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Abstract: The main focus of this study is relationship between job stressors and withdrawal behaviors 
in health and social security office of Ardebil city. This study is based on a correlation and the 
statistical population consists of all the employees of in health and social security office of Ardebil 
city. According to coachran sample volume method, 218 persons has been selected from 500 persons. 
In order to collect information, we select respondents according to simple random sampling. To 
analysis of data we have used descriptive statistics i.e. frequencies, valid percent of demographic 
characteristics. Spearman correlation test was also used to determine whether or not relationships 
between independent variables and the withdrawal behaviors as dependent variable. Findings show 
that job stressor and their dimensions are all significantly and moderate related with withdrawal 
behaviors. Moderate positive correlation was found between hindrance stressors and psychological 
withdrawal behaviors (r=0/44). Also was found among challenge stressors, work complexity and 
among hindrance stressor, role conflict have the highest priority. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 High stress on the job is prevalent subject in organizations. The Federal Governments National Institute for 
Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) summarized findings from several sources that indicate that up to 40 
percent of U.S workers feel their job are “very stressful” or “extremely stressful.” Unfortunately, managers are 
21 percent more likely than the average worker to describe their jobs as stressful (Johnson, S. R., 2004). Stress 
is defined as psychological response to demands for which there is something at stake and coping with those 
demands taxes or exceeds a person's capacity or resources (Lazarus, R.S., 1984). The particular demands that 
cause people to experience stress are called stressor (Colquitt, J.A, 2010; 2009). 
 The main subject of this research is analysis the effects of job stressors on withdrawal behaviors, or not, 
what is the relation between citizenship job stressors and withdrawal behavior? Personnel who aren't committed 
to their organization have a withdrawal behavior, which described as some actions which personnel do it refrain 
to do work (Colquitt, J.A, 2011). For this reason, we investigate job stressors and withdrawal behaviors. 
 
A Review of Research of Literature:  
1- Job Stressors: 
 In this section identify and describe the two main categories of stressors. Hindrance stressors are stressful 
demands that most people perceive as hindering progress toward personal accomplishments or goal attainments. 
Challenge stressors are stressful demands that most people perceive as opportunities for learning, growth, and 
achievement. Although Challenge stressors can be exhausting, they often trigger positive emotions and enhance 
motivation (Colquitt, J.A, 2010; 2009). In table 1 identify and describe the two main categories of stressors and 
its dimensions. 
 
Table 1: two main categories of stressors and its dimensions. 

stressor 
Hindrance stressors Challenge stressors 

Role conflict: refers to conflicting expectation that other people 
may have of us. 

Time pressure: a strong sense that amount of time you have to do 
a task is just not quite enough. 

Role ambiguity: refers to the lack of information regarding what 
needs to be done in a role. 

Work complexity: refers to the degree to which the requirements 
of the work, in terms of knowledge, skills, and abilities, tax or 
exceed the capabilities of  the person who is responsible for 
performing the work 

Role overload: occurs when number of demanding roles a person 
holds is so high that the person simply cannot perform some or all 
of the roles very effectively. 

Work responsibility: refers to the nature of the obligations that a 
person has to other 

Daily hassles: reflects the relatively minor day-to-day demands 
that get in the way of accomplishing the things that we really want 
to accomplish.  

