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The contribution of supervisor behaviour to
employee psychological well-being

BRAD GILBREATHw and PHILIP G. BENSON

Organizational Leadership & Supervision, 288 Neff Hall, Indiana University-Purdue
University Fort Wayne, 2101 E. Coliseum Blvd, Fort Wayne, IN 46805-1499, USA
Management Department, MSC 3DJ, New Mexico State University, PO Box 30001,
Las Cruces, NM 88003-8001, USA

Keywords: Supervisor behaviour; Employee well-being; Psychosocial factors.

Many employees affirm that supervisors affect employee well-being, and research has demonstrated
associations between supervisor behaviour and employee psychological well-being. However, what
hasn’t been clear is the extent to which the association with supervisor behaviour compares with that
of other variables known to affect well-being. This exploratory study addresses that issue. Our
hypothesis was that supervisor behaviour can contribute to the prediction of psychiatric disturbance
beyond the contribution of other influential variables. We created a new, questionnaire-based
instrument to measure supervisor behaviour. We tested our hypothesis using stepwise regression with
a convenience sample of 167 men and women working in a variety of organizations, occupations, and
industries in the USA. Results supported our hypothesis: supervisor behaviour made a statistically
significant contribution to the prediction of psychiatric disturbance beyond a step-one variate
comprised of age, health practices, support from other people at work, support from home, stressful
life events, and stressful work events. This provides additional evidence that supervisor behaviour can
affect employee well-being and suggests that those seeking to create healthier workplaces should not
neglect supervision. We believe that there is now ample justification for those concerned with
psychosocial working conditions to consider supervisor behaviour as a potentially influential variable.
Furthermore, we believe that we have presented a new instrument for assessing supervisor behaviour
that has the potential to be of value in future studies.

1. Introduction

Work can affect health, not only through the physical environment, but also through the

psychosocial environment. Workplace psychosocial factors such as social support, job

control, and role conflict have been linked to sickness absence, hypertension, depression,

burnout, cardiovascular disease, and other ailments (Boman, 1988; Burke, Shearer, &

Deszca, 1984; Dormann & Zapf, 1999; Ganster, Schaubroeck, Sime, & Mayes, 1990;

Johnson, Stewart, Hall, Fredlund, & Theorell, 1996; Kivimaki et al ., 1997; Smith,

Kaminstein, & Makadok, 1995). They also have been found to be predictive of healthcare

costs (Manning, Jackson, & Fusilier, 1996). To safeguard employee health, then, it is

important that we know how to abate not only physical hazards, but also psychosocial ones.
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Improving the way in which employees are supervised may be a viable way to improve

the psychosocial work environment and employee well-being. Supervisor behaviour is

perceived by many employees to be a significant influence on their mental and physical

health. However, before urging organizations to expend time, money and effort to improve

supervisor behaviour, we need to know to what degree it affects employee psychological

well-being. The aim of this study was to address this need by examining the extent to

which supervisor behaviour is associated with employee well-being.

2. Relations between supervisor behaviour and employee well-being

The earliest empirical findings on the links between supervisor behaviour and employee

well-being date from the late 1970s when Gavin and Kelley (1978) reported strong

associations between employees’ self-reports of well-being and their perceptions of how

considerate their supervisors were. The same year, Sheridan and Vredenburgh reported an

inverse relationship between supervisors’ consideration and employees’ job tension.

Subsequent research provided support for the supervisor behaviour-employee well-

being link. Duxbury, Armstrong, Drew, and Henly (1984) found that nurses supervised

with a low-consideration/high-structuring style of leadership were most likely to suffer

from low job satisfaction and burnout. Stout (1984) found that employees reporting that

their supervisor was high on both consideration and initiation of job structure reported

lower levels of stress than employees whose supervisors were low on both these factors.

Employees reported having more health problems when their supervisor exhibited a high-

structuring, low-consideration style of supervision. Similarly, Seltzer and Numerof (1988)

found that employees whose supervisor rated low in consideration and high in initiation of

structure were most likely to report symptoms of burnout.

More recent studies provide additional support for the importance of supervisor

behaviour. Using a measure derived from the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire

(LBDQ) consideration scale, Landeweerd and Boumans (1994) found an inverse relation-

ship between supervisors’ use of socio-emotional leadership and employees’ health

complaints. Martin and Schinke (1998) found that harsh criticism delivered by supervisors

was positively associated with burnout. Tepper (2000) found that abusive supervision*/not

surprisingly*/was associated with psychological distress.

