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Aim. The objective of this study was to test the psychometric properties of selected scales, namely, Decision 
Latitude, Psychological Job Demand, Social Support and Job Insecurity, from the Polish version of Karasek’s 
29-item Job Content Questionnaire (JCQ). Method. The study covered 2626 workers from a wide range of 
occupations. Estimation of internal consistency with Cronbach’s α, and both exploratory factor analysis (with 
principal axis method) and confirmatory factor analysis were the main statistical methods. Predictive validity 
was assessed by regressing the outcomes of JCQ scales on the outcomes of Goldberg and Williams’s General 
Health Questionnaire. Results. The internal consistency of the scales was satisfactory, ranging from .60 to 
.85. The 4-dimensional structure of the measured version was generally confirmed; the 4 dimensions being 
Decision Latitude; Psychological Job Demands and Job Insecurity merged into 1 factor; Co-workers’ Social 
Support; and Supervisors’ Social Support. Fit indexes for this model were satisfactory, it was also proved that 
this model predicted mental health. Conclusions. The Polish version of Karasek’s 29-item JCQ has satisfac-
tory psychometric properties; it is a short, easy method for assessing psychosocial work conditions. 
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1. INTRODUCTION

The job demand–control (JDC) model [1, 2] is 
one of the most influential models in research on 
the relationship between work and health prob-
lems, such as cardiovascular disease, and mental 
and musculoskeletal disorders [3, 4, 5, 6]. It states 
that two main job psychosocial conditions, i.e., 
Job Demands and Job Control can impinge upon 
the worker, causing various affective and behav-
ioural outcomes. Job Demands refer to workload, 
work pace and role conflict; Job Control or Deci-
sion Latitude refers to the worker’s ability to 

make decisions about their work (decision author-
ity) and to decide what skills to employ (skill dis-
cretion) [1]. 

According to the strain hypothesis of the JDC 
model, people working in high strain jobs (char-
acterized by high demands and low control) will 
develop strain-related outcomes, such as lack of 
psychological and physical well-being. Con-
versely, people working in low-strain jobs (low 
demands and high control) will not suffer from 
these outcomes. According to the activation 
hypothesis of the JDC model, high job demands 
in combination with high job control lead to 
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increased motivation for learning and skill develop
ment. A specific form of the strain hypothesis is 
the buffer hypothesis which refers to an inter
active effect of job demands and job control. It 
states that control attenuates (buffers) the nega-
tive effect of demands on well-being. 

In the late 1980s, the JDC model was expanded 
with a third dimension, Social Support, which 
refers to helpful social interaction available from 
both co-workers and supervisors resulting in the 
job demand–control–social support (JDCS) 
model [2, 7, 8, 9]. 

The measure most widely used for assessing 
demands, control and support, and also used in 
the aforementioned studies on the relationship 
between work and health problems, was the Job 
Content Questionnaire (JCQ), originally devel-
oped in the USA [7]. The core JCQ measuring 
Psychological Demands (5 items), Decision Lati-
tude (9 items), Social Support (8 items), Job In-
security (3 items) and Physical Demands (1 item) 
is based on 26 questions taken from the U.S. 
quality of employment survey (QES), and then 
expanded into its longer version of 49  items, 
called the Recommended JCQ Version [10]. This 
version was used across six studies conducted in 
four countries: the USA, Canada, The Nether-
lands and Japan; its basic psychometric qualities 
were assessed in these studies [11]. 

A large body of studies on the relationship 
between work and health used modified versions 
of the original JCQ, e.g., shorter or JCQ-like (or 
JCQ-based) measures [12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 
19, 20, 21]. 

