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Background: Job stress and job satisfaction are important factors affecting workforce productivity. This
study was carried out to investigate the job stress, job satisfaction, and workforce productivity levels, to
examine the effects of job stress and job satisfaction on workforce productivity, and to identify factors
associated with productivity decrement among employees of an Iranian petrochemical industry.
Methods: In this study, 125 randomly selected employees of an Iranian petrochemical company partic-
ipated. The data were collected using the demographic questionnaire, Osipow occupational stress
questionnaire to investigate the level of job stress, Job Descriptive Index to examine job satisfaction, and
Hersey and Goldsmith questionnaire to investigate productivity in the study population.
Results: The levels of employees’ perceived job stress and job satisfaction were moderate-high and
moderate, respectively. Also, their productivity was evaluated as moderate. Although the relationship
between job stress and productivity indices was not statistically significant, the positive correlation
between job satisfaction and productivity indices was statistically significant. The regression modeling
demonstrated that productivity was significantly associated with shift schedule, the second and the third
dimensions of job stress (role insufficiency and role ambiguity), and the second dimension of job
satisfaction (supervision).
Conclusion: Corrective measures are necessary to improve the shift work system. “Role insufficiency” and
“role ambiguity” should be improved and supervisor support must be increased to reduce job stress and
increase job satisfaction and productivity.
© 2016, Occupational Safety and Health Research Institute. Published by Elsevier. This is an open access
article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

1. Introduction

psychosocial hazards. Exposure to physical hazards in the work-
place can be associated with anxiety that, in turn, drives experi-

The nature of work has changed considerably in many sectors of
industry over the past decades [1]. Modern organizations consider
job stress and job satisfaction of their employees as two important
workplace issues [2]. According to recent studies, occupational
stress accounts for 50—60% of all lost working days [3]. Work-
related stress is considered to be harmful when physical and
emotional responses occur when there is a mismatch between job
requirements and the workers’ capabilities, resources, or needs [4].
Most researchers agree that workplace factors can cause work-
related stress [5]. These factors are divided into physical and

encing work-related stress. Psychosocial hazards include factors
related to work design, organization, and management, together
with workplace social structure that can have negative effects on
individuals [6]. Work-related stress usually influences individual
and organizational issues including behavioral, mental, as well as
physical outcomes, performance, job satisfaction, and organiza-
tional commitment [7].

Applied research indicates strong correlations between di-
mensions of workplace, stress, and job satisfaction. High levels of
work stress are associated with low levels of job satisfaction. Job
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stressors are predictive for job dissatisfaction and a greater pro-
pensity to leave the organization [8].

Job satisfaction is the affective orientation that an employee has
towards his/her work. It can be considered as an overall feeling
about the job or as a related constellation of attitudes about various
aspects of the job [9]. There is growing evidence that current trends
in employment conditions may have negative effects on job satis-
faction and deteriorate the physical and mental health of em-
ployees [10]. Affective disposition on job satisfaction consists of two
facets: positive affectivity and negative affectivity. High energy,
eagerness, and pleasurable involvement represent positive affec-
tivity while distress, unpleasant involvement, and nervousness
show negative affectivity [11].

Work-related stress is a vital factor to job satisfaction. When
functioning as a motivator, work-related stress results in creativity
and satisfaction and consequently removes boredom and
mundanity. Stress leads to aggression and low job satisfaction
when it functions as a negative factor [2]. Job satisfaction may
protect workers from stressors. Satisfaction is a regulating factor for
stress. During the neoclassical period (1920—1950), theories sup-
ported the fact that employees’ satisfaction directly affected pro-
ductivity. They believed that there was a cause-effect relationship
between satisfaction and productivity. This answered the question
why organizations tried to improve their employees’ productivity
by different ways. These two factors (work-related stress and job
satisfaction) may have a negative impact on the productivity of a
working group and consequently cause an added cost to expenses
of a company [2]. The analysis of the present situation at the in-
ternational level has revealed, among others, the necessity of
improving work quality and productivity, as well as providing
safety and health in the work place [12].

