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Aims This study aimed to develop and validate a model for predicting productivity in 
university administrative staff.
Instrument  & Methods In this cross-sectional study, 614 participants completed a survey that 
included the Job Stress Questionnaire, Job Security Scale, Role Clarity Scale, Distributive Justice 
Subscale, Procedural Justice Subscale, Job Content Subscale, Physical Health Questionnaire, 
Depression, Anxiety, and Stress Scale, and Stanford Presenteeism Scale. To validate the proposed 
model, structural equation modeling was conducted using SPSS 23 and AMOS 23 software. 
Findings Distributive justice, job content, and procedural justice had the greatest direct impact 
on employee productivity. Additionally, workload, colleague support, management support, role 
clarity, and procedural justice were found to have significant positive relationships with mental 
health. Workload, management support, and job content also showed significant positive 
relationships with physical health, and both mental health and physical health positively 
predicted presenteeism. The findings revealed a mediating pathway in the relationship between 
mental health, physical health, and productivity. The data further suggested that mental health 
has a substantial impact on physical health. Moreover, mental health was found to mediate the 
relationship between job stressors and presenteeism through its effect on physical health.
Conclusion Psychosocial factors, including distributive justice, job content, and procedural 
justice, have the greatest impact on employee productivity.

 Keywords Mental Health; Workload; Presenteeism; Work Performance 
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Introduction 
Productivity is commonly regarded as an objective 
economic concept that refers to output per unit of 
input. The productivity of an organization is a 
determinant of wages, prices, and other factors 
related to profitability and reputation, and it is also 
considered a benchmark for comparing the efficiency 
and performance of organizations [1]. However, a 
comprehensive examination of productivity must 
take into account the behavior and health of 
employees. Identifying the psychosocial factors at 
work that impact employees’ health is crucial for 
managers who aim to predict presenteeism and 
productivity for success within their organization. 
Presenteeism is an important indicator of health-
related productivity in organizations. It occurs when 
an employee is present in the workplace but is not 
meeting expected levels of production, and the 
quality of their work is lower than normal [2]. 
Work-related psychosocial stressors are among the 
most significant variables affecting employee 
productivity. The International Labor Organization 
(ILO) defines work-related psychosocial factors as 
the “interactions between and among the work 
environment, job content, organizational conditions, 
and workers’ capacities, needs, culture, and personal 
extra-job considerations that may, through 
perceptions and experience, influence health, work 
performance, and job satisfaction” [3]. Some of the 
most important psychosocial stressors include job 
content [4, 5], workload [5, 6], job autonomy [7, 8], role 
clarity [9], job security [10], distributive and procedural 
justice [11], and social support [12]. 
Job content refers to the degree of control and 
responsibility associated with an employee’s 
assigned tasks, the potential for growth and success 
in the job, and the value and significance of the job 
from the employee’s perspective. Workload denotes 
the amount of work assigned to an employee and is 
directly associated with stress levels and an 
employee’s intention to change jobs [4, 5]. Job 
autonomy refers to the degree of independence and 
freedom of action that employees have, as well as 
their power to manage and express their opinions [8]. 
Role clarity relates to the alignment of the work with 
the main goals and objectives of the organization, 
including its priorities and the means by which they 
can be achieved [9]. Job security exists when a person 
feels that they have a good job and is confident that 
their position is not threatened in any way [10]. 
Organizational justice is a fundamental component of 
job satisfaction and, consequently, the effectiveness 
of organizational processes. Distributive justice 
refers to the equitable distribution of the 
organization’s resources and benefits, including 
salaries, rewards, and job responsibilities, while 
procedural justice pertains to the fairness of the 
methods used to determine job outcomes [8, 11]. Social 
support involves receiving the assistance or help that 

employees need to perform their jobs successfully 
and is influenced by the nature of the relationship 
between employees and the organization [12]. This 
relationship is rooted in the types of interactions that 
occur between employees and the organization [3].  
There is substantial evidence that psychosocial 
stressors can affect the physical and mental health 
and well-being of employees. Similarly, employees’ 
behaviors in the work environment depend on their 
abilities, needs, expectations, culture, and personal 
lives, reflecting the view that person-environment 
interactions in the workplace are dynamic [13, 14]. 
Critically, when the person-environment fit is poor, 
there is an increased risk of mental and physical 
illness. Consequently, an employee may experience 
reduced job satisfaction, decreased job performance, 
and increased presenteeism and sickness absence, 
potentially leading to leaving the organization [15]. 
Therefore, for psychosocial conditions at work to 
have a positive effect, particularly regarding health 
and productivity, it is essential to establish optimal 
working conditions. An important challenge for many 
managers is their incomplete understanding of the 
issues detailed above, which hinders making reliable 
predictions concerning the factors that affect 
employee performance and developing appropriate 
interventions. There is a clear need to develop a 
model to predict productivity to support this. 
Moreover, a review of the literature reveals a lack of 
studies that have addressed the mediating role of 
physical and mental health in the relationship 
between work-related psychosocial stressors and 
employee productivity.  
This study aimed to develop a model for predicting 
productivity (presenteeism) based on job stressors 
and the mediating role of physical and mental health 
among office workers. The independent variables of 
job content, workload, job autonomy, job security, 
role clarity, distributive justice, procedural justice, 
management support, and colleague support were 
included in the model as predictors or antecedents of 
presenteeism. Physical and mental health were also 
considered mediating variables in the model. It 
should be noted that presenteeism was regarded as 
an indicator of productivity and as an outcome 
variable in the conceptual model.  
 
