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Abstract

This paper presents research results that offer answers to the “why,” “what” and “how”
of work climate measurement. It also submits to the scientific community a confir-
matory cross-validation procedure applied to a new measurement tool, consistent
with the works of Jones and James'’s (1979) and of Parker et al. (2003) on psychological
climate. The results depict a good model fit for both the English and French versions
of the questionnaire. This new instrument offers a comprehensive and manageable
approach for the development of a healthy workplace.

Résumé

Cet article présente des résultats de recherche relativement aux questions du
« pourquoi », du « quoi » et du « comment » de la mesure du climat de travail. Il
soumet aussi & la communauté scientifique une procédure de validation confirma-
toire interculturelle appliquée a un nouvel outil de mesure du climat psychologique.
Cet outil est issu des travaux de Jones et James (1979) et de Parker et coll. (2003). Les
résultats sont probants tant pour la version francaise que la version anglaise du ques-
tionnaire. Cette nouvelle instrumentation offre une approche globale et concréte de
développement et de maintien de la santé des organisations.

“A fundamental way to better healthcare is through healthier healthcare work-
places. It is unacceptable to work in, receive care in, govern, manage and fund
unhealthy healthcare workplaces.”

Quality Worklife Quality Healthcare Collaborative, 2006

nsuring the quality of work environments in such a way that allows

health systems to address disabling diseases and reach national and

world objectives is an imperative.' In that regard, several strategies

have been employed in the last few years by the Canadian health and

social services system in an attempt to stimulate and maintain the
creation of healthier work environments.

For many years, Health Canada has been financing healthy workplaces ini-
tiatives such as the “Quality Worklife Quality Healthcare Collaborative”
(QWQHC)? and the “Multi-Site Work Climate Action Research Program,”
which was conducted between 2005 and 2008 in Quebec by the Research and
Intervention Center for Healthy Workplaces (CRISO-McGill). This article pres-
ents the results of the confirmatory cross-validation of the measurement tool
used in this program.

Creating healthier work environments has now become a priority, and
measuring the quality of work environments is now part of the accreditation
processes of the Canadian health and social services institutions. It is there-
fore relevant to take interest in measurement tools that may be useful in this
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respect, especially those shown to demonstrate a capacity to
predict strategic outcomes, both at the individual (satisfac-
tion, commitment, health at work) and organizational levels
(performance, quality of care).

This article submits that (1) the psychological work climate
has significant impacts on individuals’ behaviours and orga-
nizational results, and (2) that a scientific measurement of
work climate, able to predict some of these significant im-
pacts, can be obtained with the CRISO Psychological Climate
Questionnaire, which, as we demonstrate in the methodolog-
ical section of the article, has undergone a rigorous confirma-
tory cross-validation procedure in both of Canada’s official
languages.

Literature review
Study and assessment of work climate

The concept of work climate formally appeared in the sci-
entific literature in the 1960s. Its origins are embedded in the
notions of “behaviour environment” and “life space” intro-
duced, respectively, by Koffka® and Lewin.*> As mentioned
above, researchers agree that work climate plays an important
role in shaping individuals’ behaviour in a particular organi-
zational context.®® The scientific community’s interest in work
climate over the last 40 years has led to numerous attempts
to develop an adequate measurement instrument.®'? Taking
into consideration previous methods of measuring work cli-
mate, this paper presents the results of a confirmatory cross-
validation procedure obtained with the CRISO Psychological
Climate Questionnaire (CRISO-PCQ), which was inspired by
the works of Jones and James (1979).3

On the one hand, the study of work climate has given rise
to numerous operational definitions.®!'*!”On the other, the
development of an unambiguous measurement tool is prob-
lematic, mostly because of the absence of consensus regard-
ing the concept definition.!>!>® The difficulty arises from the
absence of an accord regarding a theoretical model that ex-
plains the processes involved when individuals, interacting
with a multitude of stimuli in their organizational environ-
ment, arrive at roughly the same perceptions of these stimuli
and give them a relatively similar meaning.!” Coming up with
a short list of environmental factors that are likely to influence
the behaviour of the members of an organization also proves
difficult. Consequently, in this field, it is not surprising to ob-
serve many approaches and conceptualizations'>!'”!'? and, by
extension, numerous ways to assess work climate. Verbeke et
al.'” organize the field into four conceptual approaches: struc-
tural, interactional, cultural and perceptual.

