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Summary and Overview 
 
This report provides an overview of outcomes from the first three phases of the research 
project to develop a measure of supervisor influenced work environments in the Building and 
Construction Industry. The key phases discussed in the report are stakeholder consultation, 
survey investigation, and analysis and survey development. The purpose of activities 
undertaken during these key phases was to develop an alpha version of the final measure for 
distribution and statistical analysis during the testing phase.  
 
The report is outlined in three sections. The first section reviews industry stress and well-
being guidelines, best practice literature, and measures in Australian and international 
settings through a scientific literature review of existing tools with a particular focus on the 
PAW survey. The second section synthesises and utilises findings from these investigations 
and stakeholder consultations to decide on new, existing and refined psychological hazards 
for measurement, testing and refinement. The third section considers additional surveys for 
distribution during the testing phase for the purposes of validation testing. 
.  
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1. Rationale for Studying Mental 
Health in the Construction Industry  

 
The business case for developing a comprehensive workplace health program in the Building 
and Construction industry is well-established and convincing. As recent as 2019, a draft report 
to the Mental Health Productivity Commission detailed at least 3 million working Australians 
are currently dealing or caring for an individual with mental health issues. The number of 
individuals dealing with mental health issues is estimated to cost businesses $13-17 Billion 
per year in lost productivity and absenteeism (Commonwealth of Australia, 2019). Thankfully, 
there are solutions. Evidence indicates the integration of a comprehensive workplace health 
program results in an average of 25.3% decrease in sick leave absenteeism, 40.7% decrease 
in workers compensation costs, 24.2% decrease in disability management costs and $5.81 
saving for every $1 invested in employee wellbeing (HAPIA, 2015). Despite this, the road to 
effective integration of a workplace health program is less clear. 
 
One reason for business apprehension may be the lack of clear guidance on how to properly 
implement a workplace health program within an organisation. Although Codes of Practice 
have been made available to provide guidance on several workplace health and safety (WHS) 
issues, psychological health and safety has not been given the same level of importance in 
WHS laws and guidelines (Commonwealth of Australia, 2019). This has resulted in 
inconsistent messages on how best to integrate and manage stress and wellbeing in the 
workplace. 
 

1.1 The Importance of Understanding Worker-Manager Relationships to Manage 
Stress and Workload  

Mates in Construction aim to reduce psychological distress and suicidality among 
construction workers in Australia through four key actions: 1) increasing help seeking, help 
offering and help acceptance (helping behaviours); 2) increasing social connections in the 
workplace; 3) reducing public stigma; and, 4) catalysing a shift in construction industry culture 
towards more mentally healthy work environments and adoption of Mates values across the 
industry. Given the integral role that workplace relationships play in organisational life 
(Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer, & Ferris, 2012; Liden, Anand, & Vidyarthi, 2016), 
investigating worker-manager relationships in terms of stress and workload should provide 
important insight into achieving these goals.  
 
The critical role that worker-manager relationships play in managing stress and wellbeing in 
the workplace is well documented in the literature (Cvenkel, 2020; Skakon, Nielsen, Borg, & 
Guzman, 2010). Studies show the worker-manager relationship is one of the most common 
sources of stress within organisations (Landeweerd & Boumans, 1994; Tepper, 2000). A 
worker in a difficult relationship with their manager is more likely to receive less supportive 
supervision, opportunity for interpersonal contact, and social rewards that are common in 
highly effective worker-manager relationships (Dulebohn et al., 2012; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 
1995). This is likely to lead to high levels of stress and reduced wellbeing (Bass, 1990; Cvenkel, 
2020; McGee, Goodson, & Cashman, 1987; Yukl, 1994). In contrast, workers who experience 
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a positive relationship with their manager are more likely to receive the social support 
necessary to help them effectively manage their day to day role responsibilities (Bavik, Shaw, 
& Wang, 2020). Research also shows that effective working relationships are more effective 
at reducing worker stress and burnout than leadership more generally (Harms, Crede, Tynan, 
Leon, & Jeung, 2017). Importantly, workers who experience a high-quality relationship with 
their manager are more likely to experience job satisfaction (Epitropaki & Martin, 2005; 
Mardanov, Heischmidt, & Henson, 2008), affective well-being (Epitropaki & Martin, 2005) and 
reduced stress (Harms et al., 2017).  
 
