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OPSOMMING 

Die doe 1 van hi erdi e ondersoek was om i nterpersoon 1 i ke style in die 
werkskonteks in terme van selfagting en interpersoonlike vertroue te 
bestudeer. Die 1 aasgenoemde twee is geki es omdat heel wat teori e en 
navorsing aangedui het dat hul le fundamentele aspekte van interper
soonl i ke verhoudings is. 

'n Interpersoonlike styl word gedefinieer as 'n persoon se kenmerkende 
manier van interaksie met ander mense. Tot op hede het integrasie in 
die domein van interpersoonlike style ontbreek, omdat die style hoof
s a ak l i k i n i sol as i e best u deer i s . Ten e i n de h i er d i e prob 1 e em t e 
probeer oorkom, is 'n tweedimensionele model van interpersoonlike 
style wat op die selfagting- en vertrouekonstrukte gegrond is, voor
gestel. 'n Oorsig van die sielkundige literatuur het aan die lig 
gebri ng dat vi er style wat die kwadrante van die mode 1 die beste 
tipeer afhanklikheid, Machiavellianisme, outonomie en vervreemding 
is. Die oorsig het ook aangetoon dat die domein van interpersoonlike 
style goed deur hierdie vier style verteenwoordig word. 

Die oogmerk van die navorsing was om te bepaal of mense wat volgens 
die model geklassifiseer word as gekenmerk deur die verskillende 
style, puntetellings op onafhanklike metings van hierdie style het wat 
in ooreenstemming met die voorspellings van die model is. Meervoudige 
onafhanklike metings van die style sowel as metings van die 
selfagting- en vertroueveranderlikes is in 'n vraelys ingesluit. 
Hierdie vraelys is toegepas op twee steekproewe van wit manlike 
Staatsdienswerkers. Die data is volledig ontleed met komponent
analise, variansieanalise en trosanalise as die belangrikste ont
ledings. 

Die resultate het die kruisgeldigheid en konstrukgeldigheid van die 
model ondersteun. Daar is tot die gevolgtrekking gekom dat die model 
verskeie positiewe kenmerke het. Dit verskaf byvoorbeeld 'n geinte
greerde benadering tot die studie van die domein van interpersoonlike 
style. Die model se indirekte metode van meting deur 

xv 



gebruikmaking van klassifiseerderveranderlikes oorkom bowendien 
vervalsing en ander responssydighede wat met onafhanklik metings van 
die style geassosieer word. Die model verskaf dus 'n nuttige nuwe 
instrument vir die taksering van interpersoonlike style veral as in ag 
geneem word dat daar gevind is dat baie van die bestaande onafhanklike 
meetinstrumente psigometries onbevredigend is. 
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SUMMARY 

The purpose of this research was to study interpersonal styles in the 
work context in terms of self-esteem and interpersonal trust. These 
two constructs were chosen as much theory and research has shown them 
to be fundamental aspects of interpersonal relationships. 

An interpersonal style is defined as a person's characteristic way of 
interacting with other people. To date the interp�rsonal styles 
domain has lacked integration as the styles have been studied largely 
in isolation. In an attempt to overcome this problem, a 
two-dimensional i nter:personal styles model was proposed based on the 
self-esteem and trust constructs. A review of the psychological 
literature revealed that the four styles that best typified the 
quadrants of the model were dependence, Machiavellianism, autonomy and 
alienation. The review al so showed that the interpersonal styles 
domain is well represented by these four styles. 

The aim of the research was to determine whether people classified 
according to the model as characterized by the various styles had 
scores on independent measures of those styles which were in keeping 
with the predictions of the model • Multiple independent measures of 
the styles as well as measures of the self-esteem and trust variables 
were incorporated into a questionnaire. This was administered to two 
samples of White male Government workers. The data were analysed 
comprehensively, the most important analyses being component analysis, 
analysis of variance and cluster analysis. 

The results showed support for the cross-validity ·and construct 
validity of the model. It was concluded that the model has several 
positive features. For example, it provides an integrated approach to 
the study of the interpersonal styles domain. Moreover, its indirect 
method of measurement through the use of classifier variables 
over·comes f akabil i ty and other response biases associated with 
independent measures of the styles. The model thus provides a useful 
new tool for the assessment of interpersonal styles, particularly in 
view of the fact that many of the existing independent measures were 
found to be psychometrically unsatisfactory. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The appropriateness of any behaviour or attitude depends upon 
the circumstances and the situation in which the behaviour is 
taking place or in which the attitude is being formed. While 
it may be appropriate to be suspicious of an opponent who 
offers one a favour, it may be equally appropriate to be 
trusting of a friend who offers the same service. Similarly, 
trust in oneself, or one's self-evaluation, may vary as a 
function of one's perceived competency relative to that of 
other people in one's environment. Thus, trust in others and 
in one's self are situation-bound and capable of altering in 
response to environmental circumstances. It does appear, 
however, that certain people are generally suspicious and 
mistrusting of other people, while others generally hold other 
people in high regard. In the same way, some people appear to 
evaluate themselves more positively than do others. Hence, it 
should be possible to make broad statements as to a person's 
general levels of trust in others and trust in himself. 

A substantial amount of theory and research supports the 
notion that trust in others {interpersonal trust) and trust in 
oneself {intrapersonal trust or self-esteem) are fundamental 
aspects of personality functioning and interpersonal 
relationships. Trust in oneself has been proposed as one of 
the chief building blocks of a healthy personality {Erikson, 
1950; Golembiewski and McConkie, 1975, p.155; Kegan and 
Rubenstein, 1972) . Interpersonal trust has s imi 1 arl y been 
conceptualized as a basic ingredient of human association, one 
which facilitates interpersonal acceptance, friendship, 
effective communication and constructive feedback {Gibb, 1964; 
Zand, 1972) . Furthermore, it has been proposed that 
psychosocial well-being is affected by beliefs in both one's 
own competencies and expectations of the trustworthiness of 
other people {Gibb, 1964; Tyler, 1978}. 
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The relationship between interpersonal and i ntrapersonal trust 
has been examined in a variety of contexts: for example, the 
clinical setting (Rogers, 1955) , the school setting (Smith, 
Tedeschi, Brown and Li ndskol d, 1973) , the work context 
(Lillibridge and Lundstedt, 1967) and the political context 
(Michener and Zeller, 1972) . However, none of these studies show 
these two aspects of trust to be highly intercorrelated. 

In spite of the importance of both interpersonal and intra
personal trust to interpersonal relationships and personality 
growth, these two aspects of trust have never been used together 
as the basis of a model of personality types or styles. While 
several personality theorists (for example, Adler, 1925; Horney, 
1950) have proposed their own classifications of personality 
types, none has based his classification system on interpersonal 
and intrapersonal trust. 

Although it is common practice in personality theory to classify 
types of people, not all personality theorists feel equally 
positive towards the classification approach. For example, 
Sarason (1972, pp. 213-214) cautions that typologies or classifi
cation systems may present an oversimplified picture of person
ality, as personality types may come to be recognised as discrete 
natural phenomena instead of the products of human theorizing, 
which they actually are. Nevertheless, he acknowledges that 
efficient classification schemes, or explanatory models, are 
often of practical use for the empirical investigation of 
behavioural patterns. 

Research that is conducted in the absence of such models may 
however, in itself, be deficient for various reasons. For 
example, many of the styles of interpersonal conduct and 
personality dimensions which are described in the literature are 
not related to any other constructs in the domain. Personality 
types such as Machiavellianism, alienation, authoritarianism, 
dependence and autonomy have largely been examined individually 
and in isolation from other types. 
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Researchers of these types approach them as syndromes or patterns 
of personality characteristics which they associate with 
different styles of interpersonal relationships. For example, 
the person characterized as the Machiavellian type is described 
in terms of his manipulative, exploitative interpersonal 
relationships, whereas the person characterized as the autonomous 
type is often decribed in terms of his interdependent and mature 
relationships. However, there has been no attempt to attain any 
integrative clarity by interrelating these syndromes, or the 
interpersonal styles they represent, into a conceptual model. 

In the literature on each style, researchers seem intent on 
identifying those people who are strongly represented by the 
syndrome in question and those whose representation in terms of 
that syndrome is weak. For example, on the basis of scales 
designed to tap Machiavellianism {Christie and Geis, 1970) , 
people are classified as either high or low Machiavellians, 
usually on the basis of whether their scores·fall above or below 
the median score for a particular referent group. Similar 
high-low classifications are made in alienation, dependence and 
autonomy research. Furthermore, researchers merely assume that 
the development of a personality syndrome at one end of the 
continuum for some individuals necessitates an opposite but 
equi va 1 ent deve 1 opment at the other end. However, this may not 
be so. For example, a strong Machiavellian syndrome may well 
characterize some i ndi vi dua 1 s, whereas weak or 1 ow 
Machiavellianism may not constitute a particular pattern of 
personality characteristics in the same way. Specifically, 
people with low Machiavellian tendencies may well be very 
different from each other, some being self-fulfilled and 
autonomous, and others being uncertain of themselves and 
dependent. Similarly, highly alienated people may all be 
characterized by the same set of personality traits, while others 
lo,., in alienation may manifest numerous individual differences. 

It appears hence that the study of personality types without 
relating them in some way to .other personality types may obscure 
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several important and interesting relationships. The attempt has 
therefore been made in the present research to relate some of the 
previously unrelated personality types or interpersonal styles in 
terms of a conceptual model. 

In the present study, an interpersonal style is defined as a 
person I s characteristic way of interacting with other people. 
As such an interpersonal style is more than just a personality 
trait. It is a person's characteristic disposition towards other 
people which influences his interpersonal behaviour: an inter
personal style is a specific pattern of personality character
istics or traits, and is considered in the present research as 
synonymous with a personality syndrome. 

It is al so more convenient to refer to i ntrapersonal trust as 
self-esteem, as is frequently done in the psychological 
literature. The term 'interpersonal trust' can then be shortened 
to 'trust' without any confusion in terminology. 

In view of what appears to be the fundamental importance of 
self-esteem and trust in styles of interpersonal relationships, a 
model of interpersonal styles is proposed based on these two 
dimensions. The four combinations of self-esteem and trust are 
illustrated in Figure 1.1 

TRUST 

SELF-ESTEEM (S-E) 

High S-E 
Low Trust 

Low S-E 
Low Trust 

High S-E 
High Trust 

Low S-E 
High Trust 

Figure 1.1: The four con>inations of self-esteem and trust 
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A review of the psychological literature reveals that the four 
interpersonal styles that best typify the quadrants of the model 
appear to be autonomy, dependence, Machiavellianism and 
alienation. These styles may be briefly described as follows: 

i) The style of autonomy appears to be characterized by both 
high self-esteem and high trust. The autonomous person 
recognizes the va 1 ue of his own ideas and attitudes as 
well as those of other people. 

ii) The person with a dependent interpersonal style feels 
incapable of conducting his life without the support and 
aid of others. He thus has a high level of trust in 
others, but his self-esteem is likely to be low. 

iii) A person characterized by a Machiavelli an interpersonal 
style views others as objects to be manipulated to 
further his own ends. While his level of trust in others 
appears to be low, his level of self-esteem is likely to 
be high. 

iv) Finally, the alienated person has a low level of trust in 
others and feels isolated from them. He is resigned to 
submitting to situations which he may not like, but over 
which he feels he has no control. His self-esteem level 
is thus likely to be low. 

These four interpersonal styles may be incorporated into the two 
dimensional model in Figure 1.1 as shown in Figure 1.2. 
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SELF-ESTEEM (S-E} 

High S-E High S-E 
Low Trust High Trust 

MACHIAVELLIANISM AUTONOMY 

TRUST ALIENATION DEPENDENCE 

Low S-E Low S-E 
Low Trust High Trust 

Figure 1.2 : A model of four interpersonal styles based 
on self-esteem and trust 

The model presented in Figure 1.2 is a 2 x 2 conceptual framework 
of interpersonal styles. It wi 1 1  henceforth be referred to as 
the "Interpersonal Styles Model 11• According to this model, the 
interpersonal styles are cl assi fi ed on the basis of self-esteem 
and trust. The term "classifier variables" will frequently be 
used to refer to self-esteem and trust. 

The study of interpersonal styles is of obvious relevance in an 
organizational setting, where large groups of people work 
together. Workers characterized by different interpersonal 
styles are 1 ikely to be more effective in certain roles than 
others. For example, it would be inappropriate to place a 
dependent person in a decision-making role; it would likewise be 
inappropriate to select a Machiavelli an person for a personnel 
function. An autonomous person, would be unmotivated and 
unlikely to stay in a job which did not offer him the potential 
for decision-making and assuming responsibility for his own 
actions. Management's appreciation of the different inter
personal styles among workers could lead to appropriate selection 
and placement of workers, and thereby contribute towards certain 
important organizational goa 1 s: a high 1 evel of productivity on 
the one hand, and satisfied workers on the other. 

6. 



The Interpersonal Styles Model has other possible applications in 
the work context. Given· that self-esteem and trust are 
fundamental to interpersonal styles and that they are both 
subject to change through.external influences, it may be possible 
for management to bring about positive changes in the 
interpersonal styles of workers. There is evidence in the 
literature to show that changes in self-esteem and trust can be 
brought about. For examp 1 e, some researchers ( Brockner and 
Blethyn-Hulton, 1978; Gergen, 1971) hold that low levels of 
self-esteem may be heightened through external events. It has 
also been shown that enhancement of employee trust is associated 
with a worker's commitment to the organization and positive 
attitudes towards management (Barnes, 1981; Driscoll, 1978; 
Ouchi, 1982) and with job satisfaction (Driscoll, 1978) . It may, 
for example, be possible to control negative, counter-productive 
influences in the organization by reducing the proportion of 
alienated workers. This could be achieved through programmes and 
courses designed to enhance the se 1 f-es teem of workers with 1 ow 
self-evaluations, and through positive attempts by management to 
establish and foster an organizational climate of trust. 

In spite of the relevance of interpersonal styles in the work 
context, little attention has been paid to the actual measurement 
of these styles. By contrast, much effort is channelled into the 
construction of cognitive tests for the selection and pl a cement 
of people in industry. A possible reason for the relative lack 
of emphasis on non-cognitive aspects of the work coniext is the 
problem of social desirability. In previous unpublished research 
by the author, an attempt was made to construct a scale for the 
direct measurement of the four interpersonal styles. The results 
of these measures were found to be confounded with social 
desirability: certain of the style measures incorporated a 
greater social desirability component than others. Items 
designed to tap autonomy had the strongest social desirability 
component and were endorsed most frequently. The indirect 
approach of the Interpersonal Styles Model overcomes the problem 
to some extent as the underlying purpose of the measurement 
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instrument is less obvious to the respondent. For example, the 
respondent may be unsure whether positive endorsement of high 
self-es teem i terns would portray him as boastful or as 
self-assured. Responses indi�ating low self-esteem may be 
interpreted by him as indicating either insecurity or modesty. 
The respondent would be similarly unaware of the desirability or 
undesirability of the polar extremes of the trust scales. 

The first step in the investigation of the present model was to 
research its reliability and validity. The original intention 
was to compare the results of the categorization of the 
Interpersonal Styles Model with the results of existing reputable 
measures of the four styles. In this way, it could have been 
established whether the model was tapping the four interpersonal 
styles as proposed. However, as measures of the styles were not 
always available, it became necessary to adopt an indirect 
approach in the measurement of the styles: measures of 
personality and job-related variables shown in the psychological 
literature to be associated with the styles were included in the 
study. These measures and the available direct measures of the 
styles, were used to i nves ti gate the construct va 1 i di ty of the 
Interpersonal Styles Model. 

In the subsequent theoretical sections, surveys of the literature 
are presented on the classifier -variables, the interpersonal 
styles, and the personality and job-related variables included in 
the research. Thereafter the aims, methodology and. results of 
the present research are described. In the final sections, an 
evaluation of the conceptual model of interpersonal styles is 
presented. 

2 .  A REVIEW OF lHE CLASSIFIER VARIABLES 

The present sec ti on is devoted to a review of the cl ass if i er 
variables ( self-esteem and trust) of the proposed Interpersonal 
Styles Model. Special attention is paid to measurement scales of 
these variables as their review is the basis for the selection of 
the scales used in the present research. 
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2.1 Self-esteem 

A variety of different names has been used by different theorists 
and researchers to denote aspects of psychological functioning 
which can be described either as self-evaluation, self-affection 
or a combination of the two. Such terms include self-concept, 
self-esteem, self-love, self-confidence, self-respect, self
acceptance, self-satisfaction, self-evaluation, self-appraisal, 
self-worth and sense of competence (Wells and Marwell, 1976, pp. 
6-7) . In Wylie's (1974} extensive review of measures of the 
self-concept, she uses the term 11self-regard 11 as an all-inclusive 
label to subsume some of these concepts (p.127) . 

All of these concepts involve some process of 11refl exi ve" 
activity - that is, thoughts, feelings or actions in which the 
agent and the object of the behaviour are the same person (Wells 
and Marwell, 1976, p.229) . Reflexive activities, like attitudes, 
may be considered to have three key components - cognitive (the 
psychological content of the attitude}, affective (a valuation 
attached to this content} and conative (behavioural responses to 
the attitude object} (Secord and Backman, 1964, p.579; Wells and 
Marwell, 1976, p.231}. Self-esteem is commonly identified as the 
evaluation or affective aspect of self-attitudes (Gecas, 1982, 
p.4; Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton, 1976, pp.414-415; Wells and 
Marwel l, 1976}. 

Most research in the area of self-esteem focuses on this 
dimension; for example, Wylie's (1974, 1979) reviews deal almost 
exclusively with self-evaluation (Gecas, 1982, p.4) . Self-esteem 
is the most popular term used to describe self-evaluative 
behaviours and their underlying conceptual rationale (Wells and 
Marwell, 1976, p.7) . It is therefore adopted as a general label 
in the current research. 