The petrochemical industry is an important industry in Iran
from the viewpoints of economics and employment. There are
critical jobs in the petrochemical industry, such as control room
operation, maintenance, site operation, firefighting, etc. In such an
industry, job stress and dissatisfaction may have a negative impact
on productivity and safety of employees.

Given the above, since there is little study on such issue among
petrochemical employees, the present study was carried out to
investigate the impact of job stress and job satisfaction on em-
ployees’ productivity in an Iranian petrochemical company.

2. Materials and methods

This cross-sectional study was conducted from October 2014 to
May 2015, in an Iranian petrochemical company with 325 em-
ployees, located at Asalouyeh, in the southern part of Iran in which
methanol was produced as the final product. The sample size was
determined with reference to a study by Naqvi et al [13]. Taking
the B (power) of 80% and o (the first type error) = 5% into
consideration, using Medcalc software (MedCalc Software bvba,
Ostend, Belgium) the sample size was calculated to be 125. Par-
ticipants were randomly selected from the personal list provided
by the company.

2.1. Data gathering tools

An anonymous self-administered questionnaire was used to
collect the required data for each participant. The questionnaire
consisted of the following four parts:

(1) a demographic questionnaire was used for collecting personal
details including age, weight, height, work experience, daily work
hours, gender, marital status, level of education, type of employment
and working schedule; (2) the Persian version of Osipow occupational
stress inventory was used to investigate the level of job stress among

the study population. Occupational stress was measured by six sub-
scales, i.e., role overload, role insufficiency, role ambiguity, role
boundary, responsibility, and physical environment. Each subscale
contains 10 items. There are 60 items in total in the scale. Each item is
scored on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = never, 2 = occasionally,
3 =sometimes, 4 = usually, and 5 = most of the time). A high subscale
score depicts a greater level of role stressor. The obtained scores are
classified as: low (10—19), low-moderate (20—29), moderate-high
(30—39), and high (40—50) [14]. The total score of the job stress
questionnaire is also divided into four levels, as follows: low (60—119),
low-moderate (120—179), moderate-high (180—239), and high (240—
300) [14]. The validity and reliability of this questionnaire were
assessed in a study by Sharifian et al [15] and cronbach alpha coeffi-
cient was calculated to be 0.83; (3) the Persian version of Job
Descriptive Index (JDI) was used to investigate job satisfaction. The ] DI
consists of 39 items in five subscales, i.e., work (10 items), pay (6
items), promotion (5 items), supervision (8 items), and coworkers (10
items). Each part measures one particular area of job satisfaction. A
response was collected to each item on a 5-point Likert scale
(1 =never, 2 = occasionally, 3 = often, 4 = usually, and 5 = most of the
time). The scores of each subscale were added together for each
respondent to obtain a JDI total score reflecting the overall job satis-
faction. No cutoff point has been reported to define the upper and the
lower limits of job satisfaction index in the scientific literature,
therefore, we used the minimum and the maximum attainable scores
of JDI(39—195) to judge about the level of job satisfaction in the study
population. Regarding this, if the mean score of JDI was near the lower
limit score (39), near the midpoint (117), and near the upper limit
score (195), job satisfaction was considered as low, moderate, and
high, respectively. The validity and reliability of this questionnaire
were assessed in a study by Norbakhsh and Mirnaderi in which the
cronbach alpha coefficient was 0.88 [ 16]; and (4) the Persian version
of the Hersey and Goldsmith questionnaire was applied to investigate
workers’ productivity. This questionnaire consists of 26 items in seven
subscales: ability (3 items), occupational identification (4 items), or-
ganization support (4 items), motivation (4 items), performance
feedback (4 items), credit (4 items), and environment compatibility (3
items). Each item was scored on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = never,
2 = occasionally, 3 = often, 4 = usually, and 5 = true most of the time).
Similar to ]JDI, no cut-off point has been indicated to define the upper
and the lower limits for productivity index in the scientific literature,
therefore, the minimum and the maximum attainable scores of this
index (29—130) were used to judge about the level of productivity of
the study population. Based on this, if the mean score of productivity
score was near the lower limit score (29), near the midpoint (79.5),
and near the upper limit score (130), productivity was considered as
lower, moderate, and high, respectively. The validity and reliability of
this questionnaire were assessed in a study by Nasirpour et al [17] in
which the cronbach alpha coefficient was 0.81.