The importance of worker-manager relationships is also evident in industry and 
Governmental reports. At the industry level, associations such as the Health and Productivity 
Institute of Australia (HAPIA), suggest the effective delivery of workplace health programs 
requires a mutually beneficial partnership between employers and employees, which 
encourages both parties to take and accept responsibility for health in the workplace (HAPIA 
2015). This is echoed by Beyond Blue, which suggests that a worker’s mental health and 
wellbeing at work will be influenced by the environment they are in and the social supports 
they receive from colleagues, managers and the organisation (Beyond Blue, 2018). In the 
presence of poor workplace relationships, workers are more likely to experience bullying, 
aggression, harassment (including sexual harassment), discrimination or other unreasonable 
behaviours by co-workers, supervisors or clients (Safe Work Australia, 2019).  At the 
Governmental level, the message is similar. The Australia Government has suggested in their 
voluntary codes of practice that work health and safety requires open communication 
between workers and managers in order for concerns about worker safety to be taken 
seriously (Commonwealth of Australia, 2015b). The World Health Organisation has also 
highlighted that poor interpersonal relationships can lead to increased stress at work 
(Cvenkel, 2020; WHO, 2005). Taken together, the importance of measuring worker-manager 
relationships in relation to stress and workload is an important and warranted area of study. 
 

1.2 Using Surveys to Measure Stress & Relationships in the Workplace 

Although best-practice recommendations on reducing worker stress and wellbeing are 
incomplete, the literature is very clear on the starting point for most organisations. The first 
step for any organisation is to understand employee and organisational needs to ensure the 
organisation is investing in the appropriate health initiatives (Beyond Blue, 2018; HAPIA, 
2015). This can be accomplished through the use of a worker survey that can provide valuable 
information about work-related health issues such as workplace bullying, stress, and other 
psychological issues that can signal potential hazards (Commonwealth of Australia, 2015b; 
Queensland Government, 2011). By assessing the organisational environment, managers can 
become more informed and start to plan the strategic changes necessary to manage worker 
stress and wellbeing in the workplace (Government of South Australia, 2017). Furthermore, 
an initial assessment of the workplace can provide an important benchmark to gauge the 
success of future intervention efforts (KPMG, 2018; Safework NSW, 2017). The survey results 
can also be used to benchmark the organisation against an industry standard, providing 
greater insight into the “normal” experiences of employees within the construction industry 
(KPMG, 2018). A data-driven and evidence-based approach is recommended for 
organisations seeking to protect and improve the mental health of their workers 
(Commonwealth of Australia, 2019).  
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It is important for organisations to strategically design their survey measures to capture the 
aspects most important to understanding stress and wellbeing in the workplace. According to 
Government (Commonwealth of Australia, 2015a; Safe Work Australia, 2011, 2019; Safework 
NSW, 2017) and industry groups (Beyond Blue, 2018), the following work environment items 
are commonly suggested: 
 

• Demands à includes issues such as heavy workload, work patterns, demanding 
deadlines and targets; 

• Control à how much say a worker has in the way they do their work;  
• Support à includes the encouragement, sponsorship and resources provided by the 

organisation, management and colleagues; 
• Relationships à includes promoting positive working to avoid conflict and dealing 

with unacceptable behaviour; 
• Role à whether workers understand their role within the organisation and whether 

the organisation ensures that they do not have conflicting roles; and 
• Change à how organisational change (large or small) is managed and communicated 

in the organisation. 
 

1.3 Existing Measures of Worker-Manager Relationships & Stress in the Workplace 

The importance of understanding stress and wellbeing in the workplace is reflected in the 
increasing number of resources and programs that have become available in recent years. A 
recent discussion paper on mentally healthy workplaces detailed the following Australian and 
International best practice examples of programs that can be used to measure health and 
wellbeing in the workplace (Safework NSW, 2017): 
 

• Australian: 
o People at Work (PAW) Survey à A theoretically driven psychosocial risk 

assessment tool developed for the Australian workplace environment that 
assesses 13 job demands and resources that are important indicators of 
stress and wellbeing in the workplace. 

o Mental Health at Work Action Plan (2016-2020) à A Queensland 
Government initiative developed to build industry capacity to identify and 
manage work-related psychological hazards.  

o WorkHealth à A Victorian Government initiative developed to improve 
mental health and wellbeing in the workplace through a combination of 
public awareness campaigns, an online mental health navigator, and 
communities of practice initiatives.  

o Australian Workplace Barometer (AWB) à Designed to measure Australian 
work conditions and their relationships to workplace health and productivity, 
through a national monitoring and surveillance system. It sets national 
benchmarks and provides evidence to develop best practice standards in 
psychological health and wellbeing. 

o WayAhead à A program run by Mental Health Association NSW that aims to 
build community awareness and knowledge of mental health issues by 
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providing information, training, leaders’ networks and support groups and 
coordinating mental health promotion activities. 

o HeadsUp à A website developed by Beyond Blue that provides tools and 
resources to understand and manage depression and anxiety. 
 

