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Workplace well-being is increasingly recognised as crucial for the work performance
of construction professionals. Consequently, identifying factors leading to well-being
is essential for employers because this enables them to gauge the well-being of their
workforce effectively. Such an assessment is crucial in facilitating pre-emptive
measures to mitigate the detrimental impacts of suboptimal well-being on job
performance. Existing research, particularly within the construction industry, has
primarily focused on the direct outcomes of well-being and its general determinants.
However, a significant gap remains in understanding the nuanced interplay of specific
job-related factors (intrinsic to the work environment i.e., destructive leadership,
perceived workload, and peer support) and personal factors (individual characteristics
i.e., psychological capital and personal traits) contributing to well-being. This gap is
especially pronounced in the context of how these factors interact within the unique
environment of the construction sector. Through a critical examination of workplace
well-being literature, this paper contributes to bridge this gap by proposing a
conceptual model that explores the dynamics of these relationships which could offer a
holistic view of the determinants of workplace well-being in construction.

Keywords: destructive leadership, peer support, perceived workload, psychological
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INTRODUCTION

The construction industry is a project-based industry and has been found to possess
one of the highest rates of work-related illnesses (Fenton et al. 2014). Construction is
also viewed as a career which involves extreme stress capable of impacting physical
and psychological well-being (PWB) (Fenton et al. 2014). A survey of the Chartered
Institute of Building (CIOB) members revealed that relative to the general working
population, construction professionals were at high risk of experiencing ill-being
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(Cattell et al. 2017) while another survey of over 2000 construction industry
professionals conducted by the CIOB reported that 70% of respondents experienced
depression, 97% stress, and 87% anxiety highlighting the high prevalence of common
mental health and well-being difficulties in the construction industry (Rees-Evans
2020). Existing research work have attempted to define well-being from a broader
perspective particularly in the field of psychology and sociology. Two main definitions
can be established in the existing research: hedonic well-being and eudaimonic well-
being (Ryan and Deci 2001). Hedonic well-being, which is often regarded as
subjective well-being refers to abundance of positive feelings like happiness (Ryan
and Deci 2001) and acquisition of satisfaction in health, relationships, and work life
(Toor and Ofori 2009) while eudaimonic well-being, which can be considered
psychological well-being (PWB) refers to the achievement of personal goals and
growth, skill development and ultimately self-actualisation and (Henderson and
Knight 2012). Onwuegbuchulam et al. (2023) identified a disproportionate focus on
SWB in existing research. In the construction industry and built environment, Watson
(2018) alludes to existing research taking a largely hedonic perspective of well-being
underlining the need for further research on psychological well-being in construction
and the built environment. This study seeks to investigate PWB in construction project
professionals (CPPs) and the factors that affect the PWB of CPPs. It does so by
critically reviewing literature and consequently proposing a conceptual framework
that conceptualises the relationship between job factors, personal factors and PWB.

LITERATURE REVIEW

This section reviews literature pertaining to components of the job demands-resources
(JD-R) model to provide a reasoned basis for conceptualising the relationship between
job factors, personal factors and PWB.

JD-R Model

Demerouti et al. (2001) introduced the job demands-resources (JD-R) model. The JDR
model categorised job characteristics into demands and resources. The demands
consist of the physical, psychological, social, and organisational aspects of the job
which necessitate sustained efforts or skill that result in work overload which
negatively impacts well-being (Demerouti et al. 2001). The resources consist of the
physical, psychological, social, and organisational aspects of the job such as support,
leadership, and autonomy which promote the accomplishment of work goals, reduce
job demands and encourage learning and personal development in workers thereby
promoting well-being (Demerouti et al. 2001). The JD-R model also suggest that
personal resources can perform a similar role as job resources (Xanthopoulou et al.
2013). Personal resources deal with the beliefs individuals have regarding the degree
of control they possess over their environment. Personal resources and job resources
can be helpful in managing well-being and ensuring job performance. Personal
resources such as psychological capital (PsyCap) have been found useful for coping
with stress and improving well-being. Furthermore, construction project managers
suppose that job resources such as additional support in terms of delegation would be
helpful in managing their responsibilities (Styhre 2006). Additional support to
construction project personnel could also be obtained from peers or managers. Peer



