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ABSTRACT

INTRODUCTION Perceived workplace discrimination is a relevant phenomenon in the field of occupational health, associated with
multiple negative effects on work outcomes, mental and physical health. However, the literature reveals significant limitations in its
measurement, such as the absence of validated instruments for this purpose. This study aimed to develop, validate the content, and
evaluate the reliability of a questionnaire designed to measure perceived workplace discrimination.

METHODS We designed a questionnaire based on a scoping review of the literature. The instrument consists of two sections. The first
section includes four items aimed at assessing the prevalence of perceived workplace discrimination and the associated reasons. The

second section comprises ten items designed to characterize the phenomenon using a Likert-type scale. Content validity was

assessed by five experts using Aiken’s V coefficient with 95% confidence intervals. Internal consistency of the second section was

evaluated through Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. The sample included 86 workers from the mining sector in Chile.

RESULTS The 14 items in the questionnaire obtained Aiken’s V values ranging from 0.8 to 1, indicating high clarity, relevance, and
significance. The reliability analysis of the second section yielded a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.62, considered acceptable for
exploratory stages. Opportunities for improvement were identified in some items to enhance internal cohesion in future applications.
CONCLUSIONS The questionnaire demonstrates high content validity and moderate reliability, supporting its preliminary use in

research on perceived workplace discrimination. Further studies are recommended to confirm its factor structure and strengthen its

psychometric properties in larger and more diverse samples.

KEYWORDS Perceived Discrimination, Occupational Health, Surveys and Questionnaires, Validation Studies, Reproducibility of Results

INTRODUCTION

The word “discriminate” comes from the Latin discriminare,
which means to separate or distinguish, a meaning that in
its etymological origin did not necessarily imply a moral
judgment. Even if we check the dictionary of the Royal Spanish
Academy, it tells us that it is synonymous with marginalize,
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exclude, and separate, among others. However, the dictionary
also provides a second definition with an incorrect moral
connotation, indicating unequal treatment of a person or group
based on race, religion, politics, sex, age, physical or mental
condition, among others [1]. It is precisely this unequal or
unfair treatment that characterizes the definition of perceived
discrimination. Thus, it has been defined as the “process by
which one or more members of a socially defined group are
treated differently, and especially unfairly, because of belonging
to that group” [2]. Likewise, perceived discrimination has been
conceptualized as a behavioral manifestation of a negative
attitude, judgment, or unfair treatment toward members of
a group [3]. In the workplace, perceived discrimination refers
specifically to unfair or negative treatment of employees based
on individual characteristics unrelated to job performance [4].
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MAIN MESSAGES

«  The measurement of perceived workplace discrimination has important methodological limitations, including the lack of

validated instruments adapted to workplace contexts.

« This study designed and validated a new questionnaire, providing a comprehensive tool to characterize perceived

workplace discrimination.

+ Internal consistency was moderate, the sample size was limited, and validation was conducted in a single sector, which

restricts the generalizability of the findings.

« This tool is a methodological contribution that enables the exploration of the prevalence and implications of perceived
discrimination for workers’ mental health, helping to address previously identified limitations and to strengthen the

foundations for future research in occupational health.

Perceived workplace discrimination is a problem in the field of
occupational health, given its negative impact on the well-
being of workers. Numerous studies have documented that it
adversely affects work outcomes, mental and physical health
[5-8]. For example, it has been observed that both overt and
subtle discrimination impair workers' psychological and physical
health, affecting performance-related outcomes. Although
subtle discrimination may be less obvious, its consequences are
equally harmful [7]. Furthermore, it has been suggested that
mechanisms such as work stress and perceived injustice explain
the association between discrimination and adverse health and
work performance outcomes [6].