2.2. Data analysis

Upon completion of the field survey and data collection, data
were transferred into the computer for statistical analysis. Statis-
tical analyses were performed using SPSS version 19 (IBM, Armonk,
NY, USA). Pearson correlation analysis was used to examine the
relationship between quantitative variables such as stress, job
satisfaction, and productivity scores. To assess the factors affecting
productivity, linear regression analysis was applied. In all tests, the
significance level was set at 0.05.

3. Results

Table 1 summarizes personal details of the employees who
participated in the study. According to Table 1, mean age of the
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Table 1
Demographic characteristics of the employees studied (N = 125)

Age (y) Mean =+ SD 30.95 +5.26
Min—Max 2248

Weight (kg) Mean + SD 77.16 £+ 8.51
Min—Max 60—105

Height (cm) Mean + SD 176 £ 6.00
Min—Max 160—188

BMI (kg/m?) Mean + SD 24.92 £+ 2.59
Min—Max 18.39—-34.29

Work experience (y) Mean =+ SD 7.04 4+ 3.81
Min—Max 1-21

Working hours/day (h) Mean =+ SD 10.65 +1.48
Min—Max 8—15

Sex Male 112 (89.6)
Female 13 (104)

Marital status Single 37 (29.6)
Married 88 (70.4)

Education Under diploma/Diploma 33(26.4)
B.Sc. 54 (43.2)
M.Sc. 38 (30.4)

Working schedule Shift working 69 (55.2)
Day working 56 (44.8)

Data are presented as n (%)

= An arrangement of working hours that uses two or more teams (shifts) of
workers, in order to extend the hours of operation of the work environment beyond
that of conventional office hours.

study participants was 30.95 + 5.26 years, ranging from 22 years
to 48 years. The employees’ mean work experience was
7.04 4+ 3.81 years (1—21 years). A large majority of the participants
had university education (73.6%). Some 70.4% of the study popu-
lation was married and 55.2% of the participants were shift
workers.

According to Table 2, the mean score of job stress was calcu-
lated to be 181.27 + 24.17 indicating “moderate-high” level of
stress. One-way ANOVA, independent t test and Pearson coeffi-
cient statistical procedures did not show any significant rela-
tionship between the mean job stress score and demographic
characteristics of the participants. Additionally, the statistical
analyses revealed no significant relationship between the mean
scores of job stress and job satisfaction (p = 0.152) and
productivity.

The mean job satisfaction score was found to be 129.96 + 18.84
indicating “moderate” level of job satisfaction. One-way ANOVA
test showed a significant U shape relationship between the mean
score of job satisfaction and age (p = 0.024). A post hoc test indi-
cated that there was a significant difference in job satisfaction
means score among the three age groups, such that the mean job
satisfaction score in the 31—38 years age group was lower than
those of the other two groups (i.e., 22—30 years and 39—48 years).
Independent t test also showed that the mean job satisfaction score

