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Abstract: People may experience stress related to the demands and conditions of
remote work. Remote work stress is a potential outcome of this experience, character-
ized by the psychological strain associated with working outside traditional office envi-
ronments and assessed through the Remote Work Stress Scale (RWSS). In the current
study, the RWSS was developed and validated for the first time in the cultural context of
Turkiye. The study included remote employees from various sectors. The average age
was 36 years (SD = 8.33 years), with an average of 12 years of work experience
(SD = 8.51 years). Participants worked an average of 42 hr per week (SD = 8.40 hr),
including 22 hr (SD = 14.78 hr) remotely. The reliability and validity of the measure were
examined through exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. The results supported
a five-factor structure and indicated an acceptable model fit. The scale also demon-
strated high internal consistency and meaningful item-total correlations. It has been
determined that remote work stress is a distinctive phenomenon, and the Remote
Work Stress Scale is a valid and reliable tool for assessing stress related to remote work
in Tlrkiye.

Key words: remote work, stress, conservation of resources theory, Turkish workers,
scale.

Since the beginning of the 21st century, remote
work has gained popularity, particularly follow-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic, which led to a
rapid increase in teleworking. According to
Ahrendt et al. (2020), 37% of employees in
Europe began working remotely due to the pan-
demic. This trend has continued to grow follow-
ing the pandemic, which is not surprising
(Ozimek, 2020) and has resulted in researchers’
growing interest (Darouei & Pluut, 2021; Hu &
Subramony, 2022; Kucera et al., 2021; Scheel
et al., 2023).

Remote work is defined as working outside of
a traditional office setting, often utilizing infor-
mation and communication technology to per-
form tasks and communicate with others
(Beckel & Fisher, 2022). While numerous stud-
ies have highlighted the advantages of remote
work, such as flexible hours and improved
work-life balance, they reveal significant disad-
vantages, including feelings of loneliness,
increased workload, and reduced communica-
tion (Grant et al., 2019; Ipsen et al., 2021;
Spreitzer et al., 2017). Costin et al. (2023) indi-
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cated that remote workers experienced occupa-
tional burnout, daily job stressors, emotional
labor, and challenges related to work-life
balance.

The current article is about developing a psy-
chometric evaluation of a remote work stress
questionnaire to measure remote work stress.
The benefits of developing such a measure will
enable us to understand individuals’ remote
work stressors. Understanding the stress factors
caused by remote working will help organiza-
tions develop policies to address these problems.

Stressful life is frequently linked to a decline
in both physical and psychological health
(Oriicii & Demir, 2009). Stress is one of the
main negative topics in work life, and work
stress is one of the most heavily studied topics
in occupational health psychology (Klinefelter
et al., 2021). Stress is linked to various physical
health, wellness, and behavioral effects
(Sischka et al., 2024). Individuals confront many
stressors at work, which is not only harmful to
individuals’ health but also affects motivation,
concentration, and satisfaction. Organizations
pay attention to the stressors of remote work
because of the workers’ productivity and com-
mitment to the organization.

In the context of remote work, job demands
and, consequently, work-related stress tend to
be even higher due to the cumulation of multi-
ple stressors, including extended working hours,
increased workloads, and challenges arising
from the intersection of professional and per-
sonal life (Lange & Kayser, 2022). Employees
face numerous stressors in the workplace, which
can adversely impact their health as well as their
motivation, focus, and satisfaction. Organiza-
tions are particularly attentive to the stressors
associated with remote work due to their influ-
ence on employee productivity and commit-
ment to the company.

Work stress in traditional office environments
is well documented; however, the emerging
phenomenon of remote work has not been
extensively studied. For this reason, there is a
significant need for studies that explain the
stress arising from remote work and investigate
the stress factors. The literature shows that
stress factors caused by remote working include

© 2026 Japanese Psychological Association.

job insecurity, high workload, a poor work envi-
ronment, feelings of isolation and loneliness, a
lack of structure, heightened perception of
work—family conflict, and keeping up with rap-
idly changing technologies (Chudzicka-Czupata
et al., 2023; Costin et al.,, 2023; Gualano
et al., 2023; Lal et al., 2023; Prasad et al., 2023).

The various challenges that individuals face
while working remotely contribute to increased
levels of stress, making the conservation of
resources (COR) theory the most suitable
framework to explain this issue. Stress occurs
as a reaction to circumstances that threaten or
lead to the depletion of resources. Conse-
quently, the stress response is fundamentally
an attempt to minimize losses while also aiming
to maximize gains, with the aspect of loss signif-
icantly outweighing any potential gains
(Holmgreen et al., 2017). This uncertainty com-
plicates employees’ ability to manage their
work responsibilities alongside their personal
lives, thereby heightening the risk of resource
loss. In particular, individuals juggling family
obligations and work tasks often find them-
selves worried about losing crucial resources,
such as time and energy. This negatively
impacts employees’ mental and emotional
well-being, resulting in elevated stress levels.
Therefore, it is crucial to analyze the dynamics
of remote work and the associated challenges
in greater depth, especially regarding the
sources and consequences of stress. Ultimately,
the loss of resources —whether arising from sig-
nificant events or everyday stressors—
represents the fundamental cause of stress
(Hocker et al., 2024).