Instrument and Method  
Participants 
This cross-sectional analytical survey study was done 
on all administrative staff working at Shiraz 
University of Medical Sciences in 2019. The inclusion 
criterion was having more than one year of work 
experience, while the exclusion criterion included 
experiences of non-work-related physical and mental 
illness. Sampling was conducted as a census, and all 
921 employees who met the inclusion criteria were 
included in the study, with 651 of them agreeing to 
participate and completing the questionnaire. Of the 
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651 submitted surveys, 37 were not included in the 
final analysis due to missing more than 20% of the 
data, incomplete answers, and social desirability bias. 
Data from a total of 614 anonymous surveys were 
used in the analyses. This sample size was more than 
adequate for structural equation modeling (SEM) [16].  
The purpose of the study, instructions on how to 
answer the questions and the ethical obligations of 
the researchers regarding the completed 
questionnaires were explained to the employees. 
Subsequently, a questionnaire was distributed to 
each consenting participant, along with information 
on how to return it to the researchers after 
completion. Participation in this research was 
entirely voluntary, the questionnaires were 
anonymous, and the results were analyzed based on 
the information provided by all respondents. 
Tools 
The survey was made up of the following 
questionnaires: 
Job stress: Four subscales of the Stress Indicator 
Tool (SIT) (Cousins et al.) were used to measure job 
stress. These subscales assessed workload (eight 
items), autonomy (six items), colleague support (five 
items), and managerial support (four items). Items 
were scored using five-point frequency or agreement 
Likert scales ranging from one to five, with higher 
scores indicating higher levels of job stress. Good 
reliability was confirmed by Cousins et al., with 
Cronbach’s alphas of 0.89, 0.78, 0.81, and 0.87, 
respectively. In the current study, Cronbach’s alphas 
for workload, autonomy, colleague support, and 
managerial support were 0.89, 0.88, 0.91, and 0.88, 
respectively [17].  
Job security: The five-item Job Security Scale 
(Kuhnert et al.), where the items were scored using a 
five-point Likert scale (one=strongly disagree to 
five=strongly agree), with a high score indicating high 
job security. Kuhnert et al. reported a Cronbach’s 
alpha of 0.79 [18]. In this study, Cronbach’s alpha was 
0.87. 
Role clarity: The four-item Role Clarity Scale 
developed by Rizzo et al. was used. Items were scored 
using a five-point Likert scale (one=strongly disagree 
to five=strongly agree), with a high score indicating 
high role clarity. Rizzo et al. reported a Cronbach’s 
alpha of 0.82 [19]. In this study, Cronbach’s alpha was 
0.77. 
Distributive justice: The four-item distributive 
justice subscale of a questionnaire developed by 
Bavenham et al. (1986) was used. Items were scored 
using a five-point Likert scale (one=strongly disagree 
to five=strongly agree), with a high score indicating 
high distributive justice. Bavenham et al. reported a 
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.95 [20]. In this study, Cronbach’s 
alpha was 0.89. 
Procedural justice: Procedural justice was 
measured using a four-item subscale based on items 
from Greenberg’s scale. Items were scored using a 

