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Abstract 

The programme of work presented in this thesis examined the effect of work-related 

stressors in UK academic staff across a period of six years, utilising a benchmarking 

approach. Furthermore, the thesis examines the relationships between stressors and a 

range of key strain outcomes: psychological distress, emotional exhaustion, disengagement, 

work-life conflict, intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction. Study 1 presents the results of three 

work and wellbeing surveys conducted in 2008, 2012 and 2014 that utilise the Health and 

Safety Executive’s Management Standards Indicator tool to assess levels of psychosocial 

hazard in the occupational group at these three time points. Comparisons were made across 

each wave of data to identify patterns of change in the sector. Additionally, a range of strain 

outcomes were assessed at each data collection point and examined with reference to other 

occupational groups and norms, and across the waves of data where appropriate. The 

results from study 1 indicate that the level of wellbeing associated with academic work 

significantly reduced in five out of seven hazard categories across the three waves of data. 

Additionally, academic staff reported higher levels of perceived stress and increased work-

life conflict. Psychological distress and job satisfaction, measured in 2014, were lower than 

benchmarked data from a range of other occupational groups. Study 2 examined the 

predictive power of two key theoretical models of work-related stress to further examine the 

stressor-strain relationship in academic staff. The job demands control-support and job 

demands resources models predicted significant proportions of the variance in all strain 

outcomes, however, the inclusion of a broader range of resources in the latter model 

explained a greater proportion of the variance in all outcome measures except work-life 

conflict. Strong main effects were observed in each model, but the evidence for interactive 

effects was less conclusive. Study 3 expanded on these findings by examining key 

resources identified in the job demands resources model and examining these via the 

context of sector change. A conservation of resources approach was used to develop and 

test a resource caravan whereby satisfaction with sector change predicted strain outcomes 

via the mediating effects of role stress and two form of illegitimate task. Indirect effects of 
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role and illegitimate tasks independently mediated the relationship between change on a 

range of outcome variables, Additionally, a serial mediation effect whereby change predicted 

role, which in turn predicted illegitimate tasks added further unique predictive power to each 

model. The findings from the thesis indicate a worsening pattern of wellbeing associated with 

academic work across the six-year period investigated and evidence is presented to support 

the effect of stressors on key strain outcomes in academic staff. Finally, the findings highlight 

the importance of examining the relationships between key resources at sector, institutional 

and individual levels to inform systemic interventions to respond to the significant levels of 

stressors and strain reported by the sector and suggestions for interventions are discussed. 
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Chapter 1: Definitions and models of work-related stress 

1.1 Chapter overview 

Work-related stress is a topic of great interest in the academic and public policy domains in 

the UK and internationally. The first chapter in this thesis examines the prevalence and costs 

associated with work-related stress and considers how the phenomena has been defined 

and examined. The chapter examines key theoretical constructs and models of work-related 

stress to identify areas of consensus and difference, with a particular focus on the Job-

Demand Control Support model (Karasek, 1979; Johnson, Hall & Theorell, 1998), the Job 

Demands Resources model (Demerouti et al, 2001) and the Conservation of resources 

model (Hobfoll, 1989) as these are key models utilised in the current programme of work. 

Additionally, models that have been used previously with academic samples, such as the 

Effort -Reward Imbalance model (Siegrist, 1996) will be discussed in detail. Finally, key 

constructs underpinning the examination of work-related stress are defined for the purposes 

of the current body of work. 

1.2 Aims and Objectives: 

This chapter aims to provide a focused overview of work-related stress in relation to the 

issues examined in the thesis. The objectives of the chapter are to: 

1. Present the case for further examination of work-related stressors and strain, with 

reference to prevalence rates, organisational and individual costs. 

2. Present an overview of definitions of work-related stress and provide the definition 

adopted in this work 

3. Provide an examination of key theories of work-related stress and present the 

conceptual focus of this thesis with reference to contemporary models of 

occupational stress. 
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4. Identify current gaps in the work-stress literature and define key constructs that 

inform the development of the current body of work. 

1.3 Prevalence and costs 

Work-related stress is a widely-discussed phenomenon in both popular and academic 

literature. The construct has attracted policy attention at both national (Health and Safety 

Executive) and international levels (World Health Organisation and the European 

Association for Safety and Health at Work), often with the remit of reducing stress to improve 

organisational outcomes and individual wellbeing. The “stress epidemic” (Newbegin, 2014) is 

thought to stem from a range of changes to working life, including reduced job security, 

technological advancements, increases in working hours and lack of supervisor support (EU-

OHSA, 2013; Hassard, Teoh, Cox & Dewe, 2014).  Many large-scale surveys conducted in 

America, Europe and the UK suggests that work-related stress has been on the rise since 

the mid-1990s (Cox, Griffiths & Rial-Gonzalez, 2000), but other UK-based surveys indicate a 

stabilising of reported cases over time (HSE, 2017)  

Prevalence rates of work-related stress vary across populations surveyed and instruments 

used. For example, a poll conducted by the European Agency for Safety and Health at Work 

in 2013 found that 51% of all European respondents (44% of UK workers) reported that 

work-related stress was 'fairly' or 'very common' in their workplace. However, when asked 

directly about their personal experiences of stress, both European and UK samples reported 

lower levels (22%) of personal work-related stress (Milczarek, Gonzalez & Schneider, 2009).  

The extent of work-related stress may be difficult to quantify due to the broad range of item 

measures and differences in methodological approaches utilised. However, the financial cost 

of work-related stress is well documented. The UK Labour Force Survey reported that 12.5 

million working days were lost due to work related stress, anxiety or depression in 2016/7, 

accounting for 40% of all work-related illness and 49% of all working days lost to ill-health 

(HSE 2017). Giga, Hoel & Lewis (2008) used a range of estimates to assess the financial 

cost of work-related stress to the UK economy, calculating a lower-level cost of £682 million 
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and an upper-level of £17.65 billion. Similar figures have been reported across Europe, with 

figures ranging from €20 billion per year relating to work-related stress (European 

Commission, 2002) to €617 billion per year from work-related depression (Matrix, 2013). The 

latter figure is the estimated sum of cost to employers, loss of productivity and health and 

social care costs. However, the differences in time-frame, forms of calculation varying 

definitions and inclusion / exclusion criteria make assessing the accuracy of reported costs 

difficult to judge (Hassard, Teoh, Visockaite, Dewe & Cox, 2017).  

Similar patterns have been reported worldwide. Levels of mental stress attributed to the 

workplace in Australia accounted for 76% of all mental stress health claims made in 2009/10 

(Butterworth, Leach & Kiely, 2013), and the estimated financial cost to society in 2008/9 was 

AUS$5.3 billion per year (Dollard et al, 2012). Rosch (2001) calculated costs of work-related 

stress to the United States economy to be US$300 billion annually, when accounting for 

costs of absence, turnover and training. Therefore, despite inconsistencies in the reporting of 

work-related stress and the fact that estimates were made over a different time-scale, it is 

widely accepted that the phenomenon has significant societal and financial cost (Hassard et 

al, 2017). 

Studies examining the cost of work-related stress to organisations suggest that these costs 

include those with a direct financial impact such as turnover, sickness absence and health 

insurance (Giga et al, 2008; McTernan, Dollard, & La Montagne, 2013) as well as costs 

associated with other negative outcomes such as under-performance, counter-productive 

work behaviours and presenteeism (Cooper & Dewe, 2008; Fox, Spector & Miles, 2001; 

Stamper & Johlke, 2003). 

The individual impact of work-related stress has been studied extensively and links have 

been made to a wide range of negative physical and psychological outcomes. In particular, 

work-related stress has been linked to depression (Bonde, 2008; Rugulies, Bültmann, Aust, 

& Burr, 2006), anxiety (Jones, Latreille & Sloane, 2016), fatigue (Rose et al, 2017), 
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cardiovascular disease (Kuper & Marmot, 2003) and somatic symptoms such as stomach 

upset, headache and dizziness (Glise, Ahlborg & Jonsdottir, 2014). 

Such evidence indicates that work-related stress is costly at societal, organisational and 

individual levels, but there are several issues that require attention. Firstly, prevalence and 

economic costs cannot be exact, and their calculation is open to interpretation (Goldin, 

2004). Prevalence rates rely on a wide range of different self-report tools, which makes 

comparison across studies difficult. Secondly, the concept of “stress” itself is subject to a 

wide range of meanings and interpretations in both academic and general populations. The 

existence and usefulness of the construct of stress has long been questioned (Briner, 1996; 

Pollock, 1988), however, the concept has been adopted by and considered useful at 

international and national levels by organisations such as the World Health Organisation 

(Leka, Griffiths & Cox, 2004) and the European Agency for Safety and Health at Work 

(Hassard, Teoh, Cox & Dewe, 2014) As such, the construct of stress remains both 

practically and theoretically relevant.  

1.4 Constructs and models of work-related stress 

Academic interest in the concept of stress in general has been steadily increasing since the 

1970s. Based on a review of articles included in Psychological Abstracts from 1974 to 1999, 

Jones, Bright and Clow (2001, p.13) demonstrated a rising pattern of publications with the 

term “stress” in the title. A similar search undertaken for the purposes of this thesis using 

Psych Info (the electronic version of Psychological Abstracts) shows that this trend has 

continued between 2000 and 2017 (see figure 1.1) 
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Figure 1.1: Number of papers published with “Stress” in the title 2000 - 2017 

 

A further search including “stress” and “work” or “occupational stress” shows a similar trend 

in the publication rates of psychological papers examining work-related stress, rising from 

410 papers in 2000 to 856 in 2017, peaking at over 1000 papers annually between 2013 and 

2017. 

Figure 1.2: Number of papers published with “Stress” and “Work” or “Occupational stress” in 

the title 2000 – 2017 
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The rising number of psychological papers examining stress, and more specifically 

occupational or work-related stress, has occurred whilst the area of stress research 

continues to debate fundamental conceptual and methodological issues, including the 

definition of stress, the models and constructs used to understand the “stress” concept and 

the effort to understand it at both contextual and general levels. The following sections will 

examine these key debates and evaluate key theoretical models developed to explain the 

construct of work-related stress. Particular attention is given to the Job Demands Control 

(Support) model (Karasek, 1979; Johnson, Hall & Theorell, 1990), the Job Demands 

Resources model (Demerouti et al, 2001) and the Conservation of Resources model 

(Hobfoll, 1989), as the key models examined within the current programme of work. 

However, given the variety of models proposed to explain the stress response, and the 

debates regarding definitions and process, discussed below, these are discussed within a 

broader taxonomy of theoretical approaches proposed by Cox and Griffiths, 2010. The final 

section of this chapter will draw on this analysis to inform the conceptual framework for the 

current thesis. 

1.5 Definitions of stress 

The definition of stress is an issue of debate in the literature (Cooper, Dewe & O’Driscoll, 

2001, p.2; Trenberth & Dewe, 2004). Cox and Griffiths (1995) proposed three broad 

categories of stress definition. Firstly, the engineering approach treats stress as an 

environmental stimulus that the individual responds to. Stress is the independent variable; 

for example, demands at work. Secondly, the physiological approach conceptualises stress 

as a response to an external stimulus; for example, a change in heart rate, or sweating when 

presented with threat. Finally, the approach described by Cox and Griffiths as the 

psychological approach, sees stress as a dynamic interaction or process between the 

individual and their environment. 

These differing approaches to defining stress arguably reflects the range of academic fields 

examining the concept.  For example, Selye (1950) approached stress from a physiological 
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perspective (response), defining it as the consequence of any demand placed on the body, 

whereas Holmes & Rahe (1967) focused on the impact of life events on the individual 

(stimulus). Others have argued that the definition of stress is often driven by the objectives of 

the research being undertaken (Kahn & Byosiere, 1992). Both stimulus and response 

definitions of stress have been criticised for excluding a range of factors that may influence 

the experience of stress, including context, personality and other individual differences. 

Newer transactional models of stress (discussed below), that focus on the appraisal of 

external stimuli have been criticised for focussing too much on internal states and ignoring 

the environmental context (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll, Halbesleben, Neveu & Westman, 2018). 

Although the major schools of stress research conceptualise stress differently, with focus 

placed on varying areas of the process, there are a number of key elements that are 

recognised across all major theories. In particular, most models agree that the stress 

process begins with some form of external stimulus (or stressors, that initiate future actions 

and reactions), perceptions of stress (which refer to how the stressor is appraised), and 

strain (or the outcome of stress responses) (Bliese, Edwards & Sonnentag, 2017; Jones & 

Bright, 2001, p.6). Additionally, the interaction between these three key processes may be 

moderated by a range of individual, situational and contextual factors (Bliese et al, 2017; 

Hobfoll, 1989). To ensure consistency, therefore, for the purposes of this thesis, the terms 

stressor, perceptions of stress, and strain will be utilised in this manner. Where the term 

stress or work-related stress are used, this will refer to the overall concept of stress in 

general and work-related stress in particular. 

 

1.6 Models of work-related stress 

The importance of utilising theoretical models, or frameworks, to examine stressor-strain 

relationships has been emphasised. Models offer the opportunity to examine the sequence 

of events in interactions and stimulate further research (Cox & Griffiths, 2010, p. 33; 

Leventhal, 1997). Several models have been proposed and the following section reviews 
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those most prevalent in the literature. Models will be organised using the taxonomy 

proposed by Cox & Griffiths (2010), see figure 1.3. below.  The review of key models that 

follows explores the key conceptual debates in the field of stress research and serves to 

underpin the choice of models adopted in the empirical studies presented in chapters four – 

six of the current work. 

Figure 1.3 Taxonomy of Models, adapted from Cox & Griffiths, 2010 (p.35). 

 

 

1.6.1 Early Theories: 

Early models of stress treated the concept as either a predictor variable (stimulus models) or 

outcome variable (response models). Stimulus models conceptualise stress as a force 

external to the individual which, if above a certain tolerance threshold, will cause it harm.  

Very early theories of environmental stress focussed on physical aspects of the working 

environment that may cause a negative response, such as excessive noise, overcrowding 
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and heat with the aim to improve productivity and working conditions (Cooper, Dewe & 

O’Driscoll, 2001, p.8). 

Holmes and Rahe (1967) further developed the stimulus approach described above by 

extending the original stress sources to include stressful life events. They argued that 

significant changes in an individual’s personal environment, such as marriage or divorce, 

buying a house or going to prison, would engender stress that could lead to adverse 

outcomes. Stimulus theories propose that stress can be measured externally (Homes and 

Rahe developed a list of social stressors ranging from severe to mild) and do not recognise 

the role of individual differences or perceptions of the stressor in the response. 

Response models conceptualise stress as a reaction from within the individual to external 

challenges. This approach was most clearly outlined by Selye (1950) in the theory of 

General Adaptation Syndrome, where stress was conceptualised as a response to an 

external threat or challenge that disrupts normal homeostatic function. His model proposes 

that the body will respond to any stimulus, whether positive or negative, in a universal 

manner.  Whatever the nature of the stimulus, Selye argued that an individual will go through 

the same pattern of response starting with alarm and then moving to resistance and finally 

experiencing exhaustion. Selye further developed his model of stress by differentiating 

between four states: a) eustress – referring to ‘good stress’; b) distress or ‘bad stress’; c) 

hyperstress or ‘overstress’ and c) hypostress or ‘understress’ (Cooper & Dewe & O’Driscoll, 

2001, p.7). Selye’s work, and subsequent research in the area, has helped to define links 

between stress and resulting physiological conditions such as cancer (Cox & Mackay, 1982) 

and underpinned early work examining the physiological systems associated with stress 

(Cox & Griffiths, 2010. p. 36). Nonetheless, response models have been criticised because 

of their failure to explain differences in the perception of, and responses to stress both 

between and within individuals, and as with stimulus models, they fail to take account of 

individual differences. Finally, within the work domain, the construct of eustress has been 

misapplied. The original construct, as presented by Selye, refers to a basic level of challenge 
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required by all organisms to function. This has, at times, been used to suggest that some 

level of work-related stress will benefit employees (Cox & Griffiths, 2010; Le Fevre, Matheny 

& Kolt, 2003). 

1.6.2 Contemporary models of stress: 

Interactional and transactional theories: 

Interactional and transactional theories are those that include psychological processes and 

attempt to explain how an individual’s response to a stressor is affected by their 

experiences, cognition and emotions. In such theories, stress is conceptualised as an 

unpleasant experience that is perceived by the individual when they are faced with 

excessive demands, or do not have the resources to cope with the demands that they are 

facing. Interactional theories focus on the external situation and examine how individuals 

respond to various stressors in the environment, whereas transactional theories focus on the 

psychological processes involved in responding to environmental stimuli. It could be argued 

that interactional processes focus on the effect that the environment has on the individual 

and their response to it, whereas transactional theories focus on how the individual responds 

to the environment. The following section will consider some of the major theoretical models 

from both schools of thought, with a particular focus on the JDC(S) model, utilised in the 

current programme of work. 

Person-Environment Fit (French, Caplan & Van Harrison (1982) 

The Person-environment fit (PE-F) model is one of the first contemporary models of work-

related stress (Cox & Griffiths, 2010, p. 37). The central assertion of the model is that 

interactions between the individual and the environment are shaped via the individual’s 

perceptions of themselves, the objective environment and the interactions between these 

key elements, and that these interactions shape responses to work situations. The model 

suggests that fit, a form of matching between the individual and the work environment, will 

be associated with positive work behaviours and attitudes and lower levels of strain for the 
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individual (Kristoff-Brown, Barrick & Stevens, 2005; Verquer, Beehr & Wagner 2003). The 

model (see figure 1.4) encompasses both objective and subjective states of both the 

individual (encompassing the objective characteristics of the individual and the subjective 

perceptions of their needs, wants and values) and the environment, where the objective 

environment is the accurate state of the physical and social conditions, whereas the 

subjective environment refers to the individual’s perception of them (Kristof, 1996; Yu, 2009). 

Contact with reality and assessment of self quantify the difference between the objective and 

subjective environment and individual, with subjective fit mediating the relationship between 

objective states and outcomes (Edwards, Caplan & Harrison, 1998; Yu, 2009).  The PE fit 

model has developed over time to include the examination of a range of different person-fit 

relationships including vocation, supervisor fit, job fit, and group fit (Kristoff-Brown et al, 

2005) with work-related stress and to examine a number of outcomes from the recruitment 

and retention of staff to team and group dynamics (Dineen & Noe, 2009; Kristof‐Brown, 

Seong, Degeest, Park & Hong, 2014). 
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Figure 1.4 Person-Environment Fit model 

 

(Adapted from Harrison, Cooper & Payne,1978, p.176 and Yu, 2009, p.1212) 

With reference to organisational stress research, the PE-fit model conceptualises strain as 

arising when there is incongruence between the individual’s characteristics (e.g. values and 

personality) and the work environment (e.g. demands, resources available and 

organisational values). This mismatch may result in the individual’s needs not being met or 

demands from the organisation not being fulfilled. In both scenarios, the unmet need or 

demand can lead to strain. Key to the process is individual appraisal; a subjective mismatch 

at environment or individual level may result in strain-based outcomes. For example, job 

satisfaction has been associated with both objective person-organisation fit (Resick, Baltes & 

Shantz, 2007) and subjective perceptions of organisational fit (Yu, 2009). 

Concerns regarding the parsimony of PE-fit as a stable theory have been raised (Cable & 

DeRue, 2002; Kristoff-Brown, Zimmerman & Johnson, 2005). The theory is 



13 
 

multidimensional, and a wide range of environmental fit criteria have been identified. 

Furthermore, what constitutes “match” (Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987) and the mechanisms 

underlying the mismatch-strain response are unclear and the tenet that match is always 

positive has been questioned (Kristoff-Brown et al 2005a). However, despite such critique, 

the model has offered significant contributions to the understanding of the complex 

relationships between individuals and the organisations in which they work (Dewe, O’Driscoll 

& Cooper, 2012, p.30). Furthermore, it has been argued that a reframing of the model to 

incorporate a broader framework approach may be more appropriate considering the 

differing epistemological approaches to examining organisational fit within the literature 

(Kristof-Brown & Bilsberry, 2013, p.8). 

Job demands control (support) model (JDC / JDC(S))  

The JDC model (Karasek, 1979) identifies two main job attributes that can impact on job-

related wellbeing: job demands, relating to workload and decision latitude or control. The 

model conceptualises four types of job based on these two dimensions (see figure 1.5). 

1. High strain jobs. These occur when demands are high and control is low. Karasek & 

Theorell (1990) predict that the most adverse psychological strain outcomes occur for 

those doing this type of work. 

2. Active jobs.  These are roles where both demands and decision latitude is high. 

Workers are highly engaged in their job and energised by it which helps to translate 

job stressors in to action via effective problem solving (Karasek & Theorell, 1989). 

Active jobs are thought to produce average levels of job strain but are less risky to 

health. 

3. Low Strain jobs. These jobs are characterised by low demands and high control. 

They are considered low strain due to their relatively low levels of demand and high 

levels of control. Workers in such jobs are able to respond to stressors in an effective 

manner and are associated with below average levels of job strain.  
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4. Passive jobs. Under these conditions workers are at risk of losing skills and 

motivation. Low levels of decision latitude hinder workers from developing ideas or 

engaging in development work and such jobs are associated with average levels of 

job strain. 

Figure 1.5 The Job Demand Control Model 

 

(Adapted from Karasek, 1979) 

Iso-strain hypothesis: 

The JDC model has been expanded to include support (Johnson, Hall & Theorell, 1990). 

The extended Job-demand control support model (JDC(S)) postulates that social support 

can influence job strain by buffering the effect of high demands and low control, by 

influencing basic physiological processes and promoting health, and finally by facilitating 

active coping mechanisms (Theorell & Karasek,1996). The “iso-strain” model predicts a 

multiplicative interaction between high strain (high demands and low control) and low social 

support, and asserts that combined effects of high demands, low control and low support at 

work lead to poorer health outcomes for workers over time (Johnson et al, 1989).   
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Two hypotheses are central to the original JDC and expanded JDC(S) models. The strain 

hypothesis states that additive or interactive effects of demands and control (in JDC) and 

demands, control and support (in JDC(S)) models, resulting in high strain outcomes, have 

negative physical and psychological outcomes for the worker (see Fig. 1.6 below). 

Figure 1.6 Additive and Interactive hypotheses of the JDC / JDCS models 

  

 

The buffer or moderation hypothesis specifies that strain is a result of an interaction between 

demands and control in the JDC model and demands, control and support in the JDC(S) 

model (see Fig. 1.7 below). 

Figure 1.7: The buffer hypothesis of the JDC / JDCS models 

 

The buffer hypothesis can be viewed as an extension of the strain hypothesis (Van Der Doef 

& Maes, 1999; Hausser, Mojzisch, Niesel & Schulz-Hardt, 2010). The strain hypothesis does 

not distinguish between additive and interaction effects, whereas the buffer hypothesis 

specifies these interactions in the original and extended model. Karasek (1989, p.148) 
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argued that the multiplicative approach to analysis in both the original and expanded models 

was not core to the theory and may result in overly complex coefficient models. However, 

the buffer hypothesis has remained central to research investigating the theory, with other 

researchers arguing that it is the nature of the interactions that are key (Hausser et al, 2010). 

Two large scale reviews of the literature have been conducted that examine the JDC (strain) 

and extended JDC(S) (iso-strain) models, focusing on the additive and multiplicative effects 

of demands, control and, with reference to the JDC(S) model, support. Additionally, two key 

methodological approaches to model testing were identified: one focusing on the differences 

between high and low strain groups, the other examining the linear relationships between 

the variables. The first of these reviews was undertaken by Van der Doef & Maes in 1999 

and focused on studies that looked at the effects of job demands, control (and support) in 

predicting psychological wellbeing, job satisfaction and burnout. Across all model 

hypotheses, comparative studies found greater support than those using a linear 

methodological approach, but more studies had been conducted using the latter approach.  

The review found support for the additive effects of demands, control (and support) in 68% 

of the studies examining the strain hypothesis and 47% of those examining the iso-strain 

hypothesis. Support for the effects of the two additive hypotheses in job satisfaction was 

found in 60% and 57% of the studies respectively. Finally, burnout was examined in only 

four studies published in the time period of the review (1979 – 1997), and three out of four 

studies offered support for the additive strain hypothesis. Only one study examined the iso-

strain hypothesis in relation to burnout and this did support the additive hypothesis.  

The review found less support for the multiplicative or buffer hypotheses across both the 

JDC and JDC(S) models across all outcome measures. Just under half the studies 

examined testing the original JDC model and only two out of five studies testing the JDC(S) 

model offered support for the moderating effects of control or support on general 

psychological wellbeing. Of twenty-three studies examining the moderating effect of control 

on job satisfaction, 60% of the studies reviewed offered full or partial support, while only two 
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of the six studies examining the extended JDC(S) model found support for the multiplicative 

effects of control and support. In total, three studies examined the moderating effects of 

control or control and support on burnout, with no support for the buffer hypothesis found for 

either JDC or JDC(S) models. 

Hausser and colleugues (2010) replicated the review conducted by Van der Doef and Maes, 

examining studies published between 1998 and 2007 across the same three outcome 

measures (however, burnout was restricted to studies that only examined the emotional 

exhaustion facet). With reference to general psychological wellbeing, the authors found less 

support (full and partial) for the additive effects of the JDC model, with 60% of studies 

conducted between 1998 and 2007 compared with 68% of studies reviewed by Van der Doef 

and Maes (1999) offering some support for the additive effects of demands and control. Of 

these, 36% offered full support for the additive hypothesis. The percentage of studies 

offering support for the additive effects of demands and support was similar across both 

reviews, with Hausser and colleagues identifying 50% of studies offering support (28% full 

support) compared to 47% of the studies reviewed by Van Der Doef and Maes in 1999. A 

similar pattern of results was found when examining job satisfaction as the outcome variable, 

reflecting the pattern reported by Van Der Doef and Maes. Of the studies reviewed by 

Hauser and colleagues, 69% offered support for the additive effects of demands and control, 

whereas 55% of studies examining the JDC(S) model offered support. The number of 

studies reporting on burnout as an outcome variable increased from four in the earlier review 

to thirty-five reporting on the JDC model and twenty-three on the JDC(S) model between 

1998 and 2007. Partial support for both additive hypotheses was found in 57% and 39% of 

the studies respectively. 

In line with the review by Van der Doef and Maes (1999), Hausser and colleagues (2010) 

found less support for the multiplicative effects of control and control and support across the 

two models. Evidence for the moderating effects of control in the JDC model ranged from 

14% of studies providing evidence of support for the effects on job satisfaction, to 39% of the 
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studies reviewed offering support for the moderating effect of control on demands in relation 

to general psychological distress, whereas 26% of the studies reviewed showed evidence 

that control can mitigate the effects of demands on burnout. However, no studies fully 

supported the hypothesis for psychological wellbeing and only 6% and 15% of studies 

offered full support with regard to job satisfaction and burnout. Fewer studies examined the 

JDC(S) multiplicative hypothesis and the results were less conclusive than for the JDC 

model, with only three studies offering any support for the moderating effects of control and 

support on demands in predicting psychological wellbeing and job satisfaction, and one 

study out of thirteen reviewed offering support in predicting emotional exhaustion. 

Both reviews offer reasonable support for the JDC model, but less support for the JDC(S) 

model. Hauser et al (2010) argue that the addition of support to the model reduces the 

likelihood of it being confirmed (p. 29).  With regards to multiplicative effects, both reviews 

suggest that studies where type of control and/or support match the demands experienced 

at work are more likely to offer support for the model than those where the match is less 

specific. However, across all studies, multiplicative interaction findings are less supported 

across both JDC and JDC(S) models. 

 

The JDC / JDC(S) models are arguably the most tested theories of work-related stress. 

There is strong evidence that demands, control and support have independent additive 

effects on general and work-related strain outcomes. However, the buffer hypothesis is yet 

to garner more than modest support.  Several criticisms have been made regarding the 

model(s), including the variation in operationalising demands and support (Van der Doef & 

Maes, 1999; Cox & Griffiths, 2010), both with reference to how the variables are 

operationalised within studies, and the variability of operationalisation across studies, 

making comparison difficult. The model can also be criticised due to the narrowness of focus 

on demands and control as they are only two of a wide number of different job 
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characteristics that may lead to strain, and as such is too simplistic to capture complex 

working environments (Bakker, Veldhoven & Xanthopoulou, 2010).  

Furthermore, the strain and iso-strain models assume that all job demands are negative, 

whereas more recent research has suggested that some forms of job demands can be 

positive. LePine, Podsakoff & LePine (2005) argue that type rather than the amount of job 

demands (as operationalised in the JDC / JDCS models), is key to understanding the 

differential effects of stressor on individuals. They argue that demands can be 

conceptualised as positive challenge demands, that offer opportunities for personal growth 

and development, and negative hindrance demands, that limit or reduce opportunities for 

growth and development (Cavanagh, Boswell, Roehling & Boudreau, 2000), and that the 

perception of the type of demand is more crucial than the ‘objective’ amount of demand. 

Therefore, an individual with high job demands may perceive these demands as a challenge 

rather than a hindrance and therefore such demands are likely to be associated with positive 

wellbeing and high levels of motivation. Several reviews have offered some support for the 

differential impact of different types of demands. Challenge demands have been positively 

associated with job satisfaction and negatively associated with strain (Crawford, LePine & 

Rich, 2010, LePine et al, 2005). However other studies have failed to find a positive 

relationship between demands and job satisfaction (Luchman & Gonzalez-Morales, 2013) 

and have found both challenge and hindrance stressors to be associated with burnout 

(Crawford et al, 2010). Therefore, although there is evidence that types of demands may be 

perceived differently, the level of those demands is also important. 

The review of the literature examining stressors and strain outcomes in chapter two of the 

current thesis highlights the importance of demands, control and support in this occupational 

group. The JDC(S) model offers a parsimonious and tested framework by which to examine 

the explanatory power of these key constructs in the current thesis. Additionally, the model 

offers the opportunity to examine the relationship between these key variables in a 

constrained model, whilst comparing the explanatory power of the JDC(S) model with the 
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broader Job Demands Resources model (Demerouti et al, 2001), incorporating a wider 

range of resources variables. The results of this comparison are presented in chapter five. 

More recently, models have attempted to build on the initial JDC / JDC(S) models to 

incorporate some of these criticisms. One of the most widely used frameworks of work-

related stress is the Effort-Reward Imbalance Model. 

Effort Reward Imbalance Model (Siegrist, 1996, 2002) 

This model was originally developed by Siegrist in 1996 and updated in 2002. Its main 

premise is based in the construct of social exchange, where individuals have an expectation 

that their efforts are balanced by rewards. Social exchange is considered particularly 

relevant to the workplace, where there are opportunities for self-esteem, self-efficacy and 

self-integration. At the core of the model is the notion that perceptions of lack of reciprocity 

between efforts and rewards in the workplace will lead to negative physical and 

psychological outcomes (Siegrist 1996, 2002). 

The model specifies that efforts can be either extrinsic, relating to job demands (work load, 

time pressure, interruptions, level of responsibility and working overtime) or intrinsic in the 

form of overcommitment (Rydstedt, Devereux & Sverke, 2007). This is an internal, individual 

state that combines “excessive over striving” with a high need for approval (Siegrist, 2001, 

p.5). Reward is operationalised as a three-factor structure of reward encompassing money, 

self-esteem and job security and career development.  
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Figure 1.8: The Effort-Reward Imbalance model 

 

 

Three hypotheses are central to the revised ERI model (Siegrist, 2002): 

1. Extrinsic effort and low reward will increase the risk of adverse health outcomes 

above that expected from the individual components (ERI hypothesis) 

2. Intrinsic overcommitment and low reward will increase the risk of adverse health 

outcomes above that expected from the individual components, even when no 

extrinsic efforts are present. (OVC hypothesis) 

3. Situations with high extrinsic and intrinsic efforts and low rewards create the highest 

risk of adverse health effects. (ERI x OVC hypothesis). 

The ERI model has been tested extensively, particularly in relation to cardiovascular 

outcomes and related physical factors, and results from two reviews have offered strong 

support for the ERI hypothesis (Tsutsumi & Kawakami, 2004; Van Vegchel, De Jonge, 

Bosma & Schaufeli, 2005). In a review of 45 studies, Van Vegchel et al (2005) found strong 

supporting evidence for the ERI hypothesis in relation to cardiac outcomes and negative 
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health behaviours, specifically smoking and alcohol consumption, but only partial support for 

the OVC hypothesis, and then only in studies examining cardiovascular outcomes. Of the 45 

studies reviewed, none supported the interaction hypothesis (ERI x OVC) with reference to 

cardiovascular outcomes, smoking or alcohol consumption. In terms of psychological health, 

the review found evidence for the ERI hypothesis in predicting emotional exhaustion and for 

overcommitment in predicting poor job satisfaction. When OVC was examined as a 

moderator between ERI and job satisfaction, however, the results were inconclusive. 

Combining the JDC-S and ERI models 

As discussed above, the ERI and JDC-S models have both demonstrated good predictive 

power with reference to strain outcomes, however both models have their limitations. As 

discussed previously, a large body of studies have given support to the additive elements of 

the JDC and JDCS models, the support for the buffering hypothesis is less compelling. 

Similarly, evidence for the ERI hypothesis presented by Siegrist and colleagues has been 

supported across a wide range of studies, but the OVC and OVC x ERI hypotheses have 

received less consistent support in the literature.  In order to address this shortcoming, some 

studies have attempted to integrate the two models to examine the predictive power of a 

combined model (Siegrist & Marmot, 2004). The models have several similarities; both focus 

on temporal strain and workload and the esteem dimension of the ERI model has some 

overlapping qualities with social support (Rydstedt, Devereux & Sverke, 2007), but they also 

have distinct qualities. ERI integrates elements of individual characteristics and coping style, 

missing from the JDC(S) models (Ostry, Kelly, Demmer, Mustard & Hertzman, 2003).  The 

JDC(S) models focuses on task control to buffer the effects of strain, whereas the ERI model 

examines a broader element of social exchange (Rydstedt et al, 2007).  Findings suggest 

that a combination of both models may predict physical and psychological health outcomes 

better than they do individually (Ostry et al, 2003, Rydstedt et al, 2007).  

Overall, there is some evidence to suggest that combining the two models balances out 

weaknesses in both (Rydestedt et al, 2007), but the nature of combination varies, and no 
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“complete combined” model has been presented and tested rigorously. There is also 

evidence that the ERI and JDC / JDCS models may be better at explaining different 

outcomes at different times. For example, in a study of police officers, Garbarino and 

colleagues (2011) found that the ERI model was more effective at explaining strain 

associated with ‘special events’, whereas the JDC(S) model had more predictive power in 

day-to-day routine work. As such, the combined model approach requires further 

examination to address these key limitations. 

Transactional Models of Stress: 

Transactional models of stress focus on an individual’s appraisal of a situation as a starting 

point to examine the stress response. An individual’s cognitive appraisal of a situation will 

determine how they respond to external stimuli and may differ significantly between 

individuals. The most influential transactional model is the cognitive theory of psychological 

distress and coping (Lazarus and Folkman, 1984). Lazarus and Folkman conceptualise 

stress as an internal emotional state, that is an internalisation of a stressful transaction 

between the individual’s appraisal of their environment and subsequent coping mechanisms 

(Cox et al, 2000).  The model proposes that an individual’s response to external stimuli is 

reliant upon three key processes: 

Primary appraisal is the first stage in the “stress” process. Individuals evaluate their 

encounters and examine them for personal risk. These initial assessments will be subject to 

individual differences in that stressors will be perceived differently by different individuals 

(Park & Folkman, 1997).  These appraisals may be further informed by enduring beliefs 

formed by previous experiences, offering situational meaning to the primary appraisal 

process (Park & Folkman, 1997). 

Secondary appraisal occurs once a situation has been assessed as potentially stressful. 

This process assesses whether harm can be avoided or reduced, what actions can be taken 

to mitigate against harm and what coping strategies can be enabled to manage harm. Two 
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core sets of coping behaviours have been presented: problem focused coping is the attempt 

to use rational problem-solving strategies, whereas emotion focused coping relies on 

emotionally orientated solutions.  The final stage of the model is the implementation of the 

coping strategies selected.  

Key to Lazarus and Folkman’s model is the concept of individuality. The nature of external 

stimuli is assessed by the individual and only at the point at which it is determined that harm 

may be caused, via primary appraisal, can any external stimuli be labelled a stressor. This is 

a particularly powerful argument to explain individual differences in the experience of work-

related stress, in that not all employees doing the same job in the same organisation will 

perceive the same environmental stimuli as a stressor. Lazarus (1991) argues that this is 

why most stress management interventions fail, because individuals will have very different 

responses to the same issues. 

One of the main criticisms of the transactional model is that it is very difficult to test 

empirically, due to its complexity and the individual nature of internal processing (Mark & 

Smith, 2008). As mentioned above, one research area has attempted to examine the role of 

job demands by assessing how they are appraised by the individual. The literature regarding 

challenge and hindrance demands (see Beehr, Jex, Stacy & Murray, 2000, Cavanaugh et al, 

2000; LePine et al, 2005) typically conceptualise demands as either as a challenge (positive 

appraisal) or a hindrance (negative appraisal). It is argued that the perception of demands in 

this manner will affect a range of occupational and psychological outcomes. For example, 

challenge stressors will be associated with positive job performance and hindrance stressors 

with negative job performance (LePine et al, 2005).   

A meta-analysis by Gibola, Shirom, Fried and Cooper (2008) found evidence across 104 

studies that there was a difference in response to different forms of stressor, with those 

relating to role more strongly associated with negative performance outcomes. Further 

research undertaken by Webster, Beehr and Love (2011) found that, whilst stressors 

appraised as hindrance stressors had the hypothesised positive associations with negative 
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work and health outcomes, negative health outcomes were also linked to challenge 

stressors, which should not be appraised as stressful. 

Other studies have focused on coping elements presented in the transactional model. 

Particular interest has been paid to the constructs of problem and emotion focused coping 

(Mark & Smith, 2008). Occupational studies have found that problem focused coping has 

been positively associated with a range of outcomes including job satisfaction (Welbourne, 

Eggerth, Hartley, Andrew & Sanchez, 2007), lower stress response (Penley, Tomaka & 

Weibe, 2002; Shimazu & Kosugi, 2003) and general wellbeing (Brown, Westbrook & 

Challagalla 2005). Emotion focused coping has been associated with negative performance 

and health outcomes including anxiety and depression (Zeidner, 1994) and wellbeing and 

health (Ben-Zur, 2009). 

Although there is evidence in the literature for different elements of the transactional 

approach, there is less support for the full model, likely due to the complexity of the model 

discussed above. One final criticism of the transactional model is that the focus on appraisal 

as the primary process of threat assessment for the individual does not consider explicitly 

the social, organisational or political environment in which the individual is living and 

working. The wider examination of work-related stress across a range of different theories 

has tended to conclude that some environments, and some hazards are intrinsically 

threatening to the wellbeing of most, if not all, employees. Therefore, models that explain the 

relationships between work related stressors and strains for the majority of employees may 

be more useful when developing effective interventions at organisational and policy levels.  

Job-Demand Resources Model (JD-R) 

The JD-R model, developed by Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner and Schaufeli (2001) is 

usually categorised as an interactional model. It was developed to extend the examination of 

burnout from human services personnel to all forms of work (Demerouti & Bakker, 2001). 
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Burnout is defined as “as a psychological syndrome of exhaustion, cynicism, and inefficacy, 

which is experienced in response to chronic job stressors” (Leiter & Maslach, 2003, p.93) 

Extending Maslach’s seminal work on burnout, the model conceptualises it as a syndrome 

that occurs when job demands are high and resources available to meet these demands are 

low, resulting in exhaustion and disengagement. One of the key characteristics of the JD-R 

model is that it is designed as a framework rather than a model specifying particular types of 

demands or resources. Therefore, it does not conceptualise ‘stress’ to be a stimulus, a 

response, an interaction or a transaction. Bakker and colleagues argue that this level of 

flexibility ensures that the model can be used across all sectors and forms of work; in 

contrast to the JDC(S) and ERI models that specify specific demand and resource domains 

believed to be universal across different industries and roles, demands and resources 

specific to environments can be examined. (Bakker, Demerouti & Sanz-Vergel, 2014). 

The original JD-R model proposed two pathways to explain the development of burnout. 

Firstly, workers who experience high job demands, without the ability to successfully 

recover, will eventually suffer from exhaustion. The second pathway focuses on resources. If 

too few resources are available to workers to meet job demands, then they will withdraw or 

disengage (Demerouti et al, 2001). Several studies support the initial pathways outlined in 

the early JD-R models (e.g. Bakker, Demerouti & Euwema, 2005; Bakker, Demerouti, Taris, 

Schaufeli & Schreurs, 2003; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007). In 

addition to these pathways, the model further predicts that high levels of job resources will 

mitigate high job demands. Supporting this proposition, Bakker et al (2003) found that high 

job demands were more strongly associated with the exhaustion element of burnout when 

job resources were also low, and that low job resources were associated with cynicism when 

job demands were high. Other studies have found strong evidence for the main effects 

specified in the model, but have found little evidence of the interaction effects of demands 

and resources (Bakker et al., 2005; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007) 
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Further development of the JD-R model (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) resulted in the 

formulation of a dual process hypothesis (see figure 1.9).  This suggests that when job 

demands, and resources are both high, employees will experience high levels of motivation 

and personal accomplishment, via the achievement of work-related goals. However, if job 

demands are high and resources are low, energy will be depleted, and employees may 

experience lower levels of motivation and increased levels of exhaustion. Over time, if 

resources are not restored, this may lead to burnout, reduced job performance and work-life 

conflict. Unlike the original model, burnout is considered unidimensional in the revised and 

updated version (Schaufeli & Taris, 2014), and focuses on two key elements of emotional 

exhaustion and (dis)engagement. Additionally, the model integrates two constructs of 

working life, previously considered independent; health impairment, resulting from high job 

demands, and employee engagement or motivation in response to high levels of resources. 

There is evidence for both demands and resources as key triggers or predictors of both 

impairment (Hackman & Oldman, 1980; Hockey, 1997) and motivation (Demerouti et al. 

2001; Hansen, Sverke & Näswall, 2009). The revised JD-R model integrates these two 

areas of work, arguing that understanding the relationships between specific demands and 

resources can predict both engagement and burnout (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). The 

model proposes two main effects:  

1. High job demands and low job resources predict burnout, which mediates the 

relationship between demands, resources and negative physical and psychological 

health. 

2. High work and personal resources predict employee engagement, which mediates 

the relationship between job resources and positive organisational outcomes 
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Figure 1.9: Job demands-resources model  

 

(Adapted from Bakker & Demerouti, 2014) 

In line with the original model, the revised version of the JD-R predicts interaction effects 

between demands and resources. The buffer hypothesis, in line with both JDC(S) and ERI 

models, proposes that job resources will ameliorate the effect of high job demands on strain 

(Xanthopoulou et al, 2007). Unlike previous models, however, the JD-R model argues that 

any combination of job demands, and resources may interact, depending on the work 

context.   
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The final hypothesis presented by the model is the coping hypothesis (Bakker, Hakanen, 

Demerouti & Xanthopoulou, 2007; Demerouti & Bakker, 2011). Linked to the motivational 

component of the model, this suggests that high job demands exacerbate the impact of job 

resources on motivation or engagement. It is argued that when an employee is faced with 

high job demands, resources become more valuable and their availability creates a sense of 

commitment and purpose in the employee (Bakker, Van Veldhoven & Xanthopoulou, 2010; 

Demerouti & Bakker, 2011).  In addition to extending the research questions posed by the 

model, two further elements have been added to the original framework (Bakker et al, 2004, 

Demerouti & Bakker, 2011). Personal resources have been included, extending available 

resources from those associated with work to wider perceptions of self. These are defined as 

positive personal resources such as self-efficacy, self- esteem and optimism, that garner 

positive self-evaluations in the individual (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, 

Demerouti & Schaufeli, 2009). The second addition to the model is job crafting. This 

describes the process by which employees consciously or unconsciously alter the design of 

their work when working conditions are not favourable. A relatively new addition to the 

model, job crafting is currently operationalised as changes that the individual may make to 

reduce hindrance stressors, increase challenge demands, or to increase structural or social 

job resources (Tims, Bakker & Derks, 2012).  

Evidence for both burnout and motivational processes has been reported.  In particular, 

levels of job resources have been found to predict levels of work engagement (Bakker, 

Hakanen, Demerouti & Xanthopoulou, 2007; Mauno, Kinnunen & Ruokolainen, 2007). 

Similarly, studies have supported the health impairment process (Bakker et al, 2003; 

Nahrgang, Morgeson & Hofmann, 2011; Schaufeli, Bakker & Van Rhenen, 2009; 

Xanthopoulou et al, 2007).  In a meta-analysis of 179 studies, Nahrgang et al (2011) found 

partial support for the mediating effects of burnout on health impairment and engagement on 

performance. The mediating role of work engagement between resources and organisational 

outcomes has also been supported by both cross-sectional (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; 
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Hakanen, Bakker & Schaufeli, 2006) and longitudinal studies (Boyd et al, 2011; Hakanen, 

Schaufeli & Ahola, 2008).  

The hypothesised relationship between job demands and engagement has yielded mixed 

results. A few studies have found no significant association between job demands and 

engagement (Bakker et al, 2004; Sonnentag, 2003), while others have found that some, but 

not all, demands have a positive relationship with engagement (Bakker et al, 2006, 

Crawford, LePine & Riche, 2010; Schaufeli et al, 2008; Xanthopoulou et al, 2007).  

The inclusion of personal resources in the revised model has received a significant amount 

of attention. Schaufeli and Taris (2014) have identified several ways in which the construct 

has been utilised within the JD-R model. Firstly, personal resources have been examined to 

ascertain their direct effect on wellbeing. Prieto, Soria, Martínez and Schaufeli (2008) found 

that personal resources linked to emotional and mental competencies in teachers at the 

beginning of the school year predicted levels of both burnout and engagement at the end of 

the school year. Similar results regarding the relationship between personal resources and 

engagement are reported by Xanthopoulou et al (2009) in a study of Finnish dentists. 

Additionally, this study found that current job resources also predicted future personal 

resources, suggesting a mechanism of reciprocal feedback between the two. Personal 

resources have also been examined as a moderator between job demands and burnout, 

with higher levels of job resources ameliorating the impact of high job demands 

(Brenninkmeijer, Demerouti, le Blanc, Hetty van Emmerik, 2010), whilst personal resources 

moderate the relationship between job resources and work engagement (Van den Broeck, 

Van Ruysseveldt, Smulders & De Witte, 2011). The third way that personal resources have 

been investigated is as a mediator. It is argued that individuals working in a resource-rich 

environment will accumulate greater resources, including personal resources, which will then 

have a positive impact on work engagement (Xanthopoulou et al, 2007; Simbula, Guglielmi 

& Schaufeli, 2011).  Finally, personal resources may affect how an individual perceives the 

characteristics of their job and, as a result, predict work engagement. This proposition has 
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led to the suggestion that personal resources may be the “third variable” that explains the 

variance in work-related wellbeing (Bakker et al, 2010). 

The JD-R model has produced a vast body of literature examining different elements of the 

model across a wide range of different sectors and cultures. Strong support has been 

provided for a number of the hypotheses discussed. However, the model is not without 

limitations. Designed as a framework to allow specificity within different work contexts, the 

JD-R model has been operationalised in numerous different ways, using a variety of different 

measures. Schaufeli and Taris (2013) identified 30 demand variables, 31 job resources and 

22 outcome variables in their review of the literature. This makes comparison across studies 

challenging. The revised model adds several new constructs that extend the reach of the 

original model and, whilst this adds greater granularity and specificity to studies investigating 

the model, it can be argued that the cost is reduced parsimony. However, the model, 

recently re-categorised as a theory (Bakker et al, 2016), has offered a range of new insights 

in to the relationships between individuals, work characteristics and outcomes.  

Conservation of Resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989; 2001) 

Conservation of resources theory (COR) was developed by Hobfoll (1989; 2001) and is a 

resource centred motivational theory developed to explain human behaviour in a range of 

different arenas. COR has been utilised to examine the stress response in a range of 

different settings including natural disasters (Zamani, Gorgievski-Duijvesteijn & Zarafshani, 

2006), health impairment (Dirik & Karanci, 2010) and trauma and post-traumatic stress 

disorder (Schumm, Briggs‐Phillips & Hobfoll, 2006). However, the largest body of work on 

COR has been generated within the fields of occupational and occupational health 

psychology concerning work-related stress (Hobfoll et al, 2018). 

The central tenet of COR theory is that individuals are motivated to “foster and retain those 

things they value” (Westman, Hobfoll, Chen, Davidson & Laski, 2004, p. 168). The theory is 

based on two central principles: 
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1. Primacy of resource loss. This states that the loss of resource will be more relevant 

to the individual than resource gain. For example, a financial loss will be more 

meaningful and impactful than an equivalent value financial gain. 

2. Resource Investment. Individuals will need to invest resources to protect them 

against future resource loss and to recover from previous resource loss. In order to 

maintain resources, some will need to be invested in the pursuit of new resources. If 

resource loss has occurred, then remaining resources will need to be invested to 

mitigate against that loss. For example, if an individual loses their job, then they will 

need to invest a range of resources in to finding a new job. 

These principles are supported by three key propositions: 

1. Those with least resources are most susceptible to resource loss and least likely to 

be able to gain further resources. 

2. The fewer resources that an individual has, the more likely they are to suffer resource 

loss in the future. This is known as a “loss cycle”. 

3. Those with the greatest amount of resource are more capable of future resource 

gain, also known as a “gain spiral”.  

(Halbesleben, Neveu, Paustian-Underdahl & Westman, 2014; Hobfoll, 2001; Westman et al, 

2004). 

COR takes a life-stage approach to motivation, suggesting that resources are gained (and 

lost) across the lifespan and from different domains of life. Additionally, unlike the 

transactional model of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1986) which focuses on the individual’s 

appraisal of a stressor, COR operationalises resource and loss as both idiographic and 

nomothetic. Idiographic differences in the perception of resource value at the individual level 

(Halbesleben & Buckley, 2004) is considered equally with a nomothetic approach that the 

value of particular resources and the threat and appraisal of loss of resource are shared at 
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the organisational, community and cultural levels, emphasising the objective nature of 

resource loss (Ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012; Hobfoll, 2011). 

The key motivational process at the centre of COR has been operationalised using a goal-

based definition of resources, where they are defined as anything the individual (or 

organisation/culture) perceives as being important to goal attainment (Halbesleben & 

Buckley, 2004). Additionally, different resources can be used to attain the same goal, so they 

can be tested and substituted, and the value of a particular resource lies in the perceived 

rather than actual value at both individual and collective levels.  

Figure 1.10 The Motivation Process – Self-determination Theory 

 

 

 

 

Finally, as a motivational theory, COR assumes that individuals are active participants in the 

world. Drawing on Self Determination theory, it assumes that resources enable individuals to 

act towards a goal. This theory suggests that individuals will move from a state of 

amotivation, along a continuum to intrinsic motivation, via extrinsic motivation (Gagné & 

Deci, 2005). Progression is dependent on the satisfaction of the basic needs of autonomy 

(self-determination), competence and relatedness (meaningful relationships with others and 

community) (Deci & Ryan, 2000). 

COR and the workplace: 

As highlighted above, COR theory has attracted particular attention in the organisational and 

occupational health psychology arenas. It has been used as a model to investigate a range 

of demand and resource interactions in different organisational settings. Evidence to support 

loss cycles typically comes from the burnout and stress literature, whilst gain cycles are 
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(Gagné  & Deci, 2005) 
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more commonly associated with the construct of work engagement (Schaufeli & Bakker, 

2004).  

Engagement and resource spirals: 

A meta-analysis of 53 papers (Halbesleben, 2010) examined the relationships between 

demands, resources, engagement and burnout. In line with the resource focus of COR 

theory, demands were positively related to burnout.  Resources were positively associated 

with engagement, and whilst demands were negatively related to engagement, the 

relationship with resources was stronger. Additionally, engagement was associated with 

several positive organisational outcomes suggesting that, where resources exist, they may 

be invested to support further resource gain. One exception to this finding was that 

engagement was positively associated with work-family conflict in studies where a global 

measure of engagement was used. One explanation for this could be that high levels of 

engagement in one domain (i.e. work) may lead to resource depletion in the other, thus 

exacerbating work-family conflict (Halbesleben, Harvey & Bolino, 2009).  

Additional support for the notion of gain spirals comes from a review of studies examining 

state work engagement, which is defined as the fluctuating levels of engagement that an 

employee experiences throughout the day (Sonnentag, Binnewies & Mojza, 2010). Bakker, 

van Emmerik, Geurts and Demerouti (2008) identified links between state work engagement 

and recovery. Participants who reported high levels of recovery on the morning following a 

work day reported higher levels of state engagement during that day. Additionally, those who 

had recovered well and faced the highest levels of job demands on the subsequent day 

reported higher levels of state work engagement the day after recovery. Similarly, in a study 

of cabin crew wellbeing, Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Heuven, Demerouti & Schaufeli (2008) 

found that higher levels of self-efficacy before a flight predicted higher levels of state work 

engagement during the flight. In both studies, prior resources (recovery or self- efficacy) 

predicted more work engagement, offering support to the construct of resource spirals 

(Hobfoll, 2011). Additionally, the finding that those who experienced higher job demands 
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post recovery reported higher levels of state work engagement than those who experienced 

lower demands, suggests that the availability of resources for investment affects the 

appraisal of demands. 

Burnout and loss spirals: 

Freedy and Hobfoll (1993) applied COR theory to explain the processes leading to burnout 

(Halbesleben & Buckley, 2004; Shirom, 2002). The model suggested that the loss of 

resources, or threat of loss and the insufficient gain of new resources after investment, will 

lead to strain. Loss will trigger the investment of further resources, such as coping 

mechanisms, in order to respond, potentially leading to further loss. Indeed, this further 

investment of resource in the form of coping may mediate the relationship between burnout 

and resource loss (Hobfoll & Shirom, 1993).  

Such an approach aims to explain the process of burnout as temporal and dynamic 

(Halbesleben, 2006; Freedy and Hobfoll, 2017).  However, the evidence base for loss spirals 

is less clear than the association between engagement and resource spirals.  In a meta 

analytical review of the literature, Halbesleben (2006) examined the relationship between 

social support and burnout hypothesising that, according to COR theory, work-based social 

support should be most strongly correlated with exhaustion, because social support will act 

as a resource that reinforces positive self-image in times of strain. Therefore, lower levels of 

depersonalisation and a higher sense of personal accomplishment should be more strongly 

related to social support than the exhaustion element of burnout (Halbesleben, 2006). 