Table 2
Statistical analyses for assessment indices (N = 125)
Variable Job stress (Mean =+ SD) Job satisfaction (Mean =+ SD) Productivity (Mean =+ SD)
181.27 + 24.17 129.96 + 18.84 70.52 +11.89
Mean + SD p Mean =+ SD p Mean + SD p
Age groups (y)' 22-30 175.84 + 22.37 0.06 133.38 +20.2 0.024 69.44 + 10.96 037
31-38 165.66 + 24.34 12559 + 17.34 7211 +13.39
39-48 175.75 + 30.78 137.55 + 15.69 67.63 £+ 5.20
Marital status Single 173.92 +£ 2496 043 123.38 + 17.24 0.011 71.95 + 10.55 0.38
Married 170.16 + 23.89 132.73 + 18.88 69.92 + 12.42
Educational level' Diploma 176.62 + 24.93 0319 134.88 + 18.09 0.089 68.58 + 12.35 0.55
Associate diploma  168.98 + 23.71 130.26 + 19.28 71.02 + 11.38
B.Sc. 169.68 + 24.03 125.13 + 17.67 71.44 +12.33
Working schedule Shifts working 170.30 + 26.81 0.57 129.10 + 19.50 0.51 68.64 + 11.27 0.024
Day working 172.83 + 19.37 13133 +£17.83 73.54 + 11.56
Daily working time (h) 1-8 1525 + 1484 031 133/00 + 15/55 0.82 84.05 + 12/02 0.094
9-16 171.58 + 24.21 129.91 + 18.94 70.29 + 11.80
Stress dimensions Role overload' Low — — 71.70 + 7.81 0.95
Low-moderate 70.64 + 12.89
Moderate-high 70.03 + 10.40
High 72.03 £ 9.5
Role insufficiency’ Low — — 69.33 + 4.72 0.06
Low-moderate 73.92 +£10.33
Moderate-high 68.07 + 12.73
High 66.02 + 0.5
Role ambiguity’ Low — — 75.93 + 11.75 0.0001
Low-moderate 72.83 + 9.96
Moderate-high 70.98 + 10.82
High 51.33 £+ 2041
Role boundary' Low - - 68.73 £ 5.72 0.54
Low-moderate 71.84 + 11.05
Moderate-high 69.19 + 13.71
High 79.51 + 0.68
Responsibility’ Low = = 69.33 + 4.72 0.325
Low-moderate 72.06 + 11.06
Moderate-high 68.82 + 12.92
High 66.90 + 11.1
Physical environment’  Low — — 69.00 + 6.68 0.182
Low-moderate 71.51 + 9.86
Moderate-high 71.48 + 10.80
High 64.50 + 19.46
Satisfaction dimensions ~ Work' — — 0.025
Supervision - - 0.001
Coworkers — — 0.007
Promotion’ - - 0.08
Payment - — 0.789

« Independent sample ¢ test.
 One-way ANOVA test.
* Pearson correlation coefficient.
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was significantly higher in married individuals than in single in-
dividuals (p = 0.009).

The mean score of productivity index was found to be
70.52 + 11.89, indicating “moderate” level of productivity. A one-
way ANOVA test showed a significant relationship between the
mean productivity score and the third dimension of job stress (role
ambiguity) (p = 0.0001). The mean score of productivity index
showed a direct significant relationship with the first, the second,
and the third dimensions of job satisfaction index (work, supervi-
sion, and coworkers) (p < 0.05). This indicated that higher scores of
the mentioned dimensions of job satisfaction index were related to
higher productivity.

Also, an independent t test indicated that the mean score of
productivity index was significantly lower in shift workers than in
fixed day workers (p = 0.024). No statistical significant relationship
was found between the mean score of productivity index and other
demographic characteristics.

In order to investigate the correlation between job stress and job
satisfaction indices and productivity index in the study partici-
pants, Pearson correlation coefficient was used. The result of this
analysis showed that although the correlation between job stress
index and productivity index was not statistically significant
(p > 0.05), the correlation between job satisfaction index and
productivity index was statistically significant (p = 0.04). This
relationship was positive and the correlation coefficient (r = 0.37)
indicated a weak correlation between these two variables. This
means that with an increase in the mean job satisfaction score, the
mean productivity score would increase.

In order to investigate factors affecting productivity index,
multiple linear regression analysis was used. Based on the results of
one-way ANOVA and univariate analyses, it was found that work
schedule (shift or fixed), working hours, the second, the third, and
the sixth dimensions of job stress index (role insufficiency, role
ambiguity, and physical environment) and the first, the second, the
third, and the fourth dimensions of job satisfaction index (work
load, supervision, coworkers, and promotion) were eligible to enter
the linear regression model (p < 0.25) [18].

The results of regression modeling revealed that the variables of
shift schedule, the second and the third dimensions of job stress
(role insufficiency and role ambiguity), and the second dimension
of job satisfaction (supervision) remained in the model. According
to the coefficient of determination (R?), 22.3% of the changes
related to productivity index could be explained by current vari-
ables (Table 3). The final score of the job stress index is classified
into four levels (low, low-moderate, moderate-high, and high). That
is why a dummy variable was defined in order to correctly interpret
the dimensions of stress; low job stress was regarded to be the base
in the model.

