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ABSTRACT

This study analyzes the relationship between several factors effecting job strain among university staff. The study
used a regression analysis model based on an extensive review of related literature. The population and sample were
drawn from university staff at Imam Abdulrahman Bin Faisal University in Saudi Arabia. A questionnaire survey
was used to collect data from 177 professor. The results revealed that a relationship exists between the study variables
as well as tolerance of ambiguity and work engagement have an effect on the study variables. Based on these results,
academicians and decision makers at university level, need to clarify lecturers’ activities to promote positive learning
environment as well as improve psychological, social and work outcomes.
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Introduction

In the literature dedicated to business, academia and education, both engagement and tolerance of ambiguity have
been attraction increasing interest among scholars (e.g., Wasilowski, 2018). The authors indicated that engagement and
tolerance of ambiguity are important predictors of positive outcomes including enhanced life quality, health and
successes in the organization (Wasilowski, 2018). According to Caesens, Stinglhamber and Marmier (2016) and
Schaufeli and Bakker (2004), engagement is a positive, enriching, mind state in the workplace that is distinguished
through vigor, dedication and absorption. According to Steffy, Joes and Noe (1990), an employee’s health may be
maintained through the engagement in suitable coping behaviors, which minimizes the effects coming from
psychological and somatic stress. On the contrary, work engagement loss can impact satisfaction and can lead to a
stressed employee (Wilmar, Arnold, & Marisa, 2006). In this regard, employees, who align the demands of their work
to their job skills and commitment, are more likely to experience high work-engagement and that engaged employees
that display energy, enthusiasm, happiness and pride in their work are more likely to be consistent in their work and to
keep their positions in their organization. Additionally, those who are engaged in their workplace have a higher likelihood
to have a good life quality and coping behaviors compared to their counterparts. Moreover, tolerance of ambiguity is
another personal factor that has been related to several employees’ strain indicators. The concept of tolerance of
ambiguity is described as the way an individual or a group perceives and processes information regarding unclear
situations when faced with clues that are unfamiliar, complex and inconsistent (Furnham & Ribchester, 1995). In other
words, an individual that has high tolerance for ambiguity looks forward to ambiguous situations and finds them
desirable, challenging and interesting, and he/she tend not to misinterpret incongruity complexity but is rather gravitate
towards tackling the ambiguous issues (Furnham & Ribchester, 1995). In addition, workplace psychological and health
factors may have preventive impacts on the employees’ health and abilities. Among them, job strain has been the topic
of many researches because of its relationship with work-related results like leave intention, low productivity and high

rates of turnover (Keegel, Ostry, & La Montagne, 2009; Idris, 2011). The occurrence of job strain, according to Martin,
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Bronzatti, Vieria, Parra and Silva (2000), is more likely to appear in an environment that is deemed by the individual as
a threat, characterized by personal and professional demands that are way beyond his/her ability to cope with. In fact,
job demands are considered to adversely impact the psychological health and well-being of the employee (Lindberg et
al., 2001). Thus, the popularity of job demand concept and the relevant models is justified in research circles.
Furthermore, employees cope with job demands, in the form of workload, relationships with coworkers and work ability
by presenting different symptoms of stress and strain, ranging from burnout, health problems to job dissatisfaction,
psychological distress, loss of concentration, loss of work sense and even depression (Van der Doef, Maes, & Diekstra,
2007; Trepanier, Fernet, & Austin, 2012). Despite the proportion of literature that evidenced the workloads among the
teaching staff that often lead to stress and strain, not all staff is affected by the job demands in the same way (Seemer,
2003). In relation to this, maintenance of optimal stress level can lead to higher engagement of the employee but the
findings concerning the work engagement-stress/strain relationship are still few and far between (e.g., Tummers, Steijin,
Nevicka, & Heerema, 2016; Vigoda-Gadot, Eldor, & Schohat, 2013). To compound the matter further, studies that
examined the mediating role of work engagement in literature are still lacking (Borst, Kruyen & Lako, 2017). In a related
study, Bakker and Demerouti (2007) examined individual resources, work engagement, organizational commitment and
intention to leave using the JD-R model. Similarly, Borst et al. (2017) showed that job demands are predictors of
positive/negative psychological outcomes as well as work engagement. Meanwhile, previous studies (Schaufeli, 2015;
Ram & Prabhakar, 2011) showed work engagement to be a top predictor of work-related outcomes. From the reviewed
literature, it is evident that work engagement and tolerance of ambiguity have not been extensively examined in the
context of Saudi Arabia and also around the world. Literature lays stress on the need to clarify the antecedents, moderators
and outcomes and the reciprocity of role stress, work engagement and tolerance of ambiguity, along with other important
variables in the literature in the field of academia (Wasilowski, 2018; Frone, 1990). Thus, this study primarily aims to
extend the JD-R model and work engagement to provide further insight into the positive/negative experiences of
educators and their job attitudes. The study also attempts to investigate the lowering of the level of stress and strain
through the factors that (positively and negatively) influence the jobs of educators in universities. This will contribute to
filling the gap in literature at the level of international and local contexts. In fact, only a few studies have been dedicated
to stress and strain and the factors that influence their relationship in the case of Saudi Arabia. While globally, while
several studies have been focused on the role of educator’s stress and its outcomes, only a few results, and inconsistent
at that, have been made available on the individual characteristics such as tolerance of ambiguity and work engagement
(e.g., Simon & Amarakoon, 2015; Bakker, Albrecht, & Leiter, 2011). In addition to the above, Schaufeli (2015) related
that work engagement is frequently analyzed as a mediating variable between the JD-R model and the outcomes and
thus, this study extends prior studies by examining the impact of engagement and tolerance ambiguity on the stress-strain
relationship among educators. The research specifically proposes the impact of work stress and work engagement on the
strain level of educators, and the moderating role of tolerance of ambiguity on the relationship between educators’ stress
and work outcomes as suggested by Frone (1990).

Literature

Theoretical Framework

According to the job demand resource (JD-R) model by Schaufeli and Bakker (2004), every occupation is
characterized by certain factors related with job stress and these can be divided into two namely, job demands and job
resources (Bakkar & Demerouti, 2007). While job demand is the physical, psychological, social or organizational aspects
that may cause stress once they demand for high effort (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004), job
resources are the physical, psychological, social or organizational work aspects that assist in achieving goals, mitigating
demands on the job, and boosting motivation as well as personal development (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Hakanen,
Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2006). In the field of academia, evidence shows that role overload, role ambiguity and role conflict