However, an analysis of 114 papers found that the relationships between emotional 

exhaustion and support were stronger than those for depersonalisation or personal 

accomplishment.  There were significant differences between the type of social support and 

relationships with burnout dimensions in that work-related social support was more strongly 

associated with emotional exhaustion, whilst non-work support was linked to 

depersonalisation and personal accomplishment. Nevertheless, the results do not add 

empirical support to the primacy of loss construct. 
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Neveu (2007) examined three resource-based models of burnout, including COR, to explain 

the relationship between stressor-strain outcomes in prison guards. In a competing models 

paradigm, the COR model was least effective at explaining the relationship between 

resource depletion and absenteeism, burnout and depression. Absence from work was 

conceptualised as a coping mechanism in the COR model and as an outcome of emotional 

exhaustion. Neveu argued that within the sample studied (prison guards) a resource such as 

removing oneself from work may have been seen as a last resort due to the impact on fellow 

workers. 

Summary of JD-R and COR models: 

Both the JD-R and the COR models have been widely examined within the organisational 

arena. Both have provided insight into aspects of the demand-resource dynamic and 

relationships have been found with both health impairment and engagement processes. 

However, neither model (theory) has fully explained the relationships between 

demands/resources, burnout/engagement and organisational or personal outcomes.  The 

JDR model has provided strong evidence for the complex interplay between demands and 

resources and burnout and engagement. However, some studies have found strong links 

between resource depletion and emotional exhaustion (Halbesleben, 2006; Neveu, 2007), 

suggesting that the link between resources and work/personal outcome is a result of both 

resource depletion as well as resource availability. COR has offered strong insight in to the 

development and growth of resources via gain spirals, but the evidence for loss spirals is 

lacking.  Overall, the evidence for gain spirals, via engagement predicated by COR theory, is 

currently more robust than the evidence for loss spirals, focused on the loss of some 

resources and the use of others as mediators of loss.  The two approaches differ most 

significantly on this key tenet; COR argues that burnout is a result of resource depletions, 

whereas JD-R argues that it is due to job demands. However, the models are often used to 

explain and support findings across both approaches (see Bakker & Demerouti, 2014; 
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Xanthopoulou et al, 2009). Therefore, it is possible that both paradigms are linked by an 

underlying meta model.  

1.7 Summary and conceptual approach adopted in the current thesis: 

The current chapter has examined the key theoretical models proposed to explain the 

interaction between the environment, individual and work-related stress. The sections that 

follow draw on the similarities and differences across the models to identify key themes and 

inform the conceptual framework for the current thesis. 

1.7.1 Determining key elements of the stressor-strain relationship 

Examination of the major models of work-related stress demonstrates key similarities across 

the different approaches. As discussed above, the key constructs across models are similar 

(and in many cases the same), but the focus and epistemological approach differs. The 

models of work-related stress reviewed above are based on a few shared fundamental 

ideas. Firstly, there is the notion of a stimulus external to the individual that requires 

attention. Across most models reviewed, these are constructed as demands (Demerouti et 

al, 2001; Karasek, 1979, Karasek & Theorell, 1990, Siegrist, 2002). Other models recognise 

the externality of the construct, but label this as a threat, challenge or simply a stimulus that 

may require a response or an investment of resource (Hobfoll, 2001; Lazarus and Folkman, 

1986; Selye, 1950). Whilst the nature and scope of demands has been debated (Crawford et 

al, 2010; Bakker et al, 2010), the idea that individuals respond to external demands that may 

(if appraised as a threat or if resources are low), result in strain and/or reduced satisfaction 

or motivation, remain common across the different models. 

The second shared construct between the models reviewed is that of resource. Resources 

may be specified by type, such as control and support (Karasek, 1979, Johnson & Theorell, 

1989), or more general (Demerouti et al, 2001; Hobfoll, 2001), organisational, social or 

personal. However, the fundamental idea that, when faced with demands, individuals will 

access a range of personal, social and organisational resources to meet the demand is a 

key mechanism across many of the models. Where resources are not available, or are too 
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few to meet the demand, the individual may experience strain or lose the motivation to 

respond to the demand. 

Comparison across the models highlights the key role of demands and resources in a variety 

of work-stress research, however, the importance of demands versus resources, the 

definitions of what constitutes a demand or resource and the interactions between these 

remain contested. Therefore, the studies in this thesis will draw on two key models of work-

related stress to examine the experiences of academic staff on UK universities. Chapter four 

draws on the JDC(S) and JDR models to examine whether key constructs of control and 

support, previously identified as key resources for academic staff (see Kinman & Jones, 

2008) adequately explain levels and types of strain in academic staff, or whether a broader 

range of resources, offered by the JDR model has greater exploratory power. To support this 

approach the current thesis utilises the definitions of demands and resources developed by 

Bakker and Demerouti (2006), whereby demands are defined as physical, organisational, 

psychological or social elements of a job that require sustained cognitive and/or emotional 

effort and resources are elements of the job that support the achievement of work goals, 

reduce the physical or psychological costs of job demands and stimulate personal learning 

and growth (Bakker & Demerouti, 2006, p. 312). 

The concept of appraisal, or how an individual assesses the external demands or the 

resources available to meet those demands, is examined explicitly across many models 

(Demerouti et al, 2001; French et al, 1982, Hobfoll, 2001; Lazarus & Folkman, 1980; Selye, 

1936). How a demand is perceived, for example as a threat, challenge or hindrance 

(Semmer, 2005; Tuckey, Searle, Boyd, Winefield & Winefield, 2015), may affect the 

individual’s response to that stimuli. Similarly, the perception of available resources may 

affect the individual’s ability to mobilise or invest resources to meet the demands they face 

(Hobfoll, 2001). However, the importance or placement of appraisal in the stressor-strain 

relationship is a key debate. Transactional models (Lazarus & Folkman, 1980) argue that it 

is the appraisal of an external stimulus that labels it a stressor or demand, that is the 
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stimulus is itself “value” free; rather it is the individual’s perception of, and response to, the 

stimulus that imbues it with positive, negative or neutral attributes. Such an approach 

categorises the stressor-strain relationship as a purely individual process, indeed it is 

conceivable that every individual may appraise a stimulus in a completely different way. 

However, this approach assumes that no event or experience is in itself stressful, whilst 

ignoring the shared societal, organisational and community experience of a wide range of 

stressors (Hobfoll, 2018). Therefore, the current programme of work, whilst acknowledging 

the role of appraisal in individual responses, examines this as a secondary attribute, 

focusing on the objective demands-strain relationship as the primary focus. 

The three key constructs highlighted above are fundamental to the theoretical modelling of 

the stressor-strain relationship in the work domain and, as such, are key to examining work-

related stress within and between occupational groups. However, the relative importance of 

each element, how these elements combine to explain strain and motivational process and 

the appropriate measurement of each element inform the main debates in the field.  

1.8 Defining relationships between the key constructs 

The nature of the relationship between demands and resources is a major area of discussion 

across many of the models reviewed. The JDC(S), JDR and ERI models all hypothesise 

three key paths between demands and resources: 

1. The additive hypothesis, where the level of demand is matched, or not, by a range of 

resources. If available resources do not meet the levels required to meet the 

demand, then strain may occur. 

2. The multiplicative hypothesis, wherein demands are met by a combination of different 

resources (for example a combination of control and support in the JDC(S) model). 

3. The buffer hypothesis, where the effect of demands is moderated by the level of 

specific resources available.  
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The JDC(S), ERI and JDR models therefore predict additive, multiplicative and buffer effects. 

Across all three models, evidence for additive and multiplicative effects is strong, but support 

for the buffer hypothesis has been less consistent (Hausser, 2010; Nahrgong et al, 2011; 

Van der Doef & Maes, 1999; Van Vegchel et al, 2005). Each individual model has been 

criticised for providing less support for the moderating effects of resources on the outcome of 

demands. However, if this was an issue of theoretical misspecification, it is unlikely that such 

similar patterns of results would be present across the three different models.  

Other explanations have been offered to explain the variability of results examining the 

buffer hypothesis. McClelland and Judd (1993) have argued that field studies, when 

compared to experimental designs, struggle to find moderating effects due to non-normal 

distributions of key variables, reducing the power of the moderator term. Additionally, the 

addition of the moderator term to the regression equation is hampered by the individual 

variables, which are independently contributing to the effect size. Such methodological 

considerations offer an explanation as to why there is less evidence for moderating effects of 

resources on demands across models. 

A second issue raised in meta-analytic studies (Hausser et al, 2010; Luchman & Gonzales-

Morales, 2013) concerns the variety of measures used to operationalise the same demands 

and resources across the literature. The differences in the conceptualisation and 

measurement of demands and resources across studies that utilise the same theoretical 

model make is difficult to apply meta-analytic techniques when examining the buffer 

hypothesis. This is further hampered by the relatively few studies that examine the 

moderating effects of resources in comparison to the additive and multiplicative hypotheses 

(Van der Doef & Maes, 1999; Van Vegchel et al, 2005). Therefore, issues of measurement, 

design and methodological approach may combine to reduce the ability to detect moderated 

effects across different models. 

Finally, many key work-stress models have focused heavily on the level of demands, and the 

resources available to meet these demands (Karasek, 1979; Demerouti et al, 2001). In such 
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an approach, resources are defined as collateral that can be used to meet demands. In such 

an approach resources are often only valuable or necessary in the face of these demands. 

However, a review of the literature examining demands, resources and strain in chapter two, 

highlights the importance of key resources in academic work, that both help mitigate the 

effects of demands, but are also perceived as important to academic work independently 

from demands. Therefore, chapter five of the current thesis adopts the COR model (Hobfoll, 

1989) to examine the relationship between key resources and strain outcomes in academic 

work. 

Specificity and match 

There has been much debate, across the range of theoretical models, regarding 

measurement, match and specificity. As discussed above, many of the meta analyses 

across models highlight the difficulties in reviewing studies that measure and operationalise 

key constructs differently (for example, Hausser et al, 2010; Luchman & Gonzales-Morales, 

2013). However, others have argued for greater match and specificity across measures 

(Daniels & De Jonge, 2010; Van der Doef & Maes, 1999), arguing that measures of 

demands should be matched with measure of control, for example timing demands may be 

best matched with control over working hours. Additionally, some authors have called for 

context (or occupation-specific) measures of job characteristics when assessing the work 

environment (Lone, Bjorklaund, Osterud, Anderssen, Hoff & Bjorkli, 2014; McClenahan Giles 

& Mallet, 2007). Although greater specificity in both match and context may be valuable and 

may offer greater granularity to the understanding of the demands-resources-strain 

interactions, the variety of measure used across studies makes comparison challenging. 

Furthermore, a lack of consistency in measures makes the comparison between demands 

and resources difficult over time periods. To address these issues, the current programme of 

work adopts a benchmarking approach, utilising the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 

Management Standards Indicator Tool (MI) (Cousins et al, 2004; Mackay et al, 2004), a self-

report measure that examines exposure to seven key organisational psychosocial hazards 
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(Houdmont, Kerr & Randall, 2012). The MI tool has been widely utilised in the United 

Kingdom and used in a number of large-scale studies examining, for example, policing 

(Houdmont et al, 2012), the prison service (Kinman, Clements & Hart, 2016), and health 

services (Kerr, McHugh & McCory, 2009).  

The adoption of the HSE MI in the current body of work enables the examination of levels of 

psychosocial stressors in the UK academic environment across three waves of data 

collection, as well as comparison of changes over the eight-year period covered by the data 

collection points (see chapter three). Additionally, it ensures that benchmarks for UK 

academic staff can be compared with national and industry-specific benchmarks. The 

indicator tool and its development is outlined and discussed in chapter three. 

1.9 Summary 

The current chapter has examined the prevalence, definitions and key models of work-

related stress, to provide a background and introduction to the programme of work outlined 

in the thesis. As discussed, occupational stress remains a key health-related and economic 

challenge in the UK, Europe and the wider world.  However, definitions of work-related 

stress, and the theoretical approaches to understanding the stressor-strain relationship in 

the work context, are varied and contested.  This programme of work examines changes in 

the occupational psychosocial characteristics of academic work in UK universities over an 

eight-year period from 2008 and 2014. In order to examine trends over the three phases of 

data collection, a benchmarking approach using the HSE MI tool has been adopted, chapter 

three presents these results. 

The studies reported in this thesis also aim to examine the effect of specific stressors on 

several forms of strain within the sector. As such, a broad demands-resources approach has 

been adopted, so definitions of demands and resources have been aligned with those 

presented in the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2006). Therefore, the review of the 

literature examining the nature of work-related stress in academic staff (chapter two) adopts 

the constructs of demands, resources and strain/motivational outcomes as the organising 
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principles to examine the body of literature.  Because academic work has been strongly 

associated with autonomy and control (Henkel, 2005), both job demand control (support) 

(Karasek, 1979, Karasek & Theorell, 1989) and the job-demand resource models are 

compared in chapter four to assess which offers a better explanation of the stressor-strain 

relationship for the academic profession. The JD-R model offers a complimentary structure 

to the JDC(S) but allows for a wider range of resource variables to be considered alongside 

control and support. This more flexible approach to the variables included has the potential 

to offer greater explanatory power, particularly within a single occupation. Therefore, the 

explanatory power of the JD-R model is compared with the JDC(S) model in chapter four. 

The importance of appraisal in the stressor-strain relationship has been acknowledged, 

however, the following work also recognises the importance of the context in which 

individuals work. Accordingly, significant changes in the nature and organisation of academic 

work are examined in chapter five. This leads to a further development of the theoretical 

models as applied to academic staff, introducing the construct of illegitimate tasks (Semmer 

et al, 2005) to further explain the mechanisms of the stressor-strain relationship in this 

occupational group. The final chapter discusses key findings across the studies presented 

and considers how the current findings can inform interventions in the sector. 
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Chapter 2: Demands, resources and strain associated with 

academic work. 
 

2.1 Introduction 

Academic work has generally been perceived as a high-status profession, based within a 

low stress environment (Sales & House, 1971). Academic staff were generally protected 

from the impact of work stressors such as high demands and low control and job insecurity 

through autonomy, flexibility and tenure (French, Caplan & Van Harrision, 1982; Kahn, 

Wolfe, Quinn & Snoek 1964; Karasek & Theorell, 1990). However, the university sector in 

the UK and internationally, has undergone significant change over the last twenty years. 

There is now a growing body of research suggesting that academic staff experience 

significant levels of work-related stress, arising from various aspects of their work and 

practice (Tytherleigh, Webb, Cooper & Ricketts, 2005; Kinman & Court, 2008; Zhang, Gam 

& Cham, 2007; Winefield, Boyd, Saebel & Pignata, 2008).  

A growing body of work examining the structure and function of higher education highlights a 

significant shift in the nature of academic work brought about by increased student numbers, 

reductions in the level and source of funding, increased pressure to undertake and publish 

research, more rigorous teaching and learning policies and an increased focus on 

commercialisation and commercial activity (Biron, Brun & Ivers, 2008, Kinman, 2001; Lynch, 

2006; Lynch, 2017). Furthermore, the growing reliance on fixed-term and non-permanent 

contracts in the sector has given rise to greater levels of job insecurity (Catano et al, 2010; 

Kinman & Court, 2008). For example, an examination of academic staffing in the UK 

identified that 34% of academic staff in the UK were employed on fixed term contracts in 

2016/17 (HESA, 2018).  

Additionally, the UK has seen significant large-scale changes to the funding of higher 

education, where funding from central government has been cut and replaced with a 

systems of student loans, and universities have been encouraged to fund their activities via 
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a range of commercial activities. These changes have arguably resulted in a marketized 

university system in the UK (Nixon, Scullion & Hearn, 2018)    

Stronger external scrutiny and audit, including the introduction of the Research Excellence 

Framework and, more recently the Teaching Excellence Framework, has been controversial 

and is also likely to have contributed to the stress experienced in the sector through the 

implementation of change and reduced perceptions of academic autonomy.  

The purpose of the review is to examine the literature pertaining to academic work-related 

stress and to identify key stressors associated with academic work. Furthermore, an 

examination of strain outcomes will inform the current thesis with reference to key outcome 

variables adopted . As outlined in chapter one, the current programme of work utilises a 

benchmarking approach to measuring occupational psychosocial stressors, so the review 

will pay particular attention to quantitative studies in the area. More specifically, the review 

aims to: 

• identify key job-related demands/stressors and resources associated with academic 

work; 

• examine the key moderating and mediating relationships reported within the stressor-

strain framework for academic staff; 

• consider the impact of demands and resources in the wider UK academic context 

with reference to psychological distress, burnout, work-life balance and job 

satisfaction; 

• identify key gaps in the current research literature regarding the wellbeing of 

academic staff and the stressor-strain relationship within this group. 

The following review utilises the demands – resources – strain structure outlined in chapter 

one to review the academic work-related stress literature.  Key stressors and job 

characteristics will be identified and allocated to the demands or resources grouping based 
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on the definitions outlined in chapter one. Most studies have not explicitly utilised specific 

theoretical models to examine the relationships between stressors and strains in the sector, 

those that have are mentioned here but reviewed in more detail in chapter four.  

Whilst the current review focuses on staff in academic roles within universities, it should be 

noted that several studies reviewed have collected data from academic and non-academic 

staff and not made a distinction between groups when reporting the findings.  Investigating 

the nature of work within universities in general is useful and informative, however, the 

current programme of work focuses on academic staff specifically. Therefore, in such cases, 

findings relating to academic staff will be dis-aggregated from the wider population wherever 

possible, but, if this is not possible, full results will be reported but the issue noted.  

Three core categories of literature have been identified: 

• international studies focusing on academic staff in a variety of different countries. 

These studies range from multi and single site studies of academic staff only or 

samples of both academic and support staff; 

• large scale national and international multi-site surveys, specifically the Carnegie 

Foundation study 1991 – 1993 and the Changing Academic Professions study 

(CAP), 2007 (Teichler, Arimoto & Cummings, 2013). The Carnegie Survey of the 

Academic Profession (1991 – 1993) was a multi-country study of academic working 

life, that collected data from 19,161 academics in fourteen countries to gain an 

understanding of the comparative experiences of staff globally (Altbach, 1996). The 

CAP study aimed to update and extend the earlier Carnegie study and received 

25,202 responses from academics in nineteen countries. Both studies serve as key 

comprehensive examinations of the higher education system worldwide; 

• studies that examine the experience of academic work in the UK. A broad range of 

studies (single and multi-site) has examined the working context for UK academic 

staff. These are supplemented by several larger scale national surveys; 
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Where appropriate all three categories will be examined, but the findings of this review will 

pay particular attention to studies that have examined academic employees in the UK. 

The review will firstly identify and examine a range of demands and resources (or stressors) 

that have been associated with the academic profession. It will then provide a rationale for 

including the key strain variables associated with the current body of work, namely 

psychological distress, burnout, work-life balance and job satisfaction. Finally, key moderator 

and mediators examined in the literature pertaining to academic staff will be discussed. The 

review will conclude by identifying stressors and strain outcomes associated with academic 

work  and identifying gaps in the current literature and highlighting how the current 

programme of work aims to address these.  

2.2 Demands associated with academic work 

A wide range of occupation-specific and generic demands or stressors have been 

associated with academic work. The following section identifies and examines the key 

constructs that have been empirically evaluated in the literature and summarises these 

findings. 

2.2.1 Overload and working hours: 

Quantitative overload, which is the focus of most quantitative studies of work-related stress, 

is defined as the inability to do the tasks that need to be done in the time available (Newton 

& Keenan, 1987). Overload has been associated with a range of negative physiological and 

psychological health outcomes including high cholesterol levels (Shirom et al, 1997) burnout 

(Leiter & Maslach, 2003) and quality of work (Shirom, Nirel, & Vinokur, 2006). 

Several international studies investigating the stressor-strain relationship in academic staff 

have measured some elements of overload. For example, Taris, Schreurs, & Van Iersel-Van 

Silfhout (2001) included a measure of time pressure, Hogan and colleagues (2007) referred 

to work intensity and numerous studies have utilised the ASSET tool (Cartwright & Cooper, 

2002) to assess levels of occupational stressors, which includes a subscale measuring 
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quantitative overload associated with workload and time pressure (Johnson, Cooper, 

Cartwright & Millet, 2005; Tytherleigh et al, 2005). Overload appears to be a significant 

source of stress for academic staff. For example, Winefield et al (2003 and 2008) surveyed 

8732 academic and non-academic staff at 17 universities and compared the results with 

data collected five years prior. A significant increase in stress was reported with one of the 

main antecedents being overload. International studies utilising the have also consistently 

reported overload as a key stressor for academic staff. Biron et al (2008) surveyed 1086 

Canadian university employees (395 of whom were academic staff) and found that 

quantitative overload presented the highest risk to the wellbeing of academic staff when 

compared with a range of other risk factors such as role conflict and a competitive climate. 

Additionally, overload was strongly associated with emotional exhaustion in academic staff.  

Studies utilising the ASSET tool to measure overload have consistently found associations 

between work overload and psychological ill health in academic staff samples (Barkhuizen & 

Rothmann, 2008; Coetzee & Rothmann, 2005; Viljoen & Rothmann, 2009) whilst other 

studies of academics have found links between overload and teaching and perceived stress 

(Fako, 2010; Sun, Wu & Wang, 2010). Additionally, in a study of 477 Irish academics, Hogan 

and colleagues found that work intensity predicted higher levels of work-life conflict.  

Neither the Carnegie or CAP studies outlined above included specific measures of overload. 

The Carnegie study concluded that academic staff did not feel under undue work pressure 

(Lewis & Altbach, 1996) and that the time for teaching and research remained unaffected by 

administrative duties (Teichler, 1996).  However, the CAP survey, undertaken a decade 

later, found evidence for quantitative overload in academic staff across the nineteen 

participating countries in terms of long working hours. Findings indicated that academics in 

the study spent an average of 48 hours a week working (120% of normal working hours). 

Substantial periods of time were taken up by administrative tasks (Teichler, Animoto & 

Cummings, 2013). In a further examination of the CAP data, Bentley and Kyvik (2012) 

reported that one-fifth of the sample worked 60 hours or more per week. In addition to 
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working hours, Bentley and Kyvik reported that governmental and governance systems had 

a direct impact on how academic staff spent their time, with greater periods required to fulfil 

administrative tasks in countries more aligned with a New Public Management regime 

(including the UK). Finally, the study found that the types of work undertaken by academic 

staff had increased over time as universities had diversified activity and income generation 

streams (Bentley & Kyvik, 2012). To summarise, results from the CAP study suggest that 

academic staff work longer than average hours and may be required to manage a range of 

competing tasks indicative of quantitative demands, offering further support that academic 

staff, internationally, are experiencing overload in their roles. 

Overload has been considered one of the key stressors for academic staff in the UK. 

Comparisons between countries in the Carnegie study demonstrated that, while workload 

across several countries was not a source of pressure, academic staff from the UK seemed 

to be under greater work pressure than their European counterparts (Teichler, 1996; p.61). 

Similar results have been reported from the CAP study. In a comparative analysis of working 

time across 13 participating countries, UK academic staff reported average annualised 

working hours of 48.4 hours against a mean average of 47.2 hours, with 20% of UK 

academics working more than sixty hours per week. Additionally, UK academic staff reported 

spending a greater proportion of their time on administrative tasks than any other country 

examined (Bentley & Kyvik, 2012). These findings would suggest that quantitative overload 

may be a particularly relevant demand for UK academic staff. 

Surveys of UK academic staff support the findings reported from the CAP studies. Kinman 

(2001) examined the working hours and work-related stressors experienced by 782 

academic staff from different UK institutions. Sixty-six percent of participants reported 

working in excess of forty-five hours per week, with 23% working more than 55 hours 

weekly. In addition to working hours, participants were asked to indicate their level of 

agreement with a list of 35 key stressors. Of the top ten stressors (assessed via mean 

strength), eight were synonymous with overload (frequent interruptions, pace of work, 
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compromised priorities, too much paperwork, lack of opportunity for scholarly work and 

information overload). A subsequent survey conducted in 2004 (Kinman & Jones, 2008) 

suggested that, while reported working hours had reduced slightly between 1998 and 2004 

(where 67% of the sample reported working over 45 hours per week), significantly fewer staff 

surveyed in 2004 found their workloads manageable. The results from these national 

surveys of UK academic staff suggest that overload is a key demand or stressor faced by 

academic staff in the UK, reflecting the findings from international studies reviewed earlier in 

this chapter. However, one key multi-site study has reported differing results in relation to 

overload in academic staff.  Utilising the ASSET tool, Tytherleigh and colleagues (2005) 

sampled 10,090 academic and support staff from 13 higher education institutions in the UK. 

In line with previous studies, Tytherleigh et al (2005) reported that 78% of academic staff 

worked more than 41 hours per week, with 40% working in excess of 51 hours per week. 

Long working hours were significantly associated with higher levels of overload. However, 

when mean overload scores for both academic and support staff were compared with a 

normative data set, they were found to have lower than average scores, suggesting that 

university staff experience less strain associated with overload than the wider working 

population.  

These findings appear to contradict those from other surveys of UK academic staff. 

However, the comparison between the normative and university data for overload made by 

Tytherleigh and colleagues was based on the sample as a whole, not academic staff only. A 

comparison of mean scores for overload for academic staff in the study with the normative 

mean suggests that academic staff do indeed report higher levels of overload than the 

general working population and higher levels of overload than the other staff groups 

surveyed. These differences in score highlight the complexity of universities and the 

differences between staff groups within them.  It also highlights the need to differentiate 

between groups of staff who have very different job roles.  
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Taken together, the literature reviewed strongly supports overload as a key area of demand 

for UK and international academic staff. Quantitative overload has been demonstrated via 

analysis of working hours, as well as specific subscales and ratings of stressor type. In terms 

of UK surveys, there is strong evidence that many academics work more than 45 hours per 

week, and report feeling overwhelmed by work, feel unable to commit enough time to tasks, 

feel compromised and have a rushed pace of work. Overload as a stressor or demand has 

been linked with a range of negative outcomes in academic staff including physical and 

psychological ill health (Barkhuizen & Rothmann, 2008; Viljoen & Rothmann, 2009), 

emotional exhaustion (Biron et al, 2008) and poor work-life balance (Winefield et al, 2003). 

Therefore, overload is a key risk factor for academic wellbeing that should be considered in 

future risk and wellbeing assessments. 

2.2.2 Demands associated with teaching, research and administration 

Several studies have examined more job-specific demands associated with three key 

aspects of academic work, namely teaching, research and administration. There is 

consensus that academic positions generally have a different balance of these core aspects 

of work (Teichler & Höhle, 2012, p.2). Demands associated with teaching, research and 

administration have been considered separately, jointly as well as in terms of how one 

aspect influences another.  

Several international studies of academic staff have highlighted a range of demands 

associated with teaching, research and administration, singularly and in combination. 

Winefield and colleagues (2003; 2008) surveyed 8732 academic and non-academic staff at 

17 Australian universities and compared the results with data collected five years previously. 

A significant increase in stress over time was reported, with insufficient funding for research 

being one of the key antecedents of reported stress for academic staff. Similar issues were 

identified in a further survey of 2150 staff from twelve Australian universities (Johnson, 

Anderson & Saha, 2002). In line with the findings reported by Winefield et al, Johnson and 

colleagues found that two-thirds of respondents reported reductions in research resources, 
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whilst 80% had experienced a reduction in time for writing and scholarly activity, although 

the pressure to publish had increased. Additionally, this study found that increasing 

administrative demands, the requirement to undertake third stream entrepreneurial work and 

community service, increasing pressure to write and submit research proposals and the 

demands associated with teaching (including extensive quality assurance practices, 

responding to student emails, reductions in entry standards and increased student numbers) 

all resulted in increased role conflict. These findings are reflected throughout the 

international academic literature. In the USA, Gmelch, Lovrich and Wilke (1984) surveyed 

1200 from 80 universities.  Respondents reported that 60% of the stress they experienced 

came from work with many of the main stressors reported relating to their role; specifically, 

pressure to obtain money for research; insufficient time to keep abreast of developments in 

areas of expertise; preparing manuscripts for publication and role conflict (p. 483).  Biron et 

al (2008) also identified role-related stressors such as pressure to publish and grant 

application writing, and role conflict as two demands posing a significant risk to the wellbeing 

of Canadian academics. Taris and colleagues (2001) found that stressors associated with 

teaching and time pressure predicted emotional exhaustion, psychosomatic and 

psychological health complaints in Dutch university academic staff.  

Comparative international studies have found differences in the time allocation for tasks 

across countries. Analysis of data from the Carnegie foundation (Boyer, Altbach & Whitelaw, 

1994), focusing on four European countries (Germany, The Netherlands, Sweden and 

England) and two non-European countries (the United States and Japan), was undertaken 

by Enders and Teichler (1997). They found that, irrespective of country, academic staff were 

reasonably satisfied with the resources available for research, but only Swedish and 

Japanese academics felt positively about the research funding available to them. Between 

two-thirds and three-quarters of academics from England, Germany, The Netherlands and 

America felt negatively about the availability of research funding.  
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The findings also revealed that time spent on teaching varied according to role and type of 

institution (University or other HEI). German academics in non-university HEIs reported the 

highest teaching load of 18 per week, whereas Swedish middle-ranking staff in Universities 

had the highest teaching load of ten hours per week. Staff in UK universities taught on 

average of 9 -12 hours per week. Across all countries, higher teaching hours were negatively 

correlated with research output. The time spent of administrative tasks varied from 14% in 

the USA and Japan, to 24% in English institutions. Furthermore, staff who engaged with both 

teaching and research generally reported higher working hours, suggesting that greater 

engagement in research is not balanced by a reduction in teaching load. 

An analysis of 13 countries from the CAP study suggests that there is great variety in 

working practice internationally, with teaching hours ranging from twelve hours per week in 

Argentina to 18.5 hours in Finland (Bentley & Kyvik, 2012). However, the greatest diversity 

was noted across time spent on administration which ranged from 4.6 hours per week in Italy 

and Argentina, to 10.6 hours in the UK. Bentley and Kyvik argue that the difference in hours 

spent on different aspects of work within geographical regions suggests that location alone 

fails to explain differences in the balance of activities and work intensity across countries. 

Rather, they argue that those countries that have embraced managerialist models of higher 

education report similar patterns of working practice.  

Both comparative studies described above highlight the variance in the balance of teaching, 

research and administration globally, and the long working associated with academic work. 

Additionally, both studies have highlighted the UK as a system where academics’ research 

and teaching commitments compete with high administrative demands. 

Several UK studies of higher education have identified similar tensions between teaching, 

research and administrative roles and challenges within each of the roles individually. The 

increasing number of roles undertaken in academic work in the UK has also been identified. 

Early studies examining the role of UK academic staff identified external demands from 

research assessment exercises and increasing quality assurance requirements as key 
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sources of stress (Collins & Parry-Jones, 2000), suggesting that increasing reporting 

activities around teaching and research may cause conflict between roles and resources. 

Other studies support these findings, with role conflict being identified as sources of work-

related stress in 50 - 75% of respondents in a range of studies (Kinman, 1996; Daniels & 

Guppy, 1992; Fisher, 1994).  

Multi-site studies of academic working life and wellbeing have identified role conflict or 

‘overburden’ in particular aspects of the job as significant sources of stress for academic 

staff. Cross and Carroll (1996) surveyed staff from seven old universities (incorporated prior 

to 1992) and found that 49% of respondents reported that their job was often or almost 

always stressful, and that role conflict was one of the most commonly reported stressors 

identified by the sample. A further national study (Kinman, 1996) of 784 academic staff found 

that 80% of respondents reported that their jobs were stressful. Additionally, Kinman (1998) 

identified several role-related stressors including issues managing the diversity of tasks that 

needed to be undertaken and associated information overload; increased student numbers 

adding further burden to the teaching role and trying to undertake research with limited 

resources. A follow-up study in 2004 (Kinman, Jones & Kinman, 2006) of 844 respondents 

compared the mean scores across a range of stressors from both waves of data collection 

and found a mixed set of results. Whilst there was significantly less time for teaching 

preparation and scholarly work and a significant increase in the perception that too much 

emphasis was placed on quality assurance processes over the six-year period, other areas 

such as pressure to obtain research funding and to publish, role clarity and administrative 

burden all showed significant improvements.   

Evidence from the international, multi-national and UK studies reviewed above offer 

evidence for demands associated with role in academic staff. In particular three key 

constructs around role have emerged: 

• Lack of time and/or resources to meet the demands of key role requirements relating 

to teaching, research and administration This is often associated with the 
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massification of Higher Education, resulting in larger student numbers, increased 

administrative burden often associated with increased quality assurance monitoring 

and reporting, and a competitive research funding and publication arena (Musselin, 

2007) 

• Role conflict, whereby different elements of the academic role compete for time and 

resources. 

• The expansion of activities beyond teaching, research and administration to include a 

range of other activities such as partnership development, developing new learning 

platforms and contract research (Musselin, 2007). 

As with overload, role conflict and related issues have been linked to a range of negative 

outcomes for academic staff and the institutions that employ them. These include 

psychological distress, psychosomatic symptoms, emotional exhaustion work-life conflict 

and intention to quit (Biron et al, 2008; Hogan, et al, 2007; Pretorius, 1994; Viljoen et al, 

2009). 

Findings from UK studies suggest that the diversity of the academic role, the massification of 

the UK higher education system, role conflict and lack of resource have been significant 

factors associated with academic work-related stress in the past. The continual changes to 

the governance, organisation and management of higher education in the subsequent years 

(see chapter five for a summary of key changes) suggests that role and role conflict are 

significant areas of enquiry in a changing UK environment. 

2.2.3 Demands associated with leadership, management and change 

A body of literature examining the political and policy changes in higher education 

internationally has identified key themes around the leadership and management of the 

sector in a range of countries and how these changes impact on academic work. Chapter 

five considers this literature with reference to changes in the UK higher education system. 

Therefore, the current review will focus on elements of leadership, management and change 
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as demands or stressors that academic staff are required to respond to as part of their 

working lives. However, to help contextualise these processes, a few key themes from the 

policy literature are outlined below. 

New public management (NPM), or managerialism, describes a global movement to 

restructure public services, including universities, that focuses on strong managerial 

structures, a for-profit culture and approach, competition and audit (Winter, 2018, p.19). The 

introduction of NPM principles at various rates across the global university sector has led to 

the restructuring of academic work (Deem, 2008; Slaughter & Rhoades, 1996), increasing 

casualisation of academic working conditions (Winter, 2018, p.19) and massification and 

globalisation of the sector (Bexley, James & Arkoudis, 2011). Managerialist policies have 

seen university funding alter significantly over the last twenty years, with many countries 

moving away from publicly funded higher education systems to student payment systems. In 

England and Wales, this has seen the introduction of student tuition fees of £9,250 per year 

in 2017/8 and maintenance loans. This has encouraged a ‘student as consumer’ culture and 

an increasing array of league tables, quality assurance measures and external assessments 

of both research and teaching (Nixon, Scullion & Hearne, 2018). These macro level changes 

form the backdrop to a body of literature reporting on the demands associated with 

management, leadership and change in the global higher education system. 

Dissatisfaction with the management of academic work has been examined across a 

number of international surveys, with differences found across geographical regions thought 

to reflect differing political and governance structures (Kweik & Antonowicz, 2013). For 

example, the Australian higher education system has undergone significant reform. The 

Universities in Crisis Senate report (Australia Parliament Senate, 2001) outlined issues with 

funding and increasing staff-student ratios. The report states that “The overwhelming 

commercial imperative for universities to protect their reputation and capacity to earn income 

was said to have led to a deterioration in the intellectual climate, academic freedom and 

morale…” (Australia Parliament Senate, 2001, p. 6), linking this to “a culture and ethos of 
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managerialism” (Australia Parliament Senate, 2001, p.7). Several studies have subsequently 

been undertaken to examine occupational stressors in Australian academic staff, with 

demands associated with leadership, management and change commonly identified as 

contributors to occupational stress.  

Winefield and colleagues (2008) surveyed 8732 academic and non-academic staff at 17 

universities and compared the results with data collected five years prior (Winefield et al, 

2003). A significant increase in stress was reported with key antecedents including 

insufficient funding, poor management practice, job insecurity and insufficient recognition 

and reward. They argue that a move towards centralised decision-making away from 

collegial decision-making within institutions and the sector in general has led to academic 

staff having less control within their working lives. This reduced control is matched by an 

increase in demands brought about by decreased funding and higher levels of accountability 

associated with increased measurement and governance (Winefield et al, 2003). 

Bexley, James and Akoudis (2011) reported on the findings from the Australian Department 

of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations survey, which surveyed 5525 academic 

staff from 20 institutions. Casualisation of the workforce, dissatisfaction with leadership and 

management, levels of bureaucracy and administration and the lack of reward or recognition 

for teaching were all identified as significant areas of dissatisfaction with working life. 

Comparisons between Australian universities and other industries have demonstrated that 

factors associated with leadership, change, control, processes and resources were key 

areas of weakness for universities, and these were associated with higher levels of work-

related stress in the university sample when compared with all other industries (Langford, 

2010). 

The findings from key Australian studies suggest that the shift to an “entrepreneurial” 

(Australia Parliament Senate, 2001, p.7) or corporate university sector has had significant 

impact on staff perceptions of management and change, and these demands have been 

associated with higher levels of reported strain. Winter (2009) examined the perceptions of 
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academic staff with reference to a series of statements designed to capture managerial and 

academic value systems. He found that academic staff overwhelmingly responded 

negatively to statements embracing managerialist approaches and positively to those that 

expressed academic values. Winter argues that much of the strain associated with 

management and change in Australian universities can be understood by the tensions 

between academic values held by academic staff and the managerialist culture inculcated by 

the organisations that they work in.  

Other academic systems that have undergone significant change and restructure do not 

offer such strong evidence for demands associated with management, leadership and 

change being highly stressful. Higher education in South Africa has undergone several 

changes associated with the restructuring of governmental institutions in an effort to redress 

the effects of apartheid and move towards a democratic society (Cross Mungadi & Rouhani, 

2002). Institutions have undergone a period of restructuring, with associated implications 

regarding their governance (Hugo, 1998). They have also been affected by the wider impact 

of a global education market with associated changes to increase international 

competitiveness, as seen in other geographical areas (Du Toit, 2000). As discussed above, 

studies have found that academic work in South Africa is associated with a range demands 

including overload, working relationships and poor work-life balance (Barkhuizen & 

Rothmann, 2008; Coetzee & Rothmann, 2005; Viljoen & Rothmann, 2009), but there is little 

evidence to suggest that, beyond pay and job security, organisational factors associated with 

change and management are key antecedents of work-related strain in academic staff. 

Although the examination of the Australian and South African contexts appears to offer 

contrasting findings, this may be due to differences in measurement. The Australian studies 

have assessed a range of occupationally-relevant antecedents, that included measures of 

satisfaction with management and change, whereas the South African academic well-being 

literature has most regularly used the ASSET tool (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002), which does 
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not specifically measure these factors, highlighting the issues regarding measurement and 

comparison across studies. 

An examination of the data from international comparative studies offers the opportunity to 

examine how differing education systems may influence the perceptions of leadership, 

management and change. As discussed in the introduction to this chapter, three key 

multinational studies have been undertaken to examine the working lives of academics. The 

most comprehensive of these is the Changing Academic Profession (CAP). The CAP 

collected data between 2007 and 2011, with 26,000 respondents from 19 countries. 

Developed to build upon and expand the original Carnegie study (Altbach, 1996), one of the 

key drivers for the CAP was to examine the perceived changes in the management and 

governance of universities between 1993 and 2007 (Teichler et al, 2013). Therefore, the 

study included a range of measures designed to assess perceptions of types of 

management, perceptions of leadership and the degree in which a performance 

management or audit culture existed across the participating countries. Table 2.1 below 

presents the data on key variables from the study: 

• Communication: total percentage scores agreeing with the statement “Good 

communication between managers and academics” 

• Top-down management: total percentage scores agreeing with the statement “a top 

down management style” 

• Collegiality in decisions: total percentage scores agreeing with the statement 

“collegiality in the decision-making process” 

• Kept informed: total percentage scores agreeing with the statement “I am kept 

informed about what is going on at this institution” 

• Performance orientation: total percentage scores agreeing with the statement “A 

strong performance orientation (at this institution)” 
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• Competent Leadership: total percentage scores agreeing with the statement “Top 

level administrators are providing competent leadership” 

• Affiliation to institution: total percentage scores of academics stating high 

importance of affiliation to their institution. 
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Table 2.1: CAP findings across key management and leadership variables by country 

AR – Argentina, AU - Australia, BR - Brazil, CA – Canada, CH – China, FI – Finland, DE – Germany, HK – Hong Kong, IT – Italy, JP – Japan, KR – Korea, MY – Malaysia, NL 

– Netherlands, NO – Norway, PT – Portugal, SA – South Africa, UK – United Kingdom, US – America.  

*NA – not asked in Germany 

Adapted from Teichler et al (2013, p.165-211) 

 AR AU BR CA CH FI DE HK IT JP KR MY MX NL NO PT SA UK US 

Communication 33 23 41 30 35 30 21 26 26 24 20 50 39 27 34 29 21 23 30 

Top down management 44 74 55 55 45 56 43 72 52 57 54 60 54 54 29 48 68 68 65 

Collegiate decision 

making 

36 19 29 38 36 23 28 25 16 45 17 42 41 36 25 34 20 20 33 

Kept informed 52 42 46 45 45 43 47 37 41 30 41 43 35 44 40 32 35 38 43 

Performance orientation 34 70 46 51 60 60 NA* 64 22 51 62 57 46 52 50 29 51 68 49 

Competent leadership 32 32 52 39 63 38 31 35 33 55 27 49 42 40 38 41 28 25 45 

Affiliation to institution 86 51 79 59 68 67 43 60 58 64 73 88 93 50 48 64 60 39 60 
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Across all variables, the results show significant variance across countries, highlighting 

variation in both experience and expectations associated with academic work. However, 

there are some key trends identified. In terms of communication and decision making, 

academics across the 19 countries perceived this to be more top-down than collegiate, with 

less than 40% of academics surveyed stating that there was shared decision making at their 

institution. Teichler and colleagues (2013) used the first three items (communication, top-

down management style and collegiality) to calculate a composite score of “communication-

orientated management”; this ranged from the highest level of 45% in Malaysia to the lowest 

levels in the UK (27%), South Africa (25%) and Korea (23%).  However, it should be noted 

that communication-orientated management and top-down management were not mutually 

exclusive across all countries. In some countries (see USA and Argentina) a communication 

orientation and top-down management were found to co-exist (Teichler et al, 2013 p.180). 

Performance-orientated management was identified by 51% of the overall sample, with the 

UK (68%) and Australia (70%) reporting much higher than average perceptions of this 

management style, whereas Italy (22%), Portugal (29%) and Argentina (34%) report far less 

than average. It is interesting to note that where performance orientation was evidenced, the 

two highest scoring countries (Australia and the UK) also reported some of the lowest 

affiliation to their institution, with the UK having the lowest institutional affiliation score of all 

countries surveyed. Perceptions of competent leadership were low across the sample, with 

an average of 39% of academics sampled agreeing that the leadership of their institutions 

was competent. Again, scores across countries varied greatly, with two-thirds of Chinese 

academics agreeing that their leadership was competent, compared with only one quarter of 

UK academics. 

Overall, the CAP findings suggest that the management and leadership of academic 

institutions is perceived as less than ideal across the different countries surveyed. However, 

there are large differences between countries, reflecting different cultural and political 

environments. The results suggest that UK academic staff are particularly concerned about 
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the management and leadership of their institutions and do not feel strongly affiliated to 

them. Such variability, alongside these observations from the UK subsample, strengthens 

the argument for a nationally-based approach.  

The results from the CAP study indicate that the majority of UK academic staff work in 

performance-driven organisations dominated by top-down management practices. 

Additionally, they feel that communication within UK universities is poor; nearly 60% of the 

sample did not feel they were kept informed about what was happening in their university 

and only 25% believed that the leadership of their organisations was competent. As 

mentioned above, affiliation with one’s organisation was low and it had seen a marked 

decline between the Carnegie study results in 1992 (when this was at 84%) to 38% in 2007 

(Teichler et al, 2013, p.189). These results highlight how academic staff in UK institutions 

perceive management, leadership and (the communication of) change, but do not offer 

insight into whether these elements of work are perceived to be demanding or stressful.  

Several UK-based studies have examined the effects of management, leadership and 

change-based demands on the perceptions of stress and strain outcomes in UK academic 

staff. Stressors associated with demands from management, leadership and change, 

including the organisational structures and climate (Bradley & Eachus, 1995; Cross & 

Carroll, 1990), poor management and perceptions of an uncaring organisation, (Cross & 

Carroll, 1990; Daniels & Guppy, 1994), were identified in early studies of academic work-

related stress in the UK. 

National surveys of academic staff in the UK in 1998 and 2004 (Kinman, 1999; Kinman, 

Jones & Kinman, 2006) identified negative trends in the perception of key management-

related stressors over time. In a comparison of the data across both surveys, Kinman et al 

(2006) found that satisfaction with communication and management’s sensitivity to the 

needs of staff decreased significantly between 1998 and 2004 and satisfaction with influence 

over decisions also dropped but not at a significant level. Tytherleigh and colleagues’ (2005) 

study of 13 UK academic institutions found that perceived commitment from the organisation 
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was negatively associated with psychological and physical ill-health, with academic staff 

reporting the lowest levels of commitment from the organisation. Additionally, over 50% of 

the sample surveyed (all staff categories) were concerned that their universities were 

“changing for change sake” (Tytherleigh et al, 2005, p.56). 

This review suggests that demands associated with management, leadership and change 

are pertinent stressors for UK academic staff. Comparative evidence from the CAP survey 

(Teichler et al, 2013) demonstrates that UK academics perceive greater levels of top-down 

management and lower levels of collegiate decision making than most of their international 

colleagues. Additionally, UK academics consider the leadership of their institutions to be 

worse than any other of the eighteen countries surveyed and feel the least affiliated with 

their institutions. These findings are supported by studies undertaken in the UK, which also 

demonstrated a deterioration in key areas (Kinman et al, 2004) and links between 

management, leadership and change demands and worsening physical and psychological 

health. Therefore, demands associated with management, leadership and change are 

important areas for future enquiry in the stressor-strain relationship in UK academic staff. 

As such, the current thesis examines the effect of the management of change on role and a 

range of strain outcomes in a national sample of UK academic staff (see chapter 5), utilising 

the Conservation of Resources model (Hobfoll, 1989).  

2.2.4 Demands associated with role conflict 

The massification of higher education and associated corporatisation of the sector both in 

the UK and internationally has had a significant impact on the nature and type of work 

undertaken by academics (Musselin, 2007; Deem et al, 2007). As discussed above, wide-

ranging changes have resulted in a range of different management and governance 

practices in the higher education sector in the UK and internationally. Whilst some of these 

changes have been associated with work intensification and overload (Johnson et al, 2005; 

Kinman et al, 2006), others have been linked to an increasing diversification of the academic 

role.  
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The traditional view of academic staff is that they are primarily engaged in teaching and 

research activities (Schulz, 2013), and that work tasks consist of a balance of activities 

relating to teaching students, undertaking research and undertaking administrative tasks 

associated with the management of a department or a programme of study. The expansion 

of higher education and the shift in part to a student as consumer model (Molesworth, Nixon, 

and Scullion, 2009) has led to increasing requirements with regards to reporting quality and 

governance, student satisfaction and league table positioning. Additionally, there has been a 

wider push for universities to demonstrate societal and economic worth has led to an 

expansion of the number and types of roles academics may undertake (Kinman, 2014). In 

addition to increased workloads in the three main areas of academic work, the duties 

associated with these roles have expanded. For example, the teaching role may now require 

the development of online learning products or materials and developing marking and 

moderating of work from franchise programmes run internationally.  The research role may 

expect the academic to meet specific targets for publication based on strategic research 

objectives, income generation and grant capture, as well as public interest dissemination. 

Whereas, the administrative roles have increased to require regular reporting on all activity 

in response to governmental and league table outputs and may also include increased 

requirement to contribute to committees and processes to manage and assess this work. 

Finally, the push towards increasing income from university activities, along with a growing 

focus on universities adding measurably (and rapidly) to the economic and societal wealth of 

their respective countries, has increased the level of third stream or entrepreneurial work 

that is required from academics in the form of corporate engagement, commercialisation of 

research and intellectual property (Kinman, 2014; Musselin, 2005; Schulz, 2013). The 

demands from these different roles and activities, means that academics will have conflicting 

time and resource needs and conflicting priorities.  

Role conflict occurs when employees have conflicting priorities, or when demands 

associated with each role compete simultaneously making it difficult to complete tasks. 
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Conflict can occur when individuals are unable to meet the requirements from different roles 

at the same time (Katz and Kahn, 1978).  Role conflict is distinct from role overload, but this 

has been found to predict role conflict as the greater the number of roles the greater the 

potential for conflict (Schaubroeck, Cotton & Jennings, 1989). Role conflict has been 

associated with various negative psychological outcomes including depression and anxiety 

and emotional exhaustion (Schmidt et al, 2012; Ortqvist & Wincent, 2006) as well as 

negative organisational outcomes including reduced citizenship behaviours and lower job 

satisfaction (Eatough, Chang, Miloslavic & Johnson, 2011; Ortqvist & Wincent, 2006). 

Additionally, role conflict is thought to be most common in professions with an associated set 

of professional norms. Academic staff are usually strongly affiliated with their discipline and 

wider academic community, in addition to their institution. Formalisation of expectations 

around different roles at work can reduce the risk of role conflict, but, in the case of those 

with strong professional norms such as academic staff, strong institutional rules can increase 

conflict with professional norms (Jackson & Schuler, 1985; Organ & Greene, 1981). 

Therefore, the increase in the number and type of roles and associated role overload, along 

with increasing measurement and formalisation of academic work, suggests that academics 

are at high risk from demands associated with role conflict.  

A small number of international and UK studies of academic wellbeing have examined role 

conflict but it has not been measured explicitly in any of the key large-scale comparison 

studies, which have focused on overload and quantitative demands (see section 2.2.1 for an 

overview). As discussed previously, role overload and conflict are considered separate 

constructs, therefore the following section will focus on country-level research that has 

included an explicit measure of role conflict. 

Biron et al (2008) examined a range of risk factors associated with psychological and 

physical strain outcomes in a sample of 1086 staff at a Canadian university, 395 of which 

were academic staff. An eight-item scale was used to assess role strain (ambiguity and 

conflict) across all staff groups and, whilst role conflict posed a significant risk for 
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professorial staff, other academics tended to report quantitative overload more than conflict. 

These results were supported by a subsequent large multisite study of fifty-six Canadian 

universities. Catano and colleagues’ (2010) surveyed 1140 academic staff across 

participating institutions to examine the extent to which occupational stressors found in 

studies of other sectors applied to Canadian universities. Eighty-two percent of academics 

surveyed reported moderate to high levels of role conflict but, when the authors investigated 

which stressors predicted strain, no main effect of role conflict was found for any of the 

outcomes examined (job satisfaction, affective commitment, positive well-being, physical and 

psychological strain). The results suggest that academics perceive conflict between roles, 

but this demand does not pose a risk to wellbeing. Interestingly, Catano and colleagues’ 

(2010) also examined role clarity (in terms of directions, performance and expectations at 

work). This was moderately high in academic staff, with only 24% of the sample indicating 

they were not clear about aspects of their role. However, unlike role conflict, role clarity was 

a significant predictor of all strain outcomes examined. 

Other international studies have found similarly conflicting findings regarding the 

antecedents and outcomes of role conflict. For example, Safaria, bin Othman & Wahab 

(2011) found no direct effect of role conflict on job stress among Malaysian academics but 

did find that the relationship was mediated by job security. A study of academic staff in India 

conducted by Vijaya and Hemamalini (2012) found that academic staff with high teaching 

loads reported more role conflict than those with high research workloads, suggesting that 

level and exposure to different elements of the academic job may influence perceptions of 

role conflict.  

As mentioned above, few studies in the UK that have measured role conflict. Those that 

have included a measure of role conflict have variously operationalised it as an outcome or 

antecedent of strain. Kinman (2008) assessed role conflict as part of a wider role stress 

measure that also included overload.  The composite measure predicted poor physical and 

psychological health in academics, however its contribution was weaker than other 
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predictors in the model such as time constraints and demands related to the work-home 

interface. Although not measured directly, role conflict and overload were the third most 

common reason given for wanting to leave the academic profession in two national surveys 

of well-being in 1998 and 2004 (Kinman et al, 2006). Only one paper specifically examining 

role conflict in UK universities has been identified. Schulz (2013) examined the perceptions 

of both conflict and ambiguity as well as organisational climate in a sample of 448 

academics in 20 Russell group (research intensive) universities.  Strong negative 

relationships were found between role conflict, role ambiguity and job satisfaction.  Market-

driven organisational climates were associated with higher levels of role ambiguity in 

academic staff, which Schulz suggests is a result of multiple conflicting roles in these 

environments.  

Evidence supporting the argument that role conflict is an important demand for academics is 

limited.  Nonetheless, few studies have measured conflict specifically and those that have 

treated it as an antecedent and outcome of work demands.  The available evidence 

suggests that academics perceive that they have competing tasks, but this is often 

associated with a lack of clarity about how these competing roles fit within the academic job.  

As such, although the construct of role is clearly an important and under-examined area of 

academic well-being, a broader conceptualisation of role that encompasses both conflict and 

ambiguity may be a more appropriate measure than conflict alone.  

The current thesis addresses this under-examination by examining changing trends in the 

perception of role demands across a six-year period, in three national surveys of academic 

staff (see chapter four). Additionally, the perceptions of role are examined in the current work 

(chapter 5) by drawing on the construct of illegitimate tasks (Semmer et al, 2015), whereby 

tasks may be perceived as unnecessary or unreasonable. The relationship between role and 

illegitimate tasks is also considered. 
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2.3 Resources associated with academic work 

As discussed in Chapter 1, work resources can be conceptualised as any form of physical 

(e.g. equipment, money), psychological (e.g. control, optimism) or social (e.g. manager or 

peer support) that can be utilised to meet the demands of a job or task or can be used to 

enhance further resources to meet future needs (Demerouti et al, 2001; Hobfoll, 1998; 

2018). As such, any type of object could be considered a resource in different contexts, 

whereas particular objects may be a valuable resource in some contexts and not in others. 

For example, regular supervision may be a strong, positive resource in a counselling role, 

but in a call centre environment it may be perceived as controlling and overtly managerial. 

Two specific resources have been traditionally associated with academic work: autonomy or 

control over one’s work and collegiate working (Teelken 2012; Teelken 2015). These 

resources, in turn, have been associated with strain outcomes. For example, autonomy or 

decision latitude is also thought to reduce the effects of demands on the individual (Karasek 

1989).  