The structural approach postulates that work climate is an
objective manifestation of an organizational structure, which
exists independently of the individuals in the organization.?"-
22 How members of an organization perceive work climate is
the result of their daily exposure to the same objective char-
acteristics of the work environment, namely, the size, number
of standardized procedures, centralization of authority, num-
ber of hierarchical levels, and so on."* According to this ap-
proach, similar structural aspects in two different

organizations produce two identical organizational climates.!”

According to the interactional approach, work climate
stems from interactions between the members of an organi-
zation. Thus, the meaning attributed to a specific situation or
organizational event is the product of daily interactions in the
context of which people collectively mould a perception of
the “organizational reality.””-%** Supporters of this approach
recognize the principle of intersubjectivity and claim that the
interpretation of the organizational reality made by the orga-
nization’s members is not only based on structural aspects
such as politics, programs and procedures, but also on the
members’ subjective awareness and interpretation of those
aspects.!”

Integrating the “fabric” of an organization’s history into the
conceptualization of work climate, the cultural approach pro-
posed by Moran and Volkwein!” is an emerging approach. No-
tably based on the suggestion by Ashforth?® that work climate
and culture mutually influence one another, the meaning of a
specific situation is the result of the interactions between the
organization’s members who share a common knowledge of
the organization’s history, values, and goals. This common
perception results from a long process of collective interpre-
tation. According to this approach, culture influences the work
climate by modifying individual perceptions through the con-
struction of common-sense knowledge about organizational
realities. The work climate then modulates the interactions
between the individuals, which, in turn, shape the work cli-
mate and later on, the organizational culture.

Finally, the perceptual approach — which is a counter-the-
ory to the structural approach — defines work climate as the
result of symbolization processes that lead individuals to “ex-
tract” from organizational situations and events only what is
most psychologically significant to them.”??7 Therefore, and
without denying the influence of objective organizational
processes, the perceptual approach stresses the primary im-
portance of the psychological processes involved in the pro-
duction of individual attitudes and behaviours that aim to
“adjust” to organizational attributes. From that perspective,
work climate is identified as “psychological work climate” and
it is conceptualized as an individual characteristic rather than
an organizational one.'* The CRISO-PCQ emanates from this
last theoretical tradition.

The role of climate perceptions in predicting organizational and
individual outcomes

As Lewin formulated in 1951,% the behaviour of individuals
[B] is a function of not only their personal characteristics [P],
but also of those of their environment [E], hence the formula:
B =f (P x E). Thus, members of an organization express their
evaluation of the work environment by adopting strategic be-
haviours that protect from or promote this work environment.
Depending on the fit of their behaviours to the expectations
and realities of this environment, not only do members of the
organization end up maintaining, or not, their efficiency and
performance, but also their physical and psychological health.
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a) Repercussions on performance

The works of Bowers? and Likert*-' confirm the supportive
role of work climate regarding work efficiency and individual
performance. A positive perception of psychological work cli-
mate not only increases job satisfaction, organizational com-
mitment, motivation, productivity,*? but also contributes to
decreased absenteeism, turnover rates,***” and nurses’ over-
time 3840

In addition, favourable work climates help employees ac-
cept planned*! changes and help control antisocial workplace
behaviour.*? Moreover, we have recently identified evidence
in the multi-site work climate action research program, finan-
cially supported by Health Canada, that variations in the hos-
pital medication error-rate are partly linked, in terms of
psychological climate, to the variations in perceptions related
to role clarity, role conflict and overload. In the same study,
we also found that variations in mean length of stay are partly
linked to variations in the perceptions related to job auton-
omy, job importance, job challenge, role clarity, role conflict
and overload.** These research outcomes confirm the impor-
tance of work climate on individuals’ performance and quality
of care and services.

b) Repercussions on health

Research done with the psychosocial approach points to
important links between the workplace climate perception
with stress indicators,*** burnout (emotional exhaustion, lack
of achievement and depersonalization) and psychological vi-
olence,* as well as workplace accidents.*” We also demon-
strated in a recent study that the perception of work climate
can help predict whether the workplace psychosocial environ-
ment poses health risk.*

Having examined questions relative to the “how” and “why”
of work climate, let us now turn to the question of “how to
measure it” in a valid, reliable and manageable way in terms
of the preoccupations link to the translation of the diagnosis
into a mobilizing action plan.

