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Abstract

The construction sector is traditionally known for a harsh working culture characterized by
uncertainty, frequent crises, and long working hours, which increase stress among employ-
ees at all organizational levels. The primary objective of the present research is to examine
the extent to which workplace stress factors grouped under organisational/interpersonal,
task and physical stressor categories influence professionals within the construction in-
dustry. A cross-sectional online survey of 185 construction professionals in Turkey was
conducted between October 2024 and February 2025. Findings reveal that the task stressors
category associated with increased workload exerts the most significant adverse effect
on employees, while organisational/interpersonal stressors are the least impactful. The
analysis also shows significant variations in perceptions across different demographic and
workplace contexts. An overwhelming majority of significant differences between male
and female employees occur within the “Organizational/Interpersonal Stressors”, with
six out of the eight significant factors falling under this category. In particular, the most
pronounced gender-based differences are observed in specific areas such as gender and age
discrimination in promotion and development opportunities at work, fear of failure at the
job/job insecurity and insufficient encouragement/support from managers. In addition,
young professionals and employees of medium sized firms are found to be more severely
influenced by task stressors. By highlighting the differing perceptions of stress factors
among employees based on their demographic profiles, these findings provide insights
for managers in formulating effective organizational policies. Establishing goals about
streamlining tasks, reviewing hiring policies to reduce workloads, providing guidance and
training for employees’ task prioritization skills, and implementing workload redistribu-
tion strategies are some of the strategies that may be considered by organisations in the
construction industry.

Keywords: construction sector; workplace stress; construction employees; job burnout;
occupational stress

1. Introduction
The construction sector plays an important role in the development of national

economies due to its strong connections with other economic sectors and its crucial function
as the provider of basic infrastructure [1,2]. The sector which encompasses a broad spec-
trum of structures, from small residential construction to large-scale projects, is traditionally
known for its harsh working culture characterized by long working hours including week-
ends [3]. The need for timely project completion, driven by substantial upfront investment
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costs and contractual penalties associated with delays, constitutes the root cause of time
pressure in the industry. Thus, working hours tend to become increasingly demanding as
projects move close to completion.

Long working hours, coupled with a work environment characterized by un-
certainty and frequent crises inherent to the industry, contribute significantly to el-
evated stress levels among employees across all hierarchical levels in construction
organisations [4–9]. Moreover, site-specific nature of the industry, which requires employ-
ees to work on different sites and regions for each new project, highlights the importance
of mobility in the sector. Such an environment compels employees to either undertake
long daily commutes or temporarily relocate to another city or country. Such demands
pose particular difficulties for individuals with childcare and eldercare responsibilities,
negatively affecting their work–life balance. Failure to adapt to these industry norms may
hinder employees’ career advancement, and in extreme cases it may even threaten their
job security.

Previous studies have linked high stress to a range of adverse mental health outcomes,
including depression, anxiety, and broader psychological distress among construction
professionals [10,11]. In the literature, psychological distress also appears as a source of poor
safety, quality, and productivity in the sector. Thus, stress can no longer be perceived solely
as an individual issue. Indeed, today it is well known that it has significant effects on the
productivity of an entire sector, highlighting the need for further research in this field [12].
In broader terms, occupational stress has been shown to negatively impact job performance,
reduce job satisfaction and lead to burnout syndrome among employees [13]. Over the
long term, continued work stress may also manifest itself in physical symptoms such
as headaches and back pain, decrease employees’ sense of belonging in their workplace,
increase absenteeism, and ultimately reduce overall productivity [14]. In the literature, the
decrease in occupational health and safety performance stemming from stress is particularly
examined for employees working on construction sites [15–17]. If work-related stress is
not managed effectively, it can also extend beyond the workplace, adversely affecting
employees’ family lives and personal well-being [5,18].

In recent years, growing awareness of the negative effects of work-related stress
has led to an increase in research conducted within the construction industry. However,
there remains a notable gap in the previous literature regarding the specific impact of
occupational stress on the mental health of construction employees [19]. While previous
studies have revealed that demographic, role-based and institutional differences lead to
varying levels of susceptibility to stress among individuals, the exact mechanisms and
extent to which these factors influence individuals have not yet been fully clarified [20,21].
Efforts towards identifying the stress factors and developing strategies accordingly is
not sufficient to manage the growing stress problem in the construction industry. Recent
research indicates that stress is perceived differently by individuals. For example, job
insecurity is reported to be a more significant stressor for older employees as well as
married individuals in the construction sector [20]. Several studies have shown that
female employees in construction perceive higher stress levels compared to their male
counterparts [7]. Gomez-Salgado et al. (2023) argue that risks can only be identified
at an early stage by including different work contexts and demographic variables in
studies [22]. Therefore, further research is needed to develop strategies that address the
needs of individuals and groups with varying characteristics, to foster a healthier and more
productive work environment.

Based on this research gap, the main objectives of the present research are to identify
the main workplace stressors perceived by employees in the construction industry and
to explore the influence of demographic and institutional variables (e.g., age, gender,
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company size, etc.) on their stress perceptions. Improving our understanding of employees’
psychological well-being is essential for developing a more complete and accurate picture
of stressors in the construction industry. Therefore, a secondary objective of the present
research is to explore the effects of workplace stressors on construction professionals’
mental health, as well as their social and family lives.

The findings obtained from this study are expected to contribute to a better under-
standing of the causes and effects of stress experienced by professionals working in the
construction sector. Moreover, the results may enhance managers’ perceptions towards
development of effective stress management strategies that can be implemented within
the industry. In this way, necessary measures can be taken to enhance the well-being of
professionals and ensure the successful and timely completion of construction projects.

2. Theoretical Framework
2.1. Stressors Among Construction Professionals

Stress is one of the leading causes of absenteeism, negatively affecting not only working
individuals but also their families and colleagues. Several studies have emphasized that
stress has become a health epidemic of the 21st century and is increasingly prevalent on a
global scale [23,24]. Furthermore, stress results in significant financial costs for employers
due to decreased productivity and increased accidents [25].

Occupational stress is defined as a physical or mental response to situations perceived
as threats in the workplace [26] and is regarded as a highly influential factor on individual
behaviour [27]. In recent years, workplace stressors such as toxic work environments,
excessive workloads, isolation, role conflict, role ambiguity, lack of autonomy, career
development barriers, difficult relationships with managers and/or colleagues, managerial
bullying, harassment, and adverse organizational climate have increased compared to
previous decades [26].

