotions 

HE 50.56 25.92   0.61 5.77% 5.23%   

HE2 52.33 31.02 0.36 0.45   0.44 

HE4 48.79 30.18 0.46 0.42     0.44 

Social Support from Colleagues 

SC 69.09 21.13   0.77 0.54% 11.52%   

SCX1 77.49 22.59 0.82 0.67   0.64 

SCX2 74.34 25.49 0.65 0.65   0.65 

SC3 55.44 28.00 0.48 0.77     0.55 

Horizontal Trust 

TE 71.01 25.46   0.76 1.61% 27.28%   

TE1 69.59 27.57 0.48 0.59   0.62 

TE2 72.43 29.00 0.74 0.65     0.62 

Control over Working time 

CT 39.99 20.34   0.63 4.39% 0.34%   

CT1 70.78 31.67 0.48 0.56   0.41 

CT2 30.62 29.91 0.43 0.67   0.25 

CT3 43.86 29.38 0.61 0.42   0.59 

CT5 14.69 27.24 0.54 0.56     0.41 

Job Insecurity 

JI 50.79 31.79   0.81 13.39% 13.45%   

JI1 52.79 34.34 0.81    0.68 

JI3 48.79 34.97 0.68       0.68 

Predictability 

PR 69.25 23.36   0.84 1.21% 18.93%   

PR1 66.43 26.90 0.76 0.85   0.73 

PR2 72.08 23.25 0.81 0.63     0.73 

 

Note. SD = standard deviation; R² = item determination coefficient (squared multiple correlation); α 

= Cronbach’s alpha; CAID = Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted; ICC = intraclass correlation 

coefficient; Floor/Ceiling effect = percentage of respondents with the minimum/maximum possible 

score; item–total correlation = correlation between the item score and the total score of its dimension 

(excluding that item). 



 

Table 5. Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) with 22 factor loadings 

  

f1–f22 represent the 22 latent factors extracted through EFA using maximum likelihood estimation 

with oblimin rotation. Common variance reflects the proportion of variance in each item explained 

by the extracted factors; unique variance represents the residual variance not explained by the 

factors. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value is 0.96, and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is 

significant (p < 0.001). Some items are associated with multiple factors and therefore appear more 

than once in the list. Borders indicate items associated with related factors. 

 