• International: 
o Guarding Minds @ Work à An assessment, action and evaluation tool for 

organisations to measure 13 psychosocial factors known to impact on 
organisational and individual health.  

o PRIMA-EF à A best practice framework for psychosocial risk management at 
the workplace that includes best practice examples, guides, guidance sheets 
and inventories. 

o Workwell à A program developed by the Prince of Wales’ responsible 
business network that includes case studies, fact sheets, research and 
toolkits.  

o The START Procedure à A risk management and assessment tool that uses a 
process-oriented logic to understand work-related stress. 

o PositiveCI à An online psychosocial risk management process that provides 
feedback on workplace stress, employee psychological wellbeing and critical 
incident exposure in the workplace.  

 
Each of these best-practice programs are intended to be used by organisations to help assess 
and manage stress and wellbeing in the workplace. However, given the extensiveness of the 
process used to establish the measure in the Australian work context and to ensure its 
theoretical foundation and psychometric properties, we believe that the People at Work 
(PAW) survey is the best starting point to develop an assessment of worker-manager 
relationships, stress and workload in the Building and Construction industry. 
 

1.4 The People at Work (PAW) Survey 

The People at Work (PAW) research project is a collaboration between The University of 
Queensland, Queensland University of Technology (QUT), Australian National University 
(ANU), Workplace Health and Safety Queensland, WorkCover NSW, WorkSafe Victoria, 
Comcare, Safe Work Australia, and Beyond Blue (People at Work, 2016). The project was 
initially funded by the Australian Research Council (ARC) in 2007 to develop a non-
commercial, reliable and valid risk assessment tool for psychosocial injury in the workplace 
(Jimmieson, Bordia, Hobman, & Tucker, 2010). The project was split into two phases. In Phase 
1, 7192 workers across 48 organisations were used to develop, test and validate and PAW 
survey tool and create a national normative database upon which to undertake benchmarking 
for organisations that participate in the future. Included in this sample were 479 workers from 
the construction industry. Phase 2 of the study utilised a larger sample of 11,890 workers 
across 79 organisations to investigate the relationship between the PAW survey measure and 
three important outcomes – psychological strain, job burnout, and musculosketal symptoms. 
This sample did not include any workers from the building construction industry and thus the 
survey as it currently appears has not been developed or tested in this work environment 
beyond a small sample in Phase 1 over ten years ago. 
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The People at Work Project risk assessment survey tool has its theoretical foundations in the 
Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Model. The JD-R Model is a comprehensive conceptualisation 
of occupational stress that makes a distinction between job demands and job resources. Job 
demands refer to those events precipitated by the organisation’s characteristics (e.g., culture, 
managerial practices, communication styles, and specific task properties) that create tension 
and are bothersome to employees. According to the health impairment process, high job 
demands require sustained effort and exhaust employees’ coping abilities, leading to energy 
depletion and long-term health problems. Job resources are aspects of the work environment 
(stemming from the work context, the nature of the task, or social and interpersonal 
relations) that, through their motivational potential, help employees to achieve their goals, 
as well as stimulating learning and personal growth and development. Many studies have 
shown that job resources relate positively to engagement and negatively to burnout. 
 
The primary purpose of the PAW survey is to create a descriptive analysis of the relationship 
between different Job Demands, Job Resources, and outcome variables such as bullying, 
musculoskeletal symptoms, and job satisfaction. The identification and selection of variables 
to be included in the People at Work Project risk assessment survey tool involved a thorough 
review of the national and international literature to identify established questionnaire-based 
methodologies for the measurement of various psychosocial hazards, occupational/job 
stressors, and job characteristics/conditions. A total of 18 survey tools and 3 other tools were 
reviewed for the purposes of the People at Work Project. The research team came to the 
conclusion that identifying a suitable stand-alone survey tool was not possible. However, 
many of the dimensions and items included in the reviewed survey tools were collated to 
inform the choice of measures for the final PAW risk assessment survey tool. 
 