are experienced by academics (Taris, 2001; Gillespie, Walsh, Winefield, Dua, & Stough, 2000). Similarly, role overload
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and ambiguity were found by Idris (2011) to be predictors of psychological strain. Also, other studies including Huda et
al. (2004) indicated that role ambiguity, conflict and overload could develop stress symptoms. In the same line of study,
majority of academicians were found to have a higher inclination to quit higher education or to regret opting for an
academic career (Kinmain, 2001). Some other studies like Gillespie et al. (2001) and Tytherleight, Webb, Cooper, and
Ricketts (2005) found role overload to predict stress at work, with lack of research finance, lack of support, task overload,
poor leadership and job security being the sources of stress, insecurity on the job, loss of control and communication
problems. Past researches also revealed that role stressors have a significant impact on the outcomes (individual and
organizational). Because majority of psychological approaches assuming that human behaviors stem from the personal-
environmental factors interaction, and as such, it becomes pertinent to integrate personal resources into the JD-R model
as suggested by Schaufeli and Taris (2014). The relationship between stress and strain has been reported by several past
studies including and Posig and Kickul (2003). Conceptually, stress refers to a process arising in individuals who are
stress, following which there are several related outcomes like cynicism, loss of professional efficacy, mitigated
commitment to the organization and leave intention (Idris, 2011). In this regard, academics have been highlighted to
encourage several challenges in their jobs primarily because of job overload (Gilispie et al., 2001). Strain refers to the
affective feeling states experienced by individuals that are signified by the lack of emotional resources and energy (Lee
& Ashforth, 1996). Similarly, it was defined by Idris (2011) as a specific form of emotional distress originating from the
response to a situation and it entails feelings of threat to the individual’s well-being, while Winnubst (1993) referred to
it as a multi-process involving behavioral, psychological and physiological factors that arise after experiencing stress and
it disrupts the normal functioning of the individual. Moreover, psychological strain has been defined as the psychological
outcomes appearing in response to the demands of the organization and it manifests in stress form. With regards to
organizational commitment, it is the relative strength of the identification of the employee with and involvement in a
certain organization (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). Generally speaking, higher strain levels are considered to play a
role in mitigating the commitment of the employee to the organization (Idris, 2011). Despite this finding, organizational
commitment may not always be negative in the workplace, for example, in Idris’s (2011) study, the author found affective
commitment to motivate employees that are involved with the activities of the organization, and Schmidt (2007) found
that higher commitment levels will mitigate stress levels. In relation to this, higher levels of ambiguity may arises because
of the lack of clarity of the way various teaching activities and research and professional services should be handled to
successfully achieve the role of academia (Idris, 2009). To this end, role conflict affects academics with a combination
of factors, including higher teaching loads, limited resources and higher stakeholders’ demands, and thus, strain has the
potential to occur (Idris, 2009). According to Klaus-Helmut (2007), employees that are highly committed showed lower
stress levels and lower burnout levels. Meanwhile, in Siu’s (2002) study, individuals who are committed have lower
stress levels and in the case of academics, according to Gilispie et al. (2001), challenges are often faced in the allocated
positions because of task overload. Due to lack of clarity, ambiguities may arise on how to tackle teaching activities and
services for academic success (Idris, 2009). Therefore, researchers opined that role overload, conflict and ambiguity have
a direct relationship to strain (Idris, 2009). Both role overload and ambiguity predict psychological strain (Idris, 2011)
and furthermore, role ambiguity, conflict and overload can result to the stress symptoms development (Huda et al., 2004).
In the field of academia, Kinman (2001) revealed that most academicians perceive that they would be better off leaving
higher education and that they regret opting to follow an academic career. In the same line of study, role overload was
found to be a predictor of occupational stress (Sun at al., 2011), while other studies such as Gillespie et al. (2001) and
Tytherleight, Webb, Cooper and Ricketts (2005) evidenced that the stress sources include lack of research finance, lack
of support, task overload, ineffective leadership and job insecurity, loss of control and communication issues. Literature
has indeed evidenced the relationship between role stressors, and strain and professional commitment, particularly with
studies like Posig and Kickul (2003; 2007), but despite this fact, authors still call for the examination of the academic
circles in light of the relationships (Idris, 2011). Added to the above studies, job resources and demands were reported

to generate positive outcomes (e.g., work engagement) in Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, and Schaufeli (2009) study.
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According to Demerouti et al. (2001), JD-R is a physical, psychological, social or organizational job aspects that mitigate
the adverse job demands effects while assisting in reaching work goals and stimulating personal growth, learning,
demands and positive work engagement. Moreover, in another related study, JD-R was found to have a positive effect
on organizational commitment via work engagement by Hakanen et al. (2006).

Work Engagement as Mediating and its Outcomes

Work engagement leads to positive work-related outcomes based on several reasons, the first of which is, engaged
individuals find their experiences fulfilling, as a result of which they direct their physical, cognitive and emotional
energies to achieving optimum performance (Priyadarshi & Raina, 2014). Work engagement has been evidenced to be a
predictor of positive/negative outcomes (both psychological and organizational); for instance, in Hakanen and
Schaufeli’s (2012) study, the authors revealed that work engagement negatively affected depressive symptoms and
positively affected employee satisfaction. In another study, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) related that employees who are
engaged in their work are highly attached to the organization and their inclination towards quitting it is quite low. In
other words, an employee who is engaged in this work trusts his relationship with the organization, as a result of which,
such employee will harbor a positive attitude towards his work. According to Eisenberger, Jones, Aselage, & Sucharski,
(2004), the individual’s perception of his work environment will have implications on the way he approaches his job, his
coworkers, the organization and eventually, it will implications on his well-being and psychological state. Literature has
its share of studies that explored job demands and resources as antecedents of work engagement, with job demands
reported to contribute to positive psychological well-beings of employees, particularly academicians (e.g., Tadic, Bakker,
& Oerlemans, 2015; Bakker, Demerouti, & Sanz-Vergel, 2014). Such demands pose challenges and resourcefulness that
are work-related (Breevaart & Bakker, 2018). In this relation, JD-R model encapsulates factors including role overload,
role ambiguity, role conflict, support and feedback and task significance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Schaufeli &
Bakker, 2004; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). Breevaart and Bakker (2018) illustrated the similarities of the attributes with
the required knowledge traits, which means, JD-R is significant as an antecedent of work engagement. In particular, work
engagement is a positive, enriching, mind state that is related to work signified by vigor, dedication and absorption
(Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002, p.74). According to other studies, employees who are engaged
in their work have better physical health, are more satisfied when it comes to their psychological needs and are more
committed compared to their counterparts who are not engaged in their work (Barret-Cheetham, Williams, & Bednall,
2016). Thus, work engagement is a crucial component in this research field (Vigoda-Gadot et al., 2012). Nevertheless,
authors that applied JD-R model combined with work engagement failed to consider certain circumstances of occupations
and contexts (e.g., Bickerton, Miner, Dowson, & Griffin, 2015; Bakker et al., 2014). Moreover, individual and
organizational factors affect work engagement, which in turn, directs individual attitudes and behaviors (Khan, 1990).
Hence, work engagement may have a mediating effect on the relationship between JD-R and job outcomes (Khan, 1990;
Schaufeli, 2015). The mediating role of work engagement between job, personal resources and work-related outcomes
has its basis on the premise that individual and organizational factors affect the employees’ psychological work
experience and such experience is what directs behavior at work (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Sonnentag, 2003). In
addition, work engagement makes the employee more willing to invest physical, emotional and cognitive resources to
tasks given to him and such engagement is the one that urges him to display energy and passion, and in turn, work
performance (Burke, 2008; Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010). From the above explanation, it is evident that a resource
job and personal induced investment of self is represented by engagement and ultimately, heightened work performance,
making work engagement play a mediating role (Rich et al., 2010). In the present study, work engagement is proposed
to mediate the relationship between job demands and strain outcomes and affective professional commitment. The
mediating role of work engagement between job demands and strain and professional commitment has largely been left
untouched in the academic field. Moreover, the motivation model of engagement proposed by Schaufeli and Bakker
(2010) posits that mediating role of work engagement on the relationship between antecedents (job demands and

resources) and organizational commitment and strain. Along the same study line, Ferrer and Morris (2014) conducted an
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examination of the mediating role of work engagement on the relationship between affective commitment and intention
to quit. General stream of studies primarily aimed to understand the role of work engagement in relation to factors like
strain, organizational commitment and job outcomes (Borst et al., 2017; Hakanen et al., 2006), while the present study
aims to test its mediating effect in the university context. In a more recent study by Breevaart and Bakker (2018), work
engagement was evidenced to be significantly related to employees’ job demands. This is similar to the findings reported
by Barret-Cheetham et al. (2016), who found that work engaged employees were physically healthier, more satisfied and
more committed in comparison to their lower work engaged counterparts. Work engagement is a state of mind and it is
a reflection of the psychological needs satisfaction (physical, cognitive and emotional) and thus, it may well lead to
positive results like affective commitment and low stress levels.