Many studies have reported that professionals working in the construction sector
are particularly exposed to high levels of stress [5,7,28–30]. Construction professionals
employed on-site are found to experience significantly higher levels of occupational stress
than their counterparts working in office-based settings [5,31]. Stress factors arising from
construction activities are considered key dynamics of occupational stress due to the
very nature of the construction industry [3,32,33]. Construction is known to be a highly
labour-intensive sector where workers are often faced with physically demanding tasks
leading to both stress and physical fatigue [34]. Commonly acknowledged consequences of
physical fatigue in the literature include loss of productivity, reduced motivation, inatten-
tiveness, poor decision-making, low work quality, job dissatisfaction, and increased risk of
accidents [35,36].

In addition, several studies have shown that female professionals in the industry
experience severe discrimination and harassment, adversely impacting their psycholog-
ical well-being [7,37–39]. Some research has further revealed that occupational stress
leads to physiological, psychological, and sociological strain, contributing to workplace
stress [39,40]. In a comparative study by Pinto et al. [41] which investigated stress levels in
various project-based sectors including consulting and software, construction professionals
were found to experience higher levels of job burnout, particularly emotional exhaustion,
compared to those in other sectors [41].

Leung et al. [6] conducted a survey with 108 construction professionals in Hong Kong
to examine the impact of stress on project managers’ performances. Findings showed that
stress is the root cause of burnout and poor job performance [6]. Similarly, a survey con-
ducted by Abdalla et al. [42] on young professionals involved in international construction
projects revealed that these individuals experienced significant levels of burnout due to
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stress, which was closely linked to high turnover expectations [42]. Another study by
Alsulami et al. [16] indicated that employees with heavier workloads and those working
long hours experienced more stress than those working shorter periods [16]. Moreover, Wu
et al. [43] found that while role ambiguity negatively affected both job performance and
burnout, role conflict had similar adverse effects only on job burnout [43].

Improved safety practices in the workplace are key indicators of good performance and
job satisfaction among employees [44]. Previous research reveals that increased stress levels
among construction professionals lead to unsafe work practices and poor performance [45].
Physical factors such as weak lighting, high noise levels, heavy material handling, and
crowded workspaces further exacerbate workers’ vulnerability, fostering negative emotions
that lead to inefficiency and loss of motivation [46]. Alsulami et al. [16] argued that stress
factors tend to cause distraction among workers, increasing the likelihood of injuries or
accidents [16]. Mental health issues such as depression and anxiety stemming from stress
diminish employees’ ability to focus on work [10]. These health issues are reported to arise
mainly from high job demands [47]. The consequences of neglecting such issues include
suicide attempts, workplace accidents, and absenteeism [8].

Construction professionals are also highly exposed to other types of occupational
stress that negatively affect their health and well-being, including long working hours,
excessive workloads, unhealthy work–life balance, perceived loss of professional value,
and lack of job security [48]. A study by Haynes and Love [49] conducted in Australia
found that the top three sources of stress for professionals were excessive workload, long
working hours, and insufficient time spent with family [49]. Similarly, Bowen et al. [50]
highlighted that long working hours significantly contribute to the imbalance between
work and family responsibilities [50]. In another study, Leung et al. [9] reported that time
and energy spent on family responsibilities often reduce the time available for work tasks,
thereby disrupting work–life balance and increasing stress [9].

As Manivannan et al. [51] has also pointed out, previous research has extensively
examined various dimensions of occupational stress, however studies exploring its impact
on personal life remain limited [51]. The authors utilized previously developed scales to
measure occupational stress and its relation to work–life balance. Earlier studies have gener-
ally categorized stressors among construction professionals as task-related, organizational,
physical, and personal [30].

2.1.1. Organizational and Interpersonal Stress Factors

Organizational stressors can be defined as stress factors originating from within
the organization itself [52], and they may lead to the weakening of employees’ sense of
connection with the organization [32]. These stressors are often associated with perceived
organizational injustice and the extent to which construction professionals are included in
decision-making processes regarding their career development opportunities [53].

Interpersonal stressors, on the other hand, refer to factors related to an individual’s
personality traits and behavioural tendencies [54]. Previous studies have emphasized
that organizational and interpersonal stressors often create a ripple effect on one another,
functioning as mutually reinforcing critical stressors [55].

The literature identifies several common organizational and interpersonal stres-
sors in the workplace, including violence and threats, disrespectful behaviours, bul-
lying, gender and age discrimination, harassment, lack of managerial support, con-
flicts with colleagues, suppression of individual opinions, job insecurity, and fear of
failure [7,19,37,39,42,50,56–58].
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2.1.2. Task-Related Stressors

Task-related stressors refer to both the quantitative workload that construction pro-
fessionals encounter in their daily work, as well as the qualitative challenges that exceed
an individual’s capacity [32,52]. Research has shown that the quantitative dimensions of
workload include high job demands, excessive overtime, irregular and uncertain working
hours, and pressure to meet tight deadlines. On the other hand, the qualitative dimensions
encompass ambiguity in job roles and constantly changing employer expectations. These
factors have been found to contribute significantly to work–life imbalance and emotional
exhaustion among employees [5,7,33,39,41,49,50,59–61]. Furthermore, several studies high-
light that these stressors can lead to reduced job performance, declining motivation, and an
increased intention to leave the profession [34,39,62].

2.1.3. Physical Stressors

Physical stressors refer to poor physical conditions in the workplace, such as exces-
sive noise, overcrowding, temperature fluctuations (extremely hot or cold), inadequate
lighting or glaring light, limited working space, and insufficient occupational health and
safety measures [7,9,12,16,32,46]. These conditions have the potential to negatively affect
individuals’ physical and psychological well-being over time [9].

The literature frequently emphasizes that exposure to excessive physical stressors can
lead to physical fatigue, making employees more prone to errors and mistakes, reducing the
quality of workmanship, decreasing productivity, and lowering job satisfaction [57]. More-
over, these stressors have been linked to occupational accidents [63], and this relationship
has been strongly supported by various empirical studies [64].

A summary of the review of studies addressing occupational stressors in the construc-
tion industry are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. Overview of Occupational Stressors in Construction.
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3. Method and Data
3.1. Design of the Questionnaire Survey

The aim of this study is to examine the effects of stress factors encountered by profes-
sionals in the construction industry on their mental health. The target population of the
study comprises company owners, architects, civil engineers, and other professionals (e.g.,
designers, site managers, cost engineers, consultants) working in the Turkish construction
industry. Data were collected through an online questionnaire survey. Surveys are widely
utilized in academic research to assess individuals’ attitudes, behaviours, beliefs, and
opinions [75]. The online survey method, which has recently gained popularity, enables
participants to respond with minimal effort and at their convenience, irrespective of their
geographical location [76,77]. Therefore, an online survey was adopted for data collection.