-  
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2- Withdrawal Behavior: 
 Employees who are not committed to their organizations engage in  withdrawal behavior,  defined as a set 
of actions that employees perform to avoid the work situation—behaviors that may eventually culminate in 
quitting the organization (Hulin, C.L., 1991). Withdrawal comes in two forms: psychological (or neglect) and 
physical (or exit). Psychological withdrawal consists of actions that provide a mental escape from the work 
environment (Fisher, A., 2004). When an employee is engaging in psychological withdrawal, “the lights are on, 
but nobody’s home.” Some business articles refer to psychological withdrawal as “warm-chair attrition,” 
meaning that employees have essentially been lost even though their chairs remain occupied (Lim, V.K.G., 
2002). 
 Psychological withdrawal comes in a number of shapes and sizes. The least serious is daydreaming, when 
an employee appears to be working but is actually distracted by random thoughts or concerns. Socializing refers 
to the verbal chatting about non-work topics that goes on in cubicles and offices or at the mailbox or vending 
machines. Looking busy indicates an intentional desire on the part of the employee to look like he or she is 
working, even when not performing work tasks. Sometimes employees decide to reorganize their desks or go for 
a stroll around the building, even though they have nowhere to go. (Those who are very good at managing 
impressions do such things very briskly and with a focused look on their faces!) When employees engage in 
moonlighting, they use work time and resources to complete something other than their job duties, such as 
assignments for another job (Lim, V.K.G., 2002). 
 Perhaps the most widespread form of psychological withdrawal among white collar employees is cyber 
loafing using Internet, e-mail, and instant messaging access for their personal enjoyment rather than work duties 
(Lim, V.K.G. 2005).    
 Physical withdrawal consists of actions that provide a physical escape, whether short term or long term, 
from the work environment. Physical withdrawal also comes in a number of shapes and sizes.  Tardiness reflects 
the tendency to arrive at work late (or leave work early) (Blau, G., 1994). Long breaks involve longer-than-
normal lunches, soda breaks ,coffee breaks, and so forth that provide a physical escape from work. Sometimes 
such breaks stretch into missing meetings, which means employees neglect important work functions while 
away from the office. As a manager, you’d like to be sure that employees that leave for lunch are actually going 
to come back, but sometimes, that’s not a safe bet! Absenteeism occurs when employees miss an entire day of 
work (Muchinsky, P.M., 1977).        
 Of course, people stay home from work for a variety of reasons, including illness and family emergencies. 
There is also a rhythm to absenteeism. For example, employees are more likely to be absent on Mondays or 
Fridays (Fichman, M., 1988). 
 Moreover, streaks of good attendance create a sort of pressure to be absent, as personal responsibilities 
build until a day at home becomes irresistible (Martocchio, J.J., 2003). That type of absence can sometimes be 
functional, because people return to work with their “batteries recharged.”(Nicholson, N., 1985). Group and 
departmental norms also affect absenteeism by  signaling whether an employee can get away with missing a day 
here or there without being noticed (Campion, M.A., 1991). These issues aside, a consistent pattern of 
absenteeism, month in and month out, is a symptom of the kind of low commitment that concerns most 
managers.  
 Finally, the most serious form of physical withdrawal is quitting —voluntarily leaving the organization. As 
with the other forms of withdrawal, employees can choose to “turn over” for a variety of reasons. The most 
frequent reasons include leaving for more money or a better career opportunity; dissatisfaction with supervision, 
working conditions, or working schedule; family factors; and health (Lee, T.W., 1984). Note that many of those 
reasons reflect avoidable turnover, meaning that the organization could have done something to keep the 
employee, perhaps by offering more money, more frequent promotions, or a better work situation. Family 
factors and health, in contrast, usually reflect unavoidable turnover that doesn’t necessarily signal a lack of 
commitment on the part of employees (Colquitt, J.A, 2010; 2009). 
 
Research Hypothesis:  
1. There is a significant relationship between the challenge stressors and psychological withdrawal behavior. 
2. There is a significant relationship between the challenge stressors and physical withdrawal behavior. 
3. There is a significant relationship between the hindrance stressors and psychology withdrawal behaviors. 
4. There is a significant relationship between the hindrance stressors and physical withdrawal behaviors. 
5. Challenge stressors do not have the same importance and priority. 
6. Hindrance stressors do not have the same importance and priority. 
 
Methodology: 
 The main focus of this study is relationship between Job Stressors and withdrawal behaviors in health and 
social security office of Ardebil city. The survey technique was used to collect data from the respondents. The 
target population (N=500) is all employees of health and social security office in Ardebil city.  
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 The sample size of this research by the use of Cochran Formula was set at 218 person, both males and 
females. We select respondents according to simple random sampling.  
 The questionnaire includes a total of 23 items contained in three sections: one on challenge stressor, another 
on hindrance stressor and a third on withdrawal behaviors respectively. 
 The challenge stressor and hindrance stressor items from Colquitt, lepine and Wesson theory, with 13 items 
are rated using a 5-point Likert scale. The reliability of this questionnaire has been measured to be a Cronbach 
alpha of 0.84. The withdrawal behaviors items from Coleman and Farrell theory, with 10 items are rated using a 
5-point Likert scale. The reliability of this questionnaire has been measured to be a Cronbach alpha of: 0.73. 
 Descriptive statistics i.e. frequencies, valid percent were used to describe data. Spearman correlation test 
was also employed to determine whether or not relationships between independent variables and the withdrawal 
behaviors as dependent variable. The data were analyzed using the statistical package for Social Science (SPSS). 
 
Results and Analysis: 
 A majority of the 218 respondents 61.5% are males, and the 38.5% are female, 218 in total. The highest age 
group of respondents (40%) includes those between 30-40 years and the smallest one those upper 50 years 
(7.3%). Over half the participants have bachelor’s degree (67%) and 13% of them have a MA and upper degree.  
 Table 3, which present the correlations between challenge stressors and psychological withdrawal behavior. 
 
Table 2: Profile of the Respondents. 

 
Gender 

 n=1234 % 
Males 134 61.5 

Female 84 38.5 
Total 218 100.0 

Age Groups Under 30 16 7.3 

30 – 40 years 87 39.9 

41 – 50 years 81 37.2 
> 50 years 34 15.6 
Total 218 100.0 

Degree Under Diploma 17 7.8 
Diploma 27 12.4 
BA 146 67.0 
MA and upper  28 12.8 
Total 218 100.0 

 
Table 3: correlation between Challenge stressors and psychological withdrawal. 