Item f1 f2 f3 f4 f5 f6 f7 f8 
Unique 

variance 

Common 

variance 

TM1 0.40 0.01 -0.04 -0.01 -0.11 0.15 0.00 0.19 0.41 0.60 

TMX2 0.31 0.04 -0.01 0.10 0.04 0.10 0.11 0.17 0.33 0.67 

TM4 0.33 0.02 0.00 0.02 -0.02 0.07 0.13 0.14 0.37 0.63 

JU1 0.44 -0.01 -0.04 0.06 0.07 -0.12 0.16 0.09 0.37 0.63 

JU2 0.33 -0.11 -0.07 0.03 0.02 0.23 0.16 0.08 0.33 0.67 

JU3 0.52 0.01 -0.07 0.05 -0.03 0.14 0.05 0.11 0.28 0.72 

JU4 0.33 -0.01 -0.15 0.15 0.05 0.00 0.08 0.03 0.34 0.67 

WF2 0.07 0.51 0.25 -0.02 0.06 -0.03 -0.01 -0.06 0.20 0.80 

WF3 -0.04 0.82 0.09 -0.02 0.02 0.01 -0.06 0.00 0.13 0.87 

WF5 0.04 0.68 -0.05 -0.02 -0.09 0.01 -0.03 -0.01 0.21 0.79 

WF6 0.02 0.60 0.03 0.00 -0.09 -0.08 0.02 -0.08 0.40 0.61 

CT2 0.02 0.22 -0.03 -0.05 0.04 0.00 -0.03 -0.04 0.57 0.43 

GH1 0.14 -0.03 -0.49 0.03 0.08 0.05 0.00 -0.04 0.54 0.46 

BO2 0.03 0.08 0.79 -0.06 0.02 -0.04 0.02 -0.02 0.22 0.79 

BO3 -0.08 0.06 0.57 0.07 -0.05 0.04 -0.02 -0.03 0.27 0.73 

BO4 -0.01 0.04 0.66 -0.04 -0.07 0.01 -0.09 0.00 0.28 0.72 

PD2 -0.02 -0.09 0.04 0.60 0.07 -0.08 -0.02 0.12 0.37 0.63 

PD3 0.03 0.00 -0.09 0.60 -0.05 0.12 -0.01 0.04 0.33 0.68 

VA1 0.09 -0.06 -0.01 0.21 0.13 0.00 0.04 0.09 0.61 0.39 

PD4 0.06 -0.01 -0.10 0.59 0.07 0.05 0.10 -0.07 0.25 0.75 

CW1 -0.05 -0.10 -0.08 -0.01 0.59 0.03 -0.05 0.13 0.38 0.62 

CW2 -0.03 -0.06 -0.08 0.12 0.56 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.31 0.69 

CWX3 0.05 -0.01 -0.05 0.03 0.49 -0.02 0.05 0.04 0.30 0.70 

JS1 0.17 -0.23 -0.03 0.14 0.27 0.19 0.03 -0.11 0.17 0.83 

JS3 0.22 -0.12 -0.02 0.14 0.33 0.10 0.06 -0.08 0.29 0.71 

JS4 0.26 -0.16 0.03 0.16 0.26 0.12 0.05 0.00 0.36 0.64 

RE1 0.04 -0.05 -0.04 0.04 0.05 0.58 0.18 0.13 0.26 0.74 

RE2 0.06 -0.01 -0.03 0.07 0.00 0.47 0.23 0.06 0.35 0.65 

SSX1 0.01 -0.07 0.00 -0.02 -0.02 0.07 0.76 0.06 0.15 0.85 

SSX2 0.02 -0.02 -0.03 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.81 0.09 0.09 0.91 

QLX1 0.11 -0.03 0.00 0.08 0.03 0.07 0.25 0.43 0.25 0.75 

QL2 0.02 -0.08 0.00 0.03 -0.01 0.16 0.05 0.64 0.19 0.81 



 

QL3 0.00 -0.04 -0.03 0.05 0.03 -0.02 0.05 0.78 0.16 0.84 

QL4 0.09 0.02 -0.01 -0.05 0.05 0.01 0.20 0.61 0.23 0.77 

SSX3 -0.03 0.03 -0.02 0.02 0.01 0.19 0.30 0.15 0.33 0.67 

 

Item f9 f10 f11 f12 f13 f14 f15 f16 
Unique 

variance 

Common 

variance 

INX1 0.36 0.05 -0.09 0.00 -0.06 0.06 0.08 0.19 0.53 0.47 

IN2 0.57 -0.07 0.11 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.08 0.10 0.40 0.61 

IN3 0.83 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.02 -0.12 0.27 0.73 

IN4 0.69 -0.07 -0.06 -0.02 -0.03 0.07 0.04 0.07 0.36 0.64 

IW1 0.02 0.69 0.02 -0.01 0.02 0.00 0.07 -0.04 0.35 0.65 

IW2 -0.02 0.86 0.02 -0.03 0.05 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 0.18 0.82 

IW3 0.01 0.56 0.08 0.03 -0.05 0.02 -0.03 0.06 0.49 0.51 

IW4 -0.06 0.52 -0.02 0.07 -0.11 0.14 -0.07 -0.02 0.51 0.49 

CO2 -0.07 -0.05 0.6 -0.02 0.12 -0.01 0.08 -0.03 0.41 0.59 

CO3 0.01 0.07 0.85 -0.02 -0.04 -0.02 0.02 0.03 0.23 0.77 

IT1 0.06 0.01 0.6 -0.02 0.04 0.06 -0.16 0.08 0.39 0.61 

CL1 0.03 0.03 -0.11 0.45 -0.08 -0.01 0.02 -0.04 0.42 0.58 

CL2 -0.03 -0.02 -0.05 0.87 0.00 0.00 0.09 -0.02 0.16 0.84 

CL3 0.03 -0.01 0.05 0.74 -0.02 0.00 -0.05 0.07 0.23 0.77 

SW1 0.04 0.05 -0.07 -0.06 -0.05 0.68 0.02 0.04 0.29 0.71 

SW2 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.09 -0.04 0.62 -0.01 0.01 0.25 0.75 