Description of existing measurement instruments

The last 40 years of research has yielded a multitude of in-
struments that measure work climate. We found almost 30 in-
struments developed between 1963 and 2005 that are still
widely cited. Analysis of those questionnaires helped to guide
us in creating a new tool to measure work climate. The first
instruments (one of which was developed by Forehand and
Gilmer)?® that measured work climate were based on the
structural approach. By the mid-1970s, the initial instruments
gave way to conceptualizations based mainly on the percep-
tual approach, as initiated by James and his col-
leagues'lé,26‘27,49~50

Since that time, there has been very little consultation be-
tween members of the scientific community to develop a re-
liable and valid instrument to measure work climate. Mostly,
researchers create their own new measurements or adapt ex-
isting ones to their needs. This has led to the creation of many
measurement scales that differ widely in terms of the number
and types of dimensions they include.'® However, we observed

TABLE 1
Split sample demographics

English group®  French group®  Total sample

Gender
Male 328; 60% 215; 40% 543;22%
Female 1365; 70% 595;30% 1960; 78%
Job category
Nursing staff 558; 34% 235; 29% 793; 32%
Health care professionals 490; 30% 356; 44% 846; 35%
and technicians
Office staff 308; 19% 70; 9% 378; 15%
Support staff 172; 10% 85; 11% 257; %
Management staff 92; 6% 38;5% 181; 7%
Tenure
M 14.50 10.84 13.31
SD 9.54 8.63 9.70
Lowest <1 year <1 year <1 year
Highest 40 years 42 years 42 years

oN = 1692; °N = 811.

several work climate dimensions common to the question-
naires, namely, task autonomy, pressure at work or workload,
supervisors’ trust in employees, goals emphasis and work fa-
cilitation, warmth, cooperation, pride, innovation, risk-taking,
decision-making mechanisms, reward system and organiza-
tional support.!13.51-59

In spite of the ingenuity and creativity involved in devel-
oping these instruments, we have witnessed persistent
methodological pitfalls when it comes to their validation. In-
deed, very few instruments measuring work climate are sub-
mitted to a rigorous validation process.'*° In most cases, the
investigators proceed with only the principal component
analyses or exploratory factor analyses, and report internal
consistency indices to demonstrate the quality of the instru-
ment.'?>¢2 These procedures partially support a satisfactory
validity and reliability level as they correspond to an ex-
ploratory research step. But confirmatory factor analyses lend
stronger support to the validity of a model fit.> One should
also note that the vast majority of the questionnaires elabo-
rated in English have to be translated into other languages
(French, in our case), and the translated versions are rarely
subjected to a parallel psychometrical validation.’” Finally, it
seems imperative to develop work climate assessment instru-
ments for specific organizational environments, for example,
health care institutions.®

With these considerations in mind, we now present the re-
sults of the procedure to validate the factorial structure of the
CRISO-PCQ (English version) as well as of its translated ver-
sion in French.

Method
Participants

The sample, collected in 2005 (N = 2,503), comprised
health care workers at a public university health care centre
in Quebec, Canada. Out of 7,616 potential respondents, 3,142
returned their questionnaire (41.3% response rate). As a pre-
requisite to the statistical analyses, we had to eliminate 639
cases containing too many missing values. More sample de-
mographics are available in Table 1.
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TABLE 2

CRISO Psychological Climate Questionnaire - Definitions of the 15 dimensions and examples of items (two out of four by dimension)

