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The organizational stress is said to be the cause of all those factors in the organization that causes stress to an 

individual employee and have negative organizational ill effects. Based on Udai Pareek ten Organizational Role 

Stress and its effect on the overall stress level of the employees in the IT Companies of Nagpur we can conclude 

Role Overload, Role Isolation and Self Role Distance are having insignificant influence on the stress level of the 

employees. Role Ambiguity, Role Erosion, Role Expectation Conflict, Role Inadequacy have small effect on the 

Stress level of the employees whereas Personal Inadequacy, Inter Role Distance and Role Stagnation have 

medium to high effect on the stress level of the employees. Role Stagnation has the maximum effect on the stress 

level of the employees.  
 

1. Introduction 
1.1 Concept of Organizational Stress 

The organizational stress is said to be the cause of all those factors in the organization that causes stress to an 

individual employee and have negative organizational ill effects. The employee stress may cause absenteeism, 

burn out, performance issues, lack of trust, motivation etc. There might be lot of factors causing organizational 

change such as organizational structure, leadership style, demand of task & roles, quality of work, change in 

businesses processes etc. The potential threats have basically shifted from short-term decision making to 

long-term decision making. Nevertheless, the same physical function in the human body is activated 

(Spiers, 2003, pp. 1-2 & 4). All the negative experiences an individual employee experiences at work 

increases the probability for developing work related stress-disorders. All stress related to workplace 

situations are known as Organizational Role Stress. Stress is an inherent physical function enacting with 

the human brain to inform the nervous system of potential threats.  

An employee who is exposed to Organizational Role Stress for longer periods of time are likely to get 

burnt-out, decreased overall performance and it also affects co-workers morale negatively (Ratna et al., 

2013, p. 361). Ratna et al. (2013, p.361) emphasizes that Organizational Role Stress is present in all types 

of organizations. Apart from serious illness of individuals, Organizational Role Stress decreases 

employee productivity, which affects the overall competiveness of the organization (Bano et al., 2011, pp. 

109-110). Longer exposures to Organizational Role Stress may also decrease the quality of services and 

products, poor client relationships, dysfunctional work climate and high labor turnover (Bano et al., 2011, 

pp. 109-110). 

Udai Pareek is considered to be a pioneer in the field of Organizational Role Stress; he developed a 

framework including ten different stressors to explore how an individual perceive Organizational Role Stress. 

They are as follows: Inter Role Distance (IRD), Role Stagnation (RS), Role Expectation Conflict (RES), Role 

Erosion (RE), Role Overload (RO), Role Isolation (RI), Personal Inadequacy (PI), Self-Role Distance (SRD), 

Role Ambiguity (RA) and Resource Inadequacy (RIN) (Pareek, 1983 cited in Ratna et al., 2013 p. 366). The 

framework will reveal the potential Organizational Role Stress in among the employees in the IT Companies 

of Nagpur and study the effect of ORS factors on the overall level of stress of the employees. The study is to 

find the effect of the ten stressors on the overall level of stress of the employees and identify the important 

causes of stress in the organization 
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1.2 Organizational Role Stress Scale 

The definitions of the ten stressors are as follows: 

 
Organizational 

Role Stress 

Organizational Role Stress occurs when individual experience negative effects in the work- related role 

in an organization (Pathak, 2012, p.155; Bloisi et al., 2007, p. 318). 

Stress  "The non-specific response of the body to any demand made upon it" (Spiers, 2003, p 5). 

Inter Role 

Distance 

The conflict that may arise when an individual attempts to play several roles, for example the 

managerial role in an organization and family roles (Sinha & Subramanian, 2012, pp. 71-73). 

Role Stagnation 
Takes place when an individual feels a lack of development and a feeling of being stuck in the same 

role (Bano et al., 2011, p. 106). 

Role Expectation 

Conflict 

A result of the different expectations an individual develops in their social setting and identification 

with other peers. Individuals own expectations about their role may differ from the expectations of 

peers or managers, which will cause stress (Sinha & Subramanian, 2012, p. 71) 

Role Erosion 
An individuals’ perception that some functions in an organization belongs to his or her role but 

performed or transferred to someone else (Chauhan, 2014, p. 159). 

Role Overload 
Occurs when an individual with a specific role has difficulties to perform demands from other roles 

(Coverman, 1989, p. 968). 

Role Isolation 
A direct consequence of inadequate cooperation and linkages of communication between an 

individual's role and other roles in the organization (Bano et al., 2011, p. 107; Srivastav, 2006, p. 111). 

Personal 

Inadequacy 

Arises when an individual does not possess necessary skills to perform tasks expected to function 

within their roles (Chauhan, 2014, p. 160). 