Tolerance of Ambiguity as a Moderator and its Outcomes

Ambiguity tolerance is a concept that refers to the tendency to perceive/interpret information marked by different
statuses as actual/potential sources of psychological discomfort or threat (Norton, 1975). In various occupational settings,
including education, tolerance of ambiguity has been established based on its importance. This is evidenced by several
studies, among which is Chaturvedula, Raghuraman, and Murthy (2017) who related that ambiguity intolerance has a
tendency to lead to anxious and withdrawn responses from unfamiliar situations as individuals with low tolerance to
ambiguity tend to perceive threats in differences, disagreements and conflicts. In the same line of argument, lack of
flexibility in times of transition or during communication between different and conflicting aspects of circumstances can
lead to individual’s distress, lack of control, tense feeling, withdrawal intentions from the situation and perceived source
of stress (Baure & Truxillo, 2000; Kang & Singh, 2001; Frone, 1990). Contrastingly, individuals who are highly tolerant
of ambiguities urge other individuals to perceive ambiguity as a natural or even desirable occurrence and acts towards
its toleration and accommodation (Chaturvedula et al., 2017). In this regard, there are many studies that indicated the
importance of tolerance ambiguity in its prediction of positive personal and organizational outcomes (e.g., lannello,
Antonietti, Mottini, & Tirelli, 2017).

The JD-R model posits that factors have a buggering effect on the well-being of employees, with specific skills required in
order to cope with work stressors (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014). Studies have been carried out to test the effect of individual
differences on the relationship between job demands and strain, but more studies are still required to clarify the relationship.
Consistent with majority of psychological approaches, it is assumed that human behavior stems from the relationship between
personal and environmental factors and thus, personal resources should be included in the JD-R model as suggested by
Schaufeli and Taris (2014) and Williams, Wissing, Rothmann, and Temane, (2010). The findings showed that job demands
did not generally produce psychological strain, but it is the way they are appraised in that the appraisal approach is influenced
by individual differences (e.g., self-efficacy and job control). In Sui et al.’s (2007) study, the authors found that self-efficacious
employees had a greater tendency to perceive no threats in their environment and low self-efficacious employees were the
opposite. Despite the fact that self-efficacy has been evidenced to mitigate this experience, this does not hold true for every
case (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007), and thus, individual characteristics call for extensive and in-depth examination as
recommended by Trepanier at al., (2013). Aside from self-efficacy, among the significant individual factors that has been
connected, time and again, to employees’ strain is tolerance of ambiguity. Notably, several studies showed that tolerance for
ambiguity has not been often mentioned and include in work related field (Furnham & Ribchester, 1995; Herman, Stevens,
Bird, Mendenhall, & Oddou, 2010). More specifically, the tolerance of ambiguity concept is described as the way an individual
perceives and processes information regarding ambiguous situations when faced by different complex and ambiguous clues
(Furnham & Ribchester, 1995). Furnham and Ribchester (1995) added that tolerance ambiguity has been examined based on
various contexts and in Katz (2001), it has been linked to a personality variable, while Furnham and Gutner (1995) described
it as a property of the organization. Yet, until this day, its popularity as a research topic in light of individual difference is still
attractive to clinical and organizational psychology. According to Bunder’s (1962) pioneering study, an ambiguity intolerant
personal will fail to categorize ambiguous situations owing to the lack of enough cues. In the same line of study, Norton (1975)

looked into the ambiguity concept to provide insight into how an individual perceives, responds and interprets ambiguous
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situations and other researchers including Bauer and Truxillo (2000), Kang and Singh (2001) and Frone (1990) revealed that
ambiguity intolerance leads to the feeling of discomfort, lack of control and it may act as a stress source. In the workplace
context, tolerance for ambiguity predicts the success of expatriates (Moi et al., 2005). Other studies like Hellesoy and
Gundersen (2011) reported that ambiguity tolerance has a significant and positive relationship with work adjustment, but it has
no moderating effect on the relationship between transformational leadership effectiveness and work adjustment. Meanwhile,
in Khan et al.’s (1964) study, their proposed role episode model stressed on the identification of a variable like tolerance
ambiguity and its moderating role in the relationship between perceived role stress and non-concomitant outcomes. However,
despite the above studies, only a few have been directed towards the role of tolerance ambiguity in the processes of occupational
stress as evidenced by Idris (2009), Hellesoy and Gundersen (2011) and Moi et al. (2005). In the same study caliber, Beehr
(1998) indicated that situational and personal characteristics have a moderating role in the stressor-strain relationship, and this
may contribute to or hinder the relationship. In other words, an individual who is highly tolerant for ambiguity perceives
ambiguous situations as desirable, challenging and interesting and strives not to distort incongruity complexity as a result of
which, he/she has a tendency to tackle ambiguous issues (Furnham & Gunter, 1995). Contrastingly, individuals with low
tolerance for ambiguity are more vulnerable to stress (Keinan, 1994). In the context of instructors and lecturers, those with high
work ambiguity tolerance will have low level of strain as the former is an individual difference construct that provides a
description of the process, interpretation and reaction of individuals. Also, in another related study, Endres et al. (2015) revealed
the moderating role of ambiguity tolerance in the relationship between task complexity and self-efficacy, as well as between
task complexity and self-efficacy accuracy in the prediction of future outcomes. Nevertheless, aside from a few studies like
Hellesoy and Gundersen (2011) and Moi et al. (2005), the moderating effect of ambiguity tolerance in different contexts and
their outcomes has not been extensively examined (Furham & Marks, 2013). And more importantly, despite the positive
findings that revealed the moderating role of tolerance of ambiguity in the relationship between stress and strain, the findings
are inconsistent and thus, inconclusive and some limitations are found in the settings and samples of the studies and thus this
calls for further examination. Prior studies investigated tolerance ambiguity with work-related variables, but this study is unique
in that it extends the model by clustering tolerance ambiguity into two levels namely, high and low. In this regard, low ambiguity
tolerant individuals adversely react to ambiguous situations owing to the lack of information perceived that makes it challenging
to conduct risk assessment and to make informed decisions, in which case, the ambiguity is perceived as a threat and a source
of discomfort. The reactions to such threat manifest in the form of stress, avoidance and delay (Furnham & Ribchester, 1995;
Furnham & Marks, 2013). This makes it crucial to examine the tolerance ambiguity level effects using the job-demands model.
In Keenan and Mc Bain’s (1979) study, the authors conducted an assessment of the job demands and strain relationship, with
intolerance for ambiguity as a moderating variable among managers. Meanwhile, Frone’s (1990) meta-analysis considered the
different impacts that job demands have on employees and organizational outcomes, and it seems that the relative importance
of individual differences (tolerance of ambiguity) in the job demands-strain and professional commitment relationships still

requires thorough examination.

Research Methods

Study Design

This study adopted a cross-sectional data questionnaire, with questionnaire copies numbering 177 distributed to the
teaching staff members of a Saudi public university. The teaching staff members were full-time instructors from different
colleges, and they were divided by gender into 128 male instructors and 49 female instructors.

Research Hypotheses

This study investigates the factors have a significant effect on university staff strain. Therefore, this study proposes
the following hypotheses for testing:

Hypothesis 1: Job demand is significantly related to psychological strain.

Hypothesis 2: Job demand is significantly related to organizational commitment.

Hypothesis 3: Work engagement fully mediates the relationship between job demands and strain.
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Hypothesis 4: Work engagement fully mediates the relationship between job demands and organizational
commitment.

Hypothesis 5: Work engagement fully mediates the relationship between job demands and intention to leave.

Hypothesis 6: Tolerance of ambiguity fully moderates the relationship between job demands and strain.