The Leiden Quality of Work Questionnaire 
[22], the Swedish Demand–Control–Support 
Questionnaire or the Thorell Questionnaire [4] 
and the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire 
(hereafter referred to as JCQ-like questionnaires) 
[23] are among the most commonly used JCQ-
based instruments

A Polish JCQ-like questionnaire was developed 
in the late 1990s, expanded by Job Satisfaction 
and Desirable Changes at Work scales [24]. The 
instrument with a total of 103 items turned out to 
be reliable and valid to measure work-related 
stress across different occupations. However, this 

method included only one item on job insecurity, 
an aspect of psychosocial work conditions, which 
has become increasingly important these days in 
Poland because of massive restructuring related 
to an economic transition in the past two decades.

The objective of this study was thus to assess 
the psychometric properties, such as reliability 
and validity (confirmatory, exploratory and pre-
dictive) of the original JCQ in the Polish popula-
tion, including Job Insecurity (3 items) Decision 
Latitude (9  items), Psychological Demands 
(9  items) and Social Support (8  items) scales. 
Moreover, we used the longer version of the Psy-
chological Demands scale (9 items) in our study 
as cross-cultural comparisons of outcomes col-
lected with different JCQ translations into 23 lan-
guages revealed weaknesses of the 5-item Psy-
chological Demand Scale [25]. 

We also tried to check the usefulness of the 
Polish version of JCQ for a wide range of occu-
pations, since the existing studies using JCQ or 
JCQ-like instruments were conducted predomi-
nantly in persons employed in the human service 
sector, like healthcare and education [26, 27, 28, 
29, 30, 31, 32, 33]. 

2. METHOD 

2.1. Study Population 

The study population included 2626 individuals 
and was representative both geographically and 
demographically. It covered 9 out of 10 major 
occupational groups, according to ISCO-08 [34] 
(Table 1) from randomly chosen 25 companies 
across a range of company size and industry 
branches. 

Data collection was performed by sending 
questionnaires that included the Polish version of 
JCQ to 3200 workers for self-administration. In 
the second step, 2628 questionnaires were 
returned, which constituted 82.06% of the initial 
number. 

The total of 1784 females (67.8%; M = 36.9; 
SD = 10.5) and 844 males (31.2%; M = 34.6; SD 
= 10.6) participated in the study. The mean age 
was M = 36.9; SD = 10.6, range: 19–70.
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2.2. Instrument

The instrument was obtained in an authorized 
process, i.e., a back translation from English into 
Polish and again into English, and was approved 
for use. 

Of the JCQ items, 29 items were chosen for 
analyses: Decision Latitude, Psychological 
Demands, Social Support and Job Insecurity 
scales [10]. 

For Decision Latitude, two subscales were 
used. One subscale, skill discretion (6  items), 
assesses “both the level of skill and creativity 
required on the job and the flexibility permitted 
the worker in deciding what skills to employ and 
skill underutilization” (p. 323) [11]. Another sub-
scale, decision authority (3 items) assesses “the 
organizationally mediated possibilities for a 
worker to make decisions about their work” 
(p. 323) [11]. Each item of these two subscales 
has four answer categories (where 1 = totally dis-
agree, 4 = totally agree).

For Psychological Demands, a 9-item subscale 
was used. It relates to mental workload, organiza-
tion constraints on task completion, such as role 
ambiguity and conflicting work demands. Each 
item of this scale has four answer categories 
(where 1 = totally disagree, 4 = totally agree).

Social Support dimension is assessed with two 
subscales. One subscale relates to Supervisors’ 
Support (4 items), i.e., both emotional and instru-
mental support. The same aspects of support are 
measured with the Co-workers’ Support scale 
(5 items). Each item of these two scales has four 
answer categories (where 1 = totally disagree, 
4 = totally agree).

The Job Insecurity scale (3 items) diagnoses 
general Job Insecurity that limits future career 
development possibilities. Two items were 
answered like the rest of the JCQ items 
(1 = totally disagree, 4 = totally agree), but one 
had five answer categories (1 = regular, stable; 
2 = seasonal/odd jobs; 3 = frequent job dismissals/ 
redundancies; 4 = seasonal/odd jobs with fre-
quent sacking; 5 = other).

The scale scores were calculated according to 
formulas presented in the original manual [7]. 

