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Abstract This study was purposed to examine the confirmatory factorial structure of the Work Relationships Scale
(WRS); to investigate the correlations between work relationships, perceived stress, anxiety, and depression; and to exp lore
the roles of a few workplace-related factors on these constructs. Participants were 318 employees that selected by random
sampling method within a survey from the highereducation, governmentaland industrial workplace sectors, Eghlid city, Iran.
A demographic questionnaire and four self-rating measures were used in this study. The validity and reliability ofthe WRS
were affirmed in this study. Resulting data showed that the WRS is a multifaceted construct with three factors: (1) criticism,
procrustean, and coercion, (2) satisfactory; and (3) supportive and empathic relationships. The first factor was significantly
and positive correlated with work stress, depression, and anxiety. The second factor was not significantly correlated to work
stress, depression, and anxiety. The third factor was negative and significantly correlated to the work stress. Work stress,
depression, and anxiety were positive and significantly correlated to each other. The type of workplace; work experience,

type of job, and the level of professional expertise were significantly effective on the dependents variables in this sample.
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1. Introduction

The social nature of human is recognized by many
scholars in personality and social psychology theories[1-4].
In fact, all interpersonal relationships build at multiple levels
in different social situations and all they have the major roles
in the human mental wellbeing. Since the nature of
interpersonal relationships in various social settings is
phenomenological; and it can be influenced by all things that
have passed through an individual's mind in a given
situation[5]. Walster, Walster and Berscheid noted that the
effects of human relationships such as satisfaction and
contribution initially are based upon the personal evaluations
of how just or fair the distribution of costs and benefits for
each member in a social interaction[6]. Hence, striking and
good relationships have immense benefits for buffering the
psychosocial stressors, perceived social support and
psychological adjustment[7-9]. While negative and harsh
relationships such as disgust, angerand hostility are linked to
the higher levels of inter-group conflicts, narrow-mindness,
discrimination, prejudice and rejection of out-groups
members[10-11]. Evidence from social capital field
indicated that the quality of relationships influences by
networks, norms, trust, and attainable resources in different
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social organizations[12-14].

The nature of interpersonal relationships in all institutions
and organizations are formed by two natural and intentional
mechanisms. The natural formation of relationships is the
result of social interaction among individuals who are
entered or leave the social networks. But intentional
mechanism shows that individuals tendency for a few
strategic behaviors by seeking some outside relationships
and social networks which finally help them to create the
social capital for their own benefit[ 12, 15]. Thereby, search
for training o f social and interpersonal skills was focused in
many mental health programs because their positive
outcomes can help societies to prevent the high risk and
disruptive emotional problems in the specific populations.
For example, mentoring of social relationships is one of the
most popular social interventions in American society,
particularly for improving of emotional functioning,
psychological well-being and positive development in youth.
Obviously, the rationale behind this program for youth is
based on the assumption that social ties can put forward
substantial benefits to young people in their emotional well
being[16]. Therefore, this study is purposed to investigate
the confirmatory validity of Work Relationships Scale
(WRS), to investigate its associations with stress, depression
and anxiety, and to explore the roles of work-related factors
on these constructs in an Iranian sample.