Academic staff traditionally work with others; they work in institutional and disciplinary teams, 

develop research collaboratively, teach groups of students, and indeed work with students 

as new members of a discipline. How these relationships are organised has traditionally 

been based around the construct of collegiality. This is a working state long associated with 

academia, where staff work in self-directed teams, sharing knowledge and resources with 

little hierarchical input (Deem, 1998). A key resource linked to collegiality is the relationships 

between staff and peers, staff and managers and staff and students. These relationships are 

associated with varying levels of support or strain. Therefore, collegiality may be measured 

directly, through perceptions of culture, or indirectly via satisfaction with key relationships 

with peers, managers and students. 

A large body of evidence demonstrates that social support is a key resource that protects 

employees against job demands (Hakulinen et al, 2016). Conversely, low support from co-

workers and managers has been found to predict stress-related illness (Harvey et al, 2017). 
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Changes in the nature of key social relationships in academic work have occurred via a 

range of mechanisms including: 

• Increased competition between academics via the introduction of an output centred, 

target culture (Deem, Hillyard & Deem, 2007),  

• Increased performativity and monitoring via a manager centric system (Kolsaker, 

2008)   

• A shift from students and academics working together to develop knowledge (Nixon, 

1996, p.11) to a consumerist, service driven relationship (Nixon et al, 2018)  

Such changes may degrade the protective resources associated with social support and 

collegiality for academic staff.  The evidence for the presence of and protective effects of 

these key occupation-specific resources is considered below.  

2.3.1 Autonomy and control: 

Autonomy at work reflects the ability of an individual to manage and organise their own work, 

set their pace of work and take breaks. Additionally, it can refer to the ability to make 

decisions about the type and nature of work undertaken (Boyd et al, 2011). Autonomy has 

been linked to a range of positive outcomes including higher levels of motivation, 

performance and job involvement (Spector, 1986; Van Prooijen, 2009) continuance 

commitment, low levels of emotional exhaustion, somatic and psychological wellbeing (Nie, 

Chua, Yeung, Ryan & Chan, 2014; Taris et al, 2001). 

Academic staff have traditionally had high levels of autonomy over the work they undertake 

in both teaching and research realms (Musselin, 2005). Nonetheless, significant changes to 

the management and governance of academic work has led to reduced autonomy and an 

increase in managerial practice around academic work (Henkel, 2005; Kolsaker, 2008). 

Perceptions of autonomy, characterised by academic freedom, which is associated with 

autonomy and control over one’s own work and direction, were assessed across different 

countries as part of the CAP study. Each participating country was asked to indicate the 
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extent to which their institution’s administration was supportive of academics (Teichler et al, 

2013, p.187). The results for all countries are shown in table 2.2.  

As per other measures in the CAP study discussed above, a wide variety in responses was 

found across different countries, with only 26% of South African academics surveyed feeling 

that academic freedom was supported by their administration compared to 76% of Mexican 

academic staff.
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Table 2.2: Perceptions of academic freedom by country (totals): 

 

 

AR – Argentina, AU - Australia, BR - Brazil, CA – Canada, CH – China, FI – Finland, DE – Germany, HK – Hong Kong, IT – Italy, JP – Japan, 

KR – Korea, MY – Malaysia, NL – Netherlands, NO – Norway, PT – Portugal, SA – South Africa, UK – United Kingdom, US – America.  

Percentage of respondents who strongly agreed or agreed that academic freedom was supported by the administration of their institutions 

(Teichler et al, 2013, p.187) 

 

 

 AR AU BR CA CH FI DE HK IT JP KR MY MX NL NO PT SA UK US 

Academic Freedom 58 39 47 60 54 23 34 53 47 55 50 41 76 37 31 36 26 39 61 
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Several South African studies (which scored lowest in the CAP for academic freedom) have 

found that academics who perceive low levels of control (or autonomy) over their work are 

significantly less committed to their university and feel that their institution is not committed 

to them (Barkhuizen & Rothmann, 2008; Viljoen et al, 2009). Although lack of control was 

associated with higher levels of reported stress (Barkhuizen & Rothmann, 2008) it was not a 

significant predictor of psychological or physical ill health (Viljoen et al 2009). 

Two key large-scale national surveys of university staff undertaken in Australia in 2000 and 

2003 (Winefield et al, 2008) assessed levels of autonomy in academic staff and examined its 

relationship with a range of psychological and motivational outcomes. Perceptions of 

autonomy significantly improved over time for all staff groups, but no improvements were 

found for academic staff across the two data collection points. Autonomy, however, failed to 

predict organisational commitment, or job satisfaction in the academic staff group (Winefield 

et al, 2008).  Other international studies have also found little support for (lack of) autonomy 

as a stressor. Indeed, there is evidence that it can be a significant resource for academic 

staff (Biron et al, 2008, Catano et al, 2010). 

Studies in the UK offer less clear evidence that levels of control are high and protective in 

UK university staff. Tytherleigh and colleagues’ (2005) utilised the ASSET tool (Cartwright & 

Cooper, 2002) to measure control in university staff and compared this against a set of 

normative data for UK workers. University staff (academic and non-academic) had 

significantly lower levels of control at work than the normative data set, with academic staff 

reporting one of the lowest levels of control across different staff categories. These results 

suggest that the protective effects of control, often associated with academic work (Daniels 

& Guppy 1994), are less powerful for UK academic staff when compared with international 

studies.  

Kinman et al (2006) introduced an early benchmarking element to their study of UK 

academics. The benchmarking process was developed by the Health and Safety Executive 

(HSE) to assess levels of psychosocial risk across several different categories (the 



74 
 

development of the HSE benchmarking process is discussed in chapter three). Although 

more favourable than the levels of other stressors tested against benchmark standards in 

this study, control still failed to meet the recommended level for wellbeing.  This early version 

of the HSE benchmark set a minimum for control at 85% and academics in the study 

achieved a score of 74%. 

The evidence from early studies suggests that control in UK university staff may be lower 

than normative scores, or indeed nationally recognised benchmarks. However, Mark & Smith 

(2012) found that academic staff reported significantly higher levels of decision authority and 

skill authority than the general population. However, in line with the findings of international 

studies, neither control variable significantly predicted key strain outcomes of anxiety, 

depression or job satisfaction, although significant relationships were found between control 

and these outcomes.  

There is evidence that autonomy and control is a key protective factor for academic staff, 

and research findings from the UK and internationally suggest that control remains generally 

high in the sector. However, the results from some UK studies suggest that control may be 

reducing, potentially weakening a key protective resource for academics (Kinman, 2014). 

This combined with the importance of control as a factor in the stressor strain relationship 

outlined above suggests that control is a key variable for investigation in UK academic staff. 

As such, this informs the choice of models used to examine the relationship between 

demands and resources in chapter four.  

2.3.2 Collegiality and perceptions of support  

As discussed above, forms of social support can be related to the construct of collegiality 

with peers, managers and students in higher education. Collegiality as a form of self-

organisation has been replaced in many countries with a more performative, managerial 

culture focused on outputs and performance measurement rather than knowledge 

production and collaboration (Billiot, 2010; Deem et al, 2007). As such, the notion of social 
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support as a resource derived from communities of scholarship (Deem et al, 2007), may be 

under threat in academic work.  

Results from the CAP (Teichler et al, 2013), presented above (table 2.1), show that 

perceptions of collegiate decision-making were low across all countries surveyed. Findings 

ranged from 19% of academic staff agreeing that decision making was collegiate in 

Australia, to 45% in Japan. These results suggest a strong shift from the communities of 

learning described by Deem and colleagues (2007) to a more managerialist and 

performative culture. However, perceptions of management and decision-making alone do 

not offer an indication of the effect of these changes. To further understand these and the 

potential effects on academic resource, the relationships with others particularly with 

reference to social support, is considered below. 

Several international studies discussed in previous sections of this chapter have included 

some measure of relationships with others and/or social support. A study of Dutch 

academics by Taris et al (2001) found that relationships with colleagues predicted 

withdrawal behaviour, and stress resulting from teaching predicted strain, there was no 

relationship between the relationships with students and strain or withdrawal behaviours in 

the sample. Similar results were reported by Biron and colleagues (2008). In line with Taris 

and colleagues’ findings, relationships with students posed little to no risk to well-being for 

academic staff, whereas poor relationships with colleagues posed a moderate risk. More 

generally, South African studies utilising the ASSET tool (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002) found 

that poor work relationships in general represented a moderate risk to psychological health 

and a high risk to commitment for academic staff (Barkhuizen & Rothmann, 2008), and that 

poor working relationships posed a higher risk to academic staff than those from the 

normative data set (Coetzee & Rothmann, 2005). 

Other studies have examined relationships and support as a resource. Langford (2010) 

found that universities had moderately better teamworking when compared against 

benchmarking data for all other industries, although there was no disaggregation of results 
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by job type. Similarly, Sun, Wu and Wang (2011) found that academic staff who reported 

higher levels of social support tended to report lower levels of personal strain, suggesting 

that social support plays a protective part in the stressor-strain relationship. 

Findings from UK studies reflect those from international samples. Teichler and colleagues 

(2013) reported that the UK had the second lowest score in collegiate decision-making in the 

CAP study, after Australia, with only 20% of those surveyed strongly agreeing or agreeing 

that this occurred in their institution.  Studies that have included measures assessing 

working relationships or social support similarly reflect the findings of international studies. 

For example, Tytherleigh et al (2005) found that university staff reported higher levels of 

stress associated with negative working relationships than the normative data, a pattern 

reflecting the results of ASSET studies in South Africa reported above. In additional 

analyses, Tytherleigh and colleagues (2005) found that working relationships were a 

significant stressor particularly for academic and research staff, when compared to other 

staff groups.  

National studies of UK staff in 1998 and 2004 (Kinman et al, 2006) offer a more nuanced 

examination of the relationship between academic staff and various groups. Comparisons 

across surveys suggest that perceptions of manager support reduced significantly over the 

five-year period between the two studies, but that this was accompanied by an increased 

satisfaction with support from colleagues. Additionally, the results from the 2004 survey were 

compared against the emerging HSE benchmark approach assessing support from the 

working environment. Satisfaction at each level of support in the 2004 study failed to meet 

the HSE benchmark of 85% (for satisfaction with social support at work in general) with 

satisfaction with colleagues at 55%, line managers, 48% and senior managers at 19%. 

Therefore, although satisfaction with support from colleagues improved between 1998 and 

2004, it still fell very short of the then HSE benchmark standard. 

Results from the CAP (Teichler et al, 2013) suggest that collegiate decision-making is in 

decline across differing academic systems worldwide and this is accompanied by evidence 
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from international and UK studies that relationships with colleagues’ acts as a stressor, 

rather than a resource for many academic staff. However, when relationships are 

conceptualised as social support, protective effects are more likely to be found.  

Job control and support are considered key resources in the stress literature (Bakker et al, 

2005; Halbesleben, 2006; Karasek, 1979; Karasek & Theorell, 1990). However, the review of 

the literature above demonstrates that clarity is required in the measurement of these 

constructs, where question structure and direction can influence whether items are 

perceived as demands or resources. Additionally, the review has made links between key 

changes in the academic profession over time, and how resources are linked to these 

changes. When considering the effect of resources, a wider understanding of the structural 

and organisational changes affecting the profession would add further insight into changes 

over time. 

Control and social support are key variables examined in the current work. Chapter three 

examines changes in the perceptions of peer and manager support, using the HSE MI tool 

(Cousins et al, 2004) to examine continued trends in control and support in UK academic 

staff, between 2008 and 2014. This extends the work by Kinman and colleagues in 2004. 

Additionally, the Job Demands Control Support model and Job Demands Resources models 

(Karasek, 1979; Demerouti et al, 2001) are utilised to examine the Demands-Resources 

relationships in chapter five, to examine the predictive power of control and support in 

explaining levels strain in UK academic staff. 

To this point, this review has focused on the demands and resources associated with 

academic work, with only brief reference to stressors (demands and resources). The 

following section will examine a range of key strain outcomes relevant to the current body of 

work. 
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2.4 Work-related strain 

As outlined at the beginning of this chapter, strain is defined as the outcome or effect of 

stress on the individual. Strain outcomes can be physiological, psychological or relate to 

motivational elements of work engagement (Jones & Kinman, 2001). The following section 

examines the key outcome measures considered in this thesis, namely psychological 

distress, burnout, work-life conflict and job dissatisfaction. These outcome measures have 

been selected to represent key elements of work-related strain discussed in the general 

work stress literature and, more specifically, within the academic work stress literature.  

2.4.1 Psychological distress 

Psychological distress is an umbrella term that encompasses the onset of mild to moderate 

psychological disorders, such as depression and anxiety, as a response to stressors 

(Stansfeld & Candy, 2006). It has been associated with a range of job demands and (lack of) 

resources. Michie and Williams (2003) undertook a systematic review of 49 studies 

published between 1987 and 1999 examining the association between psychological 

distress and elements of work. The results suggest that long working hours, overload, lack of 

control and social support, along with poor management decision-making were all 

associated with psychological distress. A subsequent review by Stansfield and Candy (2006) 

found that, in addition to job strain, psychological distress (conceptualised as common 

mental health problems) were also predicted by high psychological demands and effort-

reward imbalance.  

A range of instruments has been designed to examine the prevalence of psychological 

distress in a broad range of populations, but the most commonly used within the 

occupational stress literature are the General Health Questionnaire (Goldberg & Williams, 

1988) and the psychological wellbeing subscale of the ASSET questionnaire (Cartwright & 

Cooper, 2002). The short-form twelve-item General Health Questionnaire (GHQ-12) is 

designed to assess the level of psychiatric disorder in non-clinical, community settings 

(Goldberg & Williams, 1988).  The questionnaire measures depressive and mental health, 
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cognitive functioning, vitality, and minor mental distress (Romppel, Braehler, Roth & 

Glaesmer, 2013). The GHQ-12 has been used extensively in epidemiological and 

psychological research (Ala-Mursula, Vahtera, Kivimäki; Kevin, & Pentti, 2004; Goodwin et 

al, 2015; Whittaker et al, 2015) and in a variety of occupational settings (Goodwin et al, 

2013; Hardy, Shapiro, Haynes & Rick, 1999; Lesage, Martens-Resende, Deschamps & 

Berjot, 2011). This allows comparisons to be made across general populations and different 

occupational groups. The validity and reliability of the GHQ-12 has been widely assessed 

and established as a measure of psychological morbidity (Hardy et al, 1999; Lesage et al, 

2011). 

GHQ-12 scores can be calculated in two ways, individuals respond to questions on a four-

point Likert scale (ranging from 0-3). A mean score of all items is calculated, with higher 

scores indicating higher levels of psychological distress. The original scoring pattern 

(Goldberg et al, 1997), however, is calculated by labelling scores of 0 or 1 on each item as 

“0”, and scores of 2 or 3 as “1”. The total score for an individual is calculated by summing the 

items and comparing the results with an agreed cut-off point, above which a participant is 

considered to demonstrate “caseness” for common mental disorder in that, on visiting a 

medical practitioner, they would likely be diagnosed with a common mental disorder. Cut-off 

points can be calculated per population if required, however, and an average threshold of 

three is often used (Goldberg et al, 1997). There has been much debate regarding the factor 

structure of the GHQ-12, with different two factor and three factor solutions proposed (see 

Gnambs & Staufenbiel, 2018; Shelvin & Adamson, 2005). Although there has been little 

agreement across studies or populations (Werneke, Goldberg, Yalcin & Ustun, 2000), the 

original single factor structure has been successfully validated in the work context (Lesage et 

al, 2011). 

The ASSET organisational stress screening tool (Cartwright & Cooper, 2002) is a multi-

dimensional instrument designed to assess various stressors in organisations and examine 

levels of physical and psychological wellbeing. Like the GHQ-12, findings can be examined 
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against normative data gathered initially from 20,000 UK public and private sector workers 

(Cartwright & Cooper, 2002).  The size of the normative data set has grown to 100,000 

(Robertson Cooper, 2018), but access to the tool and data is restricted via a paid for service, 

therefore, studies that have reported against earlier normative data sets cannot be assessed 

against larger, up-to-date versions. The psychological wellbeing scale of the ASSET tool has 

been reported to have good convergent validity with the GHQ-12, but discriminant validity 

has not yet been established (Faragher, Cooper & Cartwright, 2004; Johnson & Cooper, 

2003).  

2.4.2 Psychological distress and academic staff groups 

Few studies have examined levels of psychological distress in academic samples and even 

fewer have explored links between identified stressors and this outcome. The studies 

available have usually utilised one of the two tools described above but, in some cases, 

measures have been devised for specific studies.  

High levels of psychological distress in the university sector have been reported in several 

studies conducted in different countries (Biron et al, 2008; Daniels & Guppy, 1992; Idris, 

O'Driscoll, & Anderson, 2011; Kinman, 1999; Kinman et al, 2006; Winefield & Jarrett, 2001; 

Winfield et al, 2003, 2008). Where the GHQ-12 was utilised to assess levels of “caseness” in 

the sector, this ranges from 37% (Daniels & Guppy, 1992) to 51% (Kinman, 1999). Some 

studies have compared the caseness rates found with general population figures and other 

occupational groups. Winefield & Jarratt (2001) reported a caseness rate of 44% across all 

university staff groups in Australia, compared with a general population rate of between 20 

and 30%.  Similarly, two national UK samples of academic staff surveyed in 1998 and 2004 

found caseness levels of 51% and 49% respectively (Kinman, 1999; Kinman et al, 2006) 

Again, these rates were higher than many other occupational groups and twice as high as 

the UK general population rate at the time (Kinman et al, 2006). 

Other studies have found lower rather than higher levels of psychological distress in 

academic samples. Catano and colleaugues’ (2010) found only 13% of academic staff 
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reported high levels of psychological distress (as measured by a score of 4.5 or above on a 

seven-point Likert scale of GHQ-12 items). However, this was an adapted version of the 

GHQ-12 with adjusted scoring, which makes comparison with other studies difficult. 

Moreover, Tytherleigh and colleagues’ (2005), found no significant difference between the 

normative data produced by ASSET, and the levels of psychological distress in all staff 

categories across 12 institutions in the UK. Nonetheless, as there was no disaggregation of 

staff groups, direct comparison with other studies of academic staff is not possible. 

In summary, levels of psychological distress in the higher education sector in several 

countries appear to be high in most studies examined. However, differences in 

measurement type and sampling strategies across studies make comparisons difficult. 

Studies by Kinman and colleagues suggest that psychological distress is particularly high in 

UK academics, but the last assessment was undertaken in 2004.  

Considering the pace of change in the sector discussed earlier in this thesis, it would seem 

timely to revisit this in the studies presented in this thesis. Although other measures are 

available, the GHQ-12 will be used in the current research. This will allow comparison with 

other studies in levels of psychological distress in UK academics at a national level. 

Psychological distress will also be operationalised as a key outcome measure to examine 

the effects of specific demands and (lack of) resources on the psychological well-being of 

academic staff in the UK. 

2.4.3 Burnout 

Burnout was first defined as a syndrome of emotional exhaustion, cynicism and reduced 

sense of personal accomplishment experienced by those working in the human services or 

helping professions (Maslach & Jackson, 1984). The construct and associated measurement 

scale, the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1984), has been used 

extensively across a wide range of professional groups including teachers (Gluschkoff et al, 

2016; Russell, Altmaier & Van Velzen, 1987) social workers (Wagaman, Geiger, Shockley & 

Segal, 2015), prison officers (Kinman, Clements & Hart, 2017), and healthcare professionals 
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(Rabatin, Baier Manwell, Schwartz, Brown,  & Linzer, 2016; Vargas, Cañadas, Aguayo, 

Fernández, & Emilia 2014).  

A range of occupational and organisational factors has been examined as antecedents of 

burnout including workload, job demands, role ambiguity and conflict, and job control and 

autonomy (Alarcon, 2011; Lee & Ashforth, 1996; Schaufeli, Bakker and Van Rhenen, 2009). 

Several prospective studies have also found links between burnout and physical health 

outcomes including coronary heart disease, musculoskeletal conditions and diabetes (Ahola 

& Hakanen, 2014; Aromaa & Koskinen, 2004; Toker, Melamed, Berliner, Zeltser, & Shapira, 

2012)  

The relationship between burnout and mental health symptoms, particularly depression, is 

more complex. The core elements of burnout, namely emotional exhaustion, 

depersonalization and reduced personal efficacy, have been compared to elements of 

depression and there is significant debate regarding distinctiveness of the two conditions 

(Bianchi, Schonfeld, & Laurent, 2015). The key differentiating factor between the two 

disorders is that burnout is distinctly a work-based syndrome that develops in response to 

chronic work stress (Maslach & Leiter, 2016) or ongoing job demands that cannot be met by 

the individual (Bakker et al, 2005). Additionally, burnout is considered work-specific 

(Maslach, Schaufeli & Leiter, 2001), whereas depressive disorders are pervasive and effect 

all aspects of one’s life. Nonetheless, burnout, when classified as severe, has been found to 

spill over and affect individuals in non-work domains (Hakanen & Bakker, 2017). Finally, 

burnout is sometimes conceptualised as a syndrome that precedes depressive disorder 

(Hakanen & Schaufeli, 2012; Hakanen, Shaufeli & Ahola, 2008) and, as with other factors 

such as work-life balance and job satisfaction, is often tested as a mediator between job 

demands and the outcome variable. 

Some studies have found links between burnout and depression. For example, Lacovides, 

Fountoulakis, Kaprinis & Kaprinis (2003) reported that the two constructs have shared 

variance of 20%. However, there is evidence that they are distinct entities. Plieger, Melchers, 



83 
 

Montag, Meermann and Reuter (2015) found significant differences in both burnout and 

depression in groups of healthy and clinically depressed participants. In the healthy group, 

high levels of stressful life events were associated with scores on both the Maslach Burnout 

Inventory (MBI) and the Beck Depression Inventory (BDI: Beck, Steer & Brown, 1996). 

However, in the clinically depressed group, the association between the number of stressful 

life events and the BDI was considerably stronger than the link with MBI scores. Indeed, 

once scores had been corrected, no significant relationship was found between the MBI 

scores and number of stressful life events in either group.  This indicates that burnout is not 

a reaction to major life events, but a response to contextualised (i.e. work-related) stressors.  

To summarise, there are clear links between burnout and depression, although the nature of 

development, as one disorder, as distinct disorders, or as a syndrome that precedes 

depression, is unclear.  

2.4.4 Burnout and academic staff 

Several studies have investigated burnout in academics.  A study of five-hundred and eighty-

two UK academics conducted by Doyle and Hind (1998) found that scores on the emotional 

exhaustion scale of the MBI were moderate to high when compared with benchmark data. 

Levels of personal accomplishment were lower than those found in other studies, but 

academic staff reported lower levels of depersonalization than comparative studies. Similar 

results are reported by Akin and Ulusoy (2016), who found high levels of emotional 

exhaustion and low levels of personal accomplishment in a sample of four-hundred and 

thirty-three academics in Turkey. In line with Doyle and Hind’s findings, levels of 

depersonalization in this study were lower than normative scores, suggesting that academic 

staff had not withdrawn mentally from their work or their students.   

A range of generic and more job-specific antecedents of burnout has been examined in 

academic samples. These include support from managers (Otero López, Mariño, José & 

Castro Bolaño, 2008; Van Emmerick, 2002); job demands (Barkhuizen, Rothmann & van de 
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Vijver, 2014), teaching load (Jaber & Al-Zoubi, 2012) and relationships with students 

(Pretorius, 1994; Lackritz, 2004).  

Burnout has been associated with a range of health and organisational outcomes in 

academic staff. The research in this area considers burnout in terms of its main effects and 

as a moderator or mediator between predictors and outcomes. A review of this literature in 

academic working contexts presents a mixed picture. Barkhuizen et al (2014) found a 

significant positive relationship between burnout and ill health in a sample of 595 academic 

staff, but burnout was predicted by dispositional optimism which explained 82% of the 

variance in burnout scores. Similarly, a longitudinal diary study conducted by Flaxman, 

Ménard, Bond, and Kinman (2012) found that perseverative cognition and perfectionism 

explained 28% of the variance in burnout in academics after a period of recovery. This 

suggests that academics higher in perfectionism recovered as effectively as those lower in 

perfectionism, but the more perfectionist academics did not sustain their recovery upon 

return to work, leading to higher levels of burnout.  

A systematic review of 12 papers examining burnout in academic staff (Watts and 

Robertson, 2011) found that mean scores reported across studies were comparable with 

education and medical professionals. However, the authors stated that the relatively few 

studies available for review and the differences in sampling and research techniques 

employed across the studies, make it difficult to apply findings to the wider academic 

community and further research is required. 

From the review provided above, it is evident that the relationships between work-related 

stressors, outcomes and burnout are complex. The few studies that have been conducted 

with academic employees suggest that burnout has complex interactions with a range of 

antecedents and outcomes.  

The current programme of research will operationalise burnout as a distinct syndrome to 

psychological distress and will examine the antecedents and outcomes associated with this 
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outcome in UK academic staff. The studies presented in the current work aim to examine the 

level of, and predictors of burnout in UK academic staff, to further develop an understanding 

of the scale of and predictors of burnout in this occupational group. Specifically, chapter 

three examines the reported levels of burnout in a sample of UK academics and compares 

this with normative UK data for other occupation and the general population.  Chapter four 

draws on models of stress (JDC(S) and JDR) to examine the predictors of burnout in 

academic staff. Finally, chapter five consider the effect of management and role resources 

on the experience of burnout in academic staff.  

2.4.5 Work-life Conflict 

The relationship between work and non-work domains as an area for research and policy 

development began in the 1970s, with an increasing number of women entering the 

workforce (French & Johnson, 2016). Early research investigated the relationships between 

work and family life, with a particular focus on the balancing of working life with family 

commitments (usually defined as child dependents) for men and women. A key focus of the 

literature has been on work-life conflict, defined as where the pressures from one role or 

domain have a negative impact on the other, or may even be incompatible with it (Schieman, 

Milkie & Glavin, 2009). This definition builds on earlier work by Kahn Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek & 

Rosenthal (1964) who first coined the term “inter-role conflict” when examining work-related 

stress. Three distinct forms of work-life conflict have been identified. Time-based conflict 

refers to time spent in one domain taking time from the other, strain-based conflict refers to 

pressure from one domain making it difficult to undertake responsibilities in the other and 

behaviour-based conflict is where the behaviours required in one domain are incompatible 

with those required in the other (Carlson, Kacmar, & Williams, 2000; Greenhaus & Beutell, 

1985).  

The work-life conflict construct has been examined bidirectionally: i.e.  from work to home 

and from home to work (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). It is further noted that recent research 

has found that work and personal life can also mutually facilitate and enrich each other (see 
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Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; McNall, Nicklin & Masuda, 2010). However, the focus of the 

current body of work is the examination of demands and resources associated with work, 

and the effect of these on outcomes. Therefore, the studies presented here will focus on a 

unidirectional, work to home conflict model.   

A number of studies have found that work stressors predict perceptions of work interference 

with family (Byron, 2005; Brauchli, Bauer & Hammig, 2014; Michel et al, 2011), and a range 

of work-related variables has been hypothesised as predictors.  Research findings indicate 

that demands related to workload and working hours predict time-based conflict within non-

work domains (Bond, 2004; Ilies, Huth, Ryan and Dimotakis, 2015; Jenkins, Heneghan, 

Bailey & Barber, 2016). However, Skinner and Pocock (2008) found that, although working 

hours predicted work-life conflict, stronger main effects were found for workload, with 

overload of work being the strongest predictor of work-life conflict. This is further supported 

by Allen, Johnson, Saboe, Cho, Dumani, and Evans, (2012), who, after reviewing meta 

analyses conducted by Byron (2005) and Michel et al (2011), concluded that the effect sizes 

of working hours (whether perceived or actual), although significant, are smaller than those 

relating to other aspects of the job role.  

Highlighting the utility of the COR model (discussed in chapter one) in predicting work-life 

conflict, there is some evidence that schedule flexibility (the ability to organise work in a 

flexible manner) may work as a time-based resource. In a meta-analysis of sixty studies, 

Byron (2005) found that schedule flexibility was negatively associated with work interference 

with family and that this protective quality was stronger for women than men. Time spent at 

work clearly predicts work interference with the non-work domain, but other predictors may 

explain more of the variance in work-life conflict. Where schedule flexibility is available, this 

can act as a protective force, particularly for women in the workplace. 

As noted above, strain-based conflict occurs when pressure in one role makes it difficult to 

undertake responsibilities in another. This type of conflict often manifests itself as negative 

emotional reactions to the working environment that can impact on the non-work domain 
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(Carlson and Kacmar, 2000; Kinman and Jones, 2001). A key domain of strain-based work-

life conflict focuses on the impact of role stressors. 

Intra-role stressors (such as competing work demands) have been discussed previously, 

however work-life conflict tends to focus on inter-role stressors where work is incompatible 

with home life. Work environments where specific types of behaviour are required to fulfil a 

job role often demand very specific forms of behaviour from employees, resulting in 

behaviour-based strain. These roles may be in high strain environments such as the military 

and police (Britt, Adler & Castro, 2006) or the prison service (Kinman, Clements & Hart, 

2016), where employees are required to manage difficult or uncooperative individuals 

(Dierdorff & Ellington, 2008, Kinman et al, 2016). Such behaviours can then 'spill over’ into 

the non-work domain where they may be deemed as inappropriate. The nature of behaviour- 

based conflict means that it is highly context-dependent and may only be relevant to a few 

occupations (Mauno, Kinnunen & Ruokolainen, 2006). Studies that have examined 

behaviour-based strain have focused on occupations, such as those mentioned above, 

where there is evidence that behaviours do indeed have a salient impact on wellbeing and 

the work-home interface. No studies have been identified that examine behaviour-based 

conflict in educational settings. Where available, however, links between behaviour-based 

conflict and outcomes are presented in the review of the impact of work-life conflict below, 

with the proviso that these findings are highly contextual and may not generalise to many 

work experiences.  

2.4.6 Work-life conflict and academic staff 

It has been argued that the nature of academic work, which incorporates a variety of 

different roles and demands and is essentially open-ended (Kinman & Jones, 2008; Fisher, 

1994), makes staff particularly susceptible to inter-role conflict. Indeed, the findings of early 

studies of work-life balance in academic employees suggest that they have difficulties in 

reconciling the demands of their work and personal life (Kinman, Jones & Kinman, 2006; 

Winefield, 2003). Research examining the effect of work-life conflict in academic staff 
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similarly reflects the wider research base. Academics with high levels of work interference 

with home report significantly higher levels of intention to leave their post (Watanabe & Falci, 

2016).  Additionally, work-life conflict has been associated with high levels of psychological 

distress and physical strain and low levels of job satisfaction in academic staff (Catano et al, 

2010; Kinman & Jones, 2008; Winefield et al, 2003).  

Bell, Rajendran & Theiler (2012) examined the associations between stress resulting from 

time pressure and job threat and work-life conflict, work-life balance and wellbeing in a 

sample of 139 academics.  A combination of job pressure and job threat explained 60% of 

the variance in work-life conflict and 33% of the variance in wellbeing.  Stress related to job 

threat (feeling overwhelmed, irritated and lacking control due to work) was the strongest 

predictor of wellbeing and work-life conflict, whereas perceptions of job demands, and 

pressure did not reduce well-being. Bell and colleagues suggest that academic staff manage 

time-based pressures by taking work home to finish in order to alleviate these pressures in 

the short term, utilising the resources from the non-work domain to manage demands in the 

work domain. There is indeed evidence that academic staff tend to do a significant 

proportion of ‘core’ academic tasks at home which can be a considerable source of strain 

(Kinman & Jones, 2008). 

Kinman and Jones (2008) utilised the Effort Reward Imbalance model (Siegrist, 1996) (see 

overview in chapter 1) to examine predictors of work-life conflict in a sample of one-thousand 

and eight academic staff in the UK. They found that academics who reported higher levels of 

job demands and lower levels of rewards reported greater levels of work-life conflict. 

Academics who were more over-committed to the job role also tended to have a poorer 

work-life balance. Schedule flexibility and support from management were both negatively 

related to work-life conflict. When predictors of work-life conflict were examined, efforts and 

rewards explained 41% of the variance in the models, with over-commitment adding a 

further 17%. Main effects were found for all variables, with efforts, rewards, over-

commitment and work-home separation/integration making significant contributions to the 
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variance. The findings suggest that those academics who integrate work and home, 

identified by Bell et al (2012) as a method of coping with high workloads, were more likely to 

be over-committed to work and have poorer work-life balance than those who have clear 

work and non-work boundaries.  

The links between work to life conflict, job demands, and resources have been 

comprehensively examined and supported in the wider work-life conflict literature. The 

evidence for stressors associated with academic work, combined with those studies who 

have examined the relationships between academic work demands, work-life conflict and 

strain outcomes, demonstrate the importance of work-life conflict as a key variable when 

studying job-related wellbeing in academics.  Nonetheless, the nature of the relationships 

remains unclear.  

To further understand the relationships between demands, resources and work to home 

conflict, the current body of work will operationalise work-life conflict as a unidimensional 

strain-based measure: i.e.  work to home. In doing so, the antecedents of work-life conflict 

and resources that support its alleviation in UK academic staff will be examined. 

2.4.7 Job satisfaction 

Job satisfaction is a construct that has been widely utilised in organisational research. It 

refers to a “pleasurable emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job” (Locke, 

1976, p.1300), and this satisfaction may be related to extrinsic (working conditions) and 

intrinsic (the job itself) elements of the work (Warr, Cook & Wall, 1979). The basis of job 

satisfaction as a construct is contested, with debate centring on its nature as an emotional 

state or an attitude to work (Weiss, 2002). The construct is operationalised in this thesis to 

represent an assessment of the fulfilment (or expectation thereof) of particular elements of 

work (Warr & Inceoglu, 2012). 

Research has focused on the antecedents of job satisfaction, that is, what makes a job 

enjoyable, or the factors that reduce satisfaction, as well as the outcomes of low job 
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satisfaction, often framed from an organisational perspective. Research investigating the 

predictors of job satisfaction have focused on features of the job and the wider environment 

(Roelen, Koopmans, Notenbomer, Groothoff, 2008) as well as individual or personality 

factors (Dormann & Zapf, 2001; Roelen, 2008). Individual difference variables have been 

found to explain up to 35% of the variance in job satisfaction scores (Dormann & Zapf, 

2001), but the following review will focus on work/environmental antecedents and individual 

and organisational outcomes in line with the aims of the thesis. Furthermore, it has also 

been argued that, whilst individual and personality differences in job satisfaction may be 

useful for recruitment and selection purposes, they do not offer opportunities to improve the 

work experience of individuals currently employed, or account for significant changes in 

working conditions over time (Dormann & Zapf, 2001). 

Roelen et al (2008) investigated the relationship between a range of work factors in a 

heterogeneous sample of 822 workers in the Netherlands. In total, working factors 

accounted for 54% of the overall variance in job satisfaction, with main effects found for 

autonomy, career perspectives, relationship with colleague, task variety, working conditions 

and workload. Task variety was the strongest predictor of job satisfaction, followed by career 

perspectives and working conditions. Subsequent studies have found that work-related 

variables explain similar proportions of variance in job satisfaction (Marin-García, Bonavia, & 

Losilla, 2011), but there is less consistency regarding the power of individual variables to 

predict this outcome. Roelen and colleagues (2008) findings regarding autonomy and 

workload, although significant, explained less of the variance in job satisfaction than the 

other variables.  A review of the literature highlights inconsistencies in the contribution made 

by workload to job satisfaction. Some studies have found negative relationships (Brough, 

2005; Ter Doest & de Jonge, 2006), whereas others have failed to find any association 

(Marin-Garcia et al, 2011). Similarly, autonomy has been found to have strong relationships 

with job satisfaction in some studies (De Cuyper & De Witte, 2006; Parker, Morgeson & 

Johns, 2017; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2014), whereas others find no significant link (Rode, 
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2004). Studies that have examined the role played by relationships with colleagues and 

social support at work in relation to job satisfaction have similarly mixed findings. Roelen and 

colleagues (2010) reported a strong relationship between social support and job satisfaction, 

in line with several other studies (Lambert & Hogan, 2009; Lambert, Minor, Wells & Hogan, 

2016). However, the relationship between job satisfaction and social support is nuanced, 

and dependant on the type of support available (Brough & Pears, 2004; Maertz, Griffeth, 

Campbell & Allen, 2007), with stronger evidence for a positive link between instrumental, 

rather than emotional support (Brough & Pears, 2004). 

The evidence for the aspects of work that predict job satisfaction is mixed. Potential 

explanations for the disparity in the literature across a range of predictors may be explained 

via measurement issues; job satisfaction is multi-faceted and there are numerous 

instruments available to measure it, from single-item scales to multi-dimensional 

questionnaires (see Van Saane, Sluiter, Verbeek & Frings‐Dresen, 2003).  A second issue 

reflects the varied nature of work. Work-related variables that predict job satisfaction in one 

occupation may be very different in another, so the variety of different contexts may further 

explain the differences in results (Fairbrother & Warn, 2003). 

2.4.8 Job satisfaction and academic staff 

Research discussed above has indicated that academic staff internationally report high 

levels of work-related stressors and strains. However, research examining the working lives 

of academics has consistently found high levels of job satisfaction. This is evidenced by a 

strong commitment to scholarship, a passion for their work and a high level of involvement in 

what they do (Bexley, James & Arkoudis 2011; Kinman & Jones, 2008). An analysis of the 

Carnegie study data by Enders and Teichler (1997) discussed earlier in this chapter stated 

that “The degree of satisfaction expressed (by academics) can be considered as surprisingly 

high” (p.370). Similarly, two-thirds of senior academics taking part in the CAP studies 

reported being satisfied by their work. Academics from the UK reported the lowest mean 

satisfaction levels across all twelve countries that were included in the study, but it should be 
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recognised that only 17% of the respondents gave an overall job satisfaction score below the 

scale mid-point (Bentley et al, 2013). Other studies have reported high levels of satisfaction, 

even in the face of high levels of work-related stress (Doyle & Hind, 1998; Kinman & Jones, 

2004; Winefield et al, 2000).  

Such results suggest a complex relationship between work-related stressors and satisfaction 

in academic staff, further supporting the assertion that job satisfaction may be context 

dependent. Explanations for these findings draw on the notion that academic staff are highly 

intrinsically motivated (Bentley et al, 2013). Kinman (2014) suggests a dual process model 

for examining job satisfaction in academic staff and recommends that future research should 

examine elements of the role that relate to intrinsic satisfaction, such as intellectual 

stimulation and interacting with students, distinctly from extrinsic satisfaction variables, such 

as pay, conditions, job security and promotion prospects, which have previously been 

highlighted as key areas of dissatisfaction in the sector (Bentley et al, 2013).  

Therefore, this programme of research will examine the level of job satisfaction reported by 

UK academic staff and compare this with national benchmarks (chapter three). Additionally, 

the thesis will examine the predictors of job satisfaction by examining extrinsic and intrinsic 

elements separately to understand its contextual interplay with the demands and resources 

associated with academic work, drawing on theoretical models of work stress to explore the 

relationships between demands and resources and extrinsic and intrinsic job satisfaction 

(see chapters four and five). 

2.5 Moderators of the stressor-strain relationship in academic staff. 

Several moderators have been tested to explore the role played by categories of higher 

education institution, or individual attributes of employees (e.g. tenure, gender, contract 

status) in predicting stressors and strains. However, in order to reduce complexity in terms of 

working conditions, the current programme of work will focus on the higher education system 

as a whole and will aim to model the mediating pathways that link demands, resources and 
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strain in full-time, permanent academic staff in the UK. A rationale for this approach is 

outlined below, with reference to key moderators in the academic well-being literature. 

2.5.1 A UK focus 

The CAP study offered significant insight into the comparative differences found across 

Higher Education Institutions in different countries (Teichler et al, 2013). Differences in the 

organisation of academic institutions and work, the culture in which academics work and the 

funding and governance of institutions alters significantly country by country, making 

comparisons difficult. Therefore, the current body of work adopts a national approach, 

focusing on the key similarities between the systems in England, Scotland and Wales. 

Differing types of institution 

The UK higher education system is often divided into “old” universities (pre1992) and “new” 

universities (post 1992). Previous studies have identified differences in the wellbeing of staff 

based on university type.  For example, Tytherleigh and colleagues (2005) found that staff in 

“old” universities reported higher levels of stress in relation to work-life balance and job 

security, but less stress overall than their post 1992 colleagues. However, significant 

changes in the environment in which all universities operate over the last twelve years has 

affected all institutions, as changes in governance, funding and competition have increased. 

In comparison with other countries, the UK has often nominal differences between various 

parts of the sector (Kwiek & Antonowicz, 2013). Institutions may differ regarding the balance 

between teaching and research and the targeting of specific areas of work for individual 

academics, but all institutions do, to one degree or another, participate in both areas of 

academic work. Therefore, type of institution will not be examined as part of the current work 

and the focus will be on the UK university sector as a whole. 

2.5.2 Gender 

Gender differences are often examined in relation to academic well-being, and there is some 

evidence to suggest that gender may moderate perceptions of demands and responses to 
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strain (Doyle & Hind, 1998; Tytherleigh et al, 2005). However, other studies have found little 

difference in reported strain between female and male academics (Kinman, 2006). An in-

depth exploration of gender differences goes beyond the scope of the current research, but 

gender will be included, where appropriate, as a co-variate. 

2.5.4 Employment type 

The current research focuses on full-time permanent staff only. This is because very few 

responses were received across any of the previous surveys from contract staff. With an 

ever-increasing percentage of academic staff being employed on short term contracts, this is 

an unfortunate limitation to the current data sets. This issue is further examined in chapter 

six, where potential solutions to the response rate question are considered. 

2.6 Justification for the programme of research 

The conceptual framework and plans to address specific gaps in the literature included in the 

current research have been discussed throughout chapters one and two, above. The chapter 

overview below summarises how the current programme of research operationalises these 

research aims in each of the following chapters:  

Chapter 3: Trends in hazards associated with academic work in the UK 2008 – 2014 

The first data chapter presented examines changes across a range of stressors and strains 

in UK academic staff between 2008 and 2014. The chapter draws on three data sets (two 

new and one secondary analysis of an existing data set). The surveys were designed to 

overcome some of the problems making comparisons between measures. By utilising the 

Health and Safety Executive’s Management Standards Indicator Tool (McKay et al, 2004), 

outlined in chapter three, the same measures were used across all of these surveys to allow 

appropriate comparison, addressing the issues of measurement and comparability 

discussed previously and additionally allowing comparison with other industry norms. 
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Chapter 4: Models of stress 

The first chapter of this thesis discussed some of the key theoretical models of work-related 

stress, whilst the current review has examined the demands, resources and strain outcomes 

associated with academic work more specifically. However, there is very little overlap 

between these two arenas. Research examining academic work stress rarely draws on a 

theoretical model of work-related stress. Indeed, only five papers were identified that 

explicitly tested a model of stress (these are reviewed in chapter four). Therefore, chapter 

four examines the demands, resources and strain outcome data from 2014 utilising a 

competing models framework using two widely-used frameworks, to further develop the 

theoretical understanding of academic well-being.   

As discussed in chapter one, the Job demands control (support) (Karasek, 1979; Johnson, 

Hall & Theorell, 1989) and the Job demands – resources (Demerouti et al, 2001) models will 

be compared. The review of stressors associated with academic work above highlight the 

importance of demands, control and support when examining academic work, which is 

apposite with the JDC(S) model. However, the review above identifies further variables 

including role and change, which may explain further variance in the stressor-strain 

relationship than demands, control and support alone. The JD-R model offers greater 

flexibility and can encompass a wider range of variables. Therefore, chapter four compare 

the explanatory power of these two models to establish whether a wider range of resources 

offers greater explanatory power than the key academic resources of control and support. 

Chapter 5: The mechanisms of demands, resources and strain in UK academic staff. 

Chapter five expands the models of stress considered in chapter four, to encompass the 

contextual changes that UK Higher Education Institutions have experienced over the last ten 

years. This chapter presents and tests a model to examine how external and institutional 

change can affect the perceptions of role, and the attributions associated with tasks, and the 

effect of these outcomes on the well-being of academics. The chapter proposes a new 
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model of role-related well-being, utilising the novel constructs of stress as offence to self and 

illegitimate tasks (Semmer et al, 2007). The study utilises the Conservation of resources 

model (Hobfoll, 1989) to  a resource based approach to examine the relationships between 

key resources and strain outcomes.   

Chapter 6: Discussion 

The final chapter draws together the findings from the studies presented and examines them 

with reference to the prior literature in key areas. Chapter six will consider the limitations 

pertaining to the current research and propose future avenues for investigation.  
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Chapter 3: Trends in Psychological hazards and strain 

associated with academic work -  2008 – 2014. 
 

3.1 Introduction 

As discussed in chapter two, there is evidence that the wellbeing of academic staff may be 

deteriorating. The research discussed previously indicates that there is an increasing level of 

work-related stress associated with the profession, reports of work intensification and 

reductions in levels of control and academic freedom. However, several issues with the 

current research were highlighted, particularly with reference to the following: 

• The variety of measures used across different studies to measure demands, 

resources and strain outcomes makes comparison across studies challenging. 

Different methods are used to operationalise key constructs and often definitions of 

key terms change across studies, further limiting a broader understanding of the 

sector as a whole. 

• Studies focused on UK academic staff have, with a few exceptions, been drawn from 

a variety of sample groups ranging from single institutions (e.g. Daniels & Guppy, 

1994), discipline-based studies (Doyle & Hind, 1998), selected institutions 

(Tytherleigh et al, 2005; Schulz, 2013) or studies that examine gender (Doyle & Hind, 

1998; Tytherleigh et al, 2005). Those that have taken a national approach are either 

older (Kinman et al, 2004) or international comparative studies that focus on the 

practice of academic work (Teichler et al, 2013) 

The research presented in this chapter aims to address these issues by taking a 

comparative benchmarking approach to studying academic wellbeing at the national level. 

The study presented in this chapter, and those presented in chapter four and five, draw on 

data from three national surveys of UK academic staff. A secondary analysis of a 2008 

survey acts a baseline, with the two further surveys in 2012 and 2014, building on these 

findings. Each wave of data collection utilised the Health and Safety Executive Management 
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Standards Indicator Tool (HSE MI) (MacKay, Cousins, Kelly, Lee & McCaig, 2004) to 

measure a range of hazards associated with psychological strain. The development of the 

HSE MI is discussed below. 

The study presented in the current chapter compares the mean scores for each of the HSE 

MI dimensions in each wave of data collection with nationally agreed benchmarks. 

Furthermore, it examines changes across the three waves of data for each dimension, and 

tests for significance and effect size for each of the demand and resources dimensions 

measured. Changes in perceived stress over the three waves of data collection are 

examined and comparisons are also made between levels of work-life conflict in 2012 and 

2014.  Finally, psychological distress and job satisfaction, measured in the 2014 survey, are 

compared with benchmarks from other occupational groups. The findings are then 

discussed. 

3.2 The Health and Safety Executive (HSE) Management Standards 

Approach 

The Management Standards approach conceptualises and assesses stress as a workplace 

hazard such as physical threats to wellbeing. This process compares the performance of 

organisations or sectors against a set of benchmarks to measure employers’ performance in 

preventing or reducing workplace stress (Mackay et al, 2004). This approach was developed 

in response to a comprehensive review of the literature examining the links between work-

related stressors and physiological and behavioural outcomes that threaten employee health 

(Cox, 1993; Cousins et al, 2004). As a result of these findings, the HSE and the Health and 

Safety Council entered into a period of consultation to examine key stakeholders’ responses 

to the suggestion made by Cox (1993) and others that a risk management approach, similar 

to that utilised to manage physical risks at work, should be applied to work-related stress 

(HSE, 2001). Findings from the consultation process suggested that although work-related 

stress was considered a risk to employee health, the causal links between specific stressors 

and outcomes were not strong enough to warrant a legal or quasi-legal response (see 
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Cousins et al, 2004). Therefore, the development of an advisory management standards 

approach was initiated. Once the standards had been agreed, work was required to develop 

an indicator tool that organisations could use to assess levels of risk in their organisation.  

3.2.1: The Development of the Management Standards for Work-Related Stress 

The management standards (MS) approach to assessing and responding to work-related 

stress in the UK was developed, in part, to respond to the increasing levels and costs of 

managing ill-health related to work-related stress, highlighted in chapter one. The Health and 

Safety Commission, as the body responsible for the strategic oversight of health and safety 

issues in the UK at that time, set out a ten-year strategy to develop a set of best practice 

standards regarding work-related stressors that employers can use to assess and manage 

risks within the existing legal and regulatory frameworks (Mackay et al, 2004). 

As discussed above, earlier work commissioned by the HSE had undertaken a systematic 

review of the literature to examine the links between work-related stressors and occupational 

health. This work led to the development of a taxonomy of hazards linked to job content and 

context (Cox, 1993, MacKay et al, 2004) that, together with a range of focus groups and 

consultation exercises undertaken by the HSE, informed the development of six hazard 

dimensions (demands, control, social support (manager and peer), relationships, role and 

change (HSE, 2001). These dimensions were those that were are considered most strongly 

associated with employee wellbeing and applicable to most UK employees (Mackay et al, 

2004).  

Alongside the development of the hazard categories, the HSE developed target “states to be 

achieved” (Mackay et al, 2004). These are developmental standards for each dimension that 

employers should aim to meet over time. Target states to be achieved were set to reflect the 

strength of evidence linking exposure to each of the hazard categories to psychological and 

physical ill health.  As research evidence linking job content hazards (demands, control and 

support) to negative outcomes and the likelihood of exposure were both considered high, the 

“specified target” was set at 85%. This means that 85% of staff in a given organisation 
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should be satisfied with these key areas. Less research evidence was available to link 

hazards relating to job context (relationships, role and change) with psychological and 

physical ill health; the management of these hazard areas was considered to be more 

complex and may require more time to implement, therefore the target for these dimensions 

was set at 65% (Mackay et al, 2004).  

3.2.2: The Development of the Management Standards Indicator Tool 

A five-step risk assessment approach was published by the HSE in 2001, to accompany the 

development of the MS. This advises organisations to assess hazards, identify those who 

may be harmed, evaluate the risk, record and review (HSE, 1999). In order to help 

organisations to identify the psychosocial hazards included in the standards, an indicator tool 

was developed. The first iteration of this tool comprised items measuring demands, control 

and support developed to test Karasek and Theorell’s (1990) JDC(S) model adapted for the 

Whitehall II studies (Stansfield & Marmot, 1992). Items for relationships, role and change 

were developed by the HSE for use in the pilot Indicator tool (Cousins, MacKay et al, 2004). 

The initial questionnaire was tested with employees from 22 organisations drawn from the 

public and private sectors to pilot the full MS process (Cousins et al, 2004).  

In response to feedback from the pilot group, the HSE developed a bank of 100 items across 

all hazard dimensions, drawn from a review of existing work stress measures. This extended 

indicator tool was tested within a large Children’s and Families division of a County Council; 

exploratory factor analysis was then used to identify dimensions and a set of criteria applied 

to reduce the number of items per factor (Cousins et al, 2004). Seven factors (demands, 

control, manager support, peer support, relationships, role and change) remained at the end 

of the process, and items with correlations greater than 0.7 were removed to ensure that the 

factors remained conceptually distinct. A final test of the factors and items confirmed that 

items loaded on to a single factor only. The resulting 35 item questionnaire was then 

adopted as the Management Standards Indicator Tool (Cousins et al, 2004). 
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Since its development, the indicator tool has been used across a wide variety of sectors and 

organisations (Edwards, Webster, Van Laar, & Easton, 2008). The tool has been found to be 

a reliable diagnostic instrument in both the public and private sector (Edwards & Webster, 

2012). A systematic review of studies using the tool also indicates that it is psychometrically 

sound (Brookes, Limbert, Deacy, O’Reilly, Scott & Thirlaway, 2013).  

3.2.3 The Finalised Version of the Management Standards Indicator Tool (HSE MI) 

Table 3.1 below provides details of the MS benchmarks, associated traffic light system and 

advised action. The tool has good reported reliability, with Cronbach alphas ranging from .78 

and .87 for the subscales (Cousins et al, 2004). Confirmatory factor analysis has also 

established that all subscales measure the over-arching construct of work-related stress 

(Edwards, Webster, Van Laar & Easton, 2008). The tool utilises a traffic light system to 

categorise scores in each hazard category based on published benchmarks (see table 2.1 

below). 

Table 3.1 HSE MI Benchmark levels and action required 

Traffic light Percentile Action 

Red Below 20th percentile Urgent action is required 

Yellow Above 20th but below 50th 

percentile 

Clear need for improvement 

Blue Scores are above average 

but below 80th percentile 

Good, but still room for 

improvement 

Green Scores at, above or close to 

80th percentile 

Very good – maintain. 

 

3.3 Chapter Three Aims 

The aim of this chapter is to present data from national surveys of UK academic staff over 

three separate time points: 2008, 2012 and 2014. A standardised measure assessing work-

related stressors and an outcome measure of perceived stress have been used consistently 
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across all three surveys to allow comparison between the different waves of data. 

Specifically, the chapter will: 

• report levels of work-related stressors, across the seven hazard subscales measured 

using the HSE MS for three waves of national data collected in 2008, 2012 and 2014. 

• compare levels of stressors found for each of the hazard domains with standardised 

HSE benchmarks for each wave of data. 

• examine changes in the seven hazard categories across the three waves of data 

collection (2008, 2012 and 2014) 

• examine levels of perceived stress in each wave of data and assess any changes 

over time. 

• examine levels of psychological distress and job satisfaction in UK academic staff in 

2014 and to compare these findings against key benchmarking data from other 

occupational groups. 

3.4: Procedure 

This study presents a secondary analysis of data collected in 2008 and reported elsewhere 

(Kinman & Court, 2010). Additionally, two new waves of data were subsequently collected in 

2012 and 2014. 

3.4.1 Ethics 

All waves of the study were conducted via anonymous online surveys. Participants were 

contacted by the University College Union (UCU) who sent the link to the online study and 

offered the opportunity to take part. Participants were informed that their responses were 

confidential and given an opportunity to decline to give their job title and/or institution if they 

were concerned that they would be identified.  
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All data collected is stored in a password protected cloud-based service 

(SurveyMonkey.com), with access limited to the researcher and the Director of Studies. 

Subsequent analysis of the data is stored on password protected computers. 

Each wave of the study was approved by the University of Bedfordshire Psychology 

Department Ethics Committee and is fully compliant with the British Psychological Society’s 

code of ethics. Details of ethics submission are included in appendix two. 

3.4.2 Methods 

The data utilised throughout this programme of research was collected using electronic 

surveys at three different time points in 2008, 2012 and 2014. The surveys in 2012 and 2014 

were designed and distributed for the purposes of the current programme of research. 

