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Abstract 

Background: Numerous studies show that employees tend to have anxiety and other 

psychological problems at places of work. The present investigation explored the prevalence 

of work-related general anxiety in 860 randomly chosen Brunei public and private sector 

employees. 

Methods: A quantitative field survey design was used to reach many participants and 

employed binary logistic regression procedure with backward elimination in analyzing the 

data. 

Results: Males were far less likely to have work-related general anxiety compared to females. 

Employees who sought help from prayer / religion were nearly 1.7 times more likely to have 

work-related general anxiety compared to those who do not get such help. Workers who 

regularly got help from family members on problems had also high likelihood of possessing a 

great amount of work-related general anxiety compared to those who did not often get help 

from family members. Employees with a low educational background had high odds ratios 

for possessing work-related general anxiety compared to those with high education.  

Compared to high scorers: (1) low scorers on peace and security variable were less likely to 

have work-related general anxiety; (2) low scorers on personal wellbeing and happiness were 

also less likely to experience work-related general anxiety; (3) low scorers on self-regulation 

and self-direction were as well less likely to have work-related general anxiety; and (4) low 
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scorers on employer-employee relationships were equally less likely to have work-related 

general anxiety issues. However, (5) low scorers on moral obligations were 1.6 times more 

likely to have work-related general anxiety problems; (6) low scorers on satisfaction with 

work-related achievements were 1.9 times more likely to have work-related general anxiety; 

(7) low scorers on interpersonal trust variable had high odds ratios for having work-related 

general anxiety problems; and (8) low scorers on work stress problems were surprisingly also 

highly likely to have work-related general anxiety problems.  

Conclusions: Sociodemographic variables and social work values presented above had 

different effects on work-related anxiety in employees. These are the variables to which 

attention and priority should be directed and accorded when counselling workers. 

Keywords: Sociodemographic variables, Social values, Work-related general anxiety, Public 

and private sector employees, Brunei 
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1. Introduction 

Anxiety is one of the characteristics of neuroticism (Schultz & Schultz, 1998). According to 

Raveendran (2017), neuroticism has a significant negative impact on work stress. In addition, 

Watson and Pennebaker (1989) also found that neuroticism had a direct relationship with job 

stress. This was supported by Deary and Blenkin (1996) who stated that job stress was a 

product of personality traits such as neuroticism. Furthermore, Birch and Kamali (2001) 

found that neuroticism was positively correlated with both job stress and depression. 

Henderson and Thompson (2007) view anxiety as an automatic defense mechanism to a 

critical and stressful situation. Moreover, Goyzman (2010) found that individuals who were 

low in „internal locus of control‟ (the externals), tended to experience higher levels of anxiety 

than those who were high in „internal locus of control‟ (the internals). Other researchers also 

found that external locus of control was positively related with work stress (Jha & Bano, 

2012; Sahraian & Omdivar, 2014). Overall, anxiety, stress and depression were positively 

correlated (Bouteyre et al., 2007; Dwamena, 2012). In their work anxiety interview study, 

Linden and Muschalla (2007) found that both genders exhibited anxiety with females 

showing more symptoms than males. According to Waghorn et al. (2014) and Ladderud 

(2017), individuals who suffered from depression and anxiety problems avoided going to a 

workplace more often than those who had no depression and anxiety. Workplace phobia was 

first coined by Haines et al. (2002) and defined as a form of anxiety exerted by an individual 

with a psychological and behavior disturbance as a result of attending a workplace. The three 

related mental health constructs (depression, anxiety, and stress) can be assessed in a variety 

of ways including using observations, interviews and questionnaires. One well researched 

instrument that measures anxiety and its correlates, but was not used in the current study, is 

the Depression, Anxiety and Stress Scale, DASS (Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995). 

1.1 Rationale and Justification for the Present Study 

Like elsewhere in the world, Brunei employees in both the public and private sectors face 

many problems and challenges that deserve to be investigated empirically. Apart from the 

Employee Satisfaction Index study (Department of Planning, Development and Research, 

2014), which looked into government workers‟ satisfaction, problems related to workplace 

anxiety have not been probed before. The present study was an attempt to narrow the 

knowledge gap on this issue. Past research of a psychological nature had addressed a number 

of problems such as various disabilities (Bradshaw & Mundia, 2005; Bradshaw & Mundia, 

2006; Tait & Mundia, 2012a, b; Haq & Mundia, 2012; Mundia, 2006; Yusuf & Mundia, 2014; 

Tait & Mundia, 2014; Tait, Mundia, & Fung, 2014; Tait, Mundia, Fung, & Wong, 2014). 

Besides disability, previous research also examined the mental health concerns of students in 

the education system (Mundia 2010a; Mundia, 2010b; Mundia 2012a, b; Mundia, 2013; 

Mundia, 2015). Most of the teaching and learning research on Brunei has focused on a wide 

range of school subjects including mathematics and Japanese language (Mundia, 1998; 

Mundia, 2010c; Mundia, 2010d; Mundia, 2007; Mundia, 2009; Mundia, 2011a; Mundia, 

2012c; Keaney & Mundia, 2014; Mundia & Metussin, 2019). The training of teachers was also 

accorded priority by research (e.g. Mundia, 2012d, e; Tait & Mundia, 2012b; Tait & Mundia, 

2014). Problems associated with conducting research using Brunei student samples were 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/David_Watson5
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investigated by two studies (see Mundia & Bakar, 2010; Mundia, 2011b). Issues related to 

common methods bias in research using Brunei samples were reported in two studies (Mundia, 

2019a; Mundia, 2019b). 