five-point agreement scale, with higher scores 
representing more positive responses. The scale 
demonstrated reliability, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 
0.78 [21]. 
Job content: The eight-item intrinsic reward 
subscale of a questionnaire developed by House et al. 
was used to measure job content. The items assess 
the extent to which work is varied, challenging, and 
interesting [22].  
In this study, items were scored on a five-point Likert 
scale (one=strongly disagree to five=strongly agree). 
Scores ranged from 1 to 40, with higher scores 
indicating a higher intrinsic reward. In this study, 
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.89.  
Physical Health Questionnaire (PHQ): The PHQ 
contains 14 items that measure physical health using 
four subscales: sleep disorders, headaches, 
gastrointestinal problems, and respiratory problems. 
The validated Persian version of the PHQ was used in 
this study [23]. Items in the questionnaire were scored 
using a seven-point Likert scale (never, rarely, 
occasionally, sometimes, often, very often, and 
always). Scores ranged from 14 to 98, with higher 
scores indicating better physical health. In this study, 
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.82. 
Mental health: Mental health was assessed using the 
Persian version of the Depression, Anxiety, and Stress 
Scale (DASS-21) (Sahebi et al.). The DASS-21 consists 
of 21 statements measuring negative emotional 
states related to depression, anxiety, and stress. 
Items were evaluated on a four-point Likert scale 
(0=not relevant, 1=somewhat relevant, 2=quite 
relevant, and 3=highly relevant). High scores indicate 
poorer mental health [24]. In this study, Cronbach’s 
alpha was 0.95.  
Stanford Presenteeism Scale (P-SPS-6): The 
Persian version of the six-item Stanford 
Presenteeism Scale was used to assess employee 
productivity (Abdi et al.). Items were scored using a 
five-point Likert scale (one=strongly disagree to 
five=strongly agree). High scores indicate a low level 
of presenteeism. Abdi et al. reported a Cronbach’s 
alpha of 0.86 [25]. In this study, Cronbach’s alpha was 
0.81.  
Data analysis 
First, data distributions were examined, and with 
confirmation that parametric assumptions were not 
violated, the mean, standard deviation, and Pearson 
zero-order correlations were calculated. 
Subsequently, more complex analyses were 
performed to evaluate the fit indices of the proposed 
model through SEM using SPSS (version 23) and 
AMOS (version 23). To assess the fitness of the 
proposed model with the mixed data, the normed chi-
square (χ2/df), comparative fit index (CFI), 
incremental fit index (IFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), 
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), 
goodness-of-fit (GOF) index, and normed fit index 
(NFI) were used. 
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Findings 
Participants included 614 employees with a mean 
age of 40.18±7.80 years, ranging from 22 to 58 years, 
and an average of 14.49±6.83 years of work 
experience (Table 1).  
 
Table 1. Frequency of the participants’ demographic 
characteristics 
Variables  Values 

Sex Female  383(62.4) 
Male  231(37.6) 

Education level 

High school diploma  13(2.1) 
Associate degree 25(4.1) 
Bachelor of Science 289(47.1) 
Master of Science  233(37.9) 
PhD  54(8.8) 

Occupation  Employee 537(87.5) 
Manager  77(12.5) 

Employment 
status 

Permanent employment contracts 338(55.1) 
Fixed-term contracts 276(44.9) 

 
With the exception of workload, all psychosocial 
factors were significantly correlated with 
presenteeism. Moreover, the correlation coefficients 
among all predictor variables were less than 0.8, 
indicating that there was no collinearity among these 

variables. The conceptual model of the study was 
tested using AMOS software (Table 2).  
Among the studied indicators, workload, colleague 
support, managerial support, role clarity, and 
procedural justice had a significant direct 
relationship with mental health. Workload, 
managerial support, and job content exhibited a 
significant positive relationship with physical health. 
The workload had the greatest direct effect on both 
mental health (p<0.001, β=0.249) and physical health 
(p<0.001, β=-0.173). Additionally, mental health 
(p<0.001, β=0.166) and physical health (p<0.001, 
β=0.175) had a similar direct effect on presenteeism. 
The findings also illustrated a mediating pathway 
between mental health and physical health. 
Specifically, mental health had a substantial impact 
on physical health (p<0.001, β=0.569), and one of the 
mediating pathways of the relationship between 
occupational and organizational risk factors and 
presenteeism was through the impact of mental 
health on physical health (Table 3). 
The assessment of the fit indices confirmed the 
validity of the final model and all fit indices of the 
model were within the acceptable range (Table 4).  

 
Table 2. Correlation between the study variables (n=614) 
Variable  Mean(SD) 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
1-Presenteeism 17.8(2.7) 0.33** 0.09* 0.11** 0.26** 0.36** 0.66** 0.24** 0.15** -0.01 0.12** 0.14** 1 
2-Mental health 63.7(13.7) 0.25** 0.22** 0.22** 0.12** 0.02 0.14** -0.14** 0.12** -0.29** 0.65** 1  
3-Physical health 69.4(10.5) 0.28** 0.15** 0.18** 0.04 0.04 0.09* 0.04 0.08 -0.36** 1   
4-Workload 20.8(6.9) -0.23** -0.13** -0.30** 0.001 -0.09* -0.06 -0.04 -0.16** 1    
5-Autonomy  16.5(3.8) 0.21** 0.09* 0.05 0.06 0.10** 0.12** 0.08* 1     
6-Job security  14.7(3.7) 0.21** 0.03 0.02 0.33** 0.31** 0.50** 1      
7-Colleague support 11.0(4.4) 0.42** 0.06 0.113** 0.49** 0.61** 1       
8-Managerial support  10.6(4.0) 0.44** 0.13** 0.16** 0.57** 1        
9-Role clarity  11.3(2.7) 0.41** 0.07 0.18** 1         
10-Distributive justice  19.3(4.2) 0.45** 0.77** 1          
11-Procedural justice  13.5(4.3) 0.48** 1           
12-Job content 16.1(5.6) 1            
*Significant at 0.05; **Significant at 0.01. 
 