4. Discussion

The results showed that the mean productivity score in shift
workers was significantly lower than that of fixed day workers,

Table 3

Regression model indicating factors with influence on employees’ productivity
Variable B Standard error t p R?t
Shift working 4.075 2.00 2.032  0.045
Supervision 0.565 0.269 2.09 0.038
Role insufficiency* -5.43 2.59 2.09 0.038 0.223
Role ambiguity® -17.64 6.71 -2.62 0.01

« Shift workers were considered as reference group.

T R? Adjusted R square.

¥ Poor fit between the participants’ skills and their job.

% Participants are unclear about what they are expected to do.

which was in line with the results of other studies [19,20]. This
decline may be due to factors such as health problems, impaired
social life, sleep disorders, and circadian misalignment during shift
work [21]. One reason could be that when people work outside of
their normal sleep-wake cycle, a mismatch occurs between the
body’s biological clock and events taking place in the environment,
and consequently affects the individual’s activities [22].

The results showed a U shape significant relationship between
the mean job satisfaction score and age, so that the mean job
satisfaction score in the 31—38 years age group was significantly
lower than those of the two other age groups ( i.e., 22—30 years and
39—48 years). This finding is in agreement with the results of other
studies [23,24]. One possible reason is that young people are highly
motivated during the first years of employment which can lead to a
high job satisfaction. This level of job satisfaction declines during
the middle years of employment due to job repetitiveness and job
restrictions; after this period, job satisfaction continuously in-
creases with age [24]. This increase is justified based on Herzberg’s
“modified expectation” theory. On the basis of this theory, when
age and job experience increase, the individual’'s expectations of
her/his work begin to become more realistic. This may result in job
satisfaction increment. In a study, a direct linear relationship was
reported between age and job satisfaction which was not in
agreement with Herzberg's hypothesis of the U-shaped relation-
ship between these variables [25].

The results of the present study showed that job satisfaction in
married individuals was higher than single ones, which was in
agreement with the results of some other studies [26,27]. Ac-
cording to Bowen, single young people hesitate in decision-
making on how to keep their jobs and do not know whether
they have selected the jobs they are currently working in for their
entire life or just for a certain period. Thus, job satisfaction in
these individuals is lower than in older and married ones [27]. It is
to be noted that these findings are not consistent with the results
of other studies [28—30].

The results demonstrated a significant negative relationship
between role insufficiency and productivity in such a way that
when role insufficiency increased, productivity decreased. Meleis
[31] defined role insufficiency as any kind of problem in identi-
fying the role, playing a role, or role-related goals understood by
the individual or others. This finding is similar to a study by Wu
et al [32]. In this study, role insufficiency was determined as one of
the factors which had a direct and significant impact on depression.
Depression is a common mental health problem in the world which
increases employees’ absenteeism and reduces productivity [32]. It
was also reported in a study that increased job stress was associ-
ated with increased role insufficiency [33]. Increased stress can lead
to reduced job satisfaction and productivity of individuals [2].

The present study showed that there was a significant negative
relationship between role ambiguity and productivity such that
increased role ambiguity would cause reduced productivity in in-
dividuals. Role ambiguity is a state during which individuals have
no clear and direct understanding about their roles in the organi-
zation [34]. It appears when the duties are not clearly defined for
the individual and she/he is frightened of doing things or accepting
responsibility. Role stressors mainly include role ambiguity and role
conflict which can lead to increased employees absenteeism and
frequent work delays, increase in employees’ turnover and reduced
workforce productivity [35]. In a study by Rizwan et al, a significant
positive relationship was observed between role ambiguity and job
stress such that role ambiguity was reported to cause 15% increase
in job stress [28]. Increased job stress is accompanied with reduced
performance and job satisfaction, which finally leads to lower
productivity of individuals and increased costs incurred by the or-
ganization [2].
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The results of the regression modeling indicated that supervision
could have an effective role in increasing productivity, which was in
agreement with the results of a study by Frimpong et al [36]. In this
study, a strong interaction was reported between the workers’
perceived supervisor support and productivity, in such a way that
workers who were not supported by their supervisors had lower
productivity as compared to those who were provided with adequate
support [36]. Providing appropriate support in the workplace by the
supervisor would cause reduced stress on the individuals and protect
her/him against adverse effects of job demands, job dissatisfaction,
and depression [33].