The survey questions used in the current research are based on the most frequently
emphasized stressor categories identified in the existing literature (see Table 1). The
questions are further categorized under three dimensions—task stressors, organiza-
tional/interpersonal stressors, and physical stressors—based on the classifications provided
by Senaratne and Rasagopalasingam [78], Leung et al. [9,52,53].

In designing the survey questions, particular attention was given to ensuring clarity
and ease of comprehension. Thus, a pilot survey was conducted with ten participants,
and the questions were revised in accordance with their comments. Based on the feed-
back, minor revisions were made, including simplifying the wording of the items (e.g.,
lexical simplification and remove the unclear words) and improving the logical flow of
the questions. The final questionnaire survey consists of three sections. The first section
includes questions aimed at collecting general demographic and workplace information
about the participants, such as age, gender, profession, years of experience in the industry,
and the number of employees in their company. The second section comprises 20 items
designed using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “Very Effective” to “Not Effective at All”
to measure the perceived impact of workplace stress factors. Participants were asked to
evaluate how significantly each factor affected them in their professional environment by
assigning scores from 5 (“Very Effective”) to 1 (“Not Effective at All”). The responses were
analysed based on quartile calculations, and quartile ranges were established to interpret
which stress factors were considered more critical (Table 2).

Table 2. Quartile subset of workplace stress factors and Likert Scale Equivalent.

Quartile Mean Score Scale
(1–5)

Quartile Ranges of
Averages

Levels of Impact of
Expressions

Likert Scale Response
Options

Lower Quartile Mean < 3.16 Min:2.82; Q1:3.16 Low impact
statement scores

(1) Not Effective at All
(2) Slightly Effective

(3) Neutral

Middle Half
Quartile Mean = 3.16–3.83 Median:3.43 Moderately effective

expression ratings

(3) Neutral
(4) Effective to some

extent

Upper Quartile Mean > 3.83 Q3:3.83; Max:4.23 Most effective
expression ratings

(4) Effective to some
extent

(5) Most Effective

Table 2 shows the results of the quartile analysis based on the scores given by the par-
ticipants to workplace stress factors. Average scores are divided into three groups: Lower
Quartile, Middle Half, and Upper Quartile. Quartiles provide insights into central tendency
and variability, and when they are presented alongside Likert scale categories, they support
the interpretation of participants’ responses to statements concerning workplace stress fac-
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tors. Although quartiles and Likert scales are based on distinct methodological frameworks,
there are instances where categories overlap. For instance, the expression ‘Neutral’ can be
found in both the Lower Quartile and the Middle Half Quartile. This indicates that the
same expression can represent different levels of impact across participant groups, thereby
allowing for more nuanced interpretations [79,80].

In the third section of the survey, an additional set of twenty 5-point Likert scale
items, ranging from “Most Effective” to “Not Effective at All,” was developed to assess
the perceived impact of stress factors encountered by participants in their workplaces. The
forty attitude scale items included in the second and third sections were identified based on
the most reported issues in the literature (Table 1). In addition to this the 20 impact items
related to effects of stress factors on health, family life, and social life in the third section
of the questionnaire were grouped into three themes based on the literature review. The
health-related items were derived from Schuler [55], Jin et al. [72], Biggs et al. [73], Rotimi
et al. [69], Haynes and Love [49], Leung et al. [53], De Silva et al. [30], Chan et al. [19], Bowen
et al. [40], Zhang et al. [70], Firose et al. [74], Sunindijo and Kamardeen [39], Love et al. [5],
Bowen et al. [7], Seo Hee Chang et al. [65], Manivannan et al. [51], Abdalla et al. [42], and
Hosseini et al. [12]. The items related to family life were informed by Hosseini et al. [12],
Firose et al. [74], Zhang et al. [70], Nwagu et al. [31], Wu et al. [71], Leung et al. [53],
Manivannan et al. [51], De Silva et al. [30], Chan et al. [19], Bowen et al. [40], and Rotimi
et al. [69]. The items concerning social life were based on Leung et al. [53], Jin et al. [72],
Manivannan et al. [51], Bowen et al. [40], De Silva et al. [30], Chan et al. [19], Rotimi
et al. [69], Zhang et al. [70], and Firose et al. [74].

3.2. Data Collection

Data collection was carried out between October 2024 and February 2025. The survey
questions were distributed via Google Forms and LinkedIn, ensuring that participation
was voluntary and that all responses would remain confidential.

Participant selection was based on convenience sampling and snowball sampling.
Convenience sampling refers to selecting members of the population accessible to re-
searchers [79]. A convenience sampling approach was applied to select participants during
the initial distribution of survey questions. However, due to the limited number of re-
sponses (93 participants) following the initial distribution, a snowball sampling strategy
was subsequently employed to enhance participation. In this context, individuals who
had completed the survey on LinkedIn were kindly asked to share the survey within their
professional networks to reach a broader segment of the construction industry.

Snowball sampling is an efficient method for reaching hard-to-access populations
by leveraging the professional networks of initial participants. However, it is also sub-
ject to selection bias, as participants’ networks often consist of individuals with similar
backgrounds, experiences, and characteristics, which may limit the diversity and generaliz-
ability of the sample [76]. Griffiths et al. [81] suggests that due to theses biases inherent
snowball sampling, researchers should be cautious about generalizing their findings [81].
Therefore, the results of the study should be interpreted with the understanding that the
sample does not represent all construction professionals in Turkiye.

Additionally, after this second round of dissemination, email correspondence was
conducted with 10 participants who had completed the survey. The aim of these follow-
up interactions was to gather more detailed insights into participants’ views regarding
workplace stress factors.

The survey remained accessible on Google Forms between October 2024 and March
2025, during which a total of 185 valid responses were collected.
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3.3. Data Analysis

The research data were analysed using Microsoft Excel and SPSS Version 26. Initially,
the data were transferred to Microsoft Excel and subsequently imported into IBM SPSS 26
for statistical analysis. For descriptive statistics frequencies was calculated. For the Likert-
type items, frequency, mean, and standard deviation values were computed across the
entire sample to identify critical workplace stress factors as perceived by participants.

