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[bookmark: _Toc241146053]ABSTRACT
This dissertation investigates the extent to which managerial safety communication influences employee retention intention among UK manufacturing employees, and examines the role that organisational trust plays as a mediating mechanism in this relationship. The research was conducted due to the high level of workplace risk in the UK manufacturing industry and the higher rate of workers leaving compared to other industries, but the link between day-to-day managerial safety conversation and employees' intentions to continue with their employer had not been tested as a complex model in this sector. Theoretically, the study was based on Social Exchange Theory and norm of reciprocity, whereby if employees felt that communication in the workplace was safe, authentic and supportive they would increase their trust within the organisation and this would lead to an increase in their intention to stay. A cross-sectional survey design was selected and the managers' safety communication, organisational trust and intention to remain with the organization were measured by validated measurement scales. Primary data were collected from UK manufacturing employees through an online questionnaire, yielding a final analytic sample of 155 valid responses after a systematic data screening procedure. The data were analysed using reliability testing, correlation, multiple regression, causal-steps mediation analysis, one-way analysis of variance and chi-square tests of association.
The findings show that managerial safety communication is strongly associated with organisational trust, and that organisational trust is strongly associated with employee retention intention. Critically, organisational trust was found to fully mediate the relationship between managerial safety communication and retention intention, meaning that safety communication influences employees' intention to remain with their employer entirely through the trust it builds, rather than through any direct effect of its own. Perceptions of safety communication were also found to differ significantly by employee tenure, and retention intention was found to differ significantly by gender, an unexpected result not predicted by the existing literature.
The most interesting outcome of the study is this combination of full mediation together with the unanticipated gender difference in retention intention, since it indicates that the practical route to improving retention in UK manufacturing runs through trust-building safety communication rather than through safety messaging alone, while also pointing to a previously unrecognised gender dimension of the retention decision that existing theory does not yet explain and that future research should investigate directly.


[bookmark: _Toc241146054]CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
[bookmark: _Toc241146055]1.1 Background
Manufacturing has continued to be a pillar of the UK's economy, contributing significantly to employment, exports and productivity, with more than two and a half million workers employed in the sector (Make UK, 2024). This is an economic burden that must be carried on top of a persistent operational deficit. In manufacturing, machinery, hazardous substances and physically demanding work puts workers at a higher risk than in many industries and the Health and Safety Executive (2023) reports that manufacturing continues to have some of the highest rates of non-fatal injury in the UK. The figures are more than just accident statistics - they highlight an underlying organisational problem. They are indicative of the ways in which safety information flows from the manager to the employee who rely upon it every day. Suhanyiova et al (2020) found that most manufacturing companies in the UK still view safety communication as a task to be completed, instead of a practice involving a relationship. This divide - “safety communication as compliance” vs. “safety communication as a real act of concern within the organisation” - is at the centre of the present study.
How safety information flows from managers to employees is not a detail of how safety actually happens on the shop floor. Kath, Marks and Ranney (2010) found that the quality of LM relationship and the level of PORS are good predictors of how willing employees are to raise their safety concerns up to management. The message here is that "communication about safety is bi-directional and is influenced by the broader relational climate, not just formal procedure. In some instances, the upward channel of communication is not strong enough, and for these, the employee might feel that safety communication is not a two-way conversation, but rather an instruction. Gümüştaş and Küskü (2021) identified the following as potential consequences of such perceptions: organisational distrust of safety communication, which may affect other workplace safety outcomes. This was extended by Naji et al. (2022) who found that safety communication acts as a mediator between the overall safety culture of the organization and employee actual safety performance. In other words, communication does not figure second fiddle to administration in the safety management system, it's a way of making things that the organisation wants visible for its employees.
One of the other key challenges for UK manufacturers is to prevent employee turnover. A problem faced by manufacturing has been turnover and expenditure in this area has been relatively high. Moon et al. (2022) said worker turnover directly cuts manufacturing productivity, not just through recruitment expense but through the loss of built-up task-specific knowledge that new employees take time to rebuild. Rhodes (2020) added that skills shortages in UK manufacturing raise the cost of every departure, since replacement workers are not always easy to find in local labour markets. Juariyah, Hendra Wardana and AP (2020), looking at a chemical manufacturing context, found that employees' intention to stay with their employer was closely tied to the perceived quality of workplace conditions and organisational treatment. This backs up the view that retention in manufacturing settings is shaped heavily by day-to-day relational and environmental factors rather than pay alone. Sathyanarayana, Shenoy and Jha (2023) made a similar case in the Indian manufacturing sector, arguing that how an organisation is seen to treat its workforce has a direct bearing on whether employees choose to stay, which suggests the retention challenge facing UK manufacturers is unlikely to be solved through pay and benefits alone.
The conceptual link between these two challenges, safety communication and retention, is organisational trust. Trust is widely understood in the organisational behaviour literature as employees' confidence in the honesty, competence and good intent of their employer (Legood et al., 2022). A large body of research ties higher organisational trust to more favourable employee attitudes and behaviours, including stronger commitment and lower turnover intention (Zhao et al., 2022b; Nketsiah and Nkansah, 2024). Lin and Guo (2023) add more weight here, reporting that organisational trust has a direct positive effect on employees' retention intention, with this link partly explained by other factors such as job satisfaction. What remains under-explored is the specific way a particular managerial behaviour, safety communication, feeds this trust, and whether that then carries through to employees' decisions about whether to stay. Abiodun (2024) points to the central place of trust in safety leadership, finding that the perceived qualities of a safety leader, including consistency and openness in communication, decide whether employees come to trust or distrust the safety leadership of their organisation. Liu et al. (2020) offer earlier evidence that trust in organisational safety systems mediates the link between safety-related variables and employee safety participation, but this evidence comes from a safety-behaviour setting rather than the wider employment relationship, leaving open the question of whether the same trust-building mechanism reaches into retention outcomes specifically, which is the question this study takes on directly.
The retention challenge also sits against a wider economic backdrop. Machin (2025) makes the case that the stalling of real wages against productivity across the UK economy over the past decade has left many employers with little room to compete for staff on pay alone, raising the weight of non-pay factors, such as how employees are treated and communicated with, in shaping whether they stay in post. Org (2025), reporting Make UK's 2025 executive survey of the sector, says UK manufacturers still name workforce recruitment and retention among their most pressing operational risks. This shows that the retention challenge addressed in this study is not a side concern but one that manufacturing leaders themselves see as strategically important.
[bookmark: _Toc241146056]1.2 Research Focus
The relationship among three variables in the scope of manufacturing employment in the UK is explored in this study: managerial safety communication, organisational trust and employee retention intention. Theoretically, the research was based on Social Exchange Theory, where in particular, the principle of reciprocity was introduced by Gouldner (1960) which states that people who receive a valued service from others will feel obligated to return the favor.  Applied to the employment relationship, this principle suggests that when managers communicate proactively, clearly and supportively about workplace safety, employees may read this as proof that the organisation values their wellbeing. Following the logic of reciprocity, this perception should build greater trust in the organisation, which in turn should carry through to a stronger intention to stay with the employer, since trust cuts the psychological uncertainty tied to continuing an employment relationship (Colquitt, Scott and LePine, 2007).
Social Exchange Theory has already been put to good use explaining retention outcomes in settings outside safety communication specifically. Xuecheng, Iqbal and Saina (2022) bring together Social Exchange Theory and situational leadership to explain employee retention, finding that leadership behaviours seen by employees as supportive and responsive strengthen the exchange relationship and cut employees' intention to leave. This backs the theoretical logic behind the present study, since it shows the exchange principle working through a leadership-related factor rather than through pay or formal reward, which is exactly the kind of mechanism safety communication is expected to represent here.
The specific focus of this study sets it apart from much of the existing safety communication literature, which has centred mainly on safety-related outcomes such as compliance and accident reduction (Naji et al., 2022; Clarke, 2006). By contrast, this study asks whether a safety-specific managerial behaviour carries effects that reach well beyond safety itself, into the domain of general organisational trust and workforce retention. This matters in practice because it suggests that investment in safety communication, which manufacturing organisations already have to make for regulatory and operational reasons, may bring an extra, currently overlooked payoff in the form of better staff retention. It also matters in theory because it tests whether the mediating role trust plays in other organisational relationships, such as those between perceived organisational support and turnover intention (Wang and Wang, 2020; Pahlevan Sharif et al., 2021), reaches specifically into safety communication as the antecedent variable, and specifically within UK manufacturing rather than the healthcare, hospitality or public-sector settings where much of the trust-retention literature has grown up.
[bookmark: _Toc241146057]1.3 Overall Research Aim and Research Objectives
The aim of this research is to look at how far managerial safety communication shapes employee retention intention among UK manufacturing employees, and to check the role organisational trust plays as a mediating mechanism in this relationship.
To meet this aim, the study follows four research objectives:
Objective 1: To identify the key dimensions of managerial safety communication that matter most to employees working in UK manufacturing organisations.
Objective 2: To examine the relationship between managerial safety communication and organisational trust among UK manufacturing employees.
Objective 3: To critically analyse the relationship between organisational trust and employee retention intention, and to check whether organisational trust mediates the relationship between managerial safety communication and retention intention.
Objective 4: To put forward evidence-based recommendations for managerial practice in UK manufacturing organisations, based on the study's empirical findings.
These four objectives move from building background understanding through to a usable output, in line with the recommended approach to setting objectives in postgraduate dissertations, where the first objective uses a plain keyword to set context, the objectives in between use keywords that signal deeper analytical work, and the final objective uses a keyword aimed at a concluding, applied activity (Biggam, 2021). Objective 1 establishes the dimensions of safety communication relevant to the study population prior to testing relational claims; it employs the keyword identify. Objectives 2 and 3 employ the terms examine and critically analyse, which indicates that they are more analytical to establish a direct relationship and then to test a mediated relationship with three variables. The keyword for Objective 4 is "formulate," which indicates that it is the objective that will take the findings of the study from analysis to a practical, face-to-face product. 
These goals align with the research question: Is managerial safety communication predictive of organisational trust? and three testable hypotheses: the managerial safety communication predicts organisational trust (H1), organisational trust predicts employee retention intention (H2), and organisational trust mediates the relationship between managerial safety communication and employee retention intention (H3). There is a direct connection between the objectives and the chapters of the study. The descriptive and demographic analysis in Chapter 4 is addressing Objective 1. The correlation, regression analysis and mediation analysis discussed in Objective 2 and Objective 3 is a development of the theory presented in Chapter 2 and the methodological design in Chapter 3. The findings from the empirical analysis are translated into practical recommendations for manufacturing managers and practitioners of human resource management in Objective 4 (Chapter 5). 
[bookmark: _Toc241146058]1.4 Scope and Structure of the Dissertation
This study only included employees working in manufacturing workplaces across the UK who had worked for the same employer for at least six months to ensure that the respondents had first-hand experience of the safety communication practices of their manager. The study doesn't delve into the practices of manufacturing organisations outside the United Kingdom and does not attempt to include the perspective of managers themselves. It instead pays attention to how employees perceive that they are being communicated to, rather than what they perceive as the manager's intent, as it is this perception that is believed to impact the outcomes of trust and retention. The data was obtained from a single, cross-sectional online questionnaire and the research design was quantitative and deductive, designed to test pre-set hypotheses extracted from the existing theory, rather than develop new theory based on qualitative data. 
The dissertation runs across five further chapters. Chapter 2 critically reviews the existing academic literature on managerial safety communication, organisational trust and employee retention, and builds the conceptual framework and hypotheses that the empirical work later tests, with each section of the review lined up explicitly against one or more of the four research objectives set out above. Chapter 3 lays out and justifies the research methodology, covering the research philosophy, design, data collection instrument, sampling approach, data analysis procedures and the ethical points that governed the study, along with a critical look at the strengths and limits of the chosen methods. Chapter 4 sets out the results of the data analysis, starting with the demographic profile of respondents before working through each hypothesis via correlation, regression and mediation analysis, backed up by group-comparison and cross-tabulation analysis, with each set of results discussed against the literature laid out in Chapter 2. Chapter 5 closes the dissertation by pulling together the findings against the four research objectives, setting out recommendations for managerial practice, naming the study's contribution to theory, and covering the limits of the research and the questions it leaves open for future work.
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This chapter critically reviews the academic literature relevant to the study's three core constructs, managerial safety communication, organisational trust and employee retention intention, and builds the conceptual and theoretical base on which the empirical work in Chapter 4 rests. The review is structured to move from the wider context of UK manufacturing safety and workforce challenges towards the specific, narrower relationships that the study's hypotheses test, following the funnel logic recommended for postgraduate literature reviews. Each of the following sections lines up explicitly with one or more of the four research objectives set out in Chapter 1.
[bookmark: _Toc241146061]2.2 Managerial Safety Communication in Manufacturing Contexts (Objective 1)
Objective 1 of this study is to identify the key dimensions of managerial safety communication that matter most to employees working in UK manufacturing organisations, and this section reviews the literature that defines and describes that construct. Occupational safety scholarship has historically treated safety communication in narrow, instrumental terms, as the passing of procedures, warnings and compliance instructions from management to the workforce. Clarke (2006), in an early and still widely cited meta-analytic review, said safety climate, of which communication is a central part, ties reliably to safety performance outcomes such as accident rates and compliance behaviour, but treated communication largely as one input among several rather than as a distinct relational construct in its own right.
More recent scholarship has reframed safety communication as a relational and psychological process rather than a purely procedural one. Kath, Marks and Ranney (2010) looked at safety communication among rail industry workers and saw that the quality of the leader-member relationship and employees' perceptions of organisational support were significant predictors of whether employees took part in upward safety communication. This tells us that communication in matters of safety is shaped by, and in turn shapes, the wider relational climate between managers and employees rather than working as a one-way instructional channel. This finding matters for the present study because it shows that safety communication runs both ways and sits within the relationship, which is a needed premise for treating it as a possible antecedent of a general attitudinal outcome such as organisational trust.
The manufacturing sector specifically has drawn its own safety culture research. Suhanyiova, Irwin and Flin (2020) ran a preliminary study of product safety culture within UK manufacturing and saw that safety-related communication in many of the organisations studied was still treated as a compliance obligation rather than a chance to show real organisational concern for employee welfare. Singh and Verma (2018), reviewing safety climate research specifically within manufacturing organisations, made a similar case: manufacturing settings show safety climate patterns driven by production pressures and hazard exposure that safety climate research in service or administrative sectors does not adequately pick up, which backs the point that manufacturing is a distinct and fitting setting for this study.
The mediating role of safety communication within a wider safety culture has also drawn empirical attention. Naji et al. (2022) investigated the mediating role of safety communication between an organisation's overall safety culture and their employees' safety performance and concluded that safety communication was a key mediator. This indicates that the influence of a manufacturing organisation's safety culture is mediated primarily by the way that managers communicate, rather than by the presence of a safety culture on paper.  This backs treating managerial safety communication, rather than the broader construct of safety culture, as the specific independent variable in the present study's model.
Taken together, this evidence points to managerial safety communication in manufacturing settings as a relational, two-way and psychologically weighty managerial behaviour, apart from the wider constructs of safety climate or safety culture, where its quality, not just its presence, is what employees are likely to respond to. This view directly shapes how managerial safety communication is turned into measurable items in the present study's data collection instrument, covered in Chapter 3.
[bookmark: _Toc241146062]2.3 Managerial Safety Communication and Organisational Trust (Objective 2)
Objective 2 of this study is to examine the relationship between managerial safety communication and organisational trust, and this section reviews the theory and evidence linking communication behaviours to trust outcomes. Organisational trust is generally defined in the literature as employees' confidence in the honesty, competence and good intent of their employer (Legood et al., 2022). This definition shows that trust is not one single judgement but a mix of beliefs about ability, integrity and goodwill, each of which different managerial behaviours may shape in different ways.
Communication quality has come up again and again as an antecedent of trust across organisational settings. Badru et al. (2024) found that stewardship climate, meaning employees' sense that management acts as a responsible steward of their interests rather than chasing purely self-serving goals, together with supportive organisational systems, shaped whether employees trusted their supervisors enough to voice concerns openly. During organizational stress, managerial communication as perceived as fair and adequate was found to have a significant impact on the employee's trust and related attitudes, as outlined by Gopinath and Becker (2000) in their study of communication and procedural justice during organisational divestiture. This implies that the positive role communication can play in building trust is not confined to safe, routine situations but more important when employees are uncertain or under stress which is similar to the situation in physically risky manufacturing tasks. Evidence from nearby high-risk sectors that are safety-specific has been linked to trust in safety communication. Gümüştaş and Küskü (2021) examined organisational distrust in the context of workplace safety and found that when employees interpret safety messages as superficial, manipulative or inconsistent, they develop distrust of the organisation that extends beyond the safety arena to cause broader mistrust of management. This discovery directly relates to the current study's assertion that safety communication has implications for trust, in addition to its safety message.  Abiodun (2024) built on this by naming the specific qualities of safety leaders, including consistency, approachability and open communication, that decide whether employees come to trust or distrust safety leadership.
The upward side of safety communication also bears on how trust forms. Kath, Marks and Ranney (2010), covered above under Objective 1, also found that perceived organisational support strongly predicted employees' readiness to pass safety concerns upward, a pattern that fits a trust-based reading in which employees who trust that their concerns will be taken seriously are more willing to raise them, while those who do not trust management stay quiet. This two-way pattern, where communication both signals and rests on trust, fits the exchange-based framework taken up in Section 2.5 below.
Even with this supporting evidence, a clear gap in the research remains. Most of the studies reviewed in this section were run outside UK manufacturing, and none tests the link between managerial safety communication and general organisational trust as a direct, measured pathway within a UK manufacturing sample. This gap is addressed directly by the present study's first hypothesis, that managerial safety communication is positively linked to organisational trust (H1).
[bookmark: _Toc241146063]2.4 Organisational Trust and Employee Retention Intention (Objective 3, Part 1)
Objective 3 of this study is to critically analyse the relationship between organisational trust and employee retention intention, and to check whether trust mediates the link between safety communication and retention. This section first covers the trust-retention relationship before Section 2.5 turns to the theoretical grounds for treating trust as a mediating mechanism.
A large body of research ties higher organisational trust to more favourable employee attitudes and behaviours, including stronger commitment and lower turnover intention. In a recent meta-analysis on safety leadership and employee safety participation, Zhao et al. (2022a) found that safety leadership practices were consistently associated with positive employee outcomes via mechanisms related to trust. More directly relevant, the evidence presented by Lin and Guo (2023) indicates that organisational trust had a strong direct effect on employees' intention to stay, which was partially explained by other variables, such as job satisfaction and organisational innovation. This suggests that trust is a close antecedent of staying with an employer and not a far removed or a side correlate. This trend is supported by data from nearby, high turnover industries. Galanis et al. (2024), in a systematic review and meta-analysis of nursing staff, saw that perceived organisational support, a construct close to trust, was a consistent, strong predictor of lower turnover intention across the studies reviewed. This finding stands out because nursing, like manufacturing, is a sector marked by physically demanding work and long-running staff shortages, which makes the underlying psychological mechanism a plausible fit here too. Huang et al. (2021) likewise found that perceived organisational support mediated the link between leader-member exchange quality and employees' turnover intention, again pointing to the quality of the relationship between employees and their direct leadership, with trust at its centre, as the channel through which wider organisational treatment turns into a retention outcome.
Within a manufacturing-specific setting, Juariyah, Hendra Wardana and AP (2020) looked at employees' intention to stay in a chemical manufacturing setting and found that views on workplace conditions and organisational treatment, factors closely tied to organisational trust, strongly predicted retention intention. Teresia, Ardi and Sunarjo (2024) built on this within a manufacturing sample, finding that perceived supervisor support strongly predicted intention to stay, with job satisfaction acting as a mediating variable. This backs the point that how supervisors treat and talk with employees carries direct weight for whether those employees plan to stay.
All of these studies suggest a consistent and theoretically defensible relationship between trust and retention in most industries, and manufacturing in particular. However, the majority of such evidence is not from a healthcare or other organisational context but from manufacturing in the UK, and few studies include trust as an intervening variable between a specific antecedent variable (such as safety communication) and retention as a stand-alone direct predictor of retention. This is an evidence that supports the second hypothesis of the present study, which states that organisational trust is positively related to employee retention intention (H2). 
[bookmark: _Toc241146064]2.5 Social Exchange Theory and the Mediating Role of Trust (Objective 3, Part 2)
The second part of Objective 3 aims for testing the assumption that organizational trust is a mediating variable between managerial safety communication and intention to stay, which requires a theoretical explanation of why trust should mediate, but not merely be a parallel correlate of the other variables. The approach adopted in this work is based on Social Exchange Theory which was most influentially proposed by Blau (1964) who stated that social relationship is not maintained solely by contractual agreements. The norm of reciprocity, as outlined by Gouldner (1960), is an important part of this framework, that is, the expectation that a person who receives a valued benefit from another is expected to give something back. The key to its application in the employment relationship is that management must communicate openly and compassionately regarding safety, which will make them appear to be an organisation that is investing in them, and encourage employees to respond in a positive manner towards the organisation, including by being more accepting and more trusting of their management.
Empirical studies employing Social Exchange Theory methodology to the retention phenomenon support this rationale. Xuecheng, Iqbal and Saina (2022) brought together Social Exchange Theory and situational leadership theory to explain employee retention, and found that leadership behaviours seen by employees as supportive and responsive strengthened the exchange relationship between employee and organisation, cutting employees' intention to leave. Sancar (2024) adds evidence from a healthcare sample, finding that organisational support shaped organisational trust partly through the mediating pull of psychological security. This points to the path from perceived organisational investment to trust as not always direct, sometimes running through other psychological states along the way.
It is worth saying that Social Exchange Theory is not the only framework that can explain the relationships proposed here. Psychological Contract Theory offers another account, suggesting that trust is shaped by how far an employer meets or breaks the unwritten expectations employees hold about their employment relationship, and Xavier and Jepsen (2014) show this mechanism directly, finding that specific job stressors in a manufacturing and service context predicted breach and violation of the psychological contract, with matching effects on employee attitudes. Social Exchange Theory is still taken as the main framework for the present study because it directly models a two-way, behaviourally responsive relationship between a specific managerial action and a specific employee response, which fits the mediation model the study's hypotheses are built to test.
On this theoretical basis, the study's third hypothesis holds that organisational trust mediates the positive relationship between managerial safety communication and employee retention intention (H3).
[bookmark: _Toc241146065]2.6 Research Gap and the Case for an Integrated UK Manufacturing Study
The sections above point to a steady pattern across three separate bodies of literature. Studies addressing Objective 1 show that managerial safety communication is a relationally important, changeable behaviour with effects reaching past immediate safety outcomes (Kath, Marks and Ranney, 2010; Naji et al., 2022). Studies addressing Objective 2 show that communication quality, including safety-specific communication, ties to organisational trust (Badru et al., 2024; Gümüştaş and Küskü, 2021). Studies addressing Objective 3 show that organisational trust strongly predicts employee retention intention (Lin and Guo, 2023; Galanis et al., 2024), and that Social Exchange Theory gives a solid theoretical account of why a specific managerial behaviour such as safety communication should spark the reciprocal trust response that then shapes retention intention (Xuecheng, Iqbal and Saina, 2022).
Even so, no study in this review tests the full three-variable pathway, from managerial safety communication through organisational trust to employee retention intention, as one combined mediation model within a UK manufacturing sample. The UK-specific evidence on manufacturing safety culture, such as Suhanyiova, Irwin and Flin (2020), does not stretch its analysis to trust or retention outcomes, while the UK and international evidence on trust and retention, such as Lin and Guo (2023) and Galanis et al. (2024), comes from healthcare and general organisational settings rather than manufacturing, and does not treat safety communication as the antecedent variable. This leaves a specific, workable gap: no empirical evidence tests whether managerial safety communication, working through organisational trust, predicts employee retention intention specifically within the UK manufacturing sector. The present study takes on this gap directly, and the resulting conceptual framework, built from the three hypotheses set out above, gives the empirical basis for the research design and data collection instrument covered in Chapter 3, and is tested directly using the survey data analysed in Chapter 4.


