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Abstract
Backgrounds  This study aimed to assess the validity and reliability of the Turkish version of the Individual Work 
Performance Questionnaire (IWPQ).

Methods  A total of 340 adult participants who had been working for at least 8 h a day completed the study 
questionnaire online. The questionnaire consisted of sections on demographics and socioeconomic characteristics, 
the IWPQ, and the ultrashortened version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-3). Principal component 
analysis (PCA) with Promax rotation was conducted to assess the e three-factor structure for the Turkish version of the 
IWPQ. Cronbach’s alpha was used to determine internal consistency. The intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) was 
used to assess test-retest reliability. Spearman correlation coefficients were calculated between the IWPQ and UWES-3 
scales to evaluate convergent validity.

Results  The three factors accounted for a total variance ratio of 60.7%. Cronbach’s alphas of three subscales 
(task performance, contextual performance, and counterproductive work behavior) were 0.894, 0.875, and 0.796, 
respectively. Test-retest reliability showed high agreement, with ICCs of 0.96, 0.98, and 0.91 for the respective scales. 
There was a statistically significant correlation between UWES-3 and the task performance subscale (ρ = 0.367 and 
p < 0.001), a statistically significant correlation between UWES-3 and the contextual performance subscale (ρ = 0.403 
and p < 0.001), and a statistically significant correlation between UWES-3 and the CWB subscale (ρ=-0.352 and 
p < 0.001).

Conclusions  The Individual Work Performance Questionnaire (IWPQ) identifies work performance.The Turkish version 
of the IWPQ scales demonstrated validity and reliability in assessing individual work performance.
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Introduction
Work performance is a critical aspect of organizational 
success, encompassing employees’ behaviors, actions, 
and outcomes aligned with organizational goals [1]. The 
measurement of individual work performance is a critical 
component of organizational success, as it directly influ-
ences productivity, employee engagement, and overall 
workplace efficiency [2]. Koopmans et al. [1] described 
three dimensions of work performance: task perfor-
mance, contextual performance, and counterproductive 
work behavior. Task performance refers to employees’ 
competency and expertise in executing their jobs effi-
ciently [3]. Contextual performance, on the other hand, 
pertains to employees’ voluntary engagement in extra 
tasks, support for colleagues, and cooperation [4]. Coun-
terproductive work behavior involves negative actions 
that hinder organizational performance and impede the 
achievement of objectives [4].

Some studies have confirmed a significant correlation 
between work performance and different health out-
comes, highlighting the reciprocal connection between 
an individual’s physical and mental well-being and their 
effectiveness in the workplace [5–8]. Studies suggest that 
employees with elevated stress levels and compromised 
mental well-being are more prone to reduced work per-
formance, as stress detrimentally affects cognitive abili-
ties such as attention, memory, and decision-making [9, 
10]. Moreover, chronic health conditions such as cardio-
vascular disease and musculoskeletal disorders have been 
associated with decreased work capacity and productivity 
[11–13]. To address work performance issues, it is neces-
sary to define and identify performance problems. Mitch-
ell [14] suggests that work performance problems arise 
when workers encounter challenges that require physi-
cal or mental effort to resolve. The presence and types 
of performance problems, including physical and men-
tal health conditions and vitality issues, can be assessed 
through careful observation and the use of structured 
tools [14, 15].

Although various scales/tools have been used to assess 
each dimension of individual work performance, the 
Individual Work Performance Questionnaire (IWPQ) 
was specifically developed to measure all three dimen-
sions comprehensively [2]. The questionnaire consists 
of 18 items divided into three subscales, each assessing 
one of the dimensions. Originally developed in Dutch to 
review occupational health, psychology, and management 
literature and updated to the latest version (version 1.0) 
[16–18], the IWPQ scales were cross-culturally adapted 
into several languages, including English, Swedish, Span-
ish, Argentine Spanish, and Indonesian [19–23]. These 
studies highlight the IWPQ’s versatility and its ability 
to provide accurate assessments of work performance 
across different regions and industries. The IWPQ’s 

structure, which incorporates both positive performance 
indicators (task and contextual performance) and nega-
tive indicators (counterproductive work behavior), allows 
for a comprehensive evaluation of an employee’s con-
tributions to the organization. This holistic approach is 
increasingly important in globalized work environments, 
where diverse cultural backgrounds can influence per-
ceptions and evaluations of work performance [24].