3. Can supervisor behaviour make an incremental contribution?

Research indicates that supervisor behaviour can affect employee psychological well-being.

However, it does not indicate the degree to which it does so. How important an influence

is it? To answer this question, we need to know more about the extent to which supervisor

behaviour, after controlling for other important variables, affects employees. Only then will

we be able to conclude that supervisor behaviour is a key workplace psychosocial factor or

one of lesser importance.

Only one known study has investigated the incremental contribution of supervisor

behaviour. Seltzer and Numerof (1988) investigated the extent to which leader behaviour

could make an incremental contribution to the prediction of burnout beyond the amount

of variance accounted for by age, marital status, experience, formalization, and position.

They found that leader behaviour (i.e. consideration and initiation of structure) made a

significant contribution.

Based on our review of the literature and our observations of the effects of supervisors

on employees, we expected to observe significant associations between supervisor

2 B. Gilbreath and P. G. Benson
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behaviour and employee well-being. Furthermore, based on Seltzer and Numerof’s (1988)

findings, we expected supervisor behaviour to be influential enough to add additional

predictive power to that of other recognized predictors of well-being. Hence, the

hypothesis of our study is that supervisor behaviour will make a significant incremental

contribution to the prediction of psychiatric disturbance beyond the contribution of other

influential predictors. In addition, by including a broader range of other predictors than

those used by Seltzer and Numerof (1988), we provide a stronger test of the question under

consideration. Including more variables should allow the model to account for more

variance due to sources other than supervisor behaviour. Toward that end, we used theory

and previous research to identify potentially influential non-supervisory independent

variables. Those variables and the methods we used to test our hypothesis are discussed

next.

4. Method

4.1. Research sites and participants

Two rounds of data were collected in the USA. The initial round was used to create a

measure of supervisor behaviour; the second to test our research hypothesis. Initial (i.e.

developmental) data were collected from multiple sites within a state agency in New

Mexico. The agency’s employees occupy a variety of positions, including clerks, nurses,

nutritionists, social workers, supervisors, and managers. Two districts of the organization

participated in this study, providing a sample size of 145. Demographic data on this

employee sample were not gathered, but the sample included a large number of white and

hispanic employees and a small proportion of African-Americans. Females were the

majority in that sample.

Secondary data were collected in Indiana. Questionnaire respondents included

employees in two organizations (healthcare and retail) and university students working

(i.e. in paid employment) for at least 32 h per week. The size of this ‘convenience’ sample

was 167. The sample was predominantly female (69%) and white (92%). In terms of level of

education, respondents indicated the following: high school, 13%; some college, 45%;

associate degree, 28%; bachelor degree, 8%; graduate degree, 5%; and missing (i.e. no

response), 1%. In terms of age, respondents ranged from 18 to 75 years, with a mean of 35

years, a median of 32 years, and a mode of 21 years.

4.2. Measures

4.2.1. Supervisor behaviour: Our study was designed to gain a better understanding of the

extent to which supervisor behaviour is related to employees’ psychological well-being. To

do this, it was important to adequately sample the wide range of supervisor behaviours that

potentially could affect employees’ psychological state. While the often-used structuring

and consideration scales of the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire have proved to

be useful, they only measure to two subsets of supervisor behaviour. Subsequent research

has discovered health-relevant job characteristics (e.g. control) that supervisors can

influence. Therefore, we set out to develop a measure that (a) covered a wide-range of

supervisor behaviour, and (b) incorporated research findings on work and health. As Clarke

and Watson (1995: 311) note

AQ1
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no existing data-analytic technique can remedy serious deficiencies in an item pool. . . . Subsequent
psychometric analysis can identify weak, unrelated items that should be dropped from the emerging
scale, but are powerless to detect content that should have been included but was not.

To avert item-pool deficiency, we reviewed the literature on work, health and supervision;

gathered critical incidents of supervisor behaviour from employees; and interviewed

supervisors about what they do to protect employee well-being. We also made use of our

own experience of working for various supervisors and consulted instruments developed by

other researchers. Through this exhaustive process we were able to develop more than 200

supervisor behaviour items.

A 200-item instrument is generally too long to use in applied research, so the 200-plus

supervisor behaviour items were winnowed. This was done by correlating the items with

the self-reports of the development (New Mexico) sample employees’ level of job-related

stress. Job-related stress was measured with a version of a scale created by Motowidlo,

Packard, & Manning (1986). The 10-item scale (a�/.83) measures subjective stress by

asking employees about the stress, strain, and tension they experience because of their job.