Hypothesis 7: Tolerance ambiguity fully moderates the relationship between job demands and organizational
commitment.

Procedures and Measurements

The study data collection procedure was carried out over a two-month period. The author first forwarded a written
informed consent to conduct the study targeting the teaching staff members at the University of Dammam, located in
East Saudi Arabia. The researchers divided themselves into groups with each being responsible for a college/department.
They visited the colleges and spoke with the volunteering lecturers, after which 177 questionnaire copies were distributed
and later on, retrieved. This study is a part of a larger research project concerning the behaviors of lecturers. The variables
in the self-administered questionnaires were measured through a multi-item scale, each adopted from prior studies. Each
scale’s reliability and validity were established using several steps. Job demand variable was utilized to assess three work
demands namely, workload, work ambiguity and work conflict. Workload was measured by the Quantitative Workload
Inventory (QWI) by Spector and Jex (1998), with responses measured on a 6-point Likert scale that ranged from 1 (never)
to 6 (all the time). Examples of items from this scale are; “my job requires me to work very fast”, and “my job requires
me to work very hard”. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.80. Moving on to role ambiguity, this study assessed
the variable using 6 items, gauged on a 6-point Likert scale, which ranged from 1 (never) to 6 (all the time). Some sample
items include, “my job has clear, planned goals and objectives”, and “I feel certain about how much authority I have”.
The Cronbach’s alpha of this scale was 0.85. For role conflict, 6 items from Rizzo, House, and Sidney (1970) were
adopted for its measurement, gauged on a 6-point Likert scale that ranged from 1 (never) to 6 (all the time). Some sample
items include, “I receive an assignment without adequate resources” and “I work on unnecessary things”, with a
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.68. With regards to the construct of psychological strain, 12 items were adopted from Goldberg’s
(1978) general health questionnaire, gauged on a 6-point Likert scale that ranged from 1 (never) to 6 (all the time). Some
of the items include, “been able to concentrate on what you are doing” and “been feeling unhappy or depressed”, with a
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.74. Moving on to work engagement, 17 items proposed by Schauefeli, Bakker and Salnova (2006)
were adopted and gauged on a 6-point Likert scale, which ranged from 1 (never) to 6 (all the time). It had a Cronbach’s
alpha of 0.78. Moreover, tolerance of ambiguity items were adopted from Norton (1975) and they numbered 22, measured
on a 6-point Likert scale, which ranged from 1 (never) to 6 (all the time. Some of the items include “I don’t tolerate
ambiguous situations well” and “I try to avoid situations which are ambiguous”, and they had a Cronbach’s alpha of
0.80. Lastly, organizational commitment items numbered 7 and they were adopted from Allen and Meyer’s (1996) study
with Cronbach’s alpha of 0.81.

Results

The study included the demographic variables of gender, age, teaching experience and income level. The variables are
divided into categories (male and female for gender; 25-30 years old, 31-40 years old, 41-50 years old, and 50 and above
for ages; 1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 years and over 15 years for years of experience). This study used SPSS to analyze the
collected data, more specifically using internal consistency, descriptive statistics, correlation and regression analysis of the
variables. Table 1 contains all the correlation analysis results of the variables. From the table, it is clear that role overload,
role conflict and role ambiguity (r = .741, p <.05; r = .535, p <.05; r = .244, p <.05 respectively) all had positive and
significant relationship with psychological strain, which indicates support for hypothesis 1 to 3. In addition, role overload,
role conflict and role ambiguity (r = .030, p >.05; r = .089, p. >05; r = .702, p <.05 respectively) had a partial positive
relationship with organization commitment, which indicates support for hypothesis 6, but hypotheses 4 and 5 were rejected.

For work engagement, role overload, role conflict and role ambiguity (r = .040, p >.05; r = .562, p <.05; r = .823, p <.05
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respectively) positively related to engagement. In addition to the above results, role overload (r =.072, p >.05), role conflict
(r =.504, p <.05), and role ambiguity (r = .738, p <.05) all had a positive relationship with tolerance for ambiguity. Lastly,
engagement, tolerance for ambiguity (r = .409, p <.05; r =.385, p <.05 respectively) had a positive relationship with strain,
with the exception of commitment (r=.079, p <.05).

Regression Analysis

This study used regression analysis to test the effects of job demands on strain and organization commitment. Table
2 displayed that job demands managed to explain a considerable amount of variance in psychological strain (R= .958,
R2 =918, F=.642.721, P=<.0). Further investigation was carried out to confirm the independent variables that had the
highest effect on psychological strain and the results indicated that role overload (B = .492, t = 35.842, p<.05) and role
ambiguity (B = .472, t =26.773, p<.05) significantly impacted psychological strain but role conflict did not (B = .035, t
= 1.728, p>.05). From the results, it is also evident that role overload explained a significant amount of variance in
organization commitment (R=.706, R2 = .498, F= 57.171, p= <.05). Table 3 showed held true for which independent
variables had the highest effect on psychological strain and based on the results, role overload (B = -.044, t = -.973,
p>.05) and role ambiguity (B = -.062, t = -1.056, p>.05) had insignificant effects on strain but role conflict had a
significant effect on the same (B = .872, t = 12.972, p<.05) (refer to Table 3).

Table 1: Summary of Correlation between Variables

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6
Role Overload ----

Role Ambiguity -.091

Role Conflict .109 .198*

Strain 741%  535%  244%

Commitment .030 .089 702% - .079

Engagement .040 562%  823*  409*%  .615*
Ambiguity Tolerance .072 504*%  738*  385*%  519*%  .790%*
Note: *p =<.05

Table 2: Regression Anaysis: Predictors of Psychological Strain

R R-square | Adjusted R-square F Sig.
.958 918 916 642.721 .000*
Variables B t Std. Error | Sig
Role Overload | .492 35.942 .014 .000*
Role Ambiguity | .472 26.773 .018 .000*
Role Conflict .035 1.728 .020 .086
Note: *p =<.05

Table 3: Regression Analysis: Predictors of Organization Commitment

R R-square | Adjusted R-square | F Sig.
706 498 489 57.171 .000*
Variables B t Std. Error | Sig
Role Overload | -.044 -973 .046 332
Role Ambiguity | -.062 -1.056 .059 292
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| Role Conflict | .872 12.972 067 | .000* |
Note: *p =<.05

Mediating Effects of Work Engagement

There are three required criteria that have to be established in order to confirm mediating effects. The first criterion is that
the independent variable should be related to the mediating variable and the second is that the mediating variable should be
related to the dependent variables. The third criterion is that the significant relationship between the independent and dependent
variables will be decreased with the introduction of the mediating variable, in which case the mediating effect is partial, or the
relationship will no longer remain significant when the mediator is controlled. All three criteria were partially met for this
study’s hypotheses. Mediating models were used to test the mediating role of work engagement between role conflict and
psychological strain, role ambiguity and psychological strain and role overload and psychological strain. First, the mediating
model was tested to check whether work engagement mediates the relationship between role overload and the criteria
mentioned above were checked. It turned out that role overload was not related with work engagement and was therefore
dropped from the analysis. Hence, two mediating models remained and were tested for the mediating effect of work
engagement. Table 4 showed that the model had a cumulative variance explaining 0.554 of psychological strain. Role
ambiguity explained reduced variance (B = .472, <.000 to B =.386, <.000) while role conflict explained increased variance (B
=.035, >.086 to B = .103,>.400), with the introduction of work engagement into the equation. Notably, work engagement
partially mediated between role ambiguity and psychological strain but not role conflict and psychological strain. In the second
mediation model, the hypothesis of work engagement mediating role on the relationship between job demands constructs and
organizational commitment was tested. The first criterion was tested, and it revealed that role overload was not related with
organization commitment. The second criterion was tested, and it revealed that only role conflict was related with work
engagement, which is the mediating variable and thus, the mediating effects were tested for the relationship between role
conflict and organizational commitment. The model’s cumulative variance that explained psychological strain was 0.554. The
role conflict explained variance of organizational commitment decreased (B = .872, <.000 to B = .735, <.000), with the
introduction of work engagement into the equation. Therefore, work engagement was found to have a partial mediating effect

between role conflict and organization commitment.