Self-Role Distance 
The stress that will occur when the role of an individual does not conform to his or her personality 

(Chauhan, 2014, p. 160). 

Role Ambiguity 
The lack of information available for the employee required for adequate performance (Kahn et al., 

1964, p. 73) 

Resource 

Inadequacy 

Resource Inadequacy is experienced by an individual when resources such as “human relations, 

buildings, infrastructure, materials, machines, tools, equipment, books, documents and information), 

required for performing the role, are inadequately provided (Srivastav, 2006, p. 111). 

 

Organizational Role Stress: Bano & Jha (2012, p. 24) emphasize that employment in any type of 

organization as a significant source of stress; the increased workloads and working close to deadlines will 

increase the demands on employees negatively. An organization consists of several functions denoted as 

roles by (Sinha & Subramanian, 2012, p. 71) and an individual occupies a specific role in which he or 

she is expected to perform. Pareek (1976) defined roles as “any position one holds in an organization as 

defined by the expectations various significant persons, including oneself, have for that position” (Pareek 1976 

cited in Waddar & Aminabhavi, 2012, p. 384). Srivastav (2006, p. 110) argues that the expectations on a 

specific role in an organization are a natural built-in source of stress. Bano & Jha (2012, p. 24) emphasize that 

Organizational Role Stress is denomination to explain all the different types of stress an individual experience in 

their work roles. Organizational Role Stress occurs when an individual experience negative situations in their 

role in an organization (Pathak, 2012, p.155; Bloisi et al., 2007, p. 318). A broader definition of 

Organizational Role Stress is the stress an employee experience when organizational and individual needs 

do not align (Pathak, 2012 p. 155; Bano et al., 2011, pp. 105-106). To perform adequately in a particular 

organizational role, the individual must try and meet the expectations created by the peers he or she needs to 

interact with. The level of perceived Organizational Role Stress while confirming to the expectations of 

others will vary according to the individual’s perception of threats, opportunities, constraints and situations 

(Sinha & Subramanian, 2012, p. 70). 

 

2. Literature Review 
2.1 Ratna el al. (2013) conducted a quantitative study in the Indian IT-business from October 2009 

to January 2010. The study utilized the Organizational Role Stress Framework developed by Pareek to 

investigate how employees perceive Organizational Role Stress. The study was conducted in New Delhi’s 

IT-sector at DELL, IBM, HCL and Wipro and the questionnaire consisted of 51 items (Ratna et al., 2013, 

p. 363). The empirical findings revealed that men are more stressed than their female colleagues in the 

Indian IT-sector and that employee’s in the age of 20-25 are experiencing more stress due to Role 

Ambiguity, which means lack of clarity in ones role (Ratna et al., 2013, p. 379). Furthermore, the study 

highlighted Role Erosion and Inter-Role Distance significant contributors to the perceived Organizational 

Role Stress (Ratna et al., 2013, p. 379). 

Another study was conducted in Indian multinational corporations, IT, banking and manufacturing 

organizations to explore how levels of Organizational Role stress vary among managerial levels. A 

questionnaire was distributed to 100 managers in different hierarchical positions, namely: low, middle and 

high level managers (Sinha & Subramanian, 2012, p. 71). The study indicated that top hierarchical 
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managers perceive higher levels of Organizational Role Stress than managers in lower hierarchical 

positions (Sinha & Subramanian, 2012, p. 74). The responsibilities and roles in different hierarchical positions 

are explained as the reason why Organizational Role Stress differs among the managerial levels in an 

organization (Sinha & Subramanian, 2012, p. 71). 

In 2012, Bano & Jha (2012) conducted a study also in India to explore the differences of perceived 

Organizational Role Stress among employees in the private and public sector. The target population included 

302 employees from both the private and financial sector in India. The population worked in various public 

sectors and organizations such as Treasury Boards, Tata Motors and Pashupati Oil Mills (Bano & Jha, 2012, 

pp. 27-28). The study pinpointed Role Erosion as the most significant stressor and Resource Inadequacy as 

the least significant stressor. Most importantly, the study revealed no significant differences in perceived 

levels of Organizational Role Stress among employees in the private and public sector (Bano & Jha, 

2012, p. 34). Bano & Jha (2012, p. 34) also emphasized adequate education and work-experiences as 

two additional factors influencing the perceived Organizational Role Stress among employees’ (Bano 

& Jha, 2012, p. 34). 

 

3. Research Methodology 
The study regarding the Effect of ten factors of Organizational Role Stress on the overall stress level of the IT 

Employees of Nagpur City. Simple Random sampling technique was used to identify responses for the study 

and a sample size of 240 respondents from Nagpur and was taken to conduct the study.  