Higher scores on the scale indicate higher levels of job-related stress.

Supervisor behaviours used in this study were those with a correlation (plus or minus) of

.30 or higher with the stress measure. The .30 cut-off captured the high-impact behaviours

without unnecessarily lengthening the questionnaire with low impact behaviours. The

result was 63 items, a reasonable number for use in conjunction with other scales in applied

settings. The 63-item measure comprises a variety of supervisor behaviours, including those

related to job control (e.g. ‘Is flexible about how I accomplish my objectives’); leadership

(e.g. ‘Makes me feel like part of something useful, significant, and valuable’); commu-

nication (e.g. ‘Encourages employees to ask questions’); consideration (e.g. ‘Shows

appreciation for a job well done’); social support (e.g. ‘Steps in when employees need

help or support’); group maintenance (e.g. ‘Fails to properly monitor and manage group

dynamics’); organizing (e.g. ‘Plans work to level out the load, reduce peaks and

bottlenecks’); and looking out for employee well-being (e.g. ‘Strikes the proper balance

between productivity and employee well-being’). Negative items were reverse coded, so

the instrument is a measure of positive supervisor behaviour.

It is important to point out that the measure is not a scale. It is a conglomerative

measure of a variety of types of supervisor behaviour. It is a measure suited to the purposes

of our exploratory study aimed at investigating*/not the effects of specific types of

supervisor behaviour*/but the overall effect of supervisor behaviour.

4.2.2. Age: As people age, many of them should be able to engineer their way into jobs

they enjoy. As pioneering job satisfaction researcher Robert Hoppock (1935: 248) noted,

‘most persons, in some hit-or-miss manner, succeed eventually in effecting job adjustments

which are reasonably harmonious with their abilities, ambitions, and affections’. Moreover,

as people age, they should develop skills that will help them to cope with their job and

supervisor (Jex, 1998). They may also develop more realistic expectations about what to

expect from a job and a supervisor. These changes should reduce older employees’ stress

and increase their satisfaction and mental health. This is supported by research showing

negative correlations between age and burnout (Golembiewski, Munzenrider, &

Stevenson, 1986; Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996; Seltzer & Numerof, 1988) and

between age and job-related strain (Manning et al ., 1996; Motowidlo et al ., 1986).

Consequently, we collected data on the age of participants through a self-report

questionnaire item.

4 B. Gilbreath and P. G. Benson
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4.2.3. Gender: Although the literature does not indicate that gender is a reliable predictor

of psychological well-being, it does indicate that women often score less favourably.

Golembiewski et al. (1986), for example, found that women were more likely to

experience advanced phases of burnout than men. Manning et al . (1996) found that women

scored higher on an index of job-related strain. Other studies have found a tendency for

women to score higher on Goldberg’s measure of psychiatric disturbance (Goldberg &

Williams, 1991). Therefore, it was important to include gender as a control variable in our

study. Data on the gender of participants were gathered through a self-report questionnaire

item.

4.2.4. Social support: Social support is an important factor promoting mental health. Higher

levels of social support are associated with better cardiovascular, endocrine, and immune

system function (Uchino et al ., 1996). Higher social support at work is related to lower

levels of psychiatric disorder and sickness absence and may help employees to cope with

problems in their personal relationships outside of work (Stansfeld, Rael, Head, Shipley, &

Marmot, 1997). We included measures of social support in our study because of its

potentially powerful effects on well-being. We used subscales developed by Caplan, Cobb,

French, Van Harrison, and Pinneau (1975) to assess social support from the respondents’

spouse, friends, and relatives and from people at work. The subscales are straightforward

and face valid. Higher scores indicate that respondents have more social support at their

disposal.

4.2.5. Stressful life events: Stressful life events have been found to be correlated with

concurrent and prospective illness (Maddi, Bartone, & Puccetti, 1987). If severe enough,

stressful events can lead to post-traumatic stress disorder and have long-lasting negative

effects on well-being. According to the Surgeon General of the United States, ‘even for

those at the peak of mental health, [stressful events] erode quality of life and place people at

risk for symptoms and signs of mental disorders’ (Mental Health: A Report of the Surgeon

General , Interventions for Stressful Life Events, para. 1). Consequently, stress researchers

frequently use measures of stressful events to gauge the amount of negative occurrences

taxing a person’s coping resources. We decided to do the same in this study.