To adequately measure remote work stress, a
new instrument must be grounded in
established theories while addressing the spe-
cific challenges of the remote context. The
COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989), which posits that
stress arises from the threat or loss of valued
resources, provides a robust framework for
identifying these challenges. The literature sug-
gests that the most significant stressors for
remote workers emerge in distinct domains
where their resources are uniquely vulnerable.

For instance, prior research highlights the
unique manifestations of work-life imbalance
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(e.g., domestic interruptions) and overworking
(e.g., the feeling of being in a perpetual work
state) in the home environment, which threaten
personal resources like time and energy
(Schlachter et al., 2018). Similarly, challenges
often seen in virtual teams point to stressors
related to a lack of communication, which can
deplete crucial social and instrumental support
resources (Hertel et al., 2005). These aspects
are often overlooked or inadequately captured
in general stress measures.

Furthermore, a notable gap in existing scales
is the impact of physical and environmental
resource loss. The potential for inactivity and
monotony inherent in remote work represents
a direct threat to well-being by restricting phys-
ical resources (e.g., opportunities for move-
ment) and extending the scope of critical
resources considered within COR theory. Addi-
tionally, the “out of sight” nature of remote
work can exacerbate anxieties related to job
insecurity. This moves beyond traditional con-
ceptualizations (De Witte et al., 2016) to include
nuanced fears of underperforming, which
threaten psychological resources like status,
esteem, and perceived control.

These distinct thematic areas, work-life
imbalance, overworking, lack of communica-
tion, inactivity, and job insecurity represent sig-
nificant, context-specific pathways of resource
threat that are not holistically captured by gen-
eral occupational stress measures. The absence
of a theoretically grounded and integrated tool
to assess these dimensions signifies a critical
gap in the literature. This article aims to address
this gap by developing and psychometrically
evaluating a Remote Work Stress Scale
(RWSS) to measure these specific stressors.
Understanding these factors is crucial for orga-
nizations to develop policies that mitigate the
negative impacts of remote work on employee
health and productivity.

Remote work stress can be viewed as a spe-
cific facet of general job stress, characterized
by factors that arise when working outside a tra-
ditional office. While sharing common pres-
sures, like workload and deadlines, remote
work introduces unique challenges, including
social  isolation, work-life integration

difficulties, and technological issues. Therefore,
this study, which treats remote work stress as a
subdimension of overall job stress, will focus
specifically on the stressors inherent to the
remote work process itself.

Methods

This study followed the “three phases and nine
steps of scale development and validation”
framework proposed by Boateng et al. (2018)
to create a valid and reliable RWSS. The pro-
cess began with the item-development phase,
encompassing two key steps: first, identifying
the domain and generating potential items (step
1), followed by evaluating these items through
content-validity assessments to ensure their rel-
evance and alignment with the domain (step 2).
The subsequent scale-development phase cov-
ered four steps. It included pretesting the items
(step 3) to ensure clarity and significance,
administering surveys and selecting an appro-
priate sample size to collect meaningful data
(step 4), reducing items to streamline the scale
(step 5), and conducting factor analyses to
uncover latent constructs (step 6). These steps
collectively refined the scale and clarified its
dimensions. Finally, the scale-evaluation phase
addressed three additional steps. Dimensional-
ity tests (step 7) verified the alignment between
latent constructs and theoretical expectations,
reliability tests (step 8) confirmed consistency
in responses, and validity tests (step 9) ensured
the scale accurately measured the intended con-
struct (Ozkan et al., 2023). Following these
phases, the scale was deemed both valid and
reliable for assessing the concept of remote
work stress.

Data-Collection Tool

The measurement tool employed in this
research is divided into two sections. The first
section comprises a 10-question form designed
to gather sociodemographic information about
the participants, such as their gender, education
level, marital status, type of organization, posi-
tion, age, work experience, weekly working
hours, weekly remote working days, and weekly
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remote working hours. The second section
includes the scale items to be developed.