Cultural factors exert a substantial influence on job 
performance, impacting employees’ values, actions, 
communication methods, and overall work approach. 
Effective management of performance in a globalized 
workforce necessitates a comprehensive grasp of employ-
ees’ cultural background [25]. Divergent cultural norms 
might result in different anticipations regarding leader-
ship, decision-making, and collaboration, potentially 
either augmenting or impeding work effectiveness based 
on the adeptness of managing these disparities. In collec-
tivist societies, there is a greater emphasis on teamwork 
and maintaining group peace, while individualist cultures 
place a higher importance on personal achievements 
[26]. These cultural subtleties can have an influence on 
motivation, job contentment, and ultimately, work pro-
ductivity. Moreover, cultural perspectives on authority, 
unpredictability, and work-life balance can have a sub-
stantial impact on employee performance and workplace 
dynamics [27]. The IWPQ is a questionnaire utilized to 
evaluate work performance in many cultural settings. The 
measurement encompasses three primary dimensions: 
task performance, contextual performance, and counter-
productive work behavior. Task performance pertains to 
the proficiency and efficacy in carrying out job respon-
sibilities, contextual performance encompasses behaviors 
that contribute to the overall organizational atmosphere, 
and counterproductive work behavior encompasses 
activities that inflict harm upon the organization or its 
members [28]. Cultural factors can impact the perception 
and assessment of these aspects. For instance, in a society 
that greatly esteems communal achievement, contextual 
performance may be evaluated more positively, whereas 
in cultures that prioritize individual accomplishment, 
task performance may be given greater importance [29]. 
Gaining a comprehensive understanding of these cul-
tural influences is essential for appropriately interpret-
ing the results of the IWPQ and for effectively applying 
performance management techniques in various cul-
tural contexts. The IWPQ scales were translated into and 
validated in different languages, and their English ver-
sions were studied and found to be valid in South Africa 
[30]. Although the IWPQ has been adapted into several 
languages, it has not yet been translated into Turkish. 
The purpose of this work is to translate the IWPQ into 
Turkish, evaluate the validity and reliability of the Turk-
ish translation, and offer a cross-culturally appropriate 
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instrument that will help Turkish academics share their 
findings and make cross-national comparisons easier. 
Consequently, it is crucial to verify whether the instru-
ment functions well for workers of different sociodemo-
grafic characteristics.

Materials and methods
Study design and participants
This study employed a methodological approach to assess 
the validity and reliability of the Turkish version of the 
Individual Work Performance Questionnaire (IWPQ). 
The participants consisted of employees who had been 
working regularly for 8  h a day and 40  h a week were 
included in the research. Based on the guideline that 
recommends a minimum of 10 participants per item for 
validity and reliability analyses [31], a minimum sample 
size of 180 participants was targeted (as the IWPQ scales 
have 18 items). The inclusion criteria were as follows: (1) 
aged between 18 and 65 years, (2) working regularly for 
at least 8 h a day, and (3) being a native Turkish speaker. 
Individuals with any neurological and psychiatric dis-
eases were excluded from the study.

Before the study, the approval of the University of 
Health Sciences Gülhane Scientific Research Ethics 
Committee was obtained (approval date: 06.17.2021, 
approval number: 2021/284). Furthermore, the study 

was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of 
Helsinki. An online informed consent form was signed 
by the participants. Participants were reached using the 
snowball sampling method. Participants were recruited 
from local private companies located in Ankara, Tur-
key. They were invited to participate in the study using 
an invitation email. The data of the study were collected 
through an online questionnaire using Google forms. The 
participants completed the scales, which took approxi-
mately 10–15  min. A reminder email was also sent to 
eligible participants to encourage participation one week 
after the initial email.