1.1. Work Relationships, Stress and Emotional Problems
in Work place
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Research about the human relationships in workplaces is a
relatively new field in organizational and industrial
psychology. Thereby, there is a lack of theory, research and
practice for work relationships and its possible roles on
psychopathology among employee such as their stress and
emotional problems in the workplaces. Work relationships
are products of organizational cultures and their surrounded
sociocultural contexts. Work relationships might influences
by social associations, social connections, affiliations, goals,
social settings, policies, and physical environment
workplaces, and it would expect the work relationships
affecting by multiple roles which employee are doing in
different workplaces[5]. Altogether the ignorance of work
relationships quality between personnel in a workplace is a
major risk for its professional success. Therefore, the winner
workplaces are motivated to promote the good working
relationships. In contrast, the loser organizations are
inattentive to the work relationships among their employee,
and these negative relationships produce many adverse
outcomes for them in advance[l7]. In the recent study,
Khodarahimi, Hashim and Mohd-Zaharim indicated that
work relationships construct is a multidimensional issue with
four factors: critical and procrustean, satis factory, supportive
and sympathic, and disciplinary. The critical and procrustean
factor was positively associated to interpersonal sensitivity,
work stress, depression and anxiety. The satisfactory factor
was negatively correlated to depression and work stress. The
supportive and sympathic factor was negatively linked with
work stress. The disciplinary factor has positive correlation
with interpersonal sensitivity and work stress. Their findings
showed that work relationships could explain 30, 3 and 6
percents of variations in work stress, depression and anxiety
constructs respectively[5]. Khodarahimi, Hashim and
Mohd-Zaharim suggested that workplace relationships
involve two positive and negative sides, and these factors
could be explain by child rearing, attachment, cultural values,
socialization and acculturations mechanisms in workplaces
and their surrounded cultures[5]. A plausible explanation for
the dark side of work relationships in workplaces is the
general tendency of employee for attainment the higher
social desirability. In line with this speculation, Uziel
revealed that various forms of interpersonal orientations
including  predispositions, long-term  relationships,
friendships, and short-term reactions in all social contexts
might be influence by social desirability in some degrees[18].
However, Uzl noted that social desirability is not as
constructive for all types of interpersonal relationships in
social contexts[18]. Uziel showed that interpersonally
oriented self-control is more useful for personal well-being
and interpersonal adjustment than mere social desirability
[18]. Moreover, the roles of a few workp laces-related factors
such as the level of education, type of job and the workplace
classification on the work relationships were supported in the
current study in a Malaysian sample[5].

1.2. Theoretical Conceptualizations

Theoretically, there is not a rigorous and well-tailored
conceptualization about the work relationships in industrial
and organizational psychology. This study tries to explain
the nature of work relationships in this field by using two
broad approaches which called interpersonal relationships
and organizational theories. Attachment perspective, social
relationships perspective, and gender-oriented perspective
are three examples of interpersonal relationships theories.
From an attachment perspective, Bowlby conceptualized that
infantile relationships with the early caregivers in childhood
are interojected by the child and then shape the prototype for
all relationships in adulthood, including the work
relationships[19]. Similarly, Hazan and Shaver suggested
that individual’ relationships to their colleagues in workp lace
can reflect the traits which present in their attachment
styles[20]. This perspective is more beneficial for
exploration the possible roles of attachment figures and
childhood unconscious experiences on forming the work
relationships across workplaces in adulthood.

According to the social relationships perspective, Reis and
Collins suggested that there is a linear linkage between the
quality and quantity of the human relationships and their
functioning, including physical and mental health. They
noted that innate systems for regulating of social
relationships and responding to social circumstances might
include: cooperation, competition, social norms, coalition
formation, attachment, face perception, social inclusion and
exclusion, communication of emotions, romantic jealousy,
empathy, and commitment[21]. Reis and Collins indicated
that all relationships can be defined in terms of the properties
that describe the involved parties’ interdependence with each
other[21]. Reis and Collins suggested that relationship
contexts have the potential to affect the different array of
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral processes in people[21].
Reis and Collins noted that relationships could impact social
cognition, emotion, and human development in different
ways[21]. However, Reis and Collins argued that a few
features of the environment have greater impact on the
human relationships[21]. This conceptualization shows the
impacts of societal and cultural factors on work relationships
in different workplaces.

From the gender-oriented perspective, various kinds of
social interactions and interpersonal relationships might
influences by gender and body objectification in different
social settings. For instance, Saguy, Quinn, Dovidio and
Pratto indicated that sexual objectification on women’s
behavior in social interactions is an important factor in their
relationships in workplaces, and it could affect their mental
health and emotional functioning[22]. Based on the
gender-oriented theory, the quality of work relationships is
influences by gender and body language in the workp laces.