Table 4: Work Engagement and Organization Commitment as Mediators

Psychological Strain Organization Commitment
B(t)sig B(t) B(t) B(t)

Role Ambiguity .472* (26.773, .000) .386* (5.28, .000)--- -
Role Conflict .035(1.728, .086) .103(.84, .400) .851* (13.03) .735%(6.39, .00)
R=.958,R2 =918 R=.702, R2 = 492
Adjusted R =.916 Adjusted R = .490
F=642.721 F=169.811
Work-Engagement
R =.554,R2 =307 R=.705,R2=.497
Adjusted R = .294 Adjusted R = .491
F=25.488 F=85.913
Note: *p =<.05

Moderating Effects of Tolerance for Ambiguity

With regards to the proposed moderating effect of tolerance for ambiguity between the relationship of job demands
and psychological strain and between job-demands and organization commitment (hypotheses 3 and 4), there were two
regression analysis sets conducted. Added to this, multicollinearity was calculated to establish its absence among the
study variables prior to calculating the interacting terms as suggested by Aiken and West (1991) and Kline (1998). The
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regression analysis of each was conducted in two steps. In the first step, the first independent variable and dependent one
was simultaneously entered and in the second step, the independent variable entered in the first step and psychological
strain was entered into the equation. From the calculating the incremental variance (AR2) constituted by the interaction
term reflects the interaction effect size. For hypothesis 3, job demands constructs (role overload, role ambiguity and role
conflict) relationship with psychological strain and the moderating role of tolerance for ambiguity on the relationship
was tested. For the first construct of the variable, role overload indicated contribution to the explain variance (AR2 =.657,
F(113.138) =.000, p < .05), with role overload significant at (B = .418, t = 10.881, .000<.05) and tolerance ambiguity
significant at (B = .390, t = 7.497, .000 < .05). The overload-tolerance for ambiguity interaction term (B = .051, t =
1.015, .311> .05) was decreased to insignificance and thus role overload was fully supported. With regards to role
ambiguity and tolerance for ambiguity, a significant contribution was also noted on the explained variance (AR2 = .305,
F(26.782) = .000, p <.05), with role ambiguity significant at (B =.278, t = 3.814, .000< .05) and tolerance for ambiguity
significant (B = .202, t = 2.343, .020,<.05). The role ambiguity and tolerance for ambiguity interaction term (B =.156, t
=1.793, .075>.05) was decreased to insignificance and thus, role ambiguity was not supported. For the last job demands
construct, role conflict and tolerance for ambiguity, there was significant contribution to the explained variance (AR2
=.173, F(13.270) = .000, p < .05), with role conflict was significant at (B = -.236, t = -2.190, .030< .05) and tolerance
ambiguity was significant at (B = .481, t = 3.998, .000 < .05) but the role conflict-tolerance for ambiguity interaction
term (B = -.275, t = 2.726, .007< .05) was not reduced in its significance and role conflict was rejected. The same
procedure was followed to test the moderating role of tolerance for ambiguity between job demands (role overload, role
ambiguity and role conflict) and organization commitment. Role overload contributed significantly to the explained
variance (AR2 = .257, F(21.311) =.000, p <.05), with role overload insignificant at (B =-.143, t = -.351, .726> .05) and
tolerance for ambiguity at (B = .700, t = 1.848, .059,>.05). The role overload-tolerance for ambiguity interaction term
(B =.034, t = .839, .735> .05) remained insignificant so the moderating hypothesis was rejected. Moving on to role
ambiguity, it significantly contributed to the explained variance (AR2 = .297, F(25.835) = .000, p <.05), with role
ambiguity insignificant at (B =-.166, t =-.346, .730>.05), and tolerance of ambiguity at (B =1.071,t=2.586, .011<.05).
The role ambiguity-tolerance for ambiguity interaction term (B = -.020, t = -.167, .868> .05) was reduced to
insignificance and thus, this moderating effect is fully supported. Lastly, for role conflict, it significantly contributed to
the explained variance (AR2 = .484, F(56.072) = .000, p <.05), with role conflict insignificant at (B = .666, t =
1.489, .138>.05) and tolerance for ambiguity significant at (B = -.160, t = -.387, .699>.05). The role conflict-tolerance
for ambiguity interaction term (B =.045, t=.417, .677> .05) remained insignificant and thus, this moderating effect was
rejected.

Discussion and Conclusion

In the past few decades, significant changes have been experienced in the higher education and teaching professional
activity and despite the fact that teacher’s careers indicated low-stress, had secured opportunities for the performance of
satisfying and autonomous work, this positive situation has undergone a significant increase in occupational stress (Bani-
Isa, 2019; Gomes, Faria & Goncalves, 2013). Regardless of the studies dedicated to examining the stress-strain among
teaching staff members and the stress outcomes on the personal and organization, it is still important to shed light on the
factors in order to expound on the reason why some lecturers appear to overcome difficulties without having negative
outcomes, while others have a tendency to be dysfunctional. Hence, to answer this call, the present study contributes to
the literature on job demands resource JD-R model brought forward by Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) as it determines the
factors effects in the context of lecturers. The study found that job demands (role overload, role ambiguity and role
conflict) are partially related to psychological strain, with role overload positively related to the same. This result is
aligned with the results of prior studies like Mulholland, Mc Kinlay and Sproule (2013) and Idris (2011). In particular,
Mulholland et al.’s (2013) study that found the difficult time that academics have in achieving their assigned tasks
because of task overload involving tight time deadlines, limited times and increased job responsibilities, which could all