Following this conclusion, the research team turned their attention to the UK government’s 
Management Standards Indicator Tool (MSIT), which assesses seven workplace conditions, 
including Demands (operationalised as time pressure, albeit confounded by 1 of the 8 items 
tapping role conflict in the long version of the tool), Control, Managerial Support, Peer 
Support, Relationships (a mix of general conflict and bullying and harassment), Role 
(operationalised as role ambiguity), and Change (opportunities for input during organisational 
change).  
 
The psychosocial hazards (Job Demands/ Job Resources) used in the People at Work Project 
risk assessment survey tool built on the 7-factor MSIT in several ways, including: 

1. Disentangling role overload from role conflict; 
2. Expanding the number of job demands (to include both cognitive demand and 

emotion demand); 
3. Separating out the notions of task versus relationship conflict among colleagues. 
4. Keeping both conflict scales conceptually free of items measuring bullying and 

harassment; and, 
5. Adding two additional job resources to the profile (i.e., praise and recognition and 

procedural justice), given the extensive bodies of empirical evidence in support of 
praise and recognition (van Vegchel, de Jonge, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2002) and 
procedural justice (e.g., Robbins, Ford, & Tetrick, 2012) in determining employee 
health.  
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2. Survey Development Roadmap 
 

This section details the steps taken to develop an alpha version of the proposed survey to 
measure manager influenced stress in the Building and Construction work environment. 
 
The starting point for survey development was the 2020 version of the PAW survey. This 
survey was initially reviewed by the research team at Griffith University and then with the 
MATES in Construction advisory panel to: (1) determine the measures of psychological strain 
relevant (in their current form or a modified form) for the Building in Construction Industry; 
and, (2) determine if any hazards were missing form the measure. This resulted in elimination 
of the following four hazards: cognitive demands, emotional demands, group relationship 
conflict, and group task conflict. These hazards were eliminated because the items making up 
the measure of the hazard were considered unsuitable for the type of work performed in the 
Building and Construction environment or the hazard was measured using questions that 
asked about events on-site that supervisors were unlikely to influence.  
 
Following elimination of these hazards, consideration was given to any hazards that were 
missing from the survey and to the specific wording of each item. Decisions about language 
and hazards were made using input from the research team, from MATES in Construction, 
from WHS experts in the Industry and from workers themselves through focus groups.  
 
Input from these stakeholders resulted in the addition of two hazards - supervisor relationship 
conflict and supervisor task conflict. These hazards were present in the 2010 version of the 
PAW but not the current 2020 version of the PAW. In the current version of the PAW survey, 
supervisor relationships are grouped with co-worker relationship conflict and co-workers task 
conflict; they are expressed together as group conflict. 
 
For each hazard, consideration was given to item wording or to the survey used to measure 
the hazard as a whole. For some hazards the wording used in the individual questions making 
up the measure were changed to better reflect the project nature of work in building and 
construction. However, were changes were made particular attention was paid to ensure the 
question remained consistent with the original definition used in the PAW survey. The 
definitions of each psychological hazard, along with original items and any changes made, are 
detailed in the following section. The final version of the Alpha Survey is presented in 
Appendix A. 
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2.1  Role Overload    
 
Role Overload occurs when an individual feels pressured by excessive workloads, difficult 
deadlines, and a general inability to fulfil organisational expectations in the time available. 
The items in the PAW survey that measure this hazard are: 
 

o I am pressured to work long hours  
o I have unachievable deadlines  
o I have unrealistic time pressures  
o I have to neglect some tasks because I have too much to do  

 
No changes are recommended to these items or measure. 
 
 
2.2  Role Ambiguity  
 
Role Ambiguity is defined as the lack of clarity or uncertainty with respect to job 
responsibilities, or the perceived lack of important job-related information. Unclear or 
constantly changing specifications regarding expectations and duties defining an individual’s 
job also constitutes role ambiguity. The items in the PAW survey that measure this hazard 
are: 
 

o I am clear what is expected of me at work  
o I know how to go about getting my job done  
o I am clear what my duties and responsibilities are  
o I understand how my work fits into the overall aim of the organisation  

 
Changes are recommended to these items to emphasise to survey respondents to respond 
the work environment at the place they are working at when they complete the survey, not 
their supervisor with their employing organisation a whole. The new items are listed below 
with recommended changes in bold. 
 