Mental health over the past 6  weeks was 
assessed with the 28-item General Health Ques-

tionnaire (GHQ-28) [24]. The original version of 
GHQ diagnoses four distress dimensions: somatic 
complaints, anxiety and insomnia, social dys-
function and depression. Each subscale has 7 
items. Participants are asked to respond to each 
item on a 4-point scale (where 1 = better than 
usual, 4 = much worse than usual). 

The self-administered questionnaires included 
an open-ended question on performed occupa-
tion, which was classified according to ISCO-08 
[34], including the 10 major occupational groups 
(Table 1).

2.3. Statistics

All analyses were conducted separately for 
females and males with SPSS 20.0 and Amos 
19.0 [35]. Mean values and standard deviations 
of each scale were calculated and analysis of vari-
ance (ANOVA) was used to evaluate statistical 
differences between females and males. 

The scale reliability of the Polish version of JCQ 
was assessed with the internal consistency method 
using Cronbach’s α. It has been suggested that α 
should be within the range of .60–.90 to consider a 
scale to be reasonably consistent [36].

The validity of the Polish version of JCQ was 
evaluated with both confirmatory and exploratory 
factor analyses. Confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) with AMOS 19.0 for analysing co- 
variance structure was relied upon to test similar-
ity of factor structures within gender subgroups. 
First, two hypothetical models were compared: 
one allowing for co-variations among the set of 
common factors as specified by exploratory fac-
tor analysis (EFA) with the principal axis method 
against the more simple model without any co-
variation. Similarity of factor loadings for the 
best fitting model was then tested in gender 
subgroups. 

A number of fit statistics were used to assess 
the model’s goodness-of-fit as suggested in the 
literature. The first one was the Satorra–Bentler 
scaled χ2 value, which is the most commonly 
used test statistic for hypothesis testing to evalu-
ate the appropriateness of a structural equation 
model. Fit value divided by its degrees of free-
dom was also considered. A ratio of five or under 
is beginning to be reasonable and a ratio in the 
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range of 2 to 1, or 3 to 1 is indicative of an accepta-
ble fit between the hypothetical model and sample 
data [37]. The other fit indexes reported were 

�� root mean square error of approximation 
(RAMSEA), which is the most popular one; 

�� normed fit index (NFI) developed by Bentler 
and Bonett [38], which was revised by Bentler 
to take sample size into account and is called 
the comparative fit index (CFI) [39]; 

�� goodness-of-fit index (GFI) developed by 
Jöreskog and Sörbom [40], which tests how 
much better the model fits as compared to no 
model at all (null model), i.e., when all 
parameters are fixed at zero; 

�� adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) also 
developed by Jöreskog and Sörbom [40] to 
adjust for a bias resulting from model 
complexity. The AGFI adjusts for the model’s 
degrees of freedom relative to the number of 
observed variables and therefore rewards less 
complex models with fewer parameters.

Values over .90 (maximum is 1) for the AGFI, 
and over .95 for the NFI and CFI indicate a good 
fit of the model to data. 

As to factorial validity, EFA was performed on 
the scales measuring Decision Latitude, Psycholog-
ical Demands, Social Support, and Job Insecurity 
for females and males separately. Nonorthogonal 
oblimin (rotation) with delta value equal zero was 
performed, because this method represents cluster-
ing of variables more accurately than orthogonal 
rotation, and provides information about the extent 
to which the factors are correlated with each other. 
Factor loadings over .30 were considered as accept-
able loadings on a factor.

Predictive validity was assessed by regressing 
the outcomes of JCQ scales on the outcomes of 
somatic complaints, anxiety, social dysfunction 
and depression measured with Goldberg and Wil-
liams’s General Health Questionnaire-28 [41].

3. RESULTS

3.1. Descriptive Statistics

Missing values were replaced by the mean. Esti-
mation of the means, standard deviations and cor-

relation coefficients revealed that there were no 
significant differences in items before and after 
estimating missing values.