result in psychological strain. This shows that the first hypothesis is accepted, but not with regards to both role conflict
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and role ambiguity. The insignificant result was also reported by Kebelo and Rao (2012) who revealed no significant
relationship between role ambiguity and strain, unlike Idris (2011) who supported a significant relationship. The result
is also supported by Fako’s (2010) study that employees perceiving unambiguous responsibilities were not as likely to
experience stress compared to their counterparts. With regards to role conflict, the present study’s result is aligned with
that of Idris’s (2011) result that did not support the prediction of strain by role conflict. This may be attributed to the fact
that the study sample was not provided rules and their roles were unclear and hence, job demands are just potential
stressors, which could lead to strain in some circumstances. With regards to the hypothesized mediating role of work
engagement, the results found in this study are consistent with past studies. For this relationship, studies that examined
the effect of work engagement on the stress-outcomes relationship have been few and far between, with several
theoretical proposals made lacking empirical support (e.g., Noesgaard & Hansen, 2017; Priyadarshi & Raina, 2014;
Yalabik et al., 2013; Sulea et al., 2012; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). The present study indicated that work engagement is
associated with individual outcomes in many ways. Work engagement partially mediated the relationship between role
ambiguity and psychological strain and that of role conflict and psychological strain, with partial indirect paths
confirming the support for the two hypotheses. This significant mediating role can be attributed to the fact that lecturers
with low ambiguity levels are not as likely to experience strain in their workplace, when they are going about the
university activities. Moreover, in Idris’s (2009) study, job stressors and organization outcomes are indirectly related. In
the present study, work engagement also partially mediated the independent-dependent relation, which can be attributed
to that fact that because lecturers are familiar with their work roles and duties, their strain level is not high. Leiter and
Maslach (1998) explained that engagement is an energetic involvement state with personality fulfilling activities that
enhances professional efficacy. The partial mediating effect of work engagement between stress and organizational
outcomes (commitment) was also supported by Molholland et al. (2013), with the pathway from stress to strain dependent
on the interaction and the manner in which the individual perceived and experienced job characteristics. According to
the JD-R model, role ambiguity and role conflict relationships with psychological strain and organizational commitment
were partially mediated. For the moderating hypotheses concerning tolerance for ambiguity on the relationship between
job demands and psychological strain, the results was supported by Dewe, O’Dricoll and Cooper (2012) and Idris (2011).
This indicates that lecturers who are tolerant of ambiguities perceive less psychological strain in comparison to their
counterparts who are not as tolerant. Tolerance ambiguity moderated the effect of stress roles on psychological strain.
Studies of this caliber described tolerance ambiguity as the level to which and individual is confident in making decisions
even when faced with ambiguous circumstances (e.g., Curseu & Vermeulen, 2008). The explanation is such that
individuals who have high tolerance for ambiguity are frequently confident in making decisions and even with ambiguous
and insufficient information. In contrast, those who have low tolerance for ambiguity feel threatened by the same
situations and they attempt to mitigate the ambiguity by looking for information and establishing a structure upon which
the situation can be clarified and categorized, and this will add to their confidence in decision-making and action-taking
(Dremer, 1973; Kirton, 1981; Norton, 1975). The proposed moderating hypotheses of the present study were partially
supported, and this is consistent with prior studies by Karatepe (2011), who found that resources such as, autonomy and
organizational support moderate the relationship between emotional dissonance and symptoms of burnout. Hence, this
study contributed to the call to examine the moderating effect of tolerance for ambiguity on the job-demands relationship
with other variables.

Theoretical and Practical Implications

On the basis of the JD-R model, work-demands and related work variables have a partial and sequential mediating
and moderating effect on the stress-psychological strain relationship. This study contributed to the JD-R model and
stress-strain relationship literature by including two path coefficients namely, work engagement and tolerance of
ambiguity. This study has several theoretical implications, the main implication of which is the extension of the stress-

strain literature and the demonstration that work engagement does mediate job demands-psychological strain
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relationship. In prior literature, the focus is mainly laid on work-related variables moderating effect on the same, with
the mediating effects of work engagement largely ignored (Noesgaard & Hansen, 2017; Priyadarshi & Raina, 2014;
Yalabik, Popaitoon, Chowne, & Rayton, 2013; Sulea, Virga, Maricutoiu, Schaufeli, Dumitru, & Sava, 2012). Following
the JD-R model, the study conducted an analysis of the work engagement mediating role between stressors-strain factors
to deepen the insight into the model and to respond to the call of past studies for the same (Noegsgaard & Hansen, 2017,
Priyadarshi & Raina, 2014). The study also resolved the limitations of prior studies which were confined to the job-
demands strain relationship (e.g., Idris, 2011; Fako, 2010; Sulea et al., 2012). The empirical findings of this study
indicated that work engagement has a mediating role in the relationship between job demands and psychological strain
and they are consistent with the prior studies (Noegsgaard & Hansen, 2017), who reported the mediating role of work
engagement on work related factors and organizational outcomes (e.g., Ferrer & Morris, 2013; Priyadarshi & Raina,
2014; Yalabik et al., 2013). Moreover, this study extended research concerning JD-R model as prior studies were limited
to individual differences and personality factors moderating stress-strain relationships with the moderating role of
tolerance of ambiguity mainly ignored (Trepanier & Austin, 2013). Although some authors did investigate the
moderating role of self-efficacy on stress-strain relationships, only a few managed to tackle the moderating role of
tolerance ambiguity between job demands and job-related outcomes. This study furnished a new insight into stressors-
strain relationship by including tolerance for ambiguity into the JD-R model, providing opportunities for further studies
to extend the examination. Lastly, this study examined the effects of job demands on the psychological strain levels of
lecturers. In this regard, past studies have examined this proposition but only a few have targeted university lecturers.
This means that the present study contributed to the understanding of the stressors-strain relationship and mediating and
moderating variables among a specific context (lecturers in universities), and it adds to extant knowledge. With regards
to the practical implications of this study, the findings confirmed that job demands are partially related to psychological
strain, which has also been confirmed in past studies. In relation to this, decision makers should mitigate job demands
and distribute job tasks among employees based on their skills and specialties or come up with novel strategies (creating
opportunities for employees) relating to training and scheduling regular activities of leisure.

Limitations and Recommendations

This study has some limitations, the first being that the study sample may not be considered as a representative of the
general population owing to the fact that it was chosen from only a single Saudi university. This could limit the
demographical and geographical generalization but, on this basis, future studies are furnished with avenues for research.
Future studies can adopt the same design and framework but include all Saudi universities. The second limitation of this
study concerns the quantitative data collection method adopted via self-report approach. Participants had ample chances
to manipulate their answers based on several reasons; they may have become bored with the questionnaire so they chose
answers that they think would satisfy the researcher and get over with the answering as quickly as possible. Therefore,
the respondents to the survey may have (voluntarily/involuntarily) chosen answers that were not true to their experiences
(Creswell, 1994). Therefore, it is recommended that future authors make use of the qualitative approach to provide deeper

insight into the perception of lecturers in the universities.

REFERENCES

(Aiken, L. & West, S. (1991) Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting Interactions. Sage Publications: Thousand Oaks,
CA.

(Bakker, A. & Demerouti, E. (2007) The Job Demands-Resources model: State of the art. Journal of Managerial Psychology,
22(3), 309-328.

(Bakker, A. & Demerouti, E. (2008) Towards a model of work engagement. Career Development International, 13(3), 209-

491 -



Analysis of the Factors... Malek Jdaitawi, et al.

223.

(Bakker, A., Albrecht, S., & Leiter, M. (2011) Key questions regarding work engagement. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 20, 4-28.

(Bakker, A., Demerouti, E., & Sanz-Vergel, A. (2014) Annual review of organizational psychology and Organizational
Behavior. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 1, 389-411.

(Bani-Isa, A. (2019) The role of globalization in higher education: Contemporary educational vision. DIRASAT: Human and
Social Sciences, 46(2), 215-225.

(Barret-Cheetham, E., Williams, L. A., Bednall, T. C. (2016) A differentiated approach to the link between positive emotion,
motivation, and eudaimonic well-being. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 11, 595-608.

(Barrett, E., Williams, L., & Bednall, T. (2016) A differentiated approach to the link between positive emotion, motivation,
and eudemonic well-being. The Journal of Positive psychology, DOI: 10.1080/17439760.2016.1152502.

(Bauer, T., & Truxillo, D. (2000) Temp-to-permanent employees: A longitudinal study of stress and selection success. Journal
of Occupational Health Psychology, 5, 337-346.

(Bickerton, G., Miner, M., Dowson, M., & Griffin, B. (2014) Spiritual resources and work engagement among religious
workers: A three-wave longitudinal study, 87(2).

(Borst, R., Kruyen, P., & Lako, C. (2017) Exploring the job demands-resources model of work engagement in government:
Bringing in a  psychological perspective. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 1-26.
Doi:10.1177/0734371X17729870.

(Breevaart, K. & Bakker, A. (2018) Daily job demands and employee work engagement: The role of daily transformational
leadership behavior. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 23(3), 338-349.

(Budner, S. (1962) Intolerance of ambiguity as a personality variable. Journal of Personality, 30, 29-50.

(Burke, M. (2008) On the skilled aspect of employee engagement. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 1, 70-71.

(Caesens, G., Stinglhamber, F., & Marmier, V. (2016) The curvilinear effect of work engagement on employee’s turnover
intentions. International Journal of Psychology, 51(2), 150-155.