Workload model, control-stress model, situated inference
model and the organizational view of social develop ment are
four examples of organizational theories. According to the
workload model, there is a significant linkage between the
workload and workers' perceptions from their colleagues.
Wicker and August indicated that the understaffed workers
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as relatively insensitive and non-evaluative about the
personal characteristics of their colleagues; because their
main concern is keeping the setting that operating for
themselves[23]. The workload model is predicts that workers
with heavier work loads would be expecting to make less
extreme judgments about their colleagues than workers with
lighter work loads. This model suggested that workload is
negatively correlated to the favorability of workers' ratings
of their colleagues. The propositions just classified link the
working condition and workload with two kinds of
experience that workers may have on the job (ie. setting
claim and favorable views of colleagues). This model is
suggests that these work experiences are linked to three
kinds of more long-term outcomes that including: job
satisfaction, work self-esteem, and stress symptoms[23].
Altogether, the workload model conceptualized that
organizational size, workload, work experience factors (i.e.
assessments of colleagues), and work outcomes (job
satisfaction, work self-esteem, stress symptoms) are linked
to the work relationships. Findings based on this
conceptualization were affirmed significant differences
between employees from two contrasting occupational
groups (i.e. professional-technical workers and operative
workers) that show its application in the work relationships.
This finding is supporting the workload model prediction in
different work settings[23]. It seems this model is working
suitably for explanation the work relationships and its
possible correlations with stress and emotional problems in
the workplaces.

Based on the control-stress model, the inherent stressors in
work relationships such as conflicts with co-workers or
abusive behaviors by supervisors can produce some
emotional problems such as stress, anxiety and depression
among employee in organizations[24]. This theory predicted
that employee perceptions of their control on stressors in
workplaces have an important role on their emotional
functioning and well-being[24]. Therefore, this theory is
helpful for exploration the associations between work
relationships, stress and emotional problems in different
workplaces.

In situated inference model, it would expect that
relationships in workplaces influence the prime-related
behavior and goal striving among employee, and these
factors are influential on their judgment, behavior, or
motivation in the workplace[25]. This model suggested that
a prime’s effects for positive and negative relationships in
the workplaces and its role on judgment (construal priming),
action (behavior priming), and motivation (goal priming) of
emp loyee can be produced through the same basic process.
Thereby, it seems the primes of work relationships
influences employee mental health and their emotional
reaction toward the work perceptions[25].

Froman organizational view on social development, work
relationships have four basic principles[26]. First, the
meaning of work relationships depends on how it is
appropriateness with global behaviors in a specific
workplace. Second, the way that people regulates their
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emotions in work relationships; and how they regulated their
emotions with their caregivers earlier in life. Third, mental
representations of the self and work relationships with
colleagues formed early in life can guide interactions
patterns in their later relationships across workplaces. Fourth,
experiences from the early relationships with parents and in
later relations to colleagues in work relationships should
together influence what happens later in social
development[26]. The organizational view predicted that the
early interpersonal experiences in life can determine how
well individuals resolve their relationship conflicts, recover
from conflicts, and have stable, satisfying relationships in
workp laces[26].

