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The present article determines the timeliness of studying the psychological aspect of professional 
responsibility. It outlines its structural components: functional component including personal 
characteristics for actualization of the responsibility and reflective-axiological component, 
which stands for the understanding of responsibility and its subjective value basis by the person. 
It presents the results of the research, carried out on the basis of pharmaceutical industry. The 
research describes the following levels of professional responsibility development: operational, 
social and personal. It states that the formedness of the personal level of professional responsibility 
development decreases the manifestation of the features, distinctive on the operational and social 
levels. The present article outlines the typological groups of respondents, different from each other 
in the distinctive features of the psychological aspect of professional responsibility. It demonstrates 
that the highest functional indicators of professional responsibility are manifested by the group with 
the personal level of professional responsibility development, while the lowest belong to those with 
the operational level.
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Introduction

There is no doubt that in the modern society 
with its sophisticated production technologies, 
high level of labour differentiation and close 
bonds between the activities of various fields, 
the professional responsibility problem is highly 
urgent. It refers to the sphere of the so-called 
“human factor” playing the essential role in 
providing high efficiency and safety of production 
and the produced commodities.

Being one of the major components of the 
life activity of modern person, professional 
activity is a specialized form of labour. The key 
feature of labour is its purpose, which is to create 
a socially useful product satisfying the material 
or spiritual needs of the society. As pointed out by 
S.L. Rubinstein, being intended for achievement 
of a certain result, labour needs planning and 
control, a priori including, therefore, a set of 
certain obligations and requiring inner discipline 
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[23]. According to V.D. Shadrikov, despite the 
fact that the social significance of activity and 
its personal meaning may not match, the person 
shall realize the consequences of their actions 
for the society, which assumes the presence of 
responsibility [28].

Discussion

A.P. Chirkov remarks that responsibility 
is a phenomenon that objectively exists as the 
essential manifestation of order in social relations; 
it reflects the objective need for coordination of 
social communication subjects’ behaviour [27]. 
It is the social significance of the professional 
activity results that determines the importance 
of the responsibility phenomenon. Together with 
that, as a unique phenomenon of human nature, 
responsibility is described by the fact that one 
answers for his deeds not only to some external 
institutions, but also to himself. As a result of 
human evolution, responsibility now appears as 
an internal self-control mechanism.

In the psychological aspect, responsibility is 
a form of self-regulation and self-determination, 
based on the subjective readiness of a person to 
answer for his own deeds and their consequences 
[3]. Various issues of the responsibility problem 
have been studied in works by such representatives 
of psychological science, as V.S. Ageev [1], 
S.V. Bykov [8], O.A. Gulevich [10], L.I. Dementiy 
[11], V.E. Kupchenko [15], K. Muzdybaev [17], 
A.A. Nalchadzhian [20], V.P. Priadein [22], 
V.G. Sakharova [24], H. Aguinis [30], J. B. 
Fuller [33], V. L. Hamilton [37], K. Hester, [33], 
K. Helkama, [34], F. G. Kaiser [35], H. C. Kelman 
[37], J. Kennett [37], D. F. Marks [38], L. E. Marler 
[33], R. May [19], T. A. Shimoda [35]. 

Definition of the psychological core of 
responsibility, analysis of conceptual and 
empirical studies of the mentioned authors allow 
us to regard the following personal properties as 
the functional characteristics of the psychological 

aspect of responsibility: realization of the social 
meaning of one’s deeds, ability to perceive 
oneself as the cause factor of the current situation, 
emotional and volitional self-regulation.

Studies of the psychological aspect of 
responsibility from the point of view of the 
levels of development and forming of such 
appear important in the present context. Thus, 
M. Ostasheva discovers the following sequence 
in the process of responsibility formation: 
responsibility for oneself, responsibility for 
another person, personal responsibility of a 
society member [21]. According to K. Helkama, 
responsibility is formed in three phases with the 
appropriate level characteristics: 1) autonomous 
subjective responsibility; 2) responsibility as a 
social obligation; 3) morality principles based 
responsibility [34].

Generalized results of the analysis of 
theoretical and methodological postulates 
on the psychological nature of responsibility 
form the basis for outlining two components 
of responsibility: functional (complex of 
personal characteristics ensuring actualization 
of responsibility) and reflective-axiological 
(realization of responsibility and its subjective 
value basis by the person).