The scale development and validation process
followed a three-step approach for generating
items. In the first step, a one-question survey was
distributed via LinkedIn to individuals who
worked remotely for at least 1 hr weekly. The
question was “What situations cause you stress
when working remotely?” Seven hundred and
seventy-seven people completed the survey,
thanks to the snowball effect achieved by placing
the survey on a LinkedIn profile that is accessible
and shareable beyond close relationships. The
analysis began with data submitted by 717 partici-
pants after excluding data from those who did not
leave a response, gave irrelevant answers, or
stated that they did not feel stressed at all. When
data saturation was reached, the analysis process
was completed with data from 450 individuals.
Twenty-five themes were used to group a total
of 1,340 statements. The nomenclature of themes,
codes, and sub-codes was primarily derived from
the literature on remote working. If there were
no prior references or when stressors specific to
the pandemic were initially encountered, new
themes and code names were created in accor-
dance with the exploratory technique. Nearly
90 different stressors were identified by three
expert researchers and transformed into items
that can be used in the scale. In the second step,
in-depth interviews were held with individuals
from the target group. Between September
8 and September 28, 2024, six participants were
interviewed online, with an average of 55-min ses-
sions, for a total of 333 min. After the second step,
the number of items dropped to 55. The third step
involved a focus group discussion conducted
online with three additional participants, lasting
approximately 3 hr. Following the third step, the
number of items was reduced to 41. After a 2-hr
evaluative discussion among researchers and
based on the findings of individual and focus
group interviews, adjustments, additions, and
deletions were made, resulting in the creation of
the 39-item RWSS (e.g., “I am stressed by the lack
of communication when working remotely.”).
The scale uses a 5-point Likert format, where par-
ticipants rate items from 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree).

© 2026 Japanese Psychological Association.

Population and Sample of the Study

Ethical approval for the study was obtained from
Bursa Uludag University (23/12/2022-2022-11).
The study population comprised Turkish
employees aged 18-65 years working across dif-
ferent sectors and working remotely for at least
1 hr per week. There is not a universally accepted
standard for the minimum amount of remote
work in the literature. Niebuhr et al. (2022)
defines telework as “a work practice that involves
members of an organization substituting a portion
of their typical work hours (ranging from a few
hours per week to nearly full-time) to work away
from a central workplace — typically from home —
using technology to interact with others as needed
to conduct work tasks.” In this study, at least 1 hr
per week was regarded as sufficient criteria for
participation and assumed that any remote work
experience, whether for 1 hr or 40 hr per week,
may cause stress.

According to the Turkish Statistical Institute
(2024), 32.7 million people were employed in
Tirkiye in 2024. It is estimated that 10% of these
employees have atypical contracts (e.g., for
remote work, project-based work). Compared to
EU countries, the preference for atypical employ-
ment patterns is due to low pay restrictions and
low union density, which force and persuade
young people to work part-time rather than full-
time roles (Selek, 2024), hence providing cost-
saving advantages for businesses.

Conducting this research in Tirkiye is signifi-
cant in terms of the rapid transition to remote
working during the pandemic and the ongoing
transition to hybrid working. According to the
“Cities Best Facilitating Remote Work: A Global
Index,” Istanbul is among the top 80 cities for
facilitating remote work (WorkMotion, 2024).
Cultural values and behavioral patterns can call
into question Turkish people’s curiosity and rapid
adaption to the technology. The majority of
Tiirkiye’s population is under 30 years old, which
has led to increased internet use and consumption
of new technology. Tirkiye stands out as an
example in terms of perceiving the rate of adop-
tion in the diffusion of innovations (ildas, 2022).

From there, the population of the study was
determined to be 3.27 million. The sample size

95U801 SUOWIWIOD SATeR1D 3[ed1 [dde 8y} Aq peueAob a8 SapIMe O ‘8SN 4O SaIN. 1o AIq1T 8UIIUO AB]IA UO (SUORIPUOD-PUR-SWSIWO0 A8 1M ARe1q 1 |BU1IUO//SHNL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWs | 8U) 89S *[9202/70/T2] Uo Axiqiauliuo A8Im * AiseAIUN [ealuyoe | esing - josed ZnBO Ad 52002 1dITTTT 0T/I0p/L0Y A 1M ARIq Ul UO//SANY WO14 papeojumod ‘0 ‘788589rT



Remote Work Stress Scale 5

to represent this population was determined to
be 385 participants at the 95% confidence level
with a 5% margin of error (Raosoft, 2024). Fur-
thermore, scale development studies recom-
mend a sample size of 10 times the proposed
number of items (Costello & Osborne, 2005).
Since the proposed scale has 39 items, a group
of at least 390 people can be sampled. There-
fore, a group of at least 390 people was targeted
to complete the questionnaire based on both the
sample size representing the population and
the number of items. The survey was distributed
to employees through various online communi-
cation platforms, such as LinkedIn. To this end,
the scale-development study was conducted
with responses from 427 participants (Table 1).

The sample consisted of employees residing
in Tiirkiye who regularly work remotely across
various sectors. Of the participants, 58.5% were
female, and 97.4% held at least a university
degree. Additionally, 54.8% were married,
89.2% were employed in the private sector,
and 34.9% held managerial positions. Partici-
pants’ ages ranged from 19 to 63 years
(M =35.61 years, SD = 8.33 years), with pro-
fessional experience spanning from 1 year to
42 years (M = 12.13 years, SD = 8.51 years).
They worked between 1 hr and 70 hr per week
(M=4191 hr, SD=2840 hr), including
0-7 days of remote work per week (M=
2.72 days, SD = 1.84 days), and spent 1 hr to
70 hr working remotely (M =21.93 hr,
SD = 14.78 hr). Monthly net income ranged
from approximately USD 480 to USD 22,600
(M =USD 1,923, SD = USD 1,654).