Given the substantial interest in perceived discrimination
over recent decades, numerous questionnaires have been
developed to measure this construct. However, significant
challenges remain in capturing the phenomenon as accurately
as possible, particularly in occupational settings. The review by
Shen and Dhanani [9] highlights multiple problems in meas-
uring workplace discrimination, including the lack of consen-
sus on its definition, uncertainty about who experiences or
perpetrates it, heterogeneity in its forms and contexts, and
biases inherent to self-report. These shortcomings hinder the
precise characterization of the phenomenon and limit the
design of effective interventions. Allen [10], in a non-occupa-
tional context, similarly highlights the lack of methodological
consensus and the biases of minimization or hypervigilance,
further noting that instrument reliability is uneven and that
the form of discrimination (chronic vs acute) can significantly
influence health outcomes. These difficulties are consistent with
those described in the scoping review conducted by Bravo et al.
[5], which evidenced that more than 90% of studies lack a clear
definition of perceived workplace discrimination, that compre-
hensive, validated instruments are lacking, and that essential
aspects—such as timing of occurrence, perpetrator, frequency,
and the consequences of discrimination—are often omitted.
These findings underscore the urgent need to develop valid
and comprehensive instruments for measurement in workplace
contexts.

In this context, this article reports the results of a study that
designed and evaluated the content validity and reliability of a
questionnaire to measure perceived workplace discrimination

in all its complexity. This tool is a methodological contribu-
tion that allows for exploring its prevalence and implications
for workers' mental health. It helps to overcome previously
identified limitations and strengthens the foundations for future
research in occupational health.

METHODS
Design

This instrumental validation study, with a cross-sectional
design and exploratory scope, sought to design and validate
a questionnaire to measure perceived workplace discrimination
in the mining sector in Chile. The instrument was developed
based on a comprehensive review of the scientific literature and
was refined by the research team. Subsequently, five external
experts evaluated its content validity, providing observations
that allowed the final version of the questionnaire to be
optimized. The validation involved evaluating content validity
by analyzing the clarity, relevance, and significance of the
items using Aiken’s V coefficient, and assessing reliability using
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for internal consistency.

Population and sample

Content validation was carried out by five experts in
organizational psychology, instrument design, and occupational
health. To assess internal consistency, a sample of workers from
a large mining company in Chile was recruited, who responded
via an online platform. The inclusion criteria were being over 18
years of age, being actively employed by the principal company
or associated contractor, and having experienced perceived
workplace discrimination. All participants gave their informed
consent before participating. Incomplete questionnaires were
excluded in order to ensure the quality of the data analyzed.

The internal consistency analysis considered the 10 items
characterizing workplace discrimination, with a Likert-type
response format. Non-probability convenience sampling was
used. The final sample included 86 workers, which is adequate
for exploratory studies, given that a minimum of 50 participants
is recommended to estimate coefficients such as Cronbach’s
alpha [11].
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Development of the instrument

The questionnaire was developed from a scoping review of
the literature on perceived workplace discrimination previously
published by this research team [5]. That review identified
methodological limitations such as the absence of validated
instruments and the need to address multiple characteristics of
the phenomenon (Appendix 1).

Initially, 19 items were generated to achieve broad cover-
age of the construct (Appendix 2), following methodological
recommendations for scale development [12]. The instrument
incorporated the definition of perceived workplace discrimina-
tion as “unfair or negative treatment of workers based on
individual characteristics or membership in a social group,
unrelated to job performance!” Then, through author consensus,
the questionnaire was reduced to 15 items by merging those
related to frequency, severity, and relation to job performance
(Appendix 3). After expert panel review, one item on verbal
aggression was removed due to overlap with psychological
aggression, yielding a final 14-item version (Appendix 4). The
wording was refined, including the addition of the second-
person formal pronoun “usted,” the differentiation between
formal and informal settings, the merging of sex and gender,
and the adjustment of impact scales. Open-ended items were
also included to detail perceived effects. Although splitting
items between observed and personally experienced events
was considered, a single structure was retained for parsimony.
In line with methodological recommendations for exploratory
stages [12], the instrument was designed with a unidimensional
approach, treating perceived workplace discrimination as a
general construct.

Accordingly, the instrument was organized into two sections
(Appendix 4). The first section includes four items aimed at
assessing the prevalence and reasons for discrimination directed
both at third parties and at the respondent. Possible reasons
considered were sex/gender, sexual orientation, age, migrant
status, ethnicity/race, physical appearance, disability, socioeco-
nomic status, level or place of study, and, additionally, an
“other” option allowing specification of a different reason.
The second section, addressed to those who reported having
experienced discrimination, comprises 10 items (items 5 to
14) that characterize the phenomenon in terms of perpetra-
tor, settings, frequency, type, and effects. These 10 items were
answered using a 4-point Likert-type scale coded numerically
from 0 to 3:

«  0:strongly disagree.
« 1:disagree.