o I am clear what is expected of me on this job  
o I know how to do the tasks required to get my job done  
o I am clear what my duties and responsibilities are on this job 
o I understand how my work fits into the overall goals of this project  
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2.3  Role Conflict  
 
Role Conflict reflects the degree to which employees are expected to perform two or more 
mutually exclusive tasks simultaneously and has been described as incompatible demands 
and expectations placed on an employee, by different groups or persons with whom an 
individual must interact. The items in the PAW survey that measure this hazard are: 
 

o I do things, which are accepted by one person, but not by another  
o Different groups at work demand things from me that are difficult to do at the 

same time  
o Different people at work expect conflicting things from me  
o I receive incompatible requests from two or more people  

 
Changes are recommended to these items to make it clear to responds the question is asking 
about work tasks only, not to behaviours incidental to work or in a social capacity. It is also 
important respondents answer the questions with reference to the people and place they are 
working at on the day they complete the survey rather, not their job with their employing 
organisation a whole. The new items are listed below with recommended changes in bold. 
 

o The tasks I do on this job are accepted by one person, but not by another  
o Different work groups on this site demand things from me that are difficult to 

do at the same time  
o Different people on this job expect conflicting things from me  
o I receive incompatible requests from two or more people on this job 

 
2.4 Co-Worker Support  
 
Co-Worker Support can be instrumental or emotional in nature. Instrumental support refers 
to practical help to solve problems or tangible assistance or aid in the form of knowledge or 
advice needed to resolve the issue, whereas emotional support involves care or listening 
sympathetically to another person. The items in the PAW survey that measure this hazard 
are: 
 

o I can rely on my co-workers to help me out with a work problem  
o If the work gets difficult, my co-workers will help me  
o I get the help and support I need from my co-workers  
o My co-workers are willing to listen to my work-related problems  

 
No changes are recommended to these items or measure. 
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2.5 Supervisor Task Conflict  
 
Supervisor Task Conflict refers to disagreements with one’s supervisor regarding the work to 
be undertaken. Such conflict may involve differences in views about policies and procedures, 
disputes regarding allocation and distribution of resources, or disagreements in judgements 
and interpretation of facts. The items in the PAW survey that measure this hazard are: 
 

o Do you and your supervisor disagree about the work being done?  
o Are there conflicts about ideas between you and your supervisor?  
o Is there conflict between you and your supervisor about the work you do?  
o Are there differences of opinion between you and your supervisor? 

 
Changes are recommended to these items to emphasise to survey respondents to respond 
about their direct supervisor on the site they are working at when they complete the survey, 
not their supervisor with their employing organisation a whole. We also recommend changing 
the items to statements rather than questions to fit with the format of the questions used to 
measure the other hazards in the survey. The new items are listed below with recommended 
changes in bold. 
 
 
 

o My direct supervisor on this site and I disagree about the work being done  
o There are conflicts about ideas between me and my direct supervisor on this 

site  
o There is conflict between me and my direct supervisor on this site about the 

work I do?  
o There are differences of opinion between me and my direct supervisor on this 

site 
 
 
2.5  Supervisor Relationship Conflict  
 
Supervisor Relationship Conflict refers to interpersonal disagreements and frictions with 
one’s supervisor arising from differences in personal style, values, and norms. The items in 
the PAW survey that measure this hazard are: 
 

o There bad feelings between you and your supervisor?  
o Are personality conflicts evident between you and your supervisor?  
o Is there tension between you and your supervisor?  
o Is there emotional conflict between you and your supervisor? 

 
Changes are recommended to these items to emphasise to survey respondents to report on 
their direct supervisor on the site they are working at when they complete the survey, not 
their supervisor with their employing organisation. We also recommend changing the items 
to statements rather than questions to fit with the format of the questions used to measure 
the other hazards in the survey. The new items are listed below with recommended changes 
in bold. 
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o There are bad feelings between me and my direct supervisor on this site  
o There are personality conflicts evident me and my direct supervisor on this site 
o There is tension between me and my direct supervisor on this site 
o There is emotional conflict between me and my direct supervisor on this site 

 
 