Stressful life events were measured with a scale created by Cochrane and Robertson

(1973). This scale is designed to measure ‘the amount of ‘‘turmoil, disturbance and

upheaval’’ that people are subjected to’ (Cochrane & Robertson, 1973: 138). Respondents

are asked whether they experienced the events in the last 6 months and, if so, the degree of

impact the events had on them. Scores on this measure were calculated by summing the

number of high-impact events an individual had experienced.

4.2.6. Stressful work events: In addition to stressful events outside of work, employees are

sometimes affected by stressful events at work. Stressful work events can lead to anxiety,

depression, burnout, somatic complaints, and higher healthcare costs (Manning et al ., 1996;

Motowidlo et al ., 1986; Russell, Altmaier, & Van Velzen, 1987; Stephens & Long, 2000).

Therefore, we included stressful work events as a variable in our study.

Stressful work events were measured with the Organizational Readjustment Rating

Scale, which was designed ‘to provide a measure of the input side of the stress-strain

relationship’ (Naismith, 1975: 95). The scale consists of 30 presumably stressful work

events. The scores are used as an indicator of the amount of work-related stress employees

have experienced. As with the stressful life events scale, scores were calculated by summing

the number of events that respondents indicated had a high impact on them.

AQ2
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4.2.7. Health practices: An individual’s lifestyle*/particularly in terms of health practices*/

is regarded as the most important influence on human health in contemporary industrial

society (Donaldson, 1993). Health promotion and disease prevention researchers have

found that lifestyle can predict future mortality rates, morbidity, disability, and psychoso-

matic distress (Donaldson & Blanchard, 1995; Reed, 1983; Steffy & Jones, 1990). It is

important to note that health practices affect not only physical health; they also can affect

psychological health. Donaldson (1993) found physical lifestyle (e.g. exercise and eating

habits) to be predictive of vitality and positive well-being. He also found psychosocial

lifestyle (i.e. social relations, intellectual activity, occupational conditions, and spiritual

involvement) to be predictive of vitality and positive well-being, and negatively predictive

of anxiety, depression, lack of self-control, and somatic complaints. It is important, then, to

account for the effect of lifestyle on individual health and well-being. We have attempted

to do so by incorporating measures of health practices in our study.

Information on health practices was gathered using items developed by Donaldson

(1993) to assess physical and psychosocial lifestyle. Specifically, items from Donaldson’s

exercise, eating habits, and general health practices subscales were used. The items ask

respondents how often they engage in various practices believed to promote health (e.g.

eating a well-balanced diet; sleeping 7 to 8 h a night). Scores on the items were summed,

with higher scores indicating a healthier lifestyle.

4.2.8. Psychological well-being: The dependent variable of interest in this study is

psychological well-being and how it is affected by supervisor behaviour. The measure of

psychological well-being in this study was the 28-item version of the General Health

Questionnaire (GHQ) developed by Goldberg. The GHQ focuses on ‘breaks in normal

function’ (Goldberg & Williams, 1991: 5) and includes subscales measuring somatic

symptoms, anxiety and insomnia, social dysfunction, and severe depression. It was selected

because it is a widely used measure with acceptable reliabilities (a ranging between .82 and

.93). Higher scores on the GHQ indicate a higher degree of psychiatric disturbance.

4.3. Data analysis

The intent was to investigate the extent to which supervisor behaviours can explain

variance in GHQ scores beyond that explained by non-supervisor independent variables.

This was done using hierarchical regression analysis. The non-supervisor variables were

entered into the equation in step 1. Then, in step 2, the supervisor behaviours were

entered.

5. Results

Table 1 provides means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of the variables.

Consistent with indications from prior research, our measure of positive supervisor

behaviour was negatively correlated with employees’ reported psychiatric disturbance.

The results of the hierarchical test support the hypothesis that supervisor behaviour

makes a significant incremental contribution to the prediction of employee well-being

beyond that explained by other influential variables. Supervisor behaviour made a

statistically significant (p 5/.001) contribution to the prediction of GHQ scores beyond

the step 1 variate comprised of age, health practices, support from other people at work,

support from home, stressful life events, and stressful work events (gender was not included