Table 3. The direct, indirect, and total effects of the predictor variables on presenteeism, physical health, and mental health 
Outcome variable Predictor variable Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect 

Presenteeism 

Distributive justice 0.126 - 0.126 
Job content 0.194 0.049 0.145 
Procedural justice 0.321 0.043 0.278 
Role clarity - 0.031 0.031 
Managerial support 0.140 0.082 0.058 
Colleague support - 0.030 0.030 
Job security - 0.020 0.020 
Autonomy - 0.021 0.021 
Workload -0.190 -0.096 -0.093 
Mental health 0.166 0.10 0.265 
Physical health 0.175 - 0.175 

Mental health 

Distributive justice - - - 
Job content 0.086 - 0.086 
Procedural justice 0.161 - 0.161 
Role clarity 0.117 - 0.117 
Managerial support 0.225 - 0.225 
Colleague support 0.112 - 0.112 
Job security 0.076 - 0.076 
Autonomy 0.077 - 0.077 
Workload -0.249 - -0.249 

Physical health 

Distributive justice - - - 
Job content 0.150 0.049 0.199 
Procedural justice - 0.092 0.092 
Role clarity - 0.066 0.066 
Managerial support 0.129 0.128 0.257 
Colleague support - 0.064 0.064 
Job security - 0.043 0.043 
Autonomy - 0.044 0.044 
Workload -0.173 -0.142 -0.314 
Mental health 0.569 - 0.569 
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Table 4. Fit indices of the model 

Model  X2/Df 
Goodness-of-
fit index 
(GFI) 

Comparative fit 
index (CFI) 

Incremental fit 
index (IFI) 

Root mean square 
error of 
approximation 
(RMSEA) 

Adjusted 
goodness of 
fit index 
(AGFI) 

Tucker-
Lewis 
index 
(TLI) 

Normed 
fit index 
(NFI) 

Conceptual 
model  58.51 0.616 0.140 0.150 0.306 0.190 -0.535 0.147 

Modified 
model  40.62 0.638 0.247 0.253 0.254 0.399 -0.057 0.248 

Final model 4.31 0.965 0.957 0.958 0.074 0.915 0.912 0.946 
Acceptable 
range  <5 >0.9 >0.9 <0.08 <0.08 >0.9 >0.9 >0.9 

 
Discussion 
The aim of this study was to develop a model for 
predicting productivity associated with 
presenteeism, focusing on occupational stressors and 
the mediating role of physical and mental health in 
university administrative staff. Overall, the findings 
suggested that among the stressors studied, 
workload acted as a negative predictor, while 
colleague support, managerial support, role clarity, 
job autonomy, and procedural justice served as 
positive predictors of employees’ mental health. 
Regarding employees’ physical health, only 
workload, managerial support, and job content had 
positive and significant relationships with the 
outcome variable. Additionally, workload, job 
content, managerial support, distributive justice, and 
procedural justice were direct predictors of 
productivity associated with presenteeism. 
This study presented a new approach to predicting 
productivity in organizations that can be used to 
develop programs aimed at increasing employee 
productivity. One of the important contributions of 
this study is the introduction of a new indicator tool 
based on employee presenteeism to predict 
productivity. We examined a wide range of factors for 
predicting productivity through modeling and path 
analysis of factors affecting performance using the 
SEM method, whereas most previous studies have 
focused solely on factors associated with safety 
performance. The SEM method provides more 
reliable results than other conventional methods by 
considering the simultaneous effects of predictor 
variables on the outcome variable, as well as 
accounting for existing errors. 
The results indicated that, in addition to a direct 
effect on productivity associated with presenteeism, 
workload also had indirect effects through the 
mediating role of employees’ mental and physical 
health. Previous studies have reported conflicting 
results regarding the way workload affects employee 
productivity. In line with the present study, some 
research has shown that an increase in workload 
reduces or hinders performance; however, there are 
also studies that have reported contradictory 
findings [26-28]. This lack of consensus is challenging to 
resolve, except by considering that there are caveats 
and mediators that contribute to both objective and 
subjective workload. For example, Brown and 