Prior to statistical analyses, the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test was employed to check
whether the data was normally distributed. Although the test results indicated a deviation
from normality, the skewness and kurtosis values were within the acceptable range of
±2, suggesting that the data could be considered normally distributed. In the literature,
skewness and kurtosis values within the range of ±2 is commonly considered acceptable
indicators of approximate normality [82–85]. Moreover, Kline [86]. suggests slightly
broader thresholds, recommending ±3 for skewness and ±10 for kurtosis [86]. In addition,
this result was confirmed with Q-Q plot and histogram graphics.

Although the distribution of the data showed deviations from normality, parametric
analyses were retained in this study for several reasons. First, assessments of normality
in scientific research typically draw upon descriptive statistics, skewness and kurtosis
coefficients, graphical inspections (e.g., histograms, normal Q–Q plots, boxplots), and
hypothesis-based tests such as Kolmogorov–Smirnov and Shapiro–Wilk. The literature
emphasizes that a sound evaluation of normality should incorporate these methods collec-
tively rather than relying on a single indicator [83,87,88]. Moreover, because hypothesis
tests for normality tend to be overly sensitive to minor deviations in large samples, giving
greater weight to graphical and descriptive examinations is considered an appropriate
approach [83,88]. In the present study, both the Q–Q plot and histogram suggested an
approximately normal distribution, and skewness and kurtosis values were also low. Sec-
ond, the literature indicates that parametric tests are robust to violations of the normality
assumption when sample size is sufficient [89,90]. Several methodological studies further
report that parametric procedures can remain robust to assumption violations depending
on sample size [91–95]. According to Jekel et al. [96] an adequately large sample size
(e.g., 30 or more) helps ensure, as a natural consequence of the central limit theorem, that
minor deviations from normality do not lead to serious analytical problems. Third, the
sample size in this study is sufficient for the central limit theorem to apply; therefore, even
if the raw distribution exhibits slight skewness, the sampling distribution of the mean can
be assumed to approximate normality [97,98]. For all these reasons, parametric tests were
employed in the analysis of the Likert-type data used in this study. Nonetheless, the lack of
non-parametric sensitivity analyses represents a methodological limitation. Additionally,
conducting multiple t-tests and ANOVAs increases the risk of Type I error [99]. Therefore,
the findings should be interpreted as exploratory.

To examine differences between groups, independent sample t-test and one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) were applied. Given that the samples were independent,
Welch’s ANOVA was used in cases where the assumption of homogeneity of variances
was violated [100]. Post hoc comparisons were conducted using Scheffé, Games-Howell,
and Tamhane’s T2 tests, depending on the variance homogeneity status of the independent
variables with three or more subgroups. Significance levels of 0.01 and 0.05 were adopted
for all statistical analyses.

To evaluate the internal consistency and reliability of the questionnaire, Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients were calculated. According to existing literature, a Cronbach’s alpha
value of 0.70 is generally considered acceptable, 0.80 is considered good, and 0.90 or above
indicates excellent internal consistency [82,101]. In this study, the overall Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient was found to be 0.960. The alpha values for the subdimensions “impact factors
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on health,” “impact factors on family life,” and “impact factors on social life” were 0.911,
0.827, and 0.895, respectively, indicating high reliability across all dimensions. For statistical
analyses, significance levels of p < 0.05 and p < 0.01 were adopted. Figure 1 presents the
flowchart outlining the analysis steps and their sequence in the study (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Data analysis process.

4. Findings
4.1. Descriptive Statistics

The survey collected comprehensive demographic and professional information from
respondents, resulting in a complete profile of the study sample (Table 3). A total of
185 employees completed the questionnaire, 60% of which are male and 40% female. The
age distribution shows that many respondents (44.30%) were between 30 and 39 years
old, followed by those aged 20–29 (32.40%), and 23.20% were 40 or older. In terms of
their positions within their companies, 41.60% were in senior management roles, 41.10%
worked in design and support roles and 17.30% were employed in technical and operational
management roles.

The size of the organizations where participants worked varied greatly: 48.10% were
employed in small companies, 27.60% in medium-sized and 24.30% in large compa-
nies. Note that firms are categorized by size in according to their number of employ-
ees as noted in European Commission [102]. In other words, small businesses employ
“1–49,” medium-sized businesses employ “50–249,” and large businesses employ “250 or
more” professionals.
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of sample.

General Information No. of Samples % of Total Respondents

Gender
Male 111 60
Female 74 40

Marital Status
Married 94 50.80
Single 91 49.20

Age
20–29 60 32.43
30–39 82 44.32
40 and above 43 23.25

Position in the company
Senior management 77 41.60
Technical Operational

Management 32 17.30

Design and support 76 41.10
Number of employees

1–49 89 48.10
50–249 51 27.60
250 or more 45 24.30

Years of experience
1–5 years 66 35.70
6–10 years 38 20.50
11–15 years 30 16.20
16–20 years 19 10.30
21–25 years 10 5.40
26 years and above 22 11.90

Number of children
0 105 56.80
1 41 22.20
2 32 17.30
3 and above 7 3.80

Place of work
Construction site 21 11.40
Office 92 49.70
Both construction site

and office 72 38.90

Weekly working hours
0–20 h 6 3.20
21–20 h 14 7.60
31–40 h 29 15.70
41–50 h 87 47.00
51–60 h 32 17.30
60 h and above 17 9.20

4.2. Stressors in the Construction Industry

In this section of the survey instrument, professionals in the construction sector
were asked to evaluate twenty statements on a 5-point Likert scale to identify the main
stress factors they encounter in their working lives. Table 4 shows the frequencies,
means and standard deviations, and 95% confidence intervals for all items based on the
participants’ responses.



Buildings 2025, 15, 4460 12 of 25

Table 4. Main stress factors for construction professionals.