4.1. Limitations

Regarding the cross-sectional nature of the present study and
data gathering based on self-report, the findings should be
considered cautiously. In the self-report method, there may be
problems will deception, denial, or recall. Additionally, in this study
job stress and productivity were not examined using objective
methods. The results of the study could be more conclusive if
objective measures were included.

5. Conclusion

The findings of the present study showed that the employees’
perceived job stress and job satisfaction were moderate-high and
moderate, respectively. Also, their productivity was assessed as
moderate. According to the study results, shift working, “role
insufficiency”, and “role ambiguity” were determined as the
contributing factors for reduced productivity; “supervision sup-
port” was also found to be an effective factor for increased pro-
ductivity. Based on the study findings, to achieve lower job stress,
higher job satisfaction, and productivity in the workplace, the
following supportive measures are recommended:

o Identifying and optimizing the factors influencing job stress
and job satisfaction

e Providing direct staff support by management

e Employing individuals according to their expertise and abilities

e Providing exact definition and description of jobs for
employees

o Selecting fit employees for shift working

Conflicts of interest
All authors have no conflicts of interest to declare.
Acknowledgments

This study was financially supported by Shiraz University of
Medical Science (grant no. 93-01-42-7387). The authors wish to
thank all petrochemical employees who participated in this study.

References

[1] De Croon EM, Blonk RW, De Zwart BC, Frings-Dresen MH, Broersen JP. Job
stress, fatigue, and job dissatisfaction in Dutch lorry drivers: towards an
occupation specific model of job demands and control. Occup Environ Med
2002;59:356—61.

Munich Personal RePEc Archive [Internet]. The influence of stress and satis-
faction on productivity. 2008 [cited 2012 Jun 25]. Available from: http://mpra.
ub.uni-muenchen.de/39654/.

Golubic R, Milosevic M, Knezevic B, Mustajbegovic ]. Work-related stress, ed-
ucation and work ability among hospital nurses. ] Adv Nurs 2009;65:2056—66.

2

3

[4] Mursali A, Basuki E, Dharmono S. Relationship between noise and job stress at

a private thread spinning company. Univ Med 2009;28:8—16.

Clegg A. Occupational stress in nursing: a review of the literature. ] Nurs

Manag 2001;9:101-6.

[6] Cox T, Rial-Gonzalez E. Work-related stress: the European picture. Mag Eur

Agen Saf Health Work 2002;5:4—6.

Beheshtifar M, Hoseinifar H, Moghadam M. Effect procrastination on work-

related stress. Eur ] Econ Finance Admin Sci 2011;38:59—64.

Fairbrother K, Warn ]J. Workplace dimensions, stress and job satisfaction. ]

Manag Psychol 2003;18:8—21.

[9] Lu H, While AE, Barriball KL. Job satisfaction among nurses: a literature re-
view. Int ] Nurs Stud 2005;42:211-27.

[10] Faragher EB, Cass M, Cooper CL. The relationship between job satisfaction and
health: a meta-analysis. Occup Environ Med 2005;62:105—12.

[11] Judge TA, Larsen R]. Dispositional affect and job satisfaction: a review and
theoretical extension. Organ Behav Hum Decis Process 2001;86:67—98.

[12] Liaudanskiene R, Varnas N, Ustinovichius L. Modelling the application of
workplace safety and health act in Lithuanian construction sector. Technol
Econ Dev Eco 2010;16:233—53.

[13] Naqvi SMH, Khan MA, Kant A, Khan SN. Job stress and employees’ produc-
tivity: case of Azad Kashmir public health sector. Interdiscip ] Contemp Res
Bus 2013;5:525—42.

[14] Malek M, Mohammadi S, Attarchi M. Occupational stress and influencing
factors, in medical residents of one of the educational hospitals of Tehran
University of Medical Sciences. Razi ] Med Sci 2011;18:24—35 [in Persian].

[15] Sharifian S, Aminian O, Kiyani M, Barouni S, Amiri F. The evaluation of the
degree of occupational stress and factors influencing it in forensic physicians
working in legal medicine organization in Tehran—autumn of 2005. Sci ]
Forensic Med 2006;12:144—50 [in Persian].