Data Analysis

The theoretical foundation for our proposed five-
factor structure is grounded in the COR theory,
which posits that psychological stress occurs when
individuals experience a threat to, or actual loss
of, their valued resources (Hobfoll, 1989). Apply-
ing this framework to the remote work context,
we argue that the most significant stressors will
manifest in domains where key personal, social,
and physical resources are most vulnerable. Prior
research supports this view: the blurring of profes-
sional and personal boundaries in remote settings
(Schlachter et al., 2018) threatens personal

Table 1
Demographic characteristics of the participants
Demographics n (%)
Sex
Woman 250 (568.5%)
Man 173 (40.5%)
No specify 4(0.9%)
Educational status
High school 5(1.2%)
College 6 (1.4%)
University 210 (49.2%)
Master or higher 206 (48.2%)
Marital status
Married 234 (564.8%)
Single 193 (45.2%)
Type of organization
Private 381 (89.2%)
Public 46 (10.8%)
Position
Manager 149 (34.9%)
Worker 278 (65.1%)
M (SD)
Age (years) 35.61 (+8.33)
Experience 12.13 (£8.51)
Weekly working hours 41.91 (+8.40)
Weekly remote working days 2.72 (£1.84)
Weekly remote working hours 21.93 (£14.78)

resources like time and family harmony (con-
ceptualized as work-life imbalance and
overworking). Similarly, ineffective virtual collab-
oration (Hertel et al., 2005) depletes social and
instrumental support resources (addressed by
lack of communication). Furthermore, the remote
environment can uniquely restrict physical
resources, such as opportunities for movement
and environmental variety (a novel domain we
term “inactivity”), and diminish security-related
resources like perceived control and status due
to reduced visibility (a specific form of job
insecurity; De Witte et al., 2016). Therefore, these
five factors represent the primary pathways
through which resource loss is anticipated to occur
for remote workers. Based on this theoretical and
literature-driven rationale, we propose our pri-
mary hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The Remote Work Stress Scale,
consisting of five factors (work-life imbalance,
overworking, lack of communication, inactivity,

© 2026 Japanese Psychological Association.
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and job insecurity), is both valid and reliable for
measuring stress experienced by remote workers.

To test Hypothesis 1, three statistical soft-
ware programs were utilized to evaluate the
scale’s psychometric properties, ensuring
alignment with COR Theory’s resource loss
framework. Data were accessible upon request
from the authors. SPSS 21 was used to conduct
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to examine
whether the 15 items of the RWSS group into
the hypothesized five factors —work-life imbal-
ance (items 1-3), overworking (items 4—6), lack
of communication (items 7-9), inactivity (items
10-12), and job insecurity (items 13-15)—
reflecting distinct resource loss domains. Prin-
cipal axis factoring with varimax rotation was
applied to identify the factor structure, and
Cronbach’s alpha assessed reliability,
addressing Hypothesis 1’s reliability compo-
nent. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
using LISREL 8.7 tested the construct validity
of Hypothesis 1 by evaluating the fit of the
five-factor model. Fit indices (e.g., CFI,
RMSEA, SRMR) determined whether the
model accurately captures resource depletion
stressors in remote work. SmartPLS 4 assessed
convergent and discriminant validity through
Partial Least Squares Structural Equation
Modeling (PLS-SEM). Average variance
extracted (AVE) and the Fornell-Larcker cri-
terion evaluated whether each factor distinctly
explains variance in its items, supporting
Hypothesis 1’s validity component. This
multi-phase  approach rigorously tested
Hypothesis 1, ensuring the RWSS’s validity
and reliability as a measure of remote work
stress, aligned with COR Theory’s resource
loss perspective.

Results

Validity of the Remote Work Stress Scale

Explanatory and confirmatory factor analyses
were conducted in the study to demonstrate
the construct validity of the RWSS. To deter-
mine the suitability of the data collected in the
research for EFA, sampling adequacy was ana-
lyzed using the Kaiser—-Meyer—Olkin (KMO)

© 2026 Japanese Psychological Association.

Sampling Adequacy Test and item consistency
was analyzed using Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity.
As a result, sampling adequacy and item consis-
tency were found to be suitable for EFA
(KMO = .964; x> =14,571.341; df =741,
Barlett’s p = .00). In the EFA, which can be
seen in Table 2, principal component analysis
was used as the factor derivation method and
Varimax with Kaiser Normalization was used
as the rotation method, and the lowest factor
loading was determined to be .40 (Yong &
Pearce, 2013).