+  2:agree.

+  3:strongly agree.

The frequency item used the following coding:

«  0:acouple of times per year.
« 1:acouple of times per month.
«  2:acouple of times per week.

«  3:daily.
The items on health impact and job performance used:

«  0:it has not affected me.
«  T:mild.

«  2:severe.

«  3:verysevere.

Accordingly, the total score for this section can range
from 0 to 30 points, with higher values indicating greater
severity of perceived discrimination. A four-point scale was
chosen because, when a midpoint is included in five-category
scales, many participants tend to select it. This can reduce
the instrument’s ability to clearly distinguish respondents’
positions, as it dampens differences between responses and
may hinder interpretation of results, especially in studies aiming
to measure attitudes or opinions [13]. In summary, the first
section serves as an initial screening, enabling the identification
of individuals who report experiencing or observing discrimina-
tion and the reasons attributed to it. Meanwhile, the second
section constitutes the scale that characterizes the phenom-
enon (perpetrator, settings, frequency, type, and effects) and
serves as the questionnaire’s quantitative scale.

Content validity through expert opinion

The content validation process involved five expert judges,
each with 15 to 30 years of professional and academic
experience. They included: a PhD in human resources psychol-
ogy; a PhD in social and organizational behavior; a magister in
people management with a bachelor in social sciences; a PhD in
statistics with a BA in mathematics; and a PhD in psychology.

The instrument was sent to the expert judges via a link
distributed by email through the SurveyMonkey platform. Their
task was to evaluate the questionnaire in detail, applying
rigorous criteria to ensure its quality. To assess agreement
among the expert judges, each item was rated on a 1 to 4 scale:

« 1:veryinadequate
«  2:inadequate

« 3:adequate

+  4:very adequate

Three core criteria were considered: clarity, pertinence, and
relevance. For this purpose, the judges were provided with the
definition of each criterion and its associated question. Clarity
refers to whether the item is easily understandable to respond-
ents, without ambiguities. The question used was: “Is the item
worded in a way that participants can easily understand?”
Pertinence indicates whether the item effectively measures
aspects of the construct of perceived workplace discrimina-
tion; the question was: “Do you consider the item appropriate
for measuring the construct of perceived workplace discrimi-
nation?” Relevance evaluates whether the item is applicable
and meaningful within the context of workplace discrimination;
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the question was: “Do you believe the item is applicable and
meaningful for a population of workers in mining?”

After rating the criteria (clarity, pertinence, and relevance), the
expert judges could add any additional comments on each item.
In this way, the judges evaluated the questionnaire items.

Subsequently, based on the expert-judgment results, Aiken’s
V coefficient was calculated to determine content validity, using
the following formula: V=& )/k

Where X denotes the sample mean of the expert judges’
ratings, / is the lowest possible rating (in this case, 1), and k
is the range of possible values on the scale used (in this case,
3). Aiken’s V provides a measure ranging from 0 to 1. A value
of 0 is obtained when all judges select the lowest possible
rating; a value of 1 is obtained when all judges select the
highest possible rating. Accordingly, Aiken’s V was calculated
for each item, together with 95% confidence intervals following
the methodology proposed by Penfield and Giacobbi. The null
hypothesis was that the population value of Aiken’s V would
be equal to or less than 0.6. Items whose estimated Aiken’s V
had a 95% confidence interval that included values < 0.6 were
considered for revision or elimination, whereas items whose
95% confidence interval lay entirely above 0.6 were accepted as
valid [14].

During the content validation phase, the experts made
observations that helped optimize the instrument’s wording,
content, and structure. Several items were refined, including
the incorporation of the formal second-person pronoun “usted”
in key questions and clarification of terms such as “formal”
and “informal” settings. Regarding response options, the sex
and gender categories were merged. Following the concep-
tual review, the verbal aggression item was removed due
to overlap with psychological aggression. The health-impact
and job-performance scales were also adjusted to differentiate
severity levels better, and open-ended items were added to
capture perceived effects. Finally, although the possibility of
splitting items between experienced and observed discrimina-
tion was considered, a single structure was retained to preserve
parsimony.