JoB
Importance The feeling that one’s contribution and the results of one’s work are important.
Q21. | feel that my job is important to the functioning of my work team.
Q36. | feel that my work makes a meaningful contribution.
Autonomy Autonomy in accomplishing tasks and making decisions within one’s own work area.
Q4. | have a great deal of freedom to decide how to do my job.
Q19. Control is assigned so that | have authority to make decisions within my own work area.
Challenge The feeling of being able to fully use one’s knowledge and of being able to meet challenges.
Q35. My job challenges my abilities.
Q50. | am able to make full use of my knowledge and skills in my job.
ROLE
Clarity No ambiguity about responsibilities, decisional structure and objectives.
Q1l6. The goals and objectives of my work team are clearly defined.
Q31. My job responsibilities are clearly defined.
Conflict No conlflict arising from the number of rules or people who interfere in one’s work.
Q32.* There are too many people telling me what to do.
Q47.* | am held responsible for things over which | have no control.
Workload Employees are not overloaded and they can deal with the level of pressure on their job.
Q3.” | have more work to do than | could ever get done.
Q18.* The amount of work | am assigned keeps me from doing a good job.
LEADERSHIP
Trust & support Trust in the supervisor and in his/her feedback and support.
Q9. My supervisor treats his/her people with respect.
Q39. My supervisor is eager to recognize and reward good performance.
Goal emphasis Goals and improvement objectives are clear and restated regularly.
Q37. My supervisor stresses the importance of work goals.
Q52. My work team has specific, measurable goals for improvement.
Work facilitation Work is facilitated and the supervisor’s behaviours can be used as examples.
Q8. My supervisor shows me how to improve my performance.
Q53. My supervisor helps me solve job-related problems.
TEAM WORK
Warmth Quality of interpersonal relationships within the team.
Q12. There is a friendly atmosphere among people in this work team.
Q42. People in this work team are concerned about each other.
Pride The pride associated to a sense of belonging to the team.
QIl. There is a feeling of pride in my work team.
Q26. Most people in my work team would not want to change for another work team.
Cooperation The level of cooperation within the team.
Q40.* There is friction among the people in my work team.
Q55. The people in my work team cooperate to get the job done.
ORGANIZATION
Innovation Innovation is encouraged and employees are invited to find new ways around old problem.
Q28. | am encouraged to try new ways of doing my job.
Q58. This organization encourages me to find new ways around old problems.
Justice Fairness in the decisions that impact directly one’s job or role.
Q30. Before decisions about my job are made, all of my concerns are heard.
Q60. | can obtain additional information when decisions about my job are unclear.
Support The organization plays a positive role in regard to work satisfaction and really cares about the employees” well being.
Q14.* The organization shows very little concern for me.
Q44. This organization cares about my general satisfaction at work.

* Reversed scoring
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Procedure

The questionnaire was distributed in both its original Eng-
lish version and translated French version; it was completed
in either language, depending on the participant’s preference.
The survey packet also contained a consent form (indicating
that participation was voluntary, anonymous and that re-
sponses would only be reported in the aggregate), and a short
socio-demographic section. All of the university health care
centre units received a survey packet for each of its employ-
ees. In addition to a hospital-wide communication from ad-
ministration, asking employees to participate, each manager
was to ensure that all employees received their questionnaire.
The respondents had four weeks to complete and return the
survey directly to the research group, using the prepaid enve-
lope enclosed in the packet.

CRISO Psychological Climate Questionnaire

The CRISO-PCQ is based on the framework initially pro-
posed by Jones and James,'* which organizes psychological
climate dimensions according to situational referents related
to one’s job, role, leader, work group and organization.?”>2 This
framework was used by Parker et al.*?to successfully summa-
rize, as mentioned above, relationships between psychologi-
cal climate dimensions and important individual-level
outcome variables (job satisfaction, organizational commit-
ment, motivation and productivity). Jones and James'’s origi-
nal questionnaire comprised 145 items, organized in 35
dimensions. To ensure manageabilty of the questionnaire and
facilitate feedback to managers and discussion with employ-
ees about improvement priorities, the number of dimensions
was reduced to 15, while keeping the same structure of the
five situational referents introduced above.

Also, it was decided to reduce the number of items within
each dimension, and selection was based according to the
item’s analysis qualities (the items which best correlated with
their original dimension) and its contribution to the face and
content validity of the questionnaire. On that basis, we ran a
large survey, in a bilingual hospital, to confirm the structure
of the new model, using confirmatory factor analyses proce-
dures. Thus, the CRISO-PCQ consists of 60 items, rated on a
5-point Likert-type scale with anchors ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), and organized according to 15
dimensions. Table 2 contains a short definition of each di-
mension, along with two example items by dimension. The
French version of the survey materials was developed using
the forward-backward translation procedure.®

