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INTRODUCTION Ojiemo, reports that such a scenario has resulted to a
competitive disadvantage, damaging the companies’ ranking
amongst investors. Regardless of these observations, it is not
known how influential health and safety has been in enhancing
employees’ workplace productivity. He adds that few
empirical studies have interrogated the effects of workplace
health and safety on productivity of employees that is
characterized by improved efficiency, meeting of deadlines
and enhanced performance (Ojiemo, 2012). The concept of
employees’ productivity involves the factors of the
environment in the work place that the employer provides to
their employees that could support the employees’
performance at work (WHO, 2005). Unstable machines, poor
lighting, unbearable noise and ventilation are some of the
variables that could cause a lot of distress to the employee. The
features that the company has were the determining factors of
employees’ performance. Work and health are related to the
work environmental factors. According to Dembe employees
job was impacted by the factors of their working environment
(Dembe, 2001). It can cause physiological and mental
reactions which can be a long term problem on the employees’
performance. Globally, nationally and locally, a workforce that
is healthy is paramount for sustainable social and economic
development (Pandya & Ghumra, 2016). Health distresses,

Organizations are formed by individuals who are conformed to
one another and share a common goal. Health and safety
regulations are vital to the well-being of the worker and the
employer. Health and safety risks are present in contemporary
work environments. It is the duty of Organization
management to keep their workers safe from work related
risks. Globally, the most valuable assets in an organization are
Human Resource (HR). Due to high human resource work
performance, the efficient utilization of human resources
foresees any company at the uppermost level and hence it is
important for companies to make sure that they have a healthy
and secure workplace for employees. A safe and healthy work
atmosphere promotes work productivity and is a key element
of worker human dignity (ILO, 2010). Investing in health and
safety at work has to be looked upon as an investment rather a
cost. The grade to which the company cares for the employee
by the means of health and comfort in the workplace impacts
their relationship (Dowing, 2015). However, in many
companies within Kenya, there have been instances of lack of
measures that are put in place concerning occupational health
and safety in the workplace which has left employees exposed
to health hazards of various categories.
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clearly, are a huge drain on a worker’s capability to be
productive. Most companies that are productive have
employees who are healthy and happy, which is the basis of an
organization that is successful (Pandya & Ghumra, 2016).
Similarly, organization expenditures are minimized when there
are measures in place concerning health and safety on
employees (Mabuza, 2018). It is therefore essential for
companies to prioritize and capitalize on safety and health at
the workplaces and look at it as an investment rather than a
cost. The measures of safety and occupational health at work
have failed to be observed in many companies leaving the
employees exposed to health hazards that vary (Kar & Mishra,
2016). According to Katsura and Gadzirayi (2010) more than
five employees in food companies were given sick off leaves
that take more than 2 working days. The study shows that 330
minutes of production time was lost in one of the food
factories. This happened after employees who were deployed
in the production department were given sick leave days that
added up to 11 working days in the month of February 2008.
In the month of March in the same year, another food factory
of 7 employees lost 15 production days as a result of having 5
of the employees out of duty due to work related injuries
(Katsuro & Gadzirayi, 2010). In the same factory 6 employees
fell sick as they attended medical clinic, there was a loss of
690 minutes of production after these sick employees were
advised by the medical doctor to rest for 10 working days.
According to this study the factory lost double the employee’s
production time each month consequently due to absenteeism.

In Kenya the Occupational safety and health issues can be
traced back to 1951°s Factories” Ordnance Act, which later
became the Factories Act Cap 514 laws of Kenya. 36,000
employees work on harsh conditions. According to Muchiri
(2008) the number of accidents at workplace has continued to
rise despite the fact that the Government has put in place laws
to protect health and safety of employees. Muchiri reports that
12,941 work days were lost due to 1,035 accidents between
2001 and 2007 in Nairobi, Kenya. This high number of
accidents and the attendant losses was attributed to failure to
control work place shazards. Despite the value of the food
processing industry in Kenya, the existing literature relating to
the effects of health and safety on employees’ productivity is
inadequate thus there was a need to carry out this research in
maize flour processing companies. Studies such as
(Ezeamama, 2019; Hanaysha, 2016; Hatam et al., 2015;
Massoudi & Hamdi, 2017; Okech & Njururi, 2016; Sabir et
al., 2016) have all been conducted in high risk industries and
therefore opening a research gap for the current study to be
conducted in maize flour processing companies. Therefore,
this study sought to investigate the effects of psychological
stress on employees’ productivity in maize flour processing
companies in Nakuru West Sub-County, Nakuru County,
Kenya.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The study was guided by the Distraction Theory by Hinze
(1997), which asserts that the productivity of an organization
workforce diminishes as soon as they shift focus from the core
work responsibilities. The theory posits that employee
productivity is situational since psychological disturbances and
the responses to them often vary from one organization to
another (Albert et al., 2013). This theory can be applied in a
situation in which there are recognized safety hazard or mental
interruptions that are present and also in the existence of a