The mean values of most scales differed signif-
icantly in the groups of females and males. 
Results of ANOVA showed that females declared 
a significantly higher level of Job Insecurity and 
Psychological Demands, and a lower level of 
Decision Latitude compared to males. Females 
and males did not differ significantly in relation 
to Social Support at work (Table 2). These out-
comes thus point to greater work-related stress in 
females compared to males. 

3.2. Internal Consistency and Correlations 
Among Scales 

Fairly high values for reliability coefficients 
measured with Cronbach’s α were found, indicat-
ing acceptable levels of internal consistency for 

TABLE 1. Demographic Characteristics and 
Work Conditions of Study Population (N = 2626)

Variables N (%)
Gender

male 844(31.2)

female 1784(67.8)

missing

Education (years)

<9 (primary) 173 (6.6)

10–12 (secondary) 1171(44.7)

12–16 (tertiary) 507(19.3)

16–18 (graduate) 776(29.1)

≥ Ph.D. 8.0 (0.4)

n/a 11.0 (0.4)

Employment grade

legislator/senior official/
manager

91 (3.4)

professional 381(14.5)

technician/associate 
professional

249 (9.5)

office worker 482(18.4)

shop/market sales/service 
worker

398(15.2)

agriculture/forestry/fishery 
worker

228 (8.7)

craft and related trade worker 91 (3.4)

plant/machine operator 376(14.3)

elementary occupation 146 (5.6)

missing 186 (7.1)

Notes. n/a = information not available.
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Table 2. Range, Means, Standard Deviations, Significance of Difference Between Males and 
Females and Cronbach’s α of Polish version of Job Content Questionnaire Scales

Variables N Range M (SD) F p α
Psychological Demands (9 items)

females 1749 12–49 25.31 (4.06) .64

males 830 11–48 24.71 (3.76) .60

total 2579 12–48 24.89 (4.02) 5.45 .020 .61

Decision Latitude

females 1732 26–94 62.22(10.18) .74

males 835 26–96 63.46(12.12) .79

total 2567 26–96 62.62(10.86) 7.38 .007 .76

Social Support

females 1745 3–36 23.73 (3.46) .85

males 835 9–36 23.43 (3.81) .85

total 2580 3–36 23.63 (3.58) 3.78 .052 .85

Job Insecurity

females 799 6–14 7.31 (1.87) .62

males 449 4–14 6.81 (1.82) .60

total 1248 4–14 7.11 (1.87) 20.94 <.001 .61

Table 3. Pearson’s Correlation Between Scales of Polish Version of Job Content Questionnaire 
(JCQ) in Females

Variable Job Insecurity Decision Latitude Job Demands Social Support 
Job Insecurity 1 –.267 ** .247 ** –.140 **

Decision Latitude –.267 ** 1 –.031 .330 **

Psychological Job Demands .247 ** –.031 1 –.030

Social Support –.140 ** .330 ** –.030 1

Notes. ** significant at p < .01 (two-tailed). 

Table 4. Pearson’s Correlation Between Scales of Polish Version of Job Content Questionnaire 
(JCQ) in Males

Variable Job Insecurity Decision Latitude Job Demands Social Support 
Job Insecurity 1 –.284 ** .332 ** –.196 **

Decision Latitude –.284 ** 1 –.060 .324 **

Psychological Job Demands .332 ** –.060  1 –.048

Social Support –.196 ** .324 ** –.048 1

Notes. ** significant at p < .01 (two-tailed). 

each scale, except for Psychological Demands in 
the male group, which reached the borderline 
value (Table 2). The best reliability coefficients 
were found for Social Support.

Table 3 shows there was significant negative 
correlation between Decision Latitude and Job 
Insecurity and between Job Demands and Job 
Insecurity scales of the Polish version of JQC in 
the female group. Positive correlation between 
Social Support and Decision Latitude was found 
in the same group. The same pattern, with 

stronger effects of correlation, was found in the 
male group (Table 4). 