After incorporating the experts’ suggestions and the
described refinement process, the final version of the ques-
tionnaire was structured (Appendix 4). It comprised 14 items
distributed across two main parts: a section on the prevalence of
perceived discrimination and a section characterizing discrimi-
natory acts.

Reliability: internal consistency

The reliability of an instrument refers to the degree to
which its measurements are consistent and free from ran-
dom error [15]. One dimension is internal consistency, which
assesses wWhether the items measuring the same construct are
homogeneous [15]. Cronbach’s a (alpha)—a weighted mean
of inter-item correlations—is widely used to estimate internal
consistency. Its formula is: a=k/(k-1)(1-(3g8S_iA2)/(S_TA2))

In this formula, k is the number of items in the scale, o?

is the variance of item i, and o%is the variance of the total
score (T), computed as the sum of the item scores [16]. This
coefficient ranges from 0 to 1. Values close to 1 indicate high
internal consistency, whereas values near 0 indicate no internal
consistency. In the literature, internal consistency values > 0.70
are generally considered acceptable [17].

Statistical analysis

Data analysis was performed using Stata version 16.01. For
content validation, Aiken’s V coefficients with 95% confidence
intervals were calculated to evaluate items in terms of clarity,
pertinence, and relevance according to expert-judge assess-
ments. For internal consistency, Cronbach’s a was calculated
considering only the 10 items that characterize workplace
discrimination (Appendix 4). These items were answered on
4-point Likert-type scales, all coded from 0 to 3. They were
treated as ordinal variables in a single administration of the
instrument, with a total score ranging from 0 to 30 points.

RESULTS
Participant characteristics

Table 1 presents the characteristics of the 86 participants
included in the analysis, all from the mining sector in Chile. The
initial sample comprised 91 workers; however, five cases were
excluded due to incomplete data. The mean age was 45 years
(range: 26 to 65 years). Regarding sex, most participants were
men, while approximately one-quarter were women. In terms of
marital status, about half reported being married, whereas 35%
reported being single. Concerning parenthood, 83% indicated
they had children. A large proportion worked under a shift
system, whereas 36% did not. With respect to job position,
half performed field duties, followed by 33% who alternated
between administrative and field roles. Finally, 72% of partici-
pants were employed by the owner company, and 28% worked
for contractor firms. A descriptive analysis of item-response
distributions is presented in Appendix 5.

Content validity

The assessment conducted by the expert judges led to
optimized item wording. Accordingly, the questionnaire was
reduced from 15 to 14 items after removing one that addressed
verbal aggression due to conceptual overlap with the psycho-
logical aggression item. After two rounds of review, content
validity was subsequently evaluated for the 14 final items.

The Aiken’s V coefficients, presented in Table 2, ranged from
0.8 to 1.0, indicating a high level of agreement among the
judges regarding item clarity, pertinence, and relevance. Clarity
exceeded 0.8 in all cases, with complete agreement for items 1,
2, and 4. Pertinence and relevance reached the maximum value
for all items, with Aiken’s V equal to 1.0 across the board.

All 95% confidence intervals associated with Aiken’s V
exceeded the cutoff for item review or removal. Taken together,
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Table 1. Distribution of participants’ demographic and occupational
characteristics.

Characteristics N %
Gender Male 64 744
Female 22 25.6
Marital status Single 30 34.8
Married 42 48.8
Civil union 6 6.9
Separated 3 34
Divorced 5 5.8
Children No 15 17.4
Yes 71 82.6
Education Basic/secondary 18 209
education
Technical education 25 29.1
University education 43 50
Company Supervisor 62 721
Contractor 24 27.9
Shift system No 31 36.1
Yes 55 63.9
Job position Administrative 15 17.4
Fieldwork 43 50
Both 28 326

Source: Prepared by the authors based on the study results.

these results indicate that the evaluated items satisfactorily met
the established content validity criteria.