Benson [26] argued that organizational practices and 
appropriate performance appraisal can enable 
employees to take on more work and improve 
productivity. Similarly, Kc and Terwiesch found that 
healthcare workers rose to the challenge as the 
workload increased to meet operational demands. 
They cautioned, however, that there is a threshold 
above which increased workload negatively impacts 
performance. Kc and Terwiesch found that a 10% 
increase in workload corresponds to a 2% increase in 
patient mortality [27]. They suggested that workers’ 
own “selecting-optimizing-compensating” strategies 
predict performance when job demands increase. 
They also found differences in the extent of 
performance decrease due to job intensification, 
depending on the task and occupational groups [28]. 
Correspondingly, physicians with increased 
workloads compensate by being less meticulous with 
their paperwork [29]. Ultimately, the negative impact 
of increased job demands on productivity is not 
straightforward. Various studies refer to different 
mediators that are not negligible. In this study, in 
addition to the direct negative effect of increased 
demands, there were also influences from the 
indirect effect of workload on physical and mental 
health. This finding confirms the mediating role of 
physical and mental health in the relationship 
between workload, job autonomy, and presenteeism, 
as shown in a study by Pohling et al. [30]. The 
chronicity of increased workload is an important 
aspect of this argument, as health disorders do not 
occur suddenly when workload increases. Work 
overload ultimately reduces the body’s energy 
capacity to return to normal levels and causes 
psychological ill health in employees [31]. 
Consistent with a study by Janssens et al. [32], the 
present study found that job autonomy was not 
associated with presenteeism as a predictor of 
employee productivity. Although only a few studies 
have investigated the relationship between job 
autonomy and presenteeism, several studies have 
used job autonomy as a proxy measure for 
productivity, finding that job autonomy is a 
significant predictor of productivity [33-35]. It is 
relevant to note that the present study demonstrated 
a significant positive relationship between job 
autonomy and mental health, which, in turn, acts as a 
mediator of presenteeism, our proxy measure of 



Development and Validation of a Model for Predicting Productivity Based on Psychosocial Factors…                                       296 

Health Education and Health Promotion                                                                                                  Spring 2024, Volume 12, Issue 2 

productivity. Essentially, this finding aligns with 
Karasek’s job demand-control theory, which posits 
that jobs with a high workload but low job autonomy 
are stressful and that employees in such jobs are 
more prone to mental disorders [35]. Similarly, the 
findings of this study confirmed a negative effect of 
workload and a positive effect of job autonomy on 
employees’ mental health.  
Job security was not significantly associated with any 
of the variables of presenteeism, mental health, or 
physical health in this study of university 
administrators. This contrasts with several studies 
that have shown a positive association between 
presenteeism and reduced job security, with 
arguments suggesting that employees attend work 
despite illness due to fear of losing their jobs [30, 36, 37]. 
Some researchers have also reasoned that job 
insecurity hinders the empowerment of employees in 
professional dimensions, practical courage, 
experience, job satisfaction, work conscientiousness, 
and job promotion opportunities, thereby reducing 
employee productivity [38]. Some possible reasons for 
the discrepancy between the findings of the present 
study and those of previous studies include the use of 
different indices to predict employee productivity, 
varying cultural and organizational characteristics of 
the research samples, and the potential impact of 
other predictors on employee presenteeism and 
physical and mental health. 
The present study also showed that colleague 
support did not have a significant relationship with 
productivity associated with presenteeism. This 
finding is consistent with the observations made by 
Yang et al. [39], although both of these more recent 
findings are at odds with the results reported by 
Grandpierre et al. [40]. Although the mechanism 
underlying the effect of colleague support on 
performance and productivity has not been well 
defined, some believe that good relationships 
between co-workers promote job satisfaction and 
improve organizational climate, thereby increasing 
productivity [41]. The present study verified that 
colleague support had a positive and significant 
relationship with mental health, as well as a 
relationship with physical health. While no study has 
specifically addressed the relationship between 
colleague support and employees’ physical health, 
there is strong evidence that colleague support 
positively affects employees’ mental health, 
confirming its role in improving stress and associated 
disorders. 
Regarding managerial support, there were 
correlations with productivity associated with 
presenteeism, both directly and indirectly through 
the mediating role of employees’ mental and physical 
health. This finding supports various other studies 
that have shown both direct [42] and indirect [2] 
relationships between managerial support and 
reduced levels of presenteeism. If management 
supports its employees and is committed to their 