Professional responsibility as such 
was studied in works by D.B. Antipov [2], 
T.V. Belykh [12], Bodrov [4], O.A. Bol’shakova 
[5], I.E. Bulatnikov [7], L.I. Dementiy [11], 
N.F. Zhelaevskaia [13], A.G. Lutsenko [4], 
L. Muzdybaev [16], M.V. Mukonina [18], 
T.P. Emel’ianova [12], M.S. Solodkaia [25], 
O.N. Shaldybina [29], Т.А. Brennan [31], N. M. 
Crystal [32]. The researchers emphasize the close 
bond between professional responsibility and 
integral features of the personality, causing the 
capacity of the labourer to satisfy the professional 
requirements and the readiness to provide a 
report on the achieved results. In the process 
of methodological analysis of the professional 
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responsibility problem, M.S. Solodkaia remarks 
that it is based on personal freedom as a specific 
form of activity, the essential characteristics of 
which are awareness and consciousness [25].

Based on the analysis of opinions on the 
meaning of the term “professional responsibility, 
expressed by specialists in different fields, 
V.A. Bodrov and A.G. Lutsenko compiled a 
thesaurus of the related psychological features, 
classified into groups. The first group included 
the characteristics reflecting the relation of the 
person to labour, co-workers, and to himself 
in the process of activity. The second group 
united the traits of character: moral, volitional, 
emotional [4]. It is worth noticing that the groups 
of characteristics for professional responsibility, 
empirically outlined in the present research, 
refer to the components of responsibility 
(reflective-axiological, functional), determined 
on the basis of theoretical analysis of scientific 
literature. 

Analysis of the professional responsibility 
problem as a whole demonstrates that the 
characteristics of its psychological aspect 
attract more and more of the researchers’ 
attention. Along with that, development of 
proven psychological technologies for forming 
professional responsibility requires more data on 
the structural, level and typological peculiarities 
of such. For this reason, we conducted the 
present research on the basis of the industry 
where professional responsibility bears special 
significance.

Methodological support  
and empirical base for the research

The research was based on the pall of ninety 
seven employees of Limited Liability Company 
“Novosibkhimfarm” specializing in officinal 
medicines’ production.

The methodological complex of the research 
includes methods for discovering the peculiarities 

of revealing the properties characterizing the 
psychological aspect of professional responsibility. 
The research of personal properties included 
into the functional component of professional 
responsibility was carried out with: method 
“Level of emotional intelligence by N. Hall”; 
method “Volitional self-control” by A.V. Zverkov 
and E.V. Eidman; social responsibility scale 
by L. Berkovits and K. Luttermen; method 
“Level of subjective control” by E.F. Bazhin 
and A.M. Etkind; questionnaire for studying the 
reflective-axiological component of professional 
responsibility.

Method “Level of emotional intelligence” 
[26] was introduced by N. Hall for revealing 
the capacity to understand the attitudes of a 
person represented in emotions, and to control 
the emotional sphere on the basis of the made 
decisions. It consists of five scales: emotional 
awareness, emotion management, self-motivation, 
empathy, recognition of other people’s emotions.

Method “Volitional self-control” by 
A.V. Zverkov and E.V. Eidman [14] is designed for 
generalized assessment of the individual level of 
development of volitional regulation understood 
as the command of the person’s own behaviour 
in different situations, the ability of the person 
to keep conscious control over their own deeds, 
states and incentives.

Social responsibility scale by L. Berkovits 
and K. Luttermen [9] aids assessing the inclination 
of a person to keep to a group of common rules, 
social norms, and role responsibilities.

Method “Level of subjective control” by 
E.F. Bazhin and A.M. Etkind [6] reveals the 
ability of the person to realize themselves as the 
cause for the present situation (internality), allows 
to determine the general level of internality and 
its distinctiveness in six spheres of the person’s 
life: separately among achievements and fails, 
in family relations, in labour relations, in 
interpersonal relations and in the sphere of health. 
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In the present research we studied the data of all 
scales except for family relations.