Table 2 shows the factor loadings obtained by
the varimax rotation method. As the scale devel-
oped addresses remote work stress, the items
were named “sl1,” “s2,” and so forth based on
the term “stress.” Accordingly, it was observed
that the factor loadings of 25 of the 39 items in
the RWSS are above .40 (the factor loadings of
items s1, s7, s8, s12, s13, s14, s15, s17, s22, s23,
s24, s31, s37, and s39 are below .40), and the
five-factor and 25-item structure of the scale
was explained after the factor analysis. Based
on the results of the analysis, the RWSS consists
of five factors with factor loadings ranging from
.623 to .807. The eigenvalue of factors ranges
from 4.749 to 6.032, and the explained variance
rate ranges from 12.178% to 15.466%. The total
variance explained for the entire scale is
67.852%, which exceeds the expected value of
50% in social sciences (Beavers et al., 2013).

Conducting EFA followed by CFA on the
same dataset is a widely accepted approach in
scale validation, particularly when theoretical
assumptions are unclear or new instruments
are being developed. EFA uncovers the under-
lying factor structure without preconceived
models, while CFA confirms the identified
structure, ensuring construct validity and model
fit. This sequential method is supported by
numerous studies (Bagol & Comlekei, 2022;
Dursun et al., 2020, 2022; Ozkan et al., 2023)
and is considered valid when justified, as noted
by Wymer and Baptista Alves (2012) and
Goudarzian (2023). We applied this approach
to explore and validate the factor structure of
our scale. After EFA, we proceeded with CFA
using the same dataset to confirm the identified
factor structure.
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Table 2
Rotated matrix results (n = 427)

Iltems F1 F2

F3 F4 F5

sl -
s2 701 -
s3 .807 -
s4 778 -
sb .625 -
s6 .705 -
s7 - -
s8 - -
s9 - .780
s10 - .805
s11 - 742
s12 - -
s13 - -
s14 - -
s15 - -
s16 - -
s17 - -
s18 - -
s19 - -
s20 - -
s21 - -
522 - -
s23 - -
s24 - -
s25 - -
s26 - -
s27 - -
528 - -
s29 - -
s30 .625
s31 - -
s32 - -
s33 - -
s34 - -
s35 - -
s36 - -
s37 - -
s38 - -
s39 - -
Eigenvalue 4.749 5.053
% of variance 12.178 12.956
Total variance 67.852

CFA was conducted on the five-factor
25-item structure identified through EFA using
LISREL 8.71. In CFA, two key criteria are eval-
uated to determine the significance of the items
within the model. First, the standardized factor
loading values should exceed .50 (Hair

et al, 2010; Simsek, 2007; Taskin, 2008).
Figure 1 presents the standardized coefficient
results for the scale. The analysis indicates that
the standardized factor loadings of items s2, s5,
s20, s26, s28, s29, s30, s33, s35, and s38 were
below .50. These 10 items were excluded from

© 2026 Japanese Psychological Association.
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the model. Standardized factor loadings of the
15 significant items range from .70 to .92, with
all values meeting the threshold of .50.
Another critical criterion in CFA is that the
t values representing the connections
between items and their respective factors

must be significant at a 95% confidence level
(t>1.96; Hair et al., 2010; Simsek, 2007,
Taskin, 2008). The ¢ values for the scale are
presented in Figure 2. The analysis results
indicate that all item-factor pathways are sta-
tistically significant.

gz?a%rsaldized coefficient solutions for the Remote Work Stress Scale.
0.37—== s3

0.1lc—== s4 0.80
0.31—== s6

0.20—== s9

0.24—== s10

0.20—== s

0.39—== s16

0.24—== s18

0.19—== s19

0.36—== s21

0.38—== s25

0.25—== s27

0.38—== s32

0.26—== s34

0.51—== s36

© 2026 Japanese Psychological Association.
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The analysis confirmed a five-factor structure
comprising 15 items. In the final stage of CFA,
it is essential to assess the significance of the
remaining items and evaluate the goodness-of-fit
indices using LISREL to verify the factors. For
the scale, an y*/df value below 5 is considered
acceptable, while RMSEA and SRMR values

Figure 2
The t values solutions for the Remote Work Stress Scale.
11.82-== s3
6 .35 s4
10.7 6= s6
9. 66— s9
10.55== s10
9. 69— s
11.59== s16
9.80—== s18
8 .39 s19
12.08== s21
11.48-m= s25
8. 84— s27
10. 80 s32 ~—~—
18.
7 . 98— s34 lt—20.
15.
12. 47 $36 v

should be below .08. Additionally, goodness-
of-fit criteria require NFI and GFI values to
exceed .90, NNFT and CFI values to surpass .95,
and AGFI values to be greater than .85 (Com-
lekci & Basol, 2019; Ozkan et al., 2023).