AQ3
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 Age 34.77 12.75 �/

2 Gender 1.69 0.46 .16* �/

3 GHQ 49.14 11.14 �/.17* .06 �/

4 Co-worker support 12.27 2.65 �/.01 .11 �/.14* �/

AQ4 5 HP 23.62 7.46 .06 �/.07 �/.39** .21** �/

6 Home support 13.58 2.66 .03 .15* �/.16* .25** .20** �/

7 Work events 1.49 1.11 �/.21** �/.01 .40** �/.05 �/.12 �/.14* �/

8 Life events 1.16 0.99 �/.10 .06 .44** �/.06 �/.13* �/.21** .52** �/

9 Supervisor behaviour 3.10 0.60 .16* .09 �/.39** .29** .26** .16* �/.12 �/.16* �/

*p 5/.05; **p 5/.01.
GHQ�/General Health Questionnaire.
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because its correlation with psychiatric disturbance was not statistically significant). These

results are shown in Table 2. Tolerance values indicated that multicollinearity was unlikely.

The importance of social support to well-being means that it would be reasonable to

expect that a supervisor’s supportiveness would potentially play a large role in the

psychological well-being of their subordinates. Examination of the 63 supervisor

behaviours we measured showed that approximately one-third of them fit into a dimension

of social support (i.e. instrumental support, emotional support, informational support).

Therefore, it was possible that our measure of supervisor behaviour was confounded with

social support. In other words, the relations we assessed may have been more about social

support from the supervisor than about overall supervisor behaviour, per se . To investigate

this possibility, we ran some further analyses. First, we removed all of the supervisor

behaviour items that were classifiable as social support, leaving us with a measure

comprising 38 items. We then re-ran the analysis using the new supervisor behaviour

measure in step 2 of the stepwise procedure. The results indicated that this measure of

supervisor behaviour was also able to contribute a statistically significant (p 5/.001)

incremental contribution amount to the prediction of GHQ scores, with the proportion of

variance explained increasing from .25 to .33. These results are shown in Table 3.

6. Discussion

The belief guiding this study is that the behaviour of supervisors can be significantly

associated with the well-being of their employees, and our results were supportive of this.

Using the common language effect size indicator for bivariate normal correlations (Dunlap,

1994), results in our sample indicated that if employees rated their supervisor’s behaviour

above average, the probability was 63% that their psychological well-being score would also

be above average.

We expected that employee perceptions of their supervisor’s behaviour would be

related to employees’ psychological well-being because of supervisors’ potentially

significant effects on employees. However, we were uncertain whether supervisor

behaviour would be able to make an incremental contribution to the explanation of

Table 2. Hierarchical test: supervisor behaviour.

Hierarchical
step Predictor variable

Total
R2

Incremental
R2

1 Health practices, life events, work events, support
from home, support from others at work, and age

.35** �/

2 Supervisor behaviour .41** .05**

**p B/.01.

Table 3. Hierarchical test: non-social support supervisor behaviour.

Hierarchical
step Predictor variable

Total
R2

Incremental
R2

1 Health practices, life events, work events, support
from home, support from others at work, and age

.35** �/

2 Supervisor behaviour .41** .06**

**p B/.01.
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employees’ psychological well-being beyond the contribution of other predictive variables.

The non-supervisor independent variables in this study included well-established predictors

of well-being (e.g. stressful events, health practices, social support from family and friends).

This, in effect, set a high hurdle for any variable in terms of being able to make a statistically

significant incremental contribution. As hypothesized, supervisor behaviour, as perceived

by employees, was able to make a statistically significant contribution to the prediction of

psychological well-being beyond that of the other independent variables. Given the myriad

things that can affect psychological well-being, we were impressed with those results.

Our results add support to previous studies showing associations between supervisor

behaviour and employee well-being. Our results are similar to those of Seltzer and

Numerof (1988), who found that leader behaviour made a significant contribution to the

prediction of burnout beyond the contribution of age, marital status, experience,

formalization, and position. Their burnout measure, however, was composed exclusively

of work-based items (e.g. I’m fed up with my job; My job has me at the end of my rope). In

comparison, we used a more general measure of psychological health with no items

focusing on work. This study, therefore, was a more stringent test of the extent to which

supervisor behaviour may affect psychological well-being.

We need to point out that our study is not without weaknesses. First, its cross-sectional

nature precludes making firm conclusions about causality. Second, data on all of the

variables were gathered via self-report questionnaires, an approach that has been a target for

criticism. Also the potential confounding effects of common method variance must be

acknowledged. However, researchers are realizing that ‘knee-jerk’ negative reactions to

self-report methodology are not appropriate (Kline, Sulsky, & Rever-Moriyama, 2000).