1.2 Role of Social Values in a Workplace 

There are many ways in which values can be defined or described. Values form an important 

part of the culture of any society. They provide the general guidelines for normative behaviors. 

Values such as fundamental rights, patriotism, human dignity, rationality, sacrifice, 

individuality, equality, and democracy guide our behavior in many ways. Based on our 

literature sources, values are both “desirable” and “desired” behaviors expected of people in a 

given group, community or society (Braithwaite & Scott, 1991). In this definition, the terms 

“desirable” and “desired” refer to what one “ought” to do and what one “wants” to do 

respectively (Braithwaite & Scott, 1991). The use of words “desirable” and “desired” make it 

difficult to define values precisely. For instance, behaviors that are considered to be desirable 

or desired in one culture and circumstance may not be viewed the same way in another 

culture or situation. In addition, values are multi-dimensional and multi-faceted constructs 

that overlap in some cases (e.g.moral values are somewhat similar to ethical values). 

Furthermore, values may be classified in a variety of ways. For example, we have the 

so-called personal values (e.g. an individualistic preference for high academic achievement), 

national values (e.g. American values), regional values (e.g. western values), work values (e.g. 

what we prefere to do and experience at the place of work), and collectivist values (e.g. 

communal ways of living). Attempts have also been made by researchers to identify the most 

common values referred to as world-wide universal values or cross-cultural values (Triandis 

et al., 1972). 

The present study refers to values as “social values” because they are embedded in several 

social domains such as cultural, family, religious, moral, ethical, political, educational, 

occupational, and sociological disciplines (Braithwaite & Scott, 1991). At the time of 

conducting the current study, there was a dearth and scarcity of research on social values. 

However, Inglehart‟s (1971; 1977) works addressed the issues of social values. Inglehart 

(1971; 1977) focused on two types of social values, namely: materialist values that were a 

response to the need for economic and physical security (e.g. fighting rising prices); and 

nonmaterialist values that were concerned with social and self-actualizing needs (e.g. 

decentralizing government decision-making processes). On social values related to 

employees, Hofstede (1980) discussed four types of work values: power distance (e.g. social 

inequality and unequal power balance); uncertainty avoidance (e.g. ways of dealing with the 

unknown future); individualism (autonomy) versus collectivism (group interdependence); and 

masculinity (e.g. male assertiveness) versus femininity (e.g. female nurturance). Hofstede 

(1980) argued that these four basic work values which he operationalized at the ecological 

level could be modified for use in non-work contexts. Much of the social psychology and 

sociological research on social values and work values has tended to focus on measuring the 

concerns people have for the self and others, known as social value orientation, SVO (van 

Lange, 1999; Murphy et al., 2011). Under the SVO theory, people are divided into four social 

values based categories. People who emphasize benefitting at the expense of others are 
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referred to as individualistic or egoistic. Those who seek to exploit gains from individual 

differences are said to be competitive (competitors or proselfs). Individuals who advocate 

equality or collective interest (also known as joint / equal outcomes) are known as 

cooperatives (cooperators or prosocials). Persons with narrow self-interest but much 

compassion for others are labelled as altruistic. Like the interpersonal trust concept, there are 

also many questionnaires that measure both social and work values described by Robinson et 

al. (1991). The present study only used some items from the Rokeach‟s Value Survey 

(Rokeach, 1967) and the Goal and Mode Values Inventories (Braithwaite & Law, 1985). 

Rokeach (1967) divided the values into two categories: terminal values (which referred to 

goals in life); and instrumental values (by which he meant modes of conduct). The Goal and 

Mode Values Inventories (Braithwaite & Law, 1985) were an attempt to improve on 

Rokeach‟s (1967) Value Survey instrument. Braithwaite and Law (1985) separated social 

goals / values from personal goals / values and produced a 3-parts instrument with 13 

dimensions: traditional religiosity; personal growth and inner harmony; physical well-being; 

secure and satisfying interpersonal relationships; social standing; social stimulation; positive 

orientaion to others; propriety in dress and manners; religious commitment; assertiveness; 

getting ahead; international harmony; and national strength and order. Besides these 

instruments, our study also adapted and incorporated some items from the World Values 

Survey [28] which taps a wider diversity of values including the universal, national, political, 

security, and moral ones than is measured by the Value Survey (Rokeach, 1967) and the Goal 

and Mode Values Inventories (Braithwaite & Law, 1985).  

1.3 Objectives of the Study 

The two main goals of the present study were to: 

(a) Assess the relationship between selected sociodemographic variables and 

work-related anxiety in Brunei public and private sector employees. 

(b) Evaluate the relationship between selected social values and work-related anxiety in 

Brunei public and private sector employees. 

2. Method 

The design, participants, instruments, data analysis techniques, and procedures used in this 

study are briefly explained separately below. 

2.1 Design 

The quantitative field survey was chosen and used as this strategy could handle a large 

sample to collect the required data within a short time. Other types of survey research (e.g. 

postal, online, telephone, and longitudinal) could not do this. 