Item No. Items

Frequency of Responses

1 2 3 4 5 Mean S.D Ranking Quartile
Grouping

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

SF4 T High level of time pressure 1.10 4.86 15.67 25.94 52.43 4.23 0.959 1

Upper
Quartile
Category

SF3 T High job demands/responsibility 2.17 5.95 10.81 29.72 51.35 4.22 1.005 2

SF8 T Excessive workload 6.49 6.49 11.89 30.81 44.32 4.00 1.188 3

SF7 T Unclear job scope and responsibility 4.33 9.19 12.97 31.35 42.16 3.97 1.146 4

SF1 T Long working hours (overtime) 4.87 11.89 10.82 36.75 35.67 3.86 1.169 5

SF2 T Uncertainty in working hours (irregular work schedule) 5.95 11.35 17.30 25.40 40.00 3.82 1.240 6

Middle
Half
Category

SF19 T Taking on tasks due to others’ negligence 3.25 12.98 15.68 37.28 30.81 3.79 1.113 7

SF14 O/I Insufficient encouragement/support from managers 7.03 7.03 27.03 26.48 32.43 3.70 1.194 8

SF10 T High level of client’s demands and requirements 5.95 18.92 12.97 27.02 35.14 3.66 1.292 9

SF5 P Poor physical working conditions (noise, crowd, etc.) 10.27 14.60 21.62 25.40 28.11 3.46 1.314 10

SF6 O/I Little development/learning opportunities at work 10.27 14.60 23.24 27.57 24.32 3.41 1.282 11

SF13 O/I Acts of personal disrespect at work 17.84 10.27 15.68 24.86 31.35 3.41 1.468 12

SF11 T Fear of failure at the job/job insecurity 10.80 19.46 18.92 25.41 25.41 3.35 1.335 13

SF9 P Inadequate occupational health and safety measures at
the workplace 18.92 13.51 17.85 22.70 27.02 3.25 1.465 14

SF12 O/I Conflicts/poor relationships with coworkers 17.85 14.60 25.40 15.67 26.48 3.18 1.432 15

SF20 O/I Facing obstacles when my views differ from coworkers 22.16 8.11 23.24 30.81 15.68 3.09 1.379 16

Lower
Quartile
Category

SF15 O/I Violence at work (threat, assault, etc.) 27.57 10.81 18.92 10.81 31.89 3.08 1.612 17

SF17 O/I Gender discrimination (Discrimination in promotion and
development opportunities at work) 28.11 9.19 21.08 15.13 26.49 3.02 1.561 18

SF16 O/I Age discrimination (Discrimination in promotion and
development opportunities at work) 23.24 12.97 23.25 20.00 20.54 3.01 1.446 19

SF18 O/I Harassment/Bullying 34.05 11.89 17.84 9.73 26.49 2.82 1.619 20

Note: T: task stressors, O/I: organizational/Interpersonal stressors; P: Physical stressors.,lower quartile category: mean < 3.16; middle half category: 3.16 ≤ mean ≤ 3.83; upper quartile
category: Mean > 3.83.
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Table 4 shows the main stress factors encountered by construction professionals.
Looking at the whole population, it may be observed that SF4 “high level of time pressure”,
SF3 “high job demands/responsibility”, SF8 “excessive workload”, SF7 “unclear job scope
and responsibility” and SF1 “long working hours (overtime)” have been identified as the
top five stressors by participants (mean scores of 4.23, 4.22, 4.00, 3.97 and 3.86, respectively).

Located in the middle half (moderate impact) category, the next five workplace stress
factors include SF2 “uncertainty in working hours (irregular work schedule)”, SF19 “tak-
ing on tasks due to others’ negligence”, SF14 “insufficient encouragement/support from
manager”, SF10 “high level of client’s demands and requirements” and SF5 “poor physical
working conditions (noise, crowd, etc.)” with mean scores of 3.82, 3.79, 3.70, 3.66 and
3.46, respectively.

Responses provided by the whole population indicate that SF18 “Harassment/Bullying”,
SF16 “Age discrimination (Discrimination in promotion and advancement Processes at
work)” and SF17 “Gender discrimination (Discrimination in promotion and development
opportunities at work)” are perceived to be the last three stressors that affect construction
professionals with mean scores of 2.82, 3.01, 3.02, respectively among all factors.

The factor groups were named after a thorough examination of the statements of the
relevant items. The groups were entitled as “Organisational/Interpersonal Stressors”, “Task
Stressors” and “Physical Stressors”. The results of the analysis conducted to assess which
group exerts a greater influence on participants’ stress perceptions reveals that among
the three factor groups, the most prominent stressors are in “Factor 2: Task Stressors”
group, with a mean score (m = 3.89, SD = 0.87, 95% CI = 3.77–4.01). This is followed
by the “Physical Stressors” factor (m = 3.35, SD = 1.39, 95% CI= 3.15–3.55), while the
“Organisational/Interpersonal Stressors” category has the lowest average score among
the three groups (m = 3.19, SD = 1.19, 95% CI = 3.02–3.36). The confidence intervals
further indicate that task-related stressors exert the strongest influence on construction
professionals’ perceived stress levels.

4.3. Differences in Perceptions Across Demographic and Workplace Contexts

Independent samples t-test, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and Welch Anova
test were applied to assess whether individuals’ perceptions of stress factors differ in terms
of demographic variables such as gender, age group, professional experience and marital
status. In some of the analyses, Welch Anova test was used instead of Anova test due
to inequality of within-group variances [103]. The results obtained from the analyses are
shown in Table 5.

A closer look at the values in the last column of Table 5, where total number of signifi-
cant differences for each factor is displayed, reveals that there are significant differences in
the perceptions of professionals with different demographic and workplace characteristics
regarding all stress factors except SF20: “Facing obstacles when my views differ from
coworkers”. This result indicates that the severity of the stress factors experienced by
professionals vary depending on their personal and workplace characteristics.
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Table 5. Differences between Subgroups.

Stress Factors

Independent
Samples One Way Anova/Welch ANOVA Test Number of

Significant
Differences

t-Test

Gender Marital
Status Age Position Number of

Employees Experience Place of Work

Anova Welch Anova Welch Anova Welch Anova Welch Anova Welch

SF15. Violence at work (threat, assault, etc.) 0.075 0.098 0.331 0.352 0.026 * 0.624 0.113 1

SF18. Harassment/Bullying 0.034 * 0.005 ** 0.265 0.730 0.080 0.004 ** 0.069 3

SF13. Acts of personal disrespect at work 0.023 * 0.044 * 0.671 0.698 0.779 0.546 0.006 ** 3

SF12. Conflicts/poor relationships with coworkers 0.014 * 0.342 0.631 0.522 0.797 0.703 0.000 ** 2

SF17. Gender discrimination 0.000 ** 0.001 ** 0.137 0.193 0.147 0.152 0.349 2

SF9. Inadequate H&S 0.034 * 0.028 * 0.324 0.151 0.031 * 0.004 ** 0.001 ** 5

SF16. Age discrimination 0.002 ** 0.170 0.587 0.247 0.553 0.632 0.013 * 2

SF20. Facing obstacles when my views differ from coworkers 0.729 0.387 0.949 0.848 0.777 0.557 0.061 0

SF6. Little development/learning opportunities at work 0.263 0.000 ** 0.000 ** 0.028 * 0.008 ** 0.001 ** 0.110 5