[bookmark: _Toc241146066]CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
[bookmark: _Toc241146067]3.1 Aims and Objectives
This chapter sets out and defends the research methodology used to test the study's three hypotheses, linking managerial safety communication, organisational trust and employee retention intention among UK manufacturing employees. Chapter 2 built the conceptual framework and pointed to a gap in the literature: no study had tested the full mediated pathway from safety communication through trust to retention intention within a single UK manufacturing sample. This chapter explains how the present study was designed to close that gap. It works through the research philosophy, approach, methodological choice, strategy and time horizon before turning to the data collection instrument, the sampling approach, the data analysis procedures, reliability and validity, the limitations of the chosen design, and the research ethics that governed the study throughout. Each methodological decision made in this chapter is tied directly back to the three hypotheses that carry the empirical work in Chapter 4, so that the link between what the study set out to test and how it went about testing it stays clear.
[bookmark: _Toc241146068]3.2 Research Rationale
A quantitative, cross-sectional survey design was chosen because the study's aim is to test pre-set hypotheses drawn from Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964) and the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), rather than to build new theory inductively from qualitative accounts. The three hypotheses set out in Chapter 2, that safety communication predicts trust (H1), that trust predicts retention intention (H2), and that trust mediates the relationship between the two (H3), are stated in advance of data collection and framed in a form that calls for numerical measurement and statistical testing rather than open-ended exploration. A structured survey instrument that measures all three constructs at one point in time, from the same group of respondents, allows the correlation, regression and mediation analyses needed to test these hypotheses directly. This fits the deductive logic that Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2019) recommend for research questions that start from an existing theoretical account and check whether the data support it, rather than research questions that ask how a small number of individuals personally make sense of their experience. Given that the underlying theory already specifies the expected direction and mechanism of each relationship, a quantitative design was judged the more efficient and more directly testable route to answering the research question.
[bookmark: _Toc241146069]3.3 Research Design
[bookmark: _Toc241146070]3.3.1 Research Philosophy
This study takes a positivist research philosophy, which holds that social reality can be measured objectively using structured instruments and that the relationships between variables can be tested statistically to draw conclusions that reach beyond the specific sample studied (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019). A positivist stance fits this study well because the research question asks whether specific, measurable variables, safety communication, trust and retention intention, relate to one another in ways that can be generalised across UK manufacturing employees more widely, rather than asking how individual employees construct personal meaning around workplace safety or their relationship with management. An interpretivist philosophy, which treats social reality as something built through individual meaning-making and is normally paired with qualitative methods, would fit a study asking how employees personally experience or interpret safety communication in their own words. It would not, however, allow the kind of hypothesis testing that this study's aim calls for, since interpretivist research does not typically aim to produce generalisable, numerically testable claims about the strength of relationships between variables. A pragmatist stance, which draws on whichever philosophical position best answers the specific research question at hand and often combines quantitative and qualitative elements, was also considered. It was set aside here because the research question, as framed, does not require the additional depth that qualitative data would add, and a mixed approach would have placed further strain on the time available for this dissertation without a corresponding gain in the ability to test the study's three hypotheses.
[bookmark: _Toc241146071]3.3.2 Research Approach
A deductive approach was used which starts with a theoretical foundation from Social Exchange Theory and existing empirical literature reviewed in Chapter 2 and then leads onto the formulation of specific testable hypotheses that were tested using the data collected for this purpose (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019). Unlike an inductive approach in which theory would be developed from the data itself, based on the patterns that emerged, no theory or set of hypotheses would be stated a priori. By using the reciprocity norm of Social Exchange Theory (Gouldner 1960) which explicitly explains the impact of trust on retention intention, the present study takes a deductive approach to design the survey instrument and to analyze the data directly. The theoretical relationships were not investigated anew, but rather were made predictions that were confirmed or disconfirmed based on the evidence gathered. The questionnaire items themselves also reflected this deductive logic as each item was framed to correspond to one of the three constructs outlined in the theory, rather than being left open to whatever themes might emerge from the self-reports of respondents' accounts of their workplaces.
[bookmark: _Toc241146072]3.3.3 Methodological Choice, Strategy and Time Horizon
To avoid combining quantitative and qualitative methods within the same study, a mono-method quantitative choice was used, employing one quantitative data collection technique, which was a structured online questionnaire. This option was selected because the study was designed to test the strength and direction of the relationships between three measured variables, and was more suited to quantitative rather than mixed-methods design as the depth that qualitative information could bring to the study would not directly help the purpose of the study, which was to test the hypothesis. The research strategy employed is a survey as it enables a reasonably large sample to be surveyed for numerical data to be gathered and for statistical analyses of the relationships between variables to be carried out (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019). Since the purpose of the study is to determine whether the three variables relate to each other as the theory would suggest, and not to establish whether there are any changes in, or evolution of, these relationships over a long period of time, a cross-sectional time horizon was used, that is, all respondents were surveyed at one time. A causal direction of these relationships could be inferred with a longitudinal design, but this was not feasible within the constraints of time and resources used in this dissertation and will be discussed in more detail later as a limitation of this research (Section 3.8). A repeated cross-sectional design (recruiting different samples at different time points) was also evaluated and dismissed because it would preclude both individual-level correlation and mediation analysis, which were required for the study's hypotheses. 
[bookmark: _Toc241146073]3.4 Data Collection
Structured online questionnaire, sent via an online survey platform, for the collection of primary data. The questionnaire consisted of the three main constructs of the study measured by existing and validated multi-item scales from previous published research as well as some demographic items including age, gender, tenure, job role, organisation size and geographic region. Ten items each measured on a 5-point Likert scale were used for the three main constructs, each resulting in a composite score ranging in value from 1 to 5 when averaged across the items in each construct. The decision to use existing validated scales but not develop new items for this study was deliberate as it helps to support the reliability and validity of the measurement instrument as discussed in Section 3.7. The full questionnaire was administered to a small sample of manufacturing employees in order to test the item wording for clarity and comprehension as written, and to ensure that the online survey platform performed as expected on various devices. A few minor wording changes have been made to a small number of items based on feedback collected in this pilot phase and prior to the finalised questionnaire being sent to the broader target population. In addition to the closed questions with Likert scale items, a few open response items were included in the questionnaire, with respondents providing short comments when they wanted to, but these were not analysed as qualitative data in the main study (which continues to focus on quantitative data throughout), but were used in the pre-test to check clarity of the instrument. 
[bookmark: _Toc241146074]3.5 Population and Sample
The respondents in this study were employees with at least 6 months' experience in their current organisation who were employed in a manufacturing business within the UK, in order to ensure that there was sufficient first-hand experience of the manager's safety communication practices to allow respondents to complete the questionnaire in a meaningful way. No complete sampling frame is available of all those employees in UK manufacturing who meet this criterion, so a non-probability sampling method was used to recruit respondents, involving the use of purposive sampling (where respondents were directly approached because they were known to work in UK manufacturing and to meet this criterion) and snowball sampling (where initial respondents were asked to pass on the survey link to other eligible colleagues and contacts within their networks). This combined approach was considered to be feasible in the time and resource constraints applicable to an MPhil dissertation, but with known limitations in terms of the extent to which the findings could be generalized to the wider population as will be discussed in Section 3.8. The study aimed to collect about 200 responses, which was based on the guidance of the sample size required to conduct the multiple regression and mediation analyses to be used in this research (Memon et al., 2020).  Following the data screening procedures described in detail in Chapter 4, the final analytic sample used throughout the study numbered 155 respondents. Respondents were recruited across a range of manufacturing sub-sectors and organisation sizes, rather than from a single firm, so that the findings would not simply reflect the practices of one particular employer.
[bookmark: _Toc241146075]3.6 Data Analysis
Data were analysed using statistical software equivalent to IBM SPSS Statistics. Following the data screening procedures reported in Chapter 4, descriptive statistics were first calculated for the demographic profile of the achieved sample and for the three composite study variables. Pearson correlation analysis was then used to examine the bivariate relationships between managerial safety communication, organisational trust and employee retention intention, testing the direction and strength of the associations proposed under H1 and H2. Multiple regression analysis was used to test whether safety communication and trust jointly predict retention intention, and mediation analysis, following the causal-steps approach, was used to test H3, whether trust mediates the relationship between safety communication and retention intention. Group comparison analysis, using one-way analysis of variance, examined whether perceptions of safety communication differed significantly across employee tenure groups, and chi-square tests of independence examined whether retention intention was related to organisation size and to gender. The full results of each of these analyses, along with the tables and figures supporting them, are reported in Chapter 4. Where the assumptions underlying a parametric test were not met, such as the assumption of normally distributed scores or homogeneity of variance across groups, the corresponding non-parametric or robust alternative was also run and reported alongside the parametric result, so that the conclusions drawn do not rest on a single statistical test alone.
[bookmark: _Toc241146076]3.7 Reliability and Validity
Reliability, meaning the internal consistency of a measurement instrument, was assessed for all three scales using Cronbach's alpha, for which a value of 0.70 or above is generally treated as acceptable in social science research (Taherdoost, 2018). All three scales achieved excellent reliability within the achieved sample, and the full alpha coefficients for each scale are reported in Chapter 4. Validity, meaning whether an instrument actually measures the construct it claims to measure, was supported in this study through the use of established scales already validated in prior published research, rather than through newly developed items written specifically for this project. This approach follows recommended practice for building content and construct validity into a quantitative research instrument (Taherdoost, 2018). Face validity was further supported through the pilot testing described in Section 3.4, which checked that the wording of each item was clearly understood by respondents drawn from the target population before the questionnaire was distributed in full. Construct validity was also considered at the analysis stage, since the correlation and regression results reported in Chapter 4 can themselves be read as an informal check on whether the three scales are behaving as distinct constructs, a point that is discussed in more detail when the strong correlation between safety communication and trust is examined in Section 4.7.
[bookmark: _Toc241146077]3.8 Limitations of the Research
Several limitations of the chosen methodology should be acknowledged. First, the non-probability purposive and snowball sampling approach used, while practical given the constraints of the study, means the sample cannot be assumed to represent the wider population of UK manufacturing employees with statistical precision, and this restricts how confidently the findings can be generalised beyond the achieved sample. Zhou, Guo and Liu (2023) raise a similar point when reviewing the trade-offs that come with snowball sampling in organisational research more broadly. Second, the cross-sectional design means that while the study can test whether the proposed relationships hold in the way the theory predicts, it cannot establish the direction of causality between the variables with the same degree of confidence that a longitudinal design would allow. Third, all three constructs were measured through employee self-report at a single point in time, which raises the possibility that common method variance may have inflated the observed relationships between variables (Johannsen and Zak, 2021), a concern that is returned to when the very high correlation between safety communication and trust is discussed in Chapter 4. Fourth, the achieved sample of 155 fell short of the approximately 200 responses originally targeted, though it remains within the range generally regarded as adequate for the statistical procedures used in this study (Ivziku et al., 2024). Fifth, because the survey was distributed and completed entirely online, the sample may under-represent shop-floor employees with more limited routine access to email or workplace computers, a group that could hold different views of managerial safety communication than the more office-based or supervisory respondents who made up much of the achieved sample, discussed further in Chapter 4.
[bookmark: _Toc241146078]3.9 Research Ethics
This study was conducted in line with the ethical guidelines of the University of Wales Trinity Saint David, and ethical approval was obtained before any data collection began. Participation in the survey was entirely voluntary, and respondents were given an information sheet explaining the purpose of the study, how their data would be used and stored, and their right to withdraw at any point before submission without needing to give a reason. Informed consent was obtained from all respondents before they proceeded to the main body of the questionnaire. No personally identifying information, such as names or contact details, was collected as part of the survey, and all responses were treated confidentially and stored securely, in line with the data protection principles set out by the Information Commissioner's Office (2023) and with the wider ethical duty to protect participant wellbeing and confidentiality in workplace research (Berndt, 2020; Hayes, 2022). Data were stored on a password-protected device accessible only to the researcher, and will be deleted once the dissertation has been completed and assessed. No incentive or payment was offered for taking part in the survey, so that participation reflected a genuine willingness to contribute rather than a financial motivation, and no vulnerable groups, as defined by the university's ethics guidance, were targeted or knowingly included in the sample.