2.6  Job Control  
 
Job Control is the degree to which an employee has the discretion to approach their work in 
a manner of their choosing. It reflects an employee’s capacity to manage his or her activities 
at work, including choice of work tasks, methods of work, work pacing, work scheduling, 
control over resources, and control over the physical environment. The items in the PAW 
survey that measure this hazard are: 
 

o I have a choice in deciding what I do at work 
o I have some say over the way I get the job done  
o I have a say in my own work speed  

 
Changes are recommended to these items to emphasise to survey respondents to report on 
the work environment at the place they are working at on the day they complete the survey, 
not their job with their employing organisation a whole. The new items are listed below with 
recommended changes in bold. 
 

o I have a choice in deciding what I do on this job 
o I have some say over the way I get the job done on this site 
o I have a say in my own work speed on this job 

 
 
2.7. Supervisor Support  
 
Supervisor Support consists of both ‘instrumental’ support and ‘emotional’ support. 
Instrumental support refers to offering practical help to solve problems or providing tangible 
assistance or aid in the form of knowledge or advice needed to resolve the issue, whereas 
emotional support involves offering care or listening sympathetically to another person. The 
items in the PAW survey that measure this hazard are: 
 

o I can rely on my supervisor to help me out with a work problem  
o If the work gets difficult, my supervisor will help me  
o I get the help and support I need from my supervisor 
o my supervisor is willing to listen to my work- related problems  

 
Changes are recommended to these items to emphasise to survey respondents to respond 
thinking about their direct supervisor on the site they are working at when they complete the 
survey, not their supervisor with their employing organisation a whole. The new items are 
listed below with recommended changes in bold. 
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o I can rely on my direct supervisor on this job to help me out with a work 
problem  

o If the work gets difficult, my direct supervisor on this job will help me  
o I get the help and support I need from my direct supervisor on this job 
o my direct supervisor on this job is willing to listen to my work- related problems  

 
 
2.9. Praise and Recognition  
 
Praise and Recognition refers to an employee’s feelings of self-worth that grow from the 
perception that the organisation and the people they work for value them and what they have 
to offer. Praise and recognition from supervisors can be in the form of encouragement, 
compliments, and other gestures of appreciation. The items in the PAW survey that measure 
this hazard are: 
 

o I feel that my supervisor values my contributions to this organisation  
o My supervisor gives me sufficient credit for my hard work  
o my supervisor encourages me in my work with praise and thanks  

 
Changes are recommended to these items to emphasise to survey respondents to respond 
thinking about their direct supervisor on the site they are working at when they complete the 
survey, not their supervisor with their employing organisation a whole. The new items are 
listed below with recommended changes in bold. 
 

o I feel that my direct supervisor on this job values my contributions to this 
organisation  

o My direct supervisor on this job gives me sufficient credit for my hard work  
o My direct supervisor on this job encourages me in my work with praise and 

thanks  
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2.10 Procedural Justice  
 
Procedural Justice refers to employees’ perceptions of the fairness of the formal policies, 
procedures, and processes used to arrive at decisions and achieve end-goals and other 
outcomes. The items in the PAW survey that measure this hazard are: 
 

o Processes are applied consistently in your workgroup  
o Processes are free from bias in your workgroup  
o Employees in my workgroup are able to express their views and feelings during 

those processes  
o Processes are based on accurate information about your workgroup  

 
Changes are recommended to this measure to make it more consistent with the work 
performed in the Building and Construction Industry. The word ‘processes’ was considered 
confusing by the focus groups. We recommend keeping a measure of procedural justice in 
the survey but using a different measure that is more suited to the work environment. We 
recommend the following measure by Dietz, et al 2003 with some minor wording 
adjustments. The items in the measure are:  
 

o Supervisors consistently follow the provisions of the national agreements  
o Supervisors/managers often make personnel decisions based on favoritism 
o How would you rate your plant on taking employee interests into account when 

making important decisions? 
o How would you rate your plant on treating employees with respect and dignity 

as individuals? 
 