2.2 Participants 

Brunei had 189,500 public sector employees in 2014 (108,500 or 57.3% males and 81,000 or 

42.7% females) (Department of Economic Planning and Development. (2015). Of these, 

137,300 (72.5%) were full Brunei citizens and permanent residents while 52,200 (27.5%) 
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were foreigners. The total number of private sector employees was not known at the time of 

collecting data for the present study. Often, the sample size is determined by formulae such as 

those employed in previous investigations (Yamane, 1967; Chand et al., 2012). For the 

current study, an appropriate table of population values and corresponding sample sizes 

developed by Krejcie and Morgan (1970) was used. Using the simple random sampling 

technique, 822 participants (instead of 384) were recruited from the public sector. However, 

only 38 persons were recruited from the private sector due to problems in obtaining 

volunteers to participate in the study. In view of this, the composite sample was 860 from 

both sectors. The following 5-point inclusion / exclusion criteria were used when recruiting 

participants for the study: (1) persons of all genders, ethnicities and religions were acceptable; 

(2) full Brunei citizens and permanent residents; (3) employed in the public and private 

sectors; (4) willing to volunteer participation in the study; and (5) persons whose individual 

protocols were not heavily contaminated by common methods bias such as missing values 

(non-response bias), central tendency error,  and extremity response bias. The demographic 

composition and personal characteristics of the selected participants are presented in 

  

Table 1. Participants‟ demographic information (N = 860) 

Variable Gender Number (%) Mean (SD) 

Age All 860 (100%) 37.690 (9.045) 

 Females 613 (71.300%) 37.690 (9.262) 

 Males 247(28.700%) 37.710 (8.516) 

Race Group 

Malay 

Chines 

Others 

Missing 

Frequency 

810 

25 

22 

1 

 

Percentage 

94.200 

2.900 

2.600 

0.300 

Religion Muslim 

Non-Muslim 

No religion 

Missing 

837 

12 

10 

1 

97.300 

1.400 

1.200 

0.300 

 

Citizenship Brunei citizen 

Permanent resident 

Missing 

831 

26 

3 

96.600 

3.000 

0.400 

 

Education Low (Primary to Year 13) 

Middle (Post-secondary to diploma) 

High (Bachelor‟s degree to doctoral 

degree) 

Missing 

362 

194 

301 

3 

42.100 

22.600 

35.000 

0.300 

 

Employer Public sector (government) 

Private sector (non-government) 

822 

38 

95.600 

4.400 
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Marital status Single (never married) 

Married 

Divorced (17)/widowed (7) 

221 

615 

24 

25.700 

71.500 

2.800 

 

Do you have 

children? 

Yes 

No 

Missing 

571 

286 

3 

66.400 

33.300 

0.300 

 

District Brunei-Muara 

Tutong 

Kuala Belait 

Temburong 

Missing 

721 

104 

20 

10 

5 

83.800 

12.100 

2.300 

1.200 

0.600 

 

Who do you live 

with 

Alone 

Parents 

In-laws 

Family members (siblings) 

Spouse and children 

Missing 

 

27 

296 

57 

73 

384 

23 

3.100 

34.400 

6.600 

8.500 

44.700 

2.700 

Do you stay/live in 

your own house 

Yes 

No 

Missing 

502 

356 

2 

58.400 

41.400 

0.200 

 

Are you the chief 

wage earner in 

your household? 

Yes 

No 

Missing 

282 

561 

17 

32.800 

65.200 

2.000 

 

2.3 Intsruments 

Besides the 16-item demographic questionnaire (Part A) which collected the participants‟ 

personal data reported in Table 1, we also used 13 scales (Parts B-G of the instrument) that 

measured a wide range of social values shown in Table 2. The items in Sections B-G were 

derived from five main sources: (1) items adapted from the Interpersonal Trust Scale (Rotter, 

1967), the Value Survey (Rokeach, 1967) and the Goal and Mode Values Inventories 

(Braithwaite & Law, 1985); (2); modified items from the World Values Survey (The Social 

Research Centre & Australian National University, 2012) which is available online for free 

download; and (3) the researcher‟s own constructed items based on the content review of the 

relevant literature as well as the researcher‟s conceptualisation of social values in the Brunei 

context. 

Part B consisted of 101 items pertaining to desirable behavioral values in Brunei context that 
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made up four subscales shown in Table 2. The items in Part B instruments were rated on 

5-point Likert scales (1 Not at all important; 2 Somewhat important; 3 Moderately important; 

4 Quite important; 5 Extremely important). One sample instruction and item are provided 

here to illustrate this section. Rate the following statement according to how you regard it as 

desirable in your life (To have true friends: 1 2 3 4 5).  

Part C comprised of 30 items related to preferred basic values in Brunei that were divided 

into three subscales presented in Table 2. The items in Part C questionnaires were also rated 

on 5-point Likert scales (1 Completely unimportant; 2 Not important; 3. Not very important; 

4. More or less important; 5 Important). An example instruction and item from this section is 

as follows: rate this statement according to the way you believe you ought to behave (To 

obtain social support or help when you have a problem – 1 2 3 4 5).  

Part D had one 10-item questionnaire that measured the level of interpersonal trust. The items 

in this instrument were rated on 5-point semantic differential scales (e.g. Rate your trust of 

people you work with: To what extent do you trust your co-workers (supervisor or boss)? Do 

not trust at all 1  2  3  4  5 Trust completely).  

Part E had one 7-item questionnaire that measured work-related general anxiety or worries. 

The items in this instrument were also rated on 5-point semantic differential scales (e.g. To 

what degree are you worried about losing your job? - Not at all 1  2  3  4  5 Very much).  

Part F contained 28 items that formed four questionnaires measuring employees‟ workplace 

problems. All the items in this section were rated on 5-point Likert scales (e.g. Please rate the 

frequency of the following problems you face or are facing at work: Conflicts and not getting 

along with co-workers (supervisor or boss) - 1 Never; 2 Rare; 3 Sometimes; 4 Often; 5 

Always).  