Study population
This is a methodological study that was carried out with 
340 employees. The data of all participants were anal-
ysed as the first group; furthermore, a second session 
was performed for retest analysis with 64 individuals who 
also participated in the first session. The demographics 
and socioeconomic characteristics of the participants 
are presented in Table 1. Nearly half of the study popu-
lation was female, and their median age was 36.0 years. 
The majority of the participants graduated from a uni-
versity or a postgraduate degree. Although only seven 
individuals had a manager/administrator occupation and 
12 participants were in the blue-collar working class, the 

Table 1  Demographics and socioeconomic characteristics of the participants
Characteristics Whole study group n = 340 (%) Retest group n = 64 (%)
Gender, n (%) Female 181 (53.2) 23 (35.9)

Male 159 (46.8) 41 (64.1)
Age (years), Median (IQR) 36.0 (29.0–47.0) 44.0 (34,3–54,8)
Educational attainment, n (%) Primary school 5 (1.5) 0 (0.0)

Middle school 4 (1.2) 2 (3.1)
High school 29 (8.5) 9 (14.1)
University 192 (56.5) 13 (20.3)
Postgraduate 110 (32.4) 40 (62.5)

Occupation, n (%) Manager 7 (2.1) 0 (0.0)
White-collar 321 (94.4) 62 (96.9)
Blue-collar 12 (3.5) 2 (3.1)

Job tenure, n (%) 3–6 months 41 (12.1) 4 (6.3)
6 months-1 year 31 (9.1) 3 (4.7)
2–3 years 58 (17.1) 7 (10.9)
4–5 years 54 (15.9) 9 (14.1)
6–10 years 65 (19.1) 17 (26.6)
11 years or more 91 (26.8) 24 (37.5)

Perceived economic status, n (%) Very low 14 (4.1) 3 (4.7)
Low 23 (6.8) 2 (3.1)
Middle-low 57 (16.8) 7 (10.9)
Middle 175 (51.5) 41 (64.1)
Middle-high 61 (17.9) 8 (12.5)
High 7 (2.1) 2 (3.1)
Very high 3 (0.9) 1 (1.6)

Presence of chronic conditions, n (%) 75 (22.1) 21 (32.8)
IQR: 25-75% interquartile range
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vast majority of the study population was white-collar 
workers (94.4%). While approximately a quarter of the 
individuals had been working for 11 years or more, the 
rest of them showed a similar frequency of distribution 
under 10 years of tenure. The perceived economic sta-
tus, which was evaluated by a Likert-type question, had 
a normal distribution pattern. Of the participants, 22.1% 
had at least a chronic health condition. While most of the 
characteristics of the individuals in the retest group were 
broadly similar to those of the whole study population, 
women comprised the majority (64.1%), and the median 
age was 44.0 years in the retest group (Table 1).

Instruments
The questionnaire included the demographics and socio-
economic characteristics of the participants, the IWPQ 
scales, and the UWES-3 scale.

The IWPQ scales have three subdimensions: task per-
formance (items 1–5), contextual performance (items 
6–13), and counterproductive work behavior (CWB) 
(items 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18) in the English version [32]. 
The scales utilize a five-point Likert rating (0 is for “sel-
dom”, 1 is for “sometimes”, 2 is for “regularly”, 3 is for 
“often” and 4 is for “always” for task performance scale 
and contextual performance scale; and 0 is for “never”, 
1 is for “seldom”, 2 is for “sometimes”, 3 is for “regularly” 
and 4 is for “often” for CWB scale), and a recall period 
of 3 months. The mean score of each subscale was the 
main output (16, 33). The English version of the IWPQ 
scales was adapted to Turkish and then administered to 
340 participants in the first session. Next, the same scale 
was readministered to 74 participants to analyse the test-
retest reliability three months later.