Table 3 presents the goodness-of-fit index
values for the RWSS. The analysis yielded the

21.32

0.0
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10 A. Keser, E. Ertemsir, and O. Basol

Table 3
Goodness-of-fit index values for the Remote
Work Stress Scale

Acceptable Goodness-of-fit
Goodness-  goodness-of-fit index values of
of-fitindex  index value the scale
xldf <5 239.81/80 = 2.99
RMSEA <.08 .07
SRMR <.08 .04
NFI >.90 .98
NNFI >.95 .98
CFl >.95 .99
GFI >.90 .93
AGFI >.85 .90

following results: y*/df = 2.99, RMSEA = .07,
SRMR = .04, NFI = .98, NNFI = .98,
CFI = .99, GFI = .93, and AGFI = .90. These
values exceed the acceptable thresholds for
goodness-of-fit indices, confirming the validity
of the five-factor structure of the RWSS.

Reliability of the Remote Work

Stress Scale

Internal consistency was measured using
Cronbach’s alpha (CA), and composite reliabil-
ity (CR) was also evaluated to assess the reliabil-
ity of the RWSS. Results show that the CA value
for the “F1” factor is .88, for the “F2” factor is .92,
for the “F3” factor is .89, for the “F4” factor is .85,
for the “F5” factor is .82, and for the entire scale
is .94. These results confirm the scale’s strong
internal consistency (Taber, 2018). Similarly,
the CR analysis reveals values of .93 for the
“F1” factor, .95 for the “F2” factor, .93 for the
“F3” factor, .91 for the “F4” factor, and .90 for
the “F5” factor. Based on these findings, the
RWSS demonstrates acceptable unified reliabil-
ity (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988).

Following the CFA, it is essential to assess con-
vergent validity. This is determined by ensuring
that the AVE exceeds .50 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988)
and that the square root of the AVE is greater
than the correlation values in the corresponding
column (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Table 4 pre-
sents the convergent validity values for the scale.
As shown in the table, the AVE values for the
factors are above .50, and the square root of the

© 2026 Japanese Psychological Association.

AVE values exceeds the respective correlation
values. These findings confirm that the RWSS
possesses convergent validity. Therefore, the
results of the analysis indicate that the RWSS is
a valid measurement tool. Furthermore, since
the inter correlations between the factors are
below .90, it is seen that there is no common
method variance  (Rodriguez-Ardura &
Meseguer-Artola, 2020).

The reliability of the RWSS also needs to be
evaluated. Table 5 presents the reliability analysis
results for the scale. The item—total correlation
coefficients range from .575 to .755, indicating
high item discrimination power, as values
between .30 and .90 are considered acceptable
(De Vaus, 2002). Furthermore, the internal con-
sistency coefficient remains stable and does not
significantly improve more than .94 CA by remov-
ing any item from the scale.

The names of the factors in the RWSS were
carefully chosen based on the nature of the
stressors identified during the scale-development
process. The first factor (F1), “work—Tlife
imbalance,” reflects the stress experienced by indi-
viduals in managing the competing demands of
work and personal life while working remotely
(e.g., "Family conflict causes me stress when I
work remotely"). This factor emerged as a key
stressor, with higher scores indicating more signif-
icant difficulties in maintaining a balance between
personal and professional responsibilities. The sec-
ond factor (F2), “overworking,” was named to cap-
ture stress arising from working excessive hours, a
common challenge in remote work settings where
boundaries between work and personal time can
become blurred (e.g., “The increase in my working
hours causes me stress when I work remotely”).
“Lack of communication,” the third factor (F3),
was identified as a significant source of stress,
stemming from communication barriers and mis-
understandings in a remote work environment,
which can lead to frustration and inefficiency
(e.g., “Lack of communication causes me stress
when I work remotely”). The fourth factor (F4),
“inactivity,” highlights stress caused by a lack of
physical activity, an issue particularly pertinent in
remote work where employees may be more sed-
entary (e.g., “Being immobile causes me stress
when I work remotely”). Finally, (F5), the “job
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Table 4
Convergent validity result of the Remote Work Stress Scale
Factors AVE F1 F2 F3 F4 F5
F1 0.81 .901°
F2 0.86 581 % .929°
F3 0.82 5371 #:* .6371%#:* .908°
F4 0.77 .576%* .620%* .648%* .876°
F5 0.74 528 .575%* 639k 599k .861°
2VJAVE.
#p < .01,
Table 5 remote work stress has been used in various

Reliability results for the Remote Work Stress
Scale

Corrected item— Cronbach'’s alpha

Iltems total correlation if item deleted
s3 .600 .937
s4 674 935
s6 .696 .935
s9 744 .933
s10 712 934
s11 .755 .933
s18 .697 935
s19 734 934
s21 726 934
s16 .682 935
s25 .664 .936
s27 711 934
s32 674 935
s34 .688 .935
s36 575 .938

insecurity” factor focuses on stress related to job
insecurity, which can be exacerbated by remote
working conditions where visibility and job stabil-
ity may feel uncertain (e.g., "Fear of losing my
job causes me stress when I work remotely").
Together, these five factors comprehensively cap-
ture the multifaceted nature of stress experienced
by remote workers, making the RWSS a valuable
tool for understanding and addressing these
challenges.