The scales in Sections B-G of the instrument were subjected to exploratory factor analysis 

(EFA). Table 2 shows the domains, factors with their scale names, number of items in each 

scale, and scale descriptive statistics together with information on scale reliability and 

validity. Items in each scale were reasonably homogeneous or unidimensional as indicated by 

the high adjusted or nonspurious item-total correlations. In addition, each scale or subscale 

had good internal consistency reliability as shown by the high Cronbach alpha coefficients. 

Furthermore, the domains and their scaels or subscales had adequate construct validity 

revealed in Table 2 by the percentage (%) of variance accounted for. Moreover, the 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measures of sampling adequacy (KMO) and Bartlett‟s tests of sphericity 

(BTS) showed that the factor analyses performed were satisfactory and suited the data 

respectively.  
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Table 2. Scale statistics, alpha reliability and construct validity (N = 860) 

EFAa Factor/Scale 

Name 

Items Mean SEmb SDc Median Average 

CITSrd 

Cronbach 

Alpha 

% 

Variance 

Accounted 

KMOe BTSf 

X2 

df Sig. 

Desired behavioral 

values 

101            

Factor 1 - Peace 

and security 

36 157.460 0.791 23.191 163.000 0.759 0.972 24.082 0.979 57237.272 5050 0.000 

Factor 2 - Social 

welfare/cultural 

duties 

26 114.150 0.524 15.362 117.000 0.783 0.958 17.642     

Factor 3 - Personal 

wellbeing and 

happiness 

17 59..350 0.390 11.445 60.000 0.744 0.903 12.006     

Factor 4 - Moral 

obligations 

11 41.960 0.255 7.478 43.000 0.682 0.861 9.779     

Total variance - - - - - - - 63.509     

Preferred basic 

values 

30            

Factor 1 – 

Self-regulation and 

self-direction 

17 70.180 0.358 10.485 72.000 0.638 0.948 31.492 0.958 14744.970 435 0.000 

Factor 2 – 

Self-presentation 

7 24.240 0.155 4.555 25.000 0.609 0.853 19.715     

Factor 3 – 

Satisfaction with 

work-related 

achievements 

4 11.580 0.106 3.118 12.000 0.565 0.779 11.451     

Total variance - - - - - - - 62.658     

Level of 

interpersonal trust 

10            

Factor 1 - Level of 

interpersonal  trust 

10 31.700 0.237 6.956 32.000 0.703 0.911 67.234 0.859 3829.011 45 0.000 

General 

worries/anxiety 

7            

Factor 1 – Level of 

general anxiety 

7 38.647 0.138 6.217 33.000 0.636 0.873 66.201 0.918 3670.046 21 0.000 

Employees’ 

workplace 

problems 

28            

Factor 1 – 

Interpersonal 

communication 

problems 

11 38.440 0.297 8.716 40.000 0.649 0.880 22.860 0.940 15683.138 378 0.000 

Factor 2 – 

Employer-employee 

relationship 

problems 

8 17.820 0.164 4.811 18.000 0.667 0.920 17.249     
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Factor 3 – Work 

stress problems 

5 12`730 0.139 4.062 13.000 0.585 0.865 13.107     

Factor 4 – Work 

attendance 

problems 

4 13.310 0.132 3.882 14.000 0.611 0.825 10.892     

Total variance - - - - - - - 64.107     
aEFA = Exploratory factor analysis; bSEm = Standard error of the mean; cSD = Standard deviation; 
dCITSr = Averegae Corrected Item-to-Scale correlation; eKMO = Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of 

sampling adequacy; fBTS = Bartlett‟s test of sphericity. 

 

In addition to construct validity, the researcher also examined the convergence and 

discriminant validity of the instruments presented in Table 2 by correlating the derived 

measures. The resulting inter-correlations are displayed in Table 3.  In this table, any two 

paired instruments with an inter-correlation ≥ 0.710 had more than 50% common variance 

(an indication of possessing moderate convergent validity). Conversely, paired scales with an 

inter-correlation below the criterion value of 0.710 had satisfactory discriminant validity.   

 

Table 3. Interscale correlations as evidence of convergent and divergent validity (N = 860) 

Scale† 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1  1            

2  0.792** 1           

3  0.650** 0.636** 1          

 4  0.754** 0.735** 0.735** 1         

5  0.726** 0.636** 0.521** 0.584** 1        

6  0.595** 0.521** 0.582** 0.537** 0.789** 1       

7  0.323** 0.265** 0.404** 0.350** 0.369** 0.402** 1      

8  0.344** 0.297** 0.317** 0.378** 0.402** 0.407** 0.259** 1     

 9  0.455** 0.493** 0.349** 0.336** 0.473** 0.402** 0.116** 0.141** 1    

10  0.314** 0.276** 0.189** 0.211** 0.416** 0.393** 0.104** 0.277** 0.271** 1   

11  0.265** 0.235** 0.177** 0.167** 0.375** 0.355** 0.104** 0.291** 0.261** 0.771** 1  

12  0.180** 0.178** 0.118** 0.105** 0.267** 0.278** 0.177** 0.226** 0.135** 0.576** 0.642** 1 

13  0.210** 0.181** 0.179** 0.179** 0.277** 0.278** 0.130** 0.250** 0.194** 0.605** 0.488** 0.424** 

**p< 0.01 (2-tailed). 

†Scale - 1: Peace and security; 2: Social welfare / cultural duties; 3: Personal wellbeing and 

happiness; 4: Moral obligations; 5: Self-regulation and self-direction; 6: Self-presentation; 7: 

Satisifaction with work-related achievements; 8: Level of interpersonal trust; 9: Level of general 

anxiety; 10: Interpersonal communication problems; 11: Employer-employee relationships; 12: Work 

stress problems; 13: Work attendance problems 

 

The meaning of low scores on each scale in the present study is briefly explained below in 

terms of a comparison between low scorers (≤ Median value, coded 1) versus high scorers 

(≥ Median value, coded 0). The scale median values are presented in Table 2. 
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 Peace and security – low scores mean that you do not have much peace and security 

in your mind. 