3.3. Construct Validity 

3.3.1. CFA 

The model was tested with CFA. Both hypothe-
sized (consistent with the theoretical model) and 
final versions of the four-factor models were 
examined with a number of goodness-of-fit statis-
tics (Table 5). Fit statistics are acceptable only for 
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the second model, the one with combined Job 
Demands and Job Insecurity scale and Social 
Support scales split into Co-workers’ and Super-
visors’ Support. 

3.3.2. EFA

Initially, EFA with principal axis extraction with 
Cattell’s scree plot criterion and direct oblimin 
rotation revealed a solution with four factors 
explaining from 38% of variance in the female 
group to 39% of variance in the male group. Two 

items: 4 (repetitive work) and 33 (steady) were 
excluded from the analysis because of the low 
common variance in the initial solution (<.1). 

The Social Support factor was split into two 
factors for both males and females: one associ-
ated with Supervisors’ Social Support, the other 
with Co-workers’ Social Support. 

In the female group, the first extracted factor 
was Co-workers’ Support with loadings of from 
.60 to .80 (Table 5). The second factor grouped 
items theoretically connected with Psychological 
Demands and Job Insecurity theoretical scales 

Table 5. Factor Analysis of Polish 29-Item Version of Job Content Questionnaire Using Oblimin 
Rotation, Females (N = 1744) 

Question/Item
Factor

1 2 3 4
Q58 co-workers helpful .799

Q57 co-workers encouraging .768

Q56 friendly co-workers .713

Q54 co-workers interested .659

Q53 co-workers competent .601

Q23 enough time –.611

Q19 work fast .610

Q29 unpredictable work .549

Q28 tasks interrupted .542

Q20 work hard .514

Q32 wait for others .514

Q36 future layoffs .511

Q22 no excessive work –.496

Q27 intensive concentration .484

Q34 job security .451

Q26 conflicting demands –.370

Q35 recent layoffs .349

Q05 requires creativity –.643

Q07 high skill level	 –.579

Q06 allows own decisions –.533

Q03 learn new things –.517

Q11 develop own abilities –.504

Q09 variety –.459

Q10 lot of say –.404

Q08 high skill level	 –.389

Q33 steady job —

Q04 repetitive work —

Q48 supervisor is concerned	 .818

Q51 helpful supervisor .758

Q49 supervisor pays attention .707

Q52 supervisor good organizer .679

Notes. Items with factor loading <.30 are not listed.
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with loadings from .35 to .61. Only one item con-
nected with Job Insecurity 33 (steady job) was 
excluded because of loading under .30. The third 
factor, ranging from .40 to .64, grouped 7 items 
connected with Decision Latitude. Item 4 (repeti-
tive work) was excluded because of loadings 
under .03. The fourth factor was loaded by all the 
items related to Supervisors’ Support ranging 
from .68 to .82. 

In the male group, the first extracted factor was 
loaded by 8 instead of 9 items connected with 
Decision Latitude, like in the female group 

(Table 6). Item 4 (repetitive work) obtained load-
ings under .03. 	 The second factor grouped 
items connected with both Psychological Job 
Demands and Job Insecurity. However, 2 items: 
one from Psychological Job Demands, 20 (work 
hard), and one from Job Insecurity, 33 (steady 
job), were excluded because of loadings under 
.03. The third factor grouped all items connected 
with Co-workers’ Support with loadings from .68 
to .76, whereas the fourth factor grouped all items 
connected with Supervisors’ Support with load-
ings from .78 to .85. 