clear work duty to execute (Tixier, Hallowell, Albert, van
Boven, & Kleiner, 2014). Distraction theory points out that
where the hazards are absent, the employees are not stopped
from finalizing their errands (Hinze, 1997). On the other hand,
work is greatly complicated in the presence of hazards. This
theory includes two parts. The first one is that which deal with
hazards that are posed by unsafe workplace physical settings
and the other one concerns itself with an employee
preoccupation with matters not directly related to the
assignment that is being accomplished (Albert et al., 2013).
Distraction theory suggests that as soon as an employee has
lower probability of injury at that time there is achievement of
task at a higher level (Tixier et al.,, 2014). Once an employee
has a higher concentration distraction of the mind, there is
higher probability of the employee experiencing injury and
accomplishment of assignment at a lower level. Therefore, for
employees to evade injury and accomplish productivity that is
on the higher levels, they must what so ever avoid mental
distractions (Oluoch, 2015).

Psychological Stress in Workplace: Workplace stress is
harmful physical and emotional reactions that can happen
when there is struggle between workloads on the employee
and the degree of control employee has over accomplishing
these workloads (Peterson, 2011). According to the World
Health Organization, pressure at the workplace is unavoidable
due to the demands of the present-day work setting. The way
jobs are designed, the work organizations, and the way people
manage them, can cause work stress. Having so much work to
accomplish or having too little can cause stress. Working for
hours without socializing may cause stress (WHO, 2005). A
broader concept of the social support is linked with the
phenomenon of relationship support in the environment people
lives (Jaroslav & Miroslav, 2015). A study that was conducted
by Guest et al. (2000) among 28,000 employees from 2,000
workplaces revealed that relationship exists between
employee’s attitudes in workplace performance and human
resource management and this is true in Organizations.
However, there are attitudes that make relationships to grow
and flourish thus bringing about employees’ productivity. A
study that was carried out by National Safety Council in USA
revealed that stresses rerated to work will cause one million
employees to be absent on an average workday (Itasca,2013).
Yorio et al. (2014) also argued that besides absenteeism,
psychological stress in the workplace also affect productivity
by reducing the level of employee work engagement and
commitment towards organizational goals. Psychological
stress also shapes employee productivity by affecting physical
wellbeing, error rate, and innovation level (Wegge et al 2007).

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The study applied the descriptive research approach and
utilized both qualitative and quantitative methods. It targeted
the population of 204 employeesof two maize flour processing
companies in Nakuru West Sub-County coded 01 and 02
Maize Millers.Stratified sampling was used to select a sample
of 61 employees, equivalent to 30% of the target population.
The target population was stratified into three segments: upper
management staff, senior and junior staff. Quantitative data
was collected using questionnaires while interview guides
were used to gather qualitative data.

A pilot study was conducted using a sample of 10 respondents
selected at random from C03 maize millers in Nakuru East Sub
— County, Nakuru, Kenya to establish the wvalidity and
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reliability of the instruments. The pilot data helped the
researcher to identify and correct vague questions, inaccurate
responses or other weaknesses. The researcher proceeded to
the field to administer the research instruments after the
permission had been granted by the managers of the selected
maize millers. After data collection, quantitative data was
scrutinized using descriptive statistics with the aid of
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) software.
Qualitative responses were summarized into themes related to
the research objective.

RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

A total of 56 out of the 61 employees who were selected to
part of the sample completed the study marking a response rate
of 91.8%. The majority (72.7%) of the respondents were male
with only 27.3% being female. This indicates that maize
processing companies employ more men than female due to
masculine requirements of most of the roles at such
companies. Approximately 37.5% of the respondents had
secondary level of education as their highest level of education
with 32.1% of them indicated that they had tertiary education.
It was further noted that 17.9% of the employees had primary
education as the highest level of education and only 12.5% of
the employees had no formal education. In terms of age, the
majority (51.8%) of the respondents were aged between 25 and
34 years of age followed by those aged below 25 years of age
at a frequency of 28.6%. About 12.5% of the respondents
were aged between 35 years and 44 years while those aged
between 45 years and 55 years were only 7.1%. Half (50.0%)
of the respondents were junior staff, 32.1% were part of the
middle management with 17.9% of the employees working as
senior staff. More than half (54.5%) of the respondents had a
working experience of between 4 and 7 years while 20% had a
working experience of more than 7years.The study further
noted that 25.5% of the respondents had a working experience
of utmost three years.

Psychological Stress in Workplace: Start from the margin
stress was the independent variable of the study. It was
measured using a five point Likert-scale contain items
assessing several indicators namely: concentration while
working, Job  dissatisfaction, employee (colleague)
absenteeism, enthusiasm (motivation) at work, sleeping at
work during working hours and Sick leaves or off days. Other
aspects also considered in measuring this variable included
anxiety at workplace, relationship with other employees, job
resignation or quitting and commitment of errors or mistakes
at job place. Results are summarized in Table 1.

The study established that 35.2% of the employees sometimes
had a poor concentration while working and on the other hand
majority of them (38.9%) usually had poor concentration at
work. A mean score of 3.37 was achieved in rating this metric
which indicates that on average the respondents usually had
poor concentration while working. This is therefore an
indicator of psychological stress among the employees at the
maize milling companies. The employees were in consensus in
rating this metric as evidenced by a standard deviation of
0.958. This is in line to Kar and Mishra (2016) who noted that
psychological challenges faced most of employees that this
reduced their productivity since most of them had poor
concentration at work place due to their pressing issues. In
regard to whether employees slept during working hours, there

was consensus among the employees that they rarely (44.6%)
slept during working hours with 32.1% indicating that they
never slept at all during working hours. None of the employees
indicated that they usually slept during working hours. This
could be due to strict supervision by senior or management
staff. Again the working environment may not be conducive in
doing so due to noises from mills. This is further evidenced by
a mean score of 1.93 and a standard deviation of 0.783. This
differs with the findings by Akther, Akter, and Uddin (2017)
who noted that employees had mischievous behaviors at work
place such as sleeping at work place when the supervisors
were not around or even pretending to be working but in real
sense they were not. However, Williams, Grajales, and
Kurkiewicz (2015) noted that due to supervision, employees
may be productive but against their motivation or will.

The study also sought to find out the frequency in which the
employees committed mistakes or errors in their duties. In this
regard, the study found that on average, the employees usually
committed mistakes and errors in their workplace. This is
supported by a man score of 3.34 that was achieved on this
metric. In addition, it was found that majority (62.5%) of the
respondents sometimes committed mistakes in their work
place with 23.2% indicate that they usually made errors in
their working. A standard deviation of 0.768 achieve on this
metric indicates that the respondents’ feedback was in
concurrent. Massoudi and Hamdi (2017) asserts that
psychological challenges among employees results to
employee unproductiveness and inefficiencies. Focusing on
the composite scores, psychological stress obtained a
composite mean scoreof3.20 and a composite standard
deviation of 0.820.

This indicates that the respondents were on average in
consensus in rating that they sometimes experienced
psychological stress in diverse ways in their workplace. Most
of high rated indicators of psychological stress included
employee (colleague) absenteeism, sick leaves or off days and
anxiety at workplace. Sleeping at work during working hours
and poor relationship with other employees were among the
least rated indicators of psychological stress among employees
at maize milling companies in Nakuru West Sub-County. The
challenges were also cited on diverse studies which is an
indication of the challenges of employees in battling with
psychological issues (Akther et al., 2017, Fitzgerald &
Danner, 2016; Musyoka et al., 2016; Rafiqueetal, 2017,
Ramya, 2017). This implies that sound decisions need to be
taken in order to reverse the trend (Ezeamama, 2019; Hadi &
Manaf, 2016; Hanc, 2019; Massoudi & Hamdi, 2017; Sabir,
Akhtar, Bukhari, Nasir, & Ahmed, 2016). From the conducted
interviews, most of the managers and supervisor indicated that
some employees and especially junior staff were depressed,
they were angry and fearful. These psychological challenges
were evident in the way the employees related with the other
employees and through headaches while others seem absent
minded. One of the interviewees indicated that;

“Some employees seem depressed due to broken relationships
and absent minded due to the noise by machines which end up
causing headaches”