Reliability

Overall internal consistency of the questionnaire was assessed
using Cronbach’s a, considering only the 10 items correspond-
ing to the characterization of discriminatory acts. The value
obtained was a = 0.62, indicating moderate internal consistency,
which is considered acceptable in exploratory instrument-vali-
dation studies.

Additionally, item performance regarding internal consistency
was examined using corrected item-total correlations and the
impact on a if the item were deleted; results are shown in Table
3. Item-test correlations ranged from 0.31 (item 7) to 0.62 (item
13), while item-rest correlations ranged from 0.12 (item 7) to
0.49 (item 13). The “a if item deleted” analysis showed that
removing item 5 would slightly increase a to 0.64, the highest
value observed in this comparison. Deleting other items would
not yield substantial improvements in internal consistency.

DISCUSSION

This study represents a step forward in the preliminary
validation of a questionnaire on perceived workplace discrimi-
nation in the Chilean mining sector. A rigorous approach was
used for construction, content validation, and reliability, in
line with methodological recommendations [12]. Notably, the
development of this instrument allows inquiry into dimensions
rarely addressed in previous questionnaires, such as identifying
the perpetrator, distinguishing between formal and informal
settings, and assessing effects on health and job performance.
It also incorporates an operational definition of the construct,
perceived reasons for discrimination, and the period during

which it occurs, thereby enhancing its capacity to character-
ize the phenomenon in all its complexity. By contrast, many
prior studies have used instruments not explicitly designed for
workplace contexts, such as the Everyday Discrimination Scale
[18], or instruments focused on a particular type of discrimi-
nation [19], limiting their ability to capture the diversity of
experiences present in the workplace.

Expert-judge assessment showed high levels of content
validity for clarity, pertinence, and relevance, with Aiken's V
ranging from 0.8 to 1. Previous studies have used cutoffs
between 0.7 and 0.8 as indicative of adequate content validity,
reflecting high inter-judge agreement [20,21]. A value > 0.8
indicates high validity by expert judgment, though it does not
by itself guarantee the instrument’s overall validity. To obtain
more precise estimates of population values of Aiken’s V, 95%
confidence intervals were employed, deeming items valid when
their interval lay entirely above 0.6, following Penfield and
Giacobbi’s approach [14]. This criterion, more stringent than the
classic 0.5 threshold [22], sought to increase the precision of
estimates and consensus among judges, thereby strengthening
content validity.

Internal consistency analysis yielded a Cronbach’s a of 0.62,
considered acceptable in exploratory-phase studies. Correc-
ted item-total correlations indicated a reasonably homogene-
ous internal structure, although areas for improvement were
observed that could be refined in future applications. Consis-
tent with methodological recommendations for early stages of
scale development [12], the questionnaire was designed under
a unidimensional conceptualization of perceived workplace
discrimination. Nonetheless, there is a recognized need for
future factorial studies to explore potential multidimensional
structures of the construct in broader and more diverse working
populations.

This study has several limitations. First, although content
validity demonstrated high levels of expert agreement, no
cognitive interviews were conducted with the target popula-
tion, a technically recommended step to ensure appropriate
item interpretation [12]. Alongside quantitative evaluation via
Aiken’s V, qualitative observations from experts were consid-
ered to refine wording, improve clarity, and ensure cultural and
conceptual pertinence; however, this was not complemented by
a formal, systematic qualitative analysis, which can be viewed as
a minor limitation in strengthening the validation process.

Second, internal consistency was estimated exclusively with
Cronbach’s a, which assumes unidimensionality and tau-equiv-
alence across items. These conditions were not empirically
verified due to the sample size, which was insufficient for
exploratory factor analysis. This limits certainty about the
instrument’s internal structure and homogeneity. Future studies
should use larger samples to conduct factor analyses and should
complement a with coefficients such as w (omega), which
provide more robust estimates under less restrictive assump-
tions. In particular, w is advisable when one or more condi-
tions for a are violated, such as essential tau-equivalence (e.g.,
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Table 2. Calculation and confidence intervals of Aiken’s V coefficients.