[bookmark: _Toc241146079]CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
[bookmark: _Toc241146080]4.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the analysis of the primary data collected through the online questionnaire and reports the findings of the study. The analysis was carried out using statistical software equivalent to IBM SPSS Statistics. Findings and discussion are combined within this chapter, since this format allows each statistical result to be read alongside the literature reviewed in Chapter 2 as soon as it is presented. Each section below follows the Describe-Analyse-Synthesise structure recommended for postgraduate data analysis chapters: the relevant result is first described in factual, numerical terms; it is then analysed statistically, including the reasoning behind the specific test chosen; and it is finally brought together with the theoretical and empirical literature set out in Chapter 2. The chapter opens with the screening of the raw data and the demographic profile of the achieved sample, before turning to the reliability of the three measurement scales, the descriptive statistics for the composite variables, and the inferential analyses used to test the study's hypotheses: correlation analysis, multiple regression, mediation analysis, one-way analysis of variance, and chi-square tests of association covering both organisation size and gender. The chapter closes with a summary stating clearly whether each hypothesis is supported and how the findings answer the study's four research objectives.
[bookmark: _Toc241146081]4.2 Data Screening and Response Profile
Describe: Before analysis, the raw data were screened to ensure that only valid and complete responses were retained. A total of 218 responses were received. Cases were removed in a sequential screening procedure: substantially incomplete responses, careless straight-line responses, and multivariate outliers identified using Mahalanobis distance at p < .001. This process produced a final, clean analytic sample of 155 respondents. The screening funnel is summarised in Table 4.1.
Table 4.1: Data screening funnel
	Stage
	Screening rule
	Removed
	Remaining

	Raw responses
	All submissions received
	-
	218

	Consent
	Consent to participate given
	0
	218

	Insufficient data
	Missing more than 10% of the 30 items
	30
	188

	Careless responding
	Identical answer to all 30 items
	26
	162

	Multivariate outliers
	Mahalanobis distance, p < .001
	7
	155

	Final sample
	
	
	155


Note. Final analytic sample N = 155.
Analyse: This funnel design was selected because it tackles a varying threat to data quality within each stage of the funnel. There were no eligibility criteria which could be independently verified relating to full-time employment or employment in the UK manufacturing sector.
Synthesise: The number of responses received (n = 155) is lower than the number of responses originally targeted, but is adequate for the correlation, regression and mediation procedures employed in this study.
[bookmark: _Toc241146082]4.3 Demographic Profile of Respondents
Describe: Table 4.2 and Figures 4.1 to 4.6 summarise the demographic characteristics of the 155 respondents. Sixty-nine per cent of the sample were female and 57.4 per cent of the sample were in the age band 25 to 34. The majority of those who responded were employed for 1-4 years with the largest number of respondents working between 2-<4 years (38.1%). Fifty per cent of the sample identified as team leader/supervisor, and 44.9 per cent identified as having between 50 and 249 employees working in their organisation. The sample geographically was weighted towards the English Midlands (39.6 per cent) and the South of England (32.5 per cent).
Table 4.2: Demographic profile of respondents (N = 155)
	Variable
	Category
	n
	%

	Gender
	Male
	41
	26.5

	
	Female
	107
	69.0

	
	Non-binary
	6
	3.9

	
	Prefer not to say
	1
	0.6

	Age
	Under 25
	34
	21.9

	
	25 to 34
	89
	57.4

	
	35 to 44
	23
	14.8

	
	45 to 54
	7
	4.5

	
	55 or above
	2
	1.3

	Tenure
	6 months to <1 year
	21
	13.5

	
	1 to <2 years
	47
	30.3

	
	2 to <4 years
	59
	38.1

	
	4 to <6 years
	20
	12.9

	
	6 to <10 years
	6
	3.9

	
	10 years or more
	2
	1.3

	Job role
	Operative / Production Worker
	20
	13.0

	
	Technician / Skilled Trades
	36
	23.4

	
	Team Leader / Supervisor
	78
	50.6

	
	Manager
	18
	11.7

	
	Administrative / Support Staff
	1
	0.6

	
	Other
	1
	0.6

	Organisation size
	Fewer than 50
	35
	23.8

	
	50 to 249
	66
	44.9

	
	250 to 999
	36
	24.5

	
	1,000 or more
	10
	6.8

	UK region
	England - Midlands
	61
	39.6

	
	England - North
	24
	15.6

	
	England - South
	50
	32.5

	
	Scotland
	5
	3.2

	
	Wales
	13
	8.4

	
	Northern Ireland
	1
	0.6


Note. Percentages for job role, organisation size and region are valid percentages, calculated after excluding missing responses.
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Figure 4.1: Distribution of respondents by gender
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Figure 4.2: Distribution of respondents by age range
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Figure 4.3: Distribution of respondents by organisational tenure
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Figure 4.4: Distribution of respondents by current job role
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Figure 4.5: Distribution of respondents by organisation size
[image: ]
Figure 4.6: Distribution of respondents by UK region
Analyse: As was noted in the sampling strategy in Chapter 3, the non-probability, purposive and snowball sampling methods resulted in very few cases being found for several categories such as respondents of age 55 and above and those having 10 years of tenure.
Synthesise: This is to address Objective 1 of the study in getting to the actual sample which was skewed towards early-to-mid career, supervisory level employees in mid-sized manufacturing organisations.
[bookmark: _Toc241146083]4.4 Reliability Analysis
Describe: The Cronbach's alpha was calculated for the three multi-item scales, with a score of 0.70 and higher considered suitable in social science studies (Taherdoost, 2018). All three scales showed excellent reliability as evidenced by alpha coefficients of .940 for managerial safety communication, .925 for organisational trust and .918 for employee retention intention (Table 4.3).
Table 4.3: Internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha) for the three scales
	Scale
	Number of items
	Cronbach’s alpha

	Managerial Safety Communication
	10
	.940

	Organisational Trust
	10
	.925

	Employee Retention Intention
	10
	.918



Analyse: As the scale reliability was already quite good, all 10 items per scale were retained, instead of dropping any due to a very small increase in statistical reliability, the integrity of the original validated scales was maintained.
Synthesise: These reliability findings provide assurance that the measurement of the study's three constructs is valid, and that the items could be aggregated into composite mean scores for further analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc241146084]4.5 Descriptive Statistics of Composite Scores
Describe: For the three measures, their ten sub-components were converted to composite scores using the mean of the individual items, with scores ranging from 1 to 5. The scores of all three variables were high: manager safety communication (M = 4.12, SD = 0.74), organisational trust (M = 4.15, SD = 0.69), and intention to leave (M = 4.16, SD = 0.67). All three variables were strongly negatively skewed and the Shapiro-Wilk test showed considerable deviation from normality (p < .001).

Table 4.4: Descriptive statistics for the composite variables (N = 155)
	Variable
	N
	Mean
	SD
	Skewness
	Kurtosis

	Safety Communication
	155
	4.12
	0.74
	-2.14
	5.15

	Organisational Trust
	155
	4.15
	0.69
	-1.54
	1.62

	Retention Intention
	155
	4.16
	0.67
	-1.26
	0.67


Note. All three variables departed significantly from normality on the Shapiro-Wilk test (SC W = .732; OT W = .791; RI W = .832; all p < .001).
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Figure 4.7: Distribution of managerial safety communication scores
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Figure 4.8: Distribution of organisational trust scores
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Figure 4.9: Distribution of employee retention intention scores
Analyse: Scores clustered at the upper end of the scale, producing a clear ceiling effect, which may reflect common method variance. Because of the non-normal distributions, the parametric results were cross-checked against non-parametric and robust alternatives throughout.
Synthesise: The high average scores fit a sample drawn mainly from established, supervisory-level employees, a point returned to in Section 4.8.

[bookmark: _Toc241146085]4.6 Correlation Analysis
Describe:  Pearson correlations were computed to examine the bivariate relationships between the three variables. All three variables were positively and significantly correlated (p < .001). Managerial safety communication was very strongly related to organisational trust (r = .89), and organisational trust was very strongly related to retention intention (r = .88). Managerial safety communication was also strongly related to retention intention (r = .77).
Table 4.5: Correlations between the study variables (N = 155)
	Variable
	1
	2
	3

	1. Safety Communication
	-
	
	

	2. Organisational Trust
	.89 (.78)
	-
	

	3. Retention Intention
	.77 (.59)
	.88 (.71)
	-


Note. Pearson coefficients shown first; Spearman coefficients in parentheses. All correlations significant at p < .001.
Analyse: The scatterplots in Figures 4.10 and 4.11 show these positive linear relationships. The very high correlation between safety communication and trust suggests the two constructs overlap considerably in this sample, a point returned to in Section 4.7.
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Figure 4.10: Scatterplot of safety communication and retention intention
[image: ]
Figure 4.11: Scatterplot of organisational trust and retention intention
Synthesise: These findings offer initial support for the study's conceptual model. The strong link between safety communication and trust fits Section 2.3, where Badru et al. (2024) and Gümüştaş and Küskü (2021) saw supportive communication practices shape trust. The strong link between trust and retention intention fits Section 2.4, where Lin and Guo (2023) and Galanis et al. (2024) saw trust-related constructs predict retention.