SF3. High job demands/responsibility 0.835 0.026 * 0.619 0.216 0.006 ** 0.000 ** 0.404 3

SF8. Excessive workload 0.130 0.806 0.647 0.485 0.035 * 0.000 ** 0.670 2

SF4. High level of time pressure 0.400 0.389 0.947 0.496 0.404 0.002 ** 0.001 ** 2

SF7. Unclear job scope and responsibility 0.835 0.997 0.381 0.822 0.001 ** 0.469 0.532 1

SF10. High level of client’s demands and requirements 0.138 0.460 0.766 0.026 * 0.003 ** 0.000 ** 0.025 * 4

SF11. Fear of failure at the job/job insecurity 0.007 ** 0.378 0.109 0.456 0.061 0.020 * 0.005 ** 3

SF19. Taking on tasks due to others’ negligence 0.566 0.968 0.594 0.312 0.912 0.339 0.015 * 1

SF14. Insufficient encouragement/support from managers 0.007 ** 0.266 0.984 0.048 * 0.122 0.020 * 0.027 * 4

SF1. Long working hours 0.427 0.095 0.001 ** 0.538 0.001 ** 0.142 0.563 2

SF2. Uncertainty in working hours (irregular work schedule) 0.981 0.301 0.009 ** 0.023 * 0.030 * 0.002 ** 0.559 4

SF5. Poor physical working conditions (noise, crowd, etc.) 0.096 0.005 ** 0.028 * 0.415 0.360 0.183 0.514 2

Note: * and ** denote significance level at % 5 and at % 1, respectively.
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Detailed analysis shows that women were more severely affected by gender discrimina-
tion in promotion and development opportunities at work (SF17), age discrimination (SF16),
fear of failure at the job/job insecurity (SF11) and insufficient encouragement/support
from managers (SF14) than their male counterparts. Moreover, women were more sensitive
to conflicts/poor relationships with coworkers (SF12), acts of personal disrespect at work
(SF13), harassment/bullying (SF18), and inadequate occupational health and safety (SF9)
than men. Notably, women scored significantly higher on item SF9 (m = 3.54) compared to
men (m = 3.06). These results indicate that an overwhelming majority of significant differ-
ences between male and female employees occur within the “Organizational/Interpersonal
Stressors” category.

In the evaluations made according to marital status, significant differences were
found between the perceptions of single and married individuals for a number of factors
causing stress, namely little development/learning opportunities at work (SF6), gender
discrimination (SF17) and harassment/bullying (SF18), poor physical working conditions
(noise, crowd, etc.) (SF5), high job demands/responsibility (SF3), inadequate occupational
health and safety (SF9) and personal disrespect at work (SF13). A closer look at the results
reveals that all these stressors except SF3 were felt more severely by single employees
compared to their married counterparts. Indeed, the mean value for SF6 was 3.85 for single
employees and 2.97 for married employees (p < 0.05).

One way and Welch Anova tests were also conducted for the three different age
groups: 20–29 (group 1), 30–39 (group 2) and 40+ (group 3). Results revealed that there
are significant differences for SF6 “little development/learning opportunities at work”,
SF1 “Long working hours”, SF2 “Uncertainty in working hours (irregular work schedule)”
and SF5 “Poor physical working conditions (noise, crowd, etc.)”. The mean value for the
SF6 stress factor for the 20–29 age group was 3.96, while this value dropped to 2.50 for
employees aged 60 and over. Evidence shows that the youngest, namely 20–29 years old
group is more affected from these stress factors compared to older two groups. Note that,
half of these factors are located in the “task stressor” group (SF1 and SF2).

In the company size grouping, significant differences were observed between partici-
pants working for different sizes of companies for SF1 “Long working hours”, SF7 “Unclear
job scope and responsibility”, SF10 “High level of client’s demands and requirements”,
SF3 “High job demands/responsibility”, SF6 “little development/learning opportunities
at work”, SF15 “Violence at work (threat, assault, etc.)”, SF2 “Uncertainty in working
hours (irregular work schedule)”, SF9 “inadequate occupational health and safety” and
SF8 “Excessive workload”. Results reveal that employees of middle-sized firms are affected
more severely than participants from small and large companies for SF1 “Long working
hours”, SF7 “Unclear job scope and responsibility”, SF10 “High level of client’s demands
and requirements”, SF3 “High job demands/responsibility” and SF8 “Excessive workload”.
Note that, these stressors are all located in the “task stressors” group. On the other hand,
SF15 “Violence at work (threat, assault, etc.)”, SF9 “inadequate occupational health and
safety” and SF2 “Uncertainty in working hours (irregular work schedule)” seem to affect
the employees of small sized companies more than their larger counterparts. Numerically,
the mean score for SF19 was 3.51 for small companies, while it was 2.82 for large companies
(p = 0.031).

In the detailed analysis made according to the experience of the employees, signif-
icant differences were found in SF3 “high job demands/responsibility”, SF8 “Excessive
workload”, SF10 “High level of client’s demands and requirements”, SF6 “little develop-
ment/learning opportunities at work”, SF4 “High level of time pressure”, SF2 “Uncertainty
in working hours (irregular work schedule)”, SF18 “harassment/bullying”, SF9 “inade-
quate occupational health and safety”, SF11 “fear of failure at the job/job insecurity” and
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SF14 “insufficient encouragement/support from manager”. In general, less experienced
employees (1–5 years) experienced stressors related to workload, uncertainty, and limited
development opportunities more intensely. For instance, the mean score for item SF6
“little development/learning opportunities at work” was 3.81 for employees with 1–5 years
of experience, while this value was 2.83 for employees with 11–15 years of experience
(p = 0.024). In contrast, employees with 26 or more years of experience reported higher
stress for the stress factor (SF19) “occupational health and safety” (m = 3.90) indicating that
different stages of professional tenure may be associated with distinct stress priorities.

Differences were also recorded in stress perceptions between participants only work-
ing in construction sites, employees only working in office and those working both on
construction sites and offices. The findings related to the workplace are also noteworthy.
Differences in perceived stress were noted among those who worked solely on-site, those
who worked solely in the office, and those who worked both on-site and in the office. A
detailed analysis shows that, regarding conflicts/poor relationships with coworkers (SF12),
participants working both on construction sites and in offices reported the highest mean
score (m = 3.69). In contrast, the mean scores of those working only in offices (m = 2.88)
and those working only on construction sites (m = 2.76) were lower. This indicates that pro-
fessionals who experience both working environments simultaneously feel this stress factor
more intensely. Similarly significant differences were found among these groups in items
SF9 “inadequate occupational health and safety,” SF4: “high time pressure,” SF11 “fear
of failure at work/job insecurity,” SF13 “personal disrespect,” SF16 “age discrimination,”
SF19 “tasks undertaken due to the negligence of others,” SF10 “high customer demands,”
and SF14 “insufficient managerial support.” All of these stress factors, except SF4 and SF14,
are felt more intensely by both on-site and office workers. “High time pressure” (SF4)
particularly affects office workers (m = 4.29), while (SF14) “insufficient managerial support”
is experienced more severely by those working only on-site (m = 4.00).