Individual peculiarities of understanding 
professional responsibility (reflective-
axiological component of professional 
responsibility) by the respondents were revealed 
with the help of a questionnaire. The questions 
were intended to help the respondents to 
evaluate the level of professional responsibility 
in their industry and formulate their own 
understanding of professional responsibility. 
The key questions, the results of which were 
included into the mathematic processing, 
were the following: “What do you think 
professional responsibility is?”, “What in your 
opinion influences the level of professional 
responsibility in your professional sphere?”, 
“Name the features of a responsible worker in 
your field”. First of all, the qualitative analysis 
of the questionnaire answers was conducted to 
outline the three types of answers which, in our 
opinion, may be regarded as characteristics of 
the responsibility formedness level.

The first level was called “operational” 
and included the answers where the basics 
of professional responsibility were limited to 
accurate performance of obligations under the 
instruction, following the schedule and hygiene 
of labour. The second level is “social”. It included 
the interpretation of professional responsibility 
from the point of view of attention to the opinion 
of co-workers, wish to maintain friendly ambience 
within the staff, help exchange with co-workers 
and superiors, social assessment of labour. The 
third level is “personal”, where professional 
responsibility is interpreted as subjective, as an 
ability to be guided by morality principles and 
mindsets, based on the responsibility for life and 
health of people. As a quantitative indicator, the 
frequency of characteristics of the mentioned 
levels in the respondents’ answers to the 
questionnaire was regarded.

For the processing of the data obtained in 
the process of research, the following methods 
were used: rank correlation analysis with 
Spearman rank correlation coefficient, cluster 
analysis (with the approximate nearest neighbour 
method in Euclidean space), revealing significant 
differences with Mann-Whitney coefficient. The 
statistic data were calculated with Statgraphics 
Plus v.2.1. software.

Results and discussion

Table 1 presents the rank correlation analysis 
of interconnection of the indicators of the level 
characteristics of the reflective-axiological 
component of professional responsibility.

As understood from Table 1, the evidence of 
the personal level characteristics of professional 
responsibility is inversely proportional to that of 
the operational and social levels in the reflective-
axiological aspect. In other words, the more the 
individual perceives himself as the source of his 
responsibility, and the more he acts in accordance 
with his moral and ethical standards, the less he 
relies on the norms imposed by the technological 
requirements of the production process, the 
attitude and opinion of other people. 

Table 2 presents the results of the correlation 
analysis of interconnection between the 
functional characteristics of responsibility and 
level characteristics of the reflective-axiological 
aspect of professional responsibility.

The most distinctive tendency of the data 
presented in the Table is the multiple negative 
associations of the control locus indicators and 
the characteristics of the reflective-axiological 
aspect of professional responsibility referred 
to the operational level. This means that the 
respondents confident in their ability to influence 
the situation, are not inclined to limiting their 
professional responsibility to the “technological 
conformity” level. The positive associations of 
the evidence of the social level characteristics 
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Table 1. Interconnection of the level characteristics of the reflective-axiological component of professional 
responsibility (according to the data received with “Professional Responsibility” questionnaire)

Levels of formedness of 
professional responsibility Operational level Social level Personal level

Operational level -0,44
Social level -0,43
Personal level -0,44 -0,43

0,29 under ρ≤0,05
0,50 under ρ≤0,01

Table 2. Interconnection between the indications of the functional and reflective-axiological components of the 
psychological aspect of professional responsibility

Functional component of the psychological aspect of 
responsibility

Reflective-axiological component of 
the psychological aspect of professional 

responsibility
“Professional Responsibility” questionnaire
Operational 

level Social level Personal level

Emotional intellgence Emotional awareness
Emotion management
Self-motivation
Empathy 0,29
Recognition of other people’s 
emotions

-0,25

Volitional self-control General VSC index -0,25
Self-possession 0,31
Persistence

Social responsibility
Subjective control level General internality scale -0,34

Internality of achievements -0,46 0,37
Internality of failures
Internality of work relations -0,27 0,27
Internality of interpersonal relations -0,32
Internality of health

0,29 under ρ≤0,05

0,50 under ρ≤0,01

of professional responsibility with the empathy 
and internality indicators in the sphere of 
industrial relations look logical. The evidence 
of the personal level characteristics is positively 
associated with self-possession and internality 
of achievements.