Udai Pareek standardized ORS questionnaire was used for evaluating the organizational stress among the 

employees on a Likert type scale, where 0 indicated minimum agreement and 4 indicated maximum agreement 

as given below 

• if you never or rarely feel this way. 

• if you occasionally ( a few times) feel this way. 

• if you sometimes feel this way. 

• if you frequently feel this way. 

• if you very frequently or always feel this way.  

 

 

Figure 1: Conceptual Background 

 

3.1 Tool Used: Path Modelling Analysis 

The relationships between the constructs were analyzed by using the Partial Least Squares (PLS) path-modeling 

algorithm. The PLS algorithm estimates path models using latent variables. PLS is a latent variable modeling 

technique that incorporates multiple dependent constructs and explicitly recognizes measurement error.  
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Figure 2: Initial Path Model 

 

 
Figure 3: First level of Bootstrapping 

 

 
Figure 3: T-Statistic Values 
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Table 1 

 

 

The above diagram presents the T-value of the ten stressors on the overall stress level. Comparing the T-value 

with critical value of 1.96 we find that the three stressors of the ten have found to be not significantly affecting 

the overall level of stress among the employees of the organization. The three factors are Role Isolation, Role 

Overload, Self Role Distance. 

 

With these dropouts the resultant as well as final model for further investigations is presented in the figure 

below 

 
Figure 4: Final Bootstrapping results 

 
Table 2 

 

T Statistics P Values 

IRD -> STRESS LEVEL 5.164 0.000 

PI -> STRESS LEVEL 5.422 0.000 

RA -> STRESS LEVEL 4.387 0.000 

RE -> STRESS LEVEL 2.886 0.004 

REC -> STRESS LEVEL 2.975 0.003 

RIN -> STRESS LEVEL 3.251 0.001 

RS -> STRESS LEVEL 6.547 0.000 

 

In PLS, loadings of respective factors on their respective latent constructs are examined to assess the reliability 

of the factors (Hulland, 1999). Since the final model was decided after dropping out insignificant factors having 

factor loadings of less than 0.1, the model has been analyzed using Smart PLS 3.0 software.  

 

According to Cohen (1988), R
2
 values for endogenous latent variables are assessed as follows: 

• 0.26- Substantial 

• 0.13- Moderate 

• 0.02- Weak 

Also path coefficients range greater than 0.1 is acceptable (Lohmoller, 1989) 

  T Statistics (|O/STDEV|) P Values 

IRD -> STRESS LEVEL 3.987 0.000 

PI -> STRESS LEVEL 3.758 0.000 

RA -> STRESS LEVEL 2.847 0.005 

RE -> STRESS LEVEL 2.641 0.009 

REC -> STRESS LEVEL 2.41 0.016 

RI -> STRESS LEVEL 1.883 0.063 

RIN -> STRESS LEVEL 3.398 0.001 

RO -> STRESS LEVEL 1.193 0.233 

RS -> STRESS LEVEL 6.058 0.000 

SRD -> STRESS LEVEL 1.034 0.302 
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Figure 5: Final PLS Model 

 
Table 3 

 
R Square R Square Adjusted 

STRESS LEVEL 0.718 0.709 

 

The coefficient of determination, R2, is 0.718 for the STRESS LEVEL endogenous latent variable. This means 

that the remaining seven latent variables explain 71.8% of the variance in STRESS LEVEL. 

The inner model suggests that Role Stagnation has the strongest effect on Stress Level (0.255), followed by 

Inter Role Distance (0.235) and Personal Inadequacy (0.205). The hypothesized path relationship between Stress 

Level and all seven organizational stress scale factors is statistically significant. 

 

1. Internal Consistency Reliability 
Generally “Cronbach’s alpha” is used to measure internal consistency reliability in social science research but 

it tends to provide a conservative measurement in PLS-SEM. (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988; Hair et al., 2012) 

literature suggested the use of “Composite Reliability” as a replacement. Composite Reliability values larger 

than 0.6 shows high levels of internal consistency reliability and in this we find all the seven latent variables 

have a composite reliability greater than 0.6 mentioned in Table 4. 

 

2. Convergent Validity 

We do the evaluation of Average Variance Extracted (AVE) to check fo r  convergent validity of the latent 

variables. it is found that all of the AVE values are greater than the acceptable threshold of 0.5, so 

convergent validity is confirmed in the Table 4 given below. 