   Challenge stressors psychological withdrawal 
Spearman's rho Challenge stressors Correlation Coefficient 1.000 -.218* 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .048 
N 218 218 

psychological withdrawal Correlation Coefficient -.218* 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .048 . 
N 218 218 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

 The results show that challenge stressors significantly and under moderate related with psychological 
Withdrawal Behavior. Negative correlation was found between this variables (r=-0/218). People who experience 
higher levels of Challenge stressors (time pressure, work complexity, and work responsibility), tend to have 
lower levels of psychological withdrawal. 
 Table 4, which present the correlations between challenge stressors and psychological withdrawal behavior. 
 
Table 4: correlation between Challenge stressors and Physical withdrawal. 

   Challenge stressors Physical withdrawal 
Spearman's rho Challenge stressors Correlation Coefficient 1.000 -.216** 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .002 
N 218 218 

Physical withdrawal Correlation Coefficient -.216* 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .002 . 
N 218 218 

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

 
 The results show that challenge stressors significantly and under moderate related with Physical 
Withdrawal Behavior. Negative correlation was found between this variables (r=-0/216). People who experience 
higher levels of Challenge stressors (time pressure, work complexity, and work responsibility), tend to have 
lower levels of Physical withdrawal. 
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 Table 5, which present the correlations between hindrance stressors and psychological withdrawal behavior. 
 
Table 5: correlation between hindrance stressors and psychological withdrawal.  

   Hindrance stressors Psychological withdrawal 
Spearman's rho Hindrance stressors Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .440** 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .006 
N 218 218 

Psychological withdrawal Correlation Coefficient .440** 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .006 . 
N 218 218 

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

 
 The results show that hindrance stressors significantly and moderate related with Physical Withdrawal 
Behavior. Positive correlation was found between this variables (r=0/44). People who experience higher levels 
of hindrance stressors (role conflict, role ambiguity, role overload, daily hassles), tend to have higher levels of 
Physical withdrawal. 
 Table 6, which present the correlations between hindrance stressors and Physical withdrawal behavior. 
 
Table 6: correlation between hindrance stressors and psychological withdrawal. 

   Hindrance stressors Physical withdrawal 
Spearman's rho Hindrance stressors Correlation Coefficient 1.000 .121** 

Sig. (2-tailed) . .009 
N 218 218 

Physical withdrawal Correlation Coefficient .121** 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .009 . 
N 218 218 

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

 The results show that hindrance stressors significantly and weak related with Physical Withdrawal 
Behavior. Positive correlation was found between this variables (r=0/12). People who experience higher levels 
of hindrance stressors (role conflict, role ambiguity, role overload, daily hassles), tend to Physical withdrawal 
behavior. 
 Table 7, which present the challenge stressors do not have the same priority as well as importance. The 
results show that among challenge stressors work complexity, work responsibility, and time pressure 
respectively have the highest priority. 
 
Table 7: The rank mean of challenge stressors by friedman test. 

Challenge stressors Rank  Mean Rank 
Time pressure 1. 59 3 
Work complexity 2 .24 1 

Work responsibility 2.17 2 

 
  Finally, table8, which present the hindrance stressors do not have the same priority as well as importance. 
 
Table 8: The rank mean of challenge stressors by friedman test.  

Challenge stressors Rank  Mean Rank 
Role conflict 2.72 1 
Role ambiguity 2.67 2 
Role overload 2.51 3 
Daily hassles 2.09 4 

 
 The results show that among hindrance stressors work role conflict, role ambiguity, role overload, daily 
hassles respectively have the highest priority. This hypothesis is also confirmed with a 0.99 confidence. 
 
Conclusions and Suggestions: 
 In this research calculated the relationship between job stressors and withdrawal behaviors. The direction of 
coefficient between challenge stressor and withdrawal behaviors was positive and between hindrance stressor 
and withdrawal behaviors was negative. The result of this research associated with same previous empirical 
research (Nicholson, N. and G. Johns, 1985). As Lepine and Podsakoff (2005) and Podsakoff and Lepine (2007) 
founded moderate and negative correlation between strains and job performance. In addition, they are obtained 
strong and negative correlation between strains and organizational commitment. In their research observed 
people who experience higher levels of hindrance stressors (role conflict, role ambiguity, role overload, daily 
hassles), tend to withdrawal behaviors. 
 In accordance with the tested hypotheses and removing hindrance and withdrawal behaviors, some 
suggestion are being proposed: 



Aust. J. Basic & Appl. Sci., 6(9): 407-411, 2012 
 

411 
 

- Emphasizing time management by manager 
- Providing on-the-job training for employees about effective time management 
- Creating chance for employee innovation and providing rewards for personal learning in job related matter. 
- Enriching jobs and creating chance for employees growth by authorities. 
- Delegation and providing autonomy  
- Providing feedback to employees about previous performance and future expectation from their work.  
- Providing and available essential information that needed for better implementation. 
- Encourage the personnel to help their colleagues who have a lot of work to do  
- Create a help, support and growing atmosphere for personnel in organization, in the way over than natural 

job expectations 
- Informing the colleagues about the problems which are related to their job 
- Removing bureaucratic red tape and  daily hassles 
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