The cluster analysis of the obtained data 
served as a base for dividing the respondents’ 
into two groups with two subgroups in each.

The percentage of each group in the total 
volume of the sampling and peculiarities of 
the groups from the point of view of the level 
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characteristics of the reflective-axiological aspect 
of professional responsibility are reflected in 
Table 3.

Subgroup 1.1 includes the respondents who 
characterize professional responsibility purely 
from the point of view of following technological 
norms (operational level). Representatives 
of subgroup 1.2 compiled their professional 
responsibility definition of operational level 
characteristics mostly, completing it with some 
personal level characteristics. In subgroup 1.2 
professional responsibility was dominantly 
defined with the operational level characteristics, 
but they were also completed with some social 
level characteristics. As can be seen from 
Table 3, this subgroup is the largest among all 
the research samplings. Group 2.2 is to some 
extent unique as, unlike the other groups, 
the respondents included into this one define 
professional responsibility with exclusively 
personal definitions with no operational level 
characteristics involved.

Below the results of comparison of 
responsibility functional indicators in the 
mentioned cluster groups are demonstrated: 
mean values in Table 4 (in bold, the largest 
values of the subgroups, in underlined italics 
the smallest ones are indicated), and the 
specificity and trueness of relevant differences 
in Table 5.

Generalizing the comparative analysis 
data, we may characterize the outlined 
respondent groups as follows. The first one 

differs from the second one with the lower 
values under the majority of functional 
indicators of responsibility. Comparing the 
data on the respondents from the four outlined 
subgroups, we find the following.

Research participants from subgroup 1.1, 
who define responsibility in purely operational 
level characteristics, show the lowest values 
of the emotional management indicator, all 
volitional self-control indicators and subjective 
control level. This means that the respondents 
who believe that responsibility is limited to 
pedantic following the norms and requirements 
of the professional standard are less capable of 
seeing the consequences of their actions and 
regulating their activity on their own; they are 
worse at managing their emotional state than 
other participants of the research.

Respondents from subgroup 1.2, who 
include more of operational level characteristics 
with some addition of personal level ones into 
their definition of professional responsibility, 
also have low indicators of subjective control 
and emotional intelligence values associated 
with comprehension of other people’s state. 
Together with these, the group demonstrates the 
highest values of persistence and general index of 
volitional self-control. 

Representatives of subgroup 2.1, who 
define responsibility on the operational and 
social levels, demonstrate quite high values of 
functional characteristics of responsibility, but 
the highest ones they demonstrate in comparison 

Table 3. Representativeness of characteristics of the reflective-axiological aspect of professional responsibility 
in cluster groups

Group Group 1 Group 2

Subgroup 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2
Share in sampling ( %) 22 % 18 % 42 % 18 %
Representativeness of level characteristics of 
professional responsibility operational operational

personal
operational 

social personal



Table 4. Means values of the functional characteristics of responsibility in the cluster group

Comparison parameter Scale
Peer groups

1 2 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.2
Emotional intelligence Emotional awareness 8,3 11,8 11,1 4,8 11,7 12,25

Emotion management 5,7 6,5 4,6 7 5,1 9,5
Self-motivation 9,7 10,8 11,6 7,4 10,8 11
Empathy 8,1 10,9 11 4,4 11 10,8
Recognition of other people’s 
emotions 5,6 9,2 8,4 2 8,5 10,9

Volitional self-control General VSC index 14,9 16,7 12,7 17,8 16,5 17,1
Self-possession 9,1 10,1 8,1 10,4 9,8 10,7
Persistence 10,5 16,1 9,5 11,8 10,9 11,3

Social responsibility 7,8 10,2 8,2 7,4 11,8 6,8
Subjective control level General internality scale 27,3 31,5 24,8 30,4 30,4 33,8

Internality of achievements 7,5 8,7 6,9 8,3 8 10,5
Internality of failures 7,1 8 6,3 8 7,9 8,3

Internality of work relations 6,2 7,5 5,9 6,6 7,5 7,5
Internality of interpersonal 
relations 2,1 2,7 1,9 2,3 2,4 3,3

Internality of health 1,8 2,6 1,4 2,4 2,6 2,6

Table 5. Specificity and trueness of differences between cluster groups under different functional characteristics 
of responsibility