4.4. Effects of Workplace Stressors on Private Lives of Employees

In the next section of the survey, participants were asked to respond to a series of
items on a 5-point Likert scale to evaluate the effects of workplace stressors on the health,
family and social life of construction industry professionals. Table 6 shows the summary of
responses to 5-point Likert type items, their means and standard deviations. The highest
scoring effects of workplace stress on private life of construction industry professionals
ranged between 3.04 and 4.07, with the most prominent being inability to engage in
preferred activities (4.07), marital conflicts (4.06), and income-related family stress (4.02). In
contrast, behaviours indicating potentially maladaptive coping—such as self-harm (1.72),
alcohol consumption (2.31), anxiolytic use (2.37), and smoking (2.50)—had the lowest
mean scores.

Among the twelve impacts in Table 6, where the effects of workplace stress factors on
“health” are grouped, the first three impacts with the highest scores appear to be “irritability
and tension”, “Sleep disturbances” and “minor physical discomforts” with mean scores
of 3.91, 3.81 and 3.80, respectively. Among the four-factor group in which the effects on
family life are grouped, “marital conflicts”, “income related family stress” and “limited
time with child(ren)” were identified by construction professionals as the first three effects
of workplace stress on family life with average scores of 4.06, 4.02 and 3.50, respectively. For
the four-factor group in which the effects on social life are grouped, the statement “inability
to engage in preferred activities” received the highest average score of 4.07. The remaining
three factors in this group, namely “limited time for professional growth”, “dissatisfaction
with life” and “social isolation” have the same average scores of 3.84. The ranking of these
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effects, as presented in Table 6, provides a clearer understanding of how workplace stress
extends beyond the professional environment and shapes family and social functioning.

Table 6. Effects of Workplace Stress Factors.

Mean Score
Analysis Result

Effects of Stress Factors Encountered at the Workplace Mean Average Mean Score S.D. Rank

Effects of stress factors on mental health 3.08
21. Minor physical discomforts (bodily pain,

headaches, neck pain, or other aches, etc.) 3.80 1.13 7

22. Occupational injuries 3.23 1.416 12
23. Desire to leave profession/career change 3.30 1.309 11
24. Anxiety and depression 3.44 1.366 10
25. Burnout syndrome 3.60 1.383 8
26. Sleep disturbances (difficulty falling asleep, poor

sleep quality) 3.81 1.286 6

27. Irritability and tension 3.91 1.141 4
28. Receiving psychosocial support 3.04 1.366 13
29. Anxiolytic use 2.37 1.362 15
30. Alcohol consumption 2.31 1.314 16
31. Smoking 2.50 1.471 14
32. Self-harm behaviour 1.72 1.166 17

Effects of Stress Factors on Family Life 3.70
33. Marital conflicts 4.06 1.04 2
34. Income related family stress 4.02 1.208 3
35. Insufficient engagement in elderly care 3.23 1.436 10
36. Limited time with children 3.50 1.399 9

Effects of Workplace Stress Factors on Social Life 3.90
37. Limited time for personal growth 3.84 1.128 5
38. Dissatisfaction with life 3.84 1.259 5
39. Inability to engage in preferred activities (such as

traveling, learning languages, participating in artistic
activities, etc.)

4.07 1.139 1

40. Social isolation (inability to meet with friends
or others) 3.84 1.216 5

5. Discussion
The first important theme emerging from the results relates to the identification of

key stressors affecting construction professionals. One of the most prominent findings
emerging from the study is that task-related stressors have a greater impact on construction
professionals compared to organizational/interpersonal and physical stressors. A high
level of time pressure, high job demands/responsibility, excessive workload, unclear job
scope and long working hours all of which belong to the task stressors category are the top
five stress factors in construction industry. The findings of this study are largely consistent
with the existing literature. Manivannan et al. [51], similarly demonstrated that task-related
stressors such as excessive workload, time pressure, and long working hours exerted a
more significant influence on employees compared to other types of stressors. This finding
is further supported the findings of the study by Nwaogu et al. [31], which reveals that
task stressors such as excessive workload and increased work speed are the most critical
stressors affecting construction professionals’ well-being. Their study also emphasized
that high job demands, limited job control, and insufficient social support significantly
contribute to psychological strain, thereby reinforcing the conclusion that task-related
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stressors represent the most influential category in shaping occupational stress outcomes in
the construction sector.

While the top seven positions are dominated by task-related stressors in the ranking
of the twenty stress factors, the first stressor belonging to a different category appears in
the eighth place: “Insufficient encouragement/support from managers,” which falls under
the organisational/interpersonal category. This finding constitutes a significant insight for
managerial practice, as it highlights the areas that should be strategically prioritized to
effectively mitigate stress levels among employees and enhance organizational productivity.
Understanding which stressors have the greatest impact on employees enables managers
to allocate resources efficiently and design targeted interventions. In this way, efforts to
mitigate stress in the workplace will not be directed to interventions that hold limited
relevance to employee well-being and thus will not be wasted.

The second important theme concerns demographic and institutional differences in
the experience of workplace stress. While implementing stress reducing strategies, it is
also important for managers to consider a range of individual and institutional variables
that may influence how stress is perceived and experienced across different roles and
organizational settings. Previous studies show that quantitative workload, job insecurity,
limited promotion opportunities, and poor communication are strongly associated with
job stress, especially in small and medium-sized enterprises [104–107]. These findings may
explain the higher stress reported by employees in medium-sized companies in our study.
The findings of this study provide important insight into the disproportionate impact of
task-related stress factors on employees in medium-sized enterprises and the potential for
structural deficiencies in such organizations. Furthermore, in an industry characterized
by norms of continuous presence and unlimited accessibility, heightened stress among
employees with dual office–site roles are unsurprising. Such stress largely stems from the
conflicting demands of two work settings and the increased workload associated with
managing multiple responsibilities [108,109]. This highlights the importance of revisiting
organizational design and implementing workload redistribution strategies to reduce stress
and improve overall operational efficiency.