TABLE 6. Factor Analysis of 29-Item Version of of Job Content Questionnaire Using Oblimin 
Rotation, Males (N = 844) 

Question/Item
Factor

1 2 3 4
Q05 requires creativity .709

Q07 high skill level .616

Q11 develop own abilities .607

Q03 learn new things .582

Q06 allows own decisions .559

Q09 variety .555

Q20 work hard .496

Q10 lot of say .486

Q08 little decision freedom –.309

Q04 repetitive work —

Q36 future layoffs .639

Q19 work fast .581

Q34 job security .580

Q28 tasks interrupted .534

Q23 enough time –.526

Q22 no excessive work –.500

Q32 wait for others .479

Q27 intense concentration .436

Q35 recent layoffs .404

Q26 conflicting demands –.385

Q29 hectic job .323

Q33 steady job —

Q54 co-workers interested .759

Q58 co-workers helpful .750

Q57 co-workers encouraging .686

Q53 co-workers competent .685

Q56 friendly co-workers .684

Q48 supervisor is concerned	 –.851

Q51 helpful supervisor –.796

Q52 supervisor good organizer –.781

Q49 supervisor pays attention –.775

Notes. Items with factor loading <.30 are not listed.
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3.4. Predictive Validity of Polish Version of 
JQC 

To test predictive validity, four regression analy-
ses were conducted to predict four measures of 
the General Health Questionnaire [34]: somatic 
complaints, anxiety, social dysfunction and 
depression. Predictors were control, social sup-
port and job demands, and their interactions. The 
latter were entered because of the assumption that 
a combination of all three factors caused high job 
strain and, therefore, interactions of those factors 
should predict health outcomes. 

The only significant model was the one predict-
ing somatic complaints, F(7, 1334) = 35.82, 
p < .001, R2 = .16. All predictors and interactions 
were significant in this model. The most complex 
interaction of job demands, control and social 
support was significant, F(1, 1334) = 7.87, 
p < .01, ΔR2 = .01. Conditional effects showed 
that job demands were an important moderator of 
the relation between control and somatic com-
plaints when social support was low. When job 
demands were low, the relation between control 
and somatic complaints was negative and stron-
ger (β = – .14, p < .001) than when job demands 
were moderate (β = –.11, p < .001) or high 
(β = –.07, p < .001). 

4. DISCUSSION

Although it is postulated for research on work-
related stress to collect its objective indicators, 
self-report questionnaires are still widely used 
because they make it possible to study large sam-
ples with relatively low expenditure of time and 
money. JCQ has been translated in over 20 lan-
guages to date, but not so many studies that 
examined its psychometric features have used the 
same format. Job Insecurity was studied only in 
US, Dutch and Korean samples [11, 19]. Other 

studies checked psychometric properties of the 
basic JDCS model dimensions, such as Decision 
Latitude, Psychological Demands and Social 
Support [12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22], 
and most of those studies used the shorter 5-item 
scale of job demands. 

If we compare the scales means, our findings 
show that Polish workers scored lower in Deci-
sion Latitude than American, Japanese, Canadian, 
Dutch and Belgium workers [11, 12]. Only a 
Korean study and a Japanese study (but for 
females only) reported a lower level of Decision 
Latitude [19]. Similarly, with regard to Job Inse-
curity, the Polish sample obtained the highest 
mean values among the other five samples, 
except for Korea, where Job Insecurity was found 
to be higher [19]. Moreover, the highest level of 
Job Demands was observed in our sample com-
paring to other European samples; only the Asian 
ones, i.e., the Japanese and Korean samples, had 
higher values than Polish workers. The poor situ-
ation concerning working conditions, such as Job 
Demands, Decision Latitude and Job Insecurity, 
is reinforced by relatively low levels of Social 
Support; again, the lower level of support from 
co-workers was reported in the Asian samples. 
The higher level of work-related stress observed 
in the Polish sample comparing to the other Euro-
pean samples might result from the time the stud-
ies were conducted. Most European studies cited 
in this section were performed during a time of 
financial stability, whereas our study, during an 
economic downturn. 

We have also found that females declared a sig-
nificantly higher level of Job Insecurity and 
Psychological Demands, and a lower level of 
Decision Latitude compared to males. This out-
come seems to be a constant finding across most 
studied populations, reflecting a “deficit of good 
psychosocial working conditions for women” 
(p. 346) [11].