2.1.1 Definitions and conceptions 

Self-esteem definitions may be grouped into four categories: 
self-esteem as an attitude, self-esteem as an attitude 
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discrepancy function, self-esteem as a psychological response and 
self-esteem as a personality function (Wells & Marwell, 1976). 
The first three categories will be discussed in turn. The fourth 
category is by far the 1 east common and wi 11 not be discussed 
here. 

Self-esteem as conceptualized as a particular kind of attitude, 
or as an aspect of all self-attitudes, constitutes the simplest 
approach. This approach is evident in self-esteem theories which 
involve the sense of competence (Dittes, 1959; Fitts, 1965; Janis 
and Field, 1959; White, 1959, 1963; Woodworth, 1958; and Ziller 
and Golding, 1969). All these theorists stress the person's 
self-evaluation of abilities and capacities associated with the 
sense of self-confidence, success and failure. In terms of the 
attitudinal approach, self-esteem may be conceptualized in either 
a gl oba 1 or a specific context. A person may attach different 
evaluations to different qualities which may be added in some way 
to form an overall evaluation or "collection" of specific 
attitudes (for example, Diggory, 1966; James, 1890, both cited by 
Wells and Marwell, 1976, p.65). Rosenberg ( 1965a) regards 
self-esteem as a linear combination of individual, specific 
self-estimates each weighted according to its importance to the 
person. 

The attitudinal approach to self-esteem has been adopted in the 
present research. Self-esteem is seen as a global index composed 
of a person's self-evaluations in a variety of different 
contexts. 

A second type of definition depicts self-esteem as an arithmetic 
function of two sets of attitudes - the way the person actually 
perceives himself to be and the way he aspires to be. Examples 
of definitions of this type are those of James ( 1890, as cited by 
Wells and Marwell, 1976, p .65) and Cohen ( 1959). Discrepancy 
descriptions generally treat self-esteem from a global point of 
view. For example, Cohen sees the general experience of 
self-esteem as encompassing feelings of success and failure in 
a 11 s i tu at i on s • 
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Accardi ng to defi ni ti ans of the third type, self-esteem is not 
depicted directly as a discrepancy between attitudes, but as the 
feelings or reactions a person attaches to this discrepancy. The 
process underlying this conceptualization is self-acceptance. 
Theorists such as Rogers {1950) , Berger {1955} and Silber and 
Tippett {1965} all adopt this approach without dealing explicitly 
with the self-esteem construct. These writers all conceptualize 
self-esteem as a person's feelings of satisfaction about himself 
which reflect the relationship between the real self-image and 
the ideal self-image. 

Although these definitional distinctions may seem slight, they 
can have meaningful operational implications. .For example, 
Bill's (1951} Index of Adjustment and Values is a popular 
self-esteem measure which uses the same item set and yields three 
different self-esteem scores: a real self-score based on the 
respondent's honest self-rating, an ideal self-score based on the 
respondent's desired or projected self-rating, and a 
self-satisfaction score based on the respondent's feeling of 
acceptance of the real self-rating. These different methods do 
not always produce the same results and may conflict with each 
other (Wells and Marwell, 1976, p.68) . 

2.1.2 Contentious issues 

There are at least three contentious issues in the theoretical 
literature on self-esteem. These concern the stability of 
self-esteem, the "optimal 11 1 evel of self-esteem necessary for 
healthy personality functioning and the dimensionality of 
self-esteem. 

There are two points of view on the stability of adult 
self-esteem. The one view envisages the adult person's level of 
global self-esteem as a relatively stable personality trait 
formed by the end of adolescence, susceptible to change only 
through major 1 i fe changes such as divorce, or traumatic events 
in the work environment such as 1 os i ng one's job {Cohn, 1978, 
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cited by Tharenou, 1979, p. 318). The other view emanates from 
experimental social psychology and proposes that the global 
self-esteem level of adults can be altered through less traumatic 
events such as the acceptance of others, social comparisons with 
others etc.{Gergen, 1971, Kaplan, 1982). 

The approach adopted in the present research is that each person 
has a characteristic or basic level of self-esteem which can be 
influenced by dynamic factors in the environment as well as by 
changing personal factors {for example, ill health). The 
interpersonal styles model proposed in Section 1 is thus a 
dynamic one, based on the self-esteem of a person at a given 
time. The model allows for a person to have a variable 
interpersonal style by taking into account that self-esteem is 
prone to change. The introduction of constructive intervention 
programmes by management may enhance employee self-esteem and 
lead to improved interpersonal relationship styles in the 
organization. 

The second contentious issue in the literature concerns the 
optimal 1 evel of self-esteem. There are three different 
theoretical standpoints, known as the high, medium and low 
models of self-esteem {Wells and Marwell, 1976, pp.69-74). 

The high self-esteem model is the most .common position. It 
asserts that high self-esteem is associated with desirable 
personality characteristics and adjustment. Several studies 
support this view {for example, Coopersmith, 1967; Rosenberg, 
1965b; Tharenou, 1979). Furthermore, the "classic" theorists 
(Adler, 1925; Rogers, 1950, 1951; Sullivan, 1953) a 1 1  ho 1 d that 
self-esteem and psychological adjustment are positively related. 

According to the low self-esteem model, low self-esteem may 
sometimes, although not always, be healthier than high 
self-esteem. The model is most frequently identified with the 
defensive-style characterizations of self-esteem proposed by 
Cohen { 1959) and Byrne { 1961). High self-esteem people tend to 
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use denial defenses (Cohen, 1959) or repression (Byrne, 1961) to 
avoid negative information about themselves. On the other hand, 
low self-esteem people opt for more projective or expressive 
defenses (Cohen, 1959) and are more sensitized to negative 
information about themselves. According to the model, low 
self-esteem persons are more flexible, able to admit personal 
shortcomings and less authoritarian. 

The medium self-esteem model holds that a moderate amount of 
self-esteem is optimum for healthy personality functioning. 
Authors who adopt this position ( see Wells and Marwell, 1976, 
p.71 for a list of these authors) believe that people at the 
extremes of self-esteem are seldom well adjusted. They suggest 
that the rel at ions hips between self-esteem and heal thy adjustment 
is curvilinear, rather than linear; people with moderate amounts 
of self-esteem represent a balance between self-criticism and 
self-enhancement (Wells and Marwell, 1976, pp.72-73, p.234). 

Although the evidence of research studies relating self-esteem to 
adjustment is generally weighted in favour of the high 
self-esteem model, no clear-cut decision can be made. Findings 
of several studies (see Wells and Marwell, 1976, p.72) suggest 
that there may be interactions between self-esteem 1 evel s and 
several aspects of adjustment. In terms of the present study, 
the proposed relationship between autonomy and high self-esteem 
is consistent with the high self-esteem model, since the 
autonomous person is associated with healthy or desirable 
personality characteristics (see Section 3.3) . The proposed 
relationship between Machiavellianism and high self-esteem is 
also consistent with the high self-esteem model: although the 
high Mach does not have desirable or healthy personality 
attributes, he generally gives researchers and others the 
impression of being well-adjusted by his use of impression 
management techniques (see Section 3.2.2) . 

The third issue of contention concerns the dimensionality of the 
self-esteem construct. The most frequent description of 
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self-esteem is as an overall or global property of the person ' s  
self-evaluation (Wells and Marwell, 1976,  p.93) . Hence, 
measurement scales are generally designed to yield single 
self-esteem total scores. However, not all conceptual approaches 
depict self-esteem in unitary, homogeneous terms ; others prefer 
to use specific rather than global estimates of esteem in 
predicting specific behaviour. For example, Wylie (1974, 
pp . 180-181) proposes that the use of a global index may obscure 
important individual differences. Other researchers (Akeret, 
1959 ; Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton, 1976) also think of the 
i ndi vi dual I s  se 1 f-concept in terms of various dimensions of the 
self which the person can evaluate in different ways. The 
results of factor analytic research (for example, Moran, Michael 
and Dembo, 1978 ; see Marsh and Smith, 1982, p .431) genera 1 1  y 
favour a multidimensional conception of self-esteem. However, 
the derived factor structures are often inconsistent across 
different samples and difficult to interpret. 

In the present research, the approach adopted is that each person 
has a core of self-esteem. This core is composed of the common 
elements of his levels of self-esteem in different contexts. 
Examination of these self-esteem 1 evel s in different contexts 
contributes towards a better unders tan ding of this underlying 
self-esteem core • .  Levels of self-esteem in various contexts are 
thus not expected to be independent of one another ; indeed, a 
particul arl y h i gh or l ow  l evel of self-esteem i n  a spec i fi c 

context (for example, the work situation) is likely to influence 
self-esteem in other contexts owing to a "carry-over" or " hal 0 11 

effect. 

2 .1 . 3 Empirical research 

Experimental studies have investigated self-esteem in a number of 
areas. Research on persuasibility (Cohen, 1959 ; Janis and Field, 
1959 ; McGuire, 1968) shows self-esteem to be one of the most 
important variables in explaining individual persuasibility 
differences. Self-esteem has also been examined in research on 
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pers onal i ty adj u s tment  ( for examp l e ,  Brock ner  and  Bl ethyn-H u l ton , 
1978 ) , 1 ocus of contro 1 ( L 1  oyd ,  Chang  and  Powe 1 1  , 1979 ) ,  tas k  
performa nce ( Ryckma n , Gol d a n d  Rodda , 197 1 ) , i nte rpers onal  
attracti on ( H en dri ck and  Page , 1970 ) , and  group dynami cs ( for 
exampl e ,  Mors e and  Gerge n , 1970 ) . 

I t  has been pos i ti ve l y  corre l ated  wi th moral  behavi ou rs s uch  as 
a l tru i sm and  hel p i ng  others ( Da rl i n gton and  Macker ,  1 966 ) , and  
negati vel y  ass oci ated wi th i mmoral  behavi ou rs s uch  as cheati n g  
( Aronson a n d  Mettee , 1 968 ) . Wyl i e  ( 1 97 9 )  p rovi des a comp rehen
s i ve revi ew of  sel f -esteem res earch . 

Low sel f -es teem i ndi vi du a l s ,  as compa red to h i gh and medi um , are 
more l i ke l y  to exh i b i t  anxi ety ,  dep res s i on and  neuroti c 
behavi ou rs , l ack i n i ti ati ve and  be more pers u as i bl e  and  
conformi n g ,  have l ow�r asp i rati ons and  pe rform l ess  effecti ve l y  
u nde r s tres s  and  fai l u re , exh i bi t  poore r  s oc i a l  s k i l l s  and  l es s  
s oc i ab i l i ty ( Th a renou , 1979 , pp . 3 16-3 1 7 ) .  These f i n di n gs are 
cons i s tent wi th the model of h i gh s e l f-es  teem descri bed 
p revi ous l y .  

Res u l ts of res earch i nves ti gati ng  the rel ati ons h i ps betwee n 
s el f -es teem and  1 ocu s of control a re confl i cti n g :  some s tudi es  
( Epstei n and  Komori ta , 1 970 ; F i sh  a·n d  K a rabe n i ck , 1 97 1 ; F i tch , 
1 970 ) have provi ded evi dence for a pos i ti ve a s s oc i ati on  between 
h i gh se l f-esteem and an  i nte rnal  ori entati on , whe reas others 
( Pl att , Ei s e nma n n  and  Darbes , 1970 ) have fou n d  no  rel ati ons h i p . 

One  pos s i bl e  exp l a nati on  of thes e seemi n gl y  contradi ctory 
f i n di n gs i s  that these s tu di es have empl oyed vari ous measu res of 
sel f -es teem that di ffer both i n  methodol ogy and i n  the as pect of 
se l f-es teem that they mea s u re ( L1 oyd ,  Chang and Powel l ,  1979 ) . 
Al ternati vel y , the appare nt contra di cti ons  may be due to the u se 
of i nappropri ate corre l ati onal  tech n i ques i n  data a n a l ys i s .  Th i s 
i s s u e  i s  di s cus s ed at l en gth i n  Secti on  8 .4 .  
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Reviews of the literature on employee self-esteem (Tharenou, 
1979; Tharenou and Harker, 1982) illustrate that when there is a 
11 fit11 between the person (in terms of his abilities, traits and 
needs) and the j ob (in terms of intrinsic characteristics such as 
worker autonomy, type of job content) , feelings of competence 
increase (Tharenou, 1979, pp.323-326) . Job characteristics which 
are extrinsic to the task (for example, recognition and 
evaluation, co-worker support, etc.) are less important to global 
self-esteem, though variables such as supervisor's support and 
pay are associated with work-specific self-esteem, or competence 
(Tharenou, 1979, pp .326-331) . In general, work performance is 
positively associated with feelings of competence at work but not 
with global self-esteem (Tharenou, 1979; Tharenou and Harker, 
1982). 

On the other hand, both global and work-specific self-esteem are 
positively correlated with satisfaction with the job, the 
organization and the work role. High self-esteem employees are 
also generally healthier, less depressed, less anxious and more 
satisfied with 1 ife than 1 ow self-esteem employees (Tharenou, 
1979, pp.332-338.) 

2 . 1 .4 Measurement scales 

There are several reviews and critiques of the multitude of 
self-concept measures (Crandall, 1973; Wells and Man-1ell, 1976; 
Wylie, 1974, 1979). These reviews give a bleak picture of the 
serious methodological problems hampering the accumulation of 
valid knowledge in the area of self-esteem. Wylie (1974, 
pp.124-127) provides detailed descriptions and criticisms of 
several instruments which have been used in attempts to measure 
aspects of the self-concept. She sees one of the main problems 
to be the enormous number of instruments lacking adequate 
information about the methods of construction, reliability or 
construct validity. Several scales have been devised for one or 
two studies only, and subsequently abandoned without much attempt 
to assess the adequacy of the measure employed. Wylie also 
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points out that no instrument purporting to measure self-concept 
variables has been developed based on rigorous psychometric 
pri n�i p 1 es and exp 1 i cit construct def i ni ti ons. She recommends 
the abandonment of a number of se 1 f-concept instruments and a 
concerted effort to develop from anew reliable and valid 
instruments using all available conceptual and methodological 
refinements. In this way measurement of the self-concept would 
be limited to a relatively small number of "good" · instruments. 
These recommendations are supported by Wells and Marwell {1976 } . 

Tharenou {1979 } cites as a maj or problem the appropriateness of 
the type of self-esteem measure chosen. Frequently, global 
measures of self-esteem are chosen when it would be more 
appropriate to measure a specific type of se 1 f-es teem, and vice 
versa. Unfortunately the more specific measures are not as well 
validated as the global measures. 

Wylie {1974 } and Crandall {1973} describe a number of self-esteem 
scales. The two most popular measures are the Tennessee 
Self-Concept Scale {Fitts, 1965 } and the Janis-Field Feelings of 
Inadequacy Scale {Eagly, 1967} .  These two scales are also 
strongly advocated by Crandall. 

The Tennessee Self-Concept scale has been used in hundreds of 
research studies {Garrison and Stanwyck, 1978; Stanwyck and 
Garrison, 1982 } .  However, little attention has been paid to the 
scale's susceptibility to response falsification such as faking 
(Stanwyck and Garrison, 1 982) and social desirability effects 
(Crandall, 1973} .  

The Janis-Field Feelings of Inadequacy Scale was originally 
designed to tap feelings of inadequacy associated with a person's 
persuasibility {Janis and Field, 1959, pp.55-68} .  In the 
original scale, 20 of the 23 items are keyed in the same 
direction. Eagly {1967} balanced the scale for response bias and 
reduced the number of i terns to 20. The original and revised 
versions of the scale have been widely used despite the minimal 
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amount of psychometri c attenti on that has been pai d to i t . 
Crandal l ( 1973 )  reports sati sfactory rel i abi l i ty and val i di ty 
stati sti cs for the revi sed vers i on .  

Scal es i n  common usage that measure sel f-esteem i n  terms of 
sel f-i deal di screpancy functi ons are di scussed by Crandal l ( 1 973 ,  
pp .88-96) and Hoge and McCarthy ( 1983 ) . H owever, several auth ors 
( Hoge and McCarthy , 1983 ; · We l l s  and Marwel l ,  1976) cauti on 
agai nst the use of di screpancy measures on the groun ds that these 
di screpanci es refl ect abstract ,  i deal standards rather than 
persona l ly sal i ent ones . Furthermore, there are i nherent 
va 1 i di ty , rel i abi 1 i  ty and i nte rpretati on di ffi cul t i  es . 

A number of personal i ty i nventori es measure sel f-esteem as wel l 
as several other personal i ty vari abl es . These a re the J acks on 
Personal i ty Research Form and the J ackson Personal i ty I nventory 
( J ackson 1 967 and 1970 both ci ted by Crandal l ,  1973 ,  pp . 97-98) , 
the Cal i forni a Psychol ogi cal I nventory ( Gough , 1957 ) and the 
Gough Adj ecti ve Check Li s t  ( Gough and Hei 1 bru n ,  1980) . For a 
number of 1 ess frequently used measures of sel f-esteem, see 
Crandal l ( 1 973 , pp � 104-168) . 