(Chaturvedula, S., Raghuraman, S., & Murthy, R. (2017) Impact of tolerance of ambiguity on job performance, creativity and
decision-making styles: A style on Indian software professionals. International Journal for Innovation Research in
Multidisciplinary Field, 3(3), 102-112.

(Dermer, J. (1973) Cognitive characteristics and perceived impact of information. Accounting Review, 48, 511-519.

(Dewe. P., O’Driscoll, M., & Cooper, C. (2012) Theories of psychological stress at work. In R.J. Gatchel & 1.Z. Schultz
(Eds.), Handbook of occupational health and wellness (pp. 23-38). New York: Springer Science and Business Media.

(Diener, E., Scollon, C., & Lucas, R. (2009) The evolving concept of subjective well- being: The multifaceted nature of
happiness. In E. Diener (Ed.), Assessing well-being: The collected works of Ed Diener, 39, 67-100. London, UK: Springer.

(Eisenberger, R., Jones, J., Aselage, J., & Sucharski, 1. (2004) Perceived organizational support. In Coyle-Shapiro, J.A.M.,
Shore, l.m., Taylor, M.S. and Tetrick, L.E. (Eds), The employment relationship: Examining psychological and contextual
perspectives, Oxford University Press, New York, NY, pp. 206-25.

(Fako, T. (2010) Occupational stress among university employees in Botswana. European Journal of Social Sciences, I 5(3),
313-326.

(Feerer, C. & Morris, A. (2014) engaging elitism; The mediating effect of work engagement on affective commitment and quit
intentions in two Australian universities groups. Higher Education Quarterly, 67(4), 340-357.

(Frone, M. (1990) Intolerance of ambiguity as a moderator of the occupational role stress-strain relationship: A meta-analysis.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 3(4), 309-320.

-492 -



Dirasat, Human and Social Sciences, Volume 48, No. 1, 2021

(Furnham, A. & Marks, J. (2013) Tolerance of ambiguity: A review of the recent literature. Psychology, 4(9), 717-728. DOLI:
10.4236/psych.2013.49102

(Furnham, A. & Ribchester, T. (1995) Tolerance of Ambiguity: A Review of the Concept, its Measurement and Applications.
Current Psychology: Development, learning, personality 14(3), 179-199.

(Gillespie, N., Walsh, M., Winefield, A., & Dua, J. (2001) Occupational stress in universities: Staff perceptions of the causes,
consequences and moderators of stress. Work and Stress, 15(1), 53-72.

(Goldberg, D. (1978) Manual of the general health questionnaire. Slough, England: National Foundation for Education
Research.

(Hakanen, J., Bakker, A., & Schaufeli, W. (2006) Burnout and work engagement among teachers. Journal of School
Psychology, 43(6), 495-513.

(Hakanen, J. & Schaufeli, W. (2012) Do burnout and work engagement predict depressive symptoms and life satisfaction? A
three-wave seven-year prospective study. Journal of Affective Disorders, 141, 415-424.

(Hellesoy, B. & Gundersen, G. (2011) Leading teams in an international project context: The effectiveness of transformational
and transactional leadership. University of Oslo.

(Herman, J., Stevens, M., Bird, A., Mendenhall, M., & Oddou, G. (2010) The Tolerance for Ambiguity Scale: Towards a More
Refined Measure for International Management Research. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 34, 58-65.

(Huda, B., Rusli, B., Naing, L., Tengku, K., Winn, M., & Rampal, K. (2004) Job strain and its associated factors among lecturers
in the school of medical sciences, University Sains Malaysia and faculty of Medicine, University Kebangsaan Malaysia.
Asia Pacific Journal of Public Health. https://doi.org/10.1177/101053950401600106

(Iannello, A., Antonietti, A., Mottini, A., & Tirelli, S. (2017) Ambiguity and uncertainty tolerance, need for cognition, and their
association with stress. A study among Italian practicing Physicians. Journal of Medical Education Online, 22(1).
https://doi.org/10.1080/10872981.2016.1270009

(Idris, M. (2009) "Occupational Stress in Academic Life: A Study of Academics of Malaysian Public University. Unpublished
Doctoral Dissertation, the University of Waikato.

(Idris, M. (2011) Over time effects of role stress on psychological strain among Malaysian public university academics.

International Journal of Business and Social Science, 2(9), 154-161.

(Gillespie, N., Walsh, M., Winefield, A., & Dua, J. (2001) Occupational stress in universities: Staff perceptions of the courses,
consequences and moderators of stress. Work and Stress, 15(1), DOI: 10.1080/02678370117944

(Kahn, W. (1990) Psychological Conditions of Personal Engagement and Disengagement at Work. The Academy of
Management Journal, 33(4) 692-724.

(Kang, L. & Singh, R. (2001) Identifying stressors at work-A case of employees in the electronics industry. Decision, 31, 51-72.

(Katz, H. (2001) The relationship of intrinsic motivation, cognitive style and tolerance of ambiguity and creativity in scientists.

Seton Hall University.

(Kebelo, K. & Rao, A. (2012) Role stressors as predictors of psychological strain among academic officers of Ethiopian higher
education institutions. Journal of the Indian Academy of Applied Psychology, 38(2), 367-373.

(Keegel, T., Ostry, A., & Lamontagne, A. (2009) Job strain exposures vs. stress-related workers compensation claims in

Victoria, Australia: Developing a public health response to job stress. Journal of Public Health Policy, 30(1), 17-39.

(Keenan, A. & McBain, G. (1979) Effects of type A behavior, intolerance of ambiguity, and locus of control on the relationship

between role stress and work-related outcomes. Journal of Occupational Psychology Banner, 52(4), 277-285.

(Keinan, G. (1994) Effects of stress and tolerance of ambiguity on magical thinking. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 67, 48-55.

- 493 -



Analysis of the Factors... Malek Jdaitawi, et al.

(Kinman, G. (2001) Pressure points: a review of stressors and strains in UK academic. Educational Psychology, 21(4), 473-
492.

(Kirton, M. (1981) A reanalysis of two scales of tolerance for ambiguity. Journal of Personality Assessment 45, 4, 407-414.
(Kline, R. (1998) Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. New York, NY: The Guilford Press.
(Leiter, M. & Maslach, C. (1998) Burnout. In H. friedman (Ed.), Encyclopedia of mental health (pp.202-215). New York:

Academic Press.

(Lee, R. & Ashforth, B. (1996) A meta-analytic examination of the correlates of the three dimension of job burnout. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 81, 123-133.

(Lindsbergis, P., Schnall, P., Belkic, K., Baker, D., Schwartz, J., & Pickering, T. (2001) Work stress and cardiovascular disease.
Work, 17(3), 191-208.

(Martin, M., Bronzatti, J., Vieira, C., Parra, S., & Silva, Y. (2000) Suggestions for stress relieve at the workplace: Opinion of
postgraduate nurses. Rev Esc Enferm USP, 34(1), 8-52.

(Meyer, J. & Allen, N. (1997) Commitment in the workplace: Theory, research, and application. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage

Publications.

(Moi, S., Born, M., Willemsen, M., & Van Der Molen, H. (2005) Predicting expatriate job performance for selection purposes.
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology 36(5), 590-620.

(Mowday, R., Steers, R., & Porter, L. (1979) The measurement of organizational commitment. Journal of Vocational Behavior,
14, 224-247.

(Mulholland, R., Mckinlay, A., & Sproule, J. (2013) Teacher interrupted: Work stress, strain and teaching role. Sage Open, 1-
13. https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244013500965

(Noesgaard, M. & Hansen, J. (2017) Work engagement in the public service context: The dual perceptions of job characteristics.