 Social welfare / cultural duties – low scores mean that you tend to behave in socially 

and culturally unacceptable ways. 

 Personal wellbeing and happiness problems – low scores mean that your life is going 

on well as desired or planned. 

 Moral obligations – low scores mean that you sometimes do not know what things 

are right and wrong and behave accordingly. 

 Self-regulation and self-direction problems – low scores mean that you have no 

problems of controlling and managing your life. 

 Self-presentation – low scores mean that you may have low self-confidence and 

self-esteem and tend to present yourself in a negative manner or  direction. 

 Satisifaction with work-related achievements – low scores mean that you are 

dissatisfied with your work achievements. 

 Interpersonal trust problems – low scores mean that you distrust others. 

 General anxiety problems  – low scores mean that you have fewer worries at work. 

 Interpersonal communication problems – low scores mean that you have fewer 

communcation problems. 

 Employer-employee relationship problems – low scores mean that you often get 

along well with employers or bosses. 

 Work stress problems – low scores mean that you have fewer stressful problems at 

work. 

 Work attendance problems – low scores mean that you do not have many problems 

that affect your work attendance. 

2.4 Data Analysis 

All variables (both independent and dependent) were categorical. The data were analyzed 

using descriptive statistics (frequencies, percentages, mean, and standard deviation) and 

inferential statistics (Pearson correlations and hierarchical binary logistic regression analysis). 

All the analyses were performed on SPSS Version 22.  

2.5 Procedures 

The present study was funded by the Brunei Research Council (BRC) in the Government of 

Brunei Darussalam through the University of Brunei Darussalam (UBD). Written permission 

and approval to conduct the study were obtained from the University of Brunei Darussalam 

Ethics Committee. In addition, ethical conditions and rights (e.g. anonymity, confidentiality, 

privacy, voluntary participation, protection from harm, and informed consent) for 
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participating in the study were first explained verbally in either English or Bahasa Melayu 

language to individual research participants prior to collecting the data. After this, verbal and 

written informed consent were secured from each research participant in either of the two 

languages at the time and place of collecting the data. Only persons who voluntarily agreed to 

participate in the study were recruited. Coercion and deception were not used when recruiting 

the participants. Furthermore, all the study‟s research tools were written in simple English 

language requiring only Grade 7 or Year 7 level of education. To address and reduce any 

possible linguistic and cultural biases, parallel bilingual items were presented on the 

instruments in both English and Bahasa Melayu, the main and official language of Brunei 

spoken by the majority of the people. Above all, data collection occurred in in the participants‟ 

work environments to increase the study‟s ecological validity.  

3. Results  

The major findings of the present study are presented and explained below according to the 

objectives of the investigation.  

3.1 Relationship between Sociodemographic Variables and Work-Related General Anxiety 

To determine the relationships between sociodemographic variables and work-related general 

anxiety, Spearman correlation method and the binary logistic regression analysis with 

backward elimination were used. Spearman correlation was suitable to use since our 

sociodemographic variables were categorical rather than continuous while the dependent 

variable, DV (work-related general anxiety) was dichotomous. The binary logistic regression 

enabled the researcher to explore, identify and select sociodemographic variables that were 

most relevant to predicting work-related general anxiety. This type of regression analysis 

required a dichotomous dependent variable (DV) while the independent variables (IVs) could 

be continuous, dichotomous, multi-categorical, or a combination of these. In the present study, 

the DV was, as stated above, work-related general anxiety which was dichotomized at the 

median score (see Table 2). Low scorers were coded one (1) while higher scorers were coded 

zero (0). Only two sociodemographic variables had appreciable low but significant positive 

correlations with work-related general anxiety: gender [r(860) = 0.185, p< .01] and chief 

wage earner in the family / household [r(860) = 0.107, p< .01].  

The findings of the binary logistic regression analysis are presented in Table 4. In Step 1 

(Model 1), all the sociodemographic IVs were entered and regressed on the DV in 14 iterative 

times using SPSS (Version 22). For the sake of brevity, Table 4 shows only the specific 

contribution of each categorical IV to work-related general anxiety in the first and last steps. 

Step 1 (first model) was overfitted and less efficient because it contained both the needed and 

unwanted IVs. The unnecessary IVs had relatively higher standard errors. The SPSS 

hierarchically removed the irrelevant terms stepwise in the subsequent models. Though 

underspecified, Step 14 (last model) contained the best two and statististically significant 

predictors for work-related general anxiety that had lower standard errors after adjusting for 

non-desirable variables. The most suitable IVs were: male gender (n = 235) and seeking help 

from prayer / religion (n = 622). The whole binary logistic model accounted for about 7-9% 

of the common variance between the IVs and DV in the first step and approximately 5-7% in 
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the last step. The model was also acceptable as illustrated by the nonsignificant X
2
 fit indices 

at the bottom of Table 4.  