A measure of sel f-esteem i n  the work setti ng  i s  that of Wagner 
and Morse ( 1975 ) . Th i s  scal e i s  based on Whi te ' s ( 1959 , 1963) 
theory of competence* . Wagner and Morse emphas i ze that the s cal e 

* Wh i te ( 1959 , 1963) proposes that i nherent i n  each i ndi vi dual i s  a 
b i ol ogi cal dri ve or "effectance" .  By means of thi s  "effectance 
dri ve " ,  the i ndi vi dual devel ops "competence" or the capac i ty for 
effecti ve i nteracti on wi th the envi ronment .  The cumu l ati ve 
resul ts of the i ndi vi dual ' s l i fe h i story of i nteracti ons wi th the 
outs i de worl d ,  i ncl u di ng  h i s  work envi ronment ,  i s  h i s 
competence . The i ndi vi dua 1 1 s own sense of competence i s  the 
s ubj ecti ve aspect of hi s actual competence . It  i s  thu s  hi s 
subj ecti ve assessment of h i s  own abi l i ti es and i s  a refl ecti on of 
any conf i dence he has bui l t  from al l h i s  i nteracti ons wi th the 
envi ronment . Wh i te cl a ims that the i ndi vi dual 1 s sel f-esteem and 
the esteem afforded him by others are conti ngent upon the 
person I s abi l i ty to master the envi ronment and hence , on h i s 
sense of competence . 
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taps the worker ' s  subjective assessment of his own competence in 
the work environment rather than a more obj ective assessment of 
how competent he really is. The scale consists of 23 Likert-type 
items. Wagner and Morse provide evidence for the scale ' s  
satisfactory internal consistency, test-retest reliability, and 
predictive validity. The scale was also shown to have 
satisfactory internal consistency by Tharenou and Harker (1982) . · 
It is discussed in greater detail in Section 6.1.1. 

2 . 2 Interpersonal Trust 

Interpersonal trust is a basic dimension of all social situations 
that demand co-operation and interdependence. Both ancient and 
modern observers generally agree that trust plays a vital role in 
interpersonal behaviour. Deutsch (1973, p.143) observes:· "If we 
examine the writings of learned men throughout the ages, we find 
that, while they often disagreed whether to trust or not they did 
agree that the topic was important." In spite of its obvious 
relevance, the topic does not have a long history in psychology. 
Apart from the work of Erikson ( 1950), it has not been the 
subject of much theory-bui 1 ding in psychology; indeed the 
construct was generally neglected in psychological research up 
until about 1967. Deutsch (1958) noted the inattention of 
psychologists to the trust phenonenon, and Giffin (1967) renewed 
the plea for systematic research (Chun and Campbell, 1974) . 
Rotter ' s  (1967) work on the topic awakened the interest and 
enthusiasm of a number of researchers and today trust has been 
examined in a host of different contexts: personality 
development, the communication process, therapist-client 
relationships, parent-child interactions, public management, 
managerial problem solving, professional interactions, effective 
1 abour relations and intergroup conflict ( see Golembiewski and 
McConkie, 1975) . 

As Chun and Campbell (1974) note, the initial high · enthusiasm 
that accompanies research interest in an area such as trust often � 
results in i nsuffi ci ent attention of researchers being paid to 
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the establishment of a substantive theory, the refinement of 
measures, and the theoretical bases of these measures. It is 
shown in the following review that this is generally the case in 
the research on trust. 

2.2.1 Definitions and conceptions 

Several definitions of interpersonal trust are put forward in the 
psychological literature. Trust has been variously defined 
depending on the theoretical orientation adopted. Personality 
theorists, whose concern is with individual differences, have 
stressed the nature of the construct, while behaviour� sts have 
generally favoured operational definitions. Researchers 
i nves ti gating i ntragroup and intergroup rel ati onshi ps have 
examined trust in terms of the cha racteri s ti cs of the 
participants. There are also several definitions of various 
aspects of trust in the work setting, such as trust of a 
subordinate in his superior, mutua 1 trust between subordinates 
and superiors, and organizational trust climates. 

Perhaps the most widely used definition of general interpersonal 
trust is that of Rotter (1967, 1971). From a social learning 
perspective, Rotter defines interpersonal trust as "an expectancy 
he 1 d by an i ndi vi dua 1 or a group that the word, promise, verb a 1 
or written statement of another individual or group can be relied 
upon" ( Rotter, 1967, p .651). In other words, trust i s  a 
generalized expectancy developed from an individual's past 
history of reinforcement (Rotter, 1971). Wrightsman (1964) also 
defines trust in expectancy terms. He assumes that everyone 
develops a philosophy of human nature, a combination of positive 
and negative expectancies about the trustworthiness and 
usefulness of peop 1 e in genera 1 • He defines trustworthiness as 
the extent to which people are seen as moral, honest and 
reliable. Both Rotter and Wrightsman have developed measures of 
their conceptualizations of trust (see Section 2.2.3 ) .  
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Definitions of trust that are essentially operational generally 
concentrate on the behaviour of a person in situations of risk, 
that is, behaviour that exposes the individual to the possibility 
of a painful experience { see, for example, the defi ni ti ons of 
Deutsch, 1958; Giffin, 1967, p.105; Schlenker, Helm and Tedeschi, 
1973, p.419; Solomon, 1960; and Zand, 1972, p.230) ·. 

The issue of the stability of trust, unlike the stability of 
self-esteem, has not received attention in the literature. The 
view of trust adopted in the present research is that each person 
has a characteristically high or low level of trust. This level 
of trust can , however, be influenced by situational and personal 
factors. For example, a person who enters a new j ob is not 
expected to have the same level of trust in colleagues he hardly 
knows as he has in colleagues of his previous j ob who were 
well-known to him. 

2.2.2 �irical research 

One of the main approaches adopted in empirical research on trust 
is the use of self-report scales to investigate the relationships 
between personality measures and trust behaviour in social 
interactions. This line of research has received its major 
impetus from the work of Rotter {1967), using his I nterpersona 1 
Trust Scale (see Section 2.2.3) . Studies using this scale have 
shown that high trust individuals as compared to low trust 
individuals are generally better adjusted and less likely to 
cheat or lie ( see Gurtman and Li on, 1982, for a 1 i st of these 
studies) . Unfortunately, Rotter's Interpersonal Trust Scale has 
been criticized extensively (see Chun and Campbell, 1974) . A few 
other studies (Deutsch, 1960; Lindskold and Tedeschi, 1971; 
Wrightsman, 1966) have successfully used other personality 
measures {for example, the F-scale: Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, 
Levinson and Sanford, 1950) to predict trusting behaviour in 
various situations. In general, however, 
successfully used personality measures to 
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behaviour are more the exception than the rule (Worchel, 1979, 
p.178). 

Another approach in trust research is to specify the factors 
which contribute to the development of individual differences in 
trust. Such research has been based largely on Erikson's (1950) 
theory; since the publication of his book "Childhood and Society" 
( 1950), many developmental psychologists have viewed trust and 
mistrust as the cornerstones of human development. 

The development of trust has al so been studied in connection 
with differences in child-rearing practices. Katz and Rotter 
(1969) have generally found that high-trusting subj ects, as 
opposed to 1 ow-trusting subj ects, report that they had highly 
trusting parents who taught them trust and trustworthiness. 
Other studies have investigated the relationship of trust to age, 
race, sex and other biographical variables (see Worchel, 1979, 
pp.180-181 for a description of these studies). 

A third type of trust research is into the development of mutual 
trust between two parties. Results of a study by Bennis, Schein, 
Berlew and Steele (1964) shows that the more voluntary a person's 
actions are perceived to be by another person, the more influence 
they have on the other person's 1 evel of trust. Attribution 
theory also supports this conclusion (Jones and Davis, 1965). 
The establishment of mutual trust has also been found to be 
important in clinical settings (Rogers, 1961) , as well as in 
leadership situations, political situations and among college 
students (see Worchel, 1979, p.183) . 

A fourth line of trust research involves the creation of a 
situation in which the development of trust between or within 
groups is essential to the performance of a prescribed task, and 
the 1 evel of performance is taken as an index of the degree to 
which trust has developed. This approach is adopted in 
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experiments using the Prisoner's Dilemma Game* (see for example 
Deutsch, 1960) and other matrix games. 

Trust in the work environment is another important area of 
concern in trust research. High levels of trust between 
employees and management have been 1 inked to productivity and 
efficient work group functioning (Dwivedi, 1983; Ouchi, 1982; 
Savage, 1982) , and long-term organizational effectiveness 
(Barnes, 1981; Melahn, 1983) . 

Research by !Mivedi (1983) reveals that effective and ineffective 
organizations differ in their adherence to trust-based and 
dis trust-based managerial approaches respectively. Friedlander 
(1970) has related employee trust in management to the 
willingness of people to make adaptions to organizational 
change. Trust has a 1 so been shown to be associated with a 
person's will ingness to share meaningful information, commitment 
to take action and satisfaction in interpersonal relationships 
(Gibb, 1965 as cited by Scott, 1982, p.11) . Trust appears to be 
essential for open, accurate communications in organizations 
(Mellinger, 1956; Ouchi, 1982) and group problem-solving and 
decision-making (Boss, 1978; Gamson, 1968; Zand, 1972) . 

* The Prisoner's Dilemma Game and other matrix games have been used 
to study both individual measures which correlate with 
co-operative behaviour. (Deutsch, 1960) and situational factors 
which promote co-operation (Rubin and Brown, 1975) . For a review 
of early studies, see Vinacke (1969) . 
In the Prisoner's Dilemma game, two people rrust make dichotomous 
choices. Numerical values describe the outcome for each and are 
so arranged that the outcome for each depends upon the choice 
made by both. Each person has a high-risk option (i.e. he may 
lose a lot or gain only a little) and a low-risk option (i.e., 
may gain a 1 ot or 1 ose only a 1 i ttl e) . The "di 1 emma" stems from 
the fact that if both choose the high-risk option, both receive 
positive outcomes; if both choose the low-risk option, both 
received negative outcomes; but if one chooses the high-risk 
option and the other the 1 ow, the former receives a very high 
negative outcome and the 1 atter a very high positive outcome. 
Despite modifications of the game paradigms to approximate 
real-world situations, game theory research has limited 
applicability. Individuals have implicit notions about game 
playing that need not necessarily reflect their attitudes in 
real-life situations (Johnson-George and Swap, 1982). 
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Furthermore, it has been shown to be a necessary ingredient for 
the establishment of positive employee attitudes towards 
management and the organization in general (Barnes, 1981; 
Driscoll, 1978; Ouchi, 1982)  and overall j ob satisfaction 
(Driscoll, 1978) . 

2.2.3  Measurement scal es 

Rotter's (1967) Interpersonal Trust Scale dominates the research 
literature on trust. Other measures include Wrightsman's (1964 ) 
Philosophy of Human Nature Scale, the Faith in People Scale 
(Rosenberg, 1?57) ,  the People in General Scale (Banta, 1961 ) ,  the 
Erikson Psychological Stage Inventory (EPSI: Rosenthal, Gurney 
and Moore, 1981 ) ,  the Specific Interpersonal Trust Scales 
(Johnson-George and Swap, 1982 ) , and the Trust versus 
Defensiveness subscale of the Comrey Personality Subscales 
(Comrey, 1970 ) • 

Rotter has developed the Interpersonal Trust Seale as a measure 
of generalized expectancy. It is a Likert-type scale consisting 
of 25 scorable items and 15 filler items. The items deal with 
the trust variable in a wide range of situations, for example, 
with regard to political figures, news media, parents, salesmen 
and people in general. Rotter's original research (1971) 
demonstrated that the scale has satisfactory internal and 
test-retest reliability (0, 76 and 0, 68 respectively ) .  He and his 
colleagues have conducted numerous studies (for example, Hamsher, 
Ge 1 1  er and Rotter, 1968; Katz and Rotter, 1969, Rotter, 1971) 
which, they claim, demonstrate the construct validity of the 
scale. 

Although the scale has stimulated much research (for example, 
Chun and Campbell, 1974; Fitzgerald, Pasewark and Noah, 1970; 
Gurtman and Lion, 1982; Kaplan, 1973; Pasewark, Fitzgerald, 
Sawyer and Fossey, 1973; Sehl enker, Helm and Tedeschi, 1973; 
Wa 1 ker and Robinson, 1979 ) ,  it is not with out its critics. 
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Numerous researchers (Chun and Campbell, 1974; Kaplan, 1973; 
Wright and Tedeschi, 1975; Tedeschi and Wright, 1980) have found 
the scale to be multidimensional rather than unidimensional as 
suggested by Rotter. 

The most serious cri ti ci sms of the sea 1 e are those of Chun and 
Campbell (1974) . In their investigations of the dimensionality 
of the scale, they found the scale to be composed of four 
dimensions, only two of which are interpersonal in nature. They 
therefore propose that the items comprising the other two 
dimensions can only be considered relevant to interpersonal 
trust, and Rotter's definition thereof, through an extension or 
modification of his definition. Moreover, they claim that one of 
the interpersonal dimensions really deals with interpersonal 
exploitation, a Machiavellian trait, rather than trust per se. 
While the attribution of Machiavellian traits may conceivably 
lead to low interpersonal trust, this kind of causal chain is not 
a part of Rotter's definition. Chun and Campbell (1974) further 
criticize the scale for its failure to recognise that levels of 
trust can vary across contexts. For example, low trust in the 
political sphere does not logically preclude high levels of trust 
in other spheres. Hence the scale may blur important differences 
in the various spheres of trust. Their final criticism levelled 
at the scale is that it is inefficient; it appears that the scale 
could be shortened considerably without seriously affecting its 
psychometric properties. 

Overall, the results of studies of the Interpersonal Trust Scale 
sound a warning to researchers - it appears that the scale 
measures a generalized expectancy and hence is i nappl i cable in 
situations where specific behaviours are to be predicted. 
Particular dimensions of Rotter's scale that have been isolated 
as a result of factor analytic research may be more successful in 
predicting specific criteria than the general trust scale. 

Wrightsman's (1964) Philosophies of Human Nature Scale has also 
been frequently used (Chun and Campbell, 1974; Robinson and 
Shaver, 1973, p.588) . The 14 item "trustworthiness" subscale has 
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bee n s h own  to h ave s ati sfactory sp l i t-ha l f a n d  tes t-retes t  
re l i abi l i ti es :  0 , 74 i n  both cases ( Wri gh tsma n , 1964 ) . Robi n s on 
and  Sh aver ( 1 973 , p . 604 ) c i te the f i n di n gs of Wri gh tsma n ' s  s tu dy 
wh i ch h ave shown the s ca l e to h ave construct val i d i ty .  Chun  a n d  
Campbe l l ( 1975 )  a na lyze d the trus tworth i nes s s ubscal e u s i n g  the 
s ame tech n i ques whi ch they u s ed i n  the i nvesti gati on of Rotte r ' s  
I n te rp e rs onal  Tru s t  Sc a l e .  The i r factor ana l yti c i nves ti gat i on  
revea l ed two i nte rpretab l e d i mens i ons  each  cons i sti n g  of f ou r  
i tems ; they named the s e  " gl obal  moral i ty"  and  " s peci f i c  acts of 

\ 

h ones ty " . Chun  and  Campbel l therefore s u ggest that the sea l  e be  
s hortened  to  a n  8-i tem set . 

E xtens i ve research  was devoted  to the deve 1 opment of the Comrey 
Personal i ty Sca l es  ( Comrey , 1970 ) . The tru s t  versu s  defens i ve 
ness  s u bs c al e appears to be one of the best measu res of trus t .  
I t  conta i n s  20 Li kert-type i tems , wh i ch a re bal a nced to control 
for poss i bl e  acqu i escence response  s e t . The s u bs ca l e has  a 
c orrected spl i t-hal f rel i abi l i ty of 0 , 9 1 . A more deta i l e d  
di s c u s s i on of the subsca l e i s  p resented i n  Secti on 6 . 1 . 1 .  For  
f u rthe r i nformati on  on Comrey ' s  sca l e ,  the ma n u al by Comrey 
( 1970 )  s h ou l d be cons u l te d .  

Rosenbe rg ' s  ( 1957 ) Fa i th i n  Peopl e Sca l e ,  al ternati vel y ca l l ed 
the "mi santh ropy s ca l e "  i s  f requentl y u s ed i n  s e l f-esteem 
s tu di es . I t  purports to meas u re a pers on ' s  gene ra l  confi dence i n  
the tru s tworth i nes s , hones ty ,  goodness ,  generos i ty a n d  
b rotherl i ness of p eopl e i n  general  ( Robi n s on a n d  Sh ave r ,  1 97 3 ,  
p . 6 1 2 ) . The s eal  e conta i n s  on l y f i ve i tems and ,  not  
s u rp ri s i n gl y , has  fai r ly  l ow rel i abi l i ty .  H oweve r ,  evi dence of 
the val i di ty of the sca l e i s  e n c ou ragi ng ( se e ,  Rosenberg , 1 9 56 , 
1 9 57 ) . 

The i tems of Santa ' s  ( 1961 )  l es ser  u s ed " Pe op l e i n  Gen e ra l " sca l e 
were drawn  di rectly from the Mach IV  sea l  e of Chr i s ti e and  Gei s 
( 1970 ) . The scal e attempts to tap the e xtent  to wh i ch peop l e act 
i n  a n  expl oi tati ve  or ma ni pu l ati ve manner  towa rd others and  
the refore taps Machi ave l l i a n i sm rather than  tru s t .  
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The Erikson's Psychosocial Stage Inventory (Rosenthal, Gurney and 
Moore, 198 1 ) was designed to examine the first six of Erikson's 
psychosocial stages. The authors report that their 
investigations into the rel iability and validity of the scale are 
encouraging, but recommend further validation studies. 

Another recent scale is that of Johnson-George and Swap ( 1982 ) . 

These researchers claim that we need to deal with specific trust, 
both trust in a specific other person and a specific type of 
trust. For this purpose, they have constructed the Specific 
Interpersonal Trust Scales. The authors have provided some 
evidence of the construct uniqueness, discriminability and 
validity of the scale. Despite their encouraging results, the 
authors claim that considerable research is required to refine 
the seal es and to develop a thorough understanding of 
interpersonal trust and its measurement. 

Some researchers have designed measurement scales specifically 
for their CMn studies of trust in an organizational context. 
Roberts and O I Reilly ( 197  4} have deve 1 oped a sea 1 e intended to 
measure trust in one's superior, the perceived influence of the 
superior, and the mobi 1 i ty aspi rati ans of the respondent. The 
subscales appear to have adequate validity and test-retest 
rel i abi 1 i ty estimates. Cook and Wall ( 1 980 )  have constructed a 
scale to measure interpersonal trust at work for use with 
blue-collar workers in the United Kingdom. Jones, James and 
Bruni ( 1 975 )  have developed a scale to measure employees' 
confide nee and trust in their 1 eader. Friedlander ( 1970 )  has 
devised a scale for measuring trust versus competitiveness within 
one's work group. Likert's ( 1 967 ) questionnaire has also been 
used to tap organi zati anal trust. Lastly, Hrebi ni ak and Al utto 
( 1 9 72 )  use a six-item work-related trust scale in their 
research. 