SW3 0.06 -0.05 -0.10 0.09 -0.03 0.52 0.17 -0.01 0.31 0.69 

CT2 0.09 -0.10 0.02 -0.13 0.3 -0.09 0.14 0.17 0.57 0.43 

QD1 0.03 0.12 0.07 0.01 0.47 0.02 0.04 0.14 0.39 0.61 

QD2 -0.03 0.02 -0.01 0.03 0.82 -0.04 -0.01 0.06 0.24 0.76 

QD3 0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.05 0.79 0.02 -0.07 -0.05 0.34 0.66 

VA1 0.21 0.05 0.04 -0.10 0.10 -0.12 0.24 0.12 0.61 0.39 

MW1 0.04 -0.03 -0.03 0.02 -0.06 0.05 0.67 0.00 0.24 0.76 

MW2 -0.01 0.02 0.01 0.08 -0.04 0.00 0.80 0.04 0.19 0.82 

WP1 -0.07 0.05 -0.08 0.06 0.10 0.08 0.00 0.55 0.40 0.60 

WP2 -0.01 0.02 -0.06 0.05 0.07 -0.01 0.10 0.5 0.54 0.46 

WP3 -0.19 0.13 -0.14 -0.02 0.06 -0.01 0.01 0.38 0.65 0.35 

CD1 -0.01 -0.06 0.11 0.04 0.12 0.06 0.03 0.67 0.43 0.57 

CD4 0.07 -0.06 0.24 -0.07 -0.03 -0.07 0.09 0.58 0.45 0.55 

ED1 -0.06 0.00 0.07 0.03 0.02 -0.02 -0.04 -0.07 0.29 0.71 

EDX2 0.11 0.00 0.02 -0.02 0.06 0.03 0.01 0.18 0.52 0.48 

ED3 0.02 0.03 -0.05 -0.08 -0.01 -0.08 -0.03 0.25 0.30 0.70 

HE2 0.08 -0.01 0.09 0.04 0.12 -0.07 0.01 0.03 0.65 0.35 

HE4 -0.02 -0.01 0.08 0.04 0.06 -0.04 -0.01 0.17 0.53 0.47 

SCX1 0.01 -0.05 -0.02 0.03 -0.07 0.46 0.02 -0.02 0.37 0.63 

SCX2 -0.02 -0.06 0.06 0.01 0.04 0.54 0.02 0.01 0.40 0.60 



 

SC3 0.12 0.01 0.02 0.04 -0.01 0.29 0.08 -0.03 0.39 0.62 

 

Item f17 f18 f19 f20 f21 f22 
Unique 

variance 

Common 

variance 

ED1 0.64 -0.02 -0.06 -0.08 0.07 0.05 0.29 0.71 

EDX2 0.42 -0.13 0.09 -0.08 0.01 0.08 0.52 0.48 

ED3 0.62 0.03 -0.02 -0.05 0.06 0.00 0.30 0.70 

HE2 0.28 0.13 0.04 -0.23 -0.13 0.07 0.65 0.35 

HE4 0.21 0.09 0.09 -0.23 -0.06 0.19 0.53 0.47 

SCX1 -0.08 0.06 0.23 0.05 0.04 0.01 0.37 0.63 

SCX2 -0.05 0.03 0.21 -0.07 0.07 -0.06 0.40 0.60 

SC3 -0.09 0.01 0.53 -0.05 -0.02 -0.03 0.39 0.62 

TE1 -0.17 0.01 0.01 0.66 -0.05 -0.01 0.38 0.62 

TE2 0.03 0.01 -0.02 0.78 -0.03 0.01 0.23 0.77 

CT1 -0.03 -0.03 0.00 0.00 0.51 0.03 0.60 0.40 

CT3 0.06 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.87 0.02 0.23 0.77 

CT5 0.11 -0.02 0.00 0.14 -0.45 0.04 0.68 0.32 

JI1 -0.08 -0.12 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.76 0.24 0.76 