1.3. The Present Study

Founded on the aforesaid literature and conceptualizations,
the work relationships as a new field in the industrial and
organizational psychology needs to investigate the
measurement of work relationships and to explore its
associations with work stress, emotional problems and
work-related factors in the workplaces. Therefore, this study
is purposed to examine the validity of the work relationships
scale by conducting a confirmatory factors analysis, to
investigate the interrelatedness between work relationships,
perceived stress, anxiety and depression, and to explore the
roles of workplace-related factors on aforesaid constructs in
an Iranian sample. Since there is a lack of evidence in the
factorial structure of workplace relationships and its possible
roles on work stress and emotional problems in the country,
this investigation could bring up some valuable insights for
industrial and organizational counseling, and psychological
interventions in the workplaces. This study speculated that
the factorial structure of work relationships scale is
culture-bounded, there are significant associations between
work relationships, work stress, depression and anxiety
constructs, and it is predicted that all they would influence by
a few workplace-related factors. The first hypothesis of the
present study is that the workp lace relationships would have
a multidimensional nature. The second hypothesis of this
study is that work relationships, stress, depression and
anxiety in the workplaces would have significant
correlations in this sample. The third hypothesis of this study
is that type of work location, type of employment, work
experience per year, the level of education, type of job, and
the level of professional expertise would have significant
roles in the work relationships, stress and emotional
problems in this sample.

2. Method

2.1. Participants

Participants were 318 working individuals (male n = 260
and female n = 58) from the governmental (n=146), the
higher education (n=38), and the industrial (n=134)
organizations in Eghlid, Fars province, Iran. Individuals
from the governmental sector were recruited in the public
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education office, banks, agriculture, telecommunication and
health care institutions. Individuals from the higher
education sector were recruited in the Eghlid Branch, Islamic
Azad University. Individuals from the industrial sector were
recruited in slaughterhouse, steel, and sugar factories.
Therefore, participants from the three sectors are
representing various job categories and workplaces. The
means (and standard deviations) of age for males and
females were 35.74(7.20) and 38.61 (8.90) respectively.
Participants were recruited from the three sectors by simple
random sampling within a survey design. All participants
were full-time employee in the aforesaid workplaces sectors.
After informed consent was obtained, participants completed
a demographic questionnaire and four inventories in the
Persian language.

2.2. Instruments

The demographic questionnaire was contained age, gender,
religion, ethnicity, level of education, marital status, order of
birth, number of siblings, the title of workplace, type of
workplace, type of employment (i.e. formal full-time,
experimental full-time, contractual full-time), work
experience per year, job title, and job classification. The four
inventories used were: (1) the Work Relationships Scale
(WRS), (3) the Workplace Stress Scale (WSS), (4) the
Center for Epidemiologic Studies-Depression (CES-D); and
(5) the Beck Anxiety Inventory (BAI).

Work Relationships Scale (WRS). The WRS is a 15-item
scale that measures the work relationships[S]. This scale
measures the nature, content and quality of relationships
from a phenomenological perspective in the workplace.
Participants reply to all items using a scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The WRS factor
analysis was indicated four factors that are including:
Critical and procrustean, satisfactory, supportive and
sympathic, and disciplinary[5]. The WRS concurrent
validity was measured by Interpersonal Sensitivity Scale[27],
and Workplace Stress Scale[28]; that showed .27 and .40
correlations to them respectively. The internal reliability of
the WRS factors and its total scale by using Cronbach’s
alpha was ranged from .81, .82, .86, .85 to .83 in a Malaysian
sample (5).

Workplace Stress Scale (WSS). The WSS is a short version
of Karasek’s 49-items questionnaire[28]. The WSS is
contains three factors: demands (Sitems), control (6 items),
and support (5 items). Participants' response to items using a

scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 (strongly disagree).

The reliability of the WSS and its subscales by using
Cronbach’s alpha for all domains ranged from .63 to .86[28].
The WSS internal reliability using Cronbach’s alpha was .84
in this study.

The Center for Epidemiologic Studies-Depression
(CES-D). The CES-D includes 20 items that showing the
main symptoms of depression[29]. For each item, the
participant has to response with a Likert scale from 1 (Rarely
or none of the times to 4 (Most or all the time). The CES-D

concurrent and construct validity by clinical and self-report
criteria has been demonstrated in different cultures[30-32].
The CES-D internal consistency has been reported with
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranging from .85 to .90 across
studies (Radloff, 1977). The CES-D internal reliability by
using Cronbach’s alpha was .82 in this study.