Item Criteria Mean Aiken’s V coefficients 95% Cl
In the past year, have you witnessed or observed Clarity 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
acts of discrimination against other people in your Relevance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
workplace? Significance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
Please indicate the reason(s) for the discrimination  Clarity 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
you have witnessed or observed toward others in your Relevance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
workplace (you may select more than one option): Significance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
In the past year, have you felt discriminated against ~ Clarity 3.80 0.93 0.70 0.99
in your workplace? Relevance 3.80 0.93 0.70 0.99
Significance 3.80 0.93 0.70 0.99
Please indicate the reason(s) why you have felt Clarity 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
discriminated against in your workplace (you may Relevance 3.80 0.93 0.70 0.99
select more than one option): Significance 3.80 0.93 0.70 0.99
The acts of discrimination at your workplace Clarity 3.60 0.87 0.62 0.96
directed at you or observed toward colleagues have Relevance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
been committed by other coworkers. Significance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
The acts of discrimination at your workplace Clarity 3.60 0.87 0.62 0.96
directed at you or observed toward colleagues have Relevance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
been committed by other coworkers. Significance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
The acts of discrimination at your workplace, Clarity 3.60 0.87 0.62 0.96
whether directed at you or observed toward Relevance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
colleagues, have been committed by people external  Significance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
to the workplace (e.g., visitors, external consultants,
vendors, inspectors).
The acts of discrimination at your workplace, whether  Clarity 3.80 0.93 0.70 0.99
directed at you or observed toward colleagues, Relevance 3.95 0.98 0.77 1.00
have occurred in formal settings (situations officially Significance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
established by the organization; e.g., meetings,
performance evaluations, training sessions).
The acts of discrimination at your workplace, whether  Clarity 3.60 0.87 0.62 0.96
directed at you or observed toward colleagues, Relevance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
have occurred in informal settings (situations that Significance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
arise spontaneously and are not regulated by the
organization; e.g., break-room conversations, company
sports activities, company celebrations).
The frequency with which you perceive these acts Clarity 3.80 0.93 0.70 0.99
of discrimination directed at you or observed toward Relevance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
colleagues has been: Significance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
The acts of discrimination at your workplace directed  Clarity 3.60 0.87 0.62 0.96
at you or observed toward colleagues have mainly Relevance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
been physical aggression (examples include being hit, ~ Significance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
pushed, kicked, etc.).
The acts of discrimination at your workplace directed  Clarity 3.40 0.80 0.62 0.93
at you or observed toward colleagues have mainly Relevance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
been psychological aggression (examples include Significance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
being shouted at, insulted, threatened, deliberately
ignored, discredited in front of others, unjustly
accused, ridiculed, or intentionally overloaded with
impossible tasks, etc.).
The acts of discrimination at your workplace directed  Clarity 3.40 0.80 0.62 0.93
at you or observed toward colleagues have affected Relevance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
your health to a: Significance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
The acts of discrimination at your workplace Clarity 3.40 0.80 0.62 0.93
directed at you or observed toward colleagues have Relevance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00
affected your job performance to a: Significance 4.00 1.00 0.80 1.00

Cl, confidence interval.
Source: Prepared by the authors based on the study results.

unequal factor loadings), the use of ordinal scales with fewer
than 5 points, the presence of correlated errors, or small sample
sizes. Unlike a, w can yield more accurate estimates even when

items do not contribute equally to the total score, making it

especially suitable when such limitations are detected [23].
Third, although 4-point Likert scales facilitated comprehen-

sion and forced respondents to take a position by removing
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Table 3. Overall and item-level internal consistency for the second section of the questionnaire.

Item Item - test correlation Item - rest correlations a if the item is removed
Item 5 0.3737 0.1330 0.6363
Item 6 0.4883 0.2977 0.5921
Item 7 0.3083 0.1238 0.6273
Item 8 0.4988 0.2931 0.5935
Item 9 0.5432 0.3278 0.5850
Item 10 0.5883 0.4173 0.5631
Item 11 0.5200 0.4005 0.5799
Item 12 0.4684 0.2756 0.5973
Item 13 0.6213 0.4929 0.5548
Item 14 0.4083 0.2389 0.6046
Global 0.6194

Notes. Source: Prepared by the authors based on the study results.