The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES)-9, which 
is widely used to assess work engagement, can be used 
for comparison purposes to establish convergent valid-
ity with the IWPQ scales [33, 34]. The UWES-3, a brief 
unidimensional version of the UWES-9 scale, has dem-
onstrated acceptability in assessing work engagement 
and predicting various work-related conditions, such 
as job satisfaction, stress overload, perceived efficacy, 
and minor accidents [35]. Guler et al. [36] adapted the 
UWES-3 into Turkish and confirmed its validity and reli-
ability. The UWES-9 was developed by Schaufeli et al. 
[37] as a shortened form of the 17-item version. It was 
used to evaluate the convergent validity of the IWPQ 
scales (34, 35). UWES-3, on the other hand, is the ultra-
short and unidimensional version of UWES-9, which 
has a three-dimensional construct [38]. In our study, the 
UWES-3 was preferred as a comparison scale for conver-
gent validity.

Adaptation procedure
The Turkish adaptation of the IWPQ scales followed a 
cross-cultural adaptation procedure based on the guide-
lines developed by Capik et al. [39]. First, the English 
version of the IWPQ scales was translated into Turkish 
by two native English speakers who were fluent in Turk-
ish. The authors (EÖ and SBÇ) conducted a comparison 
of the two translations and rectified any discrepancies, 
resulting in the creation of a preliminary Turkish ver-
sion. The specialists, all of whom held a PhD and spe-
cialized in rehabilitation, examined the text presented 
in a well-organized document that included both the 
original and Turkish copies placed next to each other. 
Their feedback was solicited to acquire expert perspec-
tives. Typically, specialists provided their viewpoints on 
the representation of objects in the frequently employed 
societal format. The comments was assessed and a Turk-
ish version was composed by the authors (EÖ and SBÇ). 
A consensus was reached to create a joint Turkish ver-
sion. Another two native English speakers, proficient 
in Turkish, independently translated the initial transla-
tion of the document back into English. Both transla-
tors were unaware of the research objectives and had no 
prior knowledge of the English version of the IWPQ. The 
two back translations exhibited linguistic comparability 
between the original scale and the translated version, as 
they were similar both in terms of language and mean-
ing. Any inconsistencies or uncertainties were addressed 
and resolved by the authors (EÖ and SBÇ). A pilot study 
was conducted with 25 individuals to assess the compre-
hensibility of the Turkish version, and feedback from the 
pilot study confirmed the understandability of all items. 
Following the pilot research, the Turkish version of the 
scale was modified slightly to incorporate the suggestions 
provided by the participants, resulting in the finalization 
of the Turkish IWPQ. The final version was sent to the 
scale’s creator (LK) for approval, finalizing the adaptation 
procedure.

Statistical analysis
Statistical analyses were performed using SPSS version 
20 software (IBM Corp. in Armonk, NY). The descriptive 
statistics of the study variables are presented as the mean 
with standard deviation (SD) for numerical data and 
as the frequency (n) with percentage (%) for nominal/
ordinal data. The psychometric properties of the Turk-
ish version of the IWPQ scales were assessed through 
validity and reliability analyses. Initially, exploratory fac-
tor analysis (EFA) using principal component analysis 
(PCA) with Promax rotation with Kaiser normalization 
(Kappa = 4) was conducted to assess the factor struc-
ture of the scale. The Kaiser‒Meyer‒Olkin test was used 
to evaluate the adequacy of the sample. Bartlett’s test 
of sphericity was performed to evaluate the level of the 
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correlations between the items. Cronbach’s alpha score 
was used to assess internal consistency. A range between 
0.700 and 0.900 was accepted as the reference range for 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient [40]. The intraclass correla-
tion coefficient (ICC) with a 95% confidence interval (CI) 
between the first administration of the IWPQ scales to 
the whole study group and the second administration to 
the retest group was used to assess the test-retest reliabil-
ity [41]. Spearman correlation coefficients between the 
IWPQ scales and the UWES-3 scale were used to analyse 
convergent validity. The acceptable strength of the corre-
lation between the scales was defined as the coefficient 
being higher than 0.800 [42]. Interitem Spearman corre-
lation coefficients were used to assess the internal con-
sistency reliability. Furthermore, the average interitem 
correlation was calculated, and a range between 0.200 
and 0.400 was defined as acceptable [43]. The histogram 
of the IWPQ scale scores of the whole study population 
and the frequency of the lowest or highest possible scores 
were used to assess the floor and ceiling effect. The high-
est limit for those scores was accepted as 15% for floor 
and ceiling effect criteria [44]. A p value less than 0.05 
was defined as statistically significant.