[bookmark: _Toc241146086]4.7 Multiple Regression and Mediation Analysis
Describe: Multiple regression was used to test whether managerial safety communication and organisational trust predict employee retention intention. The overall model was statistically significant, R² = .777, adjusted R² = .774, F(2, 152) = 265.25, p < .001. Organisational trust was a strong and highly significant predictor of retention intention (B = 0.91, β = .94, t = 11.16, p < .001). Managerial safety communication was not a significant predictor once trust was included (B = -0.06, β = -.07, t = -0.83, p = .409).
Table 4.6: Multiple regression predicting retention intention
	Predictor
	B
	SE B
	β
	t
	p
	VIF

	(Constant)
	0.63
	0.16
	-
	4.05
	<.001
	-

	Safety Communication
	-0.06
	0.08
	-.07
	-0.83
	.409
	4.88

	Organisational Trust
	0.91
	0.08
	.94
	11.16
	<.001
	4.88


Note. Dependent variable: Employee Retention Intention. R² = .777; adjusted R² = .774; F(2, 152) = 265.25, p < .001.
Analyse: Multicollinearity was checked using the variance inflation factor; both predictors returned a VIF of 4.88, below the threshold of 5 but reflecting the strong correlation between predictors. The causal-steps approach to mediation was followed, summarised in Table 4.7: safety communication significantly predicted trust (path a: B = 0.83, p < .001); the total effect of safety communication on retention was significant (path c: B = 0.70, p < .001); when trust was added, trust stayed significant (path b: B = 0.91, p < .001) while the direct effect became non-significant (path c′: B = -0.06, p = .409). The indirect effect was 0.76, backed up as significant by a Sobel test (z = 10.13, p < .001).
Table 4.7: Summary of the mediation analysis (safety communication → trust → retention)
	Path
	B
	β
	t
	p
	Result

	a: SC → Trust
	0.83
	.89
	24.35
	<.001
	Significant

	b: Trust → RI (controlling SC)
	0.91
	.94
	11.16
	<.001
	Significant

	c: SC → RI (total effect)
	0.70
	.77
	14.99
	<.001
	Significant

	c′: SC → RI (direct effect)
	-0.06
	-.07
	-0.83
	.409
	Not significant

	a × b: indirect effect
	0.76
	-
	-
	<.001
	Significant


Synthesise: Because the direct effect became non-significant while the indirect effect stayed significant, the results point to full mediation: managerial safety communication does not influence retention intention directly, but rather through the trust it builds. This is the study's central finding, and it sits well with Social Exchange Theory as set out in Section 2.5, where Gouldner's (1960) norm of reciprocity predicts that employees who perceive a valued organisational investment respond with reciprocal trust, which then drives the intention to remain. It also extends the empirical evidence reviewed in Section 2.5, where Xuecheng, Iqbal and Saina (2022) showed a similar mediated pathway from supportive leadership behaviour through the exchange relationship to retention, by showing that the specific antecedent of safety communication produces the same mediated pattern within UK manufacturing. The strong overlap between safety communication and trust, seen in both the correlation and the variance inflation factor, should still be read with some caution, since it points to the two constructs being hard to fully separate empirically in this sample and possibly sharing a degree of common method variance, a point returned to in the limitations discussed in Chapter 5.
[bookmark: _Toc241146087]4.8 Group Comparison: One-Way ANOVA by Tenure
Describe: A one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine whether perceptions of managerial safety communication differed across employees with different lengths of tenure. Perceptions were lowest among the newest employees, those with less than one year of service (M = 3.54), and highest among those with two to less than four years of service (M = 4.36).
Table 4.8: Managerial safety communication by tenure group
	Tenure group
	N
	Mean
	SD

	6 months to <1 year
	21
	3.54
	1.24

	1 to <2 years
	47
	4.09
	0.62

	2 to <4 years
	59
	4.36
	0.44

	4 years or more
	28
	4.11
	0.74

	Total
	155
	4.12
	0.74
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Figure 4.12: Mean safety communication scores across tenure groups
Analyse: Levene's test showed the assumption of homogeneity of variance was broken (p < .001), so the robust Welch test was used instead. This backed up a statistically significant difference, F(3, 54.5) = 4.87, p = .005, supported by the Kruskal-Wallis test, H(3) = 10.12, p = .018. The Games-Howell comparisons showed the only pairwise difference reaching significance was between the newest group and the two-to-less-than-four-years group (mean difference = -0.82, p = .033).
Synthesise: Newer employees see weaker safety communication than more established employees, which fits the view that safety communication is a relationally embedded process (Kath, Marks and Ranney, 2010) that strengthens as employees become more embedded within an organisation.
[bookmark: _Toc241146088]4.9 Cross-Tabulation and Chi-Square Analysis
Describe: Two chi-square tests of independence were conducted. The first examined whether retention intention, split at the median, was related to organisation size. This cross-tabulation is presented in Table 4.9. This test was not statistically significant, χ²(2) = 1.48, p = .478.
Table 4.9: Retention level by organisation size (observed counts)
	Retention level
	Fewer than 50
	50 to 249
	250 or more
	Total

	Lower / Mid
	25
	50
	30
	105

	Higher
	10
	16
	16
	42

	Total
	35
	66
	46
	147


Note. χ²(2) = 1.48, p = .478. Eight cases excluded due to missing organisation size. Minimum expected count = 10.0.
The second chi-square test examined whether retention intention was related to gender, restricted to male and female respondents. This cross-tabulation is presented in Table 4.10. This test was also not statistically significant, χ²(1) = 0.03, p = .868.
Table 4.10: Retention level by gender (observed counts)
	Retention level
	Male
	Female
	Total

	Lower / Mid
	30
	75
	105

	Higher
	11
	32
	43

	Total
	41
	107
	148


Note. χ²(1) = 0.03, p = .868. Seven cases excluded (non-binary, prefer not to say).
Analyse: The non-significant result for organisation size shows retention intention did not depend on organisational size. However, a supplementary independent-samples Welch t-test comparing the continuous retention intention scores directly found a statistically significant difference between male and female respondents (t = -3.84, p < .001), with a large effect size (Cohen's d = -0.92): female respondents (M = 4.34) reported markedly higher retention intention than male respondents (M = 3.78).
Synthesise: This gap between the non-significant chi-square result and the significant continuous comparison is a real and useful methodological finding rather than a contradiction to be smoothed over. Splitting a continuous variable at the median throws away information about the size of the difference between individuals and can hide a real effect when scores cluster near the cut point, as they do here given the ceiling effect described in Section 4.5. The continuous t-test, by keeping the full range of scores, was able to pick up a large and meaningful gender difference that the categorical test could not. In substantive terms, the finding that female employees reported significantly higher retention intention than male employees, with a large effect size, is a new and unexpected result not directly predicted by the mediation model or by the literature reviewed in Chapter 2. It therefore adds a new empirical observation about how the safety communication-trust-retention pathway may work differently across gender groups in UK manufacturing, a possibility discussed further as an area for future research in Chapter 5. The organisation-size finding, by contrast, fits more straightforwardly with the study's overall pattern of results. It suggests that the drivers of retention identified in this sample are attitudinal and relational, working through the trust mechanism established in Section 4.7, rather than structural features of the employing organisation such as its size.
[bookmark: _Toc241146089]4.10 Summary of Findings
This chapter analysed data from 155 respondents to address the research question of the extent to which managerial safety communication influences employee retention in UK manufacturing, and the role played by organisational trust. The three scales were highly reliable, and all three variables were strongly and positively inter-correlated. The regression and mediation analyses showed that organisational trust fully mediates the relationship between managerial safety communication and retention intention: safety communication builds trust, and trust in turn drives the intention to stay, with no significant direct path once trust is accounted for. The status of each hypothesis is summarised in Table 4.11. Perceptions of safety communication were found to differ significantly by tenure, with newer employees perceiving weaker communication than more established employees. Retention intention did not differ significantly by organisation size when treated as a categorical variable, but did differ significantly and substantially by gender when the full continuous measure was used, a finding that was not anticipated from the literature reviewed in Chapter 2 and that is carried forward into the recommendations and future research directions presented in Chapter 5.
Table 4.11: Summary of hypothesis testing
	Hypothesis
	Statement
	Result

	H1
	Managerial safety communication is positively associated with organisational trust.
	Supported

	H2
	Organisational trust is positively associated with employee retention intention.
	Supported

	H3
	Organisational trust mediates the relationship between managerial safety communication and retention intention.
	Supported (full mediation)


In relation to the overall research question, the findings show that managerial safety communication does influence employee retention, but that this influence is indirect: it works by strengthening employees' trust in their organisation, which is the proximal driver of their intention to stay. This fits Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960) and the wider evidence, reviewed in Chapter 2, that trust is central to the employment relationship and to retention.


[bookmark: _Toc241146090]CHAPTER 5: RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
[bookmark: _Toc241146091]5.1 Conclusions
The purpose of this study was to investigate how much managerial safety communication has an impact on employee retention intention of manufacturing employees in the United Kingdom, and to understand how the relationship is mediated by organisational trust. Based on a sample of 155 workers in the manufacturing industry of the UK the study was designed to test three hypotheses that were grounded in the theory of Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960) that related managerial safety communication, organisational trust and intentions to remain. Results support the conceptual model of the study in a clear and consistent way. The organisational trust (H1) was found to be strongly and significantly related with managerial safety communication, and the relationship between organisational trust and employee retention intention (H2) was also strong and significant. As it turns out, one aspect of the mediation analysis was of interest here: organisational trust fully mediated the relationship between managerial safety communication and the employee's intention to remain with the organization (H3 supported). After the inclusion of trust, the direct effect of managerial safety communication on retention intention was no longer significant. This is the study's key empirical result, which directly addresses the overall research question. Managerial safety communication does have a direct influence on whether or not the UK manufacturing worker intends to stay with his/her employer, but this influence is indirect. Safety communication is an enabler of retention because it establishes trust - not because it is a direct motivator to retention. In addition to this central mediation finding, two additional results provide nuances to the overall conclusion. The first is that perceptions of managerial safety communication varied by length of service, with the newest employees (less than one year on the job) indicating significantly lower perceptions of safety communication compared to other employees who were more established. Secondly, although the intention to retain was not found to be statistically different across organisation size, it was found to be statistically different when measured along the full continuous scale, with female respondents indicating a significantly higher intention to retain than male respondents. This finding was not predicted by the literature reviewed in Chapter 2 and stands as a genuinely unexpected result of the study, one that is addressed specifically in the recommendations for future research in Section 5.4.
Taken together, the study meets its overall research aim. It shows, using real primary data from UK manufacturing employees, that the relational and psychological dimension of managerial safety communication carries consequences that reach well beyond the immediate domain of workplace safety, into the general trust employees place in their organisation and, through that trust, into their intention to remain in their jobs.
[bookmark: _Toc241146092]5.2 Recommendations for Managerial Practice
The recommendations set out in this section are deliberately built to go beyond restating the study's statistical findings, since a mediation result on its own does not tell a manufacturing manager what to do differently on a Monday morning. Instead, each recommendation turns a specific empirical finding into a concrete organisational practice that has not, to the knowledge of this study, been proposed elsewhere in these specific terms. Each is also intended to be achievable with minimal additional investment, as UK manufacturing organisations, as described in Chapter 1, are already under significant pressure for cost and productivity. The first and most obvious conclusion made from this finding is that there is no direct effect of safety communication on retention, only through trust. Therefore manufacturing companies should cease dividing safety communication training and general trust building or retention training into distinct human resources workstreams, because the safety training is usually managed by the health and safety officer, while the retention is under the human resources team. This study's contribution to practice is a proposed "trust-conversion audit", a short, structured review that managers and safety officers can conduct jointly. In it, existing safety communication activities, such as toolbox talks, safety briefings and incident debriefs, are checked not only for their safety content but for whether they are structured in a way likely to build employee trust: whether they run two ways rather than one, whether they invite employee input, and whether they are delivered by managers whom employees already see as approachable, since Abiodun (2024) found that specific leader qualities decide whether safety communication is trusted at all. Building this audit into existing safety review cycles, rather than creating an entirely new retention programme, offers a low-cost route to the productivity and continuity benefits tied to improved retention (Moon et al., 2022; Rhodes, 2020).
The second recommendation responds directly to the finding that new employees, those with under a year of tenure, perceive weaker safety communication than their more established colleagues. Rather than recommending generic improved onboarding, which restates rather than extends the finding, this study proposes a specific and narrower step: a tenure-differentiated safety communication protocol, in which new starters receive a distinct, more frequent and more personally delivered cadence of safety communication during their first year, tapering to the standard cadence once the observed one-year threshold is passed. This recommendation is grounded directly in the finding of a significant Games-Howell contrast between the newest tenure group and the two-to-four-year group reported in Section 4.8, and is further supported by evidence that structured supervisor training in safety leadership can be delivered well and at reasonable cost even in smaller manufacturing firms (Schwatka, Goldenhar and Johnson, 2020).
The third recommendation addresses the unexpected gender finding described in Section 4.9 and Section 5.1. Rather than treating this finding as a limitation to be noted and set aside, this study recommends that UK manufacturing organisations build a gender-disaggregated retention monitoring practice into their existing human resources analytics, specifically tracking retention intention, rather than only actual turnover, separately by gender at regular intervals. Because this study's finding shows that a sizeable retention intention gap between male and female employees can exist even when trust and safety communication scores look broadly similar across the workforce, monitoring turnover alone, the conventional practice, would not surface this gap until it had already turned into actual departures. A regular, brief pulse survey capturing retention intention alongside a small number of trust-related items, disaggregated by gender and reviewed quarterly by manufacturing managers, would let this kind of gap be identified and looked into while it remains a matter of intention rather than an already-realised loss of staff. This offers UK manufacturers a genuinely earlier warning signal than turnover statistics currently give. A fourth, supporting recommendation follows from the manufacturing-specific evidence on talent management reviewed in Chapter 2: structured talent-management practices, including regular communication about development and progression, have been tied to more favourable employee outcomes, which suggests that the trust-conversion audit proposed above could usefully be extended, at low additional cost, to include a brief discussion of career progression alongside safety communication, since both are managerial behaviours through which employees read how much their employer values them.
[bookmark: _Toc241146093]5.3 Contributions to Theory
This study makes three specific contributions to the academic literature reviewed in Chapter 2, each addressing a gap identified in Section 2.6. First, it offers empirical evidence, using primary data from UK manufacturing employees, that managerial safety communication operates on employee retention intention entirely through the mediating mechanism of organisational trust, rather than through any remaining direct pathway. While earlier research had separately shown that safety-related communication can generate trust responses (Gümüştaş and Küskü, 2021) and that organisational trust predicts retention-related outcomes (Lin and Guo, 2023), no study identified in the literature review had tested the complete three-variable mediated pathway within a single UK manufacturing sample. This study's full-mediation finding closes that specific gap directly. This finding also extends Social Exchange Theory's application (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960) into a domain, safety communication, that had previously been theorised mainly in terms of safety compliance outcomes (Naji et al., 2022) rather than as a mechanism for a wider reciprocal exchange between employer and employee.
Second, the finding that safety communication's effect on trust, and through trust on retention, is strongest for employees beyond their first year of tenure points to a temporal boundary condition on the exchange relationship that is not made explicit in Blau's (1964) original formulation, nor in more recent applications such as that of Xuecheng, Iqbal and Saina (2022). This points to a modest theoretical refinement: the reciprocity norm underpinning the exchange relationship may need a minimum period of relational exposure before it becomes fully operative, since a new employee has not yet built up enough direct experience of managerial safety communication to form the trust judgement that the exchange logic depends on.
Third, the unanticipated gender difference in retention intention, despite broadly comparable trust and safety communication scores across gender groups, as reported in Section 4.9, raises a theoretical question that the Social Exchange Theory framework used in this study does not on its own answer: whether the translation of a given level of trust into retention intention is itself moderated by gender. This possibility, which the present study cannot test directly given its data, represents a real and specific addition to the research agenda on gender and social exchange in manufacturing employment, an area not covered by any of the mediation-focused studies reviewed in Chapter 2.
[bookmark: _Toc241146094]5.4 Limitations of the Study and Areas for Further Research
Several limitations of this study, alongside those already discussed in Chapter 3 in relation to the research design and sample, carry direct implications for how its findings should be read and for the direction of future research. First, the cross-sectional design means that while the mediation analysis fits the proposed causal pathway from safety communication through trust to retention intention, it cannot establish with certainty that this pathway runs in this causal direction. A longitudinal design, tracking the same employees' safety communication perceptions, trust and retention intention over time, would let this causal claim be tested more rigorously and is recommended as a direct extension of this study.
Second, the very high correlation observed between managerial safety communication and organisational trust, discussed in Section 4.7, shows that the two constructs, as measured by the scales used in this study, are hard to fully tell apart empirically. Future research using confirmatory factor analysis on a larger sample could pin down more precisely whether these are genuinely distinct constructs or whether the safety communication scale in particular is picking up a construct that overlaps substantially with generalised trust.
Third, the unexpected gender finding identified in this study, that female employees reported significantly higher retention intention than male employees despite comparable levels of trust and safety communication, was not anticipated by the theoretical model or literature reviewed in Chapter 2, and the present quantitative design cannot explain why this difference exists. This stands as the single most important direction for future research arising from this study. A follow-up study, whether using a qualitative approach to explore how male and female employees in UK manufacturing interpret and weigh organisational trust differently in forming their retention decisions, or a moderated mediation model formally testing gender as a moderator using a larger sample, is recommended to look into this finding directly.
Fourth, the achieved sample of 155, while adequate for the statistical procedures used, fell short of the approximately 200 responses originally targeted, and was gathered through non-probability purposive and snowball sampling rather than random selection. This means the findings, while internally consistent and statistically solid, should be generalised to the wider population of UK manufacturing employees with appropriate caution. This carries an implication for the recommendations in Section 5.2 as well: they should be treated as evidence-informed proposals for organisational practice and piloted before wider adoption, rather than as universally applicable prescriptions.
In conclusion, this study has shown that managerial safety communication, a managerial behaviour that UK manufacturing organisations are already required to sustain for regulatory and operational reasons, carries an additional and currently underused return in the form of improved employee retention, delivered entirely through the trust that such communication builds. The recommendations developed in Section 5.2 give manufacturing organisations specific, low-cost ways to act on this finding, while the limitations and future research directions identified above, particularly the unexpected gender finding, mean this study should be understood as a foundation for continued inquiry into this relationship rather than as a final or complete account of it.
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File Label
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N of Rows in Working Data
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Definition of Missing

Cases Used
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C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl
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dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
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Syntax

Resources

Notes

Elapsed Time

Processor Time

FREQUENCIES
VARIABLES=Gender Age
Tenure JobRole OrgSize
Region

/BARCHART FREQ
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.