Comparison parameter Scale
Peer groups

1-2 1.1-1.2 2.1-2.2
Emotional intelligence <;

95 % >; 95 %

Emotional awareness <; 95 %
Emotion management >; 95 %
Self-motivation <; 95 % >; 99 %
Empathy <; 95 % >; 99 % <; 90 %

Volitional self-control Recognition of other people’s emotions <; 99 %
General VSC index <; 95 % <; 99 %
Self-possession <; 95 %

Persistence >; 99 %
Social responsibility
Subjective control level

<; 99 % <; 99 % <; 95 %
General internality scale <; 99 % <; 95 % <; 99 %
Internality of achievements <; 90 % <; 95 % <; 95 %
Internality of failures <; 99 % <; 90 %
Internality of work relations <; 99 %
Internality of interpersonal relations <; 95 % <; 95 %
Internality of health <; 99 % <; 95 %
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with other respondents are the indicators of 
social responsibility and internality of work 
relations. 

The highest values of the majority of 
functional characteristics’ indicators of 
responsibility are shown by subgroup 2.2, where 
the reflective-axiological component equals to 
the personal one. In this group the indicators 
of emotional intelligence, volitional control 
and subjective control level are high. The only 
low indicator (the lowest in comparison with 
other groups) is that of social responsibility. In 
other words, the representatives of this group 
do not consider professional responsibility as 
socially induced, related to an external standard 
or attitude, and even, to some extent, oppose 
responsibility to social regulation.

Conclusions

Drawing conclusions of the research, we 
may remark the following:

1.	 Professional responsibility problem is 
extremely urgent in modern industries.

2.	 The structure of the psychological 
aspect of professional responsibility may be 
considered in the characteristics of its functional 
and reflective-axiological components.

3.	 The research of the psychological 
aspect of the professional responsibility of 
pharmaceutical industry workers revealed that 
the formedness of the personal level of the 
professional responsibility development decreases 
the evidence of the subjacent levels, operational 
and social.

4.	 The level characteristics of the reflective-
axiological component and the characteristics of 
the functional component of the psychological 
aspect of professional responsibility are 
interconnected. The evidence of the operational 
level characteristics is inversely proportional to 
the functional characteristics’ indicators. 

5.	 The research outlines the typological 
groups of respondents with different evidence 
of the level characteristics of professional 
responsibility. It should be noted that the group with 
the personal level of professional responsibility 
development demonstrates the highest indicators 
of functional characteristics, while the group with 
the operational characteristics shows the lowest 
ones. In the groups combining the operational 
level characteristics with the characteristics 
of social and personal level, the evidence of a 
narrow diapason of the functional characteristics 
of professional responsibility was noticed.
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Структурно-уровневые  
и типологические характеристики  
психологического аспекта  
профессиональной ответственности работников  
фармацевтического производства

Н.В. Лукьянченко, И.А. Ткаченко
Сибирский государственный технологический университет 

Россия, 660049, Красноярск, пр. Мира, 82

В статье определяется актуальность исследования психологического аспекта 
профессиональной ответственности. Выделяются его структурные составляющие: 
функциональная, в которую входят личностные характеристики, обеспечивающие 
реализацию ответственности, и рефлексивно-аксиологическая – понимание личностью 
сущности ответственности, её субъективного ценностного основания. Приводятся данные 
исследования, проведённого на базе фармацевтического производства. В исследовании 
определены уровни развития профессиональной ответственности: операциональный, 
социальный, личностный. Установлено, что сформированность личностного уровня развития 
профессиональной ответственности снижает проявление характеристик операционального 
и социального уровней. Выделены типологические группы респондентов, различающиеся по 
характеристикам психологического аспекта профессиональной ответственности. Показано, 
что наиболее высокие функциональные показатели профессиональной ответственности 
имеет группа с личностным уровнем развития профессиональной ответственности, наиболее 
низкие – с операциональным уровнем.

Ключевые слова: профессиональная ответственность, функциональная и рефлексивно-
аксиологическая составляющие психологического аспекта ответственности, эмоциональная 
саморегуляция, волевой самоконтроль, интернальность, уровни развития профессиональной 
ответственности.
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