support has become an essential trend in mental health and well-being programmes
supplementing mental health and well-being professional therapies which
acknowledges the prevalent burden of poor well-being, the complex nature of mental
illnesses and the recovery process involved (Palaniappan et al. 2023). Meanwhile,
managers can through their endorsement of well-being programmes and visible
support for employees’ health create an organisational culture that promotes employee
well-being (Passey et a. 2018). However, manager’s support is often highly influenced
by senior leadership (Passey et al. 2018). Leadership can therefore be considered a key
factor in achieving workplace well-being as it can set the tone for eventual manager
and employee behaviours. Leadership could be constructive or destructive.

Constructive leadership including authentic, transformational and servant leadership
has been extensively studied and found to have a positive impact on workplace
wellbeing in existing literature (Jang et al. 2022; Kobayashi et al. 2020) however, the
impact of destructive leadership (DL) on workplace well-being in the construction
industry is sparsely investigated. Ahmad et al. (2022) investigated the role of
leadership and subordinates’ psychological factors which lead to desirable or
undesirable outcomes in construction projects, however, more research needs to be
conducted on the impact of DL to the well-being of CPPs. This study presents
information on PWB and how job factors such as DL, perceived workload and peer
support impact well-being and how personal resources such as PsyCap impact PWB.

Psychological Well-being (PWB)

PWB refers to the achievement of personal goals and growth, skill development and
ultimately self-actualisation (Henderson and Knight 2012). Ryft (1989) conceptualised
PWB as having six dimensions which are self-acceptance, purpose in life,
environmental mastery, positive relations, personal growth, and autonomy.
Selfacceptance refers to a positive interpretation of oneself and past experiences while
embracing one’s peculiarity. Purpose in life refers to feelings of meaning to one’s
existence and an accompanying sense of fulfilment in one’s efforts and challenges in
life. Environmental mastery refers to one’s ability to manage and influence their
environment to meet their needs and demands. Positive relations refer to engagement
in warm, genuine, healthy, and satisfactory relationships with family members,
coworkers, and supervisors. Personal growth refers to an individual’s capacity and
aspiration to realise their full potential through the development of skills, knowledge,
and behavioural patterns. Autonomy refers to an individual’s perception of
selfdetermination, self-regulation, and personal authority, that is, the degree of
independence availed to an individual to make decisions and execute their jobs.

Organisational factors

Destructive Leadership (DL)

Einarsen et al. (2007, p.208) defines DL behaviour as “the systematic and repeated
behaviour by a leader, supervisor or manager that violates the legitimate interest of the
organisation by undermining and/or sabotaging the organisation’s goals, tasks,
resources, and effectiveness and/or the motivation, well-being, or job satisfaction of
his/her subordinates.” DL does not suggest incompetency or apathy in a leader, rather
it associates a leader’s tendency to apply destructive behaviours with intent to damage



subordinates and the organisation (Molino et al. 2019). Empirical studies have shown
that whenever a leader employs a highly structural or action-driven approach towards
employees while being inconsiderate, abusive, hostile in their behaviours, or exercises
a laissez-faire approach to issues, employees report a decline in well-being and
increased psychological distress (Skogstad et al. 2007). Schmidt (2008) discusses five
behavioural patterns which characterise DL. They are self-promotion, abusive
supervision, unpredictability, narcissism, and authoritarian leadership. Einarsen et al.
(2007) posit that destructive leaders who can also be referred to as toxic leaders
(Lipman-Blumen 2005) can undermine the interests of an organisation, frustrate tasks,
and curtail performance, job satisfaction, motivation and PWB of subordinates even
when they apply hostile behaviours to fulfil organisational objectives (Wang et al.
2022). Destructive leaders may also seek to maintain totalitarianism over employees
by enforcing strict rules, ridiculing their competence, and issuing threats to control
their performance and ensure compliance (Wang et al. 2022). Molino et al. (2019)
suggest that destructive leaders who are extremely demanding and controlling create
high expectations about fulfilment at work and employees may think that working
hard and always is required to satisfy a supervisor which may inflate their perception
of the amount of work to be done. From the above discussion, the following
hypotheses can be put forward:

DL is hypothesised to have a negative relationship on PWB (H1).
DL is hypothesised to have a positive relationship with perceived workload (H2).