Table 7. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Polish version of Job Content Questionnaire

Model χ2 df GFI AGFI RAMSEA NFI CFI
Default 2243.822 319 .91 .89 .048 .54 .57

Independence .80 .78 .07 .00 .00

Notes. df = 319, p < .001. GFI = goodness-of-fit index, AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index, RAMSEA = root 
mean square error of approximation; NFI = normed fit index, CFI = comparative fit index.
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The scales of the Polish version of JCQ show 
acceptable levels reliability, which is comparable to 
those in previous Western and Asian studies [11, 
13, 15, 16]. Cronbach’s α for all scales was over 
.60, and only fell borderline for Psychological 
Demands and Job Insecurity in the male group. 

Like in other studies, the value for Psychological 
Demands was lower than for Decision Latitude, 
with that for Social Support (particularly for Super-
visors’ Support) highest [9, 11, 12, 13]. Item 4 
(repetitive work) of Psychological Demands had a 
very low item–total correlation coefficients (<.1), 
which has been also reported (relating to item 4) by 
Cheng, Luh and Guo [17], Kawakami and Fujigaki 
[13] and Eum, Li, Jhun, et al. [18]. As Karasek con-
cluded, “Repetitive work is the most troublesome 
question in most studies” (p. 342) [11]. It is, there-
fore, probable that the revision of this item’s trans-
lation would increase Cronbach’s α for Psychologi-
cal Demands. 

The reliability of Job Insecurity is generally 
low in many other countries, being the lowest 
reliable in the Dutch sample [11] and, like in Psy-
chological Demands, one item (steady job) 
should be revised.

Positive correlations between Decision Lati-
tude and Social Support observed in our study 
were also confirmed in the US, Canadian, Dutch, 
Japanese [11, 13] and Belgium studies [12]. 

The study revealed the four-factor structure of 
the Polish version of JCQ for both males and 
females, but it did not confirm exactly the struc-
ture revealed in the original study. 

In both the male and female groups, Social 
Support was split into two separate factors: Co-
workers’ Support and Supervisors’ Support. 
However, they were loaded by all the items 
belonging to the theoretical scales. A similar 
effect was observed in the French [15], Belgian 
[12], Chinese [15] and Japanese [13, 14] popula-
tions. Factorial discrepancy between Supervisors’ 
and Co-workers’ Support is thus a general find-
ing. The second factor groups items connected 
with Decision Latitude in both subgroups. An 
interesting finding is that the third factor in both 
groups was connected with Psychological 
Demands and Job Insecurity. This indicates that 
an individual’s perception of psychological job 

demands strongly depends on job security/insecu-
rity. This outcome is quite unique among other 
studies, confirming job insecurity as a serious 
source of stress for Polish workers and an impor-
tant aspect of psychological job demands. 

The predictive validity of the Polish version of 
JCQ was confirmed, since the correlations 
between most JCQ scales were significant with 
the four aspects of mental health, i.e., somatic 
complaints, anxiety and insomnia, social dys-
function, and depression, and the total GHQ indi-
cator. Other studies also reported consistent asso-
ciations between mental health and JCQ scales 
[1, 5, 27, 28, 32, 33]. 

A major limitation of the study consists in not 
assessing the discriminant validity of the Polish 
version of JCQ. It should be checked whether 
higher ranked ISCO-08 [34] occupational groups, 
traditionally considered as managers, profession-
als and technicians would report significantly 
higher in Decision Latitude and higher in Job 
Demands than lower ranked ISCO-08 occupa-
tions. Another limitation of the study is that there 
were twofold more females than males in our 
sample, which might have some consequences 
for the results. 

In conclusion, the findings of this study indi-
cate that the Polish version of the 29-item JCQ 
scales is reliable and valid for assessing psycho-
social work conditions in the Polish population, 
although the Psychological Job Demands scale 
should include aspects of job insecurity, which 
confirms that in times of economic difficulties, 
job security/insecurity is a crucial part of work-
ers’ job demands perception and essentially 
impacts the intensity of work. 
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