Results
Validity and reliability analysis
Bartlett’s test of sphericity was statistically significant 
(χ2 = 3107.609 and p < 0.001), and the KMO coefficient 
was 0.885. According to these results, the sample size of 
the study was approved as adequate for PCA. Initially, 
PCA was performed without using a rotation method, 
and a three-factor structure with a cumulative variance 
of 60.7% was revealed (Table  2; Fig.  1). Furthermore, 
the items in the factors that were revealed in our model 
overlapped with the items in the original English ver-
sion. However, several cross-loadings (items 1, 2, 3, 4, 
5, 11 and 12) were found at that stage (data not shown). 
Next, PCA was reperformed using Varimax, Quartimax, 
Equamax, Direct Oblimin, and Promax rotation methods 
to minimize the number of cross-loaded items [45]. The 
number of cross-loaded items was reduced to one item 
(item 12), which was the least, using Promax rotation. 
Although the data were reanalyzed using other extraction 
methods, reducing factor numbers, and removing cross-
loaded items, these approaches did not contribute to the 
scale construct and did not provide any explanation for 
variance. Finally, the three-factor structure of the scale 
was decided to report using original names: task perfor-
mance (items 6–13), contextual performance (items 1–5), 
and counterproductive work behavior (items 14–18) 
(Table 2).

Table 2  Principal component analysis results
Item no Factor structure and factor loadings Total

Factor 1
(Contextual performance)

Factor 2 (Task performance) Factor 3
(Counterproductive work behavior)

Item 1 -0.142 0.891 0.010
Item 2 -0.025 0.833 0.080
Item 3 -0.017 0.821 0.028
Item 4 0.051 0.779 -0.042
Item 5 0.060 0.751 -0.086
Item 6 0.564 0.264 0.006
Item 7 0.833 -0.007 0.023
Item 8 0.559 0.294 0.003
Item 9 0.586 0.286 0.001
Item 10 0.699 0.149 -0.039
Item 11 0.887 -0.105 0.023
Item 12 0.920 -0.329 -0.004
Item 13 0.664 0.039 -0.003
Item 14 0.108 -0.032 0.714
Item 15 0.049 0.018 0.783
Item 16 -0.041 -0.002 0.697
Item 17 -0.087 0.011 0.755
Item 18 -0.013 0.021 0.771
EVR 36.0% 15.9% 8.8% 60.7%
Eigenvalue 6.48 2.86 1.59
Cronbach’s alpha 0.894 0.875 0.796
EVR: Explained variance ratio

Note Promax rotation with Kaiser normalization (Kappa = 4) was used in PCA
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Cronbach’s alphas of three subscales (task perfor-
mance, contextual performance, and counterproductive 
work behavior) were 0.894, 0.875, and 0.796, respectively. 
For the whole scale, on the other hand, a Cronbach’s 
alpha of 0.854 was found for the individuals in the first 
session group (Table 2).

The descriptive statistics and ICCs of the IWPQ scales 
for the whole study population and retest sample group 
are summarized in Table 3. The mean score of each item 
and the mean total score of all IWPQ scales of the whole 
study population were broadly similar to the means of the 
retest group. The ICCs (95% CIs) of task performance, 
contextual performance and CWB subscales between the 
whole group and retest group were 0.96 (0.94–0.98), 0.98 
(0.97–0.99), and 0.91 (0.86–0.95), respectively (Table 3).