Beck Anxiety Inventory (BAI). The BAI is a 21-item
self-report instrument that measures the total anxiety[33].
Participants are asked to rate the severity of each symptom
by using a 4-point scale ranging from 0 (Not at all bothered)
to 3 (Severely bothered). The internal consistency of the BAI
by using Cronbach’s alpha has ranged from.90 to .94 in both
clinical and nonclinical samples[33-34]. Validity of the BAI
has also been confirmed in community samples[35]. The
BAI internal reliability by using Cronbach’s alpha was .90 in
this study.

3. Results

To test the first hypothesis a confirmatory factor analysis
of data was conducted to evaluate the construct validity and
the possible multidimensional nature of Work Relationships
Scale in this sample. Principal factor analysis with varimax
rotation was used to determine the construct validity,
considering Eignvalues higher than 1. Factor analysis
specification was satisfactory (KMO=.848, Bartlett's Test of
Sphericity=2.90, df=105, p=.0001, Rotation Sums of Squared
Loadings =68.53). Table 1 shows the significant rotated
correlation higher than .30 for 15 items in 7 iterations.

Table 1. Rotated Component Matrix of Work Relationships Scale

Components
Items ) 5 3

1. .825
2. 768
3. 768
4. 11

5. 157

6. .801

7. .592

8. .790

9. .801

10. 780

11. .834

12. .888

13. .829

14. .807

15. 760

Factor analysis indicated that the WRS consist of three
factors and Eignvalues for four factors ranged 1.31 to 5.21.
These three factors explained 68.53% of variance. They were:
Criticis m, procrustean, and coercion (There is someone at
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this workplace that often look out for my faults or put me
down; 8 items), Satisfactory (I am satisfied with my
relationship at this work place; 4 items); and Supportive and
empathic (There is someone at this workplace that I can turn
to for support with personal problems; 3 items) factors (table
2). In this study the WRS concurrent validity measured by
Interpersonal Sensitivity Scale[27] and it showed .33
correlations coefficients to them respectively. The internal
reliability by using Cronbach’s alpha was been .82, .80, .86,
and .84 for the WRS factors and its total scale in this study.

Table 2. Factors and Items of Work Relationships Scale

Factors Items Cumulative %
l.CI‘Itl()IS'm, procr.ustea.n, and 4.5.6.7.8.9,
coercion relationships 1415 30.82
(CPCR) >
2.Satisfactory relationships
(SR) 10,11,12,13 52.16
3. Supportive and empathic
. . 1,2 .
relationships(SER) 2,3 68.53

Table 3. Work Relationships, Stress, Depression and Anxiety Correlations
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positive and linearly related in the sample. Results indicated
significant relationships between the WRS subscales. The
first subscale of the WRS, work stress, depression and
anxiety are positively correlated to each other in this sample
(Table 3).

To examine the third hypothesis for the possible effects of
type of work location, type of emp loyment, work experience
per year, the level of education, and type of job, the level of
professional expertise differences; and their interactions in
dependent variables, a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was computed with these and their interactions
as independent variables and work relationships, work stress,
depression and anxiety as dependent variables. There were
significant differences for type of workplace, Wilks’ k =.670;
F(42, 1) = 2.92; p = .0001, in all dependents variables. The
type of employment, Wilks’ k = .984; F(6, 293) = .778; p
= .58, was not effective on the dependents variables. Work
experience (per year), Wilks’ k = .914; F(6, 293) = 4.58; p
=.0001, was only effective on the satisfactory relationships.
The level of education, Wilks’ k = .960; F(6, 293) = 2.03; p
=.06, was not effective on the dependents variables. Type of
job, Wilks’ k = .926; F(6, 293) = 3.90; p = .001, was only