Compared to females (reference or comparison group coded 0, n = 578), males (n = 235) 

were far less likely to have work-related general anxiety (B = -0.819, p< .01; AOR = 0.441, 

95% CI = 0.327-0.594, see Table 4). However, employees who sought help from prayer / 

religion (n = 622) were nearly 1.7 times more likely to have work-related general anxiety 

compared to those who did not get such help, n = 191 (B = 0.505, p< .01; AOR = 1.656, 95% 

CI = 1.380-1.988). Similarly, workers who regularly got help from family members on 

problems (n = 709) had also high likelihood of possessing a great amount of work-related 

general anxiety compared to those who did not often get help from family members, n = 104 

(B = 0.400, p< .05; AOR = 1.553, 95% CI = 1.001-2.411). In addition, employees with a low 

educational background (n = 333) had high odds ratios for possessing work-related general 

anxiety compared to those with high education, n = 297 (B = 0.299, p< .10; AOR = 1.348, 95% 

CI = 0.962-1.890).   

 

Table 4. Detailed relationships between sociodemographic variables and level of general 

work anxiety from binary logistic regression (N = 860) 

 

B SE Sig. OR 

95% CI for OR 

Model† / Variables Lower Upper 

Step 1       

 

Males (coded 1, n = 235) 
-0.717 0.194 0.000** 0.488 0.334 0.713 

Private employer (coded 1, n = 35) 0.052 0.363 0.887 1.053 0.517 2.143 

Educational level   0.218    

Low educationa (coded 1, n = 333) 0.299 0.172 0.083 1.348 0.962 1.890 

Middle educationb (coded 2, n = 183) 0.108 0.195 0.579 1.114 0.761 1.632 

Sought help from counsellors (Yes, coded 1, 

n = 64) 
-0.076 0.281 0.787 0.927 0.535 1.607 

Sought help from family members (Yes, 

coded1, n = 709) 
0.440 0.224 0.050* 1.553 1.001 2.411 

Sought help from prayer/religion (Yes, 

coded 1, n = 622) 
0.610 0.178 0.001** 1.840 1.298 2.607 

Sought help from Bomoc (Yes, coded 1, n = 

8) 
0.116 0.752 0.877 1.123 0.257 4.903 

Sought help from friends (Yes, coded 1, n = 

436) 
-0.216 0.160 0.178 0.806 0.589 1.104 

Sought help from online social networking 

(Yes, coded 1, n = 436) 
0.245 0.336 0.466 1.278 0.661 2.470 

Sought help from a religious person (Yes, 

coded 1, n = 159) 
0.138 0.199 0.487 1.148 0.777 1.697 

Marital status   0.458    
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Single (coded 1, n = 221) -0.234 0.455 0.607 0.791 0.324 1.930 

Married (coded 2, n = 615) 0.139 0.406 0.733 1.149 0.518 2.547 

Do you have children? (Yes, coded 1, n = 

550) 
-0.455 0.266 0.088 0.634 0.376 1.070 

Who do you live with?   0.830    

Live alone (coded 1, n = 26) -0.325 0.450 0.470 0.723 0.299 1.746 

Live with parents (coded 2, n = 286) -0.130 0.201 0.519 0.878 0.593 1.302 

Live with in-laws (coded 3, n = 57) 0.137 0.303 0.652 1.146 0.633 2.077 

Live with siblings (coded 4, n = 66) 0.081 0.295 0.785 1.084 0.608 1.932 

District   0.962    

Brunei-Muara (coded 1, n = 682) -0.236 0.469 0.614 0.789 0.315 1.981 

Tutong (coded 2, n = 103) -0.221 0.493 0.654 0.802 0.305 2.108 

Kuala Belait (coded 3, n = 19) -0.148 0.677 0.827 0.862 0.229 3.251 

Are you the chief wage earner in your 

household? (Yes, coded 1, n = 274) 
-0.133 0.183 0.469 0.876 0.611 1.254 

Step 14       

Males (coded 1, n = 235)  -0.819 0.152 0.000** 0.441 0.327 0.594 

Sought help from prayer/religion (Yes, 

coded 1, n = 622)  
0.505 0.093 0.000** 1.656 1.380 1.988 

Low educationa = Primary school to General Certificate of Education Advanced Level (GCE A-Level) 

Middle educationb  =  General Certificate of Education Ordinary Level (GCE O-Level) to Higher 

National Diploma (HND) 

Bomoc = traditional healer 

*p< .05 (two-tailed) 

**p< .01 (two-tailed)  

†Step 1: R Squares = 0.068 (Cox & Snell), 0.091 (Nagelkerke); Hosmer and Lemeshow X2 (df = 8) = 

8.083, p = 0.425 

†Step 14: R Squares = 0.050 (Cox & Snell), 0.066 (Nagelkerke); Hosmer and Lemeshow X2 (df = 2) 

= 0.483, p = 0.785 

 

3.2 Relationship between Social Values and Work-Related General Anxiety 

To assess the association between social values and level of work-related general anxiety, we 

again used Spearman correlation and the binary logistic regression analysis procedure with 

backward elimination. As reported earlier in Table 3, the best four low but significant social 

value correlates of work-related general anxiety were: social welfare / cultural duties [r(860) 

= 0.493, p< .01]; self-regulation and self-direction [r(860) = 0.473, p< .01]; peace and 

security [r(860) = 0.455, p< .01]; self-presentation [r(860) = 0.402, p< .01].  

For the binary logistic regression analysis, all the variables (both IVs and the DV) were 

bivariate having been dichotomized at the median score (see Table 2). The binary logistic 

analysis was completed in 5 iterations but only the first and last steps are shown in Table 5. 

After adjusting for unnecessary terms, the model accounted for about 11-15% variance in the 

first step and 11-14% in the last step (both with acceptable fit indices shown at the bottom of 
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Table 5). Eight (8) social values emerged as significant predictors of work-related general 

anxiety (four negative and four positive).  