Confirmatory factor analyses

Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were conducted on
each sub-sample, using maximum likelihood (ML) estimation,
in LISREL 8.54. The procedure was first performed separately
on both the English and French samples, and then we con-
ducted multi-group comparisons to determine whether the
measurement properties of the two scales were equivalent.®>
% We used mean and covariance structure analyses (MACS)®™
% to examine the measurement properties construct

TABLE 3
Psychological climate questionnaire - Descriptive statistics and scale reliabilities for
English and French respondents

b

English version® French version

Scales Mean S.D. Alpha Mean S.D.  Alpha
Job

Importance 416 0.69 0.64 4.03 0.67 0.57
Autonomy 3.45 0.88 076 3.68 0.87 079
Challenge 4.00 0.80 0.73 4.06 0.71 0.71
Role

Clarity 3.46 094 079 3.30 0.92 0.79
Conflict 3.30 095 074 3.44 090 070
Workload 2.79 1.02 0.85 2.85 1.02 0.87
Leadership

Trust & support 3.29 123 0.91 3.28 1.20 0.91
Goal emphasis 3.24 0.99 0.83 3.07 1.00 0.84
Work facilitation 3.06 112 0.87 3.04 1.08 0.87
Work group

Warmth 3.22 1.07  0.89 3.25 110 092
Pride 3.22 1.01  0.83 3.24 1.07  0.88
Cooperation 3.28 1.03 0.86 3.37 1.04 0.88

Organization

Innovation 2.84 0.98 0.84 2.78 0.97 0.83
Justice 2.82 1.00 0.87 2.88 1.01 0.87
Support 2.64 1.05 0.87 2.74 1.06 0.88

oN = 1692; °N = 811.

relationships of the two language versions of the question-
naire.

Results of the CFAs were evaluated using several indices
of fit.® Based on Tanaka’s multi-faceted conceptions,” Sun’!
suggests a hierarchical classification scheme to help choose
goodness-of-fit indices, compare them and facilitate their in-
terpretation. When conducting a construct validity evaluation,
the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), com-
parative fit index (CFI), non-normed fit index (NNFI) and stan-
dardized root mean residual (SRMR) should be the indices of
choice. For both the NNFI and CFI, values of above .90 are
generally considered indicative of a good model fit,”? though
other authors suggest that the value should be close to .95.7
For the RMSEA, a value of .06 is required to conclude that
there is a relatively good fit.”>7* Lastly, a SRMR value of less
than .08 is necessary for a good fit, and a value between .08
and .10 may be interpreted as acceptable.”™

Results

The scale reliabilities for both the English and French ver-
sions of the PCQ were computed. As reported in Table 3, al-
most all scale reliabilities were acceptable and showed only
small differences between both language versions. Only the
“Importance” dimension obtained a problem score, notably
in the French version, indicating the need for further item con-
tent analysis of the four affected questions. Descriptive sta-
tistics for both samples are also included in Table 3.
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TABLE 4

Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for Confirmatory Factor Analyses

Model %2 df RMSEA CFl NNFI SRMR
English®
15 Factors 8,123.3 1605 .0522 .983 .982 .0602
Single Factor 28,082.9 1710 139 932 .930 .0910
French®
15 Factors 4,912.6 1605 .0533 .985 .983 0569
Single Factor 14,552.6 1710 143 941 939 .0865
Combined
Same pattern 13,035.9 3210 .0525 .984 .982 .0602
Loadings invariant 13,284.5 3255 0529 984 982 0579
Intercepts invariant 14,013.3 3300 .0540 .982 .981 .0579
Means invariant 14,253.4 3315 .0545 982 981 .0581
Supplemental
Job categories 16,362.3 5265 .0549 .981 .981 .0881

Note. RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CFl = comparative fit index; NNFI = non-normed fit index;

SRMR = standardized root mean residual.
9N = 1692; PN = 811.
*p <.05.

Results from the CFAs are reported in Table 4. The hypoth-
esized factor structure fits the data very well for both language
versions. Further, each hypothesized structure fits markedly
better than a single-factor model. We also verified four differ-
ent invariance models (similar pattern of factor loadings, in-
variant construct loadings, invariant indicator intercepts,
invariant means). A good overall fit was obtained for each
model. Finally, as a complementary analysis, we verified in-
variance across job categories. To obtain groups of similar
size, we used the nursing group, the health professionals and
technicians group, and merged all others in a non-health
workers group. As shown in Table 4, the model fit did not ap-
preciably worsen. The CFI, NNFI and RMSEA indices were still
in the good fit range. The SRMR, on the other hand, was a lit-
tle worse than in the previous analyses and fell in the accept-
able fit range (< .10). Overall and added to an already
well-documented content validity and good reliability, the re-
sults of the cross-validation procedure clearly indicate that
this instrument allows a valid and reliable measure of the psy-
chological work climate in Canadian Anglophone and Fran-
cophone health care organizations.