Variables ' ko2 WRSS WRS WSS depression Anxiety effective on anxiety construct. The level of professional
WRSI  .192%*% _133*% .802%* 299%  ]20%  .163** expertise, Wilks’ k = .897; F(6, 293) = 5.60; p = .0001, was
WRS2 SagEE 600FE - 008 .09 - 076 effective on the work stress and anxiety constructs (tables 4

and5).
WRS3 567 - 113%* -.048 .051
- ok - - Table 4. Multivariate Test for the Effects of Organizational Factors on
WRS 174 032 098 Work Relationships, Work Stress, Depression and Anxiety
WSS 18 1% .180%*
. Wiks'

Depression 37 Independent variables Lambda F df P
Note: *p < .05, **p <.01. WRS1= Criticism, procrustean, and coercion Type of workplace 670 292 42,1 .0001
relationships, WRS2=Satisfactory relationships, WRS3= Supportive and
gm[iathic relationships, WRS= W ork Relationships Scale, WSS=W ork Stress Type of employment 984 778 6,293 58

cale. -

. . . Work experience per 914 458 6293 0001

To evaluate the second hypothesis, a correlation analysis year

was computed to evaluate the relationships between the The level of education .960 203 6293 .06
WRS, work stress, depression and anx%ety in Fhe workplace. Type of job 926 390 6293 001
This was computed among the 7 variables in an effort to

assess the degree that these quantitative variables were Thelevel of .897 560 6293 .0001

professional expertise

Table 5. Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for Type of Workplace, Work Experience, Type of Job and the Level of Professional Expertise on the

Dependents Variables

Type of workplace Work experience per year Type of job Specialty in work

Variables

F P F P F p F P

WRSI 240 .021 .37 .543 1.05 .304 24 .625
WRS2 296 .005 22.81 .0001 .05 814 1.89 170
WRS3 224 .031 281 .095 308 .080 .33 .566
WRS 345 .001 358 .059 .02 891 12 726
WSS 726 .0001 .44 .503 343 .065 638 .012
Depression 341 .002 .61 433 377 .053 18.98 .0001
Anxiety 233 .025 1.00 318 551 .020 .26 .610

Note: WRS 1= Criticism, procrustean, and coercion relationships, WRS2=Satisfactory relationships, WRS3= Supportive and empathic relationships, WRS=

Work Relationships Scale, WSS=W ork Stress Scale.



260 Siamak Khodarahimi et al.

Work Relationships in Different Workplaces Sectors:

The Roles of Emotional Problems and Work-Related Factors

4. Conclusions

The confirmatory factor analysis of work relationships
scale in the first hypothesis of the present study showed that
the WRS is a multidimensional construct with three factors
in this sample. The WRS subscales in this confirmatory
factor analysis were including: criticism, procrustean, and
coercion, satisfactory; and supportive and empathic
relationships.  Altogether, there are five possible
explanations for the multifaceted structure of the WRS in
workplaces. First, the WRS factors are congruent with
predictions from social and personality theories which they
claim individuals search for social bounds in all social
situations include the workplaces[l-4]. Second, the
mu ltifaceted nature of the WRS is already confirmed in the
current study in a Malaysian sample[5]. However, this study
is only showed three factors for the WRS in this sample.
Therefore, the factorial structure of the work relationships
might influences by some cultural backgrounds of
workplaces in different countries. Third, the factorial
structure of the WRS in this study is resembled with
predictions from both social capital and attachment style
theories in adulthood[13-15, 19-20, 36-37]. Fourth, the
mu ltifaceted nature ofthe human relationships in workp laces
in this essay is similar to domains of interpersonal
relationships in social networks such as family, inter-group
and friendship. Moreover, the nature of factorial structure of
the WRS in this study can be classified to two positive (i.e.
satisfactory; and supportive and empathic relationships) and
negative (ie. criticism, procrustean, and coercion)
dimensions. This classification is consistent with the earlier
investigations. These positive and negative sides of work
relationships might shape by attachment, cultural values,
sex-linked roles, socialization and work-related factors
which working in different organizations[5, 10-11, 13-14,
18-22, 38-39]. Fifth, the multifaceted nature of work
relationships in the present study is congruent with
predictions  from interpersonal relationships  and
organizational theories about work relationships[23-26].
According to these theories, a few workplace-related factors
such as workload, work stress, sense of self-control, the
types of self-attributions, and the types of emotions in the
workplaces can produce positive and negative dimensions of
work relationships with colleagues in a given organization.