The correlations between IWPQ scales and UWES-3 
are shown in Table  4 and scatter plots in Fig.  2. There 
was a statistically significant weak positive correlation 
between UWES-3 and the task performance subscale 
(ρ = 0.367 and p < 0.001), a statistically significant medium 
positive correlation between UWES-3 and the contextual 
performance subscale (ρ = 0.403 and p < 0.001), and a sta-
tistically significant weak negative correlation between 
UWES-3 and the CWB subscale (ρ=-0.352 and p < 0.001).

The interitem correlations of the IWPQ scale of the 
whole study population are summarized in Table 5. The 
average interitem correlation coefficient of the scale was 

0.282. This result was acceptable in terms of the pre-
defined range of 0.200 to 0.400 (see supplementary file).

The histogram of the IWPQ scale scores for the whole 
study group is shown in Fig. 3. Of the participants, 2.1% 
had the lowest possible score (0) on the task performance 
scale, 1.8% on the contextual performance scale, and 
1.8% on the CWB scale. On the other hand, 4.4% of them 
achieved the highest score (4) on the task performance 
scale, 2.4% on the contextual performance scale, and 1.5% 
on the CWB scale. All these frequencies were acceptable 
in terms of floor and ceiling effects.

Discussion
In this methodological study, It was examined the reli-
ability and validity of a self-reported Turkish version of 
the IWPQ that is short, novel, and intended for use in 
employees. In conclusion, our results indicate that the 
Turkish version of the IWPQ, which has a three-factor 
structure, is a reliable and valid instrument for assessing 
the work performance of employees. The scale’s struc-
tural validity was verified by our analysis. The Turkish 
IWPQ is reliable, as evidenced by the test-retest findings 
and Cronbach’s alpha.

Koopmans [46] reported that the perception of the 
items and the average scores between different occupa-
tional sectors (white/pink/blue) could be differential; 
furthermore, this was currently a question that has to 

Fig. 1  Scree plot of exploratory factor analysis of the IWPQ scale. The figure shows a decrease from an Eigenvalue of 6.48 to an Eigenvalue of 1 in three 
phases
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be solved. Beyond this point, we found that the Turkish 
version of the IWPQ scales has a three-factor structure, 
and all statistical validity and reliability measures were 
plausible and acceptable. There were several similarities 
and differences between our results and other adaptation 
studies on the IWPQ scales in the literature. However, 
Ployhart et al. [47] reported that cross-culturally adapted 
job performance scales demonstrated acceptable mea-
surement invariance between employees whose mother 

tongue was different even when they were working in 
the same organizational environment, whereas the error 
variances of the scales and the construct validity patterns 
were broadly specific to the target language and culture.

Table 3  Descriptive statistics and intraclass correlation 
coefficient between the first and second administrations of the 
IWPQ
Item no Mean ± SD

Whole study group 
(n = 340)

Retest 
group 
(n = 64)

Item 1 2.31 ± 1.13 2.58 ± 1.17
Item 2 2.38 ± 1.10 2.38 ± 1.15
Item 3 2.30 ± 1.13 2.56 ± 1.08
Item 4 2.37 ± 1.11 2.44 ± 1.11
Item 5 2.08 ± 1.14 2.33 ± 1.07
Task performance 2.29 ± 0.92 2.45 ± 0.84
ICC (95% CI) 0.96 (0.94–0.98)
Item 6 2.06 ± 1.30 2.05 ± 1.27
Item 7 2.13 ± 1.30 2.08 ± 1.34
Item 8 2.56 ± 1.16 2.58 ± 1.04
Item 9 2.66 ± 1.10 2.52 ± 1.05
Item 10 2.37 ± 1.23 2.33 ± 1.20
Item 11 2.06 ± 1.35 2.06 ± 1.30
Item 12 1.43 ± 1.27 1.48 ± 1.25
Item 13 2.34 ± 1.36 2.36 ± 1.31
Contextual performance 2.20 ± 0.95 2.18 ± 0.90
ICC (95% CI) 0.98 (0.97–0.99)
Item 14 1.56 ± 1.06 1.16 ± 0.95
Item 15 0.75 ± 0.91 0.55 ± 0.71
Item 16 1.06 ± 1.04 0.78 ± 0.79
Item 17 1.79 ± 1.10 1.39 ± 0.95
Item 18 1.36 ± 1.12 1.02 ± 0.97
CWB 1.30 ± 0.78 0.98 ± 0.56
ICC (95% CI) 0.91 (0.86–0.95)
SD: standard deviation, ICC: intraclass coefficient between the whole group and 
retest group