Discussion and Conclusion

A review of the national and international liter-
ature shows that, although the concept of

studies from different perspectives, the lack of
a measurement tool that incorporates the con-
cept is considered the most valuable contribu-
tion of this research. The suggestions to
investigate the stress variables associated with
remote work, such as technostress factors
(Bahamondes-Rosado et al.,, 2023; Ferziani
et al., 2018) and mental stress factors (Tump
et al., 2022), indicate a deficiency of a holistic
evaluation tool in the existing literature.
Revealing this need, several recent studies have
attempted to assess stress factors associated
with remote work by employing scales evaluat-
ing work-related stress. This approach is inher-
ently limited, as remote work stress is a
specific facet of general job stress arising from
work outside a traditional office; it shares com-
mon pressures, like workload and deadlines,
but adds unique challenges, such as social isola-
tion and work-life integration, that general
scales may not fully capture.

For instance, Sandoval-Reyes et al. (2021)
used the 66-item Job Stress Questionnaire of
Lazarus and Folkman (1984) to examine the
relationship between telecommuting, job
stress, and work life during pandemic periods,
while Natomi et al. (2022) used the 57-item
Short Job Stress Questionnaire of the
Japanese Ministry of Health to measure stress
in employees working from home. Consider-
ing the current difficulties in data collection
and the increasingly short attention span, it is
thought that a new and shorter scale is needed
for empirical studies. Therefore, the main pur-
pose of the study was to develop a valid and
reliable RWSS. Rendering remote work stress

© 2026 Japanese Psychological Association.
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as a measurable concept will be an important
step for employees and employers regarding
the efficiency and sustainability of
working life.

To this end, to develop a valid and reliable
RWSS, this study utilized the “three phases
and nine steps of scale development and valida-
tion” procedure recommended by Boateng
etal. (2018). Additionally, the three-step princi-
ple was adopted to claim items. In the first step,
a one-question survey was sent to employees via
online platforms. In the second step, in-depth
interviews were conducted with individuals
who are currently remote workers. The third
step comprises focus group interviews. As a
result, the RWSS, consisting of 39 items, was
developed, with each item measured using a
5-point Likert scale.

This study collected responses from 427 partic-
ipants and conducted EFA, each factor con-
taining three items, resulting in a validated
15-item scale featuring a five-factor structure,
confirming its validity and reliability. The first
factor, termed “work-life imbalance,” assesses
stress associated with the struggles of managing
work and personal life during remote work, with
a higher average score indicating increased
stress. The second factor, “overworking,” mea-
sures stress linked to excessive work hours, while
the third factor, “lack of communication,” evalu-
ates the stress stemming from communication
challenges in a remote setting. The fourth factor,
“inactivity,” addresses stress related to a lack of
physical activity, and the fifth factor, “job
insecurity,” focuses on stress from job insecurity.
The nomenclature of the variables in the RWSS
was carefully selected to reflect the nature of
the stressors observed throughout the scale crea-
tion process. The dimensions of the scales in
social sciences are typically referred to as positive
or neutral expressions aside from the problem-
focused nomenclature strategy of positive medi-
cal science. It is intended to contribute to the
body of literature from this perspective by
employing problem-focused terminology. These
five dimensions collectively reflect the varied
nature of stress faced by remote workers, making
the RWSS an important tool for identifying and
managing these issues.

© 2026 Japanese Psychological Association.

Regarding concepts like workload, work-life
conflict, relationship issues (social support),
and job insecurity, many of these dimensions
reflect the manifestation and escalation of
known stressors within the context of remote
work, and they substantially align with earlier
occupational stress research (De Bruin &
Taylor, 2005; Galanti et al., 2021; Leite
et al.,, 2021; Montani et al., 2021). However,
their prominence and specific presentation in
remote settings, such as the extreme blurring
of boundaries in work-life balance (Galanti
et al., 2021), the “always-on” culture driving
overworking (Leite et al., 2021), the distinct
form of isolation and technology-related com-
munication strain (Galanti et al., 2021), inactiv-
ity directly resulting from the work setup
(Altin & Ulker, 2021; Ipsen et al., 2021), and
the emergence of technology-specific insecu-
rities like techno-insecurity and techno-
uncertainty (Leite et al., 2021), can be consid-
ered novel contributions or areas where the
challenges of modern work arrangements pro-
vide a new lens on existing stress factors. The
study’s findings were consistent with
the research by Yu and Wu (2021) in terms of
showing diminishing social relationships and
loss of communication with coworkers in the
work-from-home system. The inclusion of
dimensions like work-life balance in scales like
the New Job Stress Scale reflects an evolution
in how stress is measured to capture these con-
temporary pressures (Leite et al., 2021).

The overall RWSS effectively evaluates the
multifaceted stressors experienced by individuals
working remotely, with scores ranging from 1 to
5 on a 5-point Likert scale, where higher scores
reflect greater remote stress. This valid and reli-
able scale is particularly relevant for white-collar
workers, with both Turkish (see Appendix A)
and English versions (see Appendix B) available.