International Journal of Public Administration, Advance online publication, 1-14.
(Norton, R. (1975) Measurement of ambiguity tolerance. Journal of Personality Assessment, 39, 607-619.

(Posig, M., & Kickul, J. (2003) Extending our understanding of burnout: Test of an integrated model in nonservice occupations.
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 8(1), 3-19.http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.8.1.3

(Priyadarshi, P. & Raian, R. (2014) The mediating effects of work engagement: Testing causality between personal resource,

job resource and work-related outcomes. International Journal of Indian Culture and Business Management, 9(4), 487-509.

(Rich, B., Lepine, J., & Crawford, E. (2010) Job engagement: Antecedents and effects on job performance. Academy of
Management Journal, 53, 617-635.

(Rizzo, J., House, R., & Sidney, 1. (1970) Role conflict and ambiguity in complex organizations. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 15(2), 150-163.

(Ram, P. & Prabhakar, G. (2011) The role of employee engagement in work-related outcomes. Interdisciplinary Journal of
Research in Business, 1(3), 47-61.

(Schaufeli, W. (2015) Engaging leadership in the job demands-resources model. Career Development International, 20, 446-
463.

(Schaufeli, W. & Bakker, A. (2004) Job demands, job resources, and their relationship with burnout and engagement: A multi-
sample study. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25(3), 293-315.

(Schaufeli, W. & Bakker, A. (2010) Defining and measuring work engagement: Bringing clarity to the concept.
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/232478318.

(Schaufeli, W., Bakker, A., & Salanova, M. (2006) The measurement of work engagement with a short questionnaire. Education

and psychological measurement, 66(4), 701-716.

-494 -



Dirasat, Human and Social Sciences, Volume 48, No. 1, 2021

(Schaufeli, W., Salanova, M., Gonzalez-Roma, V., & Bakker, A. (2002a) The measurement of engagement and burnout and: a

confirmative analytic approach. Journal of Happiness Studies, 3, 71-92.

(Schaufeli, W. & Taris, T. (2014) “A critical review of the job demands-resources model: implications for improving work and
health”, in Bauer, G. and Himmig, O. (Eds), Bridging Occupational, Organizational and Public Health: A Transdisciplinary
Approach, Springer, Dordrecht, pp. 43-68.

(Schmidt, K.-H. (2007) Organizational commitment: A further moderator in the relationship between work stress and strain?
International Journal of Stress Management, 14(1), 26-40.http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.14.1.26

(Seemer, N. (2003) Individual differences, work stress and health. In M. J. Schabrage, J, J. A. M. Winnubst & C. L. Cooper
(Eds.), handbook of work and health psychology, 83-120. Chichester: Wiley.

(Simon, N. & Amarakoon, U. (2015) Impact of occupational stress on employee engagement. Proceedings of 12th International
Conference on Business Management (ICBM). Colombo, Sri Lanka: University of Sri Jayewardenepura. Retrieved from
SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2699785

(Sonnentag, S. (2003) Recovery, work engagement, and proactive behavior: A new look at the interface between non-work
and work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(3), 518-28.

(Stefty, B., Jones J., & Noe A. (1990) The impact of health habits and lifestyle on the stressor-strain relationship: An evaluation
of three industries. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 63: 217-229.

(Sui, O., Lu, C., & Spector, P. (2007) Employees well-being in greater China: the direct and moderating effects of general self-
efficacy. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 56(2), 288-301.

(Spector, P. & Jex, S. (1998) Development of four self-report measures of job stressors and strain: Interpersonal Conflict at
Work Scale, Organizational Constraints Scale, Quantitative Workload Inventory, and Physical Symptoms Inventory.
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 3(4), 356-367.

(Suela, C., Virga, D., Maricutious, P., Schaufeli, W., Dumitru, C., & Sava, F. (2012) Work engagement as mediator between

job characteristics and positive and negative extra-role behaviors. Career Development International, 17(3), 188-207.

(Tadic, M., Bakker, A., & Oerlemans, W. (2015) Challenge versus hindrance job demands and well-being: A diary study on

the moderating role of job resources. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 88, 702-725.
(Taris, T. (2001) A primer in longitudinal data analysis. London: SAGE.

(Trepanier, S., Fernet, C., & Austin, S. (2013) The moderating role of autonomous motivation in the job demands-strain
relation: A two sample study. Motiv Emot, 37, 93-105. DOI 10.1007/s11031-012-9290-9

(Tummers, L., Steijn, B., Nevicka, B., & Heerema, M. (2016) The effect of leadership and job autonomy on vitality: Survey
and experimental evidence. Review of Public Personnel Administration, Doi; 0734371X16671980.

(Tytherleigh, M., Webb, C., Cooper, C., & Ricketts, C. (2005) Occupational stress in UK higher education insitutions: A
comparative study of all staff categories. Higher Education Research and Development, 24(1), 41-61.

(Van-der, M., Mais, S., & Diekstra, R. (2007) An examination of the job demand-control-support model with various

occupational strain indicators. Anxiety, Stress & Copies: An International Journal, 13(2), 165-185.
(Vermeulen, P. & Curseu, P. (2008) Entrepreneurial strategic decision-making: A cognitive perspective. Researchgate.net

(Vigoda-Gadot, E., Eldor, L., & Schohat, L. (2013) Engage them to public service. Conceptualization and empirical examination
of employee engagement in public administration. The American Review of Public Administration, 43, 518-538.

(Williams, S., Wissing, M., Rothmann, S., & Temane, Q. (2010) “Self-efficacy, Work, and Psychological Outcomes in a Public
Service Context”, Journal of Psychology in Africa, 20 (1), 43-52.

(Winnubst, J. (1993) Organizational structure, social support, and burnout. In W. B.

(Wasilowski, S. (2018) Employee engagement in higher education: Financial impact of engagement in higher education.

- 495 -



Analysis of the Factors... Malek Jdaitawi, et al.

Journal of Social Science Research, 12(2), 2699-2712.

(Wilmar, B., Arnold, B., & Marisa, S. (2006) The Measurement of Work Engagement a Short Questionnaire. Educational and
Psychological Measurement. 66(4), 701-716.

(Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. (2009) Reciprocal relationships between job resources,

personal resources, and work engagement. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 74, 235-244.

(Yalabik, Z., Popaitoon, P., Chowne, J., & Rayton, B. (2013) Work engagement as a mediator between employee attitudes and
outcomes. The international Journal of Human Resource Management. DOI:10.1080/09585192.2013.763844.

(sl Luajal) ASlaall A Laidat ) @ Auligl) Algay) B Bigall Jalsal) Julas
I ) s 4 (gpbs sas) I sl e P i) plia P Clage dabild d gylins dlle

X
L eliacl gl bl sla¥) o s ) clsnd) e maed) Gu A Jalas ) duball s3a cuiaa
Aubal) A i€y .oty Jalew [Lad) Zuball o3 crestind (Sl Gl e el . oaslal) Gul
Coelaly sl Aypall KL 3 e 0 Gl 2o ALY sls b (ysbans (e i same 177 e
lagd OIS danl) 8 DAYy msand) puiie Jand of Ailia) cdadyall Cyaiia c ADle @llia of Al i
las Ommalal) BBLYY 8 il oda e 3l LAl 03g] dadlilly Al il Adlal Y1a 13
Cpn Ay ol Jae i upail alg ddadil yughiig dae] ) dala dunalad) Al Alsye 3 A

e LYy Ll Jaal) Cilayie

cpasaad) Jaad eJanll By cdaalall ¢ uagll algal) Al claldl

L) Aaals cpainall Lok 5olae3 Aadilel) aalall (Ailat¥) Al mod - domd o el e ALY dalae I skt and 1
e G gl 2

- 496 -