Reasons why relations between variables would be inflated by the methodology in a given

study could be grounds for suspicion. However, there’s no evidence that observed relations

were spuriously caused by biasing factors in our study. Moreover, our study was focused on

the relative effect sizes of variables, so a consistent measurement strategy for the variables, in

this case, self-reports, is appropriate.

Another limitation of this study was the use of a newly developed instrument for

assessing supervisor behaviour. This was a conscious choice based on dissatisfaction with

existing instruments and a desire to create a comprehensive measure of supervisor

behaviour. None the less, the supervisor behaviour measure used in this study would

undoubtedly benefit from further psychometric analysis. For example, factor analysis should

help to identify subsets of supervisor behaviour measured in a conglomerative manner by

the present 63-item instrument. Although the size of our sample was not large enough for

factor analysis, additional studies using the measure would eventually accrue a sample large

enough to explore factors existing among the items in the measure. It is likely that there are

particular types of supervisor behaviour that promote employees’ psychological well-being,

and it will be important to know what they are.

It is possible that our study design resulted in the confounding of supervisor behaviour,

stress and social support, but we believe that we overcame this possibility through our

methodology. We view supervisor behaviour as both a source and a moderator of stress.

Although providing social support is one particularly important type of supervisor

behaviour, we believe that a number of other behaviours are also important in preventing

stress or lessening strain, and we hope to identify them in future studies.

The generalizability of this study may be limited to some extent by the nature of the

sample. The samples used in both the initial and secondary study were disproportionately

female. In addition, because many of the respondents were college students (albeit in paid

employment), the secondary study sample included a large proportion of young people.

9Supervisor behaviour and employee well-being
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Some aspects of supervisor behaviour may be unusually salient in a young sample. It would

be helpful to conduct similar studies in other settings with a balanced proportion of male

and older employees.

The use of multiple regression also results in limitations, mainly because it only allows

for the examination of a single relationship at a time, in this case, between the regression

variate and the dependent variable. Given the purposes of this study, multiple regression

was sufficient. However, additional research that is less exploratory could use structural

equation modelling to provide systematic, holistic, confirmatory extensions to this research.

As is often true of studies involving leader behaviour, employees’ responses about

supervisor behaviour were dependent on their incidental attention to and recollection of

their supervisor’s behaviour (Lord, Binning, Rush, & Thomas, 1978). This study collected

employee reports on their supervisor’s behaviour only once, so it is not possible to

investigate any variance in employee ratings of the same supervisor. Perhaps quantitative,

self-report-based research such as this study would best be complemented by qualitative

studies in which researchers observe supervisor behaviour and interview employees about

its effects on them. The information provided by that type of study could be particularly

useful for supervisor development. Although complementary studies using different

methodology are almost always helpful, we know of no better source of information on

supervisor behaviour than the employees working for the supervisor. Reports from

managers (i.e. superiors) and outside observers seem to be questionable for a variety of

reasons, especially their limited exposure to the range of supervisor behaviours.

It will also be helpful to build on this study with longitudinal studies of the effects of

supervisor behaviour on employee well-being. A longitudinal study of supervisor

behaviour, for example, could allow researchers to study well-being changes when a

work group is assigned a different supervisor. This would make it possible to measure

changes in employee well-being after supervisor behaviour changes, providing more

conclusive support for the health effects of supervisor behaviour.

7. Conclusion

In conclusion, we believe that this study contributes to the understanding of the effects of

supervisor behaviour on employee well-being in several ways. First, it increases our

understanding of the extent to which supervisor behaviour is related to employee well-

being. It lends support to the proposition that supervisors can have a significant effect on

employees’ psychological well-being. Others have noted that there is a substantial research

base indicating that supervision can affect employee well-being (Landy, 1992). When

combined with results of prior research, our results suggest that good supervision is more

than a ‘nice to have’. In our study, employees working for a supervisor who was perceived

to frequently engage in positive behaviours and rarely in negative behaviours reported

having better psychological health. We believe that there is now ample justification for

those concerned with psychosocial working conditions to consider supervisor behaviour as

a potentially influential variable.

Second, our study led to the creation of a comprehensive measure of supervisor

behaviours related to employee psychological well-being. Once validated in larger studies,

our measure could be useful in pinpointing behaviours that supervisors are performing

admirably, as well as some on which they should seek to improve. Targeted feedback and

training could then be provided to supervisors. Ultimately, employees, supervisors, and

their employer could all benefit from well designed, thoroughly implemented efforts to

improve supervisor behaviour.
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