Unfortunately, none of these instruments have been adequately 
researched or validated. Furthermore some of the scales are not 
available in the literature (for example, the scales of Jones et 
al., 1975  and Hrebiniak and Alutto, 1972 ) . 
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3 .  A REV IEW OF TII E  FOUR INTERPERSONAL STYLES 

The present section provides a review of the four interpersonal 

styl es sel ected for the study. It is thus composed of four 

subsections, each devoted to one of the four styl es. Within each 

subsection, the l iterature pertaining to one interpersonal styl e 

is surveyed in terms of theories, conceptions and empirical 

research. As in the previous section, fairly detail ed reviews of 

measurement scal es of the styl es are presented as the reviews are 

critical to the sel ection of the measurement scal es of the 

present study. 

The order in which the styl es are discussed does not refl ect any 

stage-devel opmental conception on the part of the author. 

3 . 1  Dependence 

From before birth to adul thood, the i ndi vi dua 1 is dependent in 

varying degrees on others for the sati sf action of emotional and 

material needs. However, a review of the l iterature reveal s that 

dependence is often presented as a highly undesirabl e  character

istic (Bauermeister, 1982 ) . The dependent person is general l y  

conceptual ized as one who cannot form his own goal s independent

ly .  Uniqueness is unbearabl e  to him and he thus conforms to the 

vi ews and standards of others, l iving his l ife in the refl ection 

of others. Bauermeister observes that research popul ations of 

studies on dependence are general ly  composed of chil dren, women, 

the aged, the i nsti tuti onal i zed and minority groups. Perhaps 

because Western cul tures ideal ize independence and sel f-rel iance, 

the heal thy adul t mal e is conspicuous by his absence from 

dependence research. 

Dependence has been discussed by personal ity theorists (for 

exampl e, Angyal , 196 5 ;  Harvey, Hunt and Schroder, 1961 ; Horney, 

1945, 1950) . Their conceptions are now presented. 
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3 .1 . 1 Theories and conceptions 

As aspects of the theories of Angy a 1 ( 1965) , Harvey, Hunt and 
Schroder (1961) and Horney (1945, 1950) are discussed throughout 
the review of the four styles, their complete theories will be 
briefly presented here, with the greatest amount of attention 
being paid to aspects relevant to dependence. 

Angyal (1965) views human behaviour in terms of two basic 
complementary trends - autonomy and homonomy. He sees the person 
on the one hand, as struggling toward self-assertiveness, freedom 
and mastery (autonomy) , while on the other hand, striving to 
participate in, or belong to, part of a larger unit or 
"superordinate whole" (homonomy) . Angyal conceives of this 
larger unit as either a social unit - a family, clan or nation -
or as an idealogy or meaningfully ordered universe. 

According to Angy al, the autonomous or homonomous trends are 
comp 1 ementa ry rather than contradictory in the we 1 1 -i ntegrated 
person. Such a person has established a balance between 
self-surrender and self-reliance. If, however, the homonomous 
attitude is more powerful than the autonomous one, the imbalance 
results in dependency relationships and the person is excessively 
concerned with being of service to others. The dependent person 
wishes above all else to avoid isolation and to be part of larger 
wholes or units he regards as extending beyond his individual 
self. 

Dependence characterizes the first stage of Harvey, Hunt and 
Schroder's (1961) model of conceptual development. According to 
this model, cognitive development progresses through a series of 
stages towards greater abstractness. This process results in the 
modification of the interaction of the individual and his world. 

The first stage as described by Harvey et al. bears strong 
resemblance to the other notions of dependence presented in this 
sec ti on. Once again for the sake of comp 1 eteness, the other 
stages of the model will be mentioned. 
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The i ndi v i du al at  the f i rs t  s tage ( u n i l ate ra l  depende nce ) rel i es 
maxi ma l l y  on external control . H i s  conceptual  sys tems a re 
deri ved from externa l  authori ti es , rath e r  than  f rom e xp eri ence . 
He i s  thus capab l e onl y of �onformi ng  to the val u es of oth e rs . 
He  th i nk s  on a h i gh l y  concrete l evel . Becau s e  he  i s  merel y  
concerned w i th external cons tra i nts , ti me l i mi ts and  absol u te 
s tanda rds of ri gh t and  wron g ,  h i s behav i ou r  l ack s fores i gh t .  

Sta ges 2 ,  3 and 4 a re ref erred to as the s tages of I negati ve  
i ndependence 1 , 

1 c on di  ti  ona 1 dep endence a n d  mu tu a 1 i ty 1 
, a n d  

' i nterdepen dence ' respecti vel y .  I ndi v i dual s a t  these s tages a re 
bri efl y des cri bed as  fol l ow s : 

The i ndi v i dual at  the second s tage s trongl y oppos es the attemp ts 
of othe rs to hel p or control h i m .  He i nterp rets the a i d and  
adv i ce of  others as  v i ol ati ons  of  h i s  i ndependence , an  
i ndependence whi ch  he  often u ses  des tructi vel y . At the th i rd 
s ta ge , the i ndi v i dual perce i ves the needs and  s ta n da rds of others 
and  i s  abl e to deve l op trul y nu tu a l  rel ati ons h i p s . The fou rth 
s ta ge i ndi v i dual i s  abl e to th i nk at an abstract l evel . He  s h ows  
i ncreased tol e rance of  v i ew s  that a re di ffere nt f rom h i s  own . 

The depen dent pers on i n  th i s  the o ry i s  c h a racte ri zed as bei n g  
external l y  contro 1 1  e d ,  cap ab  1 e onl y  of conformi ng  t o  the v a  1 u es 
of oth e rs . He i s  i nc ap ab l e of abstract thou ght ;  i n  fact , he i s  
i ncapabl e of th i nk i ng for h i ms el f .  

The th i rd theory to be d i s c u s s e d  w h i ch i nvol ves the n oti on of 
depende nce i s  that of Horney ( 1 945 , 1 9 50 ) . She pos i ts that there 
a re th ree bas i c  atti tudes that a pers on can  h ave towards others . 
Accordi n g  to Horney these  atti tudes a re neces s a ry as wel l a s  
des i rabl e for human devel opment . On ly  i n  a neuroti c f ramework do 
these  atti tudes become ri g i d and  comp u l s i ve ,  i ndi scr imi nate and  
mu tua l l y  excl u s i ve ( H orney ,  1 945 , p .89 ) . 

The f i rs t  of the s e  bas i c  atti tudes i s  terme d "movi ng  towards 
peop l e"  ( H orney ,  1 945 , p . 49 ) . I n  movi ng towards peop l e ,  a pe rson  
tri es  to  create a f ri endl y rel ati ons h i p  w i th  other  p eopl e i n  h i s  

30. 



world. This type of person needs and desires human intimacy and 
a sense of belonging. Horney writes, 1 1 In sum, this type needs to 
be liked , wanted , desired , loved ; to feel accepted , welcomed , 
approved of, appreciated; to be needed , to be of importance to 
others , especially to one important person ; to be helped , 
protected, taken care of, guided • 1 1  (Horney , 1945 , p .51) . 

A person characterized by this description is viewed in the 
present research as typical of the dependent person. He tries to 
live up to the expectations of others to whom he tends to 
subordinate himself. He is generally dependent on others , rating 
himself by what others think of him (Horney , 1945 , p.54) . 

The other basic attitudes proposed by Horney are "moving against 
people" and "moving away from people". These trait patterns also 
have positive value in human development, for in moving against 
people , the person equips himself for survival in a competitive 
society ; in moving away from people, he strives towards a certain 
integrity and serenity (Horney , 1945 , p.89) . Excessive amounts 
of these basic attitudes are typical of Machiavellian and 
alienated personalities respectively and will be described in 
greater detail in subsequent sections (see Sections 3.2 and 
3 .4} • 

3 .1 . 2 Empi rical research and measurement scal es 

Dependence research, like research on autonomy, is sparse in 
comparison with research on Machiavellianism and alienation. 
Research on dependence has been hampered by a 1 ack of consensus 
about how to assess dependent behaviour , the notion of dependence 
itself lacking conceptual and theoretical clarity. Researchers 
have variousl y characterized dependence as a set of responses 
applied to goal-oriented and help-�eeking behaviour (for example , 
Cotler, Qui 1 ty and Pa 1 mer , 1970 , } , or al ternati vel y as 
person-oriented behaviour such as attention , proximity and 
approval-seeking (for example , Parker and Lipscombe , 1980) . 
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zu'roff , Mos kowi tz ,  Wi el gu s , Powers and Franko ( 1 983)  fou nd that 

men who scored h i gh on dependence recei ved scores i n  the external 

d i recti on on Rotter ' s  ( 1 966)  sca l e of l ocu s of control , i ndi cated 

feel i ngs of hel p l es s ness , and reported experi enci ng gui l t  i n  

rel a ti on to feel i ngs of hosti l i ty .  Other fi ndi ngs of Zuroff et 

a l . ( 1983) were that dependence i n  mal es was negat i vely rel ated  

to  aspects of tas k  l eaders h i p  s uch  as domi nance , grou p 

l eadersh i p ,  i nfl uence and effort expen ded . The correl ati on  

between dependence and genera l  sel f-esteem was  negati ve bu t l ow .  

Several attempts h ave been made to measure depen dence 

behavi ou ral ly ( Di ener,  1967 ; Heathers , 1953 ; Sh i l k ret and  

Mas l i ng ,  1 981 ; Zuckerman , 1958 ) . Dependent behavi our i s  often 

asses sed i n  terms of the frequency of acceptance of offered hel p 

( for examp l e ,  Heathers , 1953 ) . Some researchers ( for examp l e ,  

Di ener ,  1 967 ) con s i der al s o  the number of sel f -debas i ng and 

deferent comments made by the subj ect to be a part of dependent 

behavi ou r .  Dependent behavi ou r  has al s o  been measure d  i n  terms 

of " u n neces sary"  hel p -seek i ng ( Cotl er ,  Qu i l ty and Pal mer ,  1970 ) , 

h el p-seek i ng behavi our bei ng termed "u nnecessary "  when the 

hel p-seeker rel i es on others even when capab l e of carryi ng  out 

the acti vi ty on h i s  <Mn . 

He l p-seek i ng behavi our can a l so be exami ned i n  terms of the 

rec i p i ent ' s reacti ons to hel p .  A revi ew of s uch research  

· ( F i sher ,  Nadl er a nd  Wh i tcher-Al agn a ,  198 2) reveal s that hel p i s  

often experi enced as a mi xed .bl e ss i ng  - reci p i ents may vi ew ai d 

as a pos i ti ve ,  supporti ve act that refl ects donor cari ng  and  

concern ; al ternati vely , ai d may el i c i t  feel i ngs of  fai l u re and  

i nferi ori ty i n  the rec i pi ent . I t  i s  probabl e that the di fferent 

reacti ons to aid may be vi ewed i n  terms of a 1 threat-to-sel f

esteem 1 model ( F i s her et  al . ,  1 982 ) . Bri efly s tated ,  the model 

predi cts that rec i p i ents vmo are th reatened by ai d experi ence 

negati ve affect and engage i n  defensi ve attempts to restore 

pos i t ive feel i ngs abou t thems el ves . For examp l e ,  they derogate 

the donor and the ai d ,  and en gage i n  se l f-hel p to p revent 

s ubs equent hel p bei ng necessary . I n  contrast ,  a reci p i ent of ai d 

who i s  not concerned w i th restori ng  sel f-es teem does not percei ve 
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aid as threatening. He therefore trusts the donor, evaluates the 
aid positively and engages in low self-help and high 
help-seeking, probably because he has experienced his past 
dependence as pleasant and expects future dependence to be the 
same (Fisher et al., 1982, pp.46-47). Such a reaction is 
characteristic of the dependent person as conceived in this 
reseach. A significant positive relationship between levels of 
trust and dependence has also been shown by Robinson (1980). 

Several scales have been developed to measure dependency. These 
include Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS: Edwards, 
1959 ) ,  Rhode ' s  (1957 ) Sentence Completion Test, and also the 
Thematic Appercepti on Test and Rorschach projective test ( see 
Zuckerman, Levitt and Lubin, 196 1 ).  Zuckerman et al. (196 1 )  
adminimistered these scales to a sample of  student nurses and 
found fairly low intercorrelations among these scales. A factor 
analysis yielded four interpretable factors, namely, general 
dependency, dominance versus abasement, autonomy versus deference 
and succorance. They al so found that the projective tests were 
uncorrelated with the EPPS measure, whi 1 e the other more direct 
measure was significantly correlated with the EPPS measure. 

Projective measures of dependence have, however, been shown to be 
related to overt behavioural indices of dependence as rated by 
trained judges (Fitzgerald, 1958). Results of these two studies 
suggest that different scales are using different conceptual 
definitions and that the term "dependence" has several different 
references across researchers. Moreover, several researcher� 
(Comrey and Jamison, 1966; Jamison and Comrey, 1968; Shilkret and 
Masling, 1981; Zuckerman et al., 1961 )  view dependence as a 
complex constellation of different aspects, rather than as a 
simple unidimensional trait. 

A more recent scale which taps dependence is the Depressive 
Experience Questionnaire ( DEQ) of Blatt, D ' A  ffl i tti and Quinlan 
(1976 ). The scale includes 66 Likert-type items that, in spite 
of the name of the overall scale, do not tap primary symptoms of 
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dep re s s i on  but rather a broad range of feel i ng s  about the sel f 
a n d  i nterpersonal  rel ati on s . B l att et al . admi n i stered the DEQ 
to two sampl e s  of col l e ge s tu dents and factor anal ysed the 
re su l ts .  They extracted  three orthogona 1 factors , wh i ch they 
showed to have h i gh l evel s of temporal s tabi l i ty .  They n amed 
these factors dependency , sel f-cri ti c i sm and effi cacy . Thus  
B l a tt e t  al . con s i der dependence to  be a u n i d i men s i onal fac tor o f  
the i r q u e s  t i  o n n a  i re .  The s e a  1 e ,  however , has  n o t  been comp a red 
to other scal e s  of  dependence nor val i dated  by i ndepende n t  
researchers . 

3. 1. 3  Core characteri stics of the dependent person 

The fol l owi ng  de scri pti on  con s ti tute s  the core concep ti on  of the 
dependent  person as  concei ved i n  th i s  re search  and i s  based  on 
the dependence l i teratu re rev i ewed .  

The dependent person wi shes  to avo i d i so 1 a ti on . He needs a n d  
de s i res t o  b e  accepted by others . By adopti n g  the atti tude s a n d  
v i ews of others ,  he feel s h e  may wi n thei r acceptance . H e  tru s ts 
that  others  wi 1 1  g i ve hel p when neces sary and  eval uates  the se  
donors a n d  the hel p they g i ve pos i ti vel y .  H i s sel f-eval u a ti on ,  
however , i s  1 ow and he often expre s s e s  sel f-deba s i n g  commen ts 
about h i msel f .  

3 .2 Machi avel l i ani sm 

The Mac h i avel l i an personal i ty i s  deri ved from the wri ti ng s of one  
man , Mach i avel l i ,  and  operati ona l i zed by C hr i sti e and  Gei s 
( 1970 ) .  I n  contrast  to the other i nterpersonal  s ty l e s , there a re 
no di verse u nderl y i n g  theoreti cal  poi nts of vi ew of the s ty l e ,  
nor are there several di fferen t  mea s u rement  scal es . I ndeed , 
a l most  a l l stu di es  of  Mac h i avel l i an i sm are based on  the Mach  I V  
and  V seal  e s  of  C hri s ti e a n d  h i s a s s oc i ate s . Consequentl y ,  the 
secti on  on Mac h i avel l i an re search  revi ews mai n l y the fi ndi ngs  of 
studi e s  of Machi avel l i an i sm that u se these  two scal e s . I n  vi ew 
of the importa nce of the se scal es  to the l i terature on 
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Machiavel l ianism, a separate subsection is devoted to their 
description. 

• 
The concept of Machiavel l ianism is based on the writings of 
Machiavel l i  (1469-1527 ) ,  an Ital ian statesman and writer. 
Machiavel l i  possessed an acute understanding of contemporary 
pol itics and profound insight into human nature. In his 
writings, he reduced human actions to scientific forms and rul es, 
thereby establ ishing universal motives and a pol itical science 
based on the study of man. "The Discourses" (1514/1975 ) , written 
in the form of notes and short essays, is essential l y  a 
theoretical treatise on republ ics. 

Machiavel l i  was devoted to his dream of the redemption of Ital y. 
In his work "The Prince" (1523/1975 ) ,  he attempted to indicate to 
this redeemer or "new prince" some guiding principl es based on 
his own experience of government, his deductions from observing 
the government of others, and his own anal ysis of history. In 
"The Discourses" and "The Prince" ,  he emphasized maintaining a 
pub 1 i c appearance of virtue whi 1 e practising whatever means a re 
required to achieve pol itical success and other goal s. His 
empirical , pragmatic and practical writings were taken too 
1 i teral l y  by contemporaries and by posterity, and he was 
misj udged as a cynic and an advocate of wi eked and immoral 
actions. Ironical l y  his l onging was for a society of good and 
pure men (Jay, 1967, pp.3 2-33 ; Ridol fi, 196 7 ) .  