Table 4  Correlations between IWPQ scales and UWES-3
UWES-3

IWPQ-Task performance ρ 0.367
p < 0.001**

n 340
IWPQ-Contextual performance ρ 0.403

p < 0.001**

n 340
IWPQ-CWB ρ -0.352

p < 0.001**

n 340
* p < 0.05 and ** p < 0.001

Fig. 2  Scatter plots of the scores of (a) IWPQ-task performance scale, (b) 
IWPQ-contextual performance scale, (c) IWPQ-CWB scale and UWES-3 
scale
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In most cross-cultural adaptation studies of the 
IWPQ scales, an 18-item and three-factor structure was 
revealed [20, 23, 32, 48]. The Argentinean version of the 
scale, on the other hand, showed a 13-item and three-
factor structure [49]. However, it should be kept in mind 
that the participant demographics and occupational 
characteristics of all these studies were different, and all 
these features are closely related to work performance 
[50]. In our study, the three-factor structure and item dis-
semination into the factors overlapped with the original 
Dutch version and the English version, which we used as 
the source scale [2, 32, 51]. Furthermore, our Cronbach’s 
alpha scores were comparable with other studies, in most 
of which alpha scores were reported as higher than 0.80 
[20, 23, 32, 48, 49].

The Turkish version of the IWPQ scales showed 
acceptable internal consistency and test-retest reliabil-
ity. Although all the studies in the literature analysed and 
reported their results on the internal consistency of the 
scale [20, 23, 32, 48, 49], none of them studied the test-
retest reliability. One unique aspect of this study was the 
inclusion of test-retest reliability analysis, which is a valu-
able measure to assess the stability of the instrument over 
time. The high intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) 
obtained between the first session and retest session 
demonstrated strong test-retest reliability for the IWPQ 
scales.

The multitrait-multimethod matrix (MTMMM) con-
cept was developed to analyse the convergent valid-
ity of different scales according to their similarity in 
terms of the construct (heterotrait or monotrait) and 
data collection (heteromethod or monomethod) [52]. 
It is expected that the strength of the correlation will 
increase from heterotrait-heteromethod comparison to 
monotrait-monomethod comparison [42]. In the present 
study, heterotrait-monomethod comparisons between 
the IWPQ scales (work performance) and UWES-3 
(work engagement) were performed, and the results 
of these comparisons showed that the Turkish IWPQ 
scales had acceptable convergent validities in terms of 

the MTMMM method [42, 52]. Koopmans et al. [33] 
reported similar results and argued that moderate to low 
positive correlations between work engagement and task 
and contextual performance and moderate to low nega-
tive correlations between work engagement and CWB 
were expectable and plausible.

Interitem correlations, which reflect the relationships 
between the items of a scale, are essential measures in 
validity studies. Analysing interitem correlations enables 
researchers to determine possible redundant items that 
assess the same content [53]. The average interitem cor-
relation on a scale should be between 0.20 and 0.40 [43]. 
An average interitem correlation lower than 0.20 means 
that the items do not contain the same content dimen-
sion, and an average correlation higher than 0.40 means 
that the items do not explain the whole bandwidth of 
the scale structure. From this point, the balance between 
resemblance and diversity is an essential factor when 
analysing interitem correlations [43, 54]. In the present 
study, we found an average interitem correlation of 0.282, 
which indicated appropriate internal consistency reliabil-
ity with an acceptable balance between the diversity and 
resemblance of the items. In the Swedish study, on the 
other hand, the average interitem correlation was 0.36 
and comparable with our results [20].