Low scorers on peace and security variable (n = 426) were less likely to have work-related 

general anxiety compared to high scorers, n = 434 (B = -0.528, p< .01; AOR = 0.590, 95% CI 

= 0.418-0.833). In the same way, low scorers on personal wellbeing and happiness, n = 422 

were also less likely to experience work-related general anxiety compared to high scorers, n = 

438 (B = -0.647, p< .01; AOR = 0.524, 95% CI = 0.378-0.726). Likewise, low scorers on 

self-regulation and self-direction, n = 396, were as well significantly less likely to have 

work-related general anxiety problems compared to high scorers, n = 464 (B = -0.610, p< .01; 

AOR = 0.543, 95% CI = 0.390-0.757). Besides the above three variables, low scorers on 

employer-employee relationships, n = 338, were equally less likely to have major 

work-related general anxiety issues compared to high scorers, n = 492 (B = -0.409, p< .01; 

AOR = 0.664, 95% CI = 0.488-0.905). However, low scorers on moral obligations (n = 395) 

were 1.6 times more likely to have work-related general anxiety problems compared to high 

scorers, n = 465 (B = 0.454, p< .01; AOR = 1.575, 95% CI = 1.115-2.224). In addition, low 

scorers on satisfaction with work-related achievements (n = 410) were also about 1.9 times 

more likely to have work-related general anxiety compared to high scorers, n = 450 (B = 

0.637, p< .01; AOR = 1.890, 95% CI = 1.423-2.511). Furthermore, evidence in Table 5 shows 

that low scorers on interpersonal trust variable, n = 391, had reasonably high odds ratios for 

having work-related general anxiety problems compared to high scorers, n = 469 (B = 0.256, 

p< .10; AOR = 1.291, 95% CI = 0.969-1.721). Moreover, low scorers on work stress 

problems, n = 403, were surprisingly also highly likely to have work-related general anxiety 

problems compared to high scorers, 457 (B = 0.661, p< .01; AOR = 1.937, 95% CI = 

1.436-2.612). This finding is difficult to understand and interpret since the present study had 

no qualitative interview component to probe it. It seems that creating and maintaining a 

stress-free working environment, in itself, produces tension and anxiety. 

 

Table 5. Deep relationships between social values and level of general work anxiety using 

binary logistic regression analysis (N = 860) 

 

Ba S.E. Sig. OR 

95% CI for OR 

Model† / Variables Lower Upper 

Step 1       

Peace and security (low scorers, coded 1, n = 426) -0.469 0.186 0.012** 0.626 0.435 0.901 

Social welfare / cultural duties (low scorers, coded 1, 

n = 424) 
-0.175 0.176 0.319 0.839 0.595 1.184 

Personal wellbeing and happiness (low scorers, 

coded 1, n = 422) 
-0.583 0.176 0.001** 0.558 0.396 0.788 

Moral obligations (low scorers, coded 1, n = 395) 0.483 0.181 0.008** 1.621 1.136 2.313 

Self-regulation and self-direction (low scorers, coded 

1, n = 396) 
-0.513 0.182 0.005** 0.598 0.419 0.855 

Self-presentation (low scorers, coded 1, n = 425) -0.217 0.182 0.233 0.805 0.563 1.150 

Satisfaction with work-related achievements (low 

scorers, coded 1, n = 410) 
0.658 0.148 0.000** 1.930 1.445 2.577 
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Level of interpersonal trust (low scorers, coded 1, n = 

391) 
0.239 0.148 0.106 1.270 0.950 1.698 

Interpersonal communication problems (low scorers, 

coded 1, n = 404) 
0.061 0.173 0.726 1.063 0.757 1.492 

Employer-employee relationship problems (low 

scorers, coded 1, n = 368) 
-0.441 0.172 0.010** 0.643 0.459 0.901 

Work stress problems (low scorers, coded 1, n = 403) 0.619 0.162 0.000** 1.856 1.351 2.551 

Work attendance problems (low scorers, coded 1, n = 

425) 
0.165 0.153 0.283 1.179 0.873 1.592 

Step 5       

Peace and security (low scorers, coded 1, n = 426) -0.528 0.176 0.003** 0.590 0.418 0.833 

Personal wellbeing and happiness (low scorers, 

coded 1, n = 422) 
-0.647 0.167 0.000** 0.524 0.378 0.726 

Moral obligations (low scorers, coded 1, n = 395) 0.454 0.176 0.010** 1.575 1.115 2.224 

Self-regulation and self-direction (low scorers, coded 

1, n = 396) 
-0.610 0.169 0.000** 0.543 0.390 0.757 

Satisfaction with work-related achievements (low 

scorers, coded 1, n = 410) 
0.637 0.145 0.000** 1.890 1.423 2.511 

Level of interpersonal trust (low scorers, coded 1, n = 

391) 
0.256 0.147 0.082 1.291 0.969 1.721 

Employer-employee relationship problems (low 

scorers, coded 1, n = 368) 
-0.409 0.158 0.010** 0.664 0.488 0.905 

Work stress problems (low scorers, coded 1, n = 403) 0.661 0.153 0.000** 1.937 1.436 2.612 

**p< .01 (two-tailed)  

†Step 1: R Squares = 0.111 (Cox & Snell), 0.149 (Nagelkerke); Hosmer and Lemeshow X2 (df = 8) = 

21.316, p = 0.916  

†Step 5: R Squares = 0.107 (Cox & Snell), 0.143 (Nagelkerke); Hosmer and Lemeshow X2 (df = 8) = 

27.727, p = 0.583 

Ba: the B and other coefficients in this table refer to the low scorers on all the variables (coded 1) who 

were compared to the high scorers (reference group coded. 