3 .2 .1 Theori es and concepti ons 

Christie and Geis' (1970)  interpretation of Machiavel l ianism as 
interpersonal l y  manipul ative behaviour constitutes the main 
psychol ogical view of Machiavel l j anism. Their work is therefore 
examined cl osel y ;  on l y  brief mention is made of Horney's (1945 ) 
writings in which the portrayal of the 'aggressive' personal ity 
type appears to be s i mi 1 ar to the description of the 
Machiavel l ian. 
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Christie (1970) first conceived of the idea of the Machiavellian, 
or interpersonally manipulative personality during the years 
1954-1955. At this time, Christie and his fellow researchers 
were investigating the topic of leaders who manipulated their 
followers. They were reluctant to accept the premise implicit in 
contemporary literature that pathology and power were key aspects 
of the manipulator. Instead, they attempted to discover c,0mmon 
assumptions about the nature of man and the most efficient ways 
to control other men. In examining the writings of both ancient 
and modern power theorists, Christie was impressed by the 
explicit statements about human nature in Machiavelli's 
writings. Christie and his associates compiled psychometric 
scales based on Machiavelli's statements (Mach IV and Mach V 
scales to be described in Section 3.2.3) . These scales purport 
to measure the degree to which respondents believe that people in 
general can be manipulated, that is, the degree to which 
respondents have a Machiavellian orientation. 

Horney's (1945, 1950) theory of personality was presented in 
Section 3 .1.1. Her portrayal of the person who characteristic
ally "moves against" other people bears comparison with the 
description of the Machiavellian personality: the person who 
moves against others is described as having a facade of sauve 
politeness and good fellowship that is purposely designed to 
facilitate satisfaction of his need for control and power. His 
interpersonal behaviour is actually aggressive, for he needs to 
excel by exploiting others. Exerting power and dominance over 
others provides him with a sense of recognition and self-worth. 

3 .2 .2 Empi ri cal research 

In their book, "Studies in Machiavellianism", Christie and Geis 
(1970) published and interpreted about 38 studies on the 
Machiavellian concept. Comprehensive reviews of more recent 
research on Machiavellianism are provided by Vleeming (1979) and 
Hanson and Vleeming (1982) . 

36. 



On the basis of  the studies reviewed, Geis and C hristie ( 1970 ) 
c l  aim that certai n s i tuationa l  c haracteristics e i ther mask o r  
enhance the personal or  d i  sposi t i  ona 1 characteristics of  peop le  
with high Mac hiavel l ian  tendenc ies ( h i gh Mac hs )  and those wi th 
rel a tive ly  low  Mach iave l l ian  tendencies ( low  Machs ) .  T hey 
concl ude that h i gh Machs are most different from 1 ows i n  the 
fol lowi ng  experimenta l  cond i tions : 

i )  when  subjects interact face-to-face wi th others; 
ii ) when  subjects can in i tiate behav iour o r  responses of  thei r own 

free wi l l ,  that  is, when the s i tuation a l l ows for " l ati tude for 
i m prov isation "; and 

ii i ) when subjects can become a ffectivel y i nvo l ved wi th the i r partners 
and thus d istracted from ach iev i ng success i n  the ex periment. 

T he research o f  C h ristie and Gei s  ( 1970 ) i l l ustrates a number of  
persona l ity d i fferences between high and low  Machs. A sel ected 
set o f  these differences is  presented i n  the fol lowi ng  five 
subsectio ns : ' Machiave l l ian  d isposi tions ' ,  ' trust in others and 
v iews o f  o thers ' ,  ' sel f-esteem ' ,  ' l eadersh i p  and wo rk situations ' 
a nd ' i n gratiating  behaviour ' .  

Machiavel l ian dispositions 
Geis and C hristie ( 1970 ) l abel the d ispos i tions of  h i gh and l ow 
Machs that  occur under the afo rementioned s i tuational 
cond i tions, the "coo l syndrome " for h i gh Machs and the II soft 
touch " for low Machs. 

T he former term derives from the observatio n that the h i gh Mach 
remains rel atively  unmoved by emotional invo l vement with others, 
even  i n  the face of  soc ia l  p ressure and in h i gh-d issonance 
cond i tions. By co ntrast, the l ow Mach is a ffectivel y i nvo l ved 
with his own bel iefs and those o f  others. He is i nc l i ned to do 
or  accept what someone wants o f  h im sim p ly  because that  person 
wants i t, and read i 1 y changes h is op i n io ns i n  h i gh d issonance 
con di ti o ns. Low Machs II touch o thers so ftly", regarding  others 
persona 1 1  y, so as not to i n fri nge upo n  the i r i nte ntio ns; h i gh 
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Mac h s  " use others  cool l y" regardi ng  others  a s  obj ects  to be 
man i pu l ated for the i r own purposes ( Ge i s and Chr i s ti e ,  1 970 , 
pp . 305-309 ) .  

I t  i s  i ntere sti n g  to rel ate the " impre ss i on mana gement"  theory of  
Tedesch i ,  Sch l enker  and  Bonama ( 1 9 7 1 ) to  the  observat i on  that  the 
h i gh Mach doe s not change h i s v i ews i n  h i gh-di s sonance 
condi ti o n s . Accordi n g  to  Tedesch i  et  a l . ,  s ubj ects i n  di s so n ance  
experi men ts are actu a l l y  man i  p u l  ati  ng the  experi menter and  the 
exper i men ta l  s i tuati on  by the u se of a facade of  cons i stency i n  
order to i mpre s s  the experi menter . These s ubj ects are extremel y 
concerned wi th appear i n g  to be con sonant  i n  word and  dee d , and  
atti tu de and  behav i our . They fear that any i ncon s i s tency woul d 
l ower the i r credi b i l i ty and  reduce the i r ab i l i ty to i nfl uence 
others . Th i s  impre s s i on  managemen t  per specti ve may account  for 
the apparent cons i stency i n  the v i ews and behav i ou r  of the 
Mac h i avel l i an personal i ty .  

The Machiavel l ian 1 s trust in others and views of others 
A general  concl u s i on  of C hr i s ti e and Gei s ( 19 70 , pp . 359 ) i s  that 
h i gh Mac h s ,  i n  contrast to l ow Mac hs , d i s tru st others . O ther 
researc h  studi e s  support the v i ew that  h i gh  Mac h s  have cyn i c a l  , 
u nfl atteri n g  and  genera l l y  negati ve atti tu des towards others 
( J ones , N i c ke l  and  Sc hmi dt , 1 979 ; Okane s , 1974 ; Sk i n ne r , 1 982 , 
1 983 ) • I n deed , Rotter ( 1 967 ) c i tes  the l i teratu re on  
Mac h i avel l i an i sm as  i nd i rectl y dea l i n g wi th tru st ( p . 652 ) . 

Ge i s and  C h ri s ti e s tre s s  that h i gh Machs  do not  appear a s  i f  they 
a re unconcerned about others . They ofte n  expre s s  more i nteres t  
a n d  concern than l ows b u t  a re n o t  person a l l y  o r  emoti ona l l y  
i nvol ved i n  these  concern s ( Ge i s a n d  C hri s ti e , 1970 , 
pp . 301 -302 } . I n  addi ti on , they never appear to be " obv i o u sl y 
man i p u l ati ng " : on the contrary ,  the i r cool , cogn i ti ve ,  
s i tuati on- spec i fi c  s trategy o ften re su l ts i n  getti ng  o thers to 
hel p them ach i eve the i r goal s and  mak i n g  these  hel pers  feel 
grateful  for the opportu n i ty .  However , Ge i s and C hr i s t i e ( 1 970 , 
pp . 306-307 ) c l a i m  that h i gh Machs  are expl o i tati ve  rather  tha n  
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behaviourally hostile, vicious or punitive toward others. Their 
observation contradicts the findings of Wrightsman and Cook (1965 
as cited by Christie, 1970, pp.45-47} , who obtained correlations 
ranging from 0,41 to 0,60 between Mach IV and scales of 
hos ti 1 i ty. The association between seal es of Machiavelli ani sm 
and aggression has also been shown by Russell (1974} and Touhey 
(1971} . Geis and Christie (1970, pp.307} admit that the absence 
of overt hos ti 1 i ty in their experiments could have been due to 
the 1 imi ted range of observed 1 aboratory situations. However, 
they are more inclined to believe that the high Mach, consistent 
with the "cool syndrome" uses hostility instrumentally, rather 
than overtly, to achieve his goals. 

The Machiavel lian's self-esteem 

The only study found which has investigated the relationship 
between Machiavellianism and self-esteem is that of Hunter, 
Gerbi ng and Boster (1982} . These researchers predicted that 
people endorsing a large number of Machiavellian beliefs (high 
Machs} would be highly competitive and confident in their social 
interaction. The results of their study conducted on 351 
students are consistent with expectation: they found a positive 
association (r=0, 28} * between scores on the Mach IV scale and 
positively keyed scores on Rosenberg's (1965b} scale of self
esteem. 

The impression gained from the literature is that the self-esteem 
of the high Mach is likely to be high. The high Mach who 
perceives others as objects to be manipulated, should evaluate 
himself more positively than those whom he considers worthy only 
of exploitation for his own ends. 

Furthermore his self-esteem is likely to be enhanced relative to 
the number of successful mani pul ati ons he achieves. Hence the 

The correlation is positive if Rosenberg's (1956b} scale is 
positively keyed, that is, high scores indicate high self
esteem. The scale is often keyed negatively. 
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self-esteem of the highly Machiavellian person is likely to be 
high. 

The Machiavellian in leadership and work situations 
Christie and Geis (1970, pp.309-311) have shown that high Machs 
tend to emerge as 1 eaders in small groups. Other research has 
indicated that Machiavellianism is correlated with emergent , 
leadership (Geis, 1968) and team effectiveness (Jones and White, 
1983) . Skinner (1981) showed that among high Machs with 
business-orientated occupational preferences, achievement 
motivation was high. In a later study, Skinner (1983) found 
that high Machs with preferences for business occupations, as 
compared to high Machs with preferences for non-business 
occupations, showed s i gni fi cantl y more soci abi 1 i ty or ski 1 1  in 
interpersonal relations as measured by the extraversion (E) 
subscale of Eysenck's Personality Questionnaire (EPQ: Eysenck and 
Eysenck, 197 5) • 

In studies of Machiavellianism among management personnel 
(Heisler and Gemmill, 1977; Hollon, 1983) , Machiavellianism was 
found to be negatively correlated with j ob satisfaction. 
Hollon (1983) further found significant negative correlations 
between Machiavelli ani sm and job involvement in a sample of 75 
managers ( r=-0, 28) . However, the negative association between 
Machiavellianism and job involvement seems counter-intuitive. 
Status and prestige are important to the Machiavelli an ' s 
self-image; hence it would seem that achieving success in his 
work would also be important to him and he should be job 
involved. It is possible that misuse of the correlational method 
may have resulted in Holl on' s findings ( see Section 8 .4 for a 
discussion on the correlation coefficient) . Furthermore, studies 
need to be conducted on both management and non-management 
personnel before it can be claimed that Machiavellianism is 
negatively related to j ob involvement and job satisfaction. 

The ingratiating behaviour of the Machiavel l ian 
Ingratiation, as conceptualized by Jones (1963) refers to a class 
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of strategic behaviour designed to elicit increased attraction 
from another person in order to obtain a specific benefit. It is 
a form of impression management or self-presentation with 
manipulative intent (Jones, 1963, pp.2-11 ).  Ingratiating tactics 
must be distinguished from help-seeking behaviour which, as 
opposed to ingratiating behaviour, do not involve illicit, 
devious intent. (Help-seeking behaviour is discussed in relation 
to the dependent person in Section 3. 1.2). 

Ingratiating behaviour has been associated with Machiavellianism 
(Blumenstein, 1973; Jones, Gergen and Davis, 1962; Jones, 1963; 
Lefebvre, 1973; Pandey, 1981; Pandey and Rastogi, 1979). The 
results of this research are contradictory - some researchers 
(Blumenstein, 1973; Pandey, 1981; Pandey and Rastogi, 1979 ) have 
found that high Machs use i ngrati ati ng tac ti cs more than 1 ow 
Machs do, while others (Jones et al., 1962; Lefebvre, 1973) have 
found no clear evidence of a positive association between 
Machiavellianism and frequency of ingratiating behaviour. 

It is likely that these inconsistencies can be explained in terms 
of the subjectivity of researchers, since there are no objective 
measures of ingratiation. 

3. 2. 3  Measurement scales 

The Mach IV and V scales (Christie, 1970) are the most commonly 
accepted and widely used scales in research on Machiavellianism. 
The Mach IV scal e 

The Mach IV scale consists of 20 items in the Likert format. 
These are counterbalanced to reduce agreement response set biases 
- half are worded in a pro-Machiavellian direction and the other 
half in the opposite direction. However, this counterbalancing 
has not controlled the scale ' s  association with social 
desirability: there are moderate-to-high negative correlations 
between scores on Edward I s ( 1957 ) Socia 1 Desi rabi 1 i ty sea 1 e and 
scores on the Mach IV scale (correlations range between -0,35 and 
-0,75) (Christie, 1970, pp. 18-19). It may, however, be realistic 
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to have a soci a 1 des i rabi 1 i ty component in the sea 1 e s i nee a 
social desirability element may actually constitute an aspect of 
the Machiavellian personality. 

The Mach V scale 
The Mach V scale was designed to overcome the social desirability 
1
1 problem 1 1

• This scale consists of 20 triads; each triad contains 
one statement which taps Machi ave 1 1  i ani sm ( the keyed or Mach 
item) , a second statement unrelated to the Mach item but matched 
in social desirability (the matched item) , and a third statement 
( the buff er) • The social des i rabi 1 i ty of the buff er is 1 °" if 
that of keyed and matched items is high, and vice versa. 

Respondents are required to indicate the one statement with which 
they are in most agreement and the one with which they are in 
least agreement, leaving a third statement unmarked. 

An example of one of the Mach V scale ' s  triads is: 

a) Never tell anyone the real reason you did something unless 
it is useful to do so. 

b) The well -being of the i ndi vi dual is the goal that should be 
worked before anything else. 

c) Since most people don't know what they want, it is only 
reasonable for ambitious people to talk them into doing 
things. 

In this triad, statement (a) is the keyed or Mach item, (b) is 
the buff er and ( c) , the matched i tern. Both statements (a) and 
(c) are matched in terms of low social desirability ; statement 
(b) has high social desirability. 

Christie ( 1970) developed a scoring system for the Mach V scale. 
This scoring procedure has been severely criticized by several 
authors (Rogers and Semin, 1 97 3 ;  Shea and Beatty, 1 983 ; Williams, 
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Hazelton and Renshaw, 1975} . An alternative scoring system was 
proposed by Rogers and Semin (1973} which has also received 
criticism (Shea and Beatty, 1983} . In Table 3.1 Christie's 
method of scoring is presented. 

Table 3.1: Christie' s  ( 1 970) item scoring procedure for 
the Mach V scale 

Endorsement of: 

Mach item Matched item Buffer 

Most agree Least agree Omitted 
Most agree Omitted Least agree 
Omitted Least agree Most agree 
Omitted Most agree Least agree 
Least agree Omitted Most agree 
Least agree Most agree Omitted 

Score 

(+}a (-}b 

7 1 
5 3 
5 3 
3 5 
3 5 
1 7 

a} The ( +} column is used for scoring triads when the Mach i tern 
is worded in a pro-Machiavellian direction 

b} The (-} column is used for scoring triads when the Mach item 
is worded in an anti-Machiavellian direction. 

According to Christie's item scoring procedure (Table 3.1} , an 
item score of 1,3,5 or 7 is assigned to each triad based on which 
one of the six possible combinations of statements is selected. 
On addition of a constant of 20 points, total scores can range 
from 40 to 160 with 100 as the theoretical neutral point. 

Christie's method has been criticized by Williams, Hazelton- and 
Renshaw (1975} on the grounds that it is biased towards item 
scores of 3 and 5. Because scores of 3 and 5 are each assigned 
to two combinations of statements, whereas scores of 1 and 7 are 
assigned to only one combination each, there is not an equal 
probabi 1 i ty of all the i tern values. Wi 1 1  i ams et al. ( 1975, 
p.157} further observe that using Christie's method, a respondent 
can receive a score as high as 120 without once responding to any 
of the statements keyed for Machiavellianism ! 
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Rogers' and Semin's 
procedure is twofold. 

(1973) criticism of Christie's scoring 
Their first obj ection is that the method 

introduces random error by taking into account the subj ect's 
discrimination between two non-Mach items in computing his score 
on Machiavelli ani sm. Secondly, they obj ect that the success of 
the method is dependent on the social desirability matching - if 
this matching is for any reason invalid {for example, in the case 
of certain populations) , the scoring procedure is entirely 
inappropriate . The scoring procedure of Rogers and Semi n is 
presented in Table 3.2. 

Table 3 .2: Rogers and Semin 1 s (1 973 ) alternative item scoring 
procedure for the Mach V scale 

Endorsement of the Score 

Matched item (+)a (-)b 

Most agree 7 1 
Omitted 4 4 
Least agree 1 7 

a) The {+) column is used for scoring triads when the 
Mach item is worded in a pro-Machiavellian direction 

b) The (-) column is used for scoring triads when the 
Mach item is worded in an anti-Machiavellian direction. 

Rogers and Semin's method of scoring correlates highly with 
Christie ' s  (r=0, 8 ;  Shea and Beatty, 1983) . According to this 
alternative method, only a subj ect's response to the Mach item in 
each triad is considered. I nstructions to the subj ect remain the 
same as those of Chris tie's method, as do the range of total 
scores and theoretical neutral point. 

Although Rogers and Semin claim improved part-whole correlations 
(the Mach items to the total Mach score) , Shea and Beatty (1983) 
cl aim that regardless of the scoring method used, the Mach V 
scale is not a reliable instrument. In their study (Shea and 
Beatty, 1983) on 123 business managers, the reliability estimates 
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of the Mach V scale based on Christie ' s scoring method were far 
below those previously reported in the 1 i terature ; the scoring 
method of Rogers and Semin resulted in only slightly improved 
estimates. 