However, changes are recommended to these items to emphasise to survey respondents to 
respond thinking about their direct supervisor on the site they are working at when they 
complete the survey, not their supervisor with their employing organisation a whole. The new 
items are listed below with recommended changes in bold. 

 
o Supervisors consistently follow the policies and procedures set out for this site 
o My direct supervisor on this job often makes work decisions based on 

favoritism. 
o My direct supervisor on this job takes employee interests into account when 

making important decisions 
o My direct supervisor on this job treats employees with respect and dignity as 

individual? 
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2.11 Change Consultation  
 
Change Consultation refers to the degree to which employees are provided with information 
about organisational changes and provided the opportunity to participate in decisions that 
may affect their work. The items in the PAW survey that measure this hazard are:  
 

o I am consulted about proposed changes at work  
o When changes are made at work, I am clear about how they will work out in 

practice  
o I am clearly informed about the nature of the changes that take place in this 

organisation  
o I can voice concerns about changes that affect my job  

 
Changes are recommended to these items to emphasise to survey respondents to respond 
the work environment at the place they are working at when they complete the survey, not 
their supervisor with their employing organisation a whole. The new items are listed below 
with recommended changes in bold. 
 

o I am consulted about proposed changes at work  
o When changes are made at work, I am clear about how they will work out in 

practice  
o I am clearly informed about the nature of the changes that take place in my 

workgroup on this job 
o I can voice concerns about changes that affect my work on this job 
o A leading Hand 
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3. Process for Establishing Validity 
and Reliability of the Survey  

 
Section 3 of this report outlines the process for establishing the validity and reliability of the 
proposed survey for use in construction. By testing the validity of the measure, we are 
determining the extent to which the proposed PAW survey items accurately measure what 
they are supposed to measure (for example, the extent to which the role overload items 
accurately measure role overload). By testing the reliability, we are determining whether 
each of the proposed survey items elicit consistent information each time they are assessed.  
 
The reliability of the measure will be primarily assessed by evaluating the internal consistency 
of each factor with the survey. This will occur after the data is collected; it involves assessing 
the correlations between the items within each factor.  
 
Multiple forms of validity will be tested within the scope of this project. Face validity assesses 
whether items in a survey measure appear to measure what they are supposed to measure, 
from the perspective of subject matter experts and employees completing the survey. This 
aspect of validity has already been tested via the focus groups that were conducted and 
discussed in Section 2 of this report. During the focus groups, items of the proposed survey 
were scrutinised by organisational representatives to ensure the wording and meaning for all 
items was contextually appropriate and relevant. Modifications to the measure to ensure its 
face validity were detailed in Section 2 of this report. 
 
We will also be examining whether the proposed survey adequately captures the 
organisational phenomena it intends to assess, via the inclusion of conceptually similar 
established measures (i.e., to assess convergent construct validity) and outcome measures 
the PAW survey constructs are theoretically expected to be associated with (i.e., the 
concurrent criterion validity).   
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The existing validated measures that will be used to assess the construct validity are outlined 
in the table below. It is expected that the relationship between the corresponding constructs 
will be statistically significant and in the positive direction. 
 
 

Proposed Constructs Existing Validated Measures  

Role overload No further validation needed 

Role ambiguity Role claritya 

Role conflict Role conflictsa 

Supervisor task conflict and Supervisor relationship 
conflict 

Task and relationship conflictb 

Job control Influence at worka 

Supervisor support Social support from supervisora 

Co-worker support No further validation needed 

Praise and recognition Recognitiona 

Change consultation Predictabilitya 

Procedural justice Procedural justicec 

 

aCOPSOQIII – Burr et al., (in press) 
bAdapted from Jehn (1995) to fit subordinate/supervisor relationship, following Graham et al. (2017) 
cColquitt (2001) 
 
 
Criterion validity will be assessed by assessing relationships with the same seven outcome 
variables used in the original PAW survey: 
 

o Job satisfaction 

o Psychological well-being 

o Musculoskeletal problems 

o Cardiovascular problems 

o Sleep problems 

o Headaches 

o Gastrointestinal problems 
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Relationships are expected in the same direction and strength as those reported in the 
original 2010 PAW technical report. We recommend comparing the results with this version 
of the PAW survey because some construction workers were included in the sample for 
phase and because supervisor questions were deleted or grouped together with questions 
about co-workers in the Phase II version of the survey. The following additional existing 
validated measures will also be included in the testing phase to assess the criterion validity 
of the proposed survey: 
 

• Emotional wellbeing (from the Mental Health Continuum Short-Form). This measure 
is expected to be significantly related to job control, supervisor support, co-worker 
support, praise and recognition, change consultation, and procedural justice (positive 
direction) and role overload, role ambiguity, and role conflict (negative direction).  

• Intention to leave. This measure is expected to be significantly related job control, 
supervisor support, co-worker support, praise and recognition, change consultation, 
and procedural justice (negative direction) and role overload, role ambiguity, and role 
conflict (positive direction).  
 