However, the data examined from 2008 is a secondary analysis of data previously collected 

by Kinman (2008) and has been previously reported elsewhere (Kinman et al, 2008; Kinman 

& Court, 2010). 

A cross-sectional design was utilised for all surveys. A number of limitations have been 

associated with cross-sectional designs (de Jonge, 2011). However, the current programme 

of work aims to examine stressors and strain in academic staff at a national, sector-wide 

level, and to compare findings in the sector over time and against national benchmarks and 

norms. Therefore, a cross-sectional approach is both appropriate and practical. 

Each survey (see appendix one for each) was electronically distributed to all active members 

(academic and academic-related staff) of the University and Colleges Union. An electronic 

link was emailed to all members of the union registered on the database held by UCU at the 

time of each survey. Members were invited to complete the survey anonymously. 

3.4.3 Sample 

A sub-sample of each dataset was created that consisted of staff on academic contracts 

only. The number of participants and characteristics for each wave of data is presented in 

table 3.2 below. 
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Table 3.2 Sample characteristics 2008 - 2012 

 2008 2012 2014 

Sample size 

% Female 

% Full time 

% Permanent 

7,196 

52.2 

82.0 

85.0 

12,635 

55.0 

84.0 

88.0 

5,192 

53.0 

83.5 

85.2 

 

3.4.4 Sample representativeness - Approach  

To examine the representativeness of each wave of data collection, each sample was 

compared against annual demographic statistics gathered by the Higher Education Statistics 

Agency (HESA). An examination of representativeness is particularly important in the current 

programme of work. As mentioned above, the link to each survey was distributed by UCU on 

behalf of the researcher, therefore, it is not possible to estimate response rate because the 

number of members who saw the link but chose not to participate cannot be calculated.  In 

order to demonstrate that the samples were representative of the wider population of 

academic staff in the UK, as the number of members exposed to the link is not known. 

Universities in the UK are required to report on staff demographics annually, this data is then 

collated and reported by HESA, offering an accurate picture of the demographics of UK 

academic staff to compare the sample data against. 

3.4.5 Sample representativeness 2008 

Survey respondents had a similar profile to staff working in HE in 2008 (HESA, 2008). 

However, the number of female survey responders was higher than the percentage of those 

working in the sector (43%). Reponses from part-time workers were also lower than the 

sector norm of 34% (HESA, 2008). Moreover, 85% of respondents had permanent or open-

ended contracts, compared with 64% of the UK population of academic staff at that time 

(HEAS, 2008). Finally, academics on fixed-term contracts were under-represented in the 

sample (12% against a population figure of 34%) (HESA, 2008). 
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3.4.6 Sample representativeness 2012 

Similar to the 2008 sample, female respondents were also over-represented in 2012 (55% 

against a national figure of 45%). Part-time (16% sampled and 34% nationally) and fixed-

term contract staff (12% sampled and 36% nationally) were also under-represented (HESA, 

2012) 

3.4.7 Sample representativeness 2014 

The percentage of female respondents was broadly in line the national figures (56% 

sampled and 54% nationally) (HESA, 2014). However, in line with the 2008 and 2012 data 

points, the sample had proportionally fewer responses from part-time workers (33% versus 

16.8% in the current sample) and workers on fixed term contracts (35% versus 14.8%) than 

the academic population as a whole in 2014.  

Across all samples, responses from staff on fixed term contracts and part-time staff were 

proportionally much lower than the target population. 

3.4.8 Final sample details 

All full-time academic staff who held a permeant contract were included in the analysis for 

2008, 2012 and 2014. As discussed above, part-time and contract staff were removed from 

the analysis because of the low response rates from these groups, this is further examined 

in the discussion (chapter 6). Final sample size and characteristics for each wave are 

detailed in table 3.3 below: 

Table 3.3: Study 1 - Final sample characteristics: 

 2008 2012 2014 

Sample size 

% Female 

6,203 

46 

7068 

53 

3,952 

53 
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3.5 Measures 

Table 3.4 presents the measures included in each wave of data collection, along with details 

of comparison data. Table 3.4 also highlights each study in the current programme of work 

that utilised each scale. Copies of the questionnaire distributed in 2008, 2012 and 2014 and 

can be found in appendix one. The measures are discussed below. 

3.5.1: The HSE Management Standards Indicator Tool 

The HSE Management Standards Indicator tool consists of 35 items within seven subscales 

relating to the six hazard categories detailed above.  Items are scored on 5-point Likert 

scales indicating the extent of agreement or frequency.  

Mean scores were calculated across all items for each subscale, to compare scores across 

each wave of data collection and the HSE management standards benchmarks. Higher 

scores on all items indicate higher levels of wellbeing. Cronbach’s alpha ranges for each 

subscale across the three samples are shown in table 3.4.  

Table 3.4: Cronbach’s α ranges for HSE MS subscales 

Hazard Category No. 

Items 

Example item Cronbach’s α ranges for 3 

time periods 

Demands 8 I have unachievable 

deadlines 

.85 - .87 

Control 6 I have a say in my own work 

speed 

.85 - .87 

Manager Support 5 My line manager encourages 

me at work 

.86 - .90 

Peer support 4 If work gets difficult, my 

colleagues will help 

.86 - .89 

Relationships 4 Relationships at work are 

strained 

.84 - .86 

Role 5 I am clear what is expected of 

me at work 

.83 - .88 

Change 3 When changes are made at 

work, I am clear how they will 

work out in practice 

.81 - .83 



107 
 

 

3.5.2 Perceived stress: 

Perceived stress was measured using an index of three questions developed by Kinman and 

Jones (1998) specifically for use with an academic sample. Participants responded to the 

three items: “I find my job stressful”; “How would you characterise your general or average 

level of stress?” and “How often do you experience levels of stress that you find 

unacceptable?”. Responses were collected using a scale ranging from 1 to 5. Mean scores 

were taken across items where low scores are indicative of low level of perceived stress. 

Cronbach’s alpha for the scale ranged from .85 - .93 across the three timepoints. 
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Table 3.5 Measures included in each wave of data collection and associated benchmarking data 

Measure Number of Items Data set(s)  Comparisons Study reference 

HSE MI 35 items measuring 

six hazard categories 

2008, 2012 & 2014 HSE MI benchmarks 1,2 &3 

Perceived stress 

(Kinman & Jones, 1998) 

3 items measuring 

perception of stress 

2008, 2012 & 2014 Across three waves of 

data 

1 & 2 

Work-life conflict (Fisher, 

Bulger & Smith, 2009) 

5 items measuring 

work interference with 

home life 

2012 & 2014 Across two waves of 

data  

1,2 & 3 

General Health 

Questionnaire (GHQ-12, 

Goldberg, 1988) 

12 items measuring 

psychological distress 

2014 National benchmark 

data (Stride et al, 2007; 

Goodwin et al, 2013) 

1,2 & 3 

Job satisfaction (Warr, 

Cook & Wall,1979) 

15 items measuring 

intrinsic and extrinsic 

job satisfaction 

2014 National benchmark 

data (Stride et al, 2007) 

1,2 & 3 

Burnout (Halbesleben & 

Demerouti, 2005) 

16 items measuring 

emotional exhaustion 

and disengagement 

2014 N/A 2 & 3 

Illegitimate Tasks 

(Semmer, Tschan, 

Meier, Facchin & 

Jacobshagen, 2010) 

8 items measuring 

unnecessary and 

unreasonable tasks 

2014 N/A 2 & 3 
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3.5.3 Work-life conflict:  

The work interference with life scale (Fisher et al, 2009) was used to measure the extent to 

which work interferes with roles outside of work. The scale consists of 5 items (e.g. I come 

home from work too tired to do things I would like to do), scored on a five-point Likert scale. 

Mean scores are calculated across all items, with higher scores indicating higher levels of 

work interference with home life. The scale yielded Cronbach’s alphas of .94 in 2012 and .93 

in 2014. 

3.5.4: Psychological distress:  

The twelve-item version of the General Health Questionnaire (GHQ-12) was used to assess 

psychological distress. The GHQ-12 has been widely used and evidence supports its validity 

and reliability (see Goldberg & Williams, 1988; Werneke, Goldberg, Yalcin, & Üstün, 2000 for 

reviews).  Furthermore, the scale has extensive occupational norms that can be used for 

purposes of comparison across professional groups. The scale consists of 12 statements 

(e.g. ‘To what extent have you felt capable of making decisions about things?’). Participants 

are asked to consider how they feel at present, compared to their usual state, using a 4-point 

scale where 0 signifies ‘better than usual’ and 3 signifies’ much less than usual’.  

The GHQ questionnaire can be scored in two different ways, and both are utilised in the 

present study. The Likert method is where participant responses are scored on a scale from 

0 to 3, and mean scores are calculated across items, with higher scores indicating higher 

levels of psychological distress (α = .93). The “caseness” methods scores each item with 

zero (indicating absence of the symptom) or one, indicating presence of a symptom. Scores 

are summed and individuals with a score of three or over are classified as having achieved 

“psychiatric caseness”, whereby if the individual presented to their doctor, further 

investigation would be undertaken (Jackson, 2007) 

3.5.5 Job satisfaction:   

The Job Satisfaction Scale (Warr, Cook and Wall, 1979) was used to measure job 

satisfaction. The scale consists of 16 items, 8 measuring intrinsic aspects of work (e.g. 
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autonomy) and 8 measuring extrinsic aspects of the job (e.g. rate of pay). Items were 

measured using a seven-point Likert scale and mean scores were calculated for the two 

factors. Higher scores indicate higher levels of intrinsic (α=.90) and extrinsic job satisfaction 

(α=.85). 

3.5.6: Burnout: 

Burnout was measured using the English language version of the Oldenberg Burnout 

Inventory (OLBI) (Halbesleben & Demerouti, 2005). The OLBI has two factors measured by 

16 positively and negatively worded items. Disengagement is assessed by 8 items (e.g. ‘I 

feel more and more engaged with my work’). Exhaustion is also measured with 8 items, for 

example, ‘There are days when I feel tired before I arrive at work’.   Respondents indicate 

their level of agreement with each statement using a five-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  Acceptable levels of consistency have been previously 

reported for the English version of the OLBI, with Cronbach’s alphas all above .70, along 

with evidence supporting the 2-factor structure (Demerouti & Bakker, 2008; Halbesleben & 

Demerouti, 2005). In the current study, the scale yielded Cronbach’s alpha of .83 for 

detachment and .86 for exhaustion. 

3.5.7: Illegitimate Tasks: 

Illegitimate tasks were measured using the eight-item Bern Illegitimate tasks inventory 

(Semmer, Tschan, Meier, Facchin & Jacobshagen, 2010). Participants are asked to respond 

to statements on a five-point Likert scale where 1=not at all and 5 = frequently. Four items 

measuring unnecessary tasks begin with the statement “To what extent do you have work 

tasks where you wonder if… “and are followed by four items relating to unnecessary tasks 

(e.g. “… they have to be done at all?”). Unreasonable tasks begin with the statement “To 

what extend do you have to do work tasks which you believe…” followed by four statements 

(e.g. “…should be done by someone else?”). The scale forms a two-factor structure of 

unnecessary and unreasonable tasks subscales (Semmer et al, 2010). Cronbach’s alphas 

for the 2014 data set were .91 for unnecessary tasks and .86 for unreasonable tasks.  
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3.6: Strategy for data analysis 

All data were analysed using the IBM SPSS statistical package (v.24). Data were screened 

for missing values. Where missing data in a case was 5% or higher, those cases were 

removed from the analysis. Additionally, any cases that showed a pattern of unengaged 

responses were removed.  Likert scale missing data items were replaced with the median of 

nearby points (Gaskin, 2016). Assumptions of multivariate analysis were examined in line 

with the recommendations of Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson & Tatham (2013).  Variance 

inflation factor (VIF) calculations returned a maximum value of 2.32 or below across all 

independent variables indicating little multicollinearity between variables (Hair et al, 2013). 

Descriptive statistics were calculated for all key variables and, where appropriate, 

percentages of key descriptive data were calculated. 

3.6.1: The HSE Management standards indicator tool 

Mean scores for each of the management standards subscales were calculated for each 

wave of data collection (see table 3.6).  Each subscale mean was compared against the 

HSE MS benchmarks. As mentioned above, higher scores represent a better performance 

against the standard. The results were compared with benchmarked data (HSE 

Management Standards User Manual, n.d.). Results for each wave of data are presented in 

sections 3.7, 3.8 and 3.9 below. 

Independent groups analysis of variance calculated to compare changes in hazard scores 

across the three waves of data. Groups were considered independent and all results for 

skewness and kurtosis fell between +/- 2, indicating normality of distribution (George & 

Mallery, 2010), apart from perceived stress which had a kurtosis score of 2.34 (see table 

3.9). However, this is still broadly in line with acceptable norms, considering the sample size 

(Hair et al, 2013, p. 110).  Levene’s test of homogeneity was performed for all subscales, p 

values between .001 and .01 indicate that the assumption of homogeneity was not met, 

therefore Welch’s F test was used to compensate for violation of homogeneity of variance. 
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Finally, Hotchberg’s GT2 test was used to compare subgroup differences to account for 

unequal sample sizes across the three waves. Cohen’s d was calculated for each 

comparative wave (Cohen, 1988) and compared with benchmarks using the categories of 

small (0.2), medium (0.5) and large (0.8) suggested by Cohen (1992).  The results for each 

HSE MI subscale are presented in section 3.11 below.  

3.6.2 Strain outcomes 

Three strain outcomes were examined in the current study (perceived stress, psychological 

distress and intrinsic/extrinsic job satisfaction).  

Perceived stress was measured in each wave of data, and mean scores were calculated for 

2008, 2012 and 2014. Independent groups analysis of variance was performed in the 

manner outlined above, to examine the level of change across the three waves of data. 

Psychological distress was measured in the 2014 data collection period. Caseness was 

calculated using the methods described above, with a cut-off score of three. Sample scores 

were then compared against benchmarking data (Stride et al, 2007). 

Mean scores for intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction (2014 only) were calculated and 

compared against benchmarking data (Stride et al, 2007). Results for all strain outcomes are 

presented in section 3.13 below. 
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Results 

3.7. HSE Management standards hazards 2008 

Table 3.6: Mean scores and percentiles 2008  

Subscale Mean HSE 

Benchmark 

Data set Mean 

Percentile Traffic light 

Demands 2.53 3.10 5  

Control 3.75 3.47 85  

Manager support 2.86 3.46 <5  

Peer Support 3.34 3.78 <5  

Role  3.72 4.18 <5  

Relationships 3.57 3.85 25  

Change 2.50 3.04 5  

 

3.7.1 Demands 

The mean score for demands in the 2008 sample was 2.53 indicating perceptions of a high 

level of job demands. As can be seen from Table 3.6, the mean score fell into the 5th 

percentile in relation to the HSE benchmark data and below the average benchmark score 

(M=3.10). Across the eight items assessing aspects of demands (see figure 3.1 below), “I 

have to work very intensively” (M =1.88) and “I have to neglect some tasks because I have 

too much to do” (M = 2.35) achieved the lowest mean scores respectively, illustrative of an 

intensive working environment, whereas the highest score, indicating higher levels of 

wellbeing were found for ability to take breaks (M = 3.05), indicative of some schedule 

flexibility. 
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Figure 3.1 Mean scores for demand items 2008 

 

3.7.2 Control 

The overall average score for control (M = 3.75) is the only subscale to achieve a score 

above the HSE benchmark (3.47). This suggests that control over one’s work is 

comparatively high in the sector. Particularly strong levels of control were found in items “I 

can decide when to take a break” (M = 4.03) and “I have some say over the way I work” (M = 

3.96). Lowest scores were observed for “I have a choice in what I do at work” (M = 3.39) 

Figure 3.2 Mean scores for control items 2008 
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3.7.3 Manager Support 

The mean score for manager support (M = 2.86) was lower than the HSE benchmark mean 

(M = 3.46), indicating that manager support is lower among UK academic staff than in the 

combined HSE Benchmark organisations. The lowest item score was for “I am supported 

through emotionally demanding work” (M = 2.60), whereas the highest level of wellbeing in 

this subscale was indicated by the item “I can talk to my line manager about something that 

has upset or annoyed me about work” (M = 3.20). 

Figure 3.3 Mean scores for manager support items 2008 

 

3.7.4 Peer Support 

In line with all other subscales except control, peer support (M = 3.34) was lower than the 

HSE benchmark mean (M = 3.78), demonstrating lower levels of wellbeing among academic 

staff than in benchmark organisations. Three out of four questions in the scale elicited 

means placing responses in the fifth percentile or lower. The lowest mean score was in 

response to the question “If work gets difficult, my colleagues will help me out” (M = 3.14). 

The highest level of wellbeing for the subscale was associated with the item “My colleagues 

are willing to listen to my work-related problems”.  
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Figure 3.4 Mean scores for peer support items 2008 

 

3.7.5 Relationships 

After control, the relationships dimension scored highest in wellbeing for the sample. 

However, the mean score of 3.57 fell below the HSE benchmark average of 3.85.  Within the 

subscale, the highest level of wellbeing was found in response to “I am subject to bullying at 

work” (M = 4.17). The lowest wellbeing score is found in response to the item “There is 

friction or anger between colleagues” (M = 2.93), followed by “Relationships at work are 

strained” (M = 2.96). The results suggest that relationships at work, whilst associated with 

higher well-being in the sector, compared with other dimensions, there are still hazards 

associated with relationships at work.  
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Figure 3.5: Mean scores for relationships items 2008 

 

3.7.6 Role 

The mean score for role (M = 3.72) was lower than the 5th percentile of the HSE benchmark 

data. The lowest scoring item was “I am clear about the goals and objectives of my 

department” (M = 3.31) which failed to meet the first percentile of the benchmark data. The 

highest scored item “I know about how to go about getting my job done” (M = 4.05), 

however, this failed to meet the 15th percentile benchmark score for the item.   

Figure 3.6 Mean scores for role items 2008 
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3.7.7 Change 

The overall mean score for the change dimension (M = 2.50) was within the fifth percentile of 

the benchmark data, and below the average HSE benchmark (M = 3.04). An examination of 

individual items indicated that the item with the lowest level of wellbeing is “Staff are always 

consulted about changes at work” (M = 2.25). The highest wellbeing score was for the item “I 

have sufficient opportunities to question managers about change at work (M = 2.72), 

however, no single item achieved a score of three or above (see figure 3.7 below). 

Figure 3.7: Mean scores for change items 2008 
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3.8 HSE Management Standards Hazard scores 2012 

Table 3.7: Mean scores and percentiles 2012 

Subscale Mean HSE 

Benchmark 

Data set Mean 

Percentile Traffic light 

Demands 2.40 3.10 1  

Control 3.59 3.47 65-70  

Managerial 

support 

2.89 3.47 <5  

Peer Support 3.35 3.78 <1  

Role  3.65 4.18 <5  

Relationships 3.48 3.85 10-15  

Change 2.30 3.04 5  

 

3.8.1 Demands 

The mean score for the demands dimension as a whole in 2012 (M = 2.40) is lower than in 

2008 (M = 2.53), indicating an increase in hazards relating to demands between the waves 

of data collection. Mean scores for all items assessing demands at work were lower than 

2008, indicating higher levels of hazard across the dimension. The lowest scores were 

achieved for the items “I have to work intensively” (M = 1.80) and “I have to work very fast” 

(M = 2.29). Additionally, in 2012, three further items fell below the HSE benchmark’s fifth 

percentile: “Different groups at work demand things from me that are hard to combine” (M = 

2.41); “I am pressured to work long hours” (M = 2.58) and “I have unrealistic time pressures” 

(M = 2.58).  Lower scores in these individual items point to a continued intensification of 

work and an increase in the range of demands experienced by academic staff in the UK. 
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Figure 3.8 Mean scores for demands items 2012 

 

3.8.2 Control 

In 2012, the mean score for control (M = 3.59) remained above the HSE benchmark of 3.47, 

indicating a lower level of hazard associated with levels of control over work. However, the 

overall score had reduced since 2008 (M = 3.75). All item mean scores assessing control 

reduced from 2008 to 2012. The lowest item scores for control in 2012 were recorded for “I 

have a say in my own work speed” (M = 3.20) and “I have a choice in deciding what I do at 

work” (M = 3.26), suggesting a decrease in the perception of task and professional control 

among academic staff. In line with 2008, highest item score in 2012 was for the item 

measuring the ability to take a break (M = 3.90).  
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Figure 3.9 Mean scores for control items 2012 

 

3.8.3 Manager support 

Manager support (M = 2.84) remained below the HSE benchmark mean of 3.47 and, in line 

with other dimensions discussed above, has fallen in the sector since 2008, indicating an 

increased perception of hazard associated with reduced manager support (M = 2.86). 

Results across the items remained broadly in line with the 2008 data, but “I am supported 

through emotionally demanding work” continued to fall against the HSE benchmark mean for 

the item (M = 2.54) and failed to meet the first percentile against HSE organisational data 

norms. “I can talk to my line manager about something that has upset or annoyed me” 

remained the highest scoring item in the dimension (M = 2.63) with little change since 2008 

(M = 2.64).  
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Figure 3.10 Mean scores for manager support items 2012 

 

3.8.4 Peer Support 

The mean score for peer support was 3.35 in 2012: a reduction from 3.34 in 2008, indicating 

an increased perception of hazard as a result of lower levels of social support. Scores for 

two items “I get help and support I need from my colleagues” and “My colleagues are willing 

to listen to my work-related problems” remained broadly stable across the 2008 and 2012 

waves. There was a small increase in the mean score for the item “If work gets difficult, my 

colleagues will help me”, from a mean of 3.14 in 2008 to 3.19 in 2012, indicating a reduction 

of hazard associated with this item. However, it still failed to meet the first percentile of HSE 

benchmark scores.   
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Figure 3.11 Mean scores for peer support items 2012 

 

3.8.5 Relationships 

In line with the above dimensions, psychosocial hazard with reference to relationships 

increased between 2008, indicated by a drop in mean score between 2008 (M = 3.53) and 

2012 (M = 3.48), however the pattern of response is in line with the results from 2008.  

Lower scores were found across all items, with the greatest increase in hazard indicated by 

the item “Relationships at work are strained” which dropped from a mean score of 3.00 in 

2008 to 2.89 in 2012. As in 2008, lower levels of hazard were associated with the two items 

assessing bullying and harassment at work. 
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Figure 3.12: Mean scores for relationships items 2012 

  

3.8.6 Role 

The mean score for the role dimension in 2012 was 3.65, indicating an increase in 

psychosocial hazard associated with role from 2008 (M = 3.72). In line with the 2008 results, 

the item “I am clear about the goals and objectives of my department” was the lowest 

scoring in this dimension with a mean score of 3.25, compared to 3.31 in 2008. “I know how 

to go about getting my job done” remained the highest scoring item but had reduced from 

4.05 in 2008 to 4.01 in 2012. 

Figure 3.13 Mean scores for role items 2012 
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3.8.7 Change 

Change, between 2008 and 2012, showed the greatest increase in psychosocial hazard 

after the demands dimension (M = 2.30). All items in the change dimension achieved lower 

scores in 2012, with the greatest reductions seen in the items “I have sufficient opportunities 

to question managers about change at work” (M= 2.72 in 2008, M= 2.54 in 2012) and “Staff 

are always consulted about change at work” (M= 2.25 in 2008 to 2.09 in 2012). All item 

mean scores in 2012 fell below the fifth HSE benchmark percentile. 

Figure 3.14 Mean scores for peer support items 2012 

 

3.9 HSE Management Standard Indicator Tool hazard scores 2014 

Table 3.8: Mean scores and percentiles 2014 

Subscale Mean HSE Benchmark 

Data set Mean 

Percentile Traffic light 

Demands 2.38 3.10 5  

Control 3.48 3.47 55  

Manager support 2.69 3.46 <5  

Peer Support 3.24 3.78 <1  

Role  3.48 4.18 <5  

Relationships 2.53 3.85 <5  

Change 2.32 3.04 <5  
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3.9.1 Demands 

The mean score for demands in 2014 was 2.38, demonstrating a further increase in hazard 

reduction since 2008 (M = 2.53). In line with data from 2008 and 2012, items relating to work 

intensification continued to pose higher levels of risk of psychosocial hazard. Specifically, the 

items “I have to work very intensively” (M = 1.83) and “Different groups at work demand 

things from me that are hard to combine” (M = 2.11) continued to perform least well. 

However, in 2014, the level of hazard associated with  “I am pressured to work long hours” 

(M= 2.50) reduced, suggesting some improvement from 2014 (M = 2.37).  

Figure 3.15 Mean scores for demands items 2014 

 

3.9.2 Control: 

Overall risk of work-related stress associated with poor levels of control increased between 

2012 (M = 3.59) and 2014, (M = 3.48), as indicated by a reduction in mean value in 2014. 

Whilst still above the benchmark (M = 3.47), the continued reduction suggests a trend 

towards an increasing level of psychosocial hazard associated with control among academic 

staff in the UK.  Five out of six items measuring control have lower scores, indicating higher 

levels of risk associated with perceptions of control at work. However, the item measuring 

work speed shows a small increase in wellbeing score (M = 3.21).  
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Figure 3.16 Mean scores for control items 2014 

 

3.9.3 Manager Support 

Levels of hazard associated with manager support rose again in 2014 (M= 2.69). Results 

across all items showed an increase in risk associated with lower levels of manager support 

when compared with 2008 and 2012 data. In line with previous years, the lowest scoring 

item in terms of wellbeing was “I am supported through emotionally demanding work” (M = 

2.35); this was also one of the items with the greatest reduction in mean scores between 

2012(M = 2.54). and 2014. “I can talk to my line manager about something that has upset or 

annoyed me about work” also saw a significant fall, reducing from a mean of 3.15 in 2012 to 

2.93 in 2014. 
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Figure 3.17 Mean scores for manager support items 2014 

 

3.9.4 Peer support 

Peer support continued to pose a risk to work-related health in the 2014 wave of data (M = 

3.24), with a reduction in mean score from 3.35 in 2012. All items achieved higher scores  in 

2014 when compared with 2012 and 2008, indicating increasing levels of hazard associated 

with the construct. However, the pattern of item scores remained stable, with “If work gets 

difficult, my colleagues will help me” (M = 3.09) and “My colleagues are willing to listen to my 

work-related problems” (M = 3.37) achieving the lowest and highest scores across each data 

set respectively. 

Figure 3.18 Mean scores for peer support items 2014 
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3.9.5 Relationships 

The mean score for the relationships domain reduced further in 2014 (M= 2.53). However, 

the pattern of item responses in 2014 differs from both 2008 and 2014. In particular, there 

was a large increase in hazard associated with the item “I am subject to personal 

harassment in the form of unkind words or behaviour” from a mean score of 4.06  n 2008 to 

1.99 in 2014. A similar pattern is observed for “I am subject to bullying at work”. However, 

both “There is friction or anger between colleagues” (M= 3.13) and “Relationships at work 

are strained” (M= 3.04) showed improvement in wellbeing in 2014 compared with previous 

waves. 

Figure 3.19 Mean scores for relationships items 2014 

 

3.9.6 Role 

In line with other dimensions, the mean score for role in 2014 decreased from 3.65 in 2012 

to 3.48, indicating a continued increase in risk associated with role, demonstrated by lower 

scores across all hazard items when compared to 2014. The item “I know how to go about 

getting my job done” saw a particularly large reduction in mean score from 4.01 in 2012 to 

3.61 in 2014, indicating a deteriorating level of wellbeing associated with role clarity.  

 

1 2 3 4

There is friction or anger between colleugues

Relationships at work are strained

I am subject to personal harrassment at work

I am subject to bullying at work

Relationships 2014
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Figure 3.20 Mean scores for role items 2014 

 

3.9.7 Change 

The change dimension saw a small increase in overall mean score between 2012 (M = 2.30) 

and 2014 (M = 2.32), with two out of three items showing improvements. Items “Staff are 

consulted about change” (M = 2.25) and “When changes are made at work, I am clear about 

how they will work out in practice” (M = 2.39) achieved higher scores than in 2012 but still 

showed higher levels of hazard than in 2008. One item “I have sufficient opportunities to 

question managers about change at work” saw a drop in mean score between 2012 and 

2014, falling from 2.54 to 2.42. However, the dimension as a whole remained below the 

mean score for the HSE benchmark data (M = 3.04). 
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Figure 3.21 Mean scores for change items 2014 

 

3.10 Summary of HSE dimensions  

This section has compared three waves of HSE MS data collected from UK academic staff in 

2008, 2012 and 2014 and compared this against HSE benchmark data drawn from 139 

organisations across the UK. 

Figure 3.22: Changes across hazard categories by data wave 
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In 2008, five out of the seven MS subscales failed to meet the 20th percentile benchmark set 

by the HSE (demands, manager support, peer support, role and change). One domain, 

relationships, met the 25th percentile benchmark, but was still lower than the mean HSE 

benchmark score. Academic staff reported a higher level of control at work when compared 

with the benchmark dataset, with a mean score placing the sector in the top 15th percentile. 

Overall, these results suggest that wellbeing amongst UK academic staff in relation to key 

aspects of work was poorer than other sectors in 2008, with “urgent action required” in five of 

the domains and “clear need for improvement” recommended in the relationships dimension. 

In 2012, scores for all seven dimensions of the HSE MS were lower than those reported in 

2008, indicating a reduction in wellbeing across all domains. The pattern of mean scores 

when compared with the HSE benchmark data remained broadly similar to 2008 when 

referenced against the traffic light system. Nonetheless, mean scores for control fell below 

the 70th percentile between 2008 and 2012 and relationships below the 15th percentile and 

peer support failed to meet the first percentile score when compared with the HSE 

benchmark data. Additionally, wellbeing in all dimensions identified as “in need or urgent 

action” in 2008 deteriorated further in 2012.  

Mean scores across six out of seven dimensions dropped further in 2014, indicating a 

continued deterioration of wellbeing in these areas. Levels of wellbeing associated with 

control fell to the 55th percentile when compared with HSE benchmark data, continuing the 

downward trend in autonomy observed since 2008. Demands was the only dimension to 

improve between 2008 and 2014, showing an increase between 2012 and 2014, moving 

from the first to the fifth percentile point when compared against the benchmark data. 

These findings indicate an overall pattern of decline in wellbeing across the three data sets, 

suggesting the work-related wellbeing of UK academic staff worsened between 2008 and 

2014. Comparisons with HSE benchmark data demonstrates that, for most dimensions, 

academic staff have lower levels of wellbeing than the target data set. Where wellbeing had 
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previously been high, in the case of control, the data suggest a downward trend, with 

deteriorating wellbeing across time. 

3.11 Examining the significance of changes in psychological hazards across 

the waves  

The analysis of data to this point has demonstrated changes in levels of wellbeing across 

each domain over the eight years of data collection. To examine the statistical significance of 

changes over time for each domain, one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were 

performed to examine the strength of the differences in wellbeing scores in each subscale 

across the three data collection points. Cohen’s d calculations were performed on each set 

of comparators to examine effect size. Several strain outcomes were compared between 

data sets in the case of perceived stress (all three waves of data collection) and work-life 

conflict (between 2012 and 2014 only).  In the case of mental health and job satisfaction, 

comparisons were made with benchmarks from other occupational groups in the UK.  Table 

3.9 describes these measures and the points of comparison. It should be noted that the data 

presented is cross-sectional in nature, therefore patterns of change are examined, but 

causality is not implied. 

Table 3.9: Skewness and Kurtosis for the HSE Management standards subscales  

 M (SD) Skewness Kurtosis 

Demands 2008 

2012 

2014 

3.48 (.69) 

2.40(.72) 

2.38(.69) 

-.11 

.23 

.27 

-.37 

-.35 

-.27 

Control 2008 

2012 

2014 

3.73(.64) 

3.59(.71) 

3.48(.70) 

-.60 

-.57 

-.35 

-.27 

.52 

.35 

Manager support 2008 

2012 

2014 

2.86(.94) 

2.84(.98) 

2.69(.96) 

-.09 

-.60 

.13 

-.70 

-.76 

-.68 

Peer Support 2008 

2012 

3.34(.80) 

3.35(.84) 

-.44 

-.43 

-.03 

-.08 
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2014 3.23(.81) -.23 -.06 

Relationships 2008 

2012 

2014 

3.53(.84) 

3.48(.89) 

2.53(.90) 

-.60 

-.59 

.65 

-.15 

-.22 

-.18 

Role 2008 

2012 

2014 

3.68(.68) 

3.64(.73) 

3.48(.78) 

-.33 

-.37 

-.34 

-.03 

-.02 

-.06 

Change 2008 

2012 

2014 

2.46(.89) 

2.30(.90) 

2.32(.84) 

.23 

.43 

.39 

-.61 

-.49 

-.25 

 

The results for each domain are reported below and summarised in table 3.17. 

 

3.11.1 Demands 

The mean score for demands reduced at each wave of data collection, indicating an 

increase in hazard associated with demands between each wave of data collection (see 

figure 3.23 and table 3.10 below).  

Figure 3.23: Mean demands scores 2008 - 2014 
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The one-way ANOVA of demands scores for each data collection point found a statistically 

significant main effect, Welch’s F (2, 10153.16) = 4869; p < .001. Post hoc comparisons, 

using Hochberg’s GT2 procedure, were used to examine the changes in mean scores for 

wellbeing assessed using the demands domain for each time period (table 2.7). 

Table 3.10: Post hoc results for demand by wave 

 Mean difference P  d 

2008 - 2012 1.08 <.001 1.5 

2012 - 2014 .02 .41 .03 

 

The mean difference in hazard scores demonstrate a significant increase in risk of work-

related stress associated with job demands between 2008 and 2012 (p  <.001), whilst the 

drop in mean score between 2012 and 2014 was non-significant (p  = .41), indicating a 

levelling off of the impact of job demands in the sector. 

3.11.2 Control 

Figure 3.24: Mean control scores 2008 - 2014 

 

Analysis of variance examining the change in wellbeing associated with control at each wave 

of data collection found a statistically significant main effect, Welch’s F (2, 10053.8) = 
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184.09; p < .001.  As per demands, control dropped over the three data collections points, 

with significant reductions in mean scores found between 2008 and 2012 and 2012 and 

2014 (table 3.11, below). As discussed previously, control was the only dimension to score 

favourably against HSE benchmarks standards; however, significant reductions in scores 

across each wave of data confirm a diminishing level of wellbeing in this domain. 

Table 3.11: Post hoc results for control by wave 

 Mean difference p  d 

2008 - 2012 .15 <.001 .20 

2012 - 2014 .11 <.001 .16 

 

3.11.3 Manager Support 

Figure 3.25: Mean manager support scores 2008 - 2014 

 

Mean scores for wellbeing associated with manager support dropped at each of the three 

data collection points, indicating a reduction in wellbeing associated with this domain. A 

significant main effect, Welch’s F (2, 10115.54) = 45.46; p  < .001, was found for the 

managerial support domain. Post hoc comparisons found no significant change in wellbeing 

associated with managerial support in 2008 and 2012, however, there was a significant 

change in scores between 2012 (M =2.84) and 2014 (M =2.69). This indicates a 
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deterioration in wellbeing associated with managerial support between the 2012 and 2014 

samples. (see Table 3.12 below)  

Table 3.12 Post hoc results for manager support by wave 

 Mean difference p  d 

2008 - 2012 .02 .50 .02 

2012 - 2014 .15 <.001 .16 

 

3.11.4 Peer Support 

Figure 3.26: Mean peer support scores 2008 - 2014 

 

A significant main effect was found for the peer support domain, (Welch’s F (2, 10140.30) = 

29.23; p < .001). Mean scores showed a marginal, but non-significant improvement between 

2008 and 2012 (M = 3.34 – 3.35 respectively; p  > .05), but a significant change was found 

between 2012 and 2014, indicating an increase in risk associated with the domain (see table 

3.13, below) 

Table 3.13 Post hoc results for peer support by wave 

 Mean difference p  d 

2008 - 2012 -.01 .85 -.01 

2012 - 2014 .12 <.001 .15 
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3.11.5 Relationships 

Figure 3.27: Mean relationships scores 2008 - 2014 

 

A main effect was found for relationships (Welch’s F (2, 10011.19) = 1845.12; p <.001). Post 

hoc analyses showed that mean scores in this domain reduced significantly between 2008 

and 2012 and 2012 and 2014 (see table 3.14, below), demonstrating a trend of deteriorating 

wellbeing over time. 

Table 3.14 Post hoc results for relationships by wave 

 Mean difference p  d 

2008 - 2012 .05 <.001 .05 

2012 - 2014 .95 <.001 1.07 
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3.11.6 Role 

Figure 3.28: Mean role scores 2008 - 2014 

 

A pattern of deteriorating wellbeing was found for the role domain over the three waves of 

data collection; in a pattern similar to that seen for relationships described above.  A main 

effect was found for role (Welch’s F (2, 9847.87) = 90.81; p <.001). Post hoc analyses 

showed that mean scores in this domain reduced significantly between 2008 and 2012 and 

2012 and 2014 (Table 3.15), demonstrating a trend of increasing hazard associated with 

role. 

Table 3.15 Post hoc results for role by wave 

 Mean difference p  d 

2008 - 2012 .04 <.001 .06 

2012 - 2014 .16 <.001 1.23 
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3.11.7 Change 

Figure 3.29: Mean change scores 2008 - 2014 

 

A significant increase in risk associated with the management of change was seen between 

2008 (M = 2.50) and 2012 (M = 2.30; p  <.001) but there was an improvement found 

between 2012 and 2014 (M = 2.32; p  = .51). Although non-significant, this increase may 

suggest stabilisation within the domain. A main effect was found for relationships (Welch’s F 

(2, 10310.84) = 63.09; p  <.001). Post hoc analyses showed that mean scores in this domain 

significantly reduced between 2008 and 2012 (p  <.001)  

Table 3.16 Post hoc results for change by wave 

 Mean difference P  d 

2008 - 2012 .17 <.001 .18 

2012 - 2014 -.02 .51 -.02 
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3.12: Summary of changes in hazard dimensions across data collection points. 

Table 3.17 summarises the changes in each dimension across the three waves of data 

collection. Negatively coded items indicate a reduction in mean score for that dimension, 

highlighting an increase in hazard associated with it.  

Table 3.17: Summary of changes in hazard dimensions across waves 

 2008 - 2012 Change D 2012 - 2014 Change D 

Demands 2.53 – 2.40 -.13* 1.5 2.40 – 2.38 -.02 .03 

 

Control 

 

3.75 – 3.59 

 

-.15* 

 

.20 

 

3.59 – 3.48 

 

-.11* 

 

.16 

 

Manager support 

 

2.86 – 2.84 

 

-.02 

 

.02 

 

2.84 – 2.69 

 

-.15* 

 

.16 

 

Peer support 

 

3.34 – 3.35 

 

.01 

 

-.01 

 

3.35 – 3.24 

 

-.12* 

 

.15 

 

Relationships 

 

3.53 – 3.48 

 

.05 

 

.05 

 

3.48 – 2.53 

 

-.95* 

 

1.07 

 

Role 

 

3.72 – 3.64 

 

-.08* 

 

.06 

 

3.65 – 3.48 

 

-.16* 

 

1.23 

 

Change 

 

2.50 – 2.30 

 

-.20* 

 

.18 

 

2.30 – 2.32 

 

+.02 

 

-.02 

*p<.001    

Significant reductions in scores in four out of seven dimensions were identified between 

2008 and 2012 (Demands, Control, Relationships, Role and Change,  p <.001). Examination 

of the effect sizes demonstrates that the difference in demands between 2008 and 2012 was 

large (Cohen, 1977), indicating a meaningful increase of more than 1 standard deviation in 

the perceptions of demands in the two data collection waves. A small effect size was 

observed for control, again indicating small, but meaningful decrease in perceptions of 

control between 2008 and 2012. Although significant, the changes in the role and change 

dimensions failed to meet the threshold for a meaningful effect (Cohen, 1977) Perceptions of 

support from manager and peers showed no significant change over the two data points. 
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These findings suggest that demands and control were the key areas of risk for academic 

staff between 2008 and 2012. 

Comparing the mean scores of dimensions between 2012 and 2014, an examination of 

effect size demonstrates that there were key increases in risk associated with both role and 

relationships dimensions (d = 1.07 and 1.23 respectively), whereas both demands and 

control continued to reduce between 2012 and 2014, but at a less meaningful level. 

Overall, mean scores for all dimensions were lower in 2014 than in 2008, suggesting a trend 

of increasing hazards associated with each of the HSE MI dimensions.  These findings 

support the research reviewed in chapter two, and suggest that academic staff are under 

increasing work pressure and are experiencing increasing levels of work-related stress, 

particularly in relation to demands, control, role and relationships. 

3.13 Examining strain outcomes across waves of data.  

To supplement the examination of the management standards hazard categories, the 

following section examines a range of key strain outcomes measured across the three 

waves of data. Table 3.5 above, outlines the measure included in each wave of data. 

Two key strain outcomes have been considered across at least two data of the sets. 

Perceived stress was examined in all three waves (2008, 2012 and 2014), whilst perceptions 

of work-life conflict were measured in 2012 and 2014, therefore changes in these variables 

are examined across the appropriate data collection points. 

Measures of psychological distress and intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction were included 

in 2014 to extend the data available regarding strain outcomes. Both measures (the GHQ-12 

and the Job Satisfaction Scale) have been used extensively in the literature and have 

benchmarking data available for comparison (Stride, et al, 2007).  

3.13.1 Descriptive statistics for strain outcomes: 

The descriptive statistics for each of the strain measures in each relevant wave are given 

below:  
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Table 3.18: Descriptive statistics – strain outcomes 

 M (SD) Skewness Kurtosis 

Perceived stress 2008 

2012 

2014 

3.05 (.37) 

3.68(.81) 

3.74(.80) 

-.76 

-.46 

-.48 

2.34 

.01 

.06 

 

Work-life conflict 2012 

2014 

3.68(.89) 

3.90(.99) 

-.36 

-.13 

-.45 

-.77 

 

Psychological distress 2014 1.54(.64) .45 -.59 

Extrinsic job satisfaction 2014 3.79(1.10) -.06 -.44 

Intrinsic job satisfaction 2014 3.92(1.30) -.17 -.70 

 

3.13.2 Perceived stress 

Figure 3.30: Mean perceived stress scores 2008 - 2014 

 

In 2008, 73% of the sample reported moderate to high levels of perceived stress (as 

indicated by scores of 3, 4 and 5) with an overall mean of 3.05 (SD= .38). The results found 

in 2012 indicated an increase in perceived stress with 86% of the sample reporting moderate 
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or higher levels of perceived stress and a mean of 3.67 (SD= .81). Reported levels of 

moderate to high perceived stress increased again in 2014, with 88% of the sample 

indicating scores of 3, 4 or 5 across the items (M= 3.74; SD .80). A main effect was found for 

perceived stress (Welch’s F (2, 8601.4) = 2608.88; p < .001). Post hoc analyses showed that 

these scores increased significantly between 2008 and 2012 and 2012 to 2014 (table 3.19), 

representing a marked increase in perceived stress, particularly more recently between 2008 

and 2014. The results indicate a trend towards increasing perceptions of stress in academic 

staff in the UK. 

Table 3.19 Post hoc results for perceived stress by wave 

 Mean 
difference 

p  d 

2008 - 2012 -.62 <.001 -.80 

2012 - 2014 -.06 .001 -.05 

 

3.13.3 Work-life conflict 

Figure 3.31: Mean work-life conflict scores 2012 – 2014 

 

Perceptions of work life conflict were high in both waves, with 73% and 76% of respondents 

indicating that they had moderate to high levels of work interference with home life (scores of 

3, 4 or 5) in 2012 and 2014 respectively. A main effect was found for work-life conflict 
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(Welch’s F (1,6405.55) = 323.791; p < .001). Post hoc analyses showed that mean scores 

for work-life conflict increased significantly between 2012-2014 (table 3.20, below), indicating 

reductions in academic staff’s work-life balance. 

Table 3.20 Post hoc results for work-life conflict by wave 

 Mean 

difference 

p  d 

2012 - 2014 -.22 .001 -.22 

 

3.13.4 Psychological distress 

62% of the 2014 sample met the criteria for “caseness”, where the sum score is greater than 

three (Stride et al, 2007). Figure 3.30 below compares the percentage of the academic 

sample in 2014 against a number of other professions. Benchmarking data is drawn from a 

manual published by Stride et al, (2007). The results from the 2014 wave of data collection 

suggested a higher level of psychological distress in this sample than other UK community 

samples (19.1%) (Goodwin, Ben-Zion, Fear, Hotopf & Stansfield, 2013). 

Figure 3.32: Percentage of academic staff achieving caseness compared with other 

occupational groups 
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A greater percentage of academic staff met the criteria for caseness, when compared with a 

range of other occupations. This suggests that academic staff are at higher risk of common 

mental disorders associated with work than other job types. Additionally, the caseness for 

academic staff is much higher than education staff more generally. 

3.13.5: Intrinsic job satisfaction. 

The mean score for intrinsic job satisfaction in the 2014 academic staff well-being survey 

was 3.92. When compared with other sectors, intrinsic motivation in academic staff is low 

(see figure 3.31). 

Figure 3.33: Levels of intrinsic job satisfaction compared with other occupational groups 

 

Compared across eleven UK industrial sectors, academic staff had the second lowest 

intrinsic job satisfaction after hotel and restaurant staff (M = 3.89) (Stride et al, 2007). 
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3.13.6 Extrinsic job satisfaction: 

 

Figure 3.32: Levels of extrinsic job satisfaction compared with other occupational groups 

 

Extrinsic job satisfaction was lower in UK academic staff responding to the 2014 survey, 

than any other eleven sectors benchmarked by Stride and colleagues (2007). The average 

mean across sectors for these occupational groups was 4.46, compared to the mean score 

for academics of 3.79.  

3.14 Discussion 

The two studies presented in the current chapter examined the level of demands, resources 

and strain outcomes experienced by academic staff in the UK. Comparisons of demands 

and resources were made against national benchmarks for work-related wellbeing. The 

magnitude of change across three waves of data were examined for each of the dimensions 

as well as perceived stress and work-life conflict (2012 - 2014 only). Levels of mental health 

and job satisfaction (both intrinsic and extrinsic) were also compared with published 

benchmarking data from a range of other occupational groups (Goodwin et al, 2013; Stride 

et al, 2007). Overall, the results suggest that academic staff in UK HEIs are under increasing 

pressure from rising demands, whilst the resources available to meet these demands, such 

as control, support and good working relationships, have diminished. 
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The significant changes in the size, funding and governance of UK HEIs, and subsequent 

adoption of managerial practices that have increased in intensity over time may help to 

explain the increased levels of demands and reduced resources, and subsequent strain 

outcomes among UK academic staff. Increasing demands have been noted across 2008, 

2012 and 2014, characterised by a reduction in wellbeing associated with demands. The 

level of demand reported by UK academic staff has been consistently in the lowest five 

percent of the HSE MS benchmark and, after a significant drop between 2008 and 2012, 

failed to improve sufficiently in 2014. A number of changes in the HE sector may explain the 

perception of increasing demands reported by academic staff.  

As discussed in Chapter two, massification of the HE system, including the movement of 

polytechnic institutions in to the university sector in 1992 (creating the “new” or post-92 

group of universities,) was responsible for an initial major increase in the number of students 

completing first degrees. However, this was accompanied by a desire to widen participation 

and increase the proportion of individuals undertaking a first degree in the UK. As a result of 

these measures, student numbers increased dramatically, rising from 77,163 students 

completing a first degree in 1990 to 278,380 in 2005 (Bolton, 2012). Such a significant rise in 

student numbers resulted in greater staff-student ratios, increased workloads and growing 

pastoral and administrative burdens for academic staff (Kinman, 2006). Student numbers 

have continued to rise overall in the period when the first two waves of data collection were 

conducted, however there was a 10% drop in numbers for academic year 2012/13, 

coinciding with an increase in student tuition fees from £3,000 to £9,000. Nonetheless, there 

was an increase in undergraduate student numbers from 450,000 in 2008 to 526,885 in 

2014, constituting a 17% rise in student numbers in the UK across the three waves of the 

current survey, whilst academic staffing levels rose by 10% over the same period (HESA, 

2018). Therefore, it is reasonable to argue that the increase in demands reported by 

academic staff in this study reflect increasing workloads at the institutional level.  



149 
 

Other changes to the structure and management of academic work may further explain both 

increasing demands and decreasing resources in the sector. The marketisation of higher 

education has been discussed at length (see Deem et al 2007; Henkel 2005 and 

Molesworth, Scullion & Nixon, 2011 for comprehensive reviews) and was highlighted in 

chapter one of this thesis. Managerialist practices rest on three key assumptions: that 

competition and consumer choice are more effective at managing a service than regulation; 

that a focus on performance in the form of outputs is the most appropriate way to assess 

success; and that private sector management techniques are appropriate for public sector 

organisations (Winter, 2017 p. 23). In terms of UK universities, that translates into a culture 

of consumer satisfaction, income generation via knowledge transfer and the production of 

outputs that meet strict performance criteria. These criteria include increasing student 

success, via the improvement of their grades, undertaking research deemed impactful and 

therefore valuable to society, publishing material that is suitable for research exercises (such 

as the REF) and ensuring that activities promote success in league table rankings (Deem, 

2004; Furedi, 2011; Macdonald & Kam, 2007). 

In addition to the increased teaching loads resulting from increased student numbers and 

decreased staffing levels, the other elements of managerialism highlighted above have had 

a profound effect on the working lives of UK academic staff. From a workload perspective, 

the requirement to demonstrate successful outputs and compliance with quality assurance 

measures is linked with a significant increase in administrative burden, both in terms of 

reporting (on, for example, student satisfaction with a module), but also in terms of reporting 

individual performance, and evidencing these. 

As well as increased demands highlighted in the current study, the changes experienced in 

the sector may also impact on the resources available to academic staff. As discussed in 

chapter two, increasing competition for resources, such as research time, in an increasingly 

competitive environment, where staff are performance-managed and compared constantly 
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against their peers. Reducing levels of peer support across the waves of data presented 

here add further support to this argument. 

Perceptions of inequality between those who meet publication targets for the Research and 

Assessment Exercise and latterly the Research Excellence Framework and “teaching 

drones” (Harley, Muller-Camen & Collin,2004, p.335), may explain the wave on wave 

reduction in peer support expressed by academic staff in the current study. As competition 

for resources increases, collegiality and support may indeed decrease. In turn, this is likely 

to impact on wellbeing as good working relationships are a key resource for academic staff 

and may also buffer increasing demands. 

Furthermore, a growing institutional focus, linked to funding and research exercise outcomes 

(Harley et al, 2004), increases the level of control that institutions exert over the research 

interests and outputs of their academic staff, potentially reducing feelings of control over 

one’s work. Previous surveys of UK academic staff have suggested that control and 

autonomy were relatively high in the profession (Kinman, 2006; Tytherleigh, 2005). The 2008 

survey results reported in this chapter further support this. Control was the only dimension 

that met the HSE management standards benchmark for wellbeing. However, the level of 

reported control dropped significantly in each subsequent wave of data collection, indicating 

a worsening situation in a key resource, that similar to support above, can reduce stress at 

source and help buffer the negative impacts of demands on wellbeing. Furthermore, a 

divided academy, competing for resources and assessed on outputs, may explain elements 

of the deteriorating relationships reported across the three waves of data. Dropping from the 

25th percentile HSE benchmark in 2008 to less than the fifth percentile in 2014, academics 

have reported poorer relationships at work, with increased levels of bullying and harassment. 

The movement from a collegiate, self-organising system to one of management control, 

performativity and competition links clearly with the antecedents of bullying established by 

Hoel & Salin (2003), namely, the changing nature of work and the organisation of work, 
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culture and management. Such changes may explain the significant reduction in wellbeing 

associated with relationships at work. 

The assessment and performance management of academic work is strongly related to the 

culture of assessment and audit in contemporary UK HE and the associated focus on 

students as consumers. UK institutions have been required to undertake and publish the 

National Student Survey (NSS) since 2004. This annual survey asks final year 

undergraduate students to rate their experience across a number of domains such as 

satisfaction with teaching, how interesting staff made the subject area and the quality of 

resources available such as the library and information technology. Results are made 

available through Unistats service, so that prospective students can assess the institutions to 

which they apply (the Student Survey, 2018). A similar survey capturing postgraduate 

student (PTES) experience is also now administered annually. Information from the NSS is 

used in various forms to develop national and international league tables (which often have a 

greater focus on research output and therefore draw data from various research assessment 

exercises) of universities, published on an annual basis. Examples include tables developed 

by the Guardian newspaper, the Times Higher Education Supplement and the Complete 

University Guide. Position in the various league tables and results from national surveys are 

used by institutions to market programmes of study to UK and international students, with 

funding dependant on the number of students attracted (Morrish & Saunston, 2010, p.75). 

Pressure to “do well” in league tables and surveys is a key concern for academic managers. 

Positive results are used as a clear performance indicator, and courses and modules may be 

targeted on particular outcomes (such as the percentage of students satisfied or their grade 

point average). Such focus on these metrics of satisfaction communicate, both inside the 

institution and externally, that a consumer-centred focus is key for success (Winter, 2017, 

p.114). The focus on consumer-focused performance measure can lead to a schism 

between those being managed and academic managers, with the former focusing on 

elements of discipline and professionalism whilst the latter group are seen to be concerned 
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about financial and quality assurance outcomes (Winter, 2017, p. 26). Perceptions such as 

these may explain why perceptions of management support is so low across the three 

waves of data reported here. Differences in focus, commitment to the organisation or 

discipline (Schulz, 2013), and conflict between competing roles, with a need to perform well 

in all, with little voice over work practices (Teelken, 2012), may leave academics feeling 

judged, rather than supported by managers. Such a division is of great concern, particularly 

as line manager support has been identified as one of the key resources required to manage 

stress and mental health at work (Donaldson-Feilder, Yarker & Lewis, 2008). 

Considering the findings from the HSE MI tool, it was not surprising to note that levels of 

perceived stress and work-life conflict increased over the period of data collection. 

Additionally, in line with previous research findings, psychological distress in the sector is 

high – considerably higher than studies of many other occupational groups (Kinman et al, 

2006; Winefield et al, 2003). Intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction, when compared against 

UK industry benchmarks, was low for the academic staff surveyed in 2014. Previous studies 

conducted in the sector have noted that, whilst demands and psychological distress were 

both high in the sector, so was job satisfaction (Kinman 1998; Kinman et al, 2006). However, 

the findings presented in the present study suggest that this is no longer the case. 

These findings offer further evidence that high demands and low resources in academic 

work contexts are associated with poor well-being outcomes and low job satisfaction in UK 

academic staff. The trends noted in the two studies reported above suggest that demands 

are increasing, whilst resources reduce significantly, which may lead to further deterioration 

in both areas.  