Shea and Beatty (1983, p.509) have surveyed several studies, all 
of which have shown that the reliability of the Mach V scale can 
be unacceptably low: reliability estimates are as low as 0,22 
{Kuder-Richardson estimates of internal consistency) and 
0,27 {Spearman-Brown corrected split-half reliability co
efficients) . Shea and Beatty stress that 1 i ttl e faith can be 
placed in the validity of a scale of unacceptable reliability, 
and advocate caution in the use of the Mach V sea 1 e. Wi 1 1  i ams, 
Hazleton and Renshaw (1976) regard the Mach IV scale as superior 
to the Mach V in terms of its factor structure, reliability and 
validity. 

The structure of the Machi avel l i an scal es 
Christie cl ass i fi ed the 20 i terns of the Mach IV sea 1 e II a priori 11 

into three groups: 

i ) i terns concerned with the nature of an i ndi vi dua 1 1 s 
interpersonal tactics {9 items) ; 

ii) items concerned with views of human nature {9 items) ; and 
iii) items concerned with abstract or generalized morality (2 

items). 

His categori zation of the items was based purely on an 
impressionistic analysis - no factor analysis was computed at the 
time. Christie and Lehmann (1970) were satisfied that the scale 
as a whole was tapping an overall unidimensional Machiavellian 
construct for two reasons: firstly, the overall scale 
reliability was "reasonably high" (Christie and Lehmann, 1970, 
p.359) ; secondly, the results of an item analysis showed that the 
part-whole correlation between each item and the subscale to 
which it had been assigned were lower than between the items and 
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the total score. Thus, these results did not predict the 
presence of the predicted discriminable dimensions. Christie and 
Lehmann therefore decided not to pursue the sea 1 e structure any 
further and instead to direct attention to the relationship 
between the Mach IV total scores and external criteria. However, 
the results obtained on a student sample surprised them. One of 
these results was the unexpectedly high correlation between Mach 
IV total scores and anomia (correlations ranged between 0,34 and 
0,40). They therefore decided to formally investigate the 
internal structure of the Mach IV seal e. The results of two 
factor analytic studies (Christie and Lehmann, 1970) revealed 
that there are at least four factors underlying the Mach IV and V 
scales. These factors, however, seem to be based largely upon the 
direction of the keying of items, the item format and the item 
response format. The results al so showed a moderate correlation 
between anomia and Mach IV total scores (r=0,51) but a low 
correlation between anomia and Mach V (r=0,16).  Christie and 
Lehmann explain the former correlation on the grounds that both 
positively worded anomia and Mach items have low social 
desirability in common, and that both scales incorporate 
pessimistic views of others. 

The findings of factor analytic studies of the Mach IV scale 
(Ahmed and Stewart, 1981; Hunter, Gerbing and Boster, 1982; Kuo 
and Marsella, 1977; , Williams, Hazelton and Renshaw, 1975) have 
supported the conclusion that the scale is multidimensional. The 
findings of Hunter et a 1 • ( 1982) , Kuo and Marse 1 1  a ( 1977) , and 
Wi 1 1  i ams et a 1 • ( 1975) all support the I I a priori I I  di sti ncti on 
made by Christie between Machiavelli an tac ti cs and views. In 
spite of these findings of multidimensionality, almost all 
studies of Machiavelli ani sm are based on subjects' total scores 
on the Mach IV and V scales. Williams, Hazelton and Renshaw 
advocate the use of scores on the separate factors instead. The 
view of Hunter et al. is even stronger: they claim that total 
Mach scores are meaningless and have lead to confusing, weak and 
haphazard relationships between Machiavellianism and many traits 

and attitudes. 

46. 



3 .2 .4 Core characteri stics of the Machiavel l i an 

The Machiavellian person protects himself by a facade of 
politeness and well-meaning. Although he regards others as 
objects to be exploited and manipulated for his own purposes, he 
tries not to give this impression to others. He uses his 
hostility and aggression instrumentally, rather than · overtly, to 
exp 1 oi t others. He knows what he wants and wi 1 1  use deceit, 
cynicism and ingratiation tactics to achieve it. He has cynical, 
unflattering views of others and generally distrusts others. He 
is likely to emerge as a leader in work and other situations. 

3 .3 Autonomy 

The tenn I I  autonomy" as applied to a person, means the quality or 
state of being self-di rec ting, independent and free ( Webster's, 
1961). 

Implicit in this definition of autonomy are two separate ideas: 
the first is concerned with i ndi vi dua 1 human rights, and the 
second is the notion of the person being completely independent 
of others. 

3 .3 .1 Theori es , concepti ons and defi ni tions 

Autonomy has been conceptualized in several different ways in the 
psychological literature. Gail Sheehy in her book "Passages" 
( 1976) wri tes of autonomy as follows: 

"There is a • • • highly refined dimension of growth that is 
only poss i b 1 e and appropriate after we have had time to 
profit by years of life and experience. It is called by 
Jung 'individuation', by Maslow 'self-actualization', by 
others 'integration' or 'autonomy' • I speak of it • • • as 
'gaining our authenticity' • • •  that felicitous state of inner 
expansion , in which we know of a 1 1  our potenti a 1 i ti es and 
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possess the ego strength to direct their ful l reach." 
(pp.48-49 ). 

Jung ( 1957 ) proposes that the person is continual l y  devel oping 
and progressing towards future goa ls  and self-realization. He 
sees this movement towards actual ization as a spontaneous , 
natural  process of maturation. This process is often beset by 
difficult periods and crises , the resol ution of which hel ps the 
person to move towards an accurate perception of what he is 
capab le  of becoming as a human being. The person , having 
achieved this ful l understanding of himself ,  becomes 
individuated. The present author views the autonomous person as 
having achieved the state of individuation. 

Angyal 's ( 1941 , 1965 ) theory has been mentioned in Section 
3. 1.1. According to Angyal , human behaviour may be expl ained in 
terms of two opposite directional  trends , "autonomy" and 
"homonomy". Autonomy or "self-determination" refers to the 
expansion of the organism by assimil ating and mastering the 
environment. This trend may be expressed through the autonomous 
person's desire for superiority , achievement , exp 1 oration , and 
other such sel f-expanding activities. 

Other theories (for exampl e ,  Fromm, 1941; Masl ow ,  1968 ) al  so 
involve contradictory forces ( Fromm's theory is discussed in 
Section 3.4 . 1 ). According to Masl ow ( 1968 , p.46 ) , every human 
being has two sets of forces . in him : on the one hand , the set of 
defensive forces drives him to c ling to the security of the past , 
to be afraid to take chances , to be afraid of freedom and 
independence; on the other hand , growth forces impel him toward 
ful l functioning of his capacities and confidences to face the 
externa 1 worl d. Mas 1 ow conceives of II hea 1 thy II growth as the 
growth towards "sel f-actualization" (Mas l ow , 1968 , p.197 ) .  

Self  actual ization is proposed as the highest basic human need. 
Human needs , according to Masl ow ( 1943 , 1970 ) ,  may be categorized 
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into five basic needs which are hierarchically structured 
according to their prepotency and probability of appearance. The 
term 11prepotency 11 means that higher needs cannot emerge until 
lower ones have first been satisfied. Gratification of the lower 
basic needs (for example, trust) is a prerequisite for a person 
to be able to move towards self-actualization. 

Maslow claims that self-actualizers are healthy people whose 
continued growth and development derives from their own 1 atent 
resources and potentialities. Such people are realistically 
oriented and accepting of themse 1 ves. They are independent but 
also concern themselves with undertaking tasks that will benefit 
others. 

Autonomy has been conceptualized in various other ways. Some 
theorists and researchers (Edwards, 1957; Gough and Heilbrun, 
1980; Jackson, 1970; Murray, 1938; Strumpher, 1976) have 
conceptualized autonomy as a socially undesirable 
characteristic. According to Murray, autonomous people defy 
conventions, are concerned only with going their own way 
uninfluenced by others, are defiant, rebelli ous and irresponsible 
(Murray, 1938, pp.156-157) .  Edward 1 s definition of autonomy is 
modelled on Murray I s need theory but includes the avoidance of 
responsibility and obligations as characteristics of the 
autonomous person. The definitions of Gough and Jackson 
similarly emphasize egotistical, irresponsible attributes. 

Autonomy has also been described as a dimension of moral 
character (Hogan, 1973; Hogan, Johnson and Emler, 1978; Kurtines, 
1973, 1974) . These authors emphasize the socially desirable 
aspects of autonomous individuals such as independence and 
strong-will. For example, Kurtines (1974) describes an 
autonomous person as one who is cap ab 1 e of making decisions and 
j udgements without being influenced by social and other external 
pressures. Karni and Levin (1979) have borrowed Kurtines' (1974) 
definition of autonomy and adapted it to the industrial setting. 
They see the autonomous worker as a person who has i ni ti ati ve 
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and is able to cope with problems and decisions at the level of 
his own work. 

A few writers (for example Chickering, 1969, cited by Lewis, 
1978, p.155) extend the socially desirable aspects of autonomy to 
include other apparently mature elements such as interdepen
dence. In the present research, autonomy will be conceived of as 
incorporating mature interdependence as defined by Chickering 
(1969, cited by Lewis, 1978, p.155). 

" Mature autonomy requires both emotional independence -
freedom from continual and pressing needs for reassurance 
and approval - and instrumental independence, the ability to 
carry on activities and cope with problems without seeking 
help from others and the ability to be mobile in relation to 
one's needs. Simultaneously, the · individual must accept 
interdependence, recognising that one cannot receive 
benefits from a social structure without contributing to it, 
that personal rights have a corollary social respons
ibi 1 i ty o II 

3.3. 2  �irical research and measurement scales 

Autonomy, as applied in psychological research, has been used in 
various ways. It has been used to refer to one of the dimensions 
of the j ob characteristic model of Hackman and Lawler (1971) and 
Hackman and Oldham (1976). It has also been used to refer to the 
increased responsibility and decision-making afforded to workers 
(for example, Carnall, 1982; Gardell, 1977). Autonomy in the 
present research is used to refer to person characteristics 
rather than job characteristics. 

Dickstein and Hardy (1979) have found that autonomous men and 
women (as measured by Kurtines' (1973) autonomy scale) have high 
self-esteem. Research on self-esteem shows that high self-esteem 
individuals, as compared to lows, are better adj usted both 
psychologically and socially and are generally associated with 
" healthy" personality attributes (see Section 2.1.3). 
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The autonomou s  person ,  as depi cted i n  the present resea rch , i s  

genera l l y  descri bed i n  these terms . Such a person engages i n  

i nterdependent rel a ti ons h i  ps  and i s  wi  1 1  i n g  to share kn owl edge 

and i deas wi th others . H i s  behavi our and atti tudes are such that 

he  does not feel threatened by others . Hence , i t  is not 

necess ary for h im  to res ort to defens i ve tacti cs . H i s 

sel f-es teem i s  thu s  l i ke ly to be h i gh .  

It  i s  1 i ke ly too , that the autonomous  pe rson woul d engage i n  

a l tru i s ti c  behavi ou r .  When hel p i ng behavi ou r i s  el i c i ted by the 

percei ved need for ai d of a dependent person , i t  i s  defi ned as 

a l tru i s ti c  ( Krebs , 1970 , p . 277 ) . The personal i ty characteri s ti cs 

of the altrui sti c person are i ndeed cons i stent wi th those of the 

autonomou s person . For exampl e ,  sel f-percei ved competence has 

been rel ated to a l tru i sm ( Mi dl arsky ,  1968 } ; a l tru i sti c peopl e 

tend to be wel l adj u sted, soci abl e and u na s s umi ng ,  and to th i nk 

that they are i n  control of thei r own fates ( Krebs , 1 970 , pp . 

285-298} • Autonomy has al  s o  been associ ated wi th moral conduct 

and j udgement ( Hogan , 1 973 ) .  

Scal es of au tonomy are i ncl uded i n  several personal i ty 

i nventori es , for exampl e ,  , The Pers onal Preference Schedul e 

( Edwa rds , 1 957 ) , The Adj ecti ve Check L i st  ( Gough and Hei l bru n ,  

1 980 ) , The Personal i ty Research Form ( J ack s on , 1 970 ) . As 

previ ou sly  stated, a l l these i nventori es measure the immatu re ,  

s oci al l y  undes i rab l e  aspects of i ndependence . 

Attemp ts to measure autonomy have al so  been made by Karn i and  

Levi n ( 1979 } and Ku rti nes ( 1 973 , 1974 , 1978 } . Ku rti nes ( 1 974 }  

descri bes the di ffi cu l ti es i nherent i n  operati onal i z i ng the 

concept of autonomy . For exampl e ,  it i s  often di ffi cul t to j udge 

whether a noncompl i ant act refl ects autonomy i n  the form of 

i ndependence , or s i mp ly anti soci al tendenci es . Compl i ance , on 

the other hand,  i s  rel ati ve ly  easy to determi ne . 

Ku rti nes devel oped two scal es des i gned to measure i ndi v i dual  

di fferences wi th rega rd to autonomous ru l e comp l i ance . H i s f i rst  
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scale (Kurtines, 1973, 1974) emerged as the accepted measure of 
autonomy for the model of moral development of Hogan, Johnson and 
Emler (1978 :  Lifton, 1983) . Kurtines (1978) then went on to 
develop a second autonomy seal e without any mention or citation 
of his previous scale, and has since given no indication of his 
own preference ! 

Lifton (1983) has pointed out the confusion that this has caused 
in the psychological literature. He has a 1 so cited severa 1 
problems associated with the development of these scales and 
criticized them for measuring the narrow construct of autonomous 
rule compliance rather than independence. He further criticizes 
the seal es for fai 1 i ng to tap rule defi a nee and any other 
socially undesirable attributes of autonomy. 

The autonomy inventory developed by Karni and Levin (1979) 
similarly taps only the socially desirable aspects of autonomy. 
Lifton has indicated that a va 1 id measure of autonomy should 
include both socially desirable and undesirable aspects of 
independence. In such measurement scales, it is important that 
socially desirable characteristics be considered separately from 
socially undesirable ones. 

Karni and Levin's (1979) vocationally based autonomy scale and 
Strilmpher' s ( 1976) autonomy seal e are two autonomy inventories 
that have been constructed in South Africa. Unfortunately no 
published validation information is available on Karni and 
Levin's scale apart from their own article on the construction 
and analysis of the instrument. They view their results as 
i ndi cati ng adequate internal va 1 i di ty of the autonomy construct, 
but advocable that further work be done to improve the items and 
refine the concept. 

Based on i terns adapted from existing inventories tapping both 
positive and negative personality characteristics, Strilmpher's 
"Personal Autonomy Inventory" contains three factorially 
independent scales, namely, "Independence of Judgement", "Moral 
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Relativism" and "Adventurousness". The first factor, on which 
the scoring is reversed, is similar to authoritarianism and 
dogmatism; the second is an index of the absence of conservatism; 
while the third factor taps interest in new ideas and 
activities. StrUmpher ( 1976 ) reports that his scale shows 
satisfactory psychometric properties. In a validation exercise 
of his seal e, St rump her demonstrated the seal e to have both 
convergent and discriminant validity (StrUmpher, Hotz and Tilley, 
1977 ) • 

3 .3 .3 Core characteristics of the autonomous person 

The autonomous person is a well-adj usted person who has achieved 
self-growth, and continues to grow and to develop his own latent 
potentialities. He is realistically orientated and generally 
positive towards himself and others. He is capable of making 
decisions without being swayed by external pressures. He 
requires freedom to carry out his acti vi ti es independently, but 
still recognises that he has the responsibility of contributing 
to society. He thus has the characteristic of interdependence as 
well. His self-esteem is 1 ikely to be high and he is 1 ikely to 
engage in altruistic behaviour. He is what most ethical 
theorists would regard as a moral person. 

3 .4 Alienation 

Of the four styles discussed, alienation has received the 
greatest amount of attention in the theoretical and research 
literature. Its review is therefore more comprehensive than 
those of the other styles. 

The alienation concept has been variously used by theologians, 
philosophers, sociologists and psychologists. It has received a 
considerable amount of attention, and several bibliographies, 
1 i terature surveys and books have been compi 1 ed on the subj ect 
(see Perkins, 1 982 ) . The major reviews of alienation are those 
of Schacht ( 197 1 ) ,  Israel ( 1 97 1 )  and Johnson ( 1973 ) . However, 
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there is still JJlJCh confusion surrounding the meani ng of 
alienation, its measurement and usage (Johnson, 1973 ; Perkins, 
1982 ; Seeman, 1975 ; Schwei tzer, 1981) . 

As Johnson states, "Alienation is an atrocious word.... Few 
concepts have been subjected to as long a history of association 
with diverse disciplines, each contributing its own emphasis and 
meanings" (Johnson, 1973, p.3) . 

One of the earliest applications of alienation was in an economi c 
context to describe a psychol ogi ca 1 state created by the modern 
conditions of labour. Since then, alienation has been discussed 
in several contexts for example, work, family, social 
institutions, the self and other people (Maddi, Kobasa, and 
Hoover, 1979) . A vast amount has been written on the work 
alienated person. The present review gives a picture of both 
global or general alienation and work alienation. 

3.4.1 Views and conceptions of ali enati on 

General ali enati on 
The concept alienation has been used in two different contexts: 
the rational and the empirical. The former has been the fi eld of 
activity of theologians and philosophers ; sociologi sts and 
psychologists have been active in the empirical field (Kanungo, 
1979, p. 1 20 ) .  In the present research, the main focus of 
attention will be on the work done in the empirical context. A 
brief review of the soci ol ogi cal, psychol ogi cal and 
socio-psychological approaches is presented. 