Similarly, the finding that younger employees are more affected by task-related stres-
sors compared to their older counterparts suggests that efforts to reduce stress and enhance
productivity should not be implemented uniformly across the organization. Instead, such
initiatives should consider generational differences in work culture, expectations, and stress
perception, emphasizing a more individualized and targeted approach. Young employees,
whose professional identities are not yet fully established are faced with various stressors
and thus may find it difficult to adapt to the workplace. Managing stress among young
employees necessitates an organizational culture that actively supports training initiatives
designed to improve their adaptability to work environments and their capacity to manage
occupational stress factors. Moreover, younger employees and the new generation express
significantly greater discomfort with long and irregular working hours compared to their
older counterparts. This highlights the necessity for managers to develop incentive mecha-
nisms and supportive strategies aimed at facilitating younger employees’ adaptation to the
demanding work culture of the construction industry.

Among the three main categories, the one that employees were least affected appears
to be the “Organisational/Interpersonal Stressors” category, which includes factors such
as harassment, bullying, gender and age discrimination, and violence in the workplace.
The fact that these factors ranked lower does not necessarily indicate that such issues have
been fully resolved within construction organizations and that they can be disregarded.
Rather, these findings should be interpreted within the context of varying perceptions
across different demographic groups and workplace environments. Indeed, an overwhelm-
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ing majority of significant differences between male and female employees are observed
within the “Organizational/Interpersonal Stressors” category, for gender discrimination in
promotion and development opportunities at work, age discrimination, fear of failure at
the job/job insecurity and insufficient encouragement/support from managers. Therefore,
the evidence that female employees are disproportionately affected by these types of stres-
sors highlights the importance of not dismissing them and of considering gender-based
differences in workplace experiences. Furthermore, finding that single employees appear
to be more affected by stressors within the “Organisational/Interpersonal” category than
their married counterparts, suggests the need for targeted interventions that account for
such demographic differences.

Contrary to previous literature [19,50,72] suggesting that employees working solely on
construction sites experience higher levels of stress, the study finds that those working both
on-site and in-office report higher overall stress levels. In the previous studies office and site
employees’ have generally been examined separately, and little attention has been paid to
employees who simultaneously undertake both roles. However, the present study includes
a group of workers who are required to work both in the office and on construction sites,
and who therefore frequently encounter coordination challenges. The findings indicate that
this group experiences significantly higher levels of both physical and mental fatigue while
fulfilling the demands of both work environments. To reduce stress levels and enhance the
productivity of this group which has been largely neglected in the literature, it is necessary
to reconsider compensation schemes and leave policies tailored specifically to their needs.

Results also reveal that professionals working for small sized firms are more adversely
affected by inadequate occupational health and safety measures at the workplace, un-
certainty in working hours and violence at work (threat, assault, etc.) compared to their
counterparts working for larger firms. Similarly, refs [110,111] state that small firms’ limited
organizational capacity inhibits the adoption of full OHS strategies, exposing employees
to higher levels of risk. This can be attributed to the informal organizational structures
commonly observed in small firms, which often lead to several managerial deficiencies. For
instance, inadequate health and safety controls and irregular work schedules—both result-
ing from the absence of formalized procedures and standardized planning processes—are
typical consequences of such organizational settings.

The third important theme relates to the impacts of workplace stress on employees’
health, family, and social life. In the present study, the most significant impact of occu-
pational stressors on employees’ personal lives appears to be their inability to engage in
preferred activities—such as traveling, learning new languages, or participating in artistic
pursuits. To address this issue that has a negative influence on employees’ social lives,
managers could focus on implementing initiatives such as flexible working hours, wellness
programs, and training leave and support for career development. The second and third
most significant effects of occupational stress on employees’ personal lives appear to be
marital conflicts and income-related family stress. To mitigate these impacts, organizations
could adopt strategies such as childcare and eldercare support services, family-friendly
shift and leave policies, and structured, performance-based incremental salary increases.

6. Limitation and Future Research
This study has limitations. First, the combined use of convenience and snowball

sampling during data collection reduces the representativeness of the sample and increases
the risk of selection bias. The tendency of snowball participants to select individuals with
similar demographic and professional characteristics may limit data diversity. Therefore,
generalizing the findings to all construction professionals in Turkiye should be approached
with caution. Future research could compare stress levels among construction professionals
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in different countries—particularly among women and younger employees—to gain a
deeper understanding of how cultural and institutional contexts shape workplace stress.
In addition, an in-depth examination of the effects of working in medium-sized firms and
assuming dual roles both in the office and on the construction site on stress constitutes a
significant research area for the sustainability of the sector.

7. Conclusions
In line with the three important themes identified in the discussion, the conclusions

highlight key stressors, subgroup differences, and the broader private life impacts of
workplace stress. Increasing the productivity of the workforce is essential to ensuring
construction sector’s continued and sustainable development. The level of occupational
stress that is experienced by the workforce is one of the most important factors that directly
influences the productivity of employees. In this study, a survey-based analysis is carried
out with the purpose of providing a more comprehensive understanding of the effects that
stress variables have on individuals who are employed in the construction business.

Results showed that task stressors have greater influence on construction profession-
als compared to organizational and physical stressors. This issue requires managers to
establish goals about streamlining tasks, hiring policies to reduce workloads and providing
guidance and training for employees’ task prioritization skills. The present research further
revealed that employees working for medium-sized firms and younger employees are dis-
proportionately affected by task-related stressors compared to their counterparts. The latter
finding highlights the importance of revisiting organizational design and implementing
workload redistribution strategies to improve overall operational efficiency particularly
in medium-sized firms. Managing stress among young employees on the other hand
necessitates an organizational culture that embraces strategies aimed at fostering younger
employees’ adaptation to the demanding work culture of the construction industry. Occu-
pational stressors appear to have a significant impact on employees’ social lives, negatively
affecting their inability to engage in preferred activities such as traveling, learning new
languages, or participating in artistic pursuits. In this concept, initiatives such as flexible
working hours, wellness programs, and training leaves may be considered throughout
organizations to increase employee satisfaction.

The present research contributes to the establishment of appropriate policies and
strategies that can boost the productivity of employees. By highlighting the necessity of
developing strategies to minimize the effects of task-related stresses, particularly those that
arise from excessive working hours and increasing workload, the results of this study are
expected to contribute to the productivity issues in the industry. The implementation of
targeted policies and practices that address the specific needs of particular employee groups,
such as women and young professionals, emerges as a vital prerequisite for enhancing the
overall performance of the sector.
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