These results suggest that the questionnaire has a reasonable level of internal cohesion, appropriate for this preliminary validation stage.

a neutral option, they may have limited the instrument’s
variability and sensitivity to capture nuances in perceptions of
workplace discrimination. As DeVellis and Thorpe recommend
[12], scales with five or more points could increase observed
variance and improve precision, provided categories are clear,
equidistant, and manageable. Future studies could explore this
alternative, balancing psychometric sensitivity and cognitive
load.

Finally, because validation was carried out exclusively among
workers in the mining sector, the performance of the instrument
in other work contexts is unknown. Nonetheless, its wording is
sufficiently general to be applicable across diverse productive
and occupational sectors without substantive adaptations, as
it addresses cross-cutting dimensions such as type of discrimi-
nation, perpetrator, settings, frequency, reasons, and effects on
health and performance.

The sample was non-probabilistic by convenience and
showed an inverse distribution in the proportion of employer—
contractor workers, with the sector being roughly 70%
contractor workers and 30% owner-company employees [24].
This may limit the representativeness and generalizability of
the findings. Applications in other populations are recommen-
ded to confirm psychometric properties via confirmatory factor
analysis and additional reliability estimates. Future applications
may also lead to the modification or removal of items with
low contribution to the construct, thereby optimizing internal
consistency and parsimony without losing the instrument’s
capacity to characterize perceived workplace discrimination in
all its complexity.

CONCLUSIONS

This study provides preliminary evidence of the validity and
reliability of a questionnaire to measure perceived workplace
discrimination in the Chilean mining sector. The results show
high content validity, with expert evaluations supporting item
clarity, relevance, and pertinence.

We recommend using the instrument in its entirety as
an exploratory tool to describe and characterize perceived

workplace discrimination. However, the second part cannot yet
be considered a validated scale.
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Bravo-Rojas et al.

Construccion, validacion de contenido y confiabilidad de
cuestionario para evaluar discriminacién laboral percibida en
sector minero chileno: estudio de validacion

RESUMEN

INTRODUCCION La discriminacién laboral percibida constituye un fenémeno relevante en el dmbito de la salud ocupacional,
asociado a multiples efectos negativos en la salud mental, fisica y los resultados laborales de los trabajadores. Sin embargo, la
literatura evidencia importantes limitaciones en su medicidn, como la ausencia de instrumentos validados integralmente para este
fin. El presente estudio tuvo como objetivo disefar, validar el contenido y evaluar la confiabilidad de un cuestionario destinado a
medir la discriminacién laboral percibida en trabajadores.

METODOS Se disefié un cuestionario basado en una revisién panoramica de la literatura. El instrumento est4 compuesto por dos
partes. La primera seccién incluye cuatro items orientados a evaluar la prevalencia de la discriminacién laboral percibida y las razones
asociadas. La segunda seccion comprende diez items destinados a caracterizar el fenémeno mediante una escala tipo Likert. La
validez de contenido fue evaluada mediante juicio de cinco expertos, utilizando el coeficiente V de Aiken con intervalos de confianza
del 95%. La consistencia interna de la segunda seccion fue estimada a través del coeficiente a de Cronbach. La muestra estuvo
conformada por 86 trabajadores del sector minero en Chile.

RESULTADOS Los 14 items del cuestionario obtuvieron valores del coeficiente V de Aiken entre 0,8 y 1, lo que evidencia alta claridad,
pertinencia y relevancia. El analisis de la confiabilidad de la segunda seccién arrojé un coeficiente a de Cronbach de 0,62, considerado
aceptable para etapas exploratorias. Se identificaron oportunidades de mejora en algunos items con el fin de optimizar la cohesion
interna en futuras aplicaciones.

CONCLUSIONES El cuestionario presenta una alta validez de contenido y una confiabilidad moderada, respaldando su uso preliminar
en investigaciones sobre discriminacion laboral percibida. Se recomienda realizar estudios adicionales para confirmar su estructura
factorial y fortalecer sus propiedades psicométricas en muestras mas amplias y diversas.
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