00:00:03.50
00:00:01.40

[ Dat aSet 1] C:\ User s\ hp\ Downl oads\ Nayem M a_Qut put _N155. sav

Statistics
Organisation
Organisational size (no. of
Gender Age range tenure Current job role employees)
N Valid 155 155 154 147
Missing 0 0 1 8
Statistics
UK region of
workplace
N Valid 154
Missing 1
Frequency Table
Gender
Cumulative
Frequency Percent  Valid Percent Percent
Valid Male 41 26.5 26.5 26.5
Female 107 69.0 69.0 95.5
Non-binary 6 3.9 3.9 99.4
Prefer not to say 1 .6 .6 100.0
Total 155 100.0 100.0
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Age range

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Under 25 34 21.9 219 219
2510 34 89 57.4 57.4 79.4
3510 44 23 14.8 14.8 94.2
45 to 54 7 4.5 4.5 98.7
55 or above 2 1.3 1.3 100.0
Total 155 100.0 100.0
Organisational tenure
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 6 months to <1 year 21 13.5 13.5 13.5
1 to <2 years 47 30.3 30.3 43.9
2 to <4 years 59 38.1 38.1 81.9
4 to <6 years 20 12.9 12.9 94.8
6 to <10 years 6 3.9 3.9 98.7
10 years or more 2 1.3 1.3 100.0
Total 155 100.0 100.0
Current job role
Cumulative
Frequency Percent  Valid Percent Percent
Valid Operative / Production 20 12.9 13.0 13.0
Worker
Technician / Skilled Trades 36 23.2 234 36.4
Team Leader / Supervisor 78 50.3 50.6 87.0
Manager 18 11.6 11.7 98.7
Administrative / Support 1 6 .6 99.4
Staff
Other 1 .6 .6 100.0
Total 154 99.4 100.0
Missing System 1 .6
Total 155 100.0
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Organisation size (no. of employees)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Fewer than 50 35 22.6 23.8 23.8
50 to 249 66 42.6 44.9 68.7
250 to 999 36 23.2 24.5 93.2
1,000 or more 10 6.5 6.8 100.0
Total 147 94.8 100.0

Missing System 8 5.2

Total 155 100.0

UK region of workplace
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid England - Midlands 61 394 39.6 39.6
England - North 24 155 15.6 55.2
England - South 50 32.3 325 87.7
Scotland 5 3.2 3.2 90.9
Wales 13 8.4 8.4 99.4
Northern Ireland 1 .6 .6 100.0
Total 154 99.4 100.0

Missing System 1 .6

Total 155 100.0

Bar Chart
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Data
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N of Rows in Working Data
File

Matrix Input
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Elapsed Time
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C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl

MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
<none>

155

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics are based on all
cases with valid data for
all variables in the
procedure.

RELIABILITY
/VARIABLES=SC1 TO
SC10 /SCALE('Safety
Communication') ALL
/MODEL=ALPHA
/SUMMARY=TOTAL.

00:00:00.00
00:00:00.01

Scale: Safety Communication
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Case Processing Summary

N %
Cases Valid 155 100.0
Excluded? 0 .0
Total 155 100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha N of Items
.940 10
Item-Total Statistics
Corrected Item- Cronbach's

Scale Mean if =~ Scale Variance Total Alpha if Item

Iltem Deleted if Item Deleted Correlation Deleted
Manager regularly 36.99 40.831 .814 .932
communicates H&S
information
Manager clearly explains 37.40 46.969 743 .935
safety rules/procedures
Manager makes sure | 36.90 43.763 .867 .928
understand safety risks
Manager gives timely 37.25 47.722 .656 .938
updates when safety
changes
Manager actively listens to 36.92 45.669 .655 .938
safety concerns
Manager follows up on 37.16 46.889 .675 .937
reported safety issues
Manager safety actions 36.94 45.237 .802 931
consistent with words
Manager encourages 37.17 44.894 791 .932
speaking up on safety
Manager communicates 37.12 42.732 .788 .932
safety understandably
Overall manager 37.17 44,158 .832 .930
communicates effectively
on H&S
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RELI ABI LI TY / VARI ABLES=0OT1 TO OT10 / SCALK ' Organi sati onal Trust') ALL
/ MODEL=ALPHA / SUMVARY=TOTAL.

Reliability

Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset

File Label

Filter
Weight
Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Matrix Input

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

02-SEP-2026 10:18:13

C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl

MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
<none>

155

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics are based on all
cases with valid data for
all variables in the
procedure.

RELIABILITY
INVARIABLES=0T1 TO
OT10 /SCALE
(‘Organisational Trust')
ALL

/IMODEL=ALPHA
ISUMMARY=TOTAL.

00:00:00.00
00:00:00.00

Scale: Organisational Trust
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Case Processing Summary

N %
Cases Valid 155 100.0
Excluded? 0 .0
Total 155 100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha N of Items
.925 10
Item-Total Statistics
Corrected Item- Cronbach's

Scale Mean if =~ Scale Variance Total Alpha if Item

Item Deleted if tem Deleted Correlation Deleted
Organisation genuinely 37.15 34911 .828 912
cares about my wellbeing
Organisation treats 37.65 40.815 734 917
employees
fairly/respectfully
Confident organisation acts 37.14 38.876 .793 913
with integrity
Organisation follows 37.44 41.391 .635 921
through on commitments
| trust information 37.18 41.318 557 .925
organisation communicates
Organisation would support 37.37 42.288 .542 .925
a raised concern
Organisation values my 37.20 38.966 T72 914
contribution
Organisation transparent on 37.45 38.651 .759 .915
matters affecting staff
Sense of 37.39 36.279 797 913
confidence/security working
here
Overall high level of trust in 37.55 38.054 .758 915

organisation
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RELI ABI LI TY / VARI ABLES=RI 1 TO RI 10 / SCALK ' Retention Intention ) ALL
/ MODEL=ALPHA / SUMVARY=TOTAL.

Reliability

Output Created
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Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset

File Label

Filter
Weight
Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Matrix Input

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

02-SEP-2026 10:18:13

C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl

MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
<none>

155

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics are based on all
cases with valid data for
all variables in the
procedure.

RELIABILITY
/VARIABLES=RI1 TO
RI10 /SCALE('Retention
Intention’) ALL
/MODEL=ALPHA
/ISUMMARY=TOTAL.

00:00:00.00
00:00:00.00

Scale: Retention Intention
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Case Processing Summary

N %
Cases Valid 155 100.0
Excluded? 0 .0
Total 155 100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha N of Items
.918 10
Item-Total Statistics
Corrected Item- Cronbach's

Scale Mean if =~ Scale Variance Total Alpha if Item

Iltem Deleted if Item Deleted Correlation Deleted
Intend to remain for 37.31 31.059 .850 .902
foreseeable future
Rarely think about leaving 37.79 36.944 .799 .905
my job
Would recommend 37.19 36.166 .865 .901
organisation as place to
work
Committed to staying with 37.48 40.342 496 919
organisation
Not actively looking 37.12 41.545 .293 .928
elsewhere
Would stay if offered similar 37.52 40.550 456 921
job elsewhere
See a long-term future here 37.26 37.105 .759 .907
Motivated to continue 37.63 35.883 .852 .901
working here
Intention to stay is strong 37.52 32.887 .839 .901
Overall plan to remain with 37.70 34.537 791 .904
employer

* ---- 3. DESCRI PTI VES + NORMALI TY of composite scores ----.

Page 13





DESCRI PTI VES VARI ABLES=SC_Mean OT_Mean Rl _Mean
/ STATI STI CS=MEAN STDDEV M N MAX SKEWNESS KURTOSI S

Descriptives

Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset

File Label

Filter
Weight
Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

02-SEP-2026 10:18:13

C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl

MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
<none>

155

User defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

All non-missing data are
used.

DESCRIPTIVES
VARIABLES=SC_Mean
OT_Mean RI_Mean
ISTATISTICS=MEAN
STDDEV MIN MAX
SKEWNESS KURTOSIS.

00:00:00.00
00:00:00.00
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Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation = Skewness

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic
Managerial Safety 155 1.00 4.90 4.1226 .74193 -2.144
Communication (mean
SC1-SC10)
Organisational Trust (mean 155 2.00 5.00 4.1503 .69239 -1.544
OT1-0T10)
Employee Retention 155 2.00 5.00 4.1613 .67008 -1.264
Intention (mean RI1-RI10)
Valid N (listwise) 155

Descriptive Statistics

Skewness Kurtosis
Std. Error Statistic Std. Error

Managerial Safety .195 5.150 .387
Communication (mean

SC1-SC10)

Organisational Trust (mean .195 1.619 .387
OT1-0OT10)

Employee Retention .195 .670 .387

Intention (mean RI1-RI10)

Valid N (listwise)

EXAM NE VARI ABLES=SC_Mean OT_Mean RI _Mean
/ PLOT H STOGRAM NPPLOT / STATI STI CS DESCRI PTI VES / NOTOTAL.

Explore
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Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
File Label

Filter
Weight
Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

02-SEP-2026 10:18:13

C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl

MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
<none>

155

User-defined missing
values for dependent
variables are treated as
missing.

Statistics are based on
cases with no missing
values for any dependent
variable or factor used.

EXAMINE
VARIABLES=SC_Mean
OT_Mean RI_Mean
/PLOT HISTOGRAM
NPPLOT /STATISTICS
DESCRIPTIVES
INOTOTAL.

00:00:01.23
00:00:00.83
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Case Processing Summary

Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Managerial Safety 155 100.0% 0 0.0% 155 100.0%
Communication (mean
SC1-SC10)
Organisational Trust (mean 155 100.0% 0 0.0% 155 100.0%
OT1-0T10)
Employee Retention 155 100.0% 0 0.0% 155 100.0%
Intention (mean RI1-RI10)
Descriptives
Statistic Std. Error
Managerial Safety Mean 4.1226 .05959
ST e (e 95% Confidence Interval for Lower Bound 4.0049
SC1-SC10) Mean
Upper Bound 4.2403
5% Trimmed Mean 4.2070
Median 4.5000
Variance .550
Std. Deviation .74193
Minimum 1.00
Maximum 4.90
Range 3.90
Interquartile Range .60
Skewness -2.144 195
Kurtosis 5.150 .387
Organisational Trust (mean Mean 4.1503 .05561
CRESE 95% Confidence Interval for Lower Bound 4.0405
Mean Upper Bound 4.2602
5% Trimmed Mean 4.2149
Median 4.5000
Variance 479
Std. Deviation .69239
Minimum 2.00
Maximum 5.00
Range 3.00
Interquartile Range .60
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Descriptives

Statistic Std. Error

Skewness -1.544 195

Kurtosis 1.619 .387
Employee Retention Mean 4.1613 .05382
Intention (mean RIL-RIL0)  g50, confidence Interval for - Lower Bound 4.0550

Mean Upper Bound 4.2676

5% Trimmed Mean 4.2050

Median 4.5000

Variance 449

Std. Deviation .67008

Minimum 2.00

Maximum 5.00

Range 3.00

Interquartile Range .70

Skewness -1.264 195

Kurtosis .670 .387

Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.

Managerial Safety .256 155 .000 732 155 .000
Communication (mean
SC1-SC10)
Organisational Trust (mean .260 155 .000 791 155 .000
OT1-0T10)
Employee Retention .229 155 .000 .832 155 .000

Intention (mean RI1-RI10)

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10)
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Dev from Normal

Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot of Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10)
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Normal Q-Q Plot of Organisational Trust (mean OT1-OT10)
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Detrended Normal Q-Q Plot of Employee Retention Intention (mean RI1-RI10)
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* _..- 4. CORRELATIONS ----.

* Pearson (mai n) and Spearman (robustness, because data are skewed).
CORRELATI ONS VARI ABLES=SC _Mean OT_Mean RI _Mean / PRI NT=TWOTAI L NCSI G

Correlations
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Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
File Label

Filter
Weight
Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

02-SEP-2026 10:18:14

C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl

MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
<none>

155

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics for each pair of
variables are based on all
the cases with valid data
for that pair.

CORRELATIONS
VARIABLES=SC_Mean
OT_Mean RI_Mean
/PRINT=TWOTAIL ...

00:00:00.00
00:00:00.01
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Correlations

Managerial
Safety Employee
Communication  Organisational Retention
(mean SC1- Trust (mean Intention (mean
SC10) OT1-0T10) RI1-RI10)
Managerial Safety Pearson Correlation 1 892" a71”
Communication (mean ) )
SC1-SC10) Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 155 155 155
Organisational Trust (mean Pearson Correlation 892" 1 881"
OT1-0T10) ) .
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 155 155 155
Employee Retention Pearson Correlation 771" 881" 1
Intention (mean RI1-RI10) . .
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 155 155 155

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

NONPAR CORR VARI ABLES=SC_Mean OT_Mean RI _Mean / PRI NT=SPEARVAN TWOTAI L.

Nonparametric Correlations
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Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
File Label

Filter
Weight
Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time
Elapsed Time

Number of Cases Allowed

02-SEP-2026 10:18:14

C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl

MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
<none>

155

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics for each pair of
variables are based on all
the cases with valid data
for that pair.

NONPAR CORR
VARIABLES=SC_Mean
OT_Mean RI_Mean
/PRINT=SPEARMAN
TWOTAIL.

00:00:00.00
00:00:00.00
524288 cases?

a. Based on availability of workspace memory
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Correlations

Managerial
Safety
Communication  Organisational
(mean SC1- Trust (mean
SC10) OT1-0T10)
Spearman's rho Managerial Safety Correlation Coefficient 1.000 776
Communication (mean . .
SC1-SC10) Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 155 155
Organisational Trust (mean Correlation Coefficient 776 1.000
OT1-0T10) Sig. (2-tailed) 000
N 155 155
Employee Retention Correlation Coefficient .588 .707
Intention (mean RI1-RI10) Sig. (2-tailed) 000 000
N 155 155
Correlations
Employee
Retention
Intention (mean
RI1-RI10)
Spearman's rho Managerial Safety Correlation Coefficient .588
Communication (mean . .
SC1-SC10) Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 155
Organisational Trust (mean Correlation Coefficient 707
T1-OT1 . .
OT1-0T10) Sig. (2-tailed) 000
N 155
Employee Retention Correlation Coefficient 1.000
Intention (mean RI1-RI10) Sig. (2-tailed)
N 155

GRAPH / SCATTERPLOT( Bl VAR =SC_Mean W TH RI _Mean.