safety and health, employees will experience higher 
levels of physical and mental well-being.  
Role clarity had no significant relationship with 
productivity associated with presenteeism. Similar 
findings were reported by Zhou et al. [9]. This study 
also showed that role clarity had a positive and 
significant relationship with mental health, as 
indicated in previous studies by Inoue et al. [43] and 
Harvey et al. [44], but it had no significant relationship 
with physical health. Role ambiguity appears to 
impose a high cognitive and intellectual load on 
employees, leading to mental and intellectual fatigue, 
while high levels of physical workload negatively 
affect a person’s physical health [43]. Accordingly, the 
lack of a significant relationship between role clarity 
and physical health in this study can be attributed to 
the occupational nature of the population studied, 
which does not impose substantial physical 
workloads on individuals. 
The findings of the present study indicated that both 
distributive justice and procedural justice were 
directly correlated with productivity associated with 
presenteeism. A comparison of the studied variables 
revealed that distributive justice had the strongest 
relationship with productivity associated with 
presenteeism. These findings align with previous 
studies [44, 45]. The association of distributive and 
procedural justice with productivity can be justified 
by referring to content theories, which provide a 
context for what motivates employees to perform 
well and explain that people react negatively to unfair 
relationships. Similarly, research suggests that 
employees who perceive the organization’s 
procedures as just will be more productive [46]. This 
study also showed that distributive justice had no 
significant relationship with mental and physical 
health, while procedural justice was directly 
correlated with mental health and indirectly 
correlated with physical health. Other studies have 
also reported a positive effect of procedural justice on 
employees’ health, particularly mental health [8, 47]. In 
this study, mental health and physical health were 
included in the conceptual model as mediating 
variables and antecedents of productivity associated 
with presenteeism; both mental health and physical 
health had significant relationships with 
presenteeism. Similarly, Pohling et al. reported that 
physical and mental health serves as mediators in the 
relationships between job-related factors (including 
workload, job autonomy, reward systems, and 
organizational values) and presenteeism [30]. 
While the present study has many strengths, one of 
its limitations was that the research was conducted 
using cross-sectional data from only one organization 
in one sector (university administration). Therefore, 
its results cannot be reliably generalized. 
Additionally, despite efforts to consider the most 
important factors affecting employee productivity, it 
was not possible to address all potential influences on 
productivity in a single study. Consequently, we 
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recommend that future studies examine the effects of 
other important job and organizational variables, 
such as reward systems, motivation, leadership style, 
and organizational commitment. Finally, despite the 
numerous advantages of structural equation 
modeling, this method is unable to capture causal 
relationships among variables. Intervention 
programs developed to maintain and improve 
employee productivity in an organization should first 
focus on these four occupational and organizational 
variables. Moreover, to promote productivity, there is 
a need to monitor and support the mental health 
status of employees. 
 
Conclusion 
Psychosocial factors, including distributive justice, 
job content, and procedural justice, have the greatest 
impact on employee productivity and employees’ 
mental health plays an important mediating role in 
the relationship between work-related psychosocial 
factors and productivity.  
 
Acknowledgments: The authors would like to thank the 
employees for participating in the project. 
Ethical Permissions: The Scientific and Ethics Committee 
of Shiraz University of Medical Sciences approved the 
research project (IR.SUMS.REC.1398.1253). 
Conflicts of Interests: The authors declared no potential 
conflicts of interests. 
Authors’ Contribution: Karimi M (First Author), 
Introduction Writer/Main Researcher/Discussion 
Writer/Statistical Analyst (35%); Sahragard A (Second 
Author), Methodologist/Assistant Researcher/Statistical 
Analyst (10%); Rahimi Pordanjani T (Third Author), 
Assistant Researcher/Discussion Writer (10%); 
Mohammadi A (Fourth Author), Introduction 
Writer/Assistant Researcher/Discussion Writer (10%); 
Cousins R (Fifth Author), Assistant Researcher/Statistical 
Analyst (10%); Mokarami HR (Sixth Author), Introduction 
Writer/Assistant Researcher/Discussion Writer (25%) 
Funding/Support: This study was conducted with 
financial support from the Shiraz University of Medical 
Sciences (Grant number: 99-01-04-1253). 
 
References 
1- Idris MA, Dollard MF. Psychosocial safety climate, work 
conditions, and emotions in the workplace: A Malaysian 
population-based work stress study. Int J Stress Manag. 
2011;18(4):324-47. 
2- Bentley RJ, Kavanagh A, Krnjacki L, LaMontagne AD. A 
longitudinal analysis of changes in job control and mental 
health. Am J Epidemiol. 2015;182(4):328-34. 
3- ILO. Workplace stress: A collective challenge. World day 
for safety and health at work. Geneva: International Labour 
Organization; 2016. 
4- Jegede A, Ola-Olorun O. Effects of work content and work 
context on job motivation of hospital pharmacists. Glob J 
Pharm Pharm Sci. 2017;1(3):58-64. 
5- Wilson MG, Dejoy DM, Vandenberg RJ, Richardson HA, 
Mcgrath AL. Work characteristics and employee health and 
well‐being: Test of a model of healthy work organization. J 
Occup Organ Psychol. 2004;77(4):565-88. 
6- Diehl E, Rieger S, Letzel S, Schablon A, Nienhaus A, 