 
Table 4 

 

 
Indicators Loadings Composite Reliability AVE 

IRD 

IRD1 .746 

0.761 0.537 

IRD2 .751 

IRD3 .730 

IRD4 .725 

IRD5 .712 

RS 

RS1 .698 

0.790 0.513 

RS2 .770 

RS3 .816 

RS4 .777 

RS5 .519 

REC 

REC1 .634 

0.746 0.587 

REC2 .775 

REC3 .951 

REC4 .705 

REC5 .764 
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RE 

RE1 .650 

0.750 0.534 

RE2 .694 

RE3 .711 

RE4 .883 

RE5 .714 

PI 

PI1 .856 

0.752 0.602 

PI2 .604 

PI3 .718 

PI4 .906 

PI5 .796 

RA 

RA1 .738 

0.759 0.506 

RA2 .739 

RA3 .669 

RA4 .772 

RA5 .639 

RIN 

RIN1 .530 

0.693 0.504 

RIN2 .623 

RIN3 .839 

RIN4 .819 

RIN5 .739 

 

• Factor loadings: Composite reliability should be 0.6 or higher to indicate adequate convergence or internal 

consistency (Gefen et al., 2000). 

• Variance extracted: AVE should exceed 0.5 to suggest adequate convergent validity (Bagozzi& Yi, 1988). 

Hence The Convergent Validity Is Proved. 

3. Discriminant Validity 

Fornell and Larcker (1981) suggest that the square root of AVE in each latent variable can be used to 

establish discriminant validity, if this value is larger than other correlation values among the latent 

variables then the Discriminant validity is proved. 

All the values on the diagonal of the table in bold represent the square root of AVE.  The other values 

represent the correlations between the latent variables are placed in the lower left triangle of the table. 

 
Table 5 Fornell-Larcker Criterion 

  IRD PI RA RE REC RIN RS STRESS LEVEL 

IRD 0.634 
       

PI 0.235 0.618 
      

RA 0.270 0.481 0.626 
     

RE 0.354 0.338 0.348 0.613 
    

REC 0.333 0.427 0.471 0.396 0.610 
   

RIN 0.443 0.437 0.595 0.321 0.356 0.664 
  

RS 0.215 0.353 0.390 0.291 0.376 0.416 0.656 
 

STRESS LEVEL 0.523 0.588 0.616 0.491 0.548 0.640 0.586 1.000 

 

All the correlation values are smaller than the respective column square root AVE Values and hence 

discriminant validity is proved. 

 
4. Collinearity of Indicators: Tolerance and VIF values in SPSS Output 

 

 
STRESS LEVEL 

IRD 1.368 

PI 1.489 

RA 1.883 

RE 1.344 

REC 1.548 

RIN 1.925 

RS 1.348 
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All of the indicators’ VIF values are lower than 5 and their Tolerance values are higher than 0.2, so 

there is no collinearity problem (Hair et al., 2011). 

 

5. Effect Size  

In addition to checking collinearity, there can be a detailed discussion of the model’s f2 effect size 

(Effect size of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 indicates small, medium, and large effect, respectively) which shows how 

much an exogenous latent variable contributes to an endogenous latent variable’s R2 value. The effect size 

assesses the strength of relationship between the latent variables. The effect size helps researchers to assess 

the overall contribution in the given research study. Chin, Marcolin, and Newsted (1996) have clearly 

pointed out that researcher should not only indicate whether the relationship between variables is 

significant or not, but also report the effect size between these variables.  

 

ORS FACTORS F SQUARE 

IRD 0.131 

PI 0.100 

RA 0.063 

RE 0.032 

REC 0.023 

RIN 0.049 

RS 0.171 

 

Looking at the F Square values we can see that Role Ambiguity, Role Erosion, Role Expectation Conflict, 

Resource Inadequacy have small to medium effect on the Stress level of the employees whereas Personal 

Inadequacy, Inter Role Distance and Role Stagnation have medium to high effect on the stress level of the 

employees. Role Stagnation has the maximum effect on the stress level of the employees. 

 

6. Model Evaluation 

Goodness-of-Fit (GoF) (Tenenhaus et al., 2005) was employed to judge the overall fit of the model, Gof, which 

is the geometric mean of the average communality and the average R
2
, represents an index for validating the 

PLS model globally. GoF value lies between 0 and 1, where a higher value represents better path model 

estimations.  

  

Assessing the Goodness of Fit 

• Global validation of PLS models use these cut-off values (Wetzels et al. 2009): 

 GoFsmall = 0.10 

 GoFmedium = 0.25 

 GoFlarge = 0.36.  