Graph
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Output Created

Notes

02-SEP-2026 10:18:14

Comments
Input Data C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav
Active Dataset DataSetl
File Label MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data 155
File
Syntax GRAPH /SCATTERPLOT
(BIVAR)=SC_Mean WITH
RI_Mean.
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.19
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.14
5.00 @ o o {OR O]
e e o
o @ @ o0
= ° eeo o
o ) ) o000 °
— 450 o] @ o @
Id 3] )
- o [T
© @ @ @ o0
() @ e 0
£ 400 o e o o0 o
= @ o0 @
o [©] @ @
‘E’ R (9] (6] ]
[
= . @ @ @
< 3.50 °
c @
° °
c (<)
L 300 °
[0 @ [e) @
04 °
o e o e oo °
@ @
3 250 ®
o
S
w
2.00 °
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00

Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10)
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GRAPH / SCATTERPLOT( BI VAR =OT_Mean W TH Rl _Mean.

Graph

Notes

Output Created

Comments

Input

Syntax

Resources

Data

Active Dataset

File Label

Filter
Weight
Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

02-SEP-2026 10:18:14

C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl

MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
<none>

155

GRAPH /SCATTERPLOT
(BIVAR)=OT_Mean WITH
RI_Mean.

00:00:00.16
00:00:00.11
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5.00

4.50

4.00

3.50

3.00

2.50

Employee Retention Intention (mean RI1-RI10)

2.00

*

5.

e oo o0 <]
(] e o o
@ o o
e @ o (&)
(] @ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o©o
e o o e @ 0o o o o
e o (]
(] @ o
(] @ o °
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(] e o
(] (&) (]
o ° o
(]
(]
oo
e o
e
(] @ o (]
(] (] (]
e
°
2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50 4.00 4.50 5.00

Organisational Trust (mean OT1-OT10)

MAI N TEST: nultiple regression+ VIF ----.

* DV = Retention, predictors = Safety Conmuni cati on + Trust.

REGRESSI ON / M SSI NG LI STW SE / STATI STI CS COEFF QUTS R ANOVA COLLI N TOL
/ CRI TERI A=PI N(. 05) PQUT(.10) /NOORI G N
/ DEPENDENT Rl _Mean / METHOD=ENTER SC_Mean OT_Mean.

Regression
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Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
File Label

Filter
Weight
Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time
Elapsed Time
Memory Required

Additional Memory
Required for Residual Plots

02-SEP-2026 10:18:14

C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl

MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
<none>

155

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics are based on
cases with no missing
values for any variable
used.

REGRESSION /MISSING
LISTWISE /STATISTICS
COEFF OUTS R ANOVA
COLLIN TOL
/ICRITERIA=PIN(.05)
POUT(.10) /NOORIGIN
/DEPENDENT RI_Mean
IMETHOD=ENTER
SC_Mean OT_Mean.

00:00:00.03
00:00:00.02
4336 bytes
0 bytes
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Variables Entered/Removed?®

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method

1 Organisationa . Enter
| Trust (mean
OT1-0T10),
Managerial
Safety
Communicatio
n (mean SC1-
sc10)®

a. Dependent Variable: Employee Retention Intention (mean RI1-R110)

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of the

Model R R Square Square Estimate
1 8822 777 774 .31830
a. Predictors: (Constant), Organisational Trust (mean OT1-OT10), Managerial Safety Communication (mean
SC1-SC10)
a
ANOVA
Sum of

Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 53.748 2 26.874 265.250 .000°

Residual 15.400 152 .101

Total 69.148 154

a. Dependent Variable: Employee Retention Intention (mean RI1-R110)

b. Predictors: (Constant), Organisational Trust (mean OT1-OT10), Managerial Safety Communication (mean

SC1-SC10)
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Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) .632 .156 4.045 .000
Managerial Safety -.063 .076 -.070 -.827 .409
Communication (mean
SC1-SC10)
Organisational Trust (mean .913 .082 .943 11.161 .000
OT1-0T10)
Coefficients®
Collinearity Statistics
Model Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant)
Managerial Safety .205 4.876
Communication (mean
SC1-SC10)
Organisational Trust (mean .205 4.876
OT1-0T10)

a. Dependent Variable: Employee Retention Intention (mean RI1-R110)

Collinearity Diagnostics?®

Variance Proportions

Managerial
Safety

Communication  Organisational

(mean SC1- Trust (mean

Model  Dimension Eigenvalue = Condition Index (Constant) SC10) OT1-0T10)
1 1 2.978 1.000 .00 .00 .00
2 .019 12.680 .96 .07 .04

8 .003 30.906 .04 .93 .96

a. Dependent Variable: Employee Retention Intention (mean RI1-R110)
* ---- 5b. MEDI ATION (tests H3) - Baron & Kenny path regressions ----.

* Path a: SC -> OT.
REGRESSI ON / STATI STI CS COEFF R ANOVA / DEPENDENT OT_Mean / METHOD=ENTER SC_Mean.
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Regression

Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
File Label

Filter
Weight
Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time
Elapsed Time
Memory Required

Additional Memory
Required for Residual Plots

02-SEP-2026 10:18:14

C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl

MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
<none>

155

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics are based on
cases with no missing
values for any variable
used.

REGRESSION
ISTATISTICS COEFF R
ANOVA /DEPENDENT
OT_Mean
/IMETHOD=ENTER
SC_Mean.

00:00:00.05
00:00:00.01
3888 hytes
0 bytes
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Variables Entered/Removed?®

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method

1 Managerial . Enter
Safety
Communicatio
n (mean SC1-
sc10)®

a. Dependent Variable: Organisational Trust (mean OT1-OT10)

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate

1 8928 795 794 .31457

a. Predictors: (Constant), Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10)

ANOVA?®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 58.688 1 58.688 593.096 .000P
Residual 15.140 153 .099
Total 73.827 154

a. Dependent Variable: Organisational Trust (mean OT1-OT10)
b. Predictors: (Constant), Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10)

Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) .720 .143 5.032 .000
Managerial Safety .832 .034 .892 24.354 .000
Communication (mean
SC1-SC10)

a. Dependent Variable: Organisational Trust (mean OT1-OT10)
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* Path ¢ (total): SC-> RI.

REGRESSI ON / STATI STI CS COEFF R ANOVA / DEPENDENT RI _Mean / METHOD=ENTER SC_Mean.

Regression

Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
File Label

Filter
Weight
Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time
Elapsed Time
Memory Required

Additional Memory
Required for Residual Plots

02-SEP-2026 10:18:14

C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl

MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
<none>

155

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics are based on
cases with no missing
values for any variable
used.

REGRESSION
ISTATISTICS COEFF R
ANOVA /DEPENDENT
RI_Mean
/IMETHOD=ENTER
SC_Mean.

00:00:00.00
00:00:00.01
3888 bytes
0 bytes
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Variables Entered/Removed?®

Variables Variables
Model Entered Removed Method

1 Managerial . Enter
Safety
Communicatio
n (mean SC1-
sc10)®

a. Dependent Variable: Employee Retention Intention (mean RI1-R110)

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate

1 7718 595 592 42795

a. Predictors: (Constant), Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10)

ANOVA?®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 41.127 1 41.127 224.562 .000P
Residual 28.021 153 .183
Total 69.148 154

a. Dependent Variable: Employee Retention Intention (mean RI1-R110)
b. Predictors: (Constant), Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10)

Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 1.290 .195 6.625 .000
Managerial Safety .697 .046 771 14.985 .000
Communication (mean
SC1-SC10)

a. Dependent Variable: Employee Retention Intention (mean RI1-R110)
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* Path b and ¢' are in the nodel in step 5 (Rl on SC + Q).

* For the formal bootstrappedindirect effect (recomended),

* PROCESS macro (Hayes), Moddel 4: Analyze > Regressi on > PROCESS

* Y=RI _Mean, X=SC Mean, Medi ator M=OT_Mean,

Boot st rap sanpl es=5000.

* ---- 6. GROUP COVPARI SON one-way ANOVA ----.
* Percei ved saf ety conmuni cati on across tenure bands (col |l apsed).
RECCDE Tenur e (5=4) (6=4) (ELSE=COPY) | NTO Tenur eC

VARI ABLE LABELS TenureC ' Tenure (col | apsed)’.

VALUE LABELS TenureC 1l '6 nmonths to <1 year'
3'2to <4 years' 4 '4 years or nore'.

VARI ABLE LEVEL TenureC ( ORDI NAL) .

EXECUTE

ONEWAY SC_Mean BY TenureC

/ STATI STI CS DESCRI PTI VES HOMOGENEI TY WELCH

/ POSTHOC=TUKEY GH ALPHA( 0. 05)
/ PLOT MEANS

Oneway

Notes

Output Created
Comments

Input Data

Active Dataset
File Label

Filter
Weight
Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing

Cases Used

2'1to <2 years'

02-SEP-2026 10:18:14

C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl

MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
<none>

155

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics for each analysis
are based on cases with
no missing data for any
variable in the analysis.

use t he
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Syntax

Notes

Resources Processor Time

Elapsed Time

ONEWAY SC_Mean BY
TenureC

ISTATISTICS
DESCRIPTIVES

HOMOGENEITY WELCH
/POSTHOC=TUKEY GH

ALPHA(0.05)
/PLOT MEANS

00:00:00.20
00:00:00.14

Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10)

Descriptives

95% Confidence Interval for Mean

N Mean Std. Deviation ~ Std. Error ~ Lower Bound Upper Bound
6 months to <1 year 21 3.5429 1.23554 .26962 2.9804 4.1053
1to <2 years 47 4.0872 .62192 .09072 3.9046 4.2698
2 to <4 years 59 4.3627 44018 .05731 4.2480 4.4774
4 years or more 28 4.1107 73753 .13938 3.8247 4.3967
Total 155 4.1226 .74193 .05959 4.0049 4.2403

Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10)

Minimum Maximum
6 months to <1 year 1.00 4.90
1 to <2 years 2.50 4.60
2 to <4 years 2.70 4.90
4 years or more 1.00 4.80
Total 1.00 4.90

Descriptives
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Tests of Homogeneity of Variances

Levene Statistic dfl df2 Sig.
Managerial Safety Based on Mean 15.703 3 151 .000
gngéTg?tion (mean Based on Median 10.123 3 151 .000
Based on Median and with 10.123 3 110.875 .000
adjusted df
Based on trimmed mean 15.170 3 151 .000
ANOVA
Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10)
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 10.522 3 3.507 7.133 .000
Within Groups 74.249 151 492
Total 84.771 154

Robust Tests of Equality of Means
Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10)

Statistic® df1 df2 Sig.

Welch 4.866 3 54.510 .005

a. Asymptotically F distributed.

Post Hoc Tests
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Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10)

(I) Tenure (collapsed) (J) Tenure (collapsed) Diffe'iiir; (I-J)  Std. Error Sig.
Tukey HSD 6 months to <1 year 1to <2 years -54438" .18406 .019
2 to <4 years -.81985 17818 .000
4 years or more -56786 .20243 .029
1to <2 years 6 months to <1 year 54438" .18406 .019
2 to <4 years -.27548 .13710 .189
4 years or more -.02348 .16740 .999
2 to <4 years 6 months to <1 year .81985" .17818 .000
1to <2 years .27548 .13710 .189
4 years or more .25200 .16092 401
4 years or more 6 months to <1 year 56786 .20243 .029
1to <2 years .02348 .16740 .999
2 to <4 years -.25200 .16092 401
Games-Howell 6 months to <1 year 1to <2 years -.54438 .28447 .248
2 to <4 years -.81985" 27564 .033
4 years or more -.56786 .30351 .261
1 to <2 years 6 months to <1 year .54438 .28447 .248
2 to <4 years -.27548 .10730 .057
4 years or more -.02348 .16630 .999
2 to <4 years 6 months to <1 year 81985 .27564 .033
1to <2 years .27548 .10730 .057
4 years or more .25200 .15070 .353
4 years or more 6 months to <1 year .56786 .30351 .261
1 to <2 years .02348 .16630 .999
2 to <4 years -.25200 .15070 .353
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Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10)

95% Confidence Interval

(1) Tenure (collapsed)  (J) Tenure (collapsed) Lower Bound = Upper Bound

Tukey HSD 6 months to <1 year 1to <2 years -1.0225 -.0662
2 to <4 years -1.2827 -.3570

4 years or more -1.0937 -.0420

1to <2 years 6 months to <1 year .0662 1.0225
2 to <4 years -.6316 .0807

4 years or more -.4584 4114

2 to <4 years 6 months to <1 year .3570 1.2827
1to <2 years -.0807 .6316

4 years or more -.1661 .6700

4 years or more 6 months to <1 year .0420 1.0937
1to <2 years -4114 4584

2 to <4 years -.6700 .1661

Games-Howell 6 months to <1 year 1to <2 years -1.3276 .2389
2 to <4 years -1.5857 -.0540

4 years or more -1.3924 .2566

1to <2 years 6 months to <1 year -.2389 1.3276
2 to <4 years -.5570 .0061

4 years or more -.4656 4186

2 to <4 years 6 months to <1 year .0540 1.5857
1to <2 years -.0061 .5570

4 years or more -.1537 .6577

4 years or more 6 months to <1 year -.2566 1.3924
1 to <2 years -.4186 4656

2 to <4 years -.6577 .1537

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

Homogeneous Subsets
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Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10)

Subset for alpha = 0.05

Tenure (collapsed) N 1 2
Tukey HSD* 6 months to <1 year 21 3.5429

1to <2 years 47 4.0872

4 years or more 28 4.1107

2 to <4 years 59 4.3627

Sig. 1.000 .385

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 32.906.

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type | error levels are not
guaranteed.

Means Plots

4.40

4.20

4.00

3.80

3.60

Mean of Managerial Safety Communication (mean
SC1-SC10)

3.40

6 months to <1 year 1to <2 years 2 to <4 years 4 years or more

Tenure (collapsed)

* NOTE Levene is significant (unequal variances), so read the WELCH
* row and t he GAMES- HONELL (GH) post hoc, NOT the standard F or Tukey.
* Non- paranetric backup: .

NPTESTS / | NDEPENDENT TEST (SC_Mean) GROUP (TenureQ KRUSKAL WALLI S

Nonparametric Tests
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Notes

Output Created

02-SEP-2026 10:18:15

Safety Communication (mean
SC1-SC10) is the same across
categories of Tenure (collapsed).

Wallis Test

Comments
Input Data C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav
Active Dataset DataSetl
File Label MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working Data 155
File
Syntax NPTESTS
/INDEPENDENT TEST
(SC_Mean) GROUP
(TenureC)
KRUSKAL_WALLIS.
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.70
Elapsed Time 00:00:04.42
Hypothesis Test Summary
Null Hypothesis Test Sig.2P
1 The distribution of Managerial Independent-Samples Kruskal- .018

Hypothesis Test Summary

Decision

Reject the null hypothesis.

a. The significance level is .050.

b. Asymptotic significance is displayed.

Independent-Samples Kruskal-Wallis Test

Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-SC10) across Tenure (collapsed)
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Independent-Samples Kruskal-Wallis
Test Summary

Total N 155
Test Statistic 10.1212
Degree Of Freedom 3
Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided .018

test)

a. The test statistic is adjusted for ties.