In our study, all three scales had acceptable floor and 
ceiling effects. Floor and ceiling effects are quality mea-
sures in validity studies, and they are both expected to be 
lower than 15% [44]. There is a crucial balance between 
content validity and reliability in terms of participants’ 
choice of extreme scores. Although the absence of 
extreme ends might indicate the lack of range variabil-
ity in participants’ responses, which negatively affects 
content validity, reliability may be negatively affected 
because of the lack of variance when participants do not 
choose extreme scores sufficiently [55, 56]. However, in 
the Swedish validation study, the authors reported that 
their CWB scale showed floor effects, and task perfor-
mance and contextual performance scales showed ceiling 
effects [20]. Koopmans et al. [33] reported that floor and 

Fig. 3  Histogram of the scores of (a) IWPQ-task performance score, (b) IWPQ-contextual performance score, (c) IWPQ-CWB score
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ceiling effects could cause low responsiveness; people 
tended to score relatively high on the task performance 
scale and low on the CWB scale, and consequently, the 
floor and ceiling effects make it difficult to detect fur-
ther improvement in task performance scale and possible 
decrease in CWB scale.

Despite the strengths of this study, including the com-
prehensive analysis of validity and reliability measures, 
there are some limitations to consider. First, the study 
sample predominantly consisted of white-collar work-
ers, which may limit the generalizability of the findings 
to other occupational groups. The online data collection 
method may have also introduced sampling and nons-
ampling biases. However, online data collection more 
easily reached more people in the COVID-19 era. While 
the relatively small sample size of our study was suffi-
cient for the statistical analysis, it may limit the external 
validity of the study results. Readers should keep all these 
limitations in their mind when interpreting the findings 
of the study. The Turkish validity and reliability study of 
the IWPQ significantly enhances the existing knowledge 
about the IWPQ by demonstrating its applicability across 
different cultural and linguistic contexts. By validating 
the scale in Turkish, the study confirms the robustness 
of the IWPQ’s structure and its relevance in measuring 
work performance outside of its original context, thereby 
broadening its utility in international research. Addi-
tionally, the study offers insights into the linguistic and 
conceptual nuances that may arise when adapting perfor-
mance measures for non-English-speaking populations, 
highlighting the importance of cultural sensitivity in 
psychometric evaluations. This research not only solidi-
fies the IWPQ’s credibility in the Turkish workforce but 
also sets a precedent for further cross-cultural adapta-
tions, which are essential for comprehensive global work 
performance research. The Turkish validity and reliability 
study of the IWPQ offers several practical recommenda-
tions for its application in workplace settings. Firstly, the 
Turkish IWPQ is a valid and effective tool for assessing 
the work performance of employees. Secondly, the Turk-
ish IWPQ can be utilized to identify areas of work per-
formance that need to be addressed in employees and to 
measure the outcomes of interventions aimed at improv-
ing work performance. Additionally, the study highlights 
the importance of involving local employees in the adap-
tation process, suggesting that organizations should 
consider ongoing feedback from employees. Finally, the 
Turkish IWPQ can be used in comparative studies with 
other cultural adaptations of the scale, providing valu-
able data for multinational companies seeking to under-
stand performance trends across different regions. This 
approach not only supports more comprehensive inter-
ventions but also contributes to work performance, 

which constitutes an important area of activity in daily 
life.

Conclusions
According to the results of this study, a three-factor 
structure was revealed in factor analysis, and it was simi-
lar to the English version of the scale. Furthermore, other 
tests for validity and reliability presented acceptable and 
plausible findings. In conclusion, the Turkish version of 
the IWPQ scales is valid and reliable for evaluating the 
work performance of employees. However, further simi-
lar studies with participants with different characteris-
tics, such as job tenure and occupation types, should be 
conducted to support and/or generalize our results.
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