Discussion and implications for managers

The CRISO-PCQ not only provides a valid and reliable eval-
uation of the work climate, it gives health care managers a
comprehensive diagnostic tool that offers a clear picture of
the actual work climate and thus facilitates action plans and
targeting of improvement priorities. At a time of drastic staff
shortages and serious human resources management chal-
lenges, this work environment improvement tool can be crit-
ical for the survival of an entity!

On the one hand, managers of health care organizations
that implement an action plan based on the results of the
CRISO-PCQ can be confident that the investment of time and

resources to improve work climate will also positively affect
vital individual and organizational outcomes such as high job
satisfaction and organizational commitment, low absen-
teeism, turnover and overtime rates, and both improved
health at work and quality of care and services.

These investments will be beneficial if senior management
ensures the conditions conducive to successful implementa-
tion of continuous work climate improvement processes. We
have concluded in the multi-site study on work climate” that
12 conditions for success can be organized around the five di-
mensions of Hunt's change management model™, as follow:

1. Pressures to change: ensure the credibility quality of
the « mobilization call » by management and incorpo-
rate work environment quality values in management
practices and decision-making;

2. Leadership and vision: use evidence with respect to the
quality of psychosocial environment in relation to the
organizational behaviour and the security/quality of
care and services when considering strategic planning,
and establish interactive modes of communication that
promote commitment and dialogue;

3. Capable persons: establish a participatory approach for
the improvement of work climate, which involves “all”
teams at “all” levels of the organization, and provide
support to managers accordingly; create a dynamic
labour-management collaboration to improve the work-
place environment quality; allocate adequate resources
and set up an internal strategic watch to maintain con-
ditions promoting continuous improvement;

4. Concrete and rapid actions: launch synergistic global
and local initiatives; put in place mechanisms that
shape organizational behaviour (e.g., Board HR Com-
mittee, organizational performance indicators, execu-
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tive performance reviews, etc.), ensure progress follow-
up and communicate results so that employees make
the link with the initial diagnosis;

5. Effective rewards: finally, design effective reward pro-
grams, intrinsic (e.g. using similar language to define
problems and solutions) and extrinsic (e.g., perform-
ance bonus).

On the other hand, since Accreditation Canada has inte-
grated in its new “Qmentum” accreditation procedure a meas-
ure of the quality of work environment, using a short and
standardized questionnaire named “Pulse Tool”, the CRISO-
QCP can be used as a “specialized” instrumentation to help
analyze the causes of and solutions to the problems identified
during the accreditation procedure. It also can be used as a
preventative measure, aimed at decreasing the number of “red
flags” surfacing during the auto-evaluation period of the ac-
creditation process.

Over the past five years, we used an action research ap-
proach, throughout the Quebec health care and social serv-
ices network, to help senior managers of many large and
medium-size organizations measure work climate and design
successful improvement strategies, as demonstrated with
many post-test measurements. Executives of these institu-
tions chose the CRISO-PCQ because they felt it described pre-
cisely and simply what people experienced when working in
a “healthy workplace,” and they hoped to mirror that environ-
ment in their own organizations.
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In the Spring 2007 issue of Healthcare Management
FORUM, we launched a regular ethics column to provide
practical advice to health leaders as part of our
commitment to follow the College’s Code of Ethics.

We are pleased with your participation and again invite
you to send us your questions or ethical dilemma to
ethics@cchse.org.

Dans le volume du printemps 2007 du FORUM Gestion
des soins de santé, nous avons lancé une chronique sur
I'éthique afin d'offrir des conseils pratiques pour aider les

directeurs de services de santé dans le cadre de notre

engagement a I'égard de |'application du
Code de déontologie du College.

Nous sommes heureux de votre participation et vous
invitons de nouveau a envoyer vos questions ou vos
dilemmes d'ordre déontologique a ethics@cchse.org.
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