Escobar Pinzon LC, et al. The relationship between 
workload and burnout among nurses: The buffering role of 
personal, social and organisational resources. PLoS One. 
2021;16(1):e0245798. 
7- Johannsen R, Zak PJ. Autonomy raises productivity: An 
experiment measuring neurophysiology. Front Psychol. 
2020;11:963. 
8- Rousseau V, Salek S, Aubé C, Morin EM. Distributive 
justice, procedural justice, and psychological distress: The 
moderating effect of coworker support and work 
autonomy. J Occup Health Psychol. 2009;14(3):305-17. 
9- Zhou Q, Martinez LF, Ferreira AI, Rodrigues P. Supervisor 
support, role ambiguity and productivity associated with 
presenteeism: A longitudinal study. J Bus Res. 
2016;69(9):3380-7. 
10- Callea A, Lo Presti A, Mauno S, Urbini F. The associations 
of quantitative/qualitative job insecurity and well-being: 
The role of self-esteem. Int J Stress Manag. 2019;26(1):46-
56. 
11- Lambert EG, Keena LD, Leone M, May D, Haynes SH. The 
effects of distributive and procedural justice on job 
satisfaction and organizational commitment of correctional 
staff. Soc Sci J. 2020;57(4):405-16. 
12- Baruch-Feldman C, Brondolo E, Ben-Dayan D, Schwartz 
J. Sources of social support and burnout, job satisfaction, 
and productivity. J Occup Health Psychol. 2002;7(1):84-93. 
13- Cox T, Griffiths A. The nature and measurement of 
work-related stress: Theory and practice. In: Wilson JR, 
Corlett N, editors. Evaluation of human work. 3rd ed. 
Abingdon: Routledge; 2005.  
14- Van Vianen AEM. Person-environment fit: A review of 
its basic tenets. Annu Rev Organ Psychol Organ Behav. 
2018;5:75-101. 
15- Kristof AL. Person‐organization fit: An integrative 
review of its conceptualizations, measurement, and 
implications. Pers Psychol. 1996;49(1):1-49. 
16- Maasoumi R, Mokarami H, Nazifi M, Stallones L, Taban 
A, Yazdani Aval M, et al. Psychometric properties of the 
Persian translation of the sexual quality of life-male 
questionnaire. Am J Mens Health. 2017;11(3):564-72. 
17- Cousins R, Mackay CJ, Clarke SD, Kelly C, Kelly PJ, 
McCaig RH. Management standards’ work-related stress in 
the UK: Practical development. Work Stress. 
2004;18(2):113-36. 
18- Kuhnert KW, Sims RR, Lahey MA. The relationship 
between job security and employee health. Group Organ 
Stud. 1989;14(4):399-410. 
19- Rizzo JR, House RJ, Lirtzman SI. Role conflict and 
ambiguity in complex organizations. Adm Sci Q. 
1970;15(2):150-63. 
20- Price JL, Mueller CW. Handbook of organizational 
measurement. Marshfield, MA: Pitman; 1986. 
21- Greenberg J. Determinants of perceived fairness of 
performance evaluations. J Appl Psychol. 1986;71(2):340-
2. 
22- House JS, McMichael AJ, Wells JA, Kaplan BH, 
Landerman LR. Occupational stress and health among 
factory workers. J Health Soc Behav. 1979;20(2):139-60. 
23- Abasi F, Kimiaei A, Safariyan MR, Abedi MR. 
Psychometric properties of the Persian version of physical 
health questionnaire. Res Med. 2017;41(4):275-81. 
[Persian] 
24- Sahebi A, Asghari MJ, Salari RS. Validation of depression 
anxiety and stress scale (DASS-21) for an Iranian 
population. J Iran Psychol. 2005;1(4). [Persian] 
25- Abdi F, Jahangiri M, Kamalinia M, Cousins R, Mokarami 



Development and Validation of a Model for Predicting Productivity Based on Psychosocial Factors…                                       298 

Health Education and Health Promotion                                                                                                  Spring 2024, Volume 12, Issue 2 