3.15 Summary 

The current chapter has reported on two key studies of academic well-being in UK HE staff 

across three waves of data collection between 2008 and 2014. The adoption of a 

benchmarking approach, using the HSE Management Standards Indicator Tool (Mackay et 

al, 2004) has allowed comparisons to be made against UK benchmarks and has ensured 
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that findings across different waves of data collection can be tracked over time.  The 

increasing demands, reducing resources and associated strain outcomes have been 

discussed with reference to significant changes in the HE sector in the UK, prior to and 

continuing over the period of data collection.  

Associations between demands, resources and strain outcomes have been suggested, but 

these have yet to be tested. Chapter four in this thesis will build on these observed 

relationships and utilise two key theoretical models of work-related stress to examine these 

relationships statistically and investigate which of the key aspects of work activity discussed 

are most useful in predicating strain outcomes in UK academic staff. The particularly high 

effect sizes identified for changes in demands and control between 2008 and 2012 add 

further support for an examination of academic work-related stress utilising the JDC(S) 

model (Karasek, 1979; Karasek & Theorell, 1990), whereas the reduction in perceptions of 

role and relationships at work identified between 2012 and 2014 suggest that a broader 

model, including these resources is also worth consideration, therefore study 2 (chapter four 

of the current thesis) will utilise both the JDC(S) and JD-R models to examine the effects of 

demands and resources on a range of strain outcomes. 
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Chapter 4: Utilising the Job-Demands-Control Support and Job 

Demands Resources models to predict changes in academic 

staff wellbeing. 
  

4.1: Introduction 

This chapter examines the stressors and strains reported by a representative sample of 

academic staff working in UK HE institutions by utilising two key models of work-related 

stress: The Job Demand Control model (JDC(S): Karasek, 1979; Karasek & Theorell, 1990) 

and the Job Demand Resources model (JDR: Demerouti & Bakker, 2001). The predictive 

power of each model will be tested and compared with reference to five key variables: 

psychological distress, burnout (emotional exhaustion and disengagement), work-life 

conflict, intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction.  The features of these models and the 

relevance of each of the outcome variables were discussed in previous chapters.  

4.1.1: Chapter aims 

• identify and examine studies that have utilised theoretical models to examine work-

related stressors and strain in academic staff. 

• test the key propositions of the JDC(S) and the JDR models of work-related stress in 

a representative sample of academic staff working in UK HEIs. 

• examine the predictive power of each model for the reference group and assess their 

utility in explaining key strain outcomes in the context of UK academic staff. 

4.2: Background 

As chapter two indicated, studies that have focused on stressors and strains in academic 

employees have incorporated different combinations of variables, often without utilising 

theoretical models to underpin them. This makes comparison between studies difficult, due 

to different perspectives, measures and objectives and comparisons with research 

conducted with other occupational groups challenging. A search of relevant databases (i.e. 

Psychinfo, Psycharticles and Business Source Premier) for papers published between 2000 

and 2017 identified six papers that explicitly utilised a theoretical model or framework to 
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inform the study design. Of these papers, one used the Job Demand Control (Support) 

model, two utilised the Effort-Reward Imbalance model, and three the Job Demands 

Resources model. The features of these models were examined in chapter one, therefore, 

the discussion below focuses on those studies that have utilised models to examine 

stressors and strain in academic staff groups. 

4.3: Effort-Reward Imbalance model (Siegrist, 1996; 2001) 

The Effort Reward Imbalance model (ERI) has been used in two UK studies examining work-

related stress in academics (Kinman, 2014; Kinman & Jones, 2008). The first study (Kinman 

& Jones, 2008) utilised the ERI model to examine the relationship between efforts, rewards 

and overcommitment and physical and psychological health and job satisfaction in a sample 

of UK academics,. Efforts and rewards were significant predictors of all three outcomes, but 

efforts had the strongest effects on health, whereas rewards were the strongest predictor of 

job satisfaction.  Overcommitment explained between one and five percent of the variance in 

each of the outcome variables, but there was limited support for the multiplicative effects of 

effort, rewards and overcommitment, which accounted for one percent of the incremental 

variance in job satisfaction alone.  

A follow-up study (Kinman, 2016) utilised the ERI model to predict psychological distress, job 

satisfaction (a combination of intrinsic and extrinsic) and leaving intentions in a sample of UK 

academics. A further development of the study was to examine the effects of the different 

types of reward incorporated in the model, namely financial, esteem and security rewards. 

The findings followed a similar pattern to the 2008 study, in that the main effects of efforts, 

and rewards were the strongest predictor of each of the strain outcomes. Main effects of 

overcommitment were found for psychological distress only. Esteem rewards had particularly 

strong main effects on all three strain outcomes also exacerbated the negative impact of 

high demands and overcommitment on mental health, whereas financial rewards predicted 

job satisfaction and retention only.  
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The findings of these studies reflect those in other sectors. Efforts and rewards have been 

previously found to predict psychological distress, psychosomatic health symptoms and 

leaving intentions across a range of jobs (Allisey, Rodwell & Noblet, 2012; Deryckle et al, 

2010; Herr, Li, Loerbroks, Angerer, Siergrist & Fischer, 2017; Ndjaboue, Brisson, Talbot & 

Vezina, 2017; Tse, Flin & Mearns 2007; Yu, Gu, Zhou & Wang, 2008).  Overcommitment 

has also been associated with psychological distress and psychosomatic symptoms (Allisey 

et al, 2012; Herr et al, 2017; Yu et al, 2008), but evidence for its effects on job satisfaction 

and leaving intentions is less conclusive (Calnan, Wainwright & Almond, 2000; Derycke et al, 

2010). Evidence for two and three-way interactions between efforts, rewards and 

overcommitment is less robust in the wider literature. In a review of twenty-one studies 

examining the moderation hypothesis, thirteen failed to offer support (Siegrist & Li, 2016). 

However, in line with Kinman (2016), papers that utilise a three-factor operationalisation of 

rewards have found some significant results (Herr et al, 2017; Yu et al, 2008). 

The studies examining the ERI model support the proposition that the balance between 

efforts and rewards, both general and specific, in academic work predicts elements of 

individual wellbeing and job satisfaction. There is partial support from the studies to support 

the intrinsic proposition, suggesting that academics who are overcommitted to work will have 

poorer outcomes than those who are less committed. Nonetheless, the strength of 

relationship is weaker than would be expected in an occupational group where job 

involvement is high (Hogan, Hogan, Hodgins, Kinman, & Bunting, 2014; Kinman & Jones, 

2008). 

4.4: Job Demands Control-Support Model (Karasek, 1979; Karasek & 

Theorell, 1990) 

The Job Demand-Control-Support model (JDC(S)) has been extensively examined in 

working populations. As outlined in chapter two, the model comprises two pathways that 

predict strain outcomes. The additive hypothesis (Van der Doef and Maes, 1999; Van 

Vegchel et al, 2005) posits that jobs with high demands and low control and or support will 

result in high levels of strain, whereas the multiplicative hypothesis, suggests that the 
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relationship between demands and strain is moderated by control/support. Therefore, when 

demands are high, and control/support are high, the latter will buffer the effects of the 

former, thus reducing strain. The model predicts that high demands plus low control and low 

support result in the most adverse strain outcomes (Karasek & Theorell, 1990).  

McClennan et al (2007) examined the JDC(S) model in a sample of 225 academic staff from 

one institution. Both additive and multiplicative hypotheses were tested to examine the 

relationship between demands, control and support and a range of strain outcomes (burnout, 

psychological distress, negative affect and job satisfaction). The motivational pathway was 

also considered, predicting that when both demands and control (and/or support) are high, 

motivation will increase, and employees will engage in learning and development 

opportunities and personal growth (Karasek & Theorell, 1990). The study found that 

psychological distress was predicted by the additive effects of demands and control, 

whereas the combined effects of demands and support explained significant proportions of 

the variance in both burnout and job satisfaction. No significant two or three-way interactions 

were found. Additionally, no support was found for the motivational pathway hypothesis 

(McClennan et al 2007).  

4.5: Job Demands-Resources Model (Demerouti & Bakker, 2001) 

The Job Demands Resources model has become one of the most widely used models of 

work-related stress and engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). The development of the 

model focused on the differential relationships between job demands and resources and the 

dimensions of burnout, where demands are associated with emotional exhaustion and 

resources with disengagement or cynicism (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 

2001).  Three studies examining the work-related wellbeing of academic employees have 

utilised the JDR model. Bakker, Demerouti and Euwema (2005) investigated the effects of 

demands and resources, utilising responses from one-thousand and twelve academic 

employees from a single institution of HE.  

Three key propositions of the JDR model were examined:  
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• high job demands are associated with exhaustion and health problems (the health 

impairment pathway); 

• low job resources lead to reduced motivation and increased disengagement (the 

motivational pathway); 

• high job demands are moderated by high job resources, reducing strain outcomes 

(the buffer hypothesis). 

Results from the study supported the health impairment and motivational pathways, with 

demands explaining most of the variance in emotional exhaustion and lack of resources 

explaining the variance in disengagement (cynicism). The effects of 32 interaction terms 

were examined, with 56% of these explaining unique variance in the regression models. All 

resources buffered the relationships between work overload and emotional exhaustion, 

whilst three of the four resources moderated associations between work-home interference 

and exhaustion. The relationship between emotional demands and work-home interference 

were also buffered by three of the four resources tested. Overall, job autonomy was the 

resource that moderated the largest number of demand-strain relationships.  This study 

offered support for the health impairment and motivational pathways of the JDR model in the 

HE context and, furthermore, suggests that resources moderate the demands – strain 

relationship, in specific demands, strain and outcome combinations. Nonetheless, it fails to 

specify the type of work undertaken by participants, so no conclusions can be reached 

regarding academic work more specifically. 

A second study (Mudrak et al, 2018) examined the health impairment and motivational 

pathways of the JDR model in a sample of academic staff from several HEIs in the Czech 

Republic.  As with Bakker and colleagues’ study outlined above, support was found for both 

pathways. Demands were strongly associated with stress and resources related to both work 

engagement and job satisfaction. Sixty percent of the variance in job satisfaction was 

explained by work engagement, suggesting that this may be independent from demands and 

the health impairment pathway. This differential pathway may explain previous findings 
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supporting the dual-process hypothesis: i.e. that academics report high levels of job 

satisfaction, even under conditions of high job demands and high stress (Kinman & Jones, 

2008, Tytherleigh et al, 2005), however, it should be noted that the examination of levels of 

job satisfaction in chapter three of the current work suggests that job satisfaction is lower in 

academics than other occupational groups.  

Finally, a longitudinal study examining both pathways of the JDR (Boyd et al, 2011) in a 

national sample of Australian academics offers further support for the motivational pathway, 

where resources measured at time one predicted organisational commitment measured 

subsequently. However, unlike the other two studies discussed above, the health impairment 

pathway was only partially supported. Time one demands predicted psychological distress at 

follow up, but this relationship was fully mediated by resources assessed at time one. 

Specifically, Boyd and colleagues found that high pressure and workload at time one eroded 

autonomy at time one, exacerbating psychological distress over time. These findings 

suggest that the relationship between demands and resources may less distinct than the 

dual-process hypothesis suggests. 

4.6: Rationale for model choice 

The present study will utilise the Demands-Control-Support and Job Demands Resources 

models to examine the relationships between demands, resources and strain in UK 

academic staff. The models represent two key theoretical perspectives. The rationale for the 

inclusion of each model is outlined below. 

4.6.1 Job Demands-Control Support model 

The JDC(S) model remains one of the most widely researched theoretical models of work-

related stress in the literature (Fila, 2017), yet only one previous study has utilised it in the 

higher education sector. The pattern of results of this study reflects findings across a wider 

range of populations. McClenahan et al (2007) provide robust support for the additive 

hypothesis, which confirm findings from systematic reviews (Hausser et al, 2010; Van der 

Doef & Maes, 1999).  This study found no support for the motivational hypothesis of the 
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JDC(S) model, or for the buffer hypothesis more generally. The motivational proposition of 

the model has received much less attention than the health impairment hypotheses, but 

studies that have attempted to test this process have found contradictory results (Taris, 

Kompier, Geurts, Houtman & van der Heurvel, 2010). The findings of systematic reviews of 

the buffer hypothesis have been inconsistent (Hausser et al, 2010; Van der Doef & Maes, 

1999), but there is some evidence that multiplicative effects are more likely to be found in 

particular occupational groups because the homogeneity in the type of work undertaken is 

high (Dollard & Winefield, 1988; Elsass & Veiga, 1997). 

The current study aims to extend the work of McClenahan and colleagues in several ways. 

Although focused on academic staff, the relatively small sample size may not have provided 

the statistical power to examine multivariate relationships (Karasek, 1989).  The current 

study utilises data from 4456 academic staff, from a wide range of universities in the United 

Kingdom. The large sample size addresses concerns regarding power and offers an 

opportunity to re-examine the multiplicative hypothesis of this widely-used model. 

Additionally, a further test of the motivational hypothesis will add further evidence to this 

under-examined proposition in the JDC(S) model. 

4.6.2: Job Demands-Resources model 

The studies that have examined the wellbeing of academics via the JDR model have offered 

some insight into the relationships between demands and resources in this occupational 

group. The importance of autonomy, which has been found to be higher in academic staff 

that in other occupational samples, even when demands are high (Kinman, 2001; Kinman & 

Jones, 2008), as a resource has been highlighted.  However, the few studies that have 

utilised the JDR model to examine academic staff groups, combined with inconsistent 

findings from the studies that have been conducted, support its further examination in this 

programme of research.  Additionally, none of the studies that have utilised the JDR model 

have examined academic staff in the UK. The application of the model to this national 
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sample of UK academics offers the opportunity to its performance in a country that has 

undergone significant sector change, using contemporary data. 

4.6.3: Summary 

The JDC(S) and JDR models have been tested extensively and offer potential explanations 

for the pathways between stressors and strain outcomes in academic staff. As demonstrated 

above, few studies have examined either model in this occupational group, with the JDC(S) 

model tested only once, and the JDR model tested three times in university samples, but 

only twice with academic staff exclusively. Furthermore, studies utilising the JDR model have 

reported differing conclusions.  

In addition to this, the findings from chapter three of the current work indicate that demands, 

control, role and relationships are key hazards for UK academic staff. The choice of models 

reflects these elements, whereby control is key to the JDC(S) model and the JDR model 

offers the opportunity to consider a wider range of resources, thus including role and 

resources as part of an extended model. 

Finally, as discussed in chapter two, the university sector in the UK has undergone 

significant change in the last decade, meaning that the findings of previous studies may be 

questioned. The current study utilises data from a national sample of UK academic staff in 

2014 to test the performance of the JDC(S) and JDR models. An understanding of the 

mechanisms underlying the stressor-strain process offer opportunities for the development 

of effective interventions for academic staff. 

4.7. Study Aims: 

The current study aims to examine: 

• the health impairment pathways predicted by the JDC(S) and JDR models; 

• the motivational pathways predicted by the JDC(S) and JDR models; 

• the buffer hypotheses outlined in the JDC(S) and JDR models; 

• the findings for both models and identify which offers the greatest explanatory value 

in predicting the wellbeing of academic staff in UK HEIs.  



162 
 

4.7.1: Sample 

The current study draws on the 2014 sample of academic staff (N= 3952; 53% female). 

Sample characteristics and demographics are reported in chapter three (section 3.4.8). All 

participants were full-time, permanent staff 

4.7.2: Demands and resources: 

The thirty-five item HSE Management Standards Indicator tool, outlined in chapter three, 

was utilised to measure seven key stressor categories: demands, control, peer and manager 

support, relationships, role and change (see table 4.1). Unlike study one, demands were 

reverse scored so that higher score represent higher levels of demands, scoring for all other 

subscale scoring remained the same, with high scores representing higher levels of 

wellbeing. 

The HSE Management Standards Indicators tool subscales were used to measure demands 

and resources in each of the models. Demands, control and manager support and peer 

support were utilised to represent the constituent elements of the JDC(S) model. The JDR 

model utilised the demands subscale to represent demands in the model and all other 

subscales (control, manager support, peer support, relationships role and change) to 

represent job resources.  

Table 4.1 Hazard categories, item information and Cronbach’s alphas for the HSE MI tool 

Hazard Category No. 
Items 

Example item Cronbach’s α  

Demands 8 I have unachievable 
deadlines 

.87 

Control 6 I have a say in my own work 
speed 

.87 

Manager Support 5 My line manager encourages 
me at work 

.90 

Peer support 4 If work gets difficult, my 
colleagues will help 

.89 

Relationships 4 Relationships at work are 
strained 

.86 

Role 5 I am clear what is expected of 
me at work 

.88 

Change 3 When changes are made at 
work, I am clear how they will 
work out in practice 

.83 
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4.7.2: Strain outcomes 

A range of outcome measures are included in the current study. Psychological distress, 

intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction have been described previously (chapter three, 

sections 3.5.4 and 3.5.5). Additionally, the following measures have been included: 

Burnout: Burnout was measured using the English language version of the Oldenberg 

Burnout Inventory (OLBI) (Halbesleben & Demerouti, 2005). The OLBI has two factors 

measured by sixteen positively and negatively worded items. Disengagement is assessed by 

eight items (e.g. ‘I feel more and more engaged with my work’). Exhaustion is also measured 

with eight items, for example, ‘There are days when I feel tired before I arrive at work’.  

Respondents indicate their level of agreement with each statement using a five-point scale 

ranging from one (strongly disagree) to five (strongly agree).  Acceptable levels of 

consistency have been previously reported for the English version of the OLBI, with 

Cronbach’s alphas all above .70, along with evidence supporting the two-factor structure 

(Demerouti & Bakker, 2008; Halbesleben & Demerouti, 2005). In the current study, the scale 

yielded Cronbach’s alpha of .83 for detachment and .86 for exhaustion. 

Work-life conflict: The work interference with life scale (Fisher, Bulger & Smith, 2009) was 

used to measure the extent to which work interferes with roles outside of work. The scale 

consists of five items (e.g. ‘I come home from work too tired to do things I would like to do’), 

scored on a five-point Likert scale. Mean scores are calculated across all items, with higher 

scores indicating higher levels of work interference with home life. The scale yielded a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .93. 

4.7.4 Strategy for data analysis 

All data were analysed using the IBM SPSS statistical package (v.24). Data were screened 

for missing values and, where missing data in a case was five percent or higher, those cases 

were removed from the analysis. Additionally, any cases that showed a pattern of 

unengaged responses (where participants failed to complete 20% of the questionnaire, or 
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item responses were identical across a subscale) were removed.  Assumptions of 

multivariate analysis were examined in line with the recommendations of Hair et al (2013).  

Variance inflation factor (VIF) calculations returned a maximum value of 2.32 or below 

across all independent variables, indicating little multicollinearity (Hair et al, 2013). 

Descriptive statistics were calculated for all key variables and, where appropriate, 

percentages of key descriptive data were calculated. The Pearson product moment 

correlation co-efficient was used to examine bivariate relationships between the variables 

included in the JDC(S) and JDR models, gender and outcome variables. Hierarchical 

regression analysis was used to examine the relationships between predictor and outcome 

variables in both models. 

4.8 Results 

 

4.8.1 Descriptive statistics 

Table 4.2 shows the mean, standard deviation and bivariate correlations between the 

predictor and outcome variables examined in the JDC(S) and JDR models. These results 

are discussed below. 

Table 4.2 below summarises the scales used in the current study. For the purposes of the 

current study, mean scores of three or above indicate a moderate or high score for each 

HSE subscale dimensions. Therefore, scores of three or above on the demands scale 

indicate moderate to high levels of demands at work, whereas scores of three or above on 

all other scales indicate high levels of wellbeing in that domain for example, a mean score of 

3.48 for control indicates moderate to high levels of job control. 

4.8.2 Demands and Resources 

Seventy-one percent of the sample reported moderate or high levels of demands, indicated 

by a mean scale score of 3 or above. Two thirds of respondents reported having moderate 

or good levels of support from colleagues, with scores of three or above but, when 

examining manager support, this trend was reversed, with two thirds of respondents 
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reporting moderate to low manager support (scores of three and under). Seventy-six percent 

of participants reported moderate to poor relationships at work. Levels of concern regarding 

the implementation of change in the sector were high with only 16% of the sample reporting 

moderate to high levels of wellbeing associated with change management. Levels of job 

control and role clarity were relatively high compared with the other resources, with 72% of 

participants reported moderate to high levels of control over their work. However only 24% of 

the sample reported moderate to high levels of role clarity and lack of role conflict, indicated 

by scores of scores of three or below on the role subscale. 

4.8.3: Psychological distress 

Sixty two percent of the sample achieved a GHQ score that demonstrated caseness. This is 

significantly higher than the general population in the UK, where one-fifth of the adult 

population (aged 16 and above) meet the criteria for caseness (Beaumont & Loftus, 2013). 

Caseness rate of the current sample was compared against key occupation benchmarks in 

chapter three and against other academic samples (see section 3.13.4). 

4.8.4: Burnout 

Scores on the burnout scales indicate high levels of emotional exhaustion and 

disengagement in the sample. Thirty nine percent of the sample indicated that they often or 

always suffered from emotional exhaustion as a result of work, whilst 15% of the sample 

indicated that they often or always felt disengaged from work. Although there are no 

available benchmark data for the emotional exhaustion and disengagement scales of the 

OLBI, mean comparison with samples of working adults offers some insight in to 

comparative levels of burnout in the current sample. Table 4.2 below presents mean scores 

for the subscales of exhaustion and disengagement from a range of occupations across 

studies that have utilised the OLBI. The mean scores for the 2014 sample of academic staff 

are higher than the majority reported, with the exception of emotional exhaustion reported by 

female Norwegian teachers. This suggests that when compared to other occupational data, 

the scores for emotional exhaustion and disengagement in the current sample are high. 
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Table 4.2: Mean OLBI subscale scores across study and occupation 

Study Sample Emotional 
Exhaustion M(SD) 

Disengagement 
M(SD) 

Current study 3952 FT academic 
staff UK 

2.91(.54) 2.50(.54) 

Reis, Xanthopoulou & 
Tsaousis (2014) 

385 German nurses 2.58(.64) 1.96 (.59) 

Demerouti, Mostert & 
Bakker (2010) 

528 construction 
company workers 
(South Africa) 

2.47(.74) 1.97(.62) 

Innstrand, Langballe, 
Falkum & Aasland 
(2011) 

Different professions 
reported by gender* 
(Norway):  

  

 Lawyers (n=573) M=2.5; F=2.7 M=2.1; F=2.2 
 Bus Drivers (n=570) M=2.7; F=2.8 M=2.6; F=2.5 
 IT (n=583) M=2.6; F=2.7 M=2.4; F=2.6 
 Doctors (n=664) M=2.7; F=2.6 M=2.1; F=2.0 
 Teachers (n=674) M=2.8; F=3.0 M=2.4; F=2.2 
 Church ministers 

(n=671) 
M=2.7; F=2.9 M=1.9; F=2.0 

 Advertising (n=502) M=2.5; F=2.8 M=2.4; F=2.6 
 Nurses (n=673) M=2.6; F=2.8 M=2.5; F=2.1 

*Standard deviations not reported 

 

4.8.5 Work-life conflict and job satisfaction 

Forty-seven percent of the sample indicated that they had high levels of work-life conflict (as 

indicated by a mean score of four or higher). Levels of intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction 

were generally high, with 48% of the sample reporting moderate to high intrinsic job 

satisfaction (indicated by a score of four or higher), whilst 41% of the sample reported having 

moderate to high extrinsic job satisfaction.  As discussed in chapter three (see section 3.5), 

scores for both subscales of job satisfaction were lower in the current sample than other 

occupations benchmarks (Stride et al, 2007). 

4.9: Relationships between variables 

All correlations were in the expected direction and significant (p <.001). High demands were 

associated with lower reported control, support from managers and peers, role and change, 

and poorer quality working relationships. High demands, poorer relationships at work and 
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low levels of control, support and role were associated with higher levels of psychological 

distress, work-life conflict and both dimensions of burnout, and lower levels of both intrinsic 

and extrinsic job satisfaction. 
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Table 4.3: Means, standard deviations and bivariate Correlations 

 M(SD) DE CH MS PS RE RO 7CH PD EX DIS WLC JSI 

Demands 3.62(.70)             
Control 3.48(.70) -.41***            
Manager support 2.69(.96) -.34*** .43***           
Peer support 3.23(.81) -.30*** .42*** .64***          
Relationships 3.38(.91) -.40*** .47*** .54*** .53***         
Role 3.48(.78) -.23*** .48*** .50*** .43*** .43***        
Change 2.32(.84) -.35*** .46*** .63*** .47*** .43*** .59***       
Psych. distress 1.54(.64) .43*** -.46*** -.49*** -.44*** -.50*** -.47*** -.46***      
Exhaustion 2.92(.54) .64*** -.49*** -.48*** -.42*** -.46*** -.40*** -.47*** .68***     
Disengagement 2.51(.55) .42*** -.53*** -.52*** -.45*** -.52*** -.51*** -.51*** .67*** .71***    
WLC 4.07(1.19) .67*** -.40*** -.39*** -.37*** -.42*** -.27*** -.35*** .58*** .75*** .49***   
Job sat. Intrinsic 3.92(1.30) -.39*** .63*** .67*** .58*** .62*** .59*** .64*** -.65*** -.59*** -.73*** -.47***  
Job sat - Extrinsic 3.78(1.10) -.49*** .57*** .69*** .59*** .66*** .56*** .66*** -.66*** -.65*** -.69*** .-.55*** .87*** 

***p<.001 
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4.9: Testing the predictive power of the JDC(S) and JDR models  

 

4.9.1 The Job Demand Control Support model  

As outlined above, hierarchical regression models were used to examine the predictive 

power of the JDC(S) model for each of the outcome variables. The variables were entered in 

four steps, gender was entered in step one as a control variable. Demands, Control, 

Manager support and Peer support were entered in step two. Two-way interactions were 

added in step three. Interaction terms in the model were calculated by multiplying each set of 

terms in the model. Three new variables represented Demands x Control, Demands x 

Support and Control x Support. Finally, the three-way interaction terms between all predictor 

variables was created by multiplying Demands x Control x Support and entered in to step 

four of each regression models (see table 4.4).  

Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) were calculated to examine multicollinearity in each of the 

tested relationships; a score below 10 is advised (Hair et al, 2013). For all interaction 

variables relating to ‘Demands x Support’ and ‘Demands x Control x Support’, VIF factors 

between 17.46 and 21.12 were observed. Such scores indicate high levels of 

multicollinearity in these variables. Therefore, the ability to assess whether the regression 

coefficient is significantly different from zero becomes difficult. Additionally, none of the 

interaction effects observed added further variance to the model and had small to medium 

effect sizes.  

4.9.2 Psychological Distress 

Psychological distress was best explained by the main effects of demands (β= .22, p < .001) 

control (β = -.22, p< .001), manager support (β= -.24, p < .001), peer support (β= -.12, p 

<.001) and gender (β =.05, p < .01) which together explained 37% of the variance in the 

model. Manager support made the strongest contribution to the variance overall. Significant 

two-way interactions were observed between demands and control (β = -.04, p < .05), 

suggesting that high levels of control have a protective effect on levels of psychological 
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distress when demands are high (see figure 4.1, below).  A further significant interaction was 

observed between Control x Manager support (β = -.05, p < .05), which suggests that high 

levels of manager support ameliorate the effects of low job control on psychological distress, 

and that the additive effects of high control and high manager support offer the greatest 

protective effects against psychological distress (see figure 4.4 below). All 95% confidence 

intervals for the significant interactions were wholly above or below zero.  

No significant two-way interactions between demands and manger support (β = -.02, p > 

.05) or demands and peer support (β = .02, p > .05) were found. Additionally, no support for 

three-way interactions between demands, control and manager support (β = -.02, p > .05) or 

peer support (β = -.03, p > .05). All 95% confidence intervals for non-significant results 

crossed zero. (see table 4.4). 
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Figure 4.1 The effect of control on levels of psychological distress, in low and high demand 

conditions 

 

Figure 4.2 The effect of manager support on levels of psychological distress, in low and high 

control conditions 
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4.9.3 Emotional Exhaustion 

Emotional exhaustion was best explained by the main effects of demands (β = .48, p < .001) 

control (β = -.17, p < .001), manager support (β = -.18, p < .001) and peer support (β = -.09, 

p < .001) which together explained 52% of the variance in the model, with demands making 

the strongest contribution to the variance overall. A significant two-way interaction was 

observed between demands and control (β = .03, p < .05; 95CI [.11 - .03]), suggesting that 

high levels of control have a protective effect on emotional exhaustion when demands are 

low, however, this reduces as demands increase (see figure 4.3, below). 

No significant two-way interactions between demands and manager support (β =.03, p > .05) 

or demands and peer support (β = .00, p > .05) were found. Additionally, no support for 

three-way interactions between demands, control and manager support (β = .02, p > .05) or 

peer support (β = -.03, p > .05) emerged. All 95% confidence intervals for non-significant 

results crossed zero indicating a non-significant result (see table 4.4, below). 
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Figure 4.3: The effect of control on levels of emotional exhaustion, in low and high demand 

conditions 

 

4.9.4 Disengagement 

Disengagement was best explained by the main effects of demands (β = .18, p < .001) 

control (β = -.30, p < .001), manager support (β = -.26, p < .001) and peer support (β = -.10, 

p < .001) and gender (β = .08, p <.001). Together these variables explained 42% of the 

variance in the model, with control making the strongest contribution overall. No significant 

two-way interactions between demands and manger support (β = .05, p > .05) or demands 

and peer support (β = -.01, p > .05), control and manager support (β = -.02, p > .05) or 

control and peer support (β = -.04, p > .05) were found. Additionally, no support for three-

way interactions between demands, control and manager support (β = -.00, p > .05) or peer 

support (β = -.01, p > .05) were found. All 95% confidence intervals for non-significant 

results crossed zero indicating a non-significant result see table 4.4, below). 
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4.9.5 Work life conflict 

Gender was a significant predictor of work-life conflict, explaining one percent of the 

variance in the model. Female academics reported higher levels of work interference with 

home (β = -.07, p < .001). Work-life conflict was best explained by the main effects of 

demands (β = .57, p < .001) control (β = -.08, p < .001), manager support (β = -.09, p < .001) 

and peer support (β = -.11, p < .001) and gender (β = -.03, p < .01) which together explained 

48% of the variance in the model, with demands making the strongest contribution to the 

variance overall.  

One significant two-way interaction between demands and control was observed (β = -.03, p 

< .05 95CI [.01 - .13]). Control had little effect on levels of work-life conflict when demands 

are low, but a small difference in work-life conflict was found when demands are high for 

those with high levels of control, suggesting that the combination of high demands and high 

control may increase reported levels of work-life conflict (see figure 4.4, below). 

No significant two-way interactions between demands and manager support (β = -.01, p > 

.05) or demands and peer support (β = .02, p > .05), control and manager support (β = .01, p 

> .05) or control and peer support (β =.03, p > .05) were found. Additionally, no support was 

found for three-way interactions between demands, control and manager support (β = -.02, p 

> .05) or peer support (β = -.03, p > .05). All 95% confidence intervals for non-significant 

results crossed zero indicating a non-significant result (see table 4.4, below). 
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4.4 The effect of control on levels of work-life conflict, in low and high demand conditions 

 

4.9.6 Intrinsic job satisfaction  

Intrinsic job satisfaction was best explained by the main effects of demands (β = -.06, p < 

.001), control (β = .36, p < .001), manager support (β = .39, p < .001) and peer support (β = 

.16, p < .001) and gender (β = -.04, p < .001). Together these variables explained 60% of the 

variance in the model, with control making the strongest contribution overall.  

No significant two-way interactions were found between demands and control (β = .00, p >. 

05), demands and manager support (β = -.01, p > .05) or demands and peer support (β = 

.01, p > .05), control and manager support (β = -.04, p > .05) or control and peer support (β 

= .02, p > .05). Additionally, no support emerged for three-way interactions between 

demands, control and manager support (β = .02, p > .05) or peer support (β = .04, p > .05). 

All 95% confidence intervals for non-significant results crossed zero indicating a non-

significant result (see table 4.4, below). 
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4.9.7 Extrinsic job satisfaction 

Extrinsic job satisfaction was best explained by the main effects of demands (β = -.18, p < 

.001), control (β = .27, p < .001), manager support (β = .41, p < .001) and peer support (β = 

.17, p < .001) and gender (β = -.06, p < .001). Together these variables explained 62% of the 

variance in the model, with manager support making the strongest contribution overall.  

One significant two-way interaction between control and manager support was observed (β 

= -.04, p <.05 95CI [-.10 - .01]), indicating that high levels of manager support are particularly 

important for extrinsic job satisfaction in low control conditions. No significant two-way 

interactions between demands and control (β = -.01, p > .05), demands and manager 

support (β = -.02, p > .05), demands and peer support (β = .01, p > .05), or control and peer 

support (β = .02, p > .05) were found. Additionally, no support for three-way interactions 

between demands, control and manager support (β =.01, p > .05) or peer support (β = .01, p 

> .05) was found. All 95% confidence intervals for non-significant results crossed zero 

indicating a non-significant result (see table 4.4, below). 

Figure 4.5: The effect of manager support on levels of extrinsic job satisfaction, in low and 

high control conditions 
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Table 4.4: Results of the hierarchical multiple regression (Standardised Betas) 

Predictors Psychological distress Emotional Exhaustion Disengagement Work-life conflict Intrinsic Job 
satisfaction 

Extrinsic Job 
satisfaction 

Gender 

 

.03 [1.43 – 1.54] -.04**[-.07 - -.01] .07***[.04 - .10] -.07***[-.02 - --.08] -.04*[-.17 - -.02] -.06***[-.18 - -.05] 

Step 1 R2change .001 .00 .01 .01 .00 .00 

Gender .05** [.02 - .08] -.01[-.03 - .01] .08***[.07 - .11] -.03**[-.12 - -.02] -.04***[-.04 - -.06] -.06***[-.18 - -.05] 

Demands .22**[.18 - .23] .48***[.36 - .40] .18***[.12 - .16] .57***[.93 – 1.01] -.06***[-.39 - -.08] -.18***[-.32 - -.25] 

Control -.22***[-.23 - -.17] -.17***[-.16 - -.12] -.30***[-.53 - -.25] -.08***[-.18 - -.09] .36***[.65 - .75] .27***[.39 - .46] 

Manager (Mng) Support -.24***[-.18 - -.14] -.18***[-.48 - -.19] -.26***[-.53 - -.32] -.09***[-.15 - -.08] .39***[.52 - .59] .41***[.44 - .50] 

Peer Support -.12***[-.12 - -.07] -.09***[-.08 - -.04] -.10***[-.45 - -.10] -.11***[-.21 - -.12] .16***[.22 - .31] .17***[.20 - .27] 

Step 2 R2change .37 .52 .42 .48 .60 .62 

Gender .04**[.02 - .08] .01[-.03 - .02] 08***[.07 - .11] -.03**[-.12 - -.02] -.04***[-.04 - -.06] -.06***[-.18 - -.05] 

Demands .23***[.18 - .24] .47***[.64 - .51] .17***[.11 - .16] .56***[.92- 1.00] -.06***[-.39 - -.08] -.18***[-.32 - -.25] 

Control -.20***[-.21 - -.16] -.18***[-.49 - -.21] -.31***[-.27 - -.22] -.08***[-.18 - -.09] .36***[.65 - .75] .27***[.39 - .46] 

Mng Support -.24***[-.18 - -.14] -.17***[-.48 - -.18] -.25***[-.16 - -.13] -.10***[-.16 - -.08] .39***[.52 - .60] .41***[.44 - .50] 

Peer Support -.13***[-.13 - -.07] -.09***[-.42 - -.10] -.10***[-.45 - -.10] -.11***[-.20 - -.12] .16***[.22 - .31] .17***[.20 - .27] 

Demands X Control -.04*[-.08 - -.01] .03*[.11 - .03] -.00[-.03 - .03] .03*[.01 - .13] .00[-.05 - .07] -.01[-.08 - .02] 

Demands X Mng Support -.02[-.02 - .05] .03[.11 - .03] .05*[.01 - .07] -.01[-.07 -.04] -.01[-.08 -.03] -.02[-.07 - .02] 

Demands X Peer Support .02[-.02 - .06] .00[-.03 - .03] -.01[-.04 - .03] .02[-.02 - .11] .01[-.05 - .09] .01[-.04 - .06] 

Control X Mng Support .05*[.01 - .08] .02[-.01 - .04] .02[-.01 - .05] .01[-.04 - .07] -.048[-.02 - -.04] -.04*[-.10 - -.01] 

Control X Peer support -.00[-.04 - .03] -.03[-.05-.01] -.04*[-.06 - -.00] .03[-.01 - .11] .02[-.03 - .10] .00[-.05 - .05] 

Step 3 R2change .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Gender .04**[.20 - .08] -.01[-.02-.01] .08***[.06 - .10] -.03***[-.11 - -.02] -.04***[-.04 - -.06] -.06***[-.18 - -.05] 

Demands .23***[.20 - .25] .47***[.35 - .39] .17***[.11 - .16] .57***[.93 – 1.03] -.08***[-.20 - -.10] -.18***[-.32 - -.25] 
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Control -.21***[-.22 - -.16] -.18***[-.49 - -.21] -.31***[-.27 - -.22] -.09***[-.19 - -.10] .36***[.66 - .76] .27***[.39 - .46] 

Mng Support -.25***[-.19 - -.14] -.17***[-.48 - -.17] -.25***[-.17 - -.13] -.10***[-.16 - -.08] .40***[.52 – 60] .41***[.44 - .50] 

Peer Support -.14***[-.14 - -.08] -.09***[-.42 - -.09] -.10***[-.09 - -.04] -.19***[-.22 - -.13] .17***[.24 - .35] .17***[.20 - .27] 

Demands X Control -.04**[-.09 - -.01] .03*[.001 - .05] -.00[-.03 - .03] .03[-.00 - .12] .01[-.03 -.10] -.01[-.08 - .03] 

Demands X Mng Support .03[-.01 - .06] .03[-.01 - .05] .05**[.01 - .07] -.00[-.06 - .06] -.02[-.10 - .02] -.02[-.07 - .02] 

Demands X Peer support .02[-.02 - .06] -.00[-.03 - .03] -.01[-.04 - .03] .03[-.02 – 11] .01[-.06 - .08] .01[-.04 - .06] 

Control X Mng Support .05**[.01 - .08] .02[-.03 - .02] .03[-.01 - .05] .01[-.05 - .07] -.03[-.11 - .00] -.04*[-.10 - -.01] 

Control X Peer support .00[-.03 - .04] -.03[-.05 - .00] -.04*[-.07 - -.01] .04[.00 - .13] .02[-.03 - .10] .00[-.05 - .05] 

Demands X Control X Mng 
Support 

-.02[-.06 - .02] .01[-.02 - .03] .00[-.03 -.03] -.02[-.10 - .04] .02[-.03 - .10] .01[-.04 - .07] 

Demands X Control X Peer 
Support 

-.03[-07 - .02] .00[-.03 - .04] .01[-.03 - .05] -.03[-.12 - .03] .04[.00 - .14] .01[-.04 - .08] 

Step 3 R2change .001* .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

Total R2 .38 .52 .42 .49 .60 .62 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
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4.10 The Job Demands Control Support Model - Summary 

The JDC(S) model was tested using hierarchical regression models to examine the power of 

demands, control and the two sources of support in predicting several strain outcomes in UK 

academic staff.  

Two key hypotheses derived from the JDC(S) model (Karasek, 1989, Johnson & Theorell 

1990) were tested: 

1. The additive hypothesis: high job demands, combined with low control and support, 

will result in high strain outcomes 

2. The multiplicative hypothesis: control and/or support will moderate the relationship 

between demands and strain outcomes. 

The results reported above offer strong support for the additive hypothesis. Psychological 

distress, both dimensions of burnout (emotional exhaustion and disengagement), and work-

life conflict were predicted by high job demands, low control and low manager and peer 

support. Both intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction were predicted by low job demands and 

high control and support from both sources. Across all regression models, these main effects 

accounted for the majority of variance explained within each model (ranging from 37 – 62%). 

These findings support those from meta-analytic and systematic reviews of the model across 

different occupational groups (Häusser, Mojzisch, Niesel, & Schulz-Hardt, 2010; Van der 

Doef & Maes, 1999). They also correspond with the findings of the only previous study 

conducted in the HE sector (McClenahan, Giles, & Mallett, 2007)  

McClenahan et al. (2007) found evidence for both health impairment and motivational 

pathways in the JDC(S) model. Karasek (1990) distinguished between high strain and active 

jobs, with the former distinguished by high demands and low control (and support) and the 

latter by high levels of demands, accompanied by high control and support.  In the present 

study, an examination of the main effects for each outcome suggests partial support for the 

dual-pathway approach. Job demands were the strongest predictor of the emotional 

exhaustion factor of burnout, which is thought to relate strongly to the health impairment 
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process (Bakker, Demerouti & Euwema, 2005), whilst control, peer and manager support 

were stronger predictors for disengagement, which is more strongly associated with 

motivation. Similarly, both types of job satisfaction were more strongly predicted by control 

and manager support than job demands, suggesting that these factors are strongly 

associated with the motivational pathway.  However, extrinsic job satisfaction had a stronger 

relationship with demands than peer support. Therefore, the present study offers strong 

support for the additive hypothesis and provides some evidence of a potential dual-pathway 

process of health impairment and motivation. 

The two-way interactions observed in this study add further conflicting evidence for the 

distinction between high strain and active jobs. Whilst psychological distress was higher in 

high demand conditions and moderated by both high control and high manager support, the 

interaction between demands and emotional exhaustion, moderated by control, was most 

effective in low rather than high demand conditions. The active hypothesis would expect high 

levels of control to be of particular value in high demand, rather than low demand conditions.  

Few two-way interactions were observed in relation to the motivational or active pathway. 

Only one two-way interaction was found for extrinsic job satisfaction, and no two-way 

interactions were evident for disengagement or intrinsic job satisfaction. With reference to 

extrinsic job satisfaction, the motivational pathway would predict that this would be highest 

when demands were accompanied by high control and high support. The findings reported 

here find evidence for such effects for manager support, however, this resource seems most 

beneficial for those in low control conditions. The results from the current study broadly 

support those reported by McClennan et al (2007). McClennan and colleagues reported that 

job satisfaction was predicted by demands and support, rather than demands and control, 

which they conclude offers little support for the motivational hypothesis. In contrast, 

however, the current study provides some evidence for the motivational hypothesis. 

Although intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction was most strongly predicted by manager 

support, both outcomes were also predicted by control, which was the second largest main 

effect observed for both models.   
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Work-life conflict, assessed the as the interference of work with non-work domains, does not 

easily fit into either pathway as described. The most significant contributor to work-life 

conflict in this study was demands, with all other variables making significant, but much 

smaller contributions to the variance. However, a two-way interaction between demands and 

control suggests that high levels of control, rather than ameliorating the effects of demands 

on levels of work-life conflict, may actually increase it. One explanation for this finding may 

lie in previous research findings that academics are highly involved in their jobs and 

overcommitted to them (Kinman & Jones, 2016); therefore, high job demands accompanied 

by high levels of control may actually deter academic staff from disengaging from work tasks 

in non-work time. Additionally, control may also work as a proxy for flexibility, which may 

suggest that the more flexibility an academic has then the less likely they may be to 

disengage from work. 

In line with previous findings in academic samples (McClennan et al, 2007) and meta-

analytic reviews of the JDC(S) model (Hausser et al, 2010; Van der Doef & Maes, 1999), the 

current study found no support for the multiplicative hypothesis. No three-way interactions 

were observed across any of the outcome variable examined. 

Gender accounted for small but significant proportions of the variance in all models except 

for psychological distress. Analysis of variance tests were used to compare the means of 

female and male scores across all key strain variables. However, only work-life conflict, 

extrinsic job satisfaction and disengagement show significant mean differences for gender 

(see table 4.5, below).  Female academics were more likely to report higher levels of work-

life conflict than male colleagues, and this difference added one percent to the overall 

variance explained in the work-life conflict model. This may be because female academics 

perceive that working outside of ‘formal’ working hours has a more negative effect on non-

work domains than male colleagues due to other responsibilities (White Berheide & 

Anderson-Hanley, 2012). Similarly, female academic staff reported higher levels of 

emotional exhaustion than their male counterparts, but gender did not add any further 
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variance to the model. However, male academic staff were more likely to report feeling 

disengaged from work than their female counterparts, but again, this difference failed to 

explain any further variance in disengagement. 

Table 4.5 Mean gender differences in outcome variables: 

 Female Male   

 M(SD) M(SD) Mean 
difference 

d 

Psychological distress 1.52(.63) 1.55(.65) -.02 -.05 

Emotional exhaustion 2.94(.52) 2.89(.57) .06** .09 

Disengagement 2.48(.53) 2.54(.57) -.07*** -.10 

Work-life conflict 4.16(1.16) 3.95(1.22) .21*** .18 

Intrinsic job satisfaction 3.97(1.33) 3.89(1.39) .08 .06 

Extrinsic job satisfaction 3.86(1.08) 3.75(1.14) .11* .10 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 

4.11 The Job Demands Resources Model  

Hierarchical regression models were used to examine the predictive power of the JDR model 

and each of the outcome variables. Variables were entered in three steps, gender was 

entered in step one as a control variable, followed by demands and control, manager 

support, peer support, relationships, role and change in step two. Interactions between 

demands and each of the resources were calculated and entered into step three of the 

model.  The results for each model are presented in table 4.6 below and discussed with 

reference to each of the outcome measures below.  

4.11.1 Psychological distress 

Psychological distress was best explained by the main effects of demands (β = .19, p < 

.001), control (β = -.12, p < .001),manager support (β = -.09, p < .01), peer support (β= -.05, 

p < .01),  relationships (β = -.20, p < .001), role (β = -.17, p < .001), change (β = -.05, p < 

.01)  and gender (β = .04, p < .01) which together explained 42% of the variance in the 

model, with relationships and demands making the strongest contributions to the variance 

overall.  

One significant two-way interaction between demands and control was found (β = -.05, p < 

.01 95CI [-.10 - .02]), suggesting that academic staff who experience high demands 
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combined with high control report lower levels of psychological distress than those who 

report low demands or high demands and low control. Therefore, the negative effects of high 

demands are buffered by high levels of control. 

No significant two-way interactions were found between demands and manager support (β = 

-.01, p > .05), demands and peer support (β = .02, p > .05), demands and relationships (β = 

-.00, p > .05), demands and role (β = -.16, p > .05) or demands and change (β = -.06, p > 

.05). All 95% confidence intervals for non-significant results crossed zero indicating a non-

significant result (see table 4.6 below). 

Figure 4.6 Two-way interaction between demands and control for psychological distress 
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4.11.2 Emotional Exhaustion 

Emotional exhaustion was best explained by the main effects of demands (β = .47, p < 

.001), control (β = -.12, p < .001),manager support (β = -.09, p < .01), peer support (β = -.06, 

p < .01),  relationships (β = -.08, p < .001), role (β = -.09, p < .001), change (β = -.07, p < 

.01),  and gender (β = .04, p < .01) which together explained 53% of the variance in the 

model, with relationships and demands making the strongest contributions to the variance 

overall.  

One significant two-way interaction between demands and role was observed (β=.28, p<.01 

95CI [-.02 - .07]), indicating that low levels of role ambiguity and conflict buffered the effects 

of demands on emotional exhaustion. However, as demands increased, the protective 

nature of role diminished, providing weaker buffering effects between demands and 

emotional exhaustion in high demand conditions. No significant two-way interactions were 

found between demands and control (β = -.01, p > .05), demands and manager support (β = 

-.01, p > .05), demands and peer support (β = .01, p > .05), demands and relationships (β = 

.11, p > .05), or demands and change (β = .05, p > .05). All 95% confidence intervals for 

non-significant results crossed zero indicating a non-significant result (see table 4.6, below). 

Figure 4.7 Two-way interaction between demands and role for emotional exhaustion 
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4.11.3 Disengagement 

Disengagement was best explained by the main effects of demands (β = .15, p < .001), 

control (β = -.21, p < .001), manager support (β = -.11, p < .001), peer support (β = -.03, p < 

.05),  relationships (β = -.17, p < .001), role (β = -.18, p < .001), change (β = -.10, p < .001)  

and gender (β = .07, p < .001) which together explained 48% of the variance in the model, 

with relationships and role making the strongest contributions to the variance overall.  

One significant two-way interaction between demands and role was observed (β =. 28, p < 

.01 95CI [-.02 - .07]), indicating that low levels of role ambiguity and conflict buffered the 

effects of demands on disengagement. However, as demands increased, the protective 

nature of role diminished.  No significant two-way interactions were found between demands 

and control (β = -.15, p > .05), demands and manager support (β = -.02, p > .05), demands 

and peer support (β = .01, p > .05), demands and relationships (β = -.04, p > .05), or 

demands and change (β = .06, p > .05). All 95% confidence intervals for non-significant 

results crossed zero indicating a non-significant result (see table 4.6, below). 

Figure 4.8 Two-way interaction between demands and role for disengagement 
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4.11.4 Work-life conflict 

Work-life conflict was best explained by the main effects of demands (β = .55, p < .001), 

control (β = -.06, p < .001), manager support (β = -.07, p < .001), peer support (β = -.09, p < 

.001),  relationships (β = -.11, p < .001) and gender (β = -.03, p < .01) which together 

explained 49% of the variance in the model, with demands making the strongest 

contributions overall. Role (β = -.00, p > .05) and change (β = -.00, p > .05) made no 

contribution to the model. 

No significant two-way interactions were found between demands and control (β = .01, p > 

.05), demands and manager support (β = -.04, p > .05), demands and peer support (β = .01, 

p > .05), demands and relationships (β = .02, p > .05), demands and role (β = .16, p > .05) 

or demands and change (β = .11, p > .05). All 95% confidence intervals for non-significant 

results crossed zero indicating a non-significant result (see table 4.6). 

4.11.5 Intrinsic job satisfaction 

Intrinsic job satisfaction was best explained by the main effects of control (β = .26, p < .001), 

manager support (β = .24, p < .001), peer support (β = .08, p < .001),  relationships (β = .21, 

p < .001), role (β = .13, p < .001), change (β = .12, p < .001) and gender (β = -.04, p < .05) 

which together explained 65% of the variance in the model. Control and manager support 

made the strongest contributions to the variance overall. Demands (β = -.02, p > .05) made 

no contribution to the model.  

No significant two-way interactions were found between demands and control (β = .01, p > 

.05), demands and manager support (β = .00, p > .05), demands and peer support (β = -.01, 

p > .05), demands and relationships (β = .03, p > .05), demands and role (β = -.14, p > .05) 

or demands and change (β = .03, p > .05). All 95% confidence intervals for non-significant 

results crossed zero indicating a non-significant result (see table 4.6, below). 
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4.11.6 Extrinsic job satisfaction 

Extrinsic job satisfaction was best explained by the main effects of demands (β = -.13, p < 

.001) control (β = .16, p < .001), manager support (β = .21, p < .001), peer support (β = .09, 

p < .001),  relationships (β = .23, p < .001), role (β =  .11, p < .001), change (β = .20, p < 

.001) and gender (β = -.06, p < .001) which together explained 71% of the variance in the 

model, with relationships and manager support making the strongest contributions overall.  

One significant two-way interaction between demands and change was observed (β = -.14, p 

< .05 95CI [-.10 - .01]), indicating that extrinsic job satisfaction is improved in low demand 

conditions when satisfaction with change is high, but the effect diminishes as demands 

increase.  No significant two-way interactions between demands and control (β = .01, p > 

.05), demands and manager support (β = .02, p > .05), demands and peer support (β = .01, 

p > .05), demands and relationships (β = .05, p > .05) or demands and role (β = -.13, p > 

.05). All 95% confidence intervals for non-significant results crossed zero indicating a non-

significant result (see table 4.6). 