Some of the indicators of psychological stress among the
employees as noted by the interviewed key informants were
depression, mood changes, anger, anxiety, fear, broken
relationships, headaches, ulcers, unfinished work, unhappiness,
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics on Psychological Stress in Workplace

Statement Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always Total
F F F F F Mean Std.
% % % % % Dev.
Poor concentration while 2 7 19 21 5 3.37 0.958
working 3.7% 13.0% 35.2% 38.9% 9.3%
Job dissatisfaction 0 9 21 19 5 3.37 0.875
0.0% 16.7% 38.9% 35.2% 9.3%
Employee (colleague) 0 2 26 25 3 3.52 0.660
absenteeism 0.0% 3.6% 46.4% 44.6% 5.4%
Lack of enthusiasm 4 3 25 19 5 3.32 0.974
(motivation) at work 7.1% 5.4% 44.6% 33.9% 8.9%
Sleeping at work during 18 25 12 1 0 1.93 0.783
working hours 32.1% 44.6% 21.4% 1.8% 0.0%
Sick leaves or off days 0 2 24 26 4 3.57 0.684
0.0% 3.6% 42.9% 46.4% 7.1%
Anxiety at workplace 0 5 28 18 5 341 0.781
0.0% 8.9% 50.0% 32.1% 8.9%
Poor relationship with 0 18 32 4 2 2.82 0.716
other employees 0.0% 32.1% 57.1% 7.1% 3.6%
Job resignation or quitting 0 13 16 19 8 3.39 1.003
0.0% 23.2% 28.6% 33.9% 14.3%
Commitment of errors or 1 2 35 13 5 3.34 0.769
mistakes at job place 1.8% 3.6% 62.5% 23.2% 8.9%
Composite Scores 3.20 0.820
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics on Employee Productivity
Statement Never  Rarely Sometimes Usually Always Total
F F F F F Mean  Std.
% % % % % Dev.
I have the ability to undertake work in an organized manner while 0 0 18 22 15 3.95 0.780
identifying priorities 0.0% 0.0% 32.7% 40.0% 27.3%
I communicate effectively with customers 0 0 9 34 13
0.0% 0.0% 16.1% 60.7% 232%  4.07 0.628
I participate in evaluation exercise 7 14 8 25 2
12.5% 25.0% 14.3% 44.6% 3.6% 3.02 1.168
I am punctual in my duty 0 0 1 33 22 437 0.524
0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 58.9% 39.3%
I have the ability to mentor other employees 0 3 18 27 8
0.0% 5.4% 32.1% 48.2% 143%  3.71 0.780
I meet my set work targets(goals) 0 1 13 30 12
0.0% 1.8% 23.2% 53.6% 21.4% 395 0.724
I accomplish my tasks on time 0 3 15 25 13
0.0% 5.4% 26.8% 44.6% 232%  3.86 0.841
I adhere to moralprinciples of work 0 0 12 27 17
0.0% 0.0% 21.4% 48.2% 304%  4.09 0.721
I embrace teamwork(team player) 0 1 20 18 17
0.0% 1.8% 35.7% 32.1% 30.4% 391 0.859
I put extra effort (hardwork) to complete an assignment 0 0 4 18 34
0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 32.1% 60.7%  4.54 0.631
I have the required competencies for my job 0 0 7 18 31
0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 32.1% 554% 443 0.710
Composite Scores 3.99 0.761

accidents, product errors, employee’s shouting to one another
and employees do not meet their targets. One of the
respondents said that;

“Depression, mood changes, anxiety, fear, broken
relationships, headaches, accidents, product errors,
employees do not meet the target and anger.”

Some of the causes of psychological stress among the
employees were noted to be broken relationships, noise of the
grinding machine, machine breakdown, unfinished work,
much work, lack of motivation from managers and personal
problems. The following excerpt was quoted;

“Broken relationships, noise of the grinding machine,
machine breakdown, unfinished work”

From the interviews, the study sough to find out how
psychological stress among the employees affected their
productivity. Most indicated that psychological stress led to
products errors, unfinished work, and slow pace of working,
absenteeism, lack of self- motivation and emotional change
and reckless behaviours. One of them asserted that;

“Products errors, unfinished work, slow as they work,
absenteeism, lack of self- motivation.”