Alienation is a central theme in the classics of Marx, Weber and 
Durkheim (Kanungo, 1979 ; Seeman, 1959). Marx (1844/1963) focuses 
on alienation in the context of the industrial system. He views 
alienation as resulting pri ma ri ly from the workers I perceived 
lack of freedom and control at work (Kanungo, 1979 ; Marx 
1844/1963). 
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Weber a l s o  con s i ders  a l i enati on  a s  a con sequence of  work i ng 
condi ti o n s  wh i ch res tri ct i nd i v i dual  autonomy ,  respon s i b i l i ty and  
ach i evement  at work ( K a n un go , 1 979 , p . 1 2 2 ) . Un l i ke Marx and  
Weber however , the  French  soc i ol ogi s t  Emi l e  D u rk hei m ( 1893/1947 , 
1897 /1951 ) vi ews al i enati on  a s  a con sequence of a condi ti on of 
11 anomi e 11 • He u sed the term 1 1 anomi e 1 1  to descri be a soci etal 
condi ti on i n  wh i ch there i s  ab sence of s oc i al l y  approved mean s  
a n d  be havi oral norms nece s s ary for the ach i evement of  cu l tura l l y  
p rescri bed goa 1 s .  Anomi e has  been di s c u s sed  by sever a 1 other  
theori s ts ( Mac i ver , 1 950 ; Merton , 1938 ; Mannhe i m ,  1 950 ; De  
Grazi a ,  1 948 ) .  

I t  must  be emph a s i zed that a nomi e refers to a property of a 
s oc i a l sys tem and  not o f  a n  i ndi vi dual . I n di v i dua l s a re 
con fronted by a systemi c condi ti on of  anomi e .  Hence anomi e a s  
such  cannot b e  di rectl y measured by i nd i  v i  d u a  1 atti tude s . The 
terms I I  anomi a" and  I I anomy 11 have been coi ned to di  sti  ngui sh the 
p syc ho l ogi ca l  concept from i ts soci ol ogi ca l  counterpart 11 anomi e 11 

( Robi n son  and Shaver , 1 973 ; Teevan , 1 9 75 ) . Sro l e ( 1 956 ) has  
attempted to study the  s ubj ecti vel y fel t soc i o-psychol ogi cal 
effects o f  anomi e . He v i ews anomi a a s  the i nterpersonal  
i ntegrati on  of the i n di v i dual  wi th h i s soc i a l env i ronment . 

Personal i ty theori sts  such  a s  Fromm ( 1941 ) a nd  Horney ( 1 945 ) v i ew 
a l i enati o n  from a s oc i o- p sychol og i ca l  perspecti ve . The e s sence of  
Frorn11 1 s ( 1941 ) wri ti n g s  i s  that a person  fee l s l onel y and  
i sol a ted  becau s e  he ha s become separated from nature and  other  
peo pl e .  Over the  age s , a s  peopl e have ga i ned more freedom , they 
have fe l t  more al  one , and  the i r freedom ha s become a negati ve 
con  di ti on from wh i ch they have tri ed to e scape . Man today has  
ach i eved freedom from ty ranny , supers  ti ti on  and  tradi ti on , but  
thi s freedom i s  real l y  a negati ve form ,  for he has  not yet 
ach i eved pos i ti ve freedom to rea l i se s ponta neou s l y hi s capaci ti e s  
and potenti a l i ti e s .  Hence man fee l s i sol ated , powe rl ess  and  
di s sati sf i ed . He  can  overcome the  anxi ety of  h i s moral a l onen e s s  
and  l ack  of  di rec ti on  i n  one  of two ways - he c an e i ther u se h i s  
freedom pos i ti vel y to u n i te wi th other peop l e i n  the s pi ri t of 
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1 ove and shared work, or he can use his freedom negatively to 
acquire a new bondage by submitting to authority and conforming 
to society. 

Horney ' s (1945) theory of persona 1 i ty has been described 
previously (Section 3.1.1). It was stated that the person who 
characteristically "moves away from people" bears strong 
resemblance to the alienated person. Such a person is determined 
never to be dependent on anyone nor get emotionally involved with 
anyone. He has a resigned, detached attitude and a "don ' t  care" 
demeanour, all of which contributes to his total lack of 
achievement motivation. Such a person desires "to be free from 
all demands, rather than to be free for the pursuit of desirable 
activities" (Monte, 1977, p.225). 

The contemporary sociologist, Seeman (1959, 1972, 1975) has had 
perhaps the greatest influence on contemporary alienation 
research. Seeman has attempted to organize tradi ti ona 1 
sociological thinking and to thereby render the concept of 
alienation more amenable to empirical investigation. He has 
proposed five variants or basic ways in which the concept has 
been used. He later added a sixth variant to his categorization 
(Seeman, 1972). From a socio-psychological viewpoint, Seeman 
proposes that each variant refers to a subjectively felt 
psychological state · of the person, is caused by different 
environmental conditions and results in different behavioural 

. . consequences (Seeman, 1959, p. 784). His pioneering conceptua 1 
work has stimulated a proliferation of research and empirical 
results (Schweitzer, 1981, p .530). Comprehensive discussion of 
these studies as well as developments in alienation research may 
be found in Seeman ' s  (1975) publication. His revised 
categorization is now briefly presented. 

i) Powerlessness is defined as the sense of 1 ow control versus 
mastery over events. This type of alienation has been related to 
Rotter's (1966)  notion of internal/external locus of control. 
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ii) Meaninglessness is defined as the sense of incomprehensibility 
versus understanding of personal and social affairs. Seeman sees 
Srol e's (1956) anomi a seal e as having a strong meaninglessness 
component as well as a weaker powerlessness component. 

iii) Normlessness is defined in terms of high expectancies for {or 
commitment to) socially unapproved means rather than conventional 
means for the achievement of given goals {Seeman, 1975, p.93) . 
This variant of alienation is derived from Durkheim's description 
of anomia. 

iv) Cultural estrangement {called value isolation in Seeman's (1959) 
categorization) is defined as the individual's rejection of 
commonly held values in the society {or subsector) versus 
commitment to the going group standards {Seeman, 1975, p.93) . 

v) Self-estrangement refers to the individual's engagement in 
activities that are not intrinsically rewarding versus 
involvement in a task for its own sake {Seeman, 1975, p.94). 
Seeman regards this version of alienation as the master theme of 
alienation rather than as a variant of it {Seeman, 1975, pp. 
104-105) . Analysts from Marx to Sartre have focused on the ways 
in which a person comes to experience and adopt self-estranged 
life styles. This version of alienation has also received 
extensive discussion by Fromm in 11 The Sane Society 11 (1955). 

vi) Social isolation is defined by Se�man (1975, p.94) as the sense 
of exclusion or rej ection ve rsus social acceptance. This form of 
alienation relates to feelings of loneliness and rejection from a 
coll ecti vi ty or community and has often been associated with 
minority groups. 

Another categorization that has been used in alienation research 
is that of Maddi, Kobasa and Hoover (1979) . Based on a review of 
the . literature, their categorization is conceptually 
comprehensive. It is composed of four types and five contexts of 
alienation { see Maddi et el • , 1979, for detai 1 s of the 
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researchers and theorists who discuss these types and contexts) . 
The types are briefly described as follows: 

i) Powerlessness is used to describe the person who still believes 
in the importance of certain goals but feels impotent to bring 
them about. 

ii) Adventurousness refers to the interest in extreme and dangerous 
activities because everyday experiences have lost their meaning. 

iii) Nihilism is the active attempt to discredit everything that 
appears to have meaning to others. It is s imi 1 a r to Seeman I s 
( 1975 )  component of social isolation. 

iv) Vegetativeness is the inability to believe in the truth, import-
ance or interest value of anything one is doing. It bears 
similarity to Seeman ' s  ( 1975 )  meaninglessness component. 

The contexts in which these types of alienation can be expressed 
are the person ' s  relationship to work, social institutions, 
f ami 1 y, other persons and self ( Maddi et a 1 • , 197 9 )  • The 
Alienation Test developed by Maddi et al. is described in 
Sections 3 .4 . 2 and 6 . 1 . 2 .  

Al though many researchers (Aiken and Hage, 1966 ; Bl auner 1964 ; 

Burbach, 197 2 ;  C l ark, 1959 ; Maddi et al., 1979 ; Seeman, 1 97 5 )  
support the view that alienation occurs in specific contexts, 
other researchers (Ha,j da, 196 1 ; Nettler, 1957 ; Pearlin, 196 6 )  

have a global view of alienation. They view alienation as 
occu ring in the framework of the tota 1 society or its major 
social institutions. The individual is viewed as being alienated 
from all interpersonal relationships and all social 
institutions. 

The view adopted in the present study is that alienation may 
occur in varying degrees in severa 1 different contexts of a 
person ' s  life. However, all these aspects of alienation are 
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viewed by the author as contributing to an i ndi vi dual' s overall 
or general level of alienation. 

We turn now to a di scussion of conceptions of ali enati on in the 
work context. 

Work alienation 
I n  spite of genera 1 acknowledgement of Marxist influence on the 
concept of work alienation, views of alienati on in the work 
context vary greatly among theorists �nd researchers (Schacht, 
1971, pp.160-161). Several authors (Aiken and Hage, 1966; 
Pearlin, 1966; Shepard and Panko, 1974) consider work alienation 
to reflect the worker's di ssatisfaction . with the limitations 
associated with his position in the organi zational hierarchy. 
Other authors (Middleton, 1963; Seeman, 1967) consider work 
alienati on to be related to the degree to whi ch the worker finds 
his work intrinsically rewarding. Blauner (1964) considers 
alienation from work to be a function of the degree to which the 
individual's work is self-directed, meaningful to him and 
self-expressive. 

The picture of the work alienated individual that emerges from 
these three conceptions, is of a worker who feels powerless 
within the organization and who feels that his work lacks 
intrinsic rewards, meaningfulness and self-expression. There are 
several other definitions of work alienation (see for example, 
Gould, 1969; Pearlin, 1966; Perkins, 1982) . 

At this point, work alienation should be distinguished from j ob 
dissatisfaction. Although both connote negative attitudes, the 
concepts are not synonymous (Korman, Wittig-Berman and Lang, 
1981, p.343; Schacht, 1971,p.162; Seeman, 1975, p.108) . While j ob 
satisfaction/dissati sfaction is concerned with the way i n  whi ch 
an individual vi ews his j ob, work ali enation constitutes one of 
the processes by which this view can occur (Korman et al., 1981, 
p.343) . 
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Authors who have attempted to investigate the relationship 
between work alienation and alienation in society have been 
guided by two theoretical views, referred to respectively as the 
1
1generalized 1 1 and the 1 1compensatory 11 alienatfon approaches. 

The generalized approach stems from the Marxist view that work 
experience is central to the worker ' s 1 ife and that alienation 
from work is the essence of all alienation (Kaufman, 1965 ; 

Schaar, 1961 both cited by Wahba, 1980 , p.393). Gardell ( 1971 ) 

and Wahba ( 1980 ) support this approach. The compensatory 
approach is advocated by Seeman ( 1967 ) ,  who claims that peop 1 e 
compensate for their experiences of alienation at work by seeking 
gratification from other sources. 

Alienation in the present research is conceived of as a general 
personality orientation that is influenced or coloured by 
alienation in the work context. However, work alienation has 
often been considered separately in the psychological literature; 
hence it is reviewed separately from alienation in general in the 
present research. 

3.4. 2  Empirical research and measurement scales 

General alienation 
The general picture of the alienated individual that emerges from 
studies on alienation is of a person who harbours hostile 
attitudes and aggression towards others (Brookings, 1980 ; 

Mcclosky and Schaar, 1965 ; Maddi, Kobasa and Hoover, 197 9 ;  Naik, 
1978 ; Wolfe , 1972 ) .  He has a very low need for achievement and 
is generally dissatisfied with his job (Naik, 1978 ) . He 
generally distrusts and devalues others and di stances himself 
emotionally from them. He adopts a defensive pattern of behaviour 
of non-concern towards events over which he feels he has no 
control (Gould, 1969 ; Horney, 1945 ) . Certain authors (Fisher, 
Nadler and Whitcher-Alagna, 1982 ; Gould, 1969 ) interpret this 
defensive type of behaviour in terms of the a 1 i ena ted person ' s 
defensive attempt to protect his already low and vulnerable 
self-esteem . 
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Comp rehens i ve revi ews of a l i enati on · s ca l es  a re ava i l a bl e ( K napp , 
1 976 ; Robi nson and Shave r ,  1 973 ) . Robi n son and Shaver revi ew 
s ea 1 es of al i enati on and  anomi a togethe r ,  drawi n g  a di s ti ncti on 
between the concepts i n  terms of the s oci al  o gi cal and psych o-
1 ogi  cal  i nte rp retati ons . They cri ti c i ze mos t  of  these  scal es , 
especi al l y  the most wi del y  u sed s ca l es of Mccl osky and Schaar 
( 1 965 ) and  Srol e ( 1 956 ) , for the i r l ack of control  ove r agreement 
response  s et . 

Srol e ' s  fi ve-i tem anomi a s ca l e has recei ved much c ri ti c i sm o n  
th i s  i s s u e , s i nce a l l i tems are keyed i n  the s ame di recti on 
( Ca rr ,  1 971 ; Lensk i  and Legett , 1 960 ; Putney and Mi ddl etown , 
1 96 2 ) . I t  has been fu rthe r  cri ti c i zed on  the grou nds of 
questi onabl e cons truct val i di ty ( see , for exampl e ,  Putney and  
Mi ddl etown ,  1962 ; Teeva n ,  1 97 5 ) . Me i er and  Be l l ( 1 959 ) p ropose 
th at the s ea l  e taps despai r· and  despondency . Researchers 
( Dodde r ,  1 967 ; Dodde r and  As tl e ,  1 980 ) have i nves ti gated the 
factor s tructu re of Sro l e ' s  n i ne- i tem anomi a s ca l e ( four new 
i terns havi n g  been added by Sro 1 e to the ori gi na  l f i ve )  • Thei r 
resu l ts s h owed that whereas the ori gi nal  f i ve i tems were 
rea s onab ly  uni  di mens  i ona 1 ,  the ni ne i terns 1 oaded on two factors 
i nte rp reted as val uel ess ness and cyni c i sm . The l en gthe ned s ca l e 
appea red to be the more rel i abl e i ns trume n t .  Des p i te the 
cri ti c i sms of Srol e ' s  s ca l e ,  i t  has been  u sed i n  a vast number of 
res ea rch s tudi es  ( s ee Dodde r and  As tl e ,  1 980 ; Robi nson and  
Shave r ,  1 973 , p .  249 ) . 

The a l i e nati on s ca l es deve l oped by Dean ( 196 1 }  and  Neal a n d  
Retti g ( 1 963 , 1 967 ) have been seve re l y  cri ti c i sed . The f ormer 
has recei ved c ri ti c i  sm from Dodder ( 1 969 )  a nd the 1 atte r ,  from 
s everal res ea rchers ( Ca rtwri gh t ,  1 965 ; Maddi , Koba s a  and Hoove r ,  
1 979 ; Schach t ,  1971 ) .  

The Al i e nati on Test de�el oped by Maddi et a l . ( 19 7 9 )  a ppears to 
be one of the mos t promi s i ng measu rement scal es . Conceptua l i zed 
on the  bas i s  of  theoreti cal s tu di es of  a l i enati on ,  and devel oped 
and ref i ned u s i n g  p sychometri c p rocedu res , the s ca l e  s h ows  
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satisfactory reliability and construct validity (Maddi et al. 
1979, 1982). Maddi et al. cite several correlates of alienation 
which are differentially related to the different types and 
contexts of alienation tapped by their scale. They claim that 
such findings illustrate the value of measuring various types and 
contexts of alienation (Maddi et al., 1979, p.75). The 
Alienation Test is described in more detail in Section 6.1.2. 

The alienation research and measures described so far have been 
focused mainly on non-work-related aspects. The review is now 
turned to alienation in the work context. 

Work alienation 
A number of work-related factors have been associated with work 
alienation. Korman et al. ( 1981) and Poole and Rogol i ( 1983) 
cite several studies which show an association between increasing 
professionalism and work alienation. These studies also suggest 
a relationship between work alienation and a form of role 
conflict, that is, conflict between professional standards and 
the demands of the job. Researchers (Aiken and Hage, 
1966; Pearlin, 1966; Poole and Regoli, 1983) have shown that the 
worker ' s  belief in self-regulation is strongly related to role 
conflict, work alienation and anomia. Poole and Regoli advocate 
granting workers greater control in the definition and discharge 
of their duties. They also suggest stressing the instrinsic 
value of the work to the worker. However the results of research 
studies are not always in agreement (see, for example, Argyris, 
1973; Farh and Scott, 1983; Hrebiniak, 1974). 

The recommendations of Poole and Regol i are consistent with a 
recent research trend in Norway whereby workers are encouraged to 
adopt an active orientation toward their working life, to 
determine activities in their own jobs and to participate in 
company affairs (Gardell, 1971, 1977, 1982). Studies carried out 
in Norway (Dahlstrom, 1971 as cited by Gardell, 1977, pp. 
515-516; Gardell, 1971) have shown that at workplaces where 
production technology and organization restrict the individual ' s  
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say in his own job performance, workers become alienated and 
passive, and regard their work as trivial and uninteresting. 
These feelings of alienation are accompanied by  generally lower 
life satisfactions, lower self-confidence and higher anxiety 
levels. 

Researchers have investigated the concept of democratic or 
11 autonomous work groups" in an attempt to reduce alienation and 
release positive human resources of creativity and commitment 
( Gardell, 1977 , 1 982 ) . Such groups decide on all matters related 
to work and take collective responsibility for production 
results. It has been shown ( Gardell, 1977 , 1 982 ) that such a 
work organization has meant richer j ob content, increased dignity 
for workers and more effective use of productive resources in the 
company. However the concept of autonomous work groups is 
relatively new and much research is still necessary ( Carnall, 
1 982 ) . 

Work alienation has also been associated with the concept of 
learned helplessness.* The learned helplessness model of 
Marti nko and Gardner ( 1982 ) proposes that rigid organizational 
conditions all ow the worker no control and thus inadvertently 
condition him to be passive. Such a worker will remain passive 
even after the situation and its contingencies have changed, 
rendering the passive behaviour inappropriate. 