Figure 4.9 Two-way interaction between demands and control for psychological distress 
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Table 4.6 Hierarchical regression analyses of the Job Demands-Resources model (standardized betas) 

Predictors Psychological 

distress 

Emotional 

Exhaustion 

Disengagement Work interference 

with home 

Intrinsic Job 

satisfaction 

Extrinsic Job 

satisfaction 

Gender 

 

.03[-.03 - .11] -.04*[-.07 - -.01] .07***[.04 - .10] -.07***[-.21 - -.08] -.04*[-.17 - -.02] -.06***[-.18 - .06] 

Step 1 R2change .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 

       

Gender .04**[.01 - .07] -.01[-.04 - .04] .07***[.04 - .09] -.03**[-.12 - -.03] -.03**[-.12 - .03] -.05***[-.14 - -.07] 

Demands .19***[.15 - .21] .47***[.35 - .38] .15***[.10 - .14] .55***[.90 – 98] -.02[-.08 - .02] -.13***[-.23 - -.17] 

Control -.12***[-.14 - -.10] -.12***[-.11 - -.07] -.21***[-.19 - -.14] -.06***[-.01 - -.04] .26***[.47 - .56] .16***[.22 - .28] 

Manager Support -.09**[-.110- -.05] -.09***[-.07 - -.03] -.11***[-.08 - -.05] -.07***[-.17 - -.08] .24***[.30 - .37] .21***[.22 - .28] 

Peer Support -.05**[-.07 - -.01] -.06***[-.06 - -.02] -.03*[-.04 - .00] -.09***[-.12 - .05] .08***[.10 - .18] .09***[.09 - .14] 

Relationships -.20***[-.17 - -.12] -.08***[-.07 - -.03] -.17***[-.12 - -.09] -.11***[-.17 - -.08] .21***[.28 - .35] .23***[.23 - .31] 

Role -.17***[-.18 - -.08] -.09***[-.08 - -.04] -.18***[-.15 - -.10] -.00[-.04 - .04] .13***[.18 - .26] .11***[.12 - .19] 

Change 

 

-.05**[-.07 - -.01] -.07***[-.07 - -.03] -.10***[-.09 - -.04] -.00[-.05 - .04] .12***[.16 - .24] .20***[.24 - .30] 

Step 2 R2change .42 .53 .47 .49 .65 .71 

       

Gender .05*[.01 - .07] -.01[-.05 - .03] .07***[.05 - .10] -.03**[-.12 - .02] -.03**[-.12 - -.03] -.05*[-.14 - -.07] 

Demands .06[-.10 - .21] .15*[.00 - .24] -.07[-.19 - .07] .36***[.38 – .85] -.04[-.17 - .33] .01[-.18 - .21] 

Control -.11***[-.13 - -.07] -.13***[-.12 - -.07] -.21***[-.19 - -.04] -.06***[-.16 - -.06] .26***[.47 - .56] .16***[.22 - .29] 

Manager support -.11**[-.10 - -.05] -.09***[-.06 - -.03] -.11***[-.08 - -.04] -.07***[-.12 - -.04] .24***[.29 - .38] .22***[.22 - .27] 

Peer Support -.05**[-.08 - -.02] -.06***[-.06 - -.02] -.03[-.04 - .00] -.08***[-.17 - -.08] .09***[.10 - .18] .08***[.08 - .15] 

Relationships -.20*[-.27 - -.02] -.19*[-.21 - -.13] -.08[-.22 - .13] -.11[-.37 - .07] .18***[.07 - .47] 19**[.08 - .38] 

Role -.31***[-.39 - -.12] -.34***[-.33 - -.13] -.42***[-.40 - -.19] -.14[-.45 - .02] .25***[.21 - .64] .22***[.14 - .47] 

Change -.11[-.22 - .05] -.11[-.17 - .03] -.15[-.21 - .01] . -.11[-.39 - .07] .09[-.08 - .35] .35[.30 - .63] 
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Demands x Control -.05**[-.10 - -.02] .01[-.03 - .04] -.01[-.04 - .02] .01[-.04 - .09] .01[-.05 - .08] .01[-.04 - .06] 

Demands x Mngr 

support 

-.01[-.05 - .02] -.01[-.03 - .02] .02[-.02 - .04] -.04[-.12 - .01] .00[-.05 - .06] .02[-.02 - .07] 

Demands x Peer 

support 

.02[-.01 - .05] .01[-.02 - .03] .01[-.02 - .04] .01[-.05 - .08] -.01[-.07 - .45] .01[-.03 - .06] 

Demands x 

Relationships 

-.00[-.03 - .03] .11[-.01 - .04] -.04[-.03 - .02] .02[-.05 - .06] .03[-.04 - .07] .05[-.03 - .06] 

Demands x Role .16[-.01 - .07] .28**[.02 - .07] .28**[.02 - .07] .16[-.01 – .12] -.14[-.11 - .00] -.13[-.08 - .00] 

Demands x Change 

 

.06[-.02 - .04] .05[-.02 - .04] .06[-.02 - .04] .11[-.02 - .11] .03[-.04 - .08] -.14*[-.10 - -.01] 

Step 3 R2change 

 

.01 .01 .01 .00 .00 .00 

Total R2 .42 .54 .48 .49 .65 .71 
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4.12 Job Demands Resources model - Summary 

As with the JDC(S) model, the JDR model was tested using hierarchical regression models 

to examine the power of demands, control, peer and manager support, role relationships and 

change in predicting a range of strain outcomes in UK academic staff. Hierarchical models 

were developed to examine their effects on psychological distress, burnout (emotional 

exhaustion and disengagement), work-life conflict and intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction. 

Additionally, the JDR model allows for a more specific analysis of the health impairment and 

motivational pathways. 

Three key propositions of the job demands-resources model were tested: 

1. Job demands will predict outcomes associated with the health impairment process. 

Specifically, job demands will predict psychological distress and emotional 

exhaustion. 

2. The (lack of) availability of resources will predict outcomes associated with the 

motivational pathway. Specifically, disengagement, intrinsic and extrinsic job 

satisfaction. 

3. Job resources will moderate the impact of high job demands on outcome variables. 

In line with the findings of the JDC(S) model above, the results offer strong support for an 

additive process, whereby job demands, and resources combine to predict strain outcomes. 

The dual-process hypothesis of the JDR model (Demerouti & Bakker, 2011) predicts that 

strain outcomes associated with physical and psychological health will be most strongly 

predicted by demands, whereas strain outcomes associated with motivation will be more 

strongly associated with resources. As discussed above, within the HSE Management 

Standards Framework, demands represent stressors relating to level and intensity of 

workload, whereas control, support, relationships, role and change can be conceptualised as 

resources.  Of the strain outcomes tested, psychological distress and emotional exhaustion 

were classified as health impairment outcomes (Bakker et al, 2005; Law, Dollard, Tuckey & 
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Dormann, 2011), whereas disengagement, intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction were 

considered motivation-related outcomes (Bakker et al, 2005, Demerouti & Bakker, 2011).  

Demands were a significant predictor of all health impairment pathway outcomes and 

contributed the greatest unique variance to emotional exhaustion. Psychological distress 

was most strongly predicted by demands and relationships at work, each contributing 

equally to the variance. The pattern of results observed offer support for the concept of a 

health impairment pathway within the JDR model, however the evidence for a motivational 

pathway is less strong. Nonetheless, resources predicted greater proportions of the variance 

in intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction, with demands making a relatively small contribution 

to the variance in extrinsic job satisfaction and no significant contribution to intrinsic job 

satisfaction.   

The JDR model specifically indicates that disengagement is a motivational outcome 

(Demerouti & Bakker, 2016), but in the present study the difference in the predictive power 

of demands and resources in the model was less distinct than expected. Relationships, peer 

support and control made the strongest contributions to explaining disengagement but 

demands also made a similar contribution to the overall variance explained. 

Limited support for interaction effects were found whereby resources were predicted to 

moderate the effect of demands on the outcome variable. In total, thirty-six interactions 

between demands and resources were tested, and of these only four were significant. High 

levels of control buffered the negative effects of demands on psychological distress but, as 

seen in the JDC(S) model, this effect diminished as demands increased, offering limited 

protection when demands were high.  The buffering effect of role on demands was observed 

when predicting emotional exhaustion and disengagement. Resources associated with role 

clarity and lack of role conflict reduced the effects of demands on both burnout outcomes 

but, as with psychological distress, this effect reduced as demands increased. This suggests 

that role resources can have a positive effect on demands but, if demands increase too 

much, the protective effects may be lost.  A similar pattern was observed in relation to the 
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effect of demands on extrinsic job satisfaction which were buffered by a positive experience 

of change at work. However, this also reduced as demands increased, potentially signalling 

that high demands utilise too many resources to continue to gain positive experiences from 

engaging with change. 

In summary, as with the JDC(S) models, the current study offers strong support for the 

additive effects of demands and resources on a range of outcome variables and only limited 

support for the dual process hypothesis. The results only partially support those reported by 

Demerouti et al (2005), and it is noted that far fewer interactions were significant in the 

current study. Additionally, the four interactions that were observed failed to explain any 

significant variance in either the health impairment (psychological distress and emotional 

exhaustion) or motivational (disengagement and extrinsic job satisfaction) pathways 

suggesting that the two pathways may not be as distinct as the dual process hypothesis 

suggests (Boyd et al, 2011).  As with the JDC(S) model, work-life conflict was most strongly 

predicted by demands, and no support for two-way interactions between demands and 

resources was observed. Again, in line with the JDC(S) model, gender explained a small, 

significant proportion of the variance in all the models except psychological distress but 

explained no further unique variance in any of the models tested. 

4.13 Comparative findings from the JDC(S) and JDR models 

As outlined above, strong evidence for the additive effects of demands and resources were 

found in both models tested. Demands, support and control in the JDC(S) model explained 

all of the variance accounted for across all outcome measures.  

Additionally, strong additive effects were found for the JDR model.  Again, all the variance 

explained across the six outcome variables was accounted for by the additive effects of the 

predictor variables.  A comparison of the proportion of variance explained for each outcome 

variable demonstrated that both the JDC(S) and JDR models explain similar amounts of 

variance in similar patterns. Therefore, it can be concluded that neither model has 

demonstrated better predictive ability. The JDR model does explain a marginally higher 
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percentage of the variance in each outcome measure, but this variance is accounted for by 

the inclusion of a greater number of resources. 

Some of the resources introduced in the JDR model accounted for significant unique 

variance across the outcome measures.  Relationships at work measures the perceptions of 

feeling bullied and harassed in the workplace, as well as the quality of relationships in 

general.  This accounted for significant proportions of the variance in psychological distress, 

disengagement and both intrinsic job satisfaction and extrinsic job satisfaction. Reported 

levels of bullying and harassment of staff in universities vary between 18% and 68% 

(Keashly & Neuman, 2010), which suggests that the inclusion of a measure of relationships 

is critical in the examination of work-related stress in academics. 

Similarly, role, capturing satisfaction with role clarity and lack of role conflict, was a 

significant predictor of five out of six outcome variables; this was a particularly strong 

predictor of psychological distress and disengagement, and moderated the demands-

emotional exhaustion and demands – disengagement relationships. Given the changing 

nature of academic jobs and the increased number of roles undertaken by academic staff 

discussed in chapter two of this thesis (Biron et al, 2008; Cross & Carroll, 1996; Kinman, 

1998), and evidence outlined in chapter two, identifying role ambiguity and conflict as key 

stressors for academic staff (Biron et al, 2008; Johnson et al, 2002; Kinman, 1998), a focus 

on role related resources is also key. 

Both the JDC(S) and JDR models stress the importance of interaction effects (Demerouti & 

Bakker, 2001; Perrewe & Ganster, 1989). However, the current study found limited evidence 

for interactions specified in the models with only five out of 32, two-way interactions tested 

across the six outcome variables in the JDC(S) model being significant, and none added 

further variance to any of the models. No three-way interactions were found. A similar 

pattern of interaction effects was observed in the JDR model. Of 36 interactions tested, only 

four achieved a significant result, although in line with the JDC(S) findings, none of these 

interactions explained any further variance in the associated models.  
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One key finding from the pattern of interaction effects in the JDR model relates to the ability 

for resources to successfully moderate demands. Across all interactions identified, 

moderating variables acted as a buffer, reducing the negative effects of demands on the 

outcome variable in question. However, across all interactions, this relationship diminished 

as demands increased. This pattern is critical to the design of successful interventions in UK 

HE institutions. Interaction hypotheses suggest that the effects of job demands on strain can 

be ameliorated via the input of resources, implying that interventions can focus on increasing 

resources without necessarily reducing demands. However, the results from the current 

study suggest that firstly, the demand-strain relationship is often not moderated by 

resources, and secondly that demands, and resources can act independently. Furthermore, 

where the demand-strain relationship is moderated by specific resources, the protective 

effects of these resources diminish as demands increase. Therefore, interventions that do 

not attempt to reduce job demands are likely to be less successful when demands are high. 

These findings reflect the challenges associated with the buffer hypothesis in the JDC(S) 

model identified in a number of reviews and meta-analyses that have found only partial or 

weak evidence for multiplicative effects  (Häusser et al., 2010; Luchman & González-

Morales, 2013; Van der Doef & Maes, 1999). Studies examining interaction effects in the 

JDR model have been more successful in both academic (Demerouti et al, 2005) and non-

academic staff samples (Xanthopoulou et al, 2006).  

Several explanations have been offered for the lack of support for the multiplicative 

hypothesis. Sample characteristics have been examined to explain the conflicting findings. 

Karasek (1989) suggests that samples from single occupations are likely to produce 

conservative interaction effects because of the limited variance within the sample. However, 

the current sample, academic staff, are drawn from institutions across the UK, 

encompassing new universities to Russell Group institutions, which may add variability in to 

the sample. Previous studies examining working life in different sectors of the HE sector in 

the UK have identified differences with reference to management styles (McCormack, 
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Propper & Smith, 2014), the teaching – research ratio (Locke, 2008) and levels of job 

security (Tytherleigh et al, 2005). 

Other studies have called for greater context specificity (McClenahan et al, 2007), and 

sample specific demands and resources (Häusser, Mojzisch, Niesel, & Schulz-Hardt, 2010), 

where types of demand and resource are matched, but additionally that items measuring 

demands and resources are specifically designed for the occupation being assessed. 

However, previous research examining the JDR model in the higher education sector did not 

specifically match demands and resources (Bakker et al, 2005), but did find evidence of 

interaction effects that contributed to the variance in key outcome measures. Therefore, 

sample characteristics and match alone are unlikely to explain the findings presented here. 

4.14 Conclusion 

The ability to examine a wider range of variables suggests that the JDR model offers the 

opportunity to study a wider range of constructs that may be relevant to academic staff. As 

discussed in chapter two, academic roles have become increasingly complex; the JDR 

model offers the opportunity to build and test models that more closely reflects the 

complexity of these roles, via a broader range of resource variables. However, the lack of 

evidence to support the interaction effects and motivational pathway in the model, suggests 

that a further examination of the demands-resources-strain process in academic staff is 

required.  

Research findings indicate that academic staff regularly report high levels of job satisfaction 

(Kinman, 2004; Times Higher Education Supplement, 2016), even whilst experiencing high 

levels of demands and work-related stress. This suggests that a distinction may be made 

between “work tasks” and “role tasks”. In the current study, the importance of role was 

identified, via both main and interaction effects, when added to the JDR model.  Academic 

staff in the UK undertake a variety of different roles in their day to day job (Kinman, 2016), 

therefore satisfaction with one’s job may be as a result of tasks carried out that align with an 

academic’s sense of professional self (Winter 2017). The autonomy to commit resources to 
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these tasks may increase their engagement and satisfaction via the motivational pathway. 

Indeed, in the current research the protective effects of control were identified in 50% of the 

interactions observed across both models tested. However, if all available resources are 

required to undertake tasks that are considered less salient, such as administration or 

increased teaching, or tasks that the academic believes are outside of their professional role, 

then erosion of autonomy and increasing role ambiguity and conflict may instigate a health 

impairment process (Boyd et al, 2011; Semmer, 2007). Therefore, the number and 

complexity of roles and tasks undertaken by academic staff and the relationship of these to 

the professional identity of the academic may act as key variables to explain the processes 

by which resources interact to explain strain outcomes in academic staff in a changing 

professional environment. 

The next chapter (Chapter five) begins by examining the changing academic environment in 

HE with a specific focus on the effect that these changes may have on perceptions of 

academics’ professional role. The chapter will then test a number of mediation models to 

investigate how resources may interact to predict further variance in the outcome variables 

discussed here in an attempt to further develop an understanding of the relationships within 

and between resources. 
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Chapter 5: Examining the relationships between resources – utilising a 

conservation of resources approach. 

 

5.1 Introduction 

Chapter four utilised two key theoretical models of work-related stress to examine the 

relationship between demands, resources and strain outcomes in a sample of UK academic 

staff. The results across each model were similar; for both models, the variance in strain 

outcomes was predicted by the main effects of demands, control, manager and peer 

support, relationships, role and change.  

Evidence for interactions between demands and different types of resource was limited. 

Some significant two-interactions were observed across each model (see table 5.1 below), 

but these accounted for only 17% of the interactions examined across the strain outcomes 

tested in the Job Demand Control Support (JDC(S)) model and 11% of those tested in the 

Job Demands Resources (JDR) model. In line with previous findings (Hauser et al, 2010; 

Van der Doef & Maes, 1999), no three-way interactions in the JDC(S) model were observed. 

Table 5.1 Two-way interactions observed in the JDC(S) and JDR models 

Strain outcome JDC(S) JDR 

Psychological distress Demands x Control 
Control x Manager support 

 

Demands x Control 

Emotional exhaustion Demands x Control 
 

Demands x Role 

Disengagement  Demands x Role 
 

Work-life conflict Demands x Control 
 

 

Intrinsic job satisfaction  
 

 

Extrinsic job 
satisfaction 

Control x Manager support Demands x Change 

 

Both models treat demands and resources as ‘objective’ stressors, and arguably focus on 

the micro level, where an individual is responding to specific challenges. However, the 
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results from chapter three indicate that over time, perceptions of key resources of control, 

manager support, peer support, relationships and role have reduced in the higher education 

sector between the 2012 and 2014 data collection waves, whilst satisfaction with the 

management of change has remained stable, but low.  As anticipated, demands were strong 

predictors of all strain outcomes, but the resources tested in both models explained unique 

variance across all of the outcome measures examined (see table 4.4 and 4.5 in chapter 

four). This suggests that resources may explain further main effects in the stressor-strain 

relationship for academic staff, beyond acting as a buffer, or moderator for demands. 

Therefore, the current study aims to explore the relationships between key resources and 

strain outcomes, as well as how each of the resources relate to each other.  

To explore these key resource relationships, the current study draws on Conservation of 

Resources theory, introduced in chapter one (COR; Hobfoll, 1989; 2001). COR is a 

motivational theory that focuses on the gain and loss of resources and the relationships of 

these gains and losses to key primary goals. COR argues that ‘individuals are motivated to 

obtain, retain, foster and protect those things they value’ (Westman, Hobfoll, Chen, Davidson 

& Laski, 2005; p.168) and that one key area of primary value is a sense of effective self 

(Westman et al, 2005). COR states that resource gain and loss occur not only at the 

individual level, but also at the organisational level (Westman et al, 2005). Decisions 

regarding the resources available for work, the work that is expected and how that work is 

assessed all have implications for resource use, gain or protection for the individual worker.   

As will be discussed in the next section, academic staff appraise and are affected by 

stressors through a wider lens of departmental, institution and wider societal reform. This 

encompasses the individual’s experience of work stressors within a wider framework of 

professional identity and role conflict within the local and national environment. Therefore, 

this chapter aims to further examine the relationships between stressors and strain by 

considering the explanatory value of two key resources, namely change and role via a novel 

stressor – illegitimate tasks.  
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The aim of the final study in this programme of research is to broaden the examination of the 

mechanisms of work-related stress, in UK academic staff, by focusing on the role of key 

resources to: 

• Examine the impact of change on academics’ perception of role and role strain 

• Examine the relationships between key resources and their association with 

psychological distress, emotional exhaustion, disengagement and intrinsic and 

extrinsic job satisfaction, via the framework of COR theory (Hobfoll, 1999, 2001) 

• To utilise the construct of Illegitimate tasks to explore the relationship between 

environmental change and academic staff wellbeing. 

• To consider the relationship between sector-level change and institutional response 

on the wellbeing of academic staff in UK HE. 

The first study presented in this thesis examined changes in levels of a range of hazards as 

assessed by the HSE Management Standards Indicator tool (MacKay et al, 2004). As 

discussed in chapter four, these hazard categories can be conceptualised as demands and 

resources. Study one (chapter three) found that the resources available for academic staff 

reduced across the six-year period covered by the three waves of data collection in 2008, 

2012 and 2014.  The time-frame covered by the data collection waves coincides with a 

period of significant change in the structure, funding and governance of the University sector 

in the UK1. Therefore, this chapter begins with a brief review of these key reforms and the 

impact that they have had on the academic role in the key areas of research, teaching and 

administration.  The chapter will then consider how COR theory (Hobfoll, 1991; 2001) has 

the potential to predict wellbeing outcomes in academic staff, with a particular emphasis on 

two key constructs associated with academic wellbeing, namely role stress and academic 

identity. The construct of stress as offence to self (Semmer, 2007) and the associated 

 
The Scottish system of university funding and governance differs significantly from England and 
Wales due to the level of devolved power from Westminster to the Scottish parliament, however, the 
key changes in governance and funding occurred after the 2014 data collection period, therefore, 
responses from academics in Scotland have been retained. 1  
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stressor variable, illegitimate tasks will then be introduced. Study three of this research 

programme will then examine the effect of illegitimate tasks on the relationship between 

demands and role and the key outcome variables. The results will be presented, and the 

findings discussed. 

5.2 The changing University environment in the United Kingdom 

Chapter two considered the stressors and strains associated with academic work in the UK 

and internationally. The examination of levels of stressors and strains in three samples of UK 

academic staff in 2008, 2012 and 2014 presented in the first study of this thesis (chapter 

three) provided evidence for increased job demands, reduced resources and enhanced 

strain in UK academics over the six years covered by the surveys.  Several reasons have 

been suggested to explain changes in the working lives of academic staff however, in the UK 

and other Western education systems, much of this discussion has focused on changes in 

the nature and function of HE and the management of its systems.  

As outlined in chapter two, the UK, in line with other HE systems internationally, has 

undergone numerous extensive reforms (see figure 5.2). Universities have been subject to 

the introduction of managerialist reform similar to that seen in other areas of the public 

sector; which is designed to apply corporate management processes to non-corporate 

organisations (Fanghanel, 2012; Deem, Hillyard & Reed, 2007). These reforms have 

significantly altered the structure, funding, management and delivery of HE in the UK (Deem 

et al, 2007; Winter, 2017, p.23). The sector has experienced successive major cuts to 

funding (Whitely and Glaser, 2014) and seen a shift from public grant funding to the 

introduction and subsequent rise of tuition fees and removal of maintenance grants, replaced 

by loans. Students are now classified as consumers of educational product, produced by 

institutions (Winter, 2017, p.68).  

These changes have been accompanied by an increasing corporate governance and 

auditing environment, where universities are required to take part in a range of assessment 

and audit exercises to demonstrate performance metrics. In turn, this has centralised 
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strategic and educational decision making at managerial and executive board levels and 

imposed a range of performance management systems on departments and academic staff 

(Deem et al, 2008; Dobbins, Knill & Vogtle, 2011).  

A focus on market competition and diversified funding streams for teaching and research 

has oriented teaching and research to market demands (Dobbins et al, 2011). This has 

increased the pressure on academic staff to engage in entrepreneurial activity, contract and 

industry focused research and also enhanced the competition for “non-traditional” students 

including postgraduate and overseas students. Regular assessments of performance via 

student satisfaction surveys, governmental audit and privately published league tables has 

focused requirements around these metrics and arguably away from “pure” research and 

research-led pedagogy. 

5.3 The changing academic role: Research, Teaching & Administration 

The shifting political and social agenda in HE in England and Wales has played a significant 

role in shaping the daily working lives of academic staff. Changes have occurred across 

research, teaching and administrative aspects of the job, and across different types of UK 

HEI. This section examines these changes in each of the key areas and considers how they 

have affected academic workload, autonomy and the structure of the academic role. 

Changes in the assessment of research quality, beginning with the Research Assessment 

Exercise and then the Research Excellence framework, reflect a growing requirement for 

research to be “excellent” as measured by article production in highly-rated journals; 

regularly cited and economically or industrially valuable (Henkel, 2005; Teelken, 2012). 

Government funding of research, via the seven research councils, has focused research 

activity within specific institutions and is increasingly aligned with productivity outputs and 

industry requirements (Henkel, 2005; Watermeyer, 2014). The “right to research” is 

measured and assessed against academics’ ability to generate income on the basis of grant 

or industry funding, to publish in approved three or four-star journals, to produce regular 

assessible outputs for funding bodies or funders and demonstrate impact, against a set of 
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published criteria (Henkel, 2005; Teelken, 2012; Watermeyer, 2014). Failure to meet 

personal targets may result in the removal of a staff member from research active status, 

and the withdrawal of time allocated to research (Teelken, 2015).  

The management and governance of research at national and institutional level, combined 

with strong performance management of research output, has led to greater specialisation of 

the academic workforce and a move away from the traditional teaching and research role to 

more distinct teaching or research-focused academic roles, depending on institution focus 

and individual success (Nyhagen & Baschung, 2013). It has also been argued that the focus 

on number and type of output and assessment schedules may lead to ‘short-termism’ in 

relation to the type of research carried out, a reduction in quality of the work published, and a 

suppression of academic autonomy (Groen-Xu, Teixeria, Voigt & Knapp, 2017; Chubb & 

Watermayer, 2017). 
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Figure 5.1: Overview of regulatory change in the English Higher Education system 1997 – 

20172 

Year Key changes 

1997 Quality Assurance Agency established to assess quality of teaching in 
universities. Extended reporting requirements and schedule of inspections 
introduced. 
 
Dearing report published introducing tuition fees (set at £3,000) and placing 
an increased emphasis on quality assurance and corporate governance. 
Post ’92 universities move away from academic board governance to an 
increased corporate governance regime. 
 
Academic salaries begin to decline and student: staff ratios rise. 
 
Maintenance grants abolished. Universities required to develop widening 
participation policies. 

2003 Department for Education and Skills white paper calls for a separation of 
teaching and research, with individual institutions focusing on their strengths. 
 
Lambert review recommends that university research should be funded by 
private rather than public money and focus on industry requirements. 
 
Requirements for University status are relaxed. 

2004 Introduction of variable tuition fees 

2013 Universities can charge between £ 6,000 and £9,000 per year (increase from 
£3,000) 

2014 Introduction of the Research Exercise Framework to replace the Research 
Assessment Exercise. Marks a move from academic peer review to a wider 
assessment system including non-academic review, a focus on research 
impact and the use of bibliometric data. 

2017 Introduction of the Teaching Excellence Framework to rate the quality and 
standards of education in HEIs. Universities are awarded a ranking (Gold – 
Bronze). Future rankings may affect the ability to raise tuition fees.  
 
Office for Students replaces the Higher Education and Funding Council as 
the University regulator. This has a focus on market regulation and consumer 
protection for students. Increased reporting and auditing requirements are 
imposed on universities. 
 
Requirements for university status and degree-awarding powers relaxed to 
increase private sector provision and competitiveness. 
 
Provision for accelerated degrees approved. 
 
Introduction of UK Research and Innovation: an umbrella organisation that 
will include all seven research councils, Innovate UK (responsible for a focus 
on economic growth via research) and Research England which will be 
responsible for research funding. 
 

(Bradley & Migali, 2015; Deem et al, 2008; Parry, 2005; Universities UK, 2017).  

 
2 Changes that have occurred since the final survey presented here are included for information. 
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The expansion and massification of HE has contributed to an increase in teaching workloads 

for staff via increased student numbers and increasing staff-student ratios (Barratt & Barratt, 

2008; Court, 2012; Teelken, 2005). Additionally, the strive for teaching excellence, seen as 

beneficial for the student consumer and a market differentiator for institutions, is assessed 

via a range of audit tools including QAA audit (and more recently the Teaching Excellence 

Framework), national student survey data and internal student satisfaction surveys. 

Teaching is seen as an activity that can be assessed and compared against benchmarks 

and one that should move beyond the discipline focus of traditional academic study to 

incorporate the needs of industry and the economic agenda (Little & Locke, 2011). 

These shifts from a disciplinary teaching focus to a wider “work-ready”, transferable skills 

agenda reflect the change in the purpose of HE from a “seat of learning” (Clarke, 1988) to an 

activity to support economic growth (Muller, 2009; Stensaker, 2014). The commodification of 

learning through modularised curriculum design removes some curriculum responsibility 

from academics to administrators and ensures standardisation across departments 

(Slaughter and Rhodes, 2004, p.23). It also creates educational products that students need 

to pass, as a means to an end (Fanghanel, 2012, p.52). 

The changes in the size of the student body, the management of what is taught and how this 

is accomplished, and increased requirements around quality assurance and student 

satisfaction data has the potential to lead to role conflict between teaching and other aspects 

of the role, including research and academic citizenship (Debowski & Blake, 2007). 

Additionally, ongoing quality assurance and assessment detract from the concept of the 

academic as an autonomous and competent professional (Beecher & Trawler, 2001; Harris, 

2005) and this may undermine core academic values (Van Lankveld, Schoonenboom, 

Volman, Croiset & Beishuizen, 2017). 

As discussed above, the requirements for reporting activity and assessing quality have 

increased across both research and teaching activities. In both spheres of academic work, 

processes associated with audit, transparency and the visualisation of work (Fanghanel, 
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2012) have increased the amount of time spent on administrative tasks and reporting. There 

is some evidence that such tasks may be considered unnecessary or secondary to the core 

purpose of the role, add additional and unnecessary burden, or viewed as simply too time-

consuming and result in staff dissatisfaction (Bryson 2004; Darabi, Macaskill & Reidy, 2016). 

Activities associated with demonstrating and rewarding excellence, in particular, are often 

seen as increasing workload and administrative burden (Lankveld et al, 2017).  

In addition to administration associated with teaching and research preparation and 

assessment, academics are now expected to expand their work across email and virtual 

learning platforms from the workplace to home. This expands the places and times in which 

academics can (and may be expected to) respond to student and administrative requests 

(Walker, 2009) and can compound work-related stress and work-life conflict (Pignata et al. 

2015). 

Academics have reported reductions in autonomy and perceptions of academic competence, 

which have traditionally been considered key rewards in an academic career (Henkel, 2005), 

which is supported by the decline in control as documented in chapter three. In addition to 

increasing workload and reduced autonomy, the requirement for “excellence” across an 

ever-multiplying number of roles held by academic staff, may indeed lead to a compromise 

in quality across both teaching and research (Billiot, 2010; McInnis, 2000). It may also 

increase the potential for conflict between the different roles required of the academic worker 

(Mark & Smith, 2012) and the academic’s professional identity and the institution’s values 

(Billiot, 2010; Whitchurch, 2008). 

The changes across all major areas of academic work have been associated with a range of 

negative outcomes. As outlined in chapter three, academic staff in the UK and internationally 

have reported a sharp rise in work intensification (Gonzales, Martinez & Ordu, 2014), rising 

working hours (Bentley & Kyviek, 2012; Teichler et al, 2013) and an increase in levels of 

work-life conflict (Kinman et al, 2006; Bell et al, 2012). Additionally, increasing bureaucracy 

and administrative workloads are perceived as a significant stressor (Anderson et al, 2006; 
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Bryson, 2004). As demonstrated, change in the sector in the UK has been profound and 

continual. As individual HEIs have responded to a changing political and policy environment, 

the requirements for academic roles have also changed. In addition to changing roles, the 

research demonstrates levels of work intensification and increasing role conflict between 

different aspects of the academic job (Schulz, 2013). 

The changes in levels of key work-related stressors observed across the three waves of data 

collection examined in this thesis and associated significant change at sector level outlined 

above, together with the impacts of these changes on the academic role, suggests that there 

may be links between the changing nature of academic work and resources associated with 

role.  

5.4. Role stress 

The construct of role stress is thought to comprise of role ambiguity and role conflict (Kahn 

1964; Schaubroeck, 1989). Role ambiguity refers to lack of clarity about employer 

expectations, leading to employees being uncertain about what is expected of them (Katz 

and Kahn, 1978). Role conflict occurs when employees have conflicting priorities, or when 

priorities compete simultaneously making it difficult to complete tasks (Katz and Kahn, 

1978). A third element of role overload, defined as having too many differing roles, can 

predict psychological stress (Bekker, de Jong, Zijstra and van Landeghem, 2000) is often 

also included.  There is a body of evidence showing that role ambiguity and conflict can 

predict a range of negative employee outcomes including turnover intention, lack of 

organisational commitment and withdrawal behaviours including absenteeism (Podsakoff, 

LePine, & LePine, 2007). Role stressors have also been linked to an increased risk of 

burnout (Lee & Ashforth, 1996; Orrqvist & Wincent, 2010), bullying behaviours (Matthiesen & 

Einarsen, 2007) and reduced job satisfaction and feelings of efficacy (Vandenberghe, 

Panaccio, Bentein, Mignonac & Roussel, 2011). 

As discussed in chapter two, and above, many academics report conflict between teaching, 

research and administration roles, whilst struggling with the requirement to meet externally-
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prescribed excellence benchmarks in all areas. As outlined in chapter three, role stress was 

reported as a significant stressor across the three surveys of full-time academic staff, with 

reducing scores from 2008 to 2014 demonstrating lower wellbeing over time. Additionally, 

role stress was a significant contributor to all outcome variables examined in the Job-

Demand Resources model (Demerouti et al, 2014) as tested in chapter five. A particularly 

strong relationship was found between role stress and both psychological distress and 

disengagement. Therefore, a further examination of role stress, with reference to the 

perceived value and appropriateness of tasks associated with these roles, seems 

appropriate within a profession that has seen significant changes to working practices and 

tasks associated with the work they do. 

5.5 Academic Identity 

As discussed above, changes in the purpose and structure of higher education have resulted 

in work intensification, increased role conflict and reduced feelings of autonomy within the 

UK academy. The results in chapter three evidenced reductions in satisfaction scores for all 

Management Standards subscales between 2008 and 2014.  It has been argued that these 

successive changes to the academic job role have resulted in a schism between the 

professional identity of academics and the institutionally prescribed academic job role 

(Arvaja, 2018; Billiot, 2010; Whitchurch, 2008). 

Academic professional identity has long been founded upon collegiality, collaborative 

management practices and academic autonomy (Harris, 2005; Henkel, 2007; Winter, 2009). 

However, the changes to the purpose, structure and governance of higher education in 

England and Wales outlined above has resulted in a sector that is no longer academically 

autonomous, but responsible to a range of external stakeholders (Billiot, 2010, Henkel, 

2007). This, in turn, has led to changes in institutional focus in the manner discussed above 

(for example, increasing student numbers, developing “work-ready” alumni, engaging in 

income generation, improving league table position). 



208 
 

These changes in HEIs have resulted in significant changes in the expectations of academic 

staff, potentially leading to a misalignment between their personal professional identity and 

the structures and purpose of the organisations in which they work. For example, academic 

staff may perceive their focus to be on developing student learning as opposed to increasing 

student numbers (Billiot, 2010); teaching discipline knowledge rather than transferable skills 

for the knowledge economy (Clark, 1988; Nyhagen & Baschung, 2013; Stensaker, 2014); 

and undertaking “pure” rather than industry focused research (Watermeyer, 2014). 

Underlying these operational differences is a core question of assumptions of academic 

autonomy and control. As universities have become more market-orientated and 

competitive, the audit, league table and governance requirements have centralised power 

within academic institutions to management teams and executive boards, exerting greater 

power on the operation of academic work (Henkel, 2005; Ramirez & Christensen, 2013; 

Stensaker, 2012). This results in a tension between what Stronach, Corbin, McNamara, 

Stark, and Warne (2002) describes as two agendas – that of the “collegiate community of 

practice”, traditionally associated with academic professionalism, and the “economies of 

performance” which focuses on the management and assessment of practice (p.121). As 

such, institutions may have greater power to affect the working lives of academic staff, but 

this may lead to academics identifying with their institution much less (Henkel, 2005), with 

business and corporate reforms feeling alien to their professional identity (Winter, 2017). 

5.6 Illegitimate tasks 

Illegitimate tasks are stressors that have an impact on one’s sense of self, particularly in 

relation to the perception of professional roles (Semmer, Tschan, Meier, Facchin, & 

Jacobshagen, 2010), often tied to a sense of social identity (Warr, 2007). Semmer et al 

maintain that when tasks are perceived as illegitimate, they have a strong stressor effect; 

partly because it is an attack on their personal identity. Initial research into this construct 

suggests that tasks that are perceived as outside one’s expected job role are likely to result 

in negative outcomes such as psychological distress, job dissatisfaction and leaving 
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intentions (Semmer et al, 2010).  Illegitimate tasks are comprised of two distinct subscales, 

unreasonable tasks, which are classified as those which should not be asked of a particular 

role, whereas unnecessary tasks are classified as tasks which do not need to be carried out 

at all (Semmer et al, 2010). 

Further studies have associated illegitimate tasks with a range of negative outcomes. 

Illegitimate tasks have been associated with burnout, irritability and resentment towards 

one’s organisation (Semmer et al, 2015); counterproductive work behaviour (Semmer et al, 

2010) and lower job satisfaction (Eatough, Meier, Igic, Elfering, Spector & Semmer, 2016). 

Additionally, time pressure associated with unreasonable tasks is associated with lower 

levels of work engagement (Schmitt Ohly & Kleespies, 2015), supporting the argument that 

task significance may be a key construct in wellbeing and performance outcomes (Semmer 

et al, 205; Sonnentag, 2017) 

In professional contexts, the nature and performance of work is often tied to personal identity 

(Ashforth, Harrison and Corely, 2008), and in the context of the current research, the ability 

to perform tasks well may be inhibited via role conflict and ambiguity.  

Significant changes in the nature of academic work and a perceived lack of respect and 

esteem (Kinman & Jones, 2008a; Kinman & Court, 2010), as well as the schism between the 

academic role and the managerialist role (Winter, 2009) suggest that this is an area of 

research that may be of particular relevance to academics, particularly as the nature and 

function of academic work is changing at a sector and institutional level. It is hypothesized 

that role stress will predict higher levels of emotional exhaustion and disengagement directly 

and through the mechanism of illegitimate tasks. More specifically, as role stress increases, 

participants will attribute tasks as unnecessary or unreasonable. 
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5.7 Conservation of resources theory and changes in academic work 

COR theory offers a theoretical framework by which to examine the changes in work and 

role outlined above, from a resource gain / loss perspective. Chapter four investigated the 

predictive power of job demands and resources by utilising the JDC(S) and JDR models. 

The findings related to the JDR model offered evidence that resources independently of 

demands explained some of the variance across key outcome measures. However, both 

models that were examined conceptualise resources as a buffer that moderate or reduce 

demands but fail to examine the interactions of resources (or lack of) specifically on the 

stressor-strain relationship. Additionally, both models focus on the experience of stressors 

and resulting strain at the individual level. More specifically, perceptions of demands, 

resources and strain are considered in the context of the individual. However, as the review 

above demonstrates, the UK HE system has undergone profound change which has had an 

impact on the roles, duties and experiences of academic staff in the UK. This wider context 

is not addressed by either the JDC(S) or JDR models. 

As outlined in chapter one and discussed above, COR is a motivational theory stipulating 

that individuals are motivated to protect, foster and retain resources that protect core human 

needs. These primary needs include key survival requirements such as safety and shelter, 

as well as psychological needs including the maintenance of a positive sense of self efficacy 

(that is the ability to affect positive change) and hope (Hobfoll et al, 2007; Westman et al, 

2005). These key or primary resources (Westman, et al, 2005) are maintained by a range of 

secondary resources such as money, time, career etc. that have value in the cultural context 

in which the individual exists.  

Unlike the JDC(S) and JDR models, COR focuses on the patterns of loss and gain of 

resources rather than the response to demands. It maintains that resources can be lost, and 

that loss is more significant to the individual than resource gain. Resource loss also makes 

those who experience it more vulnerable to future loss via loss spirals, which are quicker and 

more impactful that gain or gain spirals. Resource gain is easier for those with more 
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resources, as individuals need resources to invest in to protect, replenish and garner new 

resources. Gain spirals occur when individuals with resources are able to attract further 

resources, although this process is slower and less salient than resource loss. COR theory 

has been applied to a range of organisational settings and associated with a range of 

outcomes including increased engagement (Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2008; Salanova, 

Schuafeli, Xanthopoulou & Bakker, 2010); burnout (Hobfoll & Shirom, 2001) and work-life 

conflict (Halbesleben, Harvey & Bolino, 2009). Additionally, Freedy and Hobfoll (1994) argue 

that work-related changes that individuals perceive as a personal loss (potentially in relation 

to identity, role or personal resources such as time to research) are more impactful than 

changes that are not perceived as personal.  

The test of the JDR model in chapter four demonstrated that the main effects of resources, 

independently of demands, explained significant proportions of the variance in all outcome 

measures for academic staff. The review of changes in the higher education sector above, 

along with the review of stressors associated with academic wellbeing in chapter three, 

highlighted a number of key areas where resources are eroding in academic work through a 

range of factors including loss of autonomy and reduced external perceptions of competency 

(Beecher & Trawler, 2001; Harris, 2005). Additionally, the literature suggests that the loss of 

these secondary resources is accompanied by loss in those primary resources that are key 

to individual wellbeing. In particular, threats to academic identity may compromise one’s 

sense of self, whilst the lack of perceived influence (Teichler & Hole, 2013) may have a 

significant impact on perceptions of one’s ability to adapt in response to governmental and 

organisational change.  

The primary goal of maintaining a positive sense of self is linked to the construct of stress as 

offence to self (Semmer, Jacobshagen, Meier & Elfering, 2007), which posits that stress 

results from a threat to the primary goal of positive self-worth or esteem (Semmer et al, 

2007). Illegitimate tasks are hypothesised as carrying messages of disrespect which may 

threaten the primary goal of maintaining a positive self-image, as well as lacking legitimacy 
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in terms of the job itself (Semmer et al, 2007). It could therefore be argued that resources 

associated with role, along with illegitimate tasks, may mediate the relationship between 

perceptions of change and a range of strain outcomes. 

The cultural and contextual focus of the COR model (Hobfoll, Halbesleben, Neveu & 

Westman, 2018) argues that groups with a shared culture or experience will have common 

responses to stressors or demands that are shared across the culture or group, and that 

particular circumstances or experiences can be considered objectively stressful (Hobfoll et 

al, 2018). The significant changes to the structure, function and management of HE in the 

UK over time has been experienced by academic staff across the sector. Therefore, it is 

plausible to suggest that the nature, rate and extent of change, often at a governmental and 

therefore distal level, has had a profound effect on academic staff, above and beyond that of 

individual appraisal of a stressor.  

As discussed above, academic staff are directly affected by governmental and societal 

changes in HE policy and practice.  These changes are operationalised at institutions and 

departments levels as HEIs attempt to respond to an ever-changing funding and policy 

regime.  Constant changes at governmental level, and the institution’s response to this, will 

have a direct effect on the work undertaken by academic staff. For example, changes in the 

funding regime have been closely aligned with a technological, knowledge transfer agenda 

at national level, where impact and collaboration with business are rewarded through 

increased grant income. Under such conditions, academics are required to change or revise 

their practice to align their work with evolving institutional and societal goals. These changes 

link both to the sense of academic identity discussed above and also act as a means by 

which the wider environment may influence role strain and the changing perception of 

academic work, via a mechanism of illegitimate tasks. 

The current study will utilise items included in the HSE MI to assess levels of strain 

associated with change in UK academic staff.  The items ask about the general 

communication and management of change, and therefore offer an opportunity to 
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operationalise a stress variable as external to the individual as opposed to an internalised 

response to a perceived environmental change. Perceptions of the management of change 

at an institutional level are likely to impact on one’s sense of role strain.  As requirements 

change, the valance of tasks associated with the role may alter, resulting in a perceived 

requirement to undertake range of tasks not associated with the role or perceived as 

unnecessary from the academic’s perspective.   

5.9 Study 3 - Examining the effects of change on strain outcomes via role and 

illegitimate tasks 

The current study will examine the effect of key resources on the levels of strain associated 

with psychological distress, emotional exhaustion, disengagement and intrinsic and extrinsic 

job satisfaction in UK academic staff. The study will begin by examining resources 

associated with the satisfaction with the management of change at institutional level. As 

discussed above, ongoing changes within HE in the UK have been associated with a range 

of negative outcomes. Utilising the HSE Management Standards subscale for satisfaction 

with change at an institutional level reflects the contextual and cultural sector changes, whilst 

accounting for differences in the perceptions of change at institutional and individual levels. It 

is predicted that high levels of dissatisfaction with the management of change will be 

associated with higher levels of psychological distress, emotional exhaustion and 

disengagement with work, and lower levels of intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction.  

Conservation of resources theory suggests that resources exist in groups or “resource 

caravans” (Hobfoll, 2011). This idea suggests that a range of resources co-exist and, 

therefore, the loss or gain in one related resource will have an impact on others. Therefore, 

this study will examine the mediating effects of role and illegitimate tasks, both 

independently and in serial, to examine how key resources might interact to explain the 

relationship between dissatisfaction with the management of change and the key outcome 

measure of psychological distress, emotional exhaustion, disengagement, intrinsic and 

extrinsic job satisfaction. 
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5.10.1 Method 

5.10.1Sample  

The current study utilises a sub-sample of the data from the 2014 wave of data and consists 

of academic staff employed on full-time, permanent contracts at UK HEIs. The sample 

details are outlined in chapter three (section 3.4.5) 

5.10.2 Measures 

Subscales for change, role, control and manager support from the HSE Management 

Standards Indicator Tool (MacKay et al, 2004) were used as measures of resources in the 

current study. Details of these subscales are outlined in chapter three (section 3.5). 

However, each scale was reverse scored in the current study so that higher scores indicated 

lower levels of resources. Outcome measures of psychological distress, emotional 

exhaustion, disengagement and intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction were included. Details 

of these scales can be found in chapter three (section 3.5). Scoring for each scale is 

consistent with study three. 

Illegitimate tasks were measured using the eight-item Bern Illegitimate tasks inventory 

(Semmer et al, 2010). Participants are asked to respond to statements on a five-point Likert 

scale where 1 =not at all and 5 = frequently. Four items measuring unnecessary tasks begin 

with the statement “To what extent do you have work tasks where you wonder if “…and are 

followed by four items relating to unnecessary tasks (e.g. “… they have to be done at all?”). 

Unreasonable tasks begin with the statement “To what extend do you have to do work tasks 

which you believe…” followed by four statements (e.g. “…should be done by someone 

else?”). The scale forms a two-factor structure (Semmer, Tschan, Meier, Facchin & 

Jacobshagen, 2010) of unnecessary (α = .91) and unreasonable tasks (α = .86) subscales 

(see appendix one for full questionnaire) 
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5.10.3 Strategy for data analysis 

Data were screened in the same manner as outlined in chapter 4 (section 4.7.4).  

Assumptions of multivariate analysis were examined in line with the recommendations of 

Hair et al (2013).  Variance inflation factor (VIF) calculations returned a maximum value of 

2.32 or below across all independent variables indicating little multicollinearity between 

variables (Hair et al, 2013). Common method bias was assessed using IBM AMOS statistical 

package (v.24) and the specific bias tests plugin (Gaskin & Lim, 2017). The zero constraints 

test (χ2  (2489) = 27497.34,  p < .05) was non-significant therefore no specific response bias 

was found in the model.  Mean scores and standard deviations were calculated for all 

variables and Pearson Product Moment correlations performed to examine the bivariate 

relationships between variables (see table 5.1).  

Model 4 of the “PROCESS” (v 3.0) macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2017) was used to 

simultaneously estimate indirect and direct effects using ordinary least square path analysis, 

following the approach outlined by Preacher & Hayes (2007). Bias corrected standardised 

bootstrap confidence intervals, based on 5000 samples were calculated to examine the 

indirect effects in each model.  Additionally, Model 83 of the “PROCESS” (v 3.0) macro was 

used to examine the moderating effects of control and manager support on the direct effect 

between change and role in each of the predicted models. Bootstrap bias corrected 

confidence intervals were used to examine indirect effects. Predictor variables were centred 

prior to analysis to facilitate comparison between estimates.  

5.11 Results 
 

5.11.1 Descriptive statistics 

All correlations were in the expected direction and significant at p <.001.  Low levels of all 

resource variables (indicated by higher scores) were positively associated with the strain 

variables of psychological distress, emotional exhaustion and disengagement and negatively 

associated with intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction. Change was moderately positively 
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correlated with control (r = .46, p < .001) and strongly correlated with manager support (r = 

.63, p < .001) 
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Table 5.2 Mean scores and correlations 

***p < .001, one-tailed 

 

  M (SD) CH RO CO MS UN_T UR_T PD EE IJS 

Change 3.68 (.84)   
      

  

Role 2.52 (.78) .58***         

Control 2.52 (.70) .46*** .45***        

Manager Support 3.31 (.96) .63*** .50*** .43***       

Unnecessary tasks 3.80 (.83) .48*** .39*** .40*** .35*** 
   

  

Unreasonable tasks 3.43 (.85) .45*** .41*** .46*** .41*** .63*** 
  

  

Psychological distress 1.54 (.64) .46*** .47*** .46*** .49*** .38*** .47*** 
 

  

Emotional exhaustion 2.91 (.54) .47*** .40*** .48*** .48*** .45*** .52*** .68***   

Disengagement 2.50 (.55) .51*** .51*** -.25*** .52*** .50*** .52*** .66*** .71***  

Intrinsic job satisfaction 3.92 (1.30) -.61*** -.57*** -.62*** -.67*** -.47*** -.54*** -.64*** -.58***  

Extrinsic job satisfaction 3.80 (1.10) -.67*** -.58*** -.57*** -.69*** -.52*** -.58*** -.67*** -.64*** .88*** 
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5.11.2 The mediating effects of role and illegitimate tasks on a range of 

outcome variables 

Six serial mediation models were developed to examine the indirect effects of change, via 

role stress and unreasonable or unnecessary tasks in each of the key outcome variables 

(psychological distress, emotional exhaustion, disengagement, intrinsic job satisfaction and 

extrinsic job satisfaction). Figure 5.2 (below) depicts the conceptual model for unreasonable 

and unnecessary tasks. Each strain variable was tested as the outcome measure. 

Table 5.3 (below) presents unstandardized coefficients and model summary for each 

outcome variable, with unnecessary or unreasonable tasks as the second serial mediator.  
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Figure 5.2 Conceptual mediation models for unreasonable and unnecessary tasks 
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Table 5.3 Regression models for each outcome measure (unstandardized betas) 

 M1 M2 Y 

Model coef se coef se coef se 

       

1  Psychological distress 

 Change (X) .54*** .01 .31*** .02 .15 .02 

 Role (M1)   .26*** .02 .19 .01 

 Unreasonable tasks (M2)     .22 .01 

 Constant .53*** .05 1.62*** .05 -.25 .04 

 r2 .33 F(3945)=1987.03*** .24 F(3944)=620.02*** .34 F(3943)=672.28*** 

2 Change (X) .54*** .01 .39*** .02 .17*** .01 

 Role (M1)   .17*** .02 .23*** .01 

 Unnecessary tasks (M2)     .13*** .01 

 Constant .53*** .01 1.91*** .05 -.13*** .04 

r2 .33 F(3947)=1982.88*** .25 F(3946)=661.93*** .29 F(3945)=550.08*** 

      Emotional exhaustion 

3 Change (X) .54*** .01 .31*** .01 .16*** .01 

 Role (M1)   .26*** .02 .07*** .01 

 Unreasonable tasks (M2)     .23*** .01 

 Constant .53*** .05 1.62*** .05 1.35*** .04 

 r2 .33 F(3945)=1981.72*** .24 F(3944)=617.85*** .35 F(3943)=697.64*** 

4 Change (X) .54*** .01 .39*** .02 .16*** .01 

 Role (M1)   .17*** .02 .11*** .01 

 Unnecessary tasks (M2)     .17*** .01 

 Constant .53*** .05 1.92*** .05 1.40*** .04 

r2 .33 F(3946)=1982.79*** .25 F(3945)=661.93*** .30 F(3945)=560.29*** 

   Disengagement 

5 Change (X) .54*** .01 .31*** .01 .15*** .01 

 Role (M1)   .26*** .02 .17*** .01 

 Unreasonable tasks (M2)     .20*** .01 

 Constant .53*** .05 1.62*** .05 .81*** .02 

 r2 .33 F(3945)=1981.72*** .24 F(3944)=617.87*** .40 F(3943)=898.14*** 
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6 Change (X) .54*** .01 .39*** .02 .14*** .01 

 Role (M1)   .17*** .02 .19*** .01 

 Unnecessary tasks     .19*** .01 

 Constant .53*** .05 1.92*** .05 .77*** .02 

r2 .33 F(3947)=1982.79*** .25 F(3946)=661.93*** .39 F(3945)=854.51*** 

     Intrinsic job satis 

7 Change (X) .54*** .01 .31*** .01 -.56*** .02 

 Role (M1)   .26*** .02 -.44*** .01 

 Unreasonable tasks (M2)     -.44*** .02 

 Constant .53*** .05 1.62*** .05 8.57*** .07 

 r2 .33 F(3945)=1981.72*** .24 F(3944)=617.87*** .54 F(3943)=1535.79*** 

8 Change (X) .54*** .01 .39*** .02 -.57*** .02 

 Role (M1)   .17*** .02 -.50*** .01 

 Unnecessary tasks (M2)     -.32*** .02 

 Constant .53*** .05 1.91*** .05 8.46*** .07 

r2 .33 F(3947)=1982.79*** .25 F(3946)=661.73*** .51 F(3945)=1354.83*** 

      Extrinsic job satis 

9 Change (X) .54*** .01 .31*** .02 -.52*** .02 

 Role (M1)   .26*** .02 -.28*** .01 

 Unreasonable tasks (M2)     -.42*** .02 

 Constant .53*** .05 1.62*** .05 7.84*** .07 

 r2 .33 F(3945)=1981.72*** .24 F(3944)=617.87*** .56 F(3943)=1657.94*** 

10 Change (X) .54*** .01 .39*** .02 -.54*** .02 

 Role (M1)   .17*** .02 -.34*** .01 

 Unnecessary tasks (M2)     -.28*** .02 

 Constant .53*** .05 1.91*** .05 7.71*** .07 

 r2 .33 F(3947)=1982.79*** .25 F(3946)=661.93*** .51 F(3945)=1393.62*** 

 

***p <.001 
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5.12 Mediation models 

5.12.1 Psychological distress 

Figure 5.3: Path diagram - unreasonable tasks and psychological distress: 

 

 

 

The first model predicts that higher levels of dissatisfaction with change will predict higher 

levels of psychological distress in academic staff, both directly and via the mediators of role 

stress and unreasonable tasks. The model explained 34% of the variance in psychological 

distress (Fairchild, MacKinnon, Taborga & Taylor, 2009), with a total effect of β = .36 (p < 

.001). The direct effect of change on emotional exhaustion (β = .15. p < .001) suggests that 

higher levels of dissatisfaction with the management of change increases the level of 

emotional exhaustion reported by academic staff. 

Mediated paths within the model explained approximately 50% of the link between change 

and psychological distress and all mediations were significant, indicated by 95% confidence 

intervals that did not pass through zero.  Indirect effects of change via role (βcs = .10, 95CI 

[.09 - .12]) indicate that the relationship between change management as a resource and 

psychological distress is mediated by role stress. Participants with high levels of change 

dissatisfaction, were more likely to be higher in role stress and this in turn resulted in an 

increase in psychological distress. A similar pattern was observed when unreasonable tasks 

was tested as an independent mediator (βcs = .07, 95CI [.06 - .08]) and when role and 

unreasonable tasks were tested as mediators in serial, via role first, then unreasonable tasks 

*** p < .001 
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βcs = .03 95CI [.03 - .04]). An examination of the contrasts between each indirect effect 

demonstrated that the largest indirect effect was observed when role acted as an 

independent mediator, with unreasonable tasks and role, then unreasonable tasks, both 

adding smaller but unique variance in the relationship between change and emotional 

exhaustion.  

Table 5.4 Standardised indirect effects of change on psychological distress (unreasonable 

tasks) 

  Effect 95CI 

Indirect Effect 1 CH - RO - PD .14 .12 - .16 

Indirect Effect 2 CH - UNR - PD .09 .07 - .11 

Indirect Effect 3 CH - RO - UNR - PD .04 .03 - .05 

Contrast 1 1 -2 .05 .02 - .07 

Contrast 2 1 - 3 .10 .07 - .12 

Contrast 3 2 - 3 .05 .03 - .07 

 

Unnecessary tasks: 

 

Figure 5.4: Path diagram - unnecessary tasks and psychological distress: 

 

 

 

A similar pattern of results was observed in the unnecessary tasks model. As with 

unreasonable tasks, the direct effect of dissatisfaction with change resulted in higher levels 

of psychological distress (c’ = 17, p < .001), accounting for approximately half of the total 

*** p < .001 
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effect of change on increased psychological distress (c = .36, p < .001). The model 

explained 29% of the variance in psychological distress in the sample (Fairchild et al, 2009). 