Employee Productivity: The dependent variable was
employee productivity. It was measured using a five-point
Likert scale that assessed several items including employee’s
ability to undertake work in an organized manner while
identifying priorities, effectiveness with customers, and
participation in evaluation exercise, punctuality in their duties,
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ability to mentor other employees and ability to meet their set
work targets (goals). It also assessed ability to accomplish their
tasks on time, adherence to moral principles of work, ability to
embrace teamwork (team player), hardwork to complete an
assignment and acquisition of required competencies for their
work. Table 2 shows the descriptive results for the employee
productivity. The study revealed that 32.7% of the employees
sometimes undertook work in an organized manner while
identifying priorities while this was the usual case by majority
of the respondents at a frequency of 40.0%. The study also
noted that 27.3% of the employees always undertook work in
an organized manner while identifying priorities. A mean
score of 3.95 and a standard deviation of 0.780 were achieved
by the study and therefore implying that there was consensus
among the respondents that employees usually undertook work
in an organized manner while identifying priorities. This is a
positive aspect of employee productivity. These results differ
with those by Sarode and Shirsath (2015) who noted that most
employees were not able to organize their work in most urgent
and important tasks in their assignments and this reduced the
productivity of the employees.

Table 3. Pearson Correlations

Statement Psychological Stress
Pearson -0.5217

Employee Productivity Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
N 56

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

The study also noted that majority of the employees (44.6%)
usually participated in evaluation exercises while 25.0% of the
employees rarely participated in the evaluation exercise. This
shows that there was a divergence of response from the
different employees sampled in the study and therefore an
indication of low consensus among the respondents. The
divergent opinions may be due to lack of the evaluation
programs in either of the companies or certain cadre of
employees. This is evidently shown by a standard deviation of
1.168 which is more than 1.000. In view of this variable the
study noted that on average employees sometimes participated
in the evaluation exercises. Appraisal systems were seen to
improve the productivity of employees and it was noted that
the appraisal systems had challenges such as unfair rating and
lack of employee participation in designing the measures of
productivity and job targets (Osborne, 2017; Sarode &
Shirsath, 2015; Sultan & Zafar, 2016). A mean score of 3.95
was achieved on the metric on whether the employees were
able to meet their job goals or targets. This therefore implied
that on average the employees were usually able to meet their
targets in their day to day duties in the companies they were
working for. This is further evidenced by majority (53.6%) of
the respondents indicating that they usually met their targets.
None of them indicated a total failure in meeting the set work
targets. A standard deviation of 0.724 achieved in regard to the
ability to meet work targets implied that there was no much
variance the responses given by the employees on the metric.
This is a positive attributes of employee performance.
However, Hanaysha (2016) noted that many employees were
unable to meet their job targets and this resulted to low
employee productivity. The study also found that most of the
employees always put extra effort (hardwork) to complete an
assignment as evidenced by 60.7% of the respondents. The
study also noted 32.1% of the respondents usually put extra
effort (hardwork) to complete an assignment. This is high

degree of employee productivity which is also evidenced by a
mean score of 4.54. This implied on average the respondents
tended to agree that they always put extra effort (hardwork) to
complete an assignment. In addition, the study revealed that
the respondents were in consensus in rating this metric as
shown by a standard deviation of less than 1.00 (standard
deviation=0.631). These results are in line with those by
(Okech & Njururi, 2016) who noted that most employees were
hardworking and were able to meet their job targets in time
with few exceptions of delays by few employees. A composite
mean score of 3.99 and standard deviation 0.761 were
achieved in respect to the statements used to measure the level
of employee productivity.

This therefore implied that on average employees were usually
productive in their duties and that there was consensus in
rating the various metrics of employee productivity.
Punctuality in the duties of an employee, ability to put extra
effort (hardwork) to complete an assignment and possession of
the required competencies for their job were the most highly
rated aspects of employee productivity. Most of the employees
never lacked key competencies in their duties at the milling
companies. In respect to employee productivity, most studies
noted divergence of views with the ones established by this
study (Ezeamama, 2019; Hanaysha, 2016; Hatam et al., 2015;
Massoudi & Hamdi, 2017; Okech & Njururi, 2016; Sabir et
al., 2016). This could be due to employee trying to impress
that they are always productive against their reality. However,
the study interviewed managers and supervisors to ascertain
this and achieve data triangulation requirements.