The RWSS not only makes important method-
ological contributions but also has practical
implications for organizations and policymakers.
By identifying unique challenges associated with
remote work, such as overworking and poor
communication, the scale provides actionable
insights that can guide efforts to enhance
employee satisfaction.
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While the sample includes participants from
varied demographics and sectors, only
employees in Tiirkiye were targeted within the
scope of this study. In this respect, it should be
kept in mind that it could not reach a wider audi-
ence with participation from different countries.
The measurement tool focused only on measur-
ing remote work stress and was based on self-
reporting by individuals. A significant limitation
of the study is the highly educated nature of the
sample, with 97.4% of participants holding at
least a university degree. This demographic
characteristic may limit the generalizability of
the findings, as the remote work experiences
and associated stress factors could differ for
individuals with varying educational levels.
Another limitation is that the scale can partially
assess the stress aspects associated with hybrid
working, specifically where remote work is
involved.

Although this research is considered one of
the important milestones in the literature, how
itinteracts with different attitudes should be dis-
cussed. For example, the relationship between
remote work stress, job stress, job satisfaction,
work-life balance, and turnover intention
deserves to be analyzed as well as the differenti-
ation of attitudes according to different demo-
graphic groups. In addition, comparing the
remote work stress in different countries, per-
haps creating an index of the remote work stress
by country, could also be an important contribu-
tion to the literature. Longitudinal studies could
provide a dynamic perspective on how remote
work stress evolves and how focused interven-
tions might minimize its impact. In a future
study on hybrid models that integrate remote
and in-office work, measuring face-to-face
working hours is also recommended for a com-
parative analysis of contemporary work envi-
ronments. A final recommendation is to
integrate qualitative approaches alongside
quantitative methods to provide a comprehen-
sive framework for organizations to effectively
address stress-related challenges and retain
employees. Mixed methods research can
deepen the understanding of the factors that
cause remote work stress and provide a
roadmap for organizations and managers.
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Appendix A
Ready-to-Use Remote Work Stress Scale (Turkish Version)

Uzaktan cahsirken evde bakmakla yikimli oldugum birey(ler)in varhg: stres yasamama neden olur.
Uzaktan cahlisirken evdekilerin serzenisi stres yasamama neden olur.
Uzaktan cahsirken yasadigim aile ici catisma stres yasamama neden olur.
Uzaktan cahlisirken calisma saatlerimin artmasi stres yasamama neden olur.
Uzaktan calisirken dinlenme/izin slrelerime midahale edilmesi stres yasamama neden olur.
Uzaktan calisirken strekli is yapma halinde olmam stres yasamama neden olur.
Uzaktan cahsirken geri bildirim eksikligi stres yasamama neden olur.
Uzaktan cahsirken iletisim eksikligi stres yasamama neden olur.
Uzaktan cahsirken kurumsal destek (yonetimsel, finansal, teknik, vb.) eksikligi
stres yasamama neden olur.
10.  Uzaktan calisirken mekansal degisimden yoksun olmam stres yasamama neden olur.
11 Uzaktan galisirken hareketsiz kalmam stres yasamama neden olur.
12.  Uzaktan calisirken yasadigim monotonluk stres yasamama neden olur.
13.  Uzaktan calisirken calismadigimin disinilmesi stres yasamama neden olur.
14.  Uzaktan calisirken performans disikligu kaygis: stres yasamama neden olur.
15.  Uzaktan c¢alisirken isimi kaybetme kaygisi stres yasamama neden olur.

© 0N~ WN =

Note. 1-3 i§—Ya§am Dengesizligi; 4-6: Asin Calisma; 7-9: ileti§im Eksikligi; 10-12: Duraganhk; 13-15: i§
Glvencesizligi; 1-15: Uzaktan Calisma Stresi.

Appendix B
Ready-to-Use Remote Work Stress Scale (English Version)

The presence of dependent person(s) at home causes me stress when | work remotely.

The reproaches of those at home cause me stress when | work remotely.

Family conflict causes me stress when | work remotely.

The increase in my working hours causes me stress when | work remotely.

Interference with my rest/leave time causes me stress when | work remotely.

Being in a constant state of work causes me stress when | work remotely.

Lack of feedback causes me stress when | work remotely.

Lack of communication causes me stress when | work remotely.

Lack of organizational support (managerial, financial, technical, etc.) causes me
stress when | work remotely.

10. Lack of change of location causes me stress when | work remotely.

11.  Being immobile causes me stress when | work remotely.

12. The monotony of work causes me stress when | work remotely.

13.  Thinking | am not working causes me stress when | work remotely.

14.  Fear of underperforming causes me stress when | work remotely.

15.  Fear of losing my job causes me stress when | work remotely.

© 0N~ WON =

Note. 1-3 work-life imbalance; 4-6: overworking; 7-9: lack of communication; 10-12: inactivity; 13-15: job inse-
curity; 1-15: remote work stress.
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