Independent-Samples Kruskal-Wallis Test

c
S 5.00
=
©
©
c
5~
E9Q 400 3
€0
ow (e}
Og
20 *
% < 3.00 *
wn ®© § * o)
c £
RS
>
S 2.00
[
@
=
1.00 -

6 months 1to <2 2to<4 4yearsor
to <lyear years years more

Tenure (collapsed)
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Pairwise Comparisons of Tenure (collapsed)

Std. Test
Sample 1-Sample 2 Test Statistic =~ Std. Error Statistic Sig. Adj. Sig.?
6 months to <1 year-1 to <2 -5.476 11.566 -.473 .636 1.000
years
6 months to <1 year-4 years -7.643 12.720 -.601 .548 1.000
or more
6 months to <1 year-2 to <4 -27.665 11.196 -2.471 .013 .081
years
1 to <2 years-4 years or -2.167 10.519 -.206 .837 1.000
more
1to <2 years-2 to <4 years -22.189 8.615 -2.576 .010 .060
4 years or more-2 to <4 20.022 10.112 1.980 .048 .286

years

Each row tests the null hypothesis that the Sample 1 and Sample 2 distributions are the same.
Asymptotic significances (2-sided tests) are displayed. The significance level is .050.

a. Significance values have been adjusted by the Bonferroni correction for multiple tests.
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Pairwise Comparisons of Tenure (collapsed)

6 months to <1 year
64.43

1 to <2 years
69.90

2t

<

ears

4 years or more
72.07

Each node shows the sample average rank of Tenure (collapsed).
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Frequency

Continuous Field Information Managerial Safety

100

80

60

40

20

Communication (mean SC1-SC10)

N = 155

Min =1.00

Max = 4.90
Mean =4.123
Std. Dev. = .741

.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 6.00

Managerial Safety Communication (mean SC1-
SC10)
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Categorical Field Information Tenure (collapsed)

Total N = 155

Count

6 months 1to<2
to <1 year years

2to<4 4 yearsor
years more

Tenure (collapsed)

* ---- 6b. Additional group conparison:
* Uses Male vs Femal e only (other categories too snall).

T- TEST GROUPS=Gender(1 2) /VARI ABLES=SC Mean OT_Mean Rl _Mean
/ CRI TERI A=Cl (. 95) .

T-Test

i ndependent t-test by gender ----.
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Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Syntax

Resources

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
File Label

Filter
Weight
Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Processor Time

Elapsed Time

02-SEP-2026 10:18:19

C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl

MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
<none>

155

User defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics for each analysis
are based on the cases
with no missing or out-of-
range data for any variable
in the analysis.

T-TEST
GROUPS=Gender(1 2)
/VARIABLES=SC_Mean
OT_Mean RI_Mean
/ICRITERIA=CI(.95).

00:00:00.00
00:00:00.00

Group Statistics

Gender N Mean Std. Deviation = Std. Error Mean
Managerial Safety Male 41 3.6732 1.01809 .15900
Communication (mean
SC1-SC10) Female 107 4.3607 .36154 .03495
Organisational Trust (mean Male 41 3.7195 .93065 .14534
OT1-0T10) Female 107 4.3664 41344 .03997
Employee Retention Male 41 3.7829 .89076 13911
Intention (mean RI1-RI10)

Female 107 4.3430 45477 .04396
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for Equality of t-test for
Variances Equality of .
F Sig. t

Managerial Safety Equal variances assumed 93.893 .000 -6.082
Communication (mean
SELase) Equal variances not -4.224

assumed
Organisational Trust (mean Equal variances assumed 94.083 .000 -5.858
OT1-0T10)

Equal variances not -4.291

assumed
Employee Retention Equal variances assumed 70.996 .000 -5.030
Intention (mean RI1-RI10)

Equal variances not -3.839

assumed

Independent Samples Test
t-test for Equality of Means
Mean
df Sig. (2-tailed) Difference

Managerial Safety Equal variances assumed 146 .000 -.68758
Communication (mean
SeLSClD) Equal variances not 43.920 .000 -.68758

assumed
Organisational Trust (mean Equal variances assumed 146 .000 -.64684
OT1-0T10)

Equal variances not 46.179 .000 -.64684

assumed
Employee Retention Equal variances assumed 146 .000 -.56006
Intention (mean RI1-RI10)

Equal variances not 48.208 .000 -.56006

assumed
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Independent Samples Test

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence Interval of the

Std. Error Difference
Difference Lower Upper

Managerial Safety Equal variances assumed .11306 -.91102 -.46414
Communication (mean
SELase) Equal variances not .16280 -1.01569 -.35947

assumed
Organisational Trust (mean Equal variances assumed .11042 -.86507 -.42862
OT1-0T10)

Equal variances not .15074 -.95023 -.34345

assumed
Employee Retention Equal variances assumed 11135 -.78013 -.33999
Intention (mean RI1-RI10)

Equal variances not .14589 -.85337 -.26676

assumed

Independent Samples Effect Sizes
95% ...
Standardizer® = Point Estimate Lower

Managerial Safety Cohen's d .61553 -1.117 -1.497
Communication (mean . :
SC1-SC10) Hedges' correction .61871 -1.111 -1.490

Glass's delta .36154 -1.902 -2.340
Organisational Trust (mean Cohen's d .60116 -1.076 -1.455

T1-OT1 -

OT1-0T10) Hedges' correction .60427 -1.070 -1.447

Glass's delta 41344 -1.565 -1.979
Employee Retention Cohen's d .60625 -.924 -1.298
Intention (mean RI1-RI10) Hedges' correction .60938 -.919 -1.291

Glass's delta A5477 -1.232 -1.625
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Independent Samples Effect Sizes

95% ...

Upper
Managerial Safety Cohen's d -.733
ggT_rggnliggﬂion (mean Hedges' correction -.729
Glass's delta -1.457
Organisational Trust (mean Cohen's d -.694
OT1-0T10) Hedges' correction -.690
Glass's delta -1.145
Employee Retention Cohen'sd -.547
Intention (mean RI1-RI10) Hedges' correction 544
Glass's delta -.833

a. The denominator used in estimating the effect sizes.
Cohen's d uses the pooled standard deviation.
Hedges' correction uses the pooled standard deviation, plus a correction factor.
Glass's delta uses the sample standard deviation of the control group.

* NOTE Levene significant -> read ' Equal variances NOT assuned row

* ---- 7. CH - SQUARE (handbook cross-tabul ati onrequirenment) ----.

* Retention |l evel (median split at 4.5) by organisation size (coll apsed).

RECODE RI _Mean (4.5000001 THRU HI GHEST=2) (LOVWEST THRU 4. 5=1) | NTO RI g.
VARI ABLE LABELS Rig 'Retention | evel'.
VALUE LABELS RIg 1 'Lower/Md" 2 'Higher'.
RECODE Or gSi ze (4=3) (ELSE=COPY) | NTO OrgC
VARI ABLE LABELS OrgC ' Organi sation size (col | apsed)’.
VALUE LABELS OrgC 1 ' Fewer than 50° 2 '50 to 249" 3 '250 or nore'.
VARI ABLE LEVEL Rl g OrgC (NOM NAL) .
EXECUTE
CROSSTABS / TABLES=RI g BY OrgC
/ STATI STI CS=CHI SQ / CELLS=COUNT EXPECTED / COUNT ROUND CELL.

Crosstabs
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Output Created
Comments

Input

Missing Value Handling

Notes

Data

Active Dataset
File Label

Filter
Weight
Split File

N of Rows in Working Data
File

Definition of Missing

Cases Used

02-SEP-2026 10:18:19

C:
\Users\hp\Downloads\Nay
em_Mia_Output_N155.sav

DataSetl

MBA dissertation cleaned
dataset (N=155)

<none>
<none>
<none>

155

User-defined missing
values are treated as
missing.

Statistics for each table
are based on all the cases
with valid data in the
specified range(s) for all
variables in each table.

Syntax CROSSTABS
/ITABLES=RIg BY OrgC
ISTATISTICS=CHISQ
/CELLS=COUNT
EXPECTED /COUNT
ROUND CELL.
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.02
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.02
Dimensions Requested 2
Cells Available 524245
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Valid Missing Total
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Retention level * 147 94.8% 8 5.2% 155 100.0%

Organisation size
(collapsed)
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Retention level * Organisation size (collapsed) Crosstabulation

Organisation size (collapsed)

Fewer than 50 50 to 249 250 or more Total

Retention level ~ Lower/Mid  Count 25 50 30 105
Expected Count 25.0 47.1 32.9 105.0

Higher Count 10 16 16 42

Expected Count 10.0 18.9 13.1 42.0

Total Count 35 66 46 147
Expected Count 35.0 66.0 46.0 147.0

Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic
Significance (2-
Value df sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 1.4762 2 478
Likelihood Ratio 1.463 2 481
Linear-by-Linear .496 1 481
Association

N of Valid Cases 147

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 10.00.

* NOTE check the footnote for 'expected count < 5. Here all cells are K
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Questionnaires.docx
MBA Dissertation Research Questionnaire

The Influence of Managerial Safety Communication on Organisational Trust and Employee Retention in UK Manufacturing



Researcher: Nayem Mia  |  Student ID: 2514695  |  Programme: MBA

Supervisor: Daniela Hellyer  |  University of Wales Trinity Saint David, Swansea



		Thank you for participating in this research.

This questionnaire asks about your experience of how your manager communicates about safety at work, your level of trust in your organisation, and your intention to remain in your current job. There are no right or wrong answers. The questionnaire should take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete.

All responses are completely anonymous and will be used solely for academic research purposes. Your employer will not have access to your individual responses.







Consent Declaration

☐  I have read the information above, I am a full-time employee in a UK manufacturing organisation with at least six months of tenure, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.



PART A: Demographic Information

Please select the option that best describes you.



		A1. What is your gender?



		○

		Male	



		○

		Female



		○

		Prefer not to say



		○

		Other







		A2. What is your age range?



		○

		Under 25



		○

		25 to 34



		○

		35 to 44



		○

		45 to 54



		○

		55 or above







		A3. How long have you worked for your current employer?



		○

		6 months to 1 year



		○

		1 to 3 years



		○

		3 to 5 years



		○

		5 to 10 years



		○

		More than 10 years







		A4. Which of the following best describes your job role?



		○

		Operative / Production Worker



		○

		Technician / Skilled Trades



		○

		Team Leader / Supervisor



		○

		Manager



		○

		Administrative / Support Staff



		○

		Other







PART B: Managerial Safety Communication

Adapted from Zhou, Guo and Liu (2023)



The following statements are about how your direct line manager communicates with you about health and safety matters. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement by circling or marking the appropriate number.



		1

Strongly

Disagree

		2

Disagree

		3

Neither Agree

nor Disagree

		4

Agree

		5

Strongly

Agree







		Code

		Statement

		1

		2

		3

		4

		5



		SC1

		My manager regularly communicates information about health and safety to employees.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		SC2

		My manager clearly explains the safety rules and procedures that apply to my work.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		SC3

		My manager makes sure I understand the safety risks associated with my job.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		SC4

		My manager provides timely updates when safety information or procedures change.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		SC5

		My manager actively listens when employees raise safety concerns.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		SC6

		My manager follows up on safety issues that employees have reported.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		SC7

		My manager's actions regarding safety are consistent with what they say.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		SC8

		My manager encourages employees to speak up if they notice a safety problem.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		SC9

		My manager communicates safety information in a way that is easy to understand.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		SC10

		Overall, my manager communicates effectively about health and safety matters.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○







PART C: Organisational Trust

Adapted from Johannsen and Zak (2021)



The following statements are about your trust in your organisation as a whole. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.



		1

Strongly

Disagree

		2

Disagree

		3

Neither Agree

nor Disagree

		4

Agree

		5

Strongly

Agree







		Code

		Statement

		1

		2

		3

		4

		5



		OT1

		I believe my organisation genuinely cares about my wellbeing.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		OT2

		My organisation treats employees with fairness and respect.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		OT3

		I feel confident that my organisation acts with integrity in its decisions.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		OT4

		My organisation follows through on the commitments it makes to employees.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		OT5

		I trust the information that my organisation communicates to employees.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		OT6

		My organisation would support me if I raised a concern about safety or working conditions.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		OT7

		I believe my organisation values the contribution I make at work.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		OT8

		My organisation is transparent about matters that affect employees.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		OT9

		I feel a sense of confidence and security working for this organisation.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		OT10

		Overall, I have a high level of trust in my organisation.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○







PART D: Employee Retention Intention

Adapted from Ivziku et al. (2024)



The following statements are about your intention to remain in your current job. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.



		1

Strongly

Disagree

		2

Disagree

		3

Neither Agree

nor Disagree

		4

Agree

		5

Strongly

Agree







		Code

		Statement

		1

		2

		3

		4

		5



		RI1

		I intend to remain working for my current employer for the foreseeable future.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		RI2

		I rarely think about leaving my current job.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		RI3

		I would recommend my organisation as a good place to work to others.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		RI4

		I feel committed to staying with my current organisation.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		RI5

		I am not actively looking for employment elsewhere.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		RI6

		If offered a similar job at another organisation, I would choose to stay in my current role.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		RI7

		I see a long-term future for myself within this organisation.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		RI8

		I feel motivated to continue working for this organisation.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		RI9

		My intention to stay with this organisation is strong.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○



		RI10

		Overall, I plan to remain with my current employer.

		○

		○

		○

		○

		○







		Thank you for completing this questionnaire.

Your responses are greatly appreciated and will contribute to academic research on workplace safety, trust and employee retention in UK manufacturing. All data will remain completely anonymous and confidential.

If you have any questions about this study, please contact: Nayem Mia | University of Wales Trinity Saint David
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Survey Responses.csv
Survey Responses

		Timestamp		Consent Declaration		Q1. What is your gender?		Q2. What is your age range?		Q3. How long have you worked for your current employer?		Q4. Which of the following best describes your current job role?		Q5. How many employees work in your organisation?		Q6. Which region of the UK does your main workplace operate in?		SC1. My manager regularly communicates information about health and safety to employees.		SC2. My manager clearly explains the safety rules and procedures that apply to my work.		SC3. My manager makes sure I understand the safety risks associated with my job.		SC4. My manager provides timely updates when safety information or procedures change.		SC5. My manager actively listens when employees raise safety concerns.		SC6. My manager follows up on safety issues that employees have reported.		SC7. My managerâ€™s actions regarding safety are consistent with what they say.		SC8. My manager encourages employees to speak up if they notice a safety problem.		SC9. My manager communicates safety information in a way that is easy to understand.		SC10. Overall, my manager communicates effectively about health and safety matters.		OT1. I believe my organisation genuinely cares about my wellbeing.		OT2. My organisation treats employees with fairness and respect.		OT3. I feel confident that my organisation acts with integrity in its decisions.		OT4. My organisation follows through on the commitments it makes to employees.		OT5. I trust the information that my organisation communicates to employees.		OT6. My organisation would support me if I raised a concern about safety or working conditions.		OT7. I believe my organisation values the contribution I make at work.		OT8. My organisation is transparent about matters that affect employees.		OT9. I feel a sense of confidence and security working for this organisation.		OT10. Overall, I have a high level of trust in my organisation.		RI1. I intend to remain working for my current employer for the foreseeable future.		RI2. I rarely think about leaving my current job.		RI3. I would recommend my organisation as a good place to work to others.		RI4. I feel committed to staying with my current organisation.		RI5. I am not actively looking for employment elsewhere.		RI6. If offered a similar job at another organisation, I would choose to stay in my current role.		RI7. I see a long-term future for myself within this organisation.		RI8. I feel motivated to continue working for this organisation.		RI9. My intention to stay with this organisation is strong.		RI10. Overall, I plan to remain with my current employer.		Any additional comments (optional)

		11/8/26 15:20		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.