 In line with the previous model examining psychological distress, role and unnecessary 

tasks each independently mediated the relationship between dissatisfaction with change and 

psychological distress (see table 5.5 below), with higher levels of each increasing the level of 

psychological distress perceived. The serial mediation pathway from change, via role, then 

unreasonable tasks, also explained a small amount of unique mediation effect. However, 

unreasonable tasks, both independently and in serial with role, explained less of the 

mediating effect that unreasonable tasks. Therefore, the inclusion of both unreasonable and 

unnecessary tasks in the mediation models examining the relationships between 

dissatisfaction with change, explained unique mediating effects. However, unreasonable 

tasks explained a greater proportion of the variance in psychological distress. 

Table 5.5 Standardised indirect effects of change on psychological distress (unnecessary 

tasks) 

  Effect 95CI 

Indirect Effect 1 CH – RO - PD .16 .14 - .18 

Indirect Effect 2 CH – UNN - PD .06 .05 - .08 

Indirect Effect 3 CH – RO – UNN - PD .02 .01 - .02 

Contrast 1 1 -2 .10 .07 - .12 

Contrast 2 1 - 3 .15 .13 - .17 

Contrast 3 2 - 3 .05 .03 - .06 

 

5.12.2 Emotional exhaustion 

The second set of mediation models tested examined the links between dissatisfaction with 

change and emotional exhaustion. As with psychological distress, two models were 

specified, one which included unreasonable tasks and the other, unnecessary tasks. Results 

for each are discussed below. 

 



225 
 

Unreasonable tasks 

This study predicted that higher levels of dissatisfaction with change would predict higher 

levels of emotional exhaustion in the current sample of academic staff. The model specified 

explained 33% of the variance in emotional exhaustion (Fairchild et al, 2009).  

Figure 5.5: Path diagram - unreasonable tasks and emotional exhaustion 

 

 

 

 

The direct effect of dissatisfaction with change explained a significant increase in emotional 

exhaustion (c’ = .16, p < .001) accounting for a little over 50% of the total effects (c = .30, p < 

.001). Role and unreasonable tasks mediated the relationship between change and 

emotional exhaustion both independently and in serial (see table 5.6 below). All three 

pathways were significantly different from each other, and all three pathways had a unique 

mediating effect. However, the strongest effect was found for the mediating effect of role 

independently. The serial mediation effect of role, then unnecessary tasks, was significant 

(βcs =.02, 95CI [ .01 - .02]) but small. 

  

*** p < .001 



226 
 

Table 5.6 Standardised indirect effects of change on emotional exhaustion (unreasonable 

tasks) 

  Effect 95CI 

Indirect Effect 1 CH - RO - PD .16 .14 - .18 

Indirect Effect 2 CH - UNR - PD .06 .05 - .08 

Indirect Effect 3 CH - RO - UNR - PD .02 .01 - .02 

Contrast 1 1 -2 .10 .07 - .12 

Contrast 2 1 - 3 .15 .13 - .17 

Contrast 3 2 - 3 .05 .03 - .06 

 

Unnecessary Tasks 

 

Figure 5.6 Path diagram - unnecessary tasks and emotional exhaustion 

 

 

 

 

As with the first model examining emotional exhaustion, dissatisfaction with change had a 

direct positive effect on emotional exhaustion, with higher levels of dissatisfaction with 

change associated with higher levels of emotional exhaustion (c ’= .16, p < .001) and 

explained 53% of the total effect (c = .30, p < .001). As seen in table 5.7, below, the model 

explained 30% of the variance in emotional exhaustion (Fairchild et al, 2009). Indirect effects 

of role, unnecessary tasks and role, then unnecessary tasks all had positive significant 

mediating effects on the relationship between change and emotional exhaustion (see table 

*** p < .001 
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5.7). Each indirect path resulted in higher levels of emotional exhaustion, however, the path 

from change, via unnecessary tasks, explained higher levels of emotional exhaustion than 

role alone, or role and unnecessary tasks in serial. 

Table 5.7 Standardised indirect effects of change on emotional exhaustion (unnecessary 

tasks) 

  Effect 95CI 

Indirect Effect 1 CH – RO - PD .09 .07 - .11 

Indirect Effect 2 CH – UNN - PD .11 .09 - .12 

Indirect Effect 3 CH – RO – UNN - PD .03 .02 - .03 

Contrast 1 1 -2 -.02 -.04 - .01 

Contrast 2 1 - 3 .06 .04 - .08 

Contrast 3 2 - 3 .08 .06 - .10 

 

5.12.3 Disengagement 

Unreasonable Tasks 

Figure 5.7 Path diagram - unreasonable tasks and disengagement 

 

 

 

 

Dissatisfaction with change had a direct effect on levels of disengagement, with higher levels 

of dissatisfaction predicting higher levels of disengagement (c’ = .15. p < .001) and 

accounted for 44% of the total effects in the model (c = .34, p < .001). The model explained 

40% of the variance in disengagement overall (Fairchild et al, 2009). 

*** p < .001 
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Indirect effects of role, unreasonable tasks independently and in serial, each played a unique 

mediating role, where dissatisfaction with change increased perceptions of the mediators 

independently and in serial, resulting in higher levels of disengagement (see table 5.8 

below). The strongest indirect effect was observed where dissatisfaction with change 

increased levels of disengagement via an increase in perceptions of unreasonable tasks. 

Role stress, and role stress in serial with disengagement, also explained significant but 

smaller increases in disengagement. 

Table 5.8 Standardised indirect effects of change on disengagement (unreasonable tasks) 

  Effect 95CI 

Indirect Effect 1 CH - RO - DE .14 .12 - .16 

Indirect Effect 2 CH - UNR - DE .10 .08 - .11 

Indirect Effect 3 CH - RO - UNR - DE .04 .04 - .05 

Contrast 1 1 -2 .05 .02 - .07 

Contrast 2 1 - 3 .10 .08 - .12 

Contrast 3 2 - 3 .05 .04 - .07 

 

Unnecessary Tasks 

In line with the unreasonable tasks model shown above, this model predicted that the direct 

effects of dissatisfaction with change and the indirect effects of role and unnecessary tasks 

independently and in serial would be associated with an increase in levels of disengagement 

in academic staff 
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Figure 5.8 Path diagram - unnecessary tasks and disengagement 

 

 

 

 

 

The model specified explained 40% of the overall variance in disengagement, with the direct 

effect of change on disengagement (c’ = .14, p < .001) explaining 41% of the total effects (c 

= .34, p < .001). The indirect effects of role and unnecessary tasks independently and in 

serial mediated the relationship between dissatisfaction with change on disengagement, 

resulting in higher levels of disengagement (see table 5.9 below).  The strongest mediating 

effect was observed for role (βcs = .16, 95CI [.14 - .18]) and unnecessary tasks (βcs = .11, 

95CI [.10 - .13]). However, in line with previous models, the serial mediation of role, then 

unnecessary tasks, explained a significant, but small increase in disengagement. 

Table 5.9 Standardised indirect effects of change on disengagement (unnecessary tasks) 

  Effect 95CI 

Indirect Effect 1 CH – RO - DE .16 .14 - .18 

Indirect Effect 2 CH – UNN - DE .11 .10 - .13 

Indirect Effect 3 CH - RO - UNN - DE .03 .02 - .03 

Contrast 1 1 -2 .05 .02 - .07 

Contrast 2 1 - 3 .13 .11 - .15 

Contrast 3 2 - 3 .09 .07 - .10 

 

*** p < .001 
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5.12.4 Intrinsic job satisfaction 

Unreasonable Tasks 

This study predicted that intrinsic job satisfaction would be lower in cases of high 

dissatisfaction with change, and that the relationship between change and intrinsic job 

satisfaction would be mediated by both role stress and unreasonable tasks, independently 

and in serial, with increasing role stress causing an increase in perceptions of unreasonable 

tasks resulting in reduced intrinsic job satisfaction.  

Figure 5.9 Path diagram - unreasonable tasks and intrinsic job satisfaction 

 

 

 

Dissatisfaction with change had a significant negative effect on intrinsic job satisfaction (IJS) 

(c’= -.55; p < .001), accounting for 56% of the total effect (c = -.99, p < .001), with a one-unit 

increase dissatisfaction in change accounting for a 0.5 decrease in intrinsic job satisfaction. 

Overall, the model explained 54% of the variance in intrinsic job satisfaction (Fairchild et al, 

2009).  Indirect effects accounted for 44% of the total effect. Each of the indirect effects 

examined predicted reductions in intrinsic job satisfaction, with change via role (βcs = -.15, 

95CI [-.16 - -.13]) and change via unreasonable tasks (βcs = -.09, 95CI [-.10 - -.08]) having 

the strongest effect. The effect of change via increased perception of role, then 

unreasonable tasks, had a significant, but weaker effect on intrinsic job satisfaction (βcs = -

.04, 95CI [-.05 - -.03]).  

 

*** p < .001 
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Table 5.10 Standardised indirect effects of change on Intrinsic job satisfaction (unreasonable 

tasks) 

  Effect 95CI 

Indirect Effect 1 CH - RO - IJS -.15 -.17 - -.13 

Indirect Effect 2 CH - UNR - IJS -.09 -.10 - -.08 

Indirect Effect 3 CH - RO - UNR - IJS -.04 -.05 - -.03 

Contrast 1 1 -2 -.06 -.09 - -.03 

Contrast 2 1 - 3 -.11 -.13 - -.09 

Contrast 3 2 - 3 -.05 -.06 - -.03 

 

Unnecessary Tasks 

 

Figure 5.10 Path diagram for unnecessary tasks and intrinsic job satisfaction 

 

 

 

 

Dissatisfaction with change had a strong direct effect on intrinsic job satisfaction (IJS) (c’ = -

.57, p < .001) and the model accounted for 51% of the variance in IJS (Fairchild et al, 2009). 

A similar pattern to the previous model was observed, with the strongest mediation effects 

coming from role (βcs = -.14, 95CI [-.19 - -.15]) and unnecessary tasks (βcs = -.08, 95CI [-.09 

- -.07]) as independent mediators. The serial mediation effect of role, then unnecessary 

tasks, made a significant but small contribution (βcs = -.02, 95CI [-.02 - -.01]). 

*** p < .001 
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Table 5.11 Standardised indirect effects of change on intrinsic job satisfaction (unnecessary 

tasks) 

  Effect 95CI 

Indirect Effect 1 CH- RO - IJS -.17 -.19 - -.15 

Indirect Effect 2 CH - UNN - IJS -.08 -.09 - -.07 

Indirect Effect 3 CH - RO - UNN - IJS -.02 -.02 - -.01 

Contrast 1 1 -2 -.09 -.12 - -.07 

Contrast 2 1 - 3 -.15 -.17 - -.13 

Contrast 3 2 - 3 -.06 -.07 - -.05 

 

5.12.55 Extrinsic job satisfaction 

Unreasonable Tasks 

 

Figure 5.11 Path diagram for unreasonable tasks and extrinsic job satisfaction 

 

 

 

 

Associations between change strain, the mediator variables and extrinsic job satisfaction 

were all significant in in the expected direction (see figure 5.11 above) and the bootstrapped 

direct and indirect effects were all below zero, indicating that they were all significantly 

different from zero. The standardised direct effect of change on extrinsic job satisfaction (c’= 

-.52, 95CI [-.47 - -.40]) was smaller than the direct effect on intrinsic job satisfaction (c’ =-.55, 

95CI [-.42 - -.35]). However, the indirect effects followed a similar pattern as seen in the 

intrinsic job satisfaction model.  Change mediated via role produced the largest effect (βcs =-

*** p < .001 
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.11, 95CI [-.13 - -.10]), followed by change mediated by unreasonable tasks (βcs =-.10, 95CI 

[-.11 - -.09]). The serial indirect effect of role, then unreasonable tasks added a small but 

unique mediating effect change mediated by role and then unreasonable tasks (βcs =-.02, 

95CI [-.04 - -.01]),  

Table 5.12 Standardised indirect effects of change on extrinsic job satisfaction (unnecessary 

tasks) 

  Effect 95CI 

Indirect Effect 1 CH- RO - EJS -.12 -.13 - -.10 

Indirect Effect 2 CH - UNR - EJS -.10 -.11 - -.09 

Indirect Effect 3 CH - RO - UNR - EJS -.05 -.05 - -.04 

Contrast 1 1 -2 -.02 -.04 - -.01 

Contrast 2 1 - 3 -.07 -.09 - -.05 

Contrast 3 2 - 3 -.01 -.07 - -.04 

 

Unnecessary Tasks 

 

Figure 5.12 Path diagram for unnecessary tasks and extrinsic job satisfaction 

 

 

 

 

 

The direct effect of dissatisfaction with change (c’ = -.54, p < .001) predicted a reduction in 

extrinsic job satisfaction and accounted for 63% of the total effect of change on this outcome 

*** p < .001 
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(c = -.86, p < .001). The model overall accounted for 51% of the variance in extrinsic job 

satisfaction (see table 5.13, below) (Fairchild et al, 2009). Independent indirect effects of role 

βcs =-.14, 95CI [-.16 - -.12]) and unnecessary tasks (βcs =-.09, 95CI [-.10 - -.07]) had the 

largest unique mediating effect of the relationship between change and extrinsic job 

satisfaction. Evidence for a small but significant serial moderation effect via role, then 

unnecessary tasks, was also observed (βcs =-.02, 95CI [-.03 - -.02]). Both direct and indirect 

effects of dissatisfaction with change resulted in lower levels of extrinsic job satisfaction in 

the current academic sample.  

Table 5.13 Standardised indirect effects of change on extrinsic job satisfaction (unnecessary 

tasks) 

  Effect 95CI 

Indirect Effect 1 CH- RO -  EJS -.14 -.16 - -.12 

Indirect Effect 2 CH - UNN - EJS -.09 -.10 - -.07 

Indirect Effect 3 CH - RO - UNN - EJS -.02 -.03 - -.02 

Contrast 1 1 -2 -.06 -.08 - -.03 

Contrast 2 1 - 3 -.12 -.14 - -.10 

Contrast 3 2 - 3 -.06 -.08 - -.05 

 

5.16 Summary  

The current study aimed to examine the direct and indirect effects of key resources on a 

range of strain outcomes in UK academic staff. 

5.16.1 Strain outcomes: psychological distress and burnout. 

The study predicted that dissatisfaction with the management of change would positively 

predict higher levels of psychological distress, emotional exhaustion and disengagement and 

negatively predict both forms of job satisfaction. These predictions were supported.  The 

direct effect of change on each outcome measure accounted for between 41% 

(disengagement and unnecessary tasks) and 53% of the total effects (emotional exhaustion 
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and both forms of illegitimate tasks) of each model. Therefore, in all cases, a minimum of 

47% of the total effects in each model was explained by the indirect effects of role, 

illegitimate tasks and role and illegitimate tasks in serial. 
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Table 5.14 Standardised Indirect and Direct effects for each outcome measure 

 

 GHQ EE DE IJS EJS 

Indirect effects: UNR UNN UNR UNN UNR UNN UNR UNN UNR UNN 

Role .14 .16 .16 .09 .14 .16 -.15 -.17 -.12 -.14 
Illegitimate tasks .09 .06 .06 .11 .10 .11 -.09 -.08 -.10 -.09 
Role > Illegitimate tasks .04 .02 .02 .03 .04 .03 -.04 -.02 -.05 -.02 
           
Direct Effect:           
Change  .15 .17 .16 .16 .15 .14 -.55 -.57 -.52 -.54 
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Table 5.14 (above) shows that role stress alone had the strongest indirect effect on the 

relationship between change and psychological distress and disengagement and both types 

of illegitimate task. Role stress was the strongest mediator between change and emotional 

exhaustion, when unreasonable tasks were included in the model. However, when 

unnecessary tasks were included, this had a stronger mediating effect than role alone. Both 

types of illegitimate tasks had a smaller, but unique, mediating effect on each outcome 

measure, with the indirect effect of unnecessary tasks on both elements of burnout being 

particularly strong. The indirect effect of unreasonable tasks was weaker than unnecessary 

tasks across all strain models, with the exception of psychological distress, where 

unreasonable tasks had a stronger unique mediating effect than unnecessary tasks. 

Role stress and both types of illegitimate tasks were also tested as a causal serial pathway. 

It was predicted that higher levels of dissatisfaction with change would predict higher levels 

of role stress, and that role stress would predict higher levels of the perception of tasks as 

unreasonable or unnecessary. In turn this would predict higher levels of each strain 

outcome. Evidence for this serial causal indirect effect was found for all strain outcome 

variables. The serial indirect effect explained between two and four percent of a standard 

deviation in each outcome variable which, although small, adds a further unique mediating 

effect to each model. For two of the outcome variables examined (psychological distress and 

disengagement), role stress and unreasonable tasks explained a greater percentage 

increase in strain than role, then unnecessary tasks. 

The results support the prediction that resources, independently and together, mediate the 

effects of one key variable, dissatisfaction with change, on strain outcomes in academic 

staff. Change has been utilised here to capture the impact of the management of significant, 

sector-wide change at institutional level. Dissatisfaction with change is related to higher 

levels of psychological distress and the exhaustion and disengagement elements of burnout, 

both directly and via each of the mediators individually and in serial. Furthermore, the 

regression models in table 5.3 (see section 5.11.2 above) show that role stress in particular 



238 
 

is strongly predicted by dissatisfaction with change. Additionally, the perception of both 

forms of illegitimate tasks increases as dissatisfaction with change increases. 

The relationship between dissatisfaction with change and role stress, and the subsequent 

indirect effects of role on all outcome measures, supports the proposition that change in 

academia is having a significant impact on stressors associated with role for academic staff. 

As discussed at the beginning of this chapter, and in chapter two, role stress in terms of 

overload, ambiguity and conflict have been identified as significant stressors for academic 

staff (Debowski, 2007; Henkel, 2005). The predictive strength of role for tasks that are 

considered unnecessary, suggests that, changes in the academic job may have contributed 

to perceptions that they are undertaking tasks that are not in accordance with their core 

professional identity and that these tasks may lead to feelings of overload and conflict.  

Role stress was a stronger predictor of unreasonable tasks; these are tasks that individuals 

feel that they should not be asked to undertake because they are not part of their job role, or 

do not fit with specific aspects of the individual’s perceived role (Semmer et al, 2015). For 

example, a junior academic being asked to lead on a commercial programme, with little or 

no experience of such work, may be considered unreasonable. Other tasks such as 

mandatory attendance at partnership events, rewriting discipline related material to fit a 

wider employability agenda, or monitoring student activity may also not fit with an academic 

professional identity (Henkel, 2005; Winter, 2017, p.35). 

With reference to the outcome variables examined, in line with the findings of study two, little 

evidence was found to support separate health impairment and motivational pathways 

(Demerouti & Bakker, 2010).  

Additionally, as discussed in chapter three, psychological distress and emotional exhaustion 

are considered health impairment outcomes, whereas disengagement and job satisfaction 

are considered to be motivational outcomes (Demerouti & Bakker, 2010). However, in line 

with the findings in chapter three, for both JDC(S) and JDR models, no definitive pattern of 
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indirect effects was found for either group of variables within a conservation of resources 

framework. 

One exception to this was with reference to emotional exhaustion utilising the COR 

framework. When examining emotional exhaustion as an outcome measure in the current 

study, role was a stronger predictor of unreasonable tasks than unnecessary tasks. 

However, overall, no meaningful differences that could be associated with different health 

and motivational pathways were observed. This may be because academic staff are 

particularly involved in their job role (Kinman, 2014) and do not distinguish strongly between 

their professional and personal identities (Whitchurch, 2008). Moreover, the nature of 

academic work involves the development of a professional identity that is related to 

discipline, personal success and professional networks (Dobrow & Higgins, 2005; Ibarra, 

Kilduff, & Tsai, 2005), as well as with or within one’s organisation. Therefore, the significant 

changes in HE in the UK at a sector level may well compound role stress associated with 

changes at the institution level. However, further research, examining the institutional and 

individual level is required to further examine these relationships.  

The current study has demonstrated that resources, individually and in sequence, have a 

direct effect on academic wellbeing and job satisfaction. Furthermore, evidence was found 

that high levels of dissatisfaction with one resource predict dissatisfaction with others, 

supporting the notion that resources can act independently in groups (Hobfoll et al, 2018). 

Low levels of change resource did predict lower levels of role resource and higher levels of 

stress associated with illegitimate tasks. The results offer further support for the COR theory 

as a heuristic to explain the relationships between resource loss, wellbeing and motivation at 

work in an academic context. 

The results support the prediction that dissatisfaction with change is related to both role 

stress and increased perceptions of illegitimate tasks, adding further evidence to the 

arguments that change in HE is having a profound effect of academic professional identity 

(Henkel, 2005; Winter, 2017, p.38) and academic wellbeing. Both forms of illegitimate tasks 
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were tested across each model (Semmer et al, 2015), and explained unique variance in 

each. Additionally, both unreasonable and unnecessary tasks acted as mediators between 

dissatisfaction with change and each outcome measure. The results suggest that the 

construct of “stress as offence to self” (Semmer, 2007) is a useful lens through which to 

examine the effects of significant sector change and shifting cultural expectation of HE in the 

UK and the impact of such major change on the academic staff working in the sector. As 

discussed in the introduction to this chapter, stress as offence to self is a construct that links 

to the central motivational element of COR theory, particularly with reference to maintaining 

a positive self-image. The results from the current study suggest that continued profound 

change in the academic sector may be having a significant and negative effect on 

academic’s positive sense of self, operationalised through increasing role conflict and 

ambiguity and a perception that tasks associated with their role are both unnecessary and at 

time, unreasonable. However, the current conceptualisation of “stress as offence to self” 

focuses attention at the individual level. However, stress as offence to self could be 

perceived collectively, as a response to ongoing change at the sector level. Similarly, 

illegitimate tasks, currently refer to the individual perception of tasks, however, significant 

changes in the structure and function of the academic role may also be perceived at a 

collective level. Therefore, there may be key tasks that are collectively considered 

illegitimate in groups, or sub-groups of academic staff. 

The next chapter will summarise the three studies that have been presented in the current 

programme of work. Findings from the three studies investigating levels of stressors and 

strain in academic staff, across the three waves of data from 2008, 2012 and 2014 are 

considered.  

The three theoretical approaches examined in the thesis, namely the job demands control 

support, job demands-resources and conservation of resources models will be examined. 

The implications for the assessment and management of work-related stress in the UK 
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higher education sector will be discussed, and how the findings presented may inform 

potential interventions is considered. 

The chapter also examines the strengths and limitation of the approach used throughout the 

programme of work and considers how these may inform future research in the area. 
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Chapter 6: Discussion 
 

6.1: Aims of the chapter 

The final chapter in this thesis discusses the findings of three studies examining stressors 

and strain outcomes in academic staff working in UK HEIs. The chapter will begin by 

summarising the key findings from these studies and highlight how they contribute to the 

understanding of work-related stress in a national occupational sample. It will then move on 

to make recommendations regarding the management of work-related stress in higher 

education institutions more specifically. Finally, the chapter will examine the strengths and 

limitations of the methodological approach adopted in this programme of research, with 

particular attention placed on the value of the benchmarking approach adopted in this thesis. 

Recommendations for future research will be discussed. 

6.2: Context of the current programme of work 

This thesis aimed to address a number of research aims that arose from the examination of 

literature investigating the wellbeing of academics in UK HEIs. Specifically, the programme 

of work aimed: 

• to examine the level and extent of stressors and strain outcomes associated with 

academic work in the UK over time, adopting a benchmarking approach; 

• to compare the explanatory power of two key models of work-related stress in 

relation to academic work; 

• to examine the relationships between stressors and strain outcomes; 

• to examine the relationships between key resources associated with academic work, 

utilising a context focused approach.  

The section below outlines how the studies presented here have addressed these aims. 
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6.3 Examining the level and extent of stressors and strain outcomes 

associated with academic work in the UK over time, adopting a benchmarking 

approach 

Contemporary academic work has been associated with increasing levels of stressors and 

strain, particularly over the previous two decades. The research evidence reviewed in 

chapter two of this thesis suggests that academic staff globally are exposed to a broad range 

of stressors. These include longer working hours (Bentley & Kyvik, 2012; Kinman 2001), 

overload (Tytherleigh et al, 2005; Winfield et al, 2008), role conflict and role ambiguity (Biron 

et al, 2008; Kinman et al, 2004) and dissatisfaction with management, particularly in UK 

samples (Teichler et al, 2013). The review of the literature suggests that the increase in 

stressors associated with academic work is associated with negative strain outcomes 

including a higher than average risk of psychological distress (Kinman et al, 2006; Winefield 

et al, 2008), burnout (Akin & Ulusoy, 2016; Watts & Robertson, 2011), work-life conflict (Bell 

et al, 2012; Kinman & Jones, 2008) and job dissatisfaction (Bentley et al, 2013). Considering 

the high levels of stressors and strains identified in the university sector to date, further 

investigation of these issues was considered warranted.  

As discussed in chapter two, the wide range of measures utilised to assess stressors and 

strain in higher education settings makes comparison across studies difficult. Additionally, 

from a UK perspective, there has been very limited attempts to assess changes in the 

wellbeing of academic staff, at a sector level over time (see Kinman et al, 2006 for one 

example).   The current programme of work aimed to address these gaps in knowledge in 

two ways:  

Firstly, the collection of data over two time points (2012 and 2014) and the comparison of 

these data with an existing data set obtained in 2008 allowed an examination of trends in 

stressors and strains in the higher education sector, at a national level in the UK over a six-

year period.  
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Secondly, the adoption of a nationally recognised and well-validated benchmarking 

approach to assess stressors (or psychological hazards), combined with the use of well 

validated measure to assess strain, ensured that robust comparisons could be made across 

the waves of data collection, as well as against nationally recognised benchmarks and other 

occupational groups.  

Although the approach adopted, and the measures used have limitations, the data collection 

strategy presented in this thesis offers the first multi-wave analysis of stressors and strain in 

the UK higher education sector, allowing for a detailed examination of key variables over 

time. These findings were initially presented in study one (chapter three) and are 

summarised below. 

6.4 Comparing the JDC(S) and JDR models 

Study two of this thesis aimed to address a key limitation in the study of work-related stress 

in academic staff. As outlined in chapter four (see sections 4.3 – 4.5), although a strong 

body of literature has identified stressors and highlighted links between stressors and strain 

outcomes (reviewed in chapter two) in academic staff, very few studies have utilised a 

theoretical framework to examine the stressor-strain relationship.  

Study two, presented in chapter four, aimed to address this gap in knowledge by utilising two 

prominent models of work-related stress to examine the stressor-strain relationship in this 

occupational group. The study utilised the job demands-control-support (Karasek 1979) and 

the job demands-resources model (Demerouti & Bakker, 2001) and compared their ability to 

explain the stressor-strain relationship using the most recent wave of data (2014). This study 

extends the use of appropriate theoretical models to understand and explain the stressor-

strain relationship in UK academic staff and, additionally, is the first study to offer a 

comparison between two explanatory models to examine the stressor-strain relationship in 

this occupational group. 
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Furthermore, the comparison of patterns of stressor across each model presented an 

analysis of the relationships between stressor and strain outcomes across the two models, 

via both main and interactive effects, these findings are discussed in chapter four and 

summarised below. 

6.4.1 Examining the relationships between key resources, adopting a context 

focused approach.  

The results from study two highlighted the main effects of demands and a range of 

resources on the key strain outcomes examined. Assessment of interaction and 

multiplicative effects did not offer much support for these effects across either model tested. 

However, the extension of resources included to test the JDR model, highlighted the 

importance of the main effects of resources, independently of demands. Specifically, change 

and role were identified as key predictors in five out of six outcome measures examined.  

The UK higher education system has been subject to significant and profound change, 

particularly over the last twenty years. These changes have seen a shift in the structure, 

funding, governance and arguably purpose of higher education in the United Kingdom (See 

section 5.2 for an overview). The final study of this thesis (study three presented in chapter 

five) aimed to further extend understanding of the stressor-strain relationship in the sector by 

introducing a novel theoretical framework that acknowledges and incorporates the contextual 

environment in which work-related stress is occurring. Furthermore, it offers a model which 

utilises a socio-cultural perspective on these relationships, rather than the customary 

individually-oriented approach. This study examined the effects of the management of 

change and, perceptions of role stress on key strain outcomes. It also introduced a relatively 

new construct of illegitimate tasks to further elucidate the relationships between a key 

contextual stressor that aims to capture how the changing landscape of higher education 

can influence key strain outcomes, via a mechanism that accounts for increasing role stress 

and task perception. 
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Together, the studies presented in this thesis provide valuable and novel insight into the 

changing patterns of stressors and strain in the UK academy over a six-year period, making 

comparisons with national benchmarking data. The current programme of work extends our 

understanding of these mechanisms firstly by utilising two well-supported theoretical 

approaches and secondly by offering a new alternative approach, drawing upon 

conservation of resources theory, that acknowledges and incorporates the shifting socio-

cultural conditions under which UK academics currently work. 

A summary of the key findings from each study are now presented.  

6.5 Study 1  

Study one (chapter three), examined changes in levels of key stressors and strains in three 

waves of data obtained from UK academic staff employed on full-time permanent contracts. 

The study presented the analysis of two waves of data (2012 and 2014) collected for the 

current programme of work and the secondary analysis of another data set obtained earlier 

(2008). The HSE Management Standards Indicator Tool (HSE MI) was utilised in each data 

set to assess stressors across seven key domains (demands, control, manager support, 

peer support, relationships, role and change). The adoption of the HSE MI ensured that 

these stressors (or hazard categories) could be compared not only across waves, but also 

against nationally agreed benchmarks (Mackay et al, 2004). In addition to the HSE MI, the 

data collection waves in 2012 and 2014 incorporated a measure of perceived stress that was 

included in the secondary data set and added additional measures of strain in 2012 (work-

life conflict) and 2014 (psychological distress and intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction) to 

extend the strain outcomes examined in the research programme. Where possible, the strain 

outcomes utilised in these studies were compared against national benchmarking data 

(Stride et al, 2007). 

The study first examined the levels of each stressor category for each wave of data against 

the benchmarks set by the HSE. The 2007 benchmarks were utilised, as they represent the 

original benchmark levels set by the HSE, which are more stringent than those currently in 
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use. The original benchmarks were set as part of the scale development process (see 

Mackay et al, 2004), but were reduced after 2007 as too few organisations were meeting 

them. The evidence base for the original levels is strong and the HSE advised those using 

the approach to continue with them if they intended to make comparisons over time.  The 

original benchmarks, therefore, are adopted in this thesis.  The traffic-light system, where the 

score for each hazard category was compared against the relevant benchmark and a green 

(above benchmark), amber (at or near the benchmark, may require monitoring) or red 

(urgent action required) categorisation was adopted across each of the three waves. 

In 2008, five out of seven stressors were categorised as red (demands, manager and peer 

support, role and change), indicating that urgent action was required in these areas. 

Wellbeing associated with workplace relationships was somewhat better (achieving amber) 

and control exceeded the benchmark (green). The same pattern of results was observed in 

2012, but scores for relationships and control dropped below the level previously observed, 

although remaining in the same category (amber and green respectively). Results showed 

deterioration across all stressor categories in 2014, with all dimensions except control, 

classified as in need of urgent action (red). Nonetheless, the mean score for control had 

reduced over time and barely met the benchmark, achieving an amber classification for the 

first time.  The comparison against the HSE benchmarks and traffic light system across the 

three wave of data collection demonstrates increasing levels of psychosocial hazard across 

all dimensions, associated with psychological or physical harm (Cox, Griffiths & Rial 

Gonzalez, 2000) in the UK university sector. Additionally, the steady reduction in levels of 

control indicate increasing levels of psychosocial hazard and a reduction in a key resource 

associated with academic staff wellbeing (Kinman, 2014). 

Study one also examined the significance of these changes across the three waves of data. 

Demands dropped significantly between 2008 and 2012, suggesting an increase in 

perceived demands associated with the academic role. However, the level of demand 

reported remained relatively stable between 2012 and 2014 and, although a small increase 
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in demands was observed between the two waves, this change was not significant. 

Significant reductions in control were observed across each wave of data, indicating a 

deterioration in academic’s perceptions of control over their work over the six-year period. 

Manager and peer support scores remained relatively stable in the sector between 2008 and 

2012, with no significant change found. However, both dimensions reduced significantly 

between 2012 and 2014, suggesting a pattern of increasing psychosocial hazard associated 

with both forms of support in the sector. A similar pattern was observed with reference to 

relationships at work, which were also generally stable between 2008 and 2012, but showed 

a significant reduction between 2012 and 2014. Taken together, these findings suggest that 

the nature of working relationships and the support provided by managers and colleagues is 

under threat in the academic sphere.  

Perceptions of risk associated with role conflict and ambiguity increased across each wave 

of the data and, as with demands, the changes found between 2008 - 2012 and 2012 - 2014 

were significant, suggesting that exposure to hazards associated with role increased in the 

sector across the three waves of data collection. The only HSE MI dimension measured that 

demonstrated some improvement in the data collection period was change. A significant 

increase in risk associated with the management of change was observed between 2008 

and 2012, however, comparison of results between 2012 and 2014 indicated that 

participants perceived the management of change more favourably, indicating a non-

significant reduction in hazards associated with the management of change between 2012 

and 2014. 

Overall, comparisons between the three waves of data and the HSE benchmarks for each 

dimension indicate that the academics are at significant risk of psychological harm as a 

result of their work. Most dimensions measured fell below the HSE management standards 

benchmark and were categorised as requiring urgent action at each data collection point. 

The two subscales that did not require urgent action (control and relationships) have 

deteriorated over the six-year period covered by the data collection points.  
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Additionally, comparisons between mean scores across the waves indicate only two areas of 

improvement. Peer support improved marginally between 2008 and 2012, whilst change also 

showed a marginal improvement between 2012 and 2014. It should be emphasised, 

however, that neither change was substantial enough to achieve significance. All other 

comparisons (see table 3.17) indicated deteriorating wellbeing across each dimension. 

The pattern of results supports and extends the findings of previous studies of academic 

wellbeing. Increasing demands, associated with the intensification of work, conflict between 

different roles and the expansion of roles in a typical academic job have been previously 

reported (see Johnson et al, 2002, Kinman et al, 2006, Winefield et al, 2008).  Although early 

findings from the Carnegie study suggested that academic staff did not feel under undue 

pressure (Altbach & Lewis, 1996), the findings presented in this thesis suggest that the 

demands associated with academic work have been increasing over time and highlight the 

value of regular benchmarking to assess the current state of the sector. 

Role stress, in the form of conflict and ambiguity, has previously been identified in the 

literature as a key academic stressor (Kinman et al, 2006) that stems from the expansion of 

activities and expectations associated with the academic job in the UK higher education 

system (Musselin, 2007). The findings reported here add further support to this argument. 

Dissatisfaction with the management of higher education was highlighted in the literature 

reviewed in chapter two, where concerns about an increasingly top-down management style 

in universities were highlighted. Deteriorating perceptions of manager support across all 

waves of data collection suggest that this dissatisfaction extends to feeling unsupported by 

senior staff across different areas of work. These findings may further reflect an increasing 

performance-orientated management style, which has been previously identified in UK HEIs 

(Teichler et al, 2013). The significant drop in satisfaction with support from colleagues and 

deteriorating relationships at work found in the current study may also be linked to this 

change in ethos. Collegiality, or a state where academics work together with little hierarchy 

(Deem, 1999), has been highlighted as a key resource for academic staff. Previous research 
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has identified a reduction in perceptions of collegiality in UK HEIs, along with increasing 

competition for resources between colleagues (Deem et al, 2007; Teichler et al, 2013). Such 

changes may explain the worsening of manager and peer support and deteriorating 

relationships observed reported in this thesis. 

Autonomy and job control are considered key resources for academic staff (Gappa et al, 

2007; Nie et al, 2014; Taris, 2001), and was an area of good management practice 

associated with academic work in the 2008 sample, exceeding the HSE MI benchmarks. The 

significant reduction found in control over time is therefore a particular cause for concern.  

As discussed above and elsewhere in this thesis, change has been a key feature of UK 

higher education for the last twenty years. Psychosocial hazards associated with the 

management of change remains very high in the sector, but a small improvement was 

observed between 2012 and 2014 suggesting that the level of risk associated with change 

may have stabilised. This may be due to a period of relative stability after significant funding, 

governance and management changes were introduced in the sector between 2008 and 

2012 (see figure 5.1, chapter five for an overview of key changes). Nonetheless, at the time 

of writing, the HE sector is undergoing another period of profound change and it may be that 

future surveys may see increases in risks associated with the management of change and 

further deterioration in other key dimensions such as demands, control and role. 

Finally, study 1 examined the levels of key strain outcomes as well as changes over time. 

Significant increases in perceived stress were observed between 2008 and 2014 and the 

level of work-life conflict, included from 2012, also increased. Measures of psychological 

distress and intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction were added in 2014. Sixty-two percent of 

the sample in 2014 achieved caseness scores on the GHQ-12 is considerably higher than 

community samples (Goodwin et al, 2013) and other occupational samples (Stride et al, 

2007). This suggests that academic staff are at greater risk of psychological distress than 

other groups of workers in the UK. Levels of intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction, added in 

2014, were low in comparison with other occupational groups (Stride et al, 2007). Previous 
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studies have reported relatively high job satisfaction in academic staff (Bexley et al, 2011; 

Enders & Teichler, 1997; Kinman & Jones, 2008), so the current findings give further cause 

for concern. 

Study one is the first that can be identified that assesses stressors and strain in academic 

staff at three separate time points. The adoption of a benchmarking approach has allowed 

comparisons to be made over time. The pattern of results discussed above indicate a 

deteriorating working environment for UK academic staff, with wellbeing reducing in all HSE 

dimensions between 2008 and 2014. Strain outcomes assessed at two or more points 

indicate increasing perceptions stress and work-life conflict associated with academic work. 

Additionally, levels of psychological distress in the sector in 2014 was higher and job 

satisfaction lower than many other occupational groups. 

6.6 Study 2: 

As discussed in chapter four, very few studies of work-related stress in academic employees 

have utilised theoretical models to examine key associations between stressors and strain 

outcomes.  Study two extends the findings presented in study one by examining the 

stressor-strain relationship utilising two prominent theoretical models of work-related stress 

(the JDC(S) and JDR). Drawing on the data from 2014, the study examined the explanatory 

power of the two models, using the HSE MI dimensions and an extended range of strain 

variables.  

Demands, control, manager and peer support were included in both models, whilst role 

relationships and change were added to the JDR model as further potential resources. 

Additionally, two dimensions of burnout, emotional exhaustion and disengagement were 

included as further outcome measures, along with psychological distress, work-life conflict, 

intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction that were examined in the previous study. For each 

theoretical model, a series hierarchical regression models were specified for each outcome 

variable, testing main, two-way and three-way (JDC(S) only) effects. An examination of the 

health impairment and motivational pathways was also undertaken. 
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Evidence for the main effects of key predictor variables was found for each outcome in both 

models, offering strong support for the strain hypotheses presented in each. However, the 

inclusion of a broader range of resource variables in the JDR model offered a more nuanced 

pattern of main effects than demands, control and both forms of support alone. In particular, 

relationships, role and change explained significant proportions of the variance in the 

expanded models.  Little support was found for buffering effects across the models but 

demands and role had the strongest interaction effect when predicting both dimensions of 

burnout. No support for the JDC(S) buffer hypothesis was found. Overall, the inclusion of a 

broader range of resource variables in the JDR models explained between four and nine 

percent more variance in the majority of the outcome variables (four out of six) than the 

JDC(S) model. No further variance was explained in work-life conflict (although a key main 

effect for relationships was found when testing the JDR model).  

As discussed in chapter one, both JDC(S) and JDR models predict that demands will be 

associated with a health impairment pathway and resources with a learning or motivational 

pathway. Overall, the JDR model offered a more comprehensive pattern when predicting 

each strain variable, but there was little support for interaction effects, or for the health 

impairment or motivational pathways. This suggests that the JDR model may be more useful 

than the JDC(S) model in explaining strain outcomes in academic staff due to the wider 

range of variables included. The pattern of results for each outcome measure are discussed 

below. 

The importance of role and change in explaining the variance in four of the six JDR outcome 

variables was noted. As discussed in chapter two, significant changes in the sector and 

associated changes in role have been key factors in the UK higher education sector for 

some time. These changes have been driven by national policy and have had profound 

effects on the organisation and funding of higher education in the UK. Both models 

examined in study two arguably focus at the individual level and consider how personal 

levels of demands and resources interact to explain personal levels of strain. Study three 
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introduced an alternative explanatory model to examine the potential relationships between 

the management of sector-wide change, perceptions of role and key strain outcomes by 

focusing on the relationships between resources.  

6.6.1 Exploring the predictors of strain 

A number of strain outcomes were investigated across the two models specified. The 

following section outlines the findings associated with each of these. 

Psychological distress: 

In study two, the strongest predictors of psychological distress were poor relationships, high 

demands, low control and role stress. As discussed above, each of these dimensions has 

been marked by diminishing wellbeing across the three waves of data presented in study 

one. Poor manager support was a strong predictor of psychological distress in the JDC(S) 

model, however, in the expanded JDR model relationships at work and role appeared to be 

more salient.  

Across the JDC(S) and JDR models, demands were one of the strongest main effects for 

psychological distress. When examined within the JDC(S) framework, manager support and 

control made similarly large contributions to the variance. The extended JDR model 

introduced relationships and role as key major contributors to the variance observed in 

psychological distress, with the effect of manager support reducing but remaining significant. 

Across both models, academics who perceived high job demands and high control reported 

lower levels of psychological distress than those for whom control was also low. Additionally, 

in the JDC(S) model, levels of control were moderated by manager support, wherein high 

manager support in conditions of low control predicated lower levels of psychological 

distress. 

The pattern of findings relating to psychological distress broadly support those from previous 

reviews (Michie & Williams, 2003), that identified the importance of quantitative demands, 

control and management decision making as key contributors to psychological distress. 
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Previous studies examining psychological distress in academic samples have focused on 

the level of caseness (see chapter two), whereas the current study presented here offers a 

greater insight in to the factors of academic work that predict psychological distress. It is 

interesting to note that in the expanded JDR model, manager support was a less important 

factor that role and relationships, suggesting that these are more salient for academic staff. 

However, a further explanation may be that elements of role, relationships and perceived 

management support are confounded in this professional group. 

The interactive effects found between demands and control and demands and manager 

support suggest that these may be key areas of resource for academic staff.  These results 

suggest that interventions to halt the erosion of control and improve perceptions of manager 

support in the sector would help to address the chronic levels of psychological distress 

reported in this thesis. Additionally, addressing the eroding quality of relationships at work, 

defining clear roles and paying attention to the causes and consequences of work 

intensification would further address this key issue.  

Emotional Exhaustion: 

The main effects of demands made the strongest contribution to emotional exhaustion in the 

2014 sample. Although all other stressor dimensions measured added unique variance, 

academics who perceived that their work was more demanding tended to report significantly 

higher levels of emotional exhaustion. As discussed in chapter two, emotional exhaustion 

has been associated with a range of negative physical and psychological outcomes (Watts & 

Robertson, 2011). The intensification of academic work via a range of mechanisms including 

increasing student-staff ratios (MacDonald, 2013), increased administrative burden (Deem et 

al, 2007) and the growing number of roles undertaken by academic staff (Musselin, 2007) 

are likely to contribute to perceptions of rising demands. Additionally, recent evidence 

suggests that academic staff will typically place their students’ needs above their own, 

working long hours to offer support (Blake & Galimore, 2018). Such activities may be 

beneficial for students in the short-term, but the longer-term effects on the wellbeing of staff 
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are likely to be detrimental to the student experience over time, particularly when the 

relationship previously found between emotional exhaustion and (reducing) organisational 

citizenship behaviours are considered (Cropanzano Rupp & Byrne, 2003). 

As with psychological distress, a small but significant interaction was observed between 

demands and control in the JDC(S) model, suggesting that the impact of high demands on 

emotional exhaustion can be ameliorated by high levels of control in academic staff. 

However, when further resource variables were added in the JDR model, this interaction was 

not observed. 

The power of demands in predicting emotional exhaustion in this sample reflects the findings 

of previous studies in academic staff groups (Barkhuizen et al, 2014; Jaber & Al-Zoubi, 

2012). This further underlines the importance of addressing the high demands associated 

with academic work when considering interventions to manage the onset of burnout. 

Disengagement: 

In the JDC(S) model, disengagement was predicted by the main effects of control and 

manager support but, as with psychological distress, the addition of the further stressor 

dimensions in the model highlighted the importance of two further variables – relationships 

and role. As discussed previously, the greatest reductions in wellbeing found in the 2014 

wave were in control and relationships. Eroding autonomy and unsupportive and conflicting 

relationships at work appear to have strong effects on disengagement. Additionally, stress 

associated with role conflict, ambiguity, and crucially uncertainty regarding how one’s role 

fits with the goals of the organisation, were key factors in predicting disengagement.   

Disengagement has been previously linked with increasing student numbers and role 

ambiguity (Pretorious, 1994). The results from the current programme of work adds further 

support to these findings. 

The ability to control one’s work, a sense of collegiality and an alignment between an 

academic’s professional values and those of their organisation have been considered 
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cornerstones of academic life (see Perrewé & Gmelch, 1984). The erosion of these 

resources as a result of the reorganisation, massification and expansion of higher education 

has previously been linked with job satisfaction and disillusionment in the sector (see Deem 

et al, 2007; Musselin, 2007; Winter, 2009).  

The disengagement scale in the OLBI assesses the extent to which an individual distances 

themselves or withdraws from work actions, relationships and the organisation (Demerouti & 

Bakker, 2007). Such withdrawal from work emotionally or physically, via absence, or leaving, 

has been previously associated with negative outcomes at an individual level via lack of 

promotion opportunities, ill health and psychosomatic disorders, poorer student outcomes 

and satisfaction (Keashly & Nuemann, 2010) and the organisational level via financial costs 

associated with absence management and recruitment of new staff (Hollis, 2015). 

Furthermore, Bakker and Demerouti (2007) argue that disengagement as measured in the 

OLBI is on a continuum with engagement. The expanded JDR model tested here highlighted 

role and relationships as key predictors of disengagement, which reflect key findings in the 

engagement literature that breaches of the psychological contract via poor working 

relationships, or via discrepancies in what an employee expects from a role and the actuality 

of that role reduce levels of staff engagement (Crawford, LePine & Rich, 2010). Therefore, 

the findings regarding disengagement in academic samples support evidence that high 

demands will predict elements of burnout, but also offer support to the argument that 

disengagement in particular is predicted by key resources (Crawford et al, 2010).   

Work-life conflict: 

Work-life conflict has previously been identified as one of the key stressors experienced by 

academic staff.  In the current programme of research, it was most strongly predicted by job 

demands with the JDC(S) and JDR models accounting for over 50% of the main effects 

observed. All other variables in the JDC(S) model added additional small but significant 
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proportions of variance. However, in the expanded JDR model neither change, or role made 

any further contribution. 

 Interestingly, however, levels of work-life conflict increased significantly between 2012 and 

2014 although perceived demands over this period did not significantly rise. There are a 

number of possible explanations for this finding. Firstly, the act of managing increasing 

demands over time may have used a range of resources, that without improvement across 

the different domains measured, may not have replenished (Hobfoll, 1999). This can result in 

a loss spiral, whereby the resources available to deal with an ever-present stressor 

(demands) are exhausted, and when, as in the current studies, the demands remain high 

there are increasingly fewer resources available to manage them which leads to more strain 

(work-life conflict). Such resource loss may be further exacerbated if academic staff do not 

have effective periods of recovery (Sonnentag & Kruel, 2006). A second explanation may be 

that there is a lagged effect between demands and work-life conflict, whereby past demands 

may be reflected in current levels of conflict. 

Other approaches to work-life conflict have highlighted the importance of role, whereby role 

conflict predicts work-life conflict (see Grandey and Cropanzano, 1999). Given the 

expansion of academic work discussed in chapters two and four, this would appear to be a 

plausible explanation for work-life conflict in study two. However, when role stress was 

included in the expanded JDR model, it offered no further explanation of the variance in 

work-life conflict, which again suggests that for the academic sample examined here, 

demands remain the key factor explaining high levels of work-life conflict in fulltime UK 

academic staff. 

Job satisfaction 

As discussed previously, studies of job satisfaction in academic staff have found it to be 

moderately high (see Doyle & Hind, 1998; Kinman et al, 2006). However, a comparison of 

the scores for intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction found in the current study against 
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benchmark norms from a range of sectors using the same measurement tool (Stride et al, 

2007) undertaken in study one suggests that levels are lower than those found in many other 

occupational groups. Although it is plausible that job satisfaction in the sector has reduced 

dramatically in recent years, previous studies have used a range of different measures and 

therefore findings may not be comparable. This highlights the value of using a benchmarking 

approach over time using well-validated scales. The predictors of intrinsic and extrinsic job 

satisfaction are discussed below. 

Intrinsic job satisfaction 

Control and manager support emerged as the two main predictors of intrinsic job satisfaction 

in the JDC(S) model, whereas the expanded JDR model added relationships as a third 

predictor. As discussed previously in this thesis, job control is traditionally seen as a key 

resource for academic staff and has the potential to buffer the negative effects of high 

demands (Kinman, 2014). However, neither model tested in study two of this research 

programme offered any support for the moderating effect of job control on wellbeing, rather 

control is seen here as a unique predictor of intrinsic job satisfaction.  

Intrinsic job satisfaction refers to satisfaction with elements of the job role itself. 

Considerable change in the sector (discussed previously) has had a significant impact on the 

location of power and control in academic work. A movement from internally assessed and 

managed quality procedures to a more public scrutiny of quality and the satisfaction of 

students via quality assurance processes, league tables and national satisfaction surveys 

has arguably reduced academic control over the content and structure of teaching and the 

assessment of learning. Additionally, targets regarding research outputs and grant income, 

the requirement to fit within externally-defined research themes and demonstrate public 

value have required many academic staff to redefine their research areas (Fanganel, 2012). 

In such an environment, control may be less concerned with the management of demands at 

an individual level and more salient as a resource that defines how much autonomy an 

academic has to define the structure and content of their key areas of teaching and 
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research. Therefore, continual erosion of control, notwithstanding the increasing demands in 

academic work, may explain the its importance to intrinsic job satisfaction. 

Strong manager support and good relationships at work may allow an academic to work in a 

way that meets their needs, while also meeting the needs of the wider organisation’s goals 

and the national agenda. Support from managers, and working relationships more generally, 

may increase the intrinsic satisfaction that academic staff derive from their work. Such 

relationships may help staff generate ways of negotiating control and autonomy or may 

shield them from practices that limit control, via instrumental support (Brough & Pears, 

2004). However, as evidenced in study one, manager support and relationships are 

deteriorating in the sector. The reductions in the variables that underpin intrinsic job 

satisfaction within a regulatory and financial environment that encourages standardised 

practice and objective assessments of quality are likely to lead to further deterioration in 

intrinsic job satisfaction in the sector. 

Extrinsic job satisfaction 

Focused on the conditions of work, such as pay and opportunities for promotion, extrinsic job 

satisfaction in the sector is also low when compared against other industry benchmarks 

(Stride et al, 2007). Study two found a very similar pattern of predictor variables for both 

intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction. In line with intrinsic job satisfaction discussed above, 

the strongest predictors of extrinsic satisfaction were manager support and control. 

Differences were observed, however, when the model used extended the number of 

potential predictors included. The JDR model offered a more nuanced pattern when 

predicting extrinsic job satisfaction, whereby the variance explained by manager support and 

control was shared with relationships and change. Additionally, a significant interaction 

between demands and change was observed whereby higher levels of dissatisfaction with 

change under high demand conditions resulted in lower extrinsic job satisfaction. 
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The similarities between the predictors of both forms of job satisfaction suggest that the 

constructs may be strongly related for academic staff. Working conditions traditionally 

associated with the physical environment, development opportunities, promotion etc. may be 

less distinct for academic staff from elements of control, the ability to use one’s skills and 

reward and recognition, and that improvements in the key shared aspects of both forms of 

satisfaction may offer improvements in both domains. 

It should be noted that the data presented in this thesis were drawn from full-time, 

permanent members of academic staff. In 2016/17 39% of academic staff in the UK held 

fixed-term or casual contracts (HESA, 2017). The inherent lack of stability and insecurity 

associated with such work at the time of writing this thesis, is therefore a key issue for nearly 

40% of staff in the sector. An analysis of job satisfaction for people working under such 

conditions may yield very different results, particularly with reference to the extrinsic factors 

of work. 

6.7 Study 3 

As expected, demands played a key role in explaining psychological distress, emotional 

exhaustion and work-life conflict in both JDC(S) and JDR models. However, little evidence 

was found for the inter-play between demands and resources for either model tested. The 

results from study two indicated that when further resources were added to explain each 

outcome measure (via the JDR framework), main effects of role, change and relationships 

were observed across the range of outcome measures.  

Therefore, study three aimed to further examine the relationships between key resources 

utilising conservation of resources theory (COR). In addition to the focus on resources, COR 

theory also maintains that resource loss and gain can occur at the organisational and sector 

levels, as well as at the individual level. Furthermore, external events will have an objective 

effect on the resources that a group, community, or indeed sector, have available to manage 

significant, objective demands.  
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As discussed previously, the higher education sector in the UK has undergone systematic 

and systemic change in recent history. These changes have been driven by public policy 

and have arguably altered the nature and purpose of academia in the UK (see figure 5.1 for 

a summary). The pattern of results outlined in study one demonstrate that the UK academy 

do not meet the average benchmark scores for the management of key psychosocial 

hazards, with hazard scores in six out of seven dimensions classified as in need of urgent 

attention, thereby posing significant risk of physical and / or psychological impairment (Bond, 

Flaxman & Loivette, 2006). 

Study three aimed to provide further insight into the pattern of reducing resources identified 

in studies one and two and the wider environmental changes affecting the sector as a whole.  

The study aimed to test the predictive power of a key resource caravan (see chapter five) 

encompassing satisfaction with change, role stress and the perceptions of illegitimate tasks 

on strain outcomes (psychological distress, emotional exhaustion, disengagement, intrinsic 

and extrinsic job satisfaction). The study predicted that satisfaction with change would have 

a direct effect on key strain outcomes and would also have an indirect effect via role stress 

and unreasonable or unnecessary tasks individually and in serial.  

Across the ten mediation models that were specified, satisfaction with the management of 

change had a significant direct effect on each outcome measure. Additionally, change, via 

the indirect effect of role, had the strongest effect observed in all models except that 

specified for emotional exhaustion and unnecessary tasks, where unnecessary tasks had 

the strongest indirect effect. Significant indirect effects for change via unreasonable or 

unnecessary tasks and change via role, then each form of illegitimate tasks was observed in 

all models tested.  