The results from the second hypothesis indicated that
criticism, procrustean, and coercion factor of work
relationships was positively correlated with work stress,
depression and anxiety. The satisfactory factor of work
relationships was not significantly correlated to work stress,
depression, and anxiety. The supportive and empathic
subscale of work relationships was negatively correlated to
the work stress. The WRS total score was negatively
correlated to the work stress but it has not significant
correlations with depression and anxiety. Additionally, work
stress, depression, and anxiety scales were positive and
significantly correlated to each other. All of the WRS
subscales were significantly and positively related to the

WRS total scale. These findings showed the significant roles
of criticism, procrustean, and coercion relationships at work
in elevated work stress, anxiety and depression. These
findings are consistent with previous literature about the
possible roles of negative work relationships on emotional
problems among emp loyee in different workplaces[5, 17, 24].
Based on the rejection sensitivity model in social
relationships[40], it seems that negative side of work
relationships influences the self-perceived work stress,
anxiety and depression in the workplaces by change of
individuals appraisal framework about some threatening
events in the workplace settings, and in turn this
self-perception about negative work relationships can
increase the interpersonal sensitivity among employee for
more negative emotional problems in organizations.

The results from the third hypothesis indicated that the
type of workplace; work experience, the type of job, and the
level of professional expertise were significantly effective on
work relationships, work stress, anxiety, and depression in
this sample. But this study not showed significantly effects
for the type of employment and the level of education on
these dependents variables. The posteriori following test for
between-subjects and group differences indicated that
individuals who working in the higher education had the
higher significantly criticism, procrustean, and coercion
relationships, the WRS, work stress, depression and anxiety
than individuals who working in both industrial and
governmental sectors. In addition, individuals in two the
higher education and the governmental sectors had
significant higher satisfactory relationships than employee in
the industrial sector. Also, individuals in the governmental
sector had significant higher supportive and empathic
relationships than employee in the higher education and the
industry sectors. Also, individuals with work experience
more than 15 years had significant higher satisfactory
relationships in compare with employee with work
experience less than 15 years. In addition, employee in
public services jobs had significantly higher anxiety than
individuals were employed in others job categories like
teachers, administrators, physicians, engineers, faculty staff,
nurses, and skilled workers. Finally, the employee with low
professional expertise had significantly higher work stress
and anxiety than individuals with moderate to the high levels
of professional expertise. These findings are consistent with
predictions from social and organizational theories about the
roles of workplace-related and intrapersonal factors in
self-perceived stress and emotional problems in
organizations[5, 15-16, 18-21, 23-26, 36]. Particularly, these
results in field of workplace and its impact on the work
relationships are congruent with a current study in an Asian
sample[5]. Specifically, it seems that some organizational
management factors like ambiguity, job insecurity, and
rewards and primes have significant roles for explanation the
roles of workplace sectors on work relationships and
emotional problems which they require to further
investigations.

In conclusion, this study adds to organizational and
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industrial psychology literature and theory because it is
explored the multifaceted nature of work relationships and
its correlations with stress, depression and anxiety in
different workplaces, and it demonstrated the roles of a few
workplace-related factors on work relationships and
emotional problems. These results can be applied for the
human resources and social skills training programs in
workplaces, and they are beneficial for establishment of
positive organizations in practice. However, the present
study limited because it is only relied on a survey data and
self-rating scales. Future studies might to investigate these
constructs and their possible relationships within
cross-cultural, longitudinal and experimental designs in
different workplaces, and to explore the roles of work
relationships on others organizational factors.
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