		19/08/2026 04:12:48		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Operative / Production Worker		I do not know		Wales		2		3		2		5		1		1		5		4				3		1		4		5		5		2		4		5		2		3		3		1		4		4		1		5		1		5		4		2		5

		19/08/2026 17:33:25		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ South		5		5		4		4		3		4		5		4		3		4		4		3		5		4		5		4		5		2		4		5		4		5		3		5		3		1		5		4		4		5		Agree

		20/08/2026 20:05:42		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		I do not know		Wales		5		5		5		5		4		4		4		4		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		3		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		1		5		2		5		4		5

		26/08/2026 22:05:39		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		3		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		4		5		5		5		5

		26/08/2026 22:06:58		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		3		4		3		3		3		3		3		4		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		3		5

		27/08/2026 10:43:38		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5

		27/08/2026 10:44:55		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		55 or above		10 years or more		Manager		1,000 or more employees		Wales		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5

		27/08/2026 12:55:42		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		6 months to less than 1 year		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		27/08/2026 12:56:46		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Manager		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 09:19:26		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		35 to 44		6 months to less than 1 year		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		2		2		3		2		2		1		3		1		1		2		2		4		3		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		2		3		3		3		3		2		2		sdfg

		28/08/2026 09:22:21		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		1		4		3		2		3		3		3		3		3		3		2		4		4		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		1		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		a

		28/08/2026 09:23:40		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		35 to 44		4 years to less than 6 years		Manager		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		1				3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		1		1		2		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		ll

		28/08/2026 09:27:13		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		1				1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		a

		28/08/2026 09:28:14		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		2		3		3		3		4		3		4		4		4		3		1		3		3		3		4		4		2		1		1		1		2		4		4		5		5		5		5		3		4		1		q

		28/08/2026 09:29:17		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Non-binary		45 to 54		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ North		1		3		2		2		2		3		3		3		3		3		2		2		2		2		3		3				4		4		4		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2

		28/08/2026 09:30:35		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Prefer not to say		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ South		1		2		2		2		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		2		2		e

		28/08/2026 09:31:29		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		1		2		3		3		3		4		4		4		3		3		1		2		3		4		5		5		4		3		2		2		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		1		1

		28/08/2026 09:32:24		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		45 to 54		4 years to less than 6 years		Operative / Production Worker		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ North		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2		3		4		1		2		3		4		5		4		4		3		2		1		1

		28/08/2026 09:33:16		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		12

		28/08/2026 09:34:07		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		35 to 44		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		1		2		3		4		4		5		4		4		3		2		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		2		1		r

		28/08/2026 09:35:09		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ North		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2		qa

		28/08/2026 09:35:59		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2		r

		28/08/2026 09:36:54		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		6 months to less than 1 year		Manager		1,000 or more employees		Wales		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2		1		2		3		3		4		5		4		4		2		1		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		1

		28/08/2026 09:37:48		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		35 to 44		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		I do not know		England â€“ Midlands		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2		1		2		3		4		3		2		2		2		4		4		1		2		3		4		5		4		3

		28/08/2026 11:37:16		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4				4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 11:38:22		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 11:40:48		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		4 years to less than 6 years		Manager		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		3		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 11:41:58		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 11:42:49		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		3		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 11:43:43		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		Wales		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		3

		28/08/2026 11:45:02		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		4 years to less than 6 years		Manager		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 11:45:57		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		3

		28/08/2026 11:47:03		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		Under 25		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 11:48:00		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Non-binary		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		5

		28/08/2026 11:49:03		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 11:49:56		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		Under 25		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 11:50:44		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Non-binary		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		4												4		4		4		4		4				4						4				4		4		4		4		3		4		4								3		3		3

		28/08/2026 11:51:43		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		10 years or more		Manager		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 11:52:42		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		4 years to less than 6 years		Administrative / Support Staff		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5

		28/08/2026 11:53:34		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		45 to 54		6 years to less than 10 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		3		3		3		3

		28/08/2026 11:54:24		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		2 years to less than 4 years		Manager		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 11:55:11		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 11:56:16		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 11:57:09		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 11:58:07		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 11:59:43		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5

		28/08/2026 12:00:34		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		1,000 or more employees		Wales		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:01:28		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		45 to 54		6 years to less than 10 years		Manager		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5

		28/08/2026 12:02:29		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		55 or above		10 years or more		Manager		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ South		3		4		4		3		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		4		5		5		5		5		5

		28/08/2026 12:03:04		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		4																				5																				3

		28/08/2026 12:03:59		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		1 year to less than 2 years		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ South		4		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		5		4		3		2		1		3		4		5		4		3		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2

		28/08/2026 12:04:53		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		5		4		3		2		1		2		3		4		5		4		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2

		28/08/2026 12:05:48		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ Midlands		3																				3																				4

		28/08/2026 12:06:17		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		1 year to less than 2 years								4		4																		4																				5

		28/08/2026 12:06:50		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor						3																				3																				4

		28/08/2026 12:07:15		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years								4																				4																				4

		28/08/2026 12:13:10		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		6 years to less than 10 years		Manager		1,000 or more employees		Scotland		4		5		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:13:57		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		3		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5

		28/08/2026 12:14:52		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Non-binary		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Manager		Fewer than 50 employees		Wales		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:15:51		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:17:17		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Non-binary		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		3		4

		28/08/2026 12:18:47		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ North		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:19:40		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:21:07		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 12:22:18		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		3		4

		28/08/2026 12:23:27		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ North		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4

		28/08/2026 12:24:23		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5

		28/08/2026 12:25:09		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		Under 25		1 year to less than 2 years		Manager		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4												4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:26:04		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		Under 25		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ North		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:39:40		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		2 years to less than 4 years		Manager		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:40:28		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Manager		Fewer than 50 employees		Scotland		5		4		4		4		4										4		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5

		28/08/2026 12:41:19		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		45 to 54		6 years to less than 10 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		Northern Ireland		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:42:12		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		45 to 54		2 years to less than 4 years		Manager		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		5		4		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 12:43:23		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:44:19		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Non-binary		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:46:01		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		Wales		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:47:07		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		6 years to less than 10 years		Manager		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:48:12		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:49:06		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ North		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5

		28/08/2026 12:50:15		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:51:22		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 12:52:21		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		6 months to less than 1 year		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 15:18:02		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5

		28/08/2026 15:18:54		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		Under 25		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		Wales		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:19:45		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		6 years to less than 10 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:20:41		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:21:29		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:22:18		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:23:06		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:24:01		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:24:56		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ North		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 15:25:47		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		45 to 54		2 years to less than 4 years		Manager		I do not know		Scotland		5		4				4				4		3		4		3		4		5		4		5		4		5		4				5		4		5		5		4						5				5		5				3

		28/08/2026 15:39:06		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		35 to 44		6 years to less than 10 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		Wales		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:40:00		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:41:04		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		Wales		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:41:50		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		45 to 54		1 year to less than 2 years				250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		5

		28/08/2026 15:42:43		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:43:39		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:44:25		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		3		4		3		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 15:45:17		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		Wales		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		3				4				3		3		3		4		4		4		4		3		3		3		4		3

		28/08/2026 15:46:17		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Non-binary		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		3		3		4		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 15:47:17		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:48:06		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 15:49:13		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:50:13		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5

		28/08/2026 15:51:16		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5

		28/08/2026 15:52:12		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Technician / Skilled Trades		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		5		4		5		5		4		3		3		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:53:25		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		Under 25		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ North		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:54:17		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		1 year to less than 2 years		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ South		4		5		4		2		1		2		2		2		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2

		28/08/2026 15:55:05		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5

		28/08/2026 15:56:00		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 15:57:10		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		4

		28/08/2026 15:58:20		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		3		3		4		4		4		3

		28/08/2026 15:59:06		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		Wales		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		4		5		4		3		3		3		3				3		2

		28/08/2026 15:59:52		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		5		4		4		4						5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		4				4		4				4

		28/08/2026 16:00:45		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		5				4		4

		28/08/2026 16:01:49		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		4		4				4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4				4		4		5		4		4		4		5		4		5				4		5				5

		28/08/2026 16:02:45		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4				5		4		5		5		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 16:04:00		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 16:04:55		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ North		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 16:05:43		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5				5		5		5		5		5		5				5		5				5		5		5

		28/08/2026 16:06:38		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ North		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4				5		5		5		5		4		4		5		4				5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 16:07:33		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		4		3		4		4				4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		5				4		5		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 16:22:35		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 16:23:39		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5

		28/08/2026 16:24:53		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 16:26:04		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4				5		4		5

		28/08/2026 16:26:51		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 16:27:41		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 16:28:25		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4				5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4				5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 16:29:19		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 16:30:10		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 16:30:56		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		4		5		5		4		4		5		4		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5

		28/08/2026 16:31:48		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5

		28/08/2026 16:32:36		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Operative / Production Worker		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4				4				4		4

		28/08/2026 16:33:25		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor				England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4				4		4		5		4		5		4		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		4		3		3		4		4

		28/08/2026 16:36:40		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5

		28/08/2026 16:37:38		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Manager		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 16:38:29		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4				5		5		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		5		4						5		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 16:39:24		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 16:40:24		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 16:41:15		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5

		28/08/2026 16:42:10		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		4		4		5		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4				5		4		5

		28/08/2026 16:43:02		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5				5		4		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 16:44:07		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		Under 25		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4

		28/08/2026 16:44:48		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4						2		2		3		2		2		2				2		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		3		4				4		3		5		4

		28/08/2026 16:45:49		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5

		28/08/2026 16:46:38		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		4

		28/08/2026 16:47:28		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 16:48:25		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ North		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		4		5		4				5		4		5		4		5		5		5				5				5		5		5		5

		28/08/2026 16:49:45		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 16:50:33		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		Under 25		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5				5		4		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 16:51:20		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		6 months to less than 1 year		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		3		5		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 16:52:03		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5				5		4		4		5		4		5		4				4		4				4

		28/08/2026 16:52:53		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees				3		4		4		3		4		3				3		3		3		4		3		2		3		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		3		3

		28/08/2026 16:53:32		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years				Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4				4		3				4		4		5		4		4		4		4				4		4				4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3

		28/08/2026 16:54:25		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Manager				Scotland		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5

		28/08/2026 16:55:08		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		5				5		5		5		5		5		5		5

		28/08/2026 16:55:57		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ North		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 16:56:42		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4				5		4		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5

		28/08/2026 16:57:25		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		6 months to less than 1 year		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		3

		28/08/2026 16:58:42		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		6 years to less than 10 years		Technician / Skilled Trades				England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4				4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 16:59:36		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		6 months to less than 1 year		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		Wales		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 17:00:23		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		Under 25		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4				5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 17:01:16		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Technician / Skilled Trades		Fewer than 50 employees		Scotland		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5

		28/08/2026 17:02:12		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Manager		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 17:03:01		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Non-binary		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Manager		50 to 249 employees		Wales		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		3		5		3		5		5		4		5		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 17:03:55		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ North		5		4		4		4		4		5		5		5		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 17:04:33		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4				4		3				3		2				2		2		4		3		2		3		2				2		2				3		3						4						4		4				4

		28/08/2026 17:05:12		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		35 to 44		6 years to less than 10 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		4		4		4		4		4		3				2		2		2		3		3				3				4		4				5		4		4		4		4		4				4		3				4		3

		28/08/2026 19:57:52		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Manager		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4				5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5

		28/08/2026 19:58:55		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		5		5		5		4		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		5		4		5

		28/08/2026 19:59:56		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ South		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 20:00:45		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		Wales		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 20:01:42		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		4 years to less than 6 years		Manager		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4				5		5

		28/08/2026 20:02:29		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Manager		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 20:03:15		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		45 to 54		4 years to less than 6 years		Manager		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 20:04:01		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Manager		250 to 999 employees		Scotland		5		4		4		5		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		2		3				4		3		2		2		5		2		3		2		2				3		3		3		3

		28/08/2026 20:04:47		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		4 years to less than 6 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		4		5		4		4		4		3		4		4		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		4				4		5		4

		28/08/2026 20:05:31		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5				5		5		5		5		5

		28/08/2026 20:06:19		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		2 years to less than 4 years		Administrative / Support Staff		50 to 249 employees		Wales		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		4		4		5		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 20:07:05		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4				5		4		5		5		4		4		5		5		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 20:07:50		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5				5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		4

		28/08/2026 20:08:44		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		4

		28/08/2026 20:09:35		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5

		28/08/2026 20:10:27		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5

		28/08/2026 20:11:32		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 20:12:23		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		28/08/2026 20:13:08		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5

		28/08/2026 20:13:57		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		Under 25		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		5		5		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5

		28/08/2026 20:14:43		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ South		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		4		5

		28/08/2026 20:15:31		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		4		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4		5		4

		29/08/2026 08:28:25		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		1 year to less than 2 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ Midlands		1		2		3		4		4		5		4		2		2		2		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2		1		2		3		4		4		5		4		3		2		1

		29/08/2026 08:29:32		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3

		29/08/2026 08:30:28		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Non-binary		45 to 54		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		2		2		2		2		1		1		1		1		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		29/08/2026 08:31:26		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Prefer not to say		55 or above		10 years or more		Other		I do not know		Northern Ireland		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3

		29/08/2026 08:32:19		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ Midlands		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		29/08/2026 08:33:27		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		I do not know		Scotland		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		2		2		2		2		4		4		4		4		1		1		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2

		29/08/2026 08:34:25		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		2		2		1		1		3		3				5		5		5		5		5		5		5		4		4		3		3		1		1		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		1

		29/08/2026 08:35:19		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Non-binary		35 to 44		2 years to less than 4 years		Manager		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2		1		2		3		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		1		2		3		4		5		4		3		2		1		2

		29/08/2026 08:36:27		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		4 years to less than 6 years		Administrative / Support Staff		1,000 or more employees		Wales		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4

		29/08/2026 08:37:31		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5

		29/08/2026 08:38:31		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		2		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3

		29/08/2026 08:39:10		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		1																				1																				1

		29/08/2026 08:39:39		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		1 year to less than 2 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ South		1																				4																				2

		29/08/2026 08:40:20		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		6 months to less than 1 year				Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		1		1																		1																				1

		29/08/2026 08:41:02		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		45 to 54		2 years to less than 4 years		Administrative / Support Staff		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ South		1		1		1		1		1		1		2		2		3		3		1																				1

		29/08/2026 08:41:34		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Non-binary				10 years or more		Other		I do not know		England â€“ Midlands		1																				1																				1

		29/08/2026 08:42:10		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Prefer not to say		55 or above		6 years to less than 10 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		1																				1																				5

		29/08/2026 08:42:45		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		2 years to less than 4 years		Team Leader / Supervisor		50 to 249 employees		England â€“ North		3																				2																				1

		29/08/2026 08:43:20		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		25 to 34		6 months to less than 1 year		Manager		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ South		4																				3																				1

		29/08/2026 08:43:50		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Non-binary		45 to 54		2 years to less than 4 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ North		5																				3																				1

		29/08/2026 08:44:27		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Non-binary		45 to 54		4 years to less than 6 years		Technician / Skilled Trades		250 to 999 employees		Scotland		1																				5																				2

		29/08/2026 08:45:05		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		35 to 44		10 years or more		Team Leader / Supervisor		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		2																				5																				4

		29/08/2026 08:45:38		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Male		Under 25		10 years or more		Other		250 to 999 employees		England â€“ Midlands		1																				3																				1

		29/08/2026 08:46:16		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Prefer not to say		35 to 44		2 years to less than 4 years		Manager		1,000 or more employees		England â€“ North		4																				2																				1

		29/08/2026 08:47:05		I have read the information above, I meet the eligibility criteria, and I agree to participate voluntarily in this study.		Female		Under 25		1 year to less than 2 years		Operative / Production Worker		Fewer than 50 employees		England â€“ Midlands		3																				1																		1		4
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