Correlational Analysis

The Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to establish
the effects of psychological stress on employees’ productivity
in maize flour processing companies in Nakuru West Sub-
County, Nakuru County, Kenya. To transform the categorical
data to scale, the study calculated the statistical mean scores of
the responses given by each respondent per variable. In respect
to this, the study obtained a single scale value ranging between
1 through 5 for each variable of the study. Results of the
correlational analysis are as shown in Table 3. According to
Fischer (2016) correlation measures strength of a relationships,
its direction and significance. Bilgin (2017) asserts that a
correlation coefficient ranging between |0.1] and |0.3| implies a
weak relationship while a correlation coefficient ranging
between |0.4| and |0.6] implies a moderate relationship. On the
other hand, a correlation coefficient ranging between |0.7| and
[0.9] implies a strong relation. The author added that a
correlation coefficient of zero indicates a no relationship while
a correlation coefficient more of |l| implies a perfect
relationship. Kara (2015) asserts that a negative correlation
coefficient implies an inverse relationship while a positive
correlation coefficient implies a direct relationship between the
two measured variables. In regard to significance, Leung
(2016) asserts that p<0.05 implies that the relationship is
significant while p>0.05 implies that the relationship is not
significant. Significance of a relationship is an indication that
the effect of relationship does not occur by chance (Kearney,
2016). According to Table 15, the study established that there
was a negative and weak relationship between psychological
stress and employee productivity, which was significant at 1%
significance level. This indicates that when psychological
stress increases, the employee productivity decreases and the
vice versa.
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Table 4. Regression Analysis Results

Variable r > Constant F P
Dependent Employee productivity .638 407 4.489 11.906* .000
Independent  Psychological stress Beta Standardized Beta  t

-0.366%  -.386* -3.315 .002

These results were consistent to those by Kaynak et al., (2016)
who noted reduced the psychological stress of employees was
strongly associated with positive employee outcomes such as
performance and retention. Al-homayan et al. (2015) also
noted that there was a negative relationship between
psychological stress and the employee productivity. In respect
to this, Al-homayan et al. (2015) observed that lack of stress
among employees improved their productivity.

Regression Analysis

The study further sought to establish whether the independent
variable predicted the dependent variable. In respect to this,
the study regressed psychological stress against the
productivity of employees at the maize flour milling
companies in Nakuru Wets Sub-County. Results are
summarized in Table 16. The study established that there was
a moderate relationship between the independent variables of
the study with the dependent variables. This was due to an R
value of 0.638. It was further established that 40.7% of the
variation in the level of employee productivity was due to
changes in the dependent variables of the study. This is an
indication that psychological stress accounted for 40.7% of the
employee productivity. The regression model as a whole was
significant it its prediction due to a F(3,55)=11.906 and a p-
value less than 0.05. This therefore implied that the regression
model provides a good fit for the data. The individual effects
of psychological stress on employees’ productivity in maize
flour processing companies in Nakuru West Sub-County,
Nakuru County, Kenya was also significant but negative
indicated by a beta coefficient of - 0.366. This coefficient
implied that a unit increase in psychological stress, resulted to
0.366 units decrease in the employee productivity. Al-
homayan et al. (2015) also noted that there was a negative
relationship between psychological stress and the employee
productivity. In respect to this, Al-homayan et al. (2015)
observed that lack of stress among employees improved their
productivity.

Conclusion and Recommendation

Focusing on the composite scores, psychological stress
obtained a composite mean score of 3.20 and a composite
standard deviation of 0.820. This indicates that the respondents
were on average in consensus in rating that they sometimes
experienced psychological stress in diverse ways in their
workplace.The study further revealed that there was a negative
and moderate relationship between the psychological stress
and the employee productivity, which was significant at 5%
significance level. This is due to a correlation coefficient of -
0.521 and p-value less than0.05. The results therefore
indicated that psychological stress of employees affected their
performance negatively. The regression analysis established a
beta coefficient of -0.366, which implied that a unit increase in
psychological stress, resulted to 0.366 units decrease in the
employee productivity. Based on this findings, the study
concludes that psychological stress affected the productivity of

To improve employee productivity, the study recommends that
companies should motivate their employees through creation
of optimistic work environment that gives employees hope that
they can achieve their own goals. This would lead to solving
challenges of job dissatisfaction, employee absenteeism, high
employee turnover and lack of enthusiasm at work as
established in the current study. In implementation of this
recommendation, the psychological wellbeing of employees
would improve and thus attaining high level of productivity.
Since the current study was done in one county, a more
conclusive verdict can be reached on the effects of
psychological stress on employees’ productivity by replicating
the study in other counties in Kenya.
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