H. Presenteeism and work ability: Development of the 
Persian version of the Stanford Presenteeism Scale (P-SPS-
6) and measurement of its psychometric properties. BMC 
Psychol. 2021;9:120. 
26- Brown M, Benson J. Managing to overload? Work 
overload and performance appraisal processes. Group 
Organ Manag. 2005;30(1):99-124. 
27- Kc DS, Terwiesch C. Impact of workload on service time 
and patient safety: An econometric analysis of hospital 
operations. Manag Sci. 2009;55(9):1486-98. 
28- Mauno S, Kubicek B, Feldt T, Minkkinen J. Intensified job 
demands and job performance: Does SOC strategy use 
make a difference?. Ind Health. 2020;58(3):224-37. 
29- Powell A, Savin S, Savva N. Physician workload and 
hospital reimbursement: Overworked physicians generate 
less revenue per patient. Manuf Serv Oper Manag. 
2012;14(4):512-28. 
30- Pohling R, Buruck G, Jungbauer KL, Leiter MP. Work-
related factors of presenteeism: The mediating role of 
mental and physical health. J Occup Health Psychol. 
2016;21(2):220-34. 
31- De Beer LT, Pienaar J, Rothmann Jr S. Work overload, 
burnout, and psychological ill-health symptoms: A three-
wave mediation model of the employee health impairment 
process. Anxiety Stress Coping. 2016;29(4):387-99. 
32- Janssens H, Clays E, De Clercq B, De Bacquer D, Casini A, 
Kittel F, et al. Association between psychosocial 
characteristics of work and presenteeism: A cross-sectional 
study. Int J Occup Med Environ Health. 2016;29(2):331-44. 
33- Al-Jammal HR, Al-Khasawneh AL, Hamadat MH. The 
impact of the delegation of authority on employees’ 
performance at great Irbid municipality: Case study. Int J 
Hum Resour Stud. 2015;5(3):48-69. 
34- Carayon P, Zijlstra F. Relationship between job control, 
work pressure and strain: Studies in the USA and in the 
Netherlands. Work Stress. 1999;13(1):32-48. 
35- Karasek RA. Job demands, job decision latitude, and 
mental strain: Implications for job redesign. Adm Sci Q. 
1979;24(2):285-308. 
36- Heponiemi T, Elovainio M, Pentti J, Virtanen M, 
Westerlund H, Virtanen P, et al. Association of contractual 
and subjective job insecurity with sickness presenteeism 
among public sector employees. J Occup Environ Med. 

2010;52(8):830-5. 
37- Johns G. Presenteeism in the workplace: A review and 
research agenda. J Organ Behav. 2010;31(4):519-42. 
38- Jimenez H, Didona T. Perceived job security and its 
effects on job performance: Unionized vs. nonunionized 
organizations. Int J Soc Sci Humanit Invent. 
2017;4(7):3761-7. 
39- Yang T, Lei R, Jin X, Li Y, Sun Y, Deng J. Supervisor 
support, coworker support and presenteeism among 
healthcare workers in China: The mediating role of 
distributive justice. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 
2019;16(5):817. 
40- Grandpierre A, Cibereova K, Bavais M. Sickness 
presenteeism: Antecedents and effects. LSE, Mémoire de 
MSc Human Resource Management; 2007. 
41- Orgambídez-Ramos A, Borrego-Alés Y. Social support 
and engagement as antecedents of job satisfaction in 
nursing staff. Enfermería Glob. 2017;16(4):217-25. 
42- Neves P, Eisenberger R. Management communication 
and employee performance: The contribution of perceived 
organizational support. Hum Perform. 2012;25(5):452-64. 
43- Inoue A, Kawakami N, Eguchi H, Tsutsumi A. Interaction 
effect of job insecurity and role ambiguity on psychological 
distress in Japanese employees: A cross-sectional study. Int 
Arch Occup Environ Health. 2018;91(4):391-402. 
44- Korsgaard MA, Roberson L. Procedural justice in 
performance evaluation: The role of instrumental and non-
instrumental voice in performance appraisal discussions. J 
Manag. 1995;21(4):657-69. 
45- Harvey SB, Modini M, Joyce S, Milligan-Saville JS, Tan L, 
Mykletun A, et al. Can work make you mentally ill? A 
systematic meta-review of work-related risk factors for 
common mental health problems. Occup Environ Med. 
2017;74(4):301-10. 
46- Murtaza G, Shad I, Shahzad K, Shah MK, Khan NA. 
Impact of distributive and procedural justice on employees’ 
commitment: A case of public sector organization of 
Pakistan. Eur J Econ Finance Adm Sci. 2011;29(29):73-80. 
47- Williams S. The effects of distributive and procedural 
justice on performance. J Psychol. 1999;133(2):183-93. 
48- Cloutier J, Vilhuber L, Harrisson D. Understanding the 
effect of procedural justice on psychological distress. Int J 
Stress Manag. 2018;25(3):283-300. 


	2839-HEHP-Ds-Karimi(74075)-InDe
	2839-HEHP-Ds-Karimi(74075)-Body