 
As some findings will be compared with the results of Phase one of the PAW survey 
development findings we recommend following a similar statistical analysis process which 
controlled for the construct of negative affectivity. This construct was assessed in Phase I of 
the PAW Survey using the Multidimensional Personality Index (Agho, Price, & Mueller, 1992); 
we recommend using the same 11-item measure. 
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Appendix A – Alpha Version of Survey 
 

 
 
This survey contains statements about relationships and procedures at work. Please indicate how often you 
experience those events 
 
 
The following items relate to the amount of time pressure you have in your current job 
 
 never  rarely  once in 

a while  
some 
of the 
time  

fairly 
often  

often  always 

I am pressured to work long hours         

I have unachievable deadlines         

I have unrealistic time pressures         

I have to neglect some tasks because I have too 
much to do 

       

I feel pressure to do unpaid work outside work 
hours  

       

 
 

The following items relate to various aspects of your current job 
 
 never  rarely  once in 

a while  
some 
of the 
time  

fairly 
often  

often  always 

I am clear what is expected of me on this job         

I know how to do the tasks required to get my 
job done  

       

I am clear what my duties and responsibilities 
are on this job 

       

I understand how my work fits into the overall 
goals of this project  

       

The tasks I do on this job are accepted by one 
person, but not by another  

       

Different work groups (or people?) on this site 
demand things from me that are difficult to do 
at the same time  

       

Different people on this job expect conflicting 
things from me  

       

I receive incompatible requests from two or 
more people on this job 

       

I have a choice in deciding what I do on this 
job 

       

I have some say over the way I get the work 
done on this job 

       

I have a say in my own work speed on this job        
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The following items ask about relationships with members of your workgroup 
 
 never  rarely  once in 

a while  
some 
of the 
time  

fairly 
often  

often  always 

I can rely on my co-workers to help me out 
with a work problem  

       

If the work gets difficult, my co-workers will 
help me  

       

I get the help and support I need from my co-
workers  

       

My co-workers are willing to listen to my 
work-related problems  

       

 
 
The following items relate to your relationship with your supervisor 
 
 never  rarely  once in 

a while  
some 
of the 
time  

fairly 
often  

often  always 

I disagree with my direct supervisor on this site 
about the work being done  

       

I can rely on my direct supervisor on this job to 
help me out with a work problem 

       

I have conflict with direct supervisor on this 
site about the work I do  

       

If the work gets difficult, my direct supervisor 
on this job will help me   

       

There are bad feelings between me and my 
direct supervisor on this site  

       

My direct supervisor on this job encourages me 
in my work with praise and thanks  

       

There is tension between me and my direct 
supervisor on this site  

       

I feel that my direct supervisor on this job 
values my contributions to this organisation 

       

There is emotional conflict between me and my 
direct supervisor on this site 

       

My direct supervisor on this job gives me 
sufficient credit for my hard work  

       

There are personality conflicts evident between 
me and my direct supervisor on this site 

       

My direct supervisor on this job is willing to 
listen to my work- related problems 

       

There are differences of opinion between me 
and my direct supervisor on this site 

       

I get the help and support I need from my direct 
supervisor on this job 

       

There are conflicts about ideas between me and 
my direct supervisor on this site 
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The following items refer to the processes used to respond to conflicts in your workgroup 
 
 never  rarely  once in 

a while  
some 
of the 
time  

fairly 
often  

often  always 

Supervisors consistently follow the policies and 
procedures set out for this job  

       

My direct supervisor on this job often make 
staffing decisions based on favoritism 

       

My direct supervisor on this job takes 
employee interests into account when making 
important decisions 

       

My direct supervisor on this job treats 
employees with respect and dignity as 
individuals 

       

 
 
The following items relate to how change is managed on this job 
 
 never  rarely  once in 

a while  
some 
of the 
time  

fairly 
often  

often  always 

I am consulted about proposed changes on this 
job  

       

When changes are made on this job, I am clear 
about how they will work out in practice  

       

I am clearly informed about the nature of the 
changes that take place in my workgroup 

       

I can voice concerns about changes that affect 
my job  

       

 
 
This question asks about the position of your direct supervisor is on this job 
 

My direct supervisor on this job 
is a: 
 

Site 
manager 

Foreman Supervisor from 
my employing 

company 

Leading 
Hand 

I do not know who my 
direct supervisor is on 

this job 
 

 
 
 
 
 