 

4. Discussion 

Most of the findings discussed below are not compared to previous trends in Brunei due to 

lack of similar past research and data based on the same variables as investigated in the 

current study. 

4.1 Relationship between Sociodemographic Variables and Work-Related General Anxiety 

Briefly discuss below are the implications of the findings on the relationship between 

sociodemographic variables and work-related general anxiety in Brunei public and private 

sector employees. Some of the findings are supported by previous research. Males were far 

less likely to have work-related general anxiety compared to females. In their work anxiety 

interview study, Linden and Muschalla (2007) found that both genders exhibited anxiety with 

females showing more symptoms than males. The literature review in the current study 

indicated that there were more males than females in the Brunei workforce (Department of 
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Economic Planning and Development, 2015). Males do not only outnumber females among 

Brunei employees, but also constitute the majority of the bosses (ministers, chief executive 

officers, directors, managers, heads of departments, and supervisors). In view of this, males 

are in control, make most decisions, and are thus less anxious at places of work. 

Employees who sought help from prayer / religion were nearly 1.7 times more likely to have 

work-related general anxiety compared to those who do not get such help. This finding makes 

sense since the purpose of religion is to pray to God for divine intervention when someone 

has big problems that are beyond her / his resources and capacity to solve. Workers who 

regularly got help from family members (highs in external locus of control) on problems had 

high likelihood of possessing work-related general anxiety compared to those who did not 

often get help from family members (highs in internal locus of control). Goyzman (2010) 

found that individuals who were low in „internal locus of control‟ (the externals), tended to 

experience higher levels of anxiety than those who were high in „internal locus of control‟ 

(the internals). Researchers also found that external locus of control was positively related 

with work stress (Jha & Bano, 2012; Sahraian & Omdivar, 2014). 

Employees with a low educational background had high odds ratios for possessing 

work-related general anxiety compared to those with high education. Workers with a low 

education experience more anxiety than those with high education for two main reasons. First, 

they are generally subordinates with less power. Second, being at the bottom of the hierarchy, 

they do harder and stressful work than counterparts up the ladder and are controlled by more 

bosses than other categories of workers.  

4.2 Relationship between Social Values and Work-Related General Anxiety 

As explained above, much of the social psychology and sociological research and literature 

on social values and work values tended to focus on the concerns people have for the self and 

others, known as social value orientation, SVO (van Lange, 1999; Murphy et al., 2011). 

However, the four categories in which people are divided under the SVO theory were not 

reflected in the findings of the current research. In view of this, the researcher has provided 

his own interpretations of the major findings from the current study regarding the relationship 

between social values and work-related general anxiety in Brunei public and private sector 

employees. 

Low scorers on peace and security variable were less likely to have work-related general 

anxiety compared to high scorers. Thus people who care less about their own peace and 

security would not be expected to care much about their work. In terms of this type of 

orientation to life, they would naturally experience less work-related general anxiety. Low 

scorers on personal wellbeing and happiness were less likely to experience work-related 

general anxiety compared to high scorers. Since these people are not much concerned about 

their personal wellbeing and happiness, they would not be expected to be very worried with 

their work and workplace environment. Likewise, low scorers on self-regulation and 

self-direction were, as well, less likely to have work-related general anxiety problems 

compared to high scorers. People who have the ability to control and manage their lives 

effectively are expected to have fewer work-related general anxiety problems. 
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Low scorers on employer-employee relationships were equally less likely to have major 

work-related general anxiety issues compared to high scorers. In the way the relationship 

scale was scored, workers with fewer relational conflicts with their supervisors were expected 

to have lower work-related general anxiety problems. Low scorers on moral obligations were 

1.6 times more likely to have work-related general anxiety problems compared to high 

scorers. This finding is true and meaningful. People who behave immorally, tend to have 

interpersonal relations that are marked with conflicts. If they indulge in such behavior at 

work, their actions create general anxiety for both the perpetrator and the victim. 

Low scorers on satisfaction with work-related achievements were also about 1.9 times more 

likely to have work-related general anxiety compared to high scorers. Individuals who are 

dissatisfied with their work achievements could be expected to have work-related general 

anxiety problems. Low scorers on interpersonal trust variable had reasonably high odds ratios 

for having work-related general anxiety problems compared to high scorers. This is because 

they do not trust anyone at work. The mistrust generates work-related general anxiety.  

Low scorers on work stress problems were surprisingly also highly likely to have 

work-related general anxiety problems compared to high scorers. This finding is difficult to 

understand and interpret since the present study had no qualitative interview component to 

probe it. It seems that creating and maintaining a stress-free working environment, in itself, 

produces tension and anxiety. As stated by Schultz and Schultz (Schultz & Schultz, 1998), 

anxiety is one of the characteristics of neuroticism. Neuroticism was found to be correlated 

with work stress by other studies (Raveendran, 2017; Watson and Pennebaker, 1989; Deary & 

Blenkin, 1996; Birch & Kamali, 2001).  

5. Conclusion  

Some sociodemographic variables and social values were found to be related either 

negatively or positively with work-related general anxiety in the current study. Variables that 

lead to increased work-related general anxiety were identified by positive associations. It is 

these variables that need to be targeted and emphasized when counseling affected employees 

since work anxiety affects productivity adversely, if not treated.   

6. Limitations of the Study 

The present study had two main limitations that need to be addressed by future reseach. First, 

it did not include an interview component with probes to explore further the participants‟ 

responses from the quantitative surveys. Second, the number of participants from the private 

sector (n = 38) was too small. Despite these shortcomings, the current study‟s findings have 

practical significance that may be relevant to policy-makers and researchers in Brunei and 

elsewhere. 
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