• Allows to conclude that the model used has better explaining power in comparison with the baseline model 

•  

ORS COMMUNALITY 

IRD 0.646 

RS 0.608 

REC 0.667 

RE 0.617 

PI 0.666 

RA 0.661 

RIN 0.649 

AVERAGE 0.644 

  R Square 

STRESS LEVEL 0.718 

 

 

 

 

For this model the GoF index was 0.68 meaning that the model had acceptable predictive relevance. 

 

 y Communalit Average x   
2

R  GOF
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4. Conclusion 
Based on Udai Pareek ten Organizational Role Stress and its effect on the overall stress level of the employees 

in the IT Companies of Nagpur we can conclude the following: 

1. Role Overload, Role Isolation and Self Role Distance are having insignificant influence on the stress level 

of the employees. Role overload being not significant proves that the employees find no difficulties to 

perform demands from other roles. there is proper communication linkages within the organization which 

proves why the Role Isolation is insignificant and employees do have the requisite skills and personality 

required for adequate performance in the organization. 

2. All the other seven factors significantly influence the level of stress of the employees in their organization. 

3. Role Ambiguity, Role Erosion, Role Expectation Conflict, Resource Inadequacy have small to medium 

effect on the Stress level of the employees whereas Personal Inadequacy, Inter Role Distance and Role 

Stagnation have medium to high effect on the stress level of the employees.  

4. Role Stagnation has the maximum effect on the stress level of the employees. The employee feels a lack of 

development and a feeling of being stuck in the same role everyday as a reason of stress. 

 

5. References 
1. Agrawal, R. K. & Majupuria, A. (2010). Role stress among women in the Indian information technology 

sector. International Journal of Indian Culture and Business Management. Vol. 3 (5), pp. 577 - 591. 

2. Aziz, M. (2004). Role stress among women in the Indian information technology sector.Women in 

Management Review. Vol. 19 (7), pp. 356-363. 

3. Bano, B., Gopalan, M., Talib, P. & Sundarakani, B. (2011). Organizational role stress: the conceptual 

framework. International Journal of Logistics Economics and Globalization. Vol. 3 (2), pp. 102-115. 

4. Bano, B. & Jha, R. K. (2012). Organizational Role Stress Among Public and Private Sector Employees: A 

Comparative Study. The Lahore Journal of Business. Vol. 1 (1), pp. 23–36. 

5. Bloisi, W., Cook, C. W. & Hunsaker, P. L. (2007). Management and Organizational Behavior. 2
nd 

edition. 

London: McGraw-Hill. 

6. Chauhan, A. P. (2014). Organizational Role Stress. International Journal of Advanced Research in 

Management and Social Sciences. Vol. 3 (2), pp. 154-171. 

7. Coverman, S. (1989). Role Overload, Role Conflict, and Stress: Addressing Consequences of Multiple Role 

Demands. Social Forces. Vol. 67 (4), pp. 965-982. 

8. Kahn, R. L., Wolfe, D. M., Quinn, R. P., Diedrick, J. S. & Rosenthal, R. A. (1964). 

Organizational Stress: Studies in Role Conflict and Ambiguity. New York: Wiley 

9. Pathak, D. (2012). Role of perceived organizational support on stress-satisfaction relationship: An empirical 

study. ASIAN JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT RESEARCH. Vol. 3 (1), pp. 153-177. 

10. Rakesh, R. (2012). Organizational Role Stress In Relationship With Social Support Of Industrial 

Employees. Indian Streams Research Journal. Vol. 2 (7), p. 1108 (pp. 1-7). 

11. Ratna, R., Chawla, S. and Mittal, R. (2013). Organizational role stress: level of stress, major stressor and its 

differences. International Journal of Indian Culture and Business Management. Vol. 7 (3), pp. 359-383. 

12. Sinha, V. & Subramanian, K. S. (2012). Organizational role stress across three managerial levels: A 

comparative study. Global Business and Organizational Excellence. Vol. 31 (5), pp. 70-77. 

13. Spiers, C. (2003). Tolley's managing stress in the workplace. 1
st 

edition. London: Tolley. 

14. Srivastav A. K. (2006). Coping with Stress in Organizational Roles. Indian Journal of Industrial Relations, 

Vol. 42 (1), pp. 110-128. 

15. Waddar, M. S. & Aminabhavi, V. A. (2012). Emotional Labor and Organizational Role Stress: A Study of 

Aircraft Employees. Global Business Review. Vol. 13 (3), pp. 383- 392. 

16. Udai Pareekh and Surabhi Purohit., 2010. Training instrument in HRD and OD: edition.,Tata McGraw-Hill  

17. Hussain., 2001. Perceived Stress Effects and Psychological Well-being among Doctors. Stress Research and 

Stress Management, 1, pp. 37-58.  

 

 

 