The results from study three demonstrated that resources, independently of demands, have 

a significant effect on key strain outcomes in academic employees. Additionally, the results 

add further support to the notion of resource caravans and loss spirals, whereby resource 

loss in one area predicts lower resources in others.  Furthermore, the results support the 
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argument that dissatisfaction with the management of change in the higher education sector 

predicts higher levels of role stress and perceptions of illegitimate tasks, whereby change 

predicts higher levels of role conflict, which in turn may result in these tasks being perceived 

incongruent with perception of role and professional identity, further supporting the notion of 

stress as offence to self (Semmer et al, 2007).  

In summary, study three offers a new perspective for understanding the relationships 

between the professional academic role in a sector that has changed significantly over time. 

It also offers a novel explanatory model that considers how the interplay between resource 

loss may further explain the high levels of strain and low levels of job satisfaction evidenced 

in all three studies presented in this thesis. They offer a unique contribution to the 

examination of strain outcomes in academic staff, by specifying and testing a resource-

based model that takes account of change at sector level. The results offer support for the 

notion of resources loss spirals (Hobfoll, 1999), whereby loss of resources associated with 

change predict lower resources associated with role. Furthermore, the serial mediation 

observed via role and forms of illegitimate tasks, offer some support for the construct that 

loss in one area of resource will predict loss in other domains of resource. The results of the 

study have significant implications for the development of interventions in the UK higher 

education sector (discussed below). 

6.8 Implications and interventions 

The findings presented in this thesis offer insight in to the level of stressors and strain in full-

time UK academic staff, and furthermore, examine the predictive relationships between 

stressors and strain. The findings can inform the development of potential interventions to 

support the wellbeing of academic staff in UK universities. 

Firstly, the importance of demands as a stressor is highlighted in studies one and two. The 

level of wellbeing associated with demands reduced across each wave of data collection and 

remained below the HSE management standards benchmark throughout. Additionally, 

demands were a key predictor of psychological distress, emotional exhaustion and work-life 
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conflict. There was limited evidence that demands could be moderated by increasing other 

forms of resource such as control and manger support, however, the effects of these were 

small. 

The findings as a whole suggest that interventions to improve the wellbeing of academic 

staff need to address the level of demands that staff are exposed to. Work-loading models 

are widely used in UK HEIs however the management and implementation of such models 

varies across the sector (Barratt & Barratt, 2009) and concerns regarding the equity, scope 

and fairness of models have been raised (Barratt & Barratt, 2009; Vardi, 2009). Workload 

allocation models have the potential to improve the distribution of academic work and to 

capture and assess the demands that academics face. However, the changing nature of the 

academic role requires such models to evolve and capture the range of tasks that academic 

staff are required to undertake.  

A further issue with work-loading and academic work more generally is the willingness of 

academic staff to disengage from work. Previous research has indicated that academic staff 

are both highly intrinsically motivated (Bexley et al, 2013) and have the potential to be 

overcommitted to their work (Kinman & Jones, 2008). Therefore, staff may be more likely to 

become over-involved in work and take on tasks not accounted for in their work-loading plan. 

These activities may relate to arrears of personal interest or be in response to wider 

pressures to publish, be seen to be involved with the academic community (via peer review, 

external examining etc.) or for career development purposes. Therefore, the development of 

effective work-loading systems needs to account for the variety of work undertaken, wider 

requirements for promotion and progression as well as individual academic interest. There 

needs to be clear links made between work-loading models and performance review, to 

support staff to develop their careers in a manner that supports their own wellbeing. 

Reflecting on wellbeing as part of performance review and aligning this with the work 

planning process may offer a robust, integrated system that accounts for demands in a 

transparent and effective manner. Additionally,, the studies presented here have highlighted 
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the importance of role, relationships and manager support for the wellbeing of UK academic 

staff. 

Role stress, was a strong independent predictor of psychological distress, disengagement 

and both forms of job satisfaction. Previous research has highlighted the conflict that 

academics face when managing demands from different roles (Catano, 2010; Kinman et al, 

2008). Additionally, the number of roles an academic may now have has increased (Schulz, 

2013). The results from these studies and others suggests that interventions that manage 

the number and types of role that an academic engages in are key. To some extent this may 

be included in work-loading, as discussed above, where all activity is captured and 

effectively measured. However, an examination and understanding of the conflicts between 

roles and the pressure associated with these may offer further insight. Clear expectations 

regarding roles may further ameliorate the impact of role stress, whereby academic staff are 

clear about what is required, when and why. Inclusion in the decision-making processes 

around the definition of roles may also increase control and autonomy, further improving 

levels of academic wellbeing. One of the key findings from the current programme of 

research focuses on relationships at work. Academic staff surveyed for the studies 

presented here expressed strong dissatisfaction with manager support, and when included 

in the JDC(S) model, manager support was a strong predictor of psychological distress, 

emotional exhaustion, disengagement and both forms of job satisfaction.  

Studies examining the nature of manger support have found that manager behaviours can 

have a positive or negative effect on employee wellbeing and work-related stress (Skakon, 

Nielson, Borg & Guzman, 2010; Donaldson-Fielder et al, 2007). Therefore, a focus on 

improving the generally poor working relationships between academics and managers 

identified in this thesis is crucial. Training to support academic managers to develop the 

competences required to prevent and manage work-related stress at a departmental level 

could be supported by wider institutional policy that focuses on this key relationship for 

academic staff. The adoption of the HSE line manager competency tool, adapted to reflect 
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the nature and variety of academic work could provide the basis of such training (Donaldson-

Fielder et al, 2007). 

Training managers in the formal and informal processes available to manage workload, 

including formal and informal working patterns, the management of working time across 

busy and less busy periods and the ability to acknowledge and support extra role effort may 

also improve perceptions of manger support and additionally, working relationships, 

perceptions of control and work-life balance strategies for academic staff (McCarthy, Darcy 

& Grady, 2010) 

Additionally, actions to improve academics’ expectations of open communication and 

empowerment over the policies that support their work may offer further opportunities to 

improve the working environment, relationships and, in turn, their wellbeing. Participatory 

approaches at departmental and institutional level, whereby academic staff work with peers 

and mangers to examine issues around working patterns, expectations and realistic 

measures of productivity may further enhance many of the areas discussed above.  

As students are further encouraged to consider themselves as consumers and are told to 

expect “positive outcomes” (Office for Students, 2018, p.5), the implications for the 

management and organisation of academic work and the professional identity of academic 

staff should be considered. This should include opportunities for academic staff to contribute 

to and respond to change initiatives and policies that underpin the delivery of programmes. 

The results presented here support previous findings in which academic staff do not feel 

involved with the management of their institutions (Teichler et al, 2013). Addressing this at 

national and institutional levels may improve feelings of control, support from mangers and 

improve relationships at work. 

Current work on wellbeing in the higher education sector in the UK focuses primarily on the 

mental health of students (see Universities UK step change programme). There is, at policy 

level an accepted link between staff wellbeing and student outcomes (see Healthy 
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Universities framework, 2018), however, this needs to be clearly operationalised at sector 

and institution levels.  

The findings from study three presented here demonstrate the links between sector change 

and strain outcomes for academic staff at the individual level. This study offers some 

evidence to suggest that the satisfaction with change is linked to perceptions of academic 

role, and perceptions of illegitimate tasks, both strongly related to a sense of professional 

identity (Semmer et al, 2007). The evidence presented here, that these relationships 

mediate the link between change and a range of strain outcomes, highlights the need for the 

academy as a whole to be involved in discussions regarding the nature, structure and 

function of higher education at a national level. Furthermore, engagement with staff at an 

institutional level via committees and senates may increase levels of satisfaction with 

change and help to develop and implement change in a positive and collegiate manner. 

In summary, the findings presented here and in previous studies highlight the importance of 

intervention at national institutional and departmental levels to manage the levels of 

stressors and strain experienced by academic staff in UK universities. The pattern of results 

in this thesis shows an increasing level of hazards associated with associated with high 

demands, low resources and diminishing control in the sector. Interventions that tackle 

operational issues such as workload need to be matched with wider participatory techniques 

that offer academics the opportunity to contribute to, define and enact changes across the 

sector and at institutional level. 

6.9 Strengths and limitations of the research presented 

The studies presented in this thesis have examined the levels of stressors and strains in full- 

time academic staff over a six-year period. Furthermore, they have considered the 

relationships between stressors and strain by utilising key theories of work-related stress to 

examine the links between demands, resources and strain and additionally, the relationships 

between different forms of resource and strain. The cross-sectional, benchmarking approach 

adopted in the current work has been discussed and justified previously. However, there are 
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a number of limitations inherent in this approach that should be acknowledged. The use of 

cross-sectional survey data has been criticised for many reasons, in particular, the inability 

to fully assess causality, inherent concerns regarding common method bias and problems 

regarding the nature of self-report data itself (Taris, 2001). 

The collection of data in the current research does not allow causality to be claimed. 

However, throughout each of the studies, all findings were in the expected direction based 

on the body of previous research regarding work-related stress. Nonetheless, study three 

does propose a causal link between the perceptions of change, role stress and two forms of 

illegitimate task. This is the first known study to investigate these links and findings should 

be reviewed with caution. It is acknowledged that further research is needed to confirm the 

initial findings presented in this thesis, and that future studies should obtain longitudinal data 

to test the proposed pathway more fully. 

Common method variance, where variance is attributable to the measurement instrument 

rather than responses, is thought to inflate the relationships between self-report variables, 

causing bias (Conway & Lance, 2010). Therefore, common method variance was assessed 

prior to the specification of the models in studies two and three and was not found to present 

in the variables measured. Additionally, each of the measures included in the surveys have 

been utilised in many studies and the validity of the measures has been verified across 

these.  

Self-report data has been criticized for being inherently biased (Williams, Cote & Buckley, 

1989), affected by common method bias (Ganster & Schaubroeck, 1991) and biases due to 

issues such as social desirability and negative affect (Razavi, 2001). The issue of common 

method bias has been addressed above, but the approach to sampling used in the current 

research could be contaminated by negatively biased responses.  All participants across the 

three waves of data collection belonged to a trade union. It is therefore possible that this 

group membership may have affected their responses in some way (potentially responding 

to questions more negatively to highlight their own political beliefs or to raise awareness 
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regarding their terms and conditions at work). However, the samples utilised in this thesis 

were drawn from a group of academics that corresponded with the general demographic 

profile of academics nationally. It is also unlikely that, given the sample size, a specific effect 

of trade union membership would be more powerful than a number of other considerations 

(such as seniority, type of organisation etc). Therefore, although caution should be 

exercised, it is not believed that the sampling strategy is likely to have caused a strong 

response bias. 

Finally, as discussed above, the rationale for utilising a cross sectional self-report design has 

been outlined elsewhere in the thesis. However, it is worth re-stating that the examination of 

a sector requires a survey-based approach and furthermore, if data collected is to be 

compared across waves of data collection, and with other occupations, then a formalised 

benchmarking approach based on self-report surveys remains an appropriate approach 

(Houdmont, Kerr & Randall, 2011). 

Due to a very low rate of participation from non-permanent and part-time staff across the 

surveys, the analysis presented here draws only on full-time permanent employees in the 

sector. Considering the increase in fixed-term contracts within UK HEIs, this is a significant 

limitation of the current work. It is likely that staff who are not permanently employed may 

have different experiences, particularly in relation to control, relationships at work and 

potentially demands, compared with those who are in secure employment. Therefore, the 

results presented here may, in fact, underplay the experiences of these groups of staff. One 

potential explanation for the lack of response from these groups may indeed be due to trade 

union membership, which is higher in staff employed on a permanent basis than those on 

fixed term contract. A planned follow- up study will work with various staff and student bodies 

to widen the reach of the national survey, with a particular focus on groups of staff under-

represented in the current research. 

The current studies utilised a benchmarking approach to the assessment of stressors and 

strain in academic staff, drawing on the HSE MI tool. Although this has been utilised in a 
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wide variety of studies and organisational settings, there are some inherent limitations to this 

approach. Firstly, the MI tool has received little psychometric testing, although a study that 

examined its psychometric properties found them to be acceptable (Edwards et al, 2008). 

Further analysis of the tool, particularly in relation to sector-wide use with multiple 

administration over time, would further validate its use. 

The choice of a generic measure of stressors and strains rather than an occupation-specific 

instrument may also limit the findings of the current work. Measures tailored to the working 

conditions experienced by academic staff would offer a more detailed description of the key 

hazards they experience and may help inform the design of more precisely-targeted 

interventions. Additionally, more job-specific measures of stressors would allow for greater 

matching between stressors and strain outcomes, or indeed between demands and 

resources, which may offer greater clarity regarding moderating effects.  For example, 

particular elements of the academic job may relate more strongly to some outcomes than to 

others. Dealing with the emotional demands of pastoral care may be more strongly 

predictive of emotional exhaustion, whereas pressure to publish may be more associated 

with disengagement. 

Nonetheless, the decision to use a generic measure was made to allow for comparisons 

across surveys, against national benchmarks and with other occupational groups. Therefore, 

it is believed that the potential granularity lost is an acceptable cost to assess wellbeing at a 

sector level, across different cohorts and to make comparisons against other survey groups. 

Secondly the adoption of the HSE benchmarking approach limits the manner in which 

perceptions of change were captured. The change subscale of the HSE MI focuses 

exclusively on the management of change at an institutional level. This was adopted in the 

study as a proxy for assessing change in the sector. Whilst sector level change is reflected 

across UK HEIs, the management and communication of that change may be subject to 

considerable variability between individuals and institutions. Therefore, future studies should 

include measures that assess both perceptions of sector change and perceptions of the 
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management of that change at institutional, departmental and team levels to fully inform the 

level at which intervention is required. 

The study presented in chapter five adopted the Bern illegitimate tasks scale (Semmer et al, 

2010), which is a widely used measure that assesses the individual perceptions of tasks as 

unreasonable or unnecessary. However, if a sector-wide approach is to be fully tested, with 

a focus on the wider professional identification of academic staff, then future studies may 

need to develop new scales that assess shared perceptions of task illegitimacy and common 

constructs of “stress as offence to professional values”. By doing so, a clearer picture of the 

links between the changing profession and individual strain outcomes may be observed. 

However, the study presented here offers the first examination of resource loss, with a focus 

at sector level, known to the author. As such it offers a new unique perspective on the 

development of strain in academic staff, with potential to inform interventions at all levels of 

the profession 

6.10 Directions for future research 

A number of directions for future research have been identified whilst undertaking the current 

programme of work. Some of these have been highlighted earlier in this chapter. Firstly, the 

data collected and presented here encompasses the period between 2008 and 2014. 

Significant recent change in the sector (including the reorganisation of governance 

structures, the widening of private sector providers and the introduction of the teaching 

excellence framework) are not covered by the current studies. As mentioned above, a 

planned study will offer the opportunity to assess levels of stressors and strain again after 

the most recent period of sector level change. Furthermore, the wider range of sampling 

strategies discussed above aims to encourage a more representative response from those 

staff on short-term contracts and part-time workers in the sector. 

This research has highlighted the potential explanatory power of the inter-play between 

resources and this is an area that requires further investigation. One resource group or spiral 

was considered here, but the examination of other combinations may shed further light on 
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how resources combine to support academic work, or indeed which resources are linked 

when loss spirals occur. 

 As mentioned above, future studies should attempt to assess the construct of illegitimate 

tasks and indeed stress as offence to self from a more shared perspective. If, as suggested 

by the literature examined in chapter five, there is a common sense of professional identity in 

academic work and that identity is perceived to be under attack, then a measure of stress as 

offence to profession may be more apt than an individualistic perspective. In addition to the 

measurement of resources, the nature of their measurement must also be addressed to 

further understand the development of loss and/or gain spirals in academic work. Diary 

studies exploring the relationships between perceptions of resource loss and gain over time 

and their impact on wellbeing and job performance would allow a fuller understanding of the 

development of cycles and their relationship to the development of strain outcomes. 

Finally, the data presented here has been treated as cross-sectional. The follow-up of 

individuals at a sector level was beyond the scope and resource of the current programme of 

work. However, recent developments in the methodological management of cross-sectional 

data may allow for a more longitudinal approach to be adopted in future analysis of survey 

data in the sector. Powell, M, Dawson, Topakas, Durose and Fewtrell (2014) have 

developed a mechanism by which independent measures cross-sectional data can be 

analysed at the institution or indeed job grade level (see Powell et al, 2014 for an example 

using NHS staff satisfaction data). Future analysis of the current and upcoming survey, at 

grade or institution level may allow for stronger longitudinal links to be made between 

stressor and strain variables whilst preserving a sector-wide, benchmarking approach. 
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Appendix 1: Survey instruments 
 

2008: 

 

The questionnaire 

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 

University and College Union 

Occupational stress survey 2008 

Introduction 

This questionnaire about your experience of occupational stress is anonymous, 

and all information will be treated with confidentiality. 

If you have any enquiries, please contact UCU senior research officer Stephen 

Court at scourt@ucu.org.uk 

If you have more than one employer, please refer where possible to your 

principal employer. 

Questions 1-35 are from the Health and Safety Executive’s Management 

Standards Indicator Tool. 

Please respond to closed questions by putting an ‘x’ in the appropriate box. 

Questions 5 and 21 refer to harassment and bullying. Bullying is not against the 

law, but is understood as a form of harassment. ACAS definition: ‘Bullying may 

be characterised as offensive, intimidating, malicious or insulting behaviour’. 

Harassment is legally defined as violating a person's dignity or creating a 

hostile working environment. It is illegal when on grounds of sex, race, 

disability, sexual orientation, gender reassignment, religion/belief or age. 

Question 52 asks about your socio-economic background. There is currently 

very little data on the socio-economic background of staff in FE and HE; it 

would be very helpful, in the interests of promoting widening participation, to 

know something about this. 

The survey should take 10-15 minutes to complete. 

Please respond by Friday 2 May 2008. 
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Questionnaire: 

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am clear what is expected of 
me at work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I can decide when to take a 
break 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

Different groups at work 
demand things from me that are 
hard to combine 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I know how to go about getting 
my job done 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am subject to personal 
harassment at work (see 
definition in introduction) 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have unachievable deadlines      

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

If work gets difficult, my 
colleagues will help me 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am given supportive feedback 
on the work I do 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have to work very intensively      

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have a say in my own work 
speed 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am clear what my duties and 
responsibilities are 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

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

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am clear about the goals and 
objectives for my department 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

There is friction or anger 
amongst colleagues 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have a choice in deciding how I 
do my work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am unable to take sufficient 
breaks 
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 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I understand how my work fits 
into the overall aim of the 
organisation 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am pressured to work long 
hours 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have a choice in deciding what 
I do at work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have to work very fast      

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am subject to bullying at work 
(see definition in introduction) 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have unrealistic time pressures      

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I can rely on my line manager to 
help me out with a work 
problem 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I can get the help and support I 
need from colleagues 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have some say over the way 
that I work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have sufficient opportunities to 
question managers about 
change at work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I receive the respect I deserve 
from colleagues 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

Staff are consulted about 
change at work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I can talk to my line manager 
about something that has upset 
or annoyed me 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

My working time can be flexible      

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

My colleagues are willing to 
listen to my work-related 
problems 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am supported through 
emotionally demanding work 
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 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

Relationships at work are 
strained 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

My line manager encourages me 
at work 

     

I find my job stressful Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
agree 

How would you characterise 
your general or average level of 
stress? 

 
Very low 

 
Low 

 
Moderate 

 
High 

 
Very high 

 

For each of the following factors, please indicate the extent to which they contribute to 
unacceptable levels of stress or frustration by marking them 0 to 5, with 5 indicating a very high 
contribution (items which may not be applicable to all UCU members have a n/a response 
category): 
 

Job security 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Lack of promotion opportunities 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Discrimination 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Bullying 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Complaints by other members of 
staff 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

Excessive workloads 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Unreasonable expectations from 
colleagues, students or your head 
of department 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

Lack of opportunities for training 
and career development 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

Poor work-life balance 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Harassment 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Complaints from students 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Lack of time to undertake research 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Lack of resources to undertake 
research, including problems 
obtaining funding 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

Lack of time or opportunities to 
develop your teaching 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

Insufficient time to respond to 
student queries 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

Teaching large classes 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Lack of choice in the subjects that 
you teach or carry out research on 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

Other, please provide details:       

Other details 
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Please provide brief details of any of the above factors which make a significant contribution to 
stress or frustration: 
 

 

Demographic information: 

5 
How long have you worked in the post-16 

education sector you currently work in: 
 

 (a) 0-4 years  

 (b) 5-9 years  

 (c) 10-14 years  

 (d) 15-19 years  

 (e) 20-24 years  

 (f) 25-29 years  

 (g) 30-plus years  

 

51 Which sector do you (principally) work in? 

Adult ed.        Further ed.         Higher ed.           

Prison ed. 

 

52 Your gender       

Female                       

Male                     

Transgender/Transsexual 

Prefer not to say 

 

53 Your sexual orientation 

Bisexual               

Heterosexual              

 Lesbian or gay  

Prefer not to say 

  

54  Yes                               
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If you are lesbian, gay, bisexual or trans, does 

your employer know?   

 

No                        

Not sure 

 

 

55 Your ethnicity (please check one box only)  

 (a) Black or Black British – Caribbean  

 (b) Black or Black British – African  

 (c) Other Black background  

 (d) Asian or Asian British – Indian  

 (e) Asian or Asian British – Pakistani  

 (f) Asian or Asian British – Bangladeshi  

 (g) Chinese  

 (h) Other Asian background  

 (i) Other (including mixed)  

 (j) Jewish  

 (k) White - British  

 (l) White – Irish  

 (m) Any other White background:  

56 Your age  

 (a) Under 25  

 (b) 25-29  

 (c) 30-34  

 (d) 35-39  

 (e) 40-44  

 (f) 45-49  

 (g) 50-54  

 (h) 55-59  

 (i) 60-64  

 (j) 65 and over  

57   
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Disability 

 

 

 

(a)  Do you consider yourself disabled?   

 

 

Yes                              

No                        

Not sure 

 

 

 

(b)  If yes, does your employer know you are 

disabled?   

 

Yes                               

No                        

Not sure 

 

58 Your job:  

59 Your mode of employment  

 (a) Full-time   

 (b) Part-time  

 (c) Hourly-paid  

 (d) Other  

60 Your terms of employment:  

 (a) Open-ended/permanent contract  

 (b) Fixed-term contract  

 (c) Zero hours contract  

 (d) Variable hours contract  

 (e) Other  

61 

The average number of hours you work per week 

(on/off site) during term-time (work means any 

task related to your contract of employment): 

 

 (a) 0-10  

 (b) 11-15  

 (c) 16-20  

 (d) 21-25  
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 (e) 26-30  

 (f) 31-35  

 (g) 36-40  

 (h) 41-45  

 (i) 46-50  

 (j) 51-55  

 (k) 56-60  

 (l) Over 60  

 

50 
How long have you worked in the post-16 

education sector you currently work in: 
 

 (a) 0-4 years 1 

 (b) 5-9 years 1 

 (c) 10-14 years 1 

 (d) 15-19 years 1 

 (e) 20-24 years 1 

 (f) 25-29 years 1 

 (g) 30-plus years 1 

 

51 Which sector do you (principally) work in? 

Adult ed.        Further ed.         Higher ed.           

Prison ed. 

 1       2        3        4    

52 Your gender       

Female                      Male                    

Transgender/ 

                                                            

Transsexual 

 1           2           3    

53 Your sexual orientation 
Bisexual              Heterosexual              

Lesbian      
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                                                            or gay                                                                                                                       

 1           2           3    

54 

 

If you are lesbian, gay, bisexual or trans, does 

your employer know?   

 

Yes                              No                       Not 

sure 

1            2           3    

55 Your ethnicity  

 

 

(a) Black or Black British – Caribbean 

 

1 

 

 

(b) Black or Black British – African 

 

1 

 

 

(c) Other Black background 

 

1 

 

 

(d) Asian or Asian British – Indian 

 

1 

 

 

(e) Asian or Asian British – Pakistani 

 

1 

 

 

(f) Asian or Asian British – Bangladeshi 

 

1 

 

 

(g) Chinese 

 

1 

 

 

(h) Other Asian background 

 

1 
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(i) Other (including mixed) 

 

1 

 (j) Jewish 1 

 

 

(k) White - British 

 

1 

 

 

(l) White – Irish 

 

1 

 

 

(m) Any other White background: 

 1 

56 Your age  

 (k) Under 25 1 

 (l) 25-29 1 

 (m) 30-34 1 

 (n) 35-39 1 

 (o) 40-44 1 

 (p) 45-49 1 

 (q) 50-54 1 

 (r) 55-59 1 

 (s) 60-64 1 

 (t) 65 and over 1 

57 

 

Disability 

 

 

 

 

(a)  Do you consider yourself disabled?   

 

Yes                              No                       Not 

sure 

1            2           3    
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(b)  If yes, does your employer know you are 

disabled?   

 

Yes                              No                       Not 

sure 

1            2           3    

58 

 

Your job 

 

 

 

 

59 

 

Your mode of employment 

 

 

 

 

(a) Full-time  

 

1 

 

 

(b) Part-time 

 

1 

 

 

(c) Hourly-paid 

 

1 

 

 

(d) Other 

 

1 

60 

 

Your terms of employment 

 

 

 

 

(a) Open-ended/permanent contract 

 

1 

  1 
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(b) Fixed-term contract 

 

 

 

(c) Zero hours contract 

 

1 

 

 

(d) Variable hours contract 

 

1 

 

 

(e) Other 

 

1 

61 

The average number of hours you work per week 

(on/off site) during term-time (work means any 

task related to your contract of employment) 

 

 (a) 0-10 1 

 (b) 11-15 1 

 (c) 16-20 1 

 (d) 21-25 1 

 (e) 26-30 1 

 (f) 31-35 1 

 (g) 36-40 1 

 (h) 41-45 1 

 (i) 46-50 1 

 (j) 51-55 1 

 (k) 56-60 1 

 (l) Over 60 1 

  

Thank you for completing this questionnaire 
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2012: 

University and College Union 2012 Occupational Stress Survey 

 

Introduction 

 

How stressful is your workplace? We need every full member to respond to UCU’s 2012 

Occupational Stress Survey to give us enough data to pinpoint the most and least stressful colleges 

and universities to work at in the UK and to campaign to give you a better life at work. 

 

This questionnaire about your experience of occupational stress is anonymous, and all information 

will be treated with confidentiality.  

 

If you have any enquiries, please contact UCU senior research officer Stephen Court at 

scourt@ucu.org.uk  

 

If you have more than one employer, please refer where possible to your principal employer. 

 

Questions 1-35 are from the Health and Safety Executive’s Management Standards Indicator Tool. 

The remaining questions have been developed by UCU. 

 

Please respond to closed questions by marking the appropriate response box. 

 

Questions 5 and 21 refer to harassment and bullying. Bullying is not against the law, but is 

understood as a form of harassment. ACAS definition: ‘Bullying may be characterised as offensive, 

intimidating, malicious or insulting behaviour’. Harassment is legally defined as violating a person's 

dignity or creating a hostile working environment. It is illegal when on grounds of sex, race, 

disability, sexual orientation, gender reassignment, religion/belief or age. 

 

The survey should take around 15 minutes to complete. 

  

mailto:scourt@ucu.org.uk
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Name of institution 

 

HE institution (please select from drop down list): 

 

 

 

Questionnaire 

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am clear what is expected of 
me at work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I can decide when to take a 
break 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

Different groups at work 
demand things from me that are 
hard to combine 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I know how to go about getting 
my job done 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am subject to personal 
harassment at work (see 
definition in introduction) 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have unachievable deadlines      

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

If work gets difficult, my 
colleagues will help me 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am given supportive feedback 
on the work I do 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have to work very intensively      

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have a say in my own work 
speed 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am clear what my duties and 
responsibilities are 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

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

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 
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I am clear about the goals and 
objectives for my department 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

There is friction or anger 
amongst colleagues 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have a choice in deciding how I 
do my work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am unable to take sufficient 
breaks 
 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I understand how my work fits 
into the overall aim of the 
organisation 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am pressured to work long 
hours 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have a choice in deciding what 
I do at work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have to work very fast      

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am subject to bullying at work 
(see definition in introduction) 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have unrealistic time pressures      

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I can rely on my line manager to 
help me out with a work 
problem 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I can get the help and support I 
need from colleagues 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have some say over the way 
that I work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have sufficient opportunities to 
question managers about 
change at work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I receive the respect I deserve 
from colleagues 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

Staff are consulted about 
change at work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 
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I can talk to my line manager 
about something that has upset 
or annoyed me 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

My working time can be flexible      

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

My colleagues are willing to 
listen to my work-related 
problems 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am supported through 
emotionally demanding work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

Relationships at work are 
strained 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

My line manager encourages me 
at work 

     

I find my job stressful Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
agree 

How would you characterise 
your general or average level of 
stress? 

 
Very low 

 
Low 

 
Moderate 

 
High 

 
Very high 

 

Leave 

39a 
How many days off sick did you take (if any) 

during the previous 12 months             
___ days 

 

Work-home balance 

 
Work-home balance 

 
 

 
Please indicate the frequency with 

which you feel this way: 
 

40 
I come home from work too tired to 

do things I would like to do 

Not at all       Rarely      Sometimes        Often          Almost always 

 

41 
My job makes it difficult to maintain 

the kind of personal life I would like 

Not at all       Rarely      Sometimes        Often          Almost always 

 

42 

I often neglect my personal needs 

because of the demands of my 

work 

 Not at all       Rarely      Sometimes        Often          Almost always 

 

43 
My personal life suffers because of 

my work 
 Not at all       Rarely      Sometimes        Often          Almost always 
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44 

I have to miss out on important 

personal activities due to the 

amount of time I spend doing work 

 Not at all       Rarely      Sometimes        Often          Almost always 

 

45 

My job gives me energy to pursue 

activities outside of work that are 

important to me 

 Not at all       Rarely      Sometimes        Often          Almost always 

 

46 
Because of my job, I am in a better 

mood at home 

 Not at all       Rarely      Sometimes        Often          Almost always 

 

47 

The things I do at work help me 

deal with personal and practical 

issues at home 

 

 Not at all       Rarely      Sometimes        Often          Almost always 

 

 

Please rate your current position 

on the following scale: 

 

 

48 

My work and 

home lives are 

completely 

separate 

 

        1        2        3        4        5         6         7        8        9 

 

There is no separation 

between my work and home 

lives 

 

Please rate how you would ideally 

like to be? 

 

 

49 

My work and 

home lives 

would be 

completely 

separate 

 

        1        2        3        4        5         6         7        8        9 

 

There would be no separation 

between my work and home 

lives 

 

Biographical information 

5 
How long have you worked in the post-16 

education sector you currently work in: 
 

 (a) 0-4 years  

 (b) 5-9 years  

 (c) 10-14 years  

 (d) 15-19 years  

 (e) 20-24 years  
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 (f) 25-29 years  

 (g) 30-plus years  

 

51 Which sector do you (principally) work in? 

Adult ed.        Further ed.         Higher ed.           

Prison ed. 

 

52 Your gender       

Female                       

Male                     

Transgender/Transsexual 

Prefer not to say 

 

53 Your sexual orientation 

Bisexual               

Heterosexual              

 Lesbian or gay  

Prefer not to say 

  

54 

 

If you are lesbian, gay, bisexual or trans, does 

your employer know?   

 

Yes                               

No                        

Not sure 

 

 

55 Your ethnicity (please check one box only)  

 (a) Black or Black British – Caribbean  

 (b) Black or Black British – African  

 (c) Other Black background  

 (d) Asian or Asian British – Indian  

 (e) Asian or Asian British – Pakistani  

 (f) Asian or Asian British – Bangladeshi  

 (g) Chinese  

 (h) Other Asian background  
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 (i) Other (including mixed)  

 (j) Jewish  

 (k) White - British  

 (l) White – Irish  

 (m) Any other White background:  

56 Your age  

 (u) Under 25  

 (v) 25-29  

 (w) 30-34  

 (x) 35-39  

 (y) 40-44  

 (z) 45-49  

 (aa) 50-54  

 (bb) 55-59  

 (cc) 60-64  

 (dd) 65 and over  

57 

 

Disability 

 

 

 

 

(a)  Do you consider yourself disabled?   

 

 

Yes                              

No                        

Not sure 

 

 

 

(b)  If yes, does your employer know you are 

disabled?   

 

Yes                               

No                        

Not sure 

 

58 Your job:  

59 Your mode of employment  
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 (a) Full-time   

 (b) Part-time  

 (c) Hourly-paid  

 (d) Other  

60 Your terms of employment:  

 (a) Open-ended/permanent contract  

 (b) Fixed-term contract  

 (c) Zero hours contract  

 (d) Variable hours contract  

 (e) Other  

61 

The average number of hours you work per week 

(on/off site) during term-time (work means any 

task related to your contract of employment): 

 

 (a) 0-10  

 (b) 11-15  

 (c) 16-20  

 (d) 21-25  

 (e) 26-30  

 (f) 31-35  

 (g) 36-40  

 (h) 41-45  

 (i) 46-50  

 (j) 51-55  

 (k) 56-60  

 (l) Over 60  
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Biographical information 

 

50 
How long have you worked in the post-16 

education sector you currently work in: 
 

 (a) 0-4 years 1 

 (b) 5-9 years 1 

 (c) 10-14 years 1 

 (d) 15-19 years 1 

 (e) 20-24 years 1 

 (f) 25-29 years 1 

 (g) 30-plus years 1 

 

 

51 Which sector do you (principally) work in? 

Adult ed.        Further ed.         Higher ed.           

Prison ed. 

 1       2        3        4    

52 Your gender       

Female                      Male                    

Transgender/ 

                                                            

Transsexual 

 1           2           3    

53 Your sexual orientation 

Bisexual              Heterosexual              

Lesbian      

                                                            or gay                                                                                                                       

 1           2           3    

54 

 

If you are lesbian, gay, bisexual or trans, does 

your employer know?   

 

Yes                              No                       Not 

sure 

1            2           3    

55 Your ethnicity  

  1 
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(a) Black or Black British – Caribbean 

 

 

 

(b) Black or Black British – African 

 

1 

 

 

(c) Other Black background 

 

1 

 

 

(d) Asian or Asian British – Indian 

 

1 

 

 

(e) Asian or Asian British – Pakistani 

 

1 

 

 

(f) Asian or Asian British – Bangladeshi 

 

1 

 

 

(g) Chinese 

 

1 

 

 

(h) Other Asian background 

 

1 

 

 

(i) Other (including mixed) 

 

1 

 (j) Jewish 1 

 

 

(k) White - British 

 

1 
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(l) White – Irish 

 

1 

 

 

(m) Any other White background: 

 1 

56 Your age  

 (ee) Under 25 1 

 (ff) 25-29 1 

 (gg) 30-34 1 

 (hh) 35-39 1 

 (ii) 40-44 1 

 (jj) 45-49 1 

 (kk) 50-54 1 

 (ll) 55-59 1 

 (mm) 60-64 1 

 (nn) 65 and over 1 

57 

 

Disability 

 

 

 

 

(a)  Do you consider yourself disabled?   

 

Yes                              No                       Not 

sure 

1            2           3    

 

 

(b)  If yes, does your employer know you are 

disabled?   

 

Yes                              No                       Not 

sure 

1            2           3    

58 

 

Your job 
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59 

 

Your mode of employment 

 

 

 

 

(a) Full-time  

 

1 

 

 

(b) Part-time 

 

1 

 

 

(c) Hourly-paid 

 

1 

 

 

(d) Other 

 

1 

60 

 

Your terms of employment 

 

 

 

 

(a) Open-ended/permanent contract 

 

1 

 

 

(b) Fixed-term contract 

 

1 

 

 

(c) Zero hours contract 

 

1 

 
 

(d) Variable hours contract 
1 
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(e) Other 

 

1 

61 

The average number of hours you work per week 

(on/off site) during term-time (work means any 

task related to your contract of employment) 

 

 (a) 0-10 1 

 (b) 11-15 1 

 (c) 16-20 1 

 (d) 21-25 1 

 (e) 26-30 1 

 (f) 31-35 1 

 (g) 36-40 1 

 (h) 41-45 1 

 (i) 46-50 1 

 (j) 51-55 1 

 (k) 56-60 1 

 (l) Over 60 1 

  

Thank you for completing this questionnaire 
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2014 

Introduction: 

The UCU invites you to participate in the biennial survey of workrelated stress. The survey aims to 

monitor the wellbeing of members over time. It also adopts a benchmarking approach to assess the 

extent to which the sector meets key benchmarks for the management of workrelated stress and 

other important factors such as health, lifework balance and job satisfaction. This survey also 

explores members' perceptions of the tasks they undertake as part of their job role, feelings about 

change in the sector and how they feel about their job in general.  

  

The information you provide is anonymous, and all information provided will be considered 

confidential. If you would prefer not to provide information on your job title and institution, please 

leave the boxes blank. Questions 5 and 21 refer to bullying and harassment. Bullying is not against 

the law, but is understood as a form of harassment. The ACAS definition is as follows: "Bullying may 

be characterised as offensive, intimidating, malicious or insulting behaviour". Harassment is legally 

defined as violating a person's dignity or creating a hostile working environment. It is illegal when on 

the grounds of sex, race, disability, sexual orientation, gender reassignment, religion / belief or age.  

  

Please answer each question as fully as you are able. If you have more than one employer, where 

possible, please refer to your principal employer.   

  

This survey has been piloted and should take no more than 20 minutes to complete. We would be 

grateful if you could respond by 20th October.   

If you have any queries please contact John Bamford by email: JBamford@ucu.org.uk  

  

If you need help and advice about dealing with stress, please contact Recourse. This is a support 

network which provides support by qualified professionals for Further and Higher Education staff 

and their families. A 24 hour helpline 08000 32 99 52 is available and also a website: 

http://recourse.org.uk. You can also send a text to 07909 341 299  

  

Thank you for your time. The information you provide will be very valuable to us in highlighting 

members' opinions of their current working conditions.   
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About your Job 

Please answer the following demographic questions. Where questions relate to your current role, 

please respond with reference to your primary job if you hold more than one contract. *Please note 

that providing information about your job role and place of work is voluntary. If you do provide this 

information, however, it will remain strictly anonymous. 

 

 Which sector do you (principally) work in? 

Adult ed.        Further ed.         Higher ed.           

Prison ed. 

 

 
How long have you worked in the post-16 

education sector you currently work in 
_____ years 

 

Your mode of employment  

 (a) Full-time   

 (b) Part-time  

 (c) Hourly-paid  

 (d) Other  

Your terms of employment:  

 (a) Open-ended/permanent contract  

 (b) Fixed-term contract  

 (c) Zero hours contract  

 (d) Variable hours contract  

 (e) Other  

How many hours per week are you contracted to work?  

 (a) 0-10  

 (b) 11-15  

 (c) 16-20  

 (d) 21-25  

 (e) 26-30  

 (f) 31-35  
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 (g) 36-40  

 (h) 41-45  

 (i) 46-50  

 (j) 51-55  

 (k) 56-60  

 (l) Over 60  

How many hours per week do you actually work (on / 

off site) During term time. Work means any task related 

to your contract of employment 

 

 (a) 0-10  

 (b) 11-15  

 (c) 16-20  

 (d) 21-25  

 (e) 26-30  

 (f) 31-35  

 (g) 36-40  

 (h) 41-45  

 (i) 46-50  

 (j) 51-55  

 (k) 56-60  

 (l) Over 60  

About you: 

Your gender       

Female                       

Male                     

Transgender/Transsexual 

Prefer not to say 
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Your sexual orientation 

Bisexual               

Heterosexual              

 Lesbian or gay  

Prefer not to say 

  

 

If you are lesbian, gay, bisexual or trans, does your 

employer know?   

 

Yes                               

No                        

Not sure 

 

 

Your ethnicity (please check one box only)  

 (a) Black or Black British – Caribbean  

 (b) Black or Black British – African  

 (c) Other Black background  

 (d) Asian or Asian British – Indian  

 (e) Asian or Asian British – Pakistani  

 (f) Asian or Asian British – Bangladeshi  

 (g) Chinese  

 (h) Other Asian background  

 (i) Other (including mixed)  

 (j) Jewish  

 (k) White - British  

 (l) White – Irish  

 (m) Any other White background:  

Your age  

 (a) Under 25  

 (b) 25-29  

 (c) 30-34  

 (d) 35-39  
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 (e) 40-44  

 (f) 45-49  

 (g) 50-54  

 (h) 55-59  

 (i) 60-64  

 (j) 65 and over  

Disability:  

 

(a)  Do you consider yourself disabled?   

 

 

Yes                              

No                        

Not sure 

 

 

(b)  If yes, does your employer know you are disabled?   

 

Yes                               

No                        

Not sure 

 

 

Your experience of work: 

The following questions ask about your experiences and feelings regarding your work. Please 

respond with reference to your full-time, or primary job. 

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am clear what is expected of 
me at work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I can decide when to take a 
break 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

Different groups at work 
demand things from me that 
are hard to combine 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I know how to go about getting 
my job done 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am subject to personal 
harassment at work (see 
definition in introduction) 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 
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I have unachievable deadlines      

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

If work gets difficult, my 
colleagues will help me 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am given supportive feedback 
on the work I do 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have to work very intensively      

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have a say in my own work 
speed 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I ma clear what my duties and 
responsibilities are 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

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

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am clear about the goals and 
objectives for my department 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

There is friction or anger 
amongst colleagues 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have a choice in deciding how 
I do my work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am unable to take sufficient 
breaks 
 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I understand how my work fits 
into the overall aim of the 
organisation 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am pressured to work long 
hours 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have a choice in deciding 
what I do at work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have to work very fast      

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am subject to bullying at work 
(see definition in introduction) 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have unrealistic time 
pressures 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 
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I can rely on my line manager 
to help me out with a work 
problem 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I can get the help and support I 
need from colleagues 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have some say over the way 
that I work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I have sufficient opportunities 
to question managers about 
change at work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I receive the respect I deserve 
from colleagues 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

Staff are consulted about 
change at work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I can talk to my line manager 
about something that has 
upset or annoyed me 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

My working time can be 
flexible 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

My colleagues are willing to 
listen to my work-related 
problems 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

I am supported through 
emotionally demanding work 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

Relationships at work are 
strained 

     

 Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

My line manager encourages 
me at work 

     

      

      

I find my job stressful Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
agree 

How would you characterise 
your general or average level of 
stress? 

 
Very low 

 
Low 

 
Moderate 

 
High 

 
Very high 

 
To what extent do you have to do work tasks where you wonder if…. 

They have to be done at all? Never Rarely Once in a 
while 

Rather 
often 

Frequently 
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They make sense at all? Never Rarely Once in a 
while 

Rather 
often 

Frequently 

They would not exist (or could 
be done with less effort) if they 
were organised differently? 

Never Rarely Once in a 
while 

Rather 
often 

Frequently 

They exist just because some 
people demand it this way? 

Never Rarely Once in a 
while 

Rather 
often 

Frequently 

 
To what extent do you have to do work tasks which you believe… 

Should be done by someone 
else 

Never Rarely Once in a 
while 

Rather 
often 

Frequently 

Should not be expected of you Never Rarely Once in a 
while 

Rather 
often 

Frequently 

Put you in an awkward position Never Rarely Once in a 
while 

Rather 
often 

Frequently 

Are unfair that you have to 
deal with them 

Never Rarely Once in a 
while 

Rather 
often 

Frequently 

 

 
Thinking about your work, please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements 

I always find new and 
interesting aspects in my work 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

There are days when I feel tired 
before I arrive at work 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

It happens more and more 
often that I talk about my work 
in a negative way 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

After work, I tend to need more 
time than in the past to relax 
and feel better 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

I can tolerate the pressure of 
my work very well 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

Lately, I tend to think less at 
work and do my job almost 
mechanically 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

I find my work to be a positive 
challenge 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

During my work, I often feel 
emotionally drained 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

Over time, one can become 
disconnected from this type of 
work 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

After working, I have enough 
energy for my leisure activities 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

Sometimes I feel sickened by 
my work tasks 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

After my work, I usually feel 
worn out and weary 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

This is the only type of work I 
can imagine myself doing 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 
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Usually, I can manage the 
amount of work well 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

I feel more and more engaged 
at work 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

When I work, I usually feel 
energised 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly agree 

 

 
Please indicate how often you experience each of the following emotions in relation to your job: 

Happy Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Enthusiastic Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Liking for someone / something Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Pleased Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Proud Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Content Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Enjoyment of something Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Optimistic Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Worried Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Embarrassed Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Angry Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Disappointed Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Disgusted Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Frustrated Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Unhappy Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

Depressed Never Rarely Frequently Very 
frequently 

 

Change: Please answer the following questions using the scale provided: 

Too many 
change 
initiatives are 
introduced in 
my 
organisation 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 
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I am tired of all 
the changes in 
my 
organisation 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

The amount of 
change that 
takes place is 
overwhelming 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

We are asked 
to change too 
many things in 
my 
organisation 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

It feels like we 
are always 
being asked to 
change 
something 
around here 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

I would like to 
see a period of 
stability before 
we change 
anything else 
around here 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
disagree 

Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

 

The following questions focus on your experience of work-life balance. 

I come home from 
work too tired to do 
things I would like to 
do 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Almost 
always 

Always 

My job makes it 
difficult to maintain 
the kind of personal 
life I would like 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Almost 
always 

Always 

I often neglect my 
personal needs 
because of the 
demands of my work 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Almost 
always 

Always 

My personal life 
suffers because of 
my work 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Almost 
always 

Always 

I have to miss out on 
important personal 
activities due to the 
amount of time I 
spend doing work 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Almost 
always 

Always 

My job gives me 

energy to pursue 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Almost 
always 

Always 
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activities outside of 

work that are 

important to me 

Because of my job, I 
am in a better mood 
at home 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Almost 
always 

Always 

The things I do at 
work help me deal 
with personal and 
practical issues at 
home 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Almost 
always 

Always 

 

The following questions ask you about how you recover from work tasks: 

I become tense 
when I think 
about work 
related issues in 
my free time 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

I am annoyed by 
thinking about 
work related 
issues when I am 
not at work 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

I am irritated by 
work issues when 
not at work 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

I am fatigued by 
thinking about 
work related 
issues during my 
free time 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

I am troubled by 
work related 
issues when not 
at work 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

I am unable to 
switch off from 
work 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

I am able to stop 
thinking about 
work related 
issues in my free 
time 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

I find it easy to 
unwind after 
work 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

I make myself 
switch off from 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 
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work as soon as I 
leave 

I leave work 
issues behind 
when I leave 
work 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

 

Please answer the following questions about aspects of job satisfaction.  

How do you feel about… 

Your job generally Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

The physical 
working conditions 

Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

The freedom to 
choose your own 
methods of 
working 

Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

Your fellow 
workers 

Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

The recognition you 
get for good work 

Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

Your immediate 
boss 

Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

The amount of 
responsibility given 

Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

Your rate of pay Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

Your opportunity to 
use your abilities 

Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

Industrial relations 

with management 

Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

Your chance of 
promotion 

Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

The way the 
organisation is 
managed 

Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

The attention paid 
to suggestions you 
make 

Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

Your hours of work Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

The amount of 
variety in your job 

Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 

Your job security Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Moderately 
dissatisfied 

Unsure Moderately 
satisfied 

Very 
satisfied 

Extremely 
satisfied 
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This section asks about your general health and wellbeing.  

The following questions ask you how you feel at present compared to your usual state. To what 

extent have you .... 

been able to 

concentrate on 

whatever you are 

doing?  

 

better than 
usual 

same as usual less than usual much less 
than usual 

lost much sleep over 
worry? 

better than 
usual 

same as usual less than usual much less 
than usual 

felt that you are playing 
a useful part in things? 

better than 
usual 

same as usual less than usual much less 
than usual 

felt capable of making 

decisions about things? 

better than 
usual 

same as usual less than usual much less 
than usual 

felt constantly under 

strain? 

better than 
usual 

same as usual less than usual much less 
than usual 

felt you couldn't 

overcome your 

difficulties?  

better than 
usual 

same as usual less than usual much less 
than usual 

been able to enjoy your 

normal daytoday 

activities? 

better than 
usual 

same as usual less than usual much less 
than usual 

been able to face up to 

your problems? 

better than 
usual 

same as usual less than usual much less 
than usual 

been feeling unhappy 

and depressed? 

better than 
usual 

same as usual less than usual much less 
than usual 

been losing confidence 

in yourself? 

better than 
usual 

same as usual less than usual much less 
than usual 

been thinking of 

yourself as a worthless 

person? 

better than 
usual 

same as usual less than usual much less 
than usual 

 

Have you been feeling reasonably happy all things considered? 

More so than usual The same as usual Less so than usual Much less than usual 

 

In general, would you say your health is: 

Poor  Fair Good Very good Excellent 
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How many days (if any) were you off sick in the last 12 months?   

            days 

 

If you have been off sick over the last 12 months, how many of these days (if any) were due to stress 

related illness? 

             days 

 

The following questions relate to working whilst unwell: 

Do you feel under 
pressure to come in to 
work when you are 
unwell? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Do you work at home 
when you are unwell? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

 

If you answered ‘sometimes’, ‘often’ or ‘always’ to one or both questions above, please outline the 

reason why in the box below: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

If you would like to provide more information about any job-related stress you experience, or 

expand on any of the issues raised in this questionnaire, please do so in the box below 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Thank you for completing the survey. The information you provide is valuable to us. 
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Appendix 2: Ethics 
 

Ethical approval was sought for the 2012 and 2014 surveys as part of the current thesis. Thr 

application for 2012 is included below. The 2014 survey extension was approved by the University of 

Bedfordshire’s psychology ethics board by chairs action. Ethical approval for the 2008 survey was 

obtained prior to the start of this programme of study and the data analysed here is a secondary 

analysis of that data.  

RS1 Ethics approval: 

UNIVERSITY OF BEDFORDSHIRE 

 

Research Ethics Scrutiny (Annex to RS1 form) 

 

SECTION A To be completed by the candidate 

 

Registration No: 1223805 

 

Candidate: Siobhan Wray 

 

Research Institute: Research Centre for Applied Psychology/Institute of Applied Social Research 

 

Research Topic: Work-Stress processes in the UK Academy 

 

External Funding: No 

 

The candidate is required to summarise in the box below the ethical issues involved in the research 

proposal and how they will be addressed. In any proposal involving human participants the following 

should be provided: 

 

• clear explanation of how informed consent will be obtained,  

• how will confidentiality and anonymity be observed,  

• how will the nature of the research, its purpose and the means of dissemination of the 
outcomes be communicated to participants, 

• how personal data will be stored and secured 

• if participants are being placed under any form of stress (physical or mental)  identify what 
steps are being taken to minimise risk 

 

If protocols are being used that have already received University Research Ethics Committee (UREC) 

ethical approval then please specify. Roles of any collaborating institutions should be clearly 

identified. Reference should be made to the appropriate professional body code of practice. 
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Information relating to the nature and purpose of the study will be available as part of each survey 

questionnaire..  This information will be given electronically to participants before each point of data 

collection. Participants taking part in the longitudinal study will be given information regarding the 

nature and purpose of the study as part of the electronic materials presented. 

 

As this information will be available prior to any data collection, and participation is voluntary, 

individuals who proceed with the activity will therefore be giving informed consent. Participants may 

request a copy of any reports associated with the study. 

 

In order to preserve confidentiality and anonymity, it is intended that responses will be coded and 

this will be used as a means of identification. In the case of the longitudinal study, participant names 

will be held in a separate file from data collected and coding will be used for identification. Only the 

researcher will only view individual data, and these materials will be stored in a locked drawer and 

where electronic data is held, the data will be encrypted.. Steps will be taken to preserve the 

anonymity of participants when the outcomes of the research are reported in presentations and 

written publications. It is likely that a prize draw with Amazon vouchers (or something similar) will be 

used as an incentive to participate in the longitudinal study. Participants will be eligible to enter the 

prize draw upon submitting a completed set of diaries.  Participants’ contact details will be kept 

separately from their data.  
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Answer the following question by deleting as appropriate: 

 

1. Does the study involve vulnerable participants or those unable to give informed consent (e.g. 
children, people with learning disabilities, your own students)?    
 No 

 

2. Will the study require permission of a gatekeeper for access to participants (e.g. schools, self-
help groups, residential homes)?       
  No 

 

3. Will it be necessary for participants to be involved without consent (e.g. covert observation in 
non-public places)?         
 No 

 

4. Will the study involve sensitive topics (e.g. sexual activity, substance abuse)?  
   No 

 

5. Will blood or tissue samples be taken from participants?     
   No 

 

6. Will the research involve intrusive interventions (e.g. drugs, hypnosis, physical exercise)? 
  No 

 

7. Will financial or other inducements be offered to participants (except reasonable expenses)?
   No 

 

8. Will the research investigate any aspect of illegal activity?  
No 

 

9. Will participants be stressed beyond what is normal for them? 
No   

                                                               

10. Will the study involve participants from the NHS (e.g. patients or staff)?   
   No 

 

If you have answered yes to any of the above questions or if you consider that there are other 

significant ethical issues then details should be included in your summary above. If you have 

answered yes to Question 1 then a clear justification for the importance of the research must be 

provided. 

 

*Please note if the answer to Question 10 is yes then the proposal should be submitted through NHS 

research ethics approval procedures to the appropriate COREC. The UREC should be informed of 

the outcome. 

 

Checklist of documents which should be included: 
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Project proposal (with details of methodology) & source of funding 
 

 

Documentation seeking informed consent (if appropriate) 
 

 

Information sheet for participants (if appropriate) 
 

 

Questionnaire (if appropriate) 
 

 

(Tick as appropriate)
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Signature of Applicant: Siobhan Wray  Date: 15 October 2012 

 

 

Signature of Director of Studies:   Date: 15 October 2012 

 

This form together with a copy of the research proposal should be submitted to the Research 

Institute Director for consideration by the Research Institute Ethics Committee/Panel  

 

Note you cannot commence collection of research data until this form has been approved 

 

 

 

SECTION B  To be completed by the Research Institute Ethics Committee: 

 

Comments: 

 

 

 

Approved 

 

Signature Chair of Research Institute Ethics Committee: 

 

                      Date: 

 

This form should then be filed with the RS1 form 
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If in the judgement of the committee there are significant ethical issues for which there is not 

agreed practice then further ethical consideration is required before approval can be given and 

the proposal with the committees comments should be forwarded to the secretary of the UREC 

for consideration. 

 

 

 

There are significant ethical issues which require further guidance 

 

Signature Chair of Research Institute Ethics Committee: 

 

                      Date: 

 

 

This form together with the recommendation and a copy of the research proposal should then be 

submitted to the University Research Ethics Committee 
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