JI3 0.09 0.10 -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 0.82 0.26 0.74 

PR1 -0.03 0.43 0.02 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.35 0.66 

PR2 0.00 0.45 0.05 0.07 0.00 0.04 0.28 0.72 

 

Table 6. Job satisfaction (JS) and Burnout (BO) correlations with other dimensions 

Thresholds for interpretation: weak (|r| ≤ 0.29), moderate (0.30 ≤ |r| ≤ 0.50), strong (|r| ≥ 0.50). 

 

Dimesion 

Job satisfaction (JS) Burnout (BO) 

Pearson’s r 
Correlation 

type 
Pearson’s r 

Correlation 

type 

Burnout (BO) -0.49 
Negative 

moderate 
NA NA 

Quantitative Demands (QD) -0.38 
Negative 

moderate 
0.50 

Positive 

moderate 

Work Pace (WP) -0.11 
Negative 

weak 
0.22 

Positive 

weak 

Cognitive Demands (CD) -0.03 
Negative 

weak 
0.16 

Positive 

weak 

Emotional Demands (ED) -0.37 
Negative 

moderate 
0.55 

Positive 

strong 

Control over Working Time (CT) -0.04 
Negative 

weak 
0.16 

Positive 

weak 

Demands for Hiding Emotions (HE) -0.38 
Negative 

moderate 
0.38 

Positive 

moderate 



 

Influence at Work (IN) 0.44 
Positive 

moderate 
-0.27 

Negative 

weak 

Possibilities for Development (PD) 0.62 
Positive 

strong 
-0.36 

Negative 

moderate 

Variation of Work (VA) 0.40 
Positive 

moderate 
-0.21 

Negative 

weak 

Meaning of Work (MW) 0.60 
Positive 

strong 
-0.40 

Negative 

moderate 

Predictability (PR) 0.63 
Positive 

strong 
-0.45 

Negative 

moderate 

Recognition (RE) 0.67 
Positive 

strong 
-0.40 

Negative 

moderate 

Role Clarity (CL) 0.54 
Positive 

strong 
-0.41 

Negative 

moderate 

Role Conflicts (CO) -0.38 
Negative 

moderate 
0.36 

Positive 

moderate 

Illegitimate Tasks (IT) -0.35 
Negative 

moderate 
0.36 

Positive 

moderate 

Quality of Leadership (QL) 0.66 
Positive 

strong 
-0.42 

Negative 

moderate 

Social Support from Supervisor (SS) 0.61 
Positive 

strong 
-0.37 

Negative 

moderate 

Social Support from Colleagues (SC) 0.46 
Positive 

moderate 
-0.36 

Negative 

moderate 

Sense of Community at Work (SW) 0.52 
Positive 

strong 
-0.42 

Negative 

moderate 

Commitment to the Workplace (CW) 0.64 
Positive 

strong 
-0.37 

Negative 

moderate 

Work Engagement (WE) -0.08 
Negative 

weak 
0.10 

Positive 

weak 

Job Insecurity (JI) -0.03 
Negative 

weak 
0.08 

Positive 

weak 

Insecurity over Working Conditions 

(IW) 
-0.30 

Negative 

weak 
0.24 

Positive 

weak 

Work Life Conflict (WF) -0.52 
Negative 

strong 
0.62 

Positive 

strong 

Horizontal Trust (TE) 0.44 
Positive 

moderate 
-0.38 

Negative 

moderate 

Vertical Trust (TM) 0.64 
Positive 

strong 
-0.42 

Negative 

moderate 

Organizational Justice (JU) 0.71 
Positive 

strong 
-0.46 

Negative 

moderate 

Self-rated Health (GH) 0.32 
Positive 

moderate 
-0.49 

Negative 

moderate 

 

Note. JS = job satisfaction; BO = burnout; r = Pearson correlation coefficient; NA = not applicable. 
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