Perceived Workload

Perceived workload is commonly regarded as a measure of the relationship of the
amount of resources demanded by a task situation — the “demands” — to the amount of
resources a person has available to complete the task — the “capacity” (Sanders and
McCormick 1993). Perceived workload comprises mental components, which are
largely related to a workers’ attention capacity and information processing and time
demands of a task. As construction projects are highly dynamic with lots of
uncertainty, multiple stakeholders, and tight schedules (Chan et al., 2014), CPPs have
to manage complex tasks, strict deadlines, and complicated stakeholder relationships
in a demanding and stressful work environment throughout the project life cycle.
Moreover, CPPs may also face excessive administrative interventions and excessive
public relations activities (Yang et al., 2017). Therefore, CPPs are highly vulnerable to
negative emotions and psychological problems (Hampton et al., 2019). From the
above discussion, the following hypothesis can be put forward:

Perceived workload is hypothesised to have a negative relationship with PWB (H3).

Peer Support

Peer support is a type of emotional and social support extended by people who have
passed through similar ordeals of mental distress and have recovered from them
(Rosenberg, 2011). Existing studies have found that peer support at work can help to
relieve or avert distress, however when lacking can lead to further distress (McKenna



et al. 2022). Employees have also identified peer support as a useful coping
mechanism for dealing with the negative impacts of excessive workload on PWB
because it enables workplace relationships that provide reassurance and a sense of
hope and belief in the future (McKenna et al. 2022).

It has been postulated that peers are better able to recognise issues associated with
poor well-being including oppression and social isolation (Le Boutillier et al., 2011),
offer an environment where thoughts can be communicated without fear of authority
(Newlin et al., 2015), exploit available resources within shared social contexts, and
restore impacted individuals into social networks (McKenna et al. 2022). From the
above discussion, the following hypotheses can be put forward:

Peer support is hypothesised to have a negative relationship with perceived workload
(H4)

Peer support is hypothesised to have a positive relationship with PWB (HS5)

Personal factors

Psychological Capital (PsyCap)

PsyCap is a higher-order component which utilises a vital mechanism of positive
emotions and retains a motivating capacity in human behaviour (Alsultan, et al. 2023).
PsyCap is composed of four dimensions: self-efficacy, hope, optimism, and resilience
(Avey et al., 2011). Self-efficacy is a cognitive and emotional state that reflects
individuals’ trust and confidence in their abilities. It means that individuals can
generate inspiration and cognitive resources to perform the required actions to achieve
success in a given task notwithstanding the working conditions (Alsultan et al. 2023).
Hope is a dynamic cognitive and motivational mechanism that functions to prompt
cognitive processes and emotional responsibility which steers individuals towards
attaining their goals (Luthans et al. 2006). Optimism is a positive acknowledgement of
immediate and anticipated success (Luthans et al. 2006). Optimistic individuals take
personal responsibility for their successes and use encouraging expositions to deflect
responsibility for negative experiences (Alsultan et al. 2023). Resilience is one’s
capacity to respond to negative or positive stressful situations and in some
circumstances, to even flourish from them (Luthans et al. 2006). Self-efficacy, hope,
and optimism can build resilience. For instance, confident, hopeful, and optimistic
employees are more likely to respond and thrive from distress than their peers who are
not (Alsultan et al. 2023). Rabenu et al. (2017) identified that PsyCap as the most
essential component of well-being which produces positive emotions and inspires a
desirable attitude (Avey et al., 2011). Existing research indicate PsyCap is positively
associated with positive outcomes, negatively associated with negative outcomes
(Luthans et al. 2006), and positively impacts PWB (Rabenu et a. 2017). From the
above discussion, the following hypothesis can be put forward:

PsyCap is hypothesised to have a positive relationship with PWB (H6)



PsyCap as a Moderator

As PsyCap increases, individuals might begin to develop more capacity to cope with
rising job demands. Higher job demands are linked to amplified stress levels and
research indicates that employees with PsyCap are likely more capable of coping with
these demands (Avey et al. 2011). In other words, personal resources moderate the
negative effects of stressful work environments on employee well-being (Grover et al.
2018). Individuals with higher PsyCap typically take proactive measures to help them
with demanding work environment. The resilient quality of PsyCap promotes positive
swift reactions to the impact of job demands because PsyCap has the positive mental
resources which enable employees to cope with the demands. This underpins the
argument that PsyCap moderates the impact of job demands on well-being. PsyCap
can therefore be viewed as a personal resource that assists in the quest for more job
resources (Grover et al. 2018). Existing research posit that employees with high levels
of PsyCap possess greater mastery that aids them in using resources within their
environment and manage working conditions more effectively. For instance, Okros et
al. (2022) found that PsyCap moderates the impact of job demands on well-being. In
particular, when job demands such as workload are higher, employees with high
PsyCap levels experience less decrease in their PWB when compared to employees
with low PsyCap levels (Kim et al. 2020) hence confirming the role of PsyCap as a
protective factor from stress due to increased workload (Okros et al. 2022). From the
above discussion, the following hypothesis can be put forward:

PsyCap is hypothesised to significantly weaken the negative impact of perceived
workload on PWB (H7).

CONCEPTUALISING THE INTERPLAY OF JOB-RELATED AND
PERSONAL FACTORS IN CONSTRUCTION PROJECT
PROFESSIONALS WELL-BEING

Conceptual Framework

Drawing on the aforementioned discussion and hypotheses, this study proposes a
conceptual framework to examine how DL, perceived workload, peer support and
PsyCap directly affect PWB. In addition, the framework examines how perceived
workload is amplified or reduced by DL and peer support respectively. It also
examines PsyCap as a moderator of the effect of perceived workload on PWB.
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Figure 1: Conceptual framework of the relationship between job factors, personal
factors and PWB.

RESEARCH AGENDA

The next step in this study is to test the conceptual framework. Given that
relationships depicted by the framework need to be tested, the positivist paradigm and
quantitative strategy are considered most suitable for testing the framework because
they are effective in investigating and establishing relationships between variables
(Gross and Burrell 2017). Data collection will be done using a survey instrument
which will be sent to CPPs (e.g., architects, construction managers, project managers,
engineers, and surveyors) who will constitute the research participants. The survey
instrument consists of a PWB scale (Ryff and Keyes 1995), DL scale (Schmidt 2008),
workload scale (Kirby et al. 2003), peer support scale (Edwards and Webster 2012)
and compound PsyCap scale (Lorenz et al. 2016). Cluster sampling procedure and
nonprobability sampling will be used to obtain a relevant sample for the study. A pilot
study will be conducted to test research protocols, data collection instruments, sample
requirement strategies and obtain the necessary information for calculating the sample
size, evaluating the main study, and minimising waste of research resources. This will
be followed by the main data collection and analysis. Data analysis will be performed
using structural equation modelling (SEM) technique.

CONCLUSION

This study elucidates the interaction between job-related and personal factors on CPPs'
well-being. The study has put forward a conceptual model which depicts the
interrelationship between job-related factors, personal factors, and PWB. By this, the
framework has provided further understanding into how job demands, job resources
and personal resources could impact workplace well-being. Researchers can therefore



apply this framework to empirically ascertain the impact of job demands, job
resources, and personal resources on PWB. Tested empirically, the proposed
framework could assist practitioners in implementing appropriate workplace
interventions to improve the well-being of construction professionals.
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