[16] Norbakhsh M, Mirnaderi AA. Investigate relationship the organization culture
with job satisfaction in between the physical education teachers in Ahvaz
City. Olympic ] 2004;13:7—18 [in Persian].

[17] Nasirpour A, Raeisi P, Hedayati S. The relationship between organizational
cultures and employees productivity. ] Health Admin 2009;12:17—24.

[18] Kleinbaum DG, Kupper LL, Morgenstern H. Epidemiologic research: principles
and quantitative methods. John Wiley & Sons; 1982.

[19] Jena R, Goswami R. Shift workers vs day workers: a comparative study of
physiological, social, and personal well-being. Far East ] Psych Bus 2012;8:27—
37.

[20] Moradi S, Farahnaki Z, Akbarzadeh A, Gharagozlou F, Pournajaf A, Abbasi AM,
Omidi L, Hami M, Karchani M. Relationship between shift work and Job
satisfaction among nurses: a cross-sectional study. Int ] Hosp Res 2014;3:63—8.

[21] Folkard S, Tucker P. Shiftwork, safety and productivity. Occup Med 2003;53:
95-101.

[22] Ross JK. Offshore industry shift work—health and social considerations. Occup
Med 2009;59:310-5.

[23] Kacmar KM, Ferris GR. Theoretical and methodological considerations in the
age-job satisfaction relationship. ] Appl Psychol 1989;74:201.

[24] Clark A, Oswald A, Warr P. Is job satisfaction U-shaped in age? ] Occup Organ
Psychol 1996;69:57—81.

[25] Nwokeocha SM. Academic staff working conditions, organizational commit-
ment and performance of Nigerian universities. Anglia Ruskin University;
2015.

[26] Yin J-CT, Yang K-PA. Nursing turnover in Taiwan: a meta-analysis of related
factors. Int ] Nurs Stud 2002;39:573—81.

[27] Bowen CF, Radhakrishna R, Keyser R. Job satisfaction and commitment of 4-H
agents. ] Extension 1994;32:1-22.

[28] Rizwan M, Waseem A, Bukhari SA. Antecedents of job stress and its impact on
job performance and job satisfaction. IJLD 2014;4:187—203.

[29] Scott M, Swortzel KA, Taylor WN. The relationships between selected de-
mographic factors and the level of job satisfaction of extension agents. JSAER
2005;55:102—15.

[30] Duong M-Q. The relationship between demographic characteristics and fac-
ulty job satisfaction in Vietnamese higher education. Eur ] Res Reflection Educ
Sci 2014;2:16—-27.

[31] Meleis Al Transitions theory: middle range and situation specific theories in
nursing research and practice. Springer publishing company; 2010.

[32] Wu H, Ge CX, Sun W, Wang JN, Wang L. Depressive symptoms and occupa-
tional stress among Chinese female nurses: the mediating effects of social
support and rational coping. Res Nurs Health 2011;34:401—7.

[33] Verdugo R, Vere A. Workplace violence in service sectors with implications for
the education sector: issues, solutions and resources. Geneva: International
Labour Office; 2003.

[34] Rizzo JR, House RJ, Lirtzman SI. Role conflict and ambiguity in complex or-
ganizations. Adm Sci Q 1970;15:150—-63.

[35] Judeh M. Role ambiguity and role conflict as mediators of the relationship
between socialization and organizational commitment. Int Bus Res 2011;4:
171.

[36] Frimpong JA, Helleringer S, Awoonor-Williams JK, Yeji F, Phillips JF. Does
supervision improve health worker productivity? Evidence from the Upper
East Region of Ghana. Trop Med Int Health 2011;16:1225—-33.

[5

(7

[8


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref1
http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/39654/
http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/39654/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2093-7911(16)30084-1/sref36

	The Impact of Job Stress and Job Satisfaction on Workforce Productivity in an Iranian Petrochemical Industry
	1. Introduction
	2. Materials and methods
	2.1. Data gathering tools
	2.2. Data analysis

	3. Results
	4. Discussion
	4.1. Limitations

	5. Conclusion
	Conflicts of interest
	Acknowledgments
	References