* B ri efl y  descri bed , l earned hel pl essness  i s  the noti on that an 
organism, after repeated failure or punishment, becomes passive 
and remains so even after environmental changes occur that makes 
success possible. The learned helplessness conce�t was conceived 
by Overmier and Seligman ( 1967 ) , who observed that dogs who were 
repeatedly exposed to inescapable electric shocks eventually 
discontinued their escape efforts even after the situation was 
changed to make escape possible. Their explanation for the dog ' s 
passive behaviour was that the dogs had 1 earned that the shock 
was independent of their behaviour, and that this expectancy 
transferred to new situations thus i nhi biting escape responses 
and learning. Support for the learned helplessness hypothesis in 
humans has been found in several studies ( for example, Abramson, 
Garber and Se 1 i gman, 1980 ; Mi 1 1  er and Norman, 1979 ; Pasahow, 
1 980 ) . 
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Marti nko and Gardner cite several other theorists ( for example, 
Argyri s, 1957; Bl auner, 1964) who share the same view. Argyri s 
believes rigid organizational rules, formalization and 
standardization shape the individual in such a way that he is no 
longer able to demonstrate creative and mature behaviour. 
Similarly, Bl auner ( 1964) 1 inks rigid organizational conditions 
to worker alienation. He found that workers in these conditions 
were generally passive, even when encouraged to show initiative. 

Frankel and Snyder (1978) explain learned helplessness in terms 
of self-esteem. They propose that learned helplessness is 
experienced to the degree that failure (or unsatisfactory 
performance) threatens self-esteem. When self-esteem is 
threatened, individuals discontinue effort and protect their egos 
by explaining their behaviour in terms of reduced effort, 
changing environmental conditions, or task difficulty. This 
self-esteem hypothesis suggests that organizational induced 
learned helplessness can be avoided if management is careful to 
respect and protect employee self-esteem when failures do occur. 
It also suggests that work alienated people, who experience 
learned helplessness, are likely to suffer from low self-esteem. 

Several researchers have attempted to measure alienation in the 
work setting (Aiken and Hage, 1966; Maddi et al., 1979; Seeman, 
1967; Shepard and Panko, 1974; Tau sky, 1968 as cited by Wahba, 
1980 ) . 

Seeman's (1967) scale is based on a factor analysis of Blauner ' s  
(1964) questionnaire on alienation in the work situation. The 
scale has seven items which, according to Seeman, tap .the degree 
to which the respondent finds his work engaging and rewarding. 

Maddi ' s A 1 i enati on Test mentioned previously includes a 12-i tern 
measure of alienation in the work setting. It is described in 
detail in Section 6.1.2. 
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Shepard and Panko's (1974) scale is a measure of the discrepancy 
between the amount of power workers feel they are able to 
exercise in their present jobs and the amount they feel they 
should be able to exercise. Tausky's (1968) scale (as cited by 
Wahba , 1980 , p.396) taps a person's "orientation toward work". 

3.4.3 Core characteristics of the alienated person 

The alienated person, as conceived in the present research , is 
emotionally distant from other peop 1 e and is genera 1 1  y 

pessimistic, cynical and apathetic in his outlook. He harbours 
hos ti 1 e attitudes towards others and discredits everything that 
other people say and do . He sees himself as powerless to control 
life's events but is resigned to this perceived lack of control. 
In the work context , the alienated person feels powerless within 
the rigidity of the organizational structure. He finds his work 
neither meaningful nor intrinsically rewarding , and thus lacks 
achievement motivation. He works solely for his paycheck , 
regarding work as a means to an end. 

4 .  A REVIEW OF SELECTED PERSONALITY AND JOB-RELATED VARIABLES 

In the literature , several generalized non-cognitive variables 
(apart from self-esteem and trust) and work-related variables 
have been associated with one or more of the four styles. As 
existing scales of the styles are often less than adequate (see 
Section 3) , it was decided not to rely only on the direct 
assessment of the styles, but to use an indirect approach as 
well. Thus measures of the non-cognitive and work-related 
variables that were considered most pertinent to the four 
interpersonal styles , were included in the study for the indirect 
assessment of the styles. This section is restricted to a brief 
review of the literature on these variables. The availability of 
psychometric measurement sea 1 es was a 1 so a consideration in the 
selection of the variables. Accordingly , the psychological 
variables reviewed are locus of , control, and Horney's (1945 , 
1950) three interpersonal orientations (compliance, aggression 
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and detachment); the work-related variables reviewed are job 
satisfaction and job involvement. 

The present review is divided into two subsections: the first 
subsection is concerned with the theoretical and research 
literature on the generalized non-cognitive psychological 
variables; the second subsection deals with work-related 
variables that have been associated with the interpersonal 
styles. 

4.1 Psychological Variables 

The non-cognitive variables chosen for review are locus of 
control and Horney ' s  {1945, 1950) three interpersonal 
orientations {compliance, aggression and detachment). 

4. 1 . 1  Locus of  control 

The concept of locus of control has received a tremendous amount 
of attention in the research literature since the publication of 
Rotter ' s  {1966) monograph "Generalized expectancies for internal 
versus external control of reinforcement" {see for example, Erwee 
and Pottas, 1982; Joe, 1971; Lefcourt, 1976, 1981; Phares, 1976; 
Robinson and Shaver, 1973; Spector, 1982). The concept is 
basically an index of a person ' s  generalized expectancy regarding 
his control over the outcomes of his behaviour. Generalizing 
from past experience, a person wi th an i nternal l ocus of control 
orientation typically expects events to be contingent upon his 
own actions and hence attributes his outcomes to his own 
behaviour; conversely, a person with an external locus of control 
orientation typically expects events to be noncontingent upon his 
actions and so attributes the causes of his outcomes to factors 
external to himself, such as fate, chance or the acts of others. 

i) Conceptions of locus of control 

Rotter {1966) has developed a scale to tap the dichotomous 
internal-external classification. However, he admits that there 

66. 



are two d i s  ti net groups of externa 1 s :  "' genuine" or  con gruent 
externals whose external ori entati ori accurately reflects their 
behavioural pas s i vi ty and their true l ife experience , and 
"defensive" externals who do not genuinely ascribe to an external 
belief system. The latte r  merely ve rbalize an external 
orientation for its defensi ve functions against anticipated 
failu re ,  but th is orientation shows little relationship to the i r 
actual observed behaviour ( Phares , R i tc h ie and Davis , 1968; 
Rotte r ,  1975 , p.64 ).  Several stud ies support th is different
; ati on ( Cellini  and Kantorowsk i ,  1982; Evans , 1982; He rsch and 
Sche ibe , 1967; Lloyd and Chang ,  1979 ).  

Lev inson ( 1972) has al so proposed the existence of two kinds of 
external orientations , not in terms of defensiveness , but in 
terms of beliefs in the control of "chance or fate" elements on 
the one hand , and the control of "powerful o thers" on the other. 
Although the latter  is an external attribution , the person can 
still percei ve a potential for control if he feels he can adj ust 
h i s  behaviour in order to recei ve reinforcement f rom a powerful 
person. I t  has been suggested that Levenson's ( 1972) powerful 
others d i  mens ion measures defens i veness ( Butler and Burr ,  1980; 
P rociuk and Breen , 1975 ).  

In  h is review of locus of control in the work env i ronment ,  
Spector ( 1982 ) alludes to the existence of two kinds of 
internals. Wh ile all internals tend to believe that they can 
control the work setting th rough  the i r behaviour ,  some inte rnals 
will attemp t to exe rt more control than externals , only if they 
perce i ve such  cont rol as lead ing  to desired outcomes or  rewards. 
However ,  for some people • • •  "control itself might be reward ing 
lead ing  some ind i viduals to attempt control for its own sake." 
( Specto r ,  1982 , p.485 ). Unfortunately there is no measurement 
ins trument wh ich can discrim inate between these two types of 
internal orientation. Rotter  ( 1975 , pp.60-6 1 )  comments that 
extreme internality may imply distorted perceptions of reali ty. 
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i i )  Measurement scal es 

Rotter's (1966) locus of control scale is derived from the lesser 
known James-Phares ( 1957) Locus of Control Seale ( as cited by 
Lefcourt, 1981, p.3) . Rotter's scale has stimulated a tremendous 
amount of research in spite of its extensive cri ti ci sm. It has 
been criticized in terms of: social desirability (Altrocchi, 
Palmer, Hellman and Davis, 1968; Feather, 1967; Nowicki and Duke, 
1974) ; fakability (Davidson and Bailey, 1978; Deysach, Hiers and 
Ross, 1976) ; dimensionality (for example, Barling and Bolon, 
1 980; Collins, 1974; Duffy, 1978; Furnham and Henry, 1 980; Gurin, 
Gurin and Morrison, 1978; Kaemmerer and Schwebel, 1976; Mirels, 
1970) ; and forced-choice format (Collins, 1974; Duffy, 1978) . 

Levenson's ( 1972) tripartite locus of control scale has overcome 
many of the problems in Rotter's (1966) scale. Levenson's scale 
was originally designed as a reconceptualization of Rotter's 
scale; it is composed both of items adapted from Rotter's scale 
and items constructed specifically to tap beliefs about the 
operation of the three dimensions of control: internal, powerful 
others and chance. 

The scale was designed to improve Rotter's scale in various ways: 
for example , the three subscales are presented in the Likert 
format, instead of the force-choice format of Rotter's scale. 
This provides more information about the respondent's perception 
of control. Furthermore, al l items are worded in the first 
person singular; hence the scale measures the degree to which the 
respondent feels he or she has control over what happens rather 
than what he believes is true for "people in general". The scale 
thus overcomes the personal-i deol ogi cal di sti ncti on inherent in 
Rotter's scale (see Gurin, Gurin, Lao and Beattie, 1969) . 
Another improvement over Rotter's scale is that Levenson's 
subscales are virtually uncorrelated with social desirability 
(Levenson, 1972, 1981 ; Wallston, Wallston and DeVellis, 1978) . 
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Levenson (1973) has found only low-to-moderate reliability 
estimates of internal consistency for the subscales (Kuder
Richardson reliabilities of 0 ,64 , 0 ,77 and 0 ,78 for the internal, 
powerful others and chance subscales respectively) .  She explains 
that "since the items sample from a variety of situations , this 
is to be expected" (Levenson, 1974 , p.378) . 

The two external subscales have generally �een found to correlate 
positively with one another, correlations ranging from 0 , 54 
(Levenson , 1973) to 0 ,61 (Wallston et al., 1978) . Lefcourt 
( 1981) maintains that correlations of this magnitude are to be 
expected s i nee both these control orientations reflect a be 1 i ef 
in a source of control that is external to the person. 

Correlations between each external subscale and the internal 
subscale are generally small (Levenson , 1981 , p.23) . This 
finding is consistent with the results of Collins (1974) and 
Duffy ( 1978) who modified Rotter's scale of 23 forced-choice 
i terns to a Li kert sea 1 e of 46 i terns. Co 1 1  ins and Duffy both 
found minimal correlations between i terns purporting to tap the 
perception of internal and external control. It thus appears 
that the internal-external dimension is not a bipolar one. 

Russell ( 1982) developed a new scale known as the Behavioroid I-E 
Scale in an attempt to overcome the problem of defensive 
externality. This scale is designed to measure internal-external 
behaviour, rather than verbalized expectancies about control. 
Russel l ( 1982) claims that the scale has high test-retest 
reliability and internal consistency reliability estimates. He 
has provided evidence of the validity and usefulness of his 
scale , but more research is necessary. 

Other scales of locus of control are reviewed by Lefcourt (1976 , 
1981 ) , and Robinson and Shaver (1973) . 
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i i i )  Empirical research 

Locus of control has been associated with a wide variety of 
concepts in the research literature (see, for example, Lefcourt, 
1976, 1981; Spector, 1982). A comprehensive review of all these 
associations is not possible in the present research; hence only 
those most pertinent to the present study have been selected. 

The association between locus of control and interpersonal trust 
is unclear: while the results of some studies (for example, 
Hamsher, Geller and Rotter, 1968; Leon, 1974) have shown there to 
be a positive relationship between internal locus of control and 
trust, the results of other studies (for example, Heretick, 1981) 
have shown no relationship. Internals have been shown to exhibit 
greater self-esteem than externals (Andrisani and Nestel, 1976; 
Lied and Pritchard, 1976; Spector, 1982). 

Locus of control has been associated with several j ob-related 
variables; for example, externals have been shown to be less 
satisfied with their jobs (Butler and Burr, 1980; Kasperson, 
1982; see Spector, 1982, p.490 for a review of these studies). 
Externals have also been shown to be less j ob involved (Kimmons 
and Greenhaus, 1976; Knoop, 1981; Reitz and Jewell, 1979; Runyon, 
1973). Other variables that have been related to locus of 
control include conformity, j ob performance, supervisory style, 
motivation and effort (see Spector, 1982, for an excellent review 
of locus of control in organizations) .  

No studies were found which compared locus of control directly to 
the interpersonal styles of dependence and autonomy. However, 
the dependent person, who was shown to rely on others for help 
and support, would be expected to have an external control 
orientation. The autonomous person, on the other hand, is 
self-motivated and exhibits mature independence of j udgement. 
The autonomous style appears to be consistent with an i nterna 1 
1 OCU S . 
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Research has shown Machiavellian tendencies to be positively 
related to e-xternal 1 ocus of control: carrel ati ons are in the 
region of 0 , 2  to 0, 4 (Christie and Geis, 1970, pp.46-47 ; Duffy, 
1978 ; Prociuk and Breen, 1975 ; Russell, 1974 ; Solar and Bruehl, 
1971 ; Zenker and Wolfgang, 1982}. Christie and Geis (1970, 
pp.46-47} rationalize this association by saying that Rotter ' s  
scale taps a generalized (rather than the respondent ' s  own} view 
of man ' s  control of his own destiny. That the high Mach regards 
others as externally controlled is consistent with his view of 
other people as objects to be manipulated. However this 
explanation fails to account for the association between 
Machiavellianism and Levenson ' s  external dimensions, which do 
assess individualized views. The explanation of Solar and Bruehl 
(1971) is that high Machs manipulate others owing to a feeling of 
powerlessness, and hence endorse external control items. It may 
be, however that the apparent external orientation of the high 
Mach is merely defensive and not a true reflection of his control 
orientation at all. 

Hunter, Gerbing and Boster (1982} examined the correlations 
between Levenson ' s  subscales and component scores on the Mach IV 
scale (flattery, cynicism, deceit and - immorality}. They found 
that correlations between the flattery and cynicism components 
and Levenson ' s  external control dimensions were moderate-to-high 
(correlations ranged between 0, 40 and 0, 70}. They explain that 
peop 1 e who perceive themse 1 ves as being under the contro 1 of 
powerful others and fate or chance, perceive others in a cynical 
way and engage in flattery. In contrast, correlations are low 
between the components of deceit and immorality, and the external 
dimensions. 

In spite of all these explanations, however, the positive 
association between Machiavellianism and external locus of 
control seems counter-intuitive. 

Finally, 1 ocus of control has been 1 inked to one of Seeman ' s 
(1959) variants of alienation: powerlessness. The externally 
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oriented person is portrayed as perceiving that he has no power 
over his own life. Other researchers have supported this 
portrayal (Lefcourt, 1976; Reimanis, 1974 as cited by Reimanis 
and Posen, 1982, p.182) . Researchers who have related alienation 
to  external locus of control are Gould (1969) , Maddi, Kobasa and 
Hoover ( 1979), Naik ( 1978) , Wolfe ( 1972) . Several researchers 
have shown that workers with external control orientations tend 
to be more work alienated than their internal colleagues (Knoop, 
1981; Mitchell, 1975; Seeman, 1967; Wolfe, 1972) . 

4. 1.2 Horney 1 s three interpersonal orientations 

Horney's (1945) tripartite model of personality has been referred 
to previously (Sections 3.1.1, 3.2.1, 3.4.1, ) .  To recapitulate, 
Horney proposes that there are three basic interpersonal 
orientations or modes of response, each of which is necessary and 
desirable for human development. These ori entati ans, termed by 
Horney "moving towards people" or compliance, "moving against 
people" or aggression, and "moving away from people" or 
detachment, are all fairly equally represented in the balanced 
personality - only in a neurotic framework do they become rigid 
and mutually exclusive. In Section 3 .1.1 it was proposed that 
an excessive amount of one of these three interpersonal 
orientations is represented by dependent, Machiavellian and 
alienated people respectively. A measure of these three 
interpersonal ori entati ans thus promised to be extreme 1 y useful 
for the investigation of the construct validity of three of the 
four categorizations of the interpersonal styles model. 

People characterized by Horney's three interpersonal orientations 
are briefly described as follows: 

Compliant-oriented people wish to be loved, wanted, appreciated 
and needed. They have a strong wish to be part of the activities 
of others and are extremely grateful to others for everything 
that is done for them. They tend to avoid conflict and 
subordinate th ems elves to the wishes of others. Rather than 
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criticize others if things go wrong , they are apologetic and 
willing to blame themselves. Central attributes associated with 
compliant people are humility , sympathy and unselfishness. 

Aggressive-oriented people see other people as competitors. 
Their main wish is to achieve success, prestige , admiration and 
superiority. They attach great importance to their own power and 
strength , for they seek to manipulate others by achieving power 
over them. They value these oth�r people only if they are of use 
to their goals. 

Detached-oriented people seek to di stance themselves from 
others. They wish to be free of obligations,  influence and 
shared experiences. Being distrustful of others, they choose to 
be independent and self-sufficient. They are repelled by the 
idea of conformity. (For a more detailed discussion of the 
orientations, see Cohen , 1967 ). 

A Li kert-type instrument has been designed by Cohen (1967 ) to 
measure these orientations. Developed in a marketing research 
context, Cohen I s 35-i tern seal e is called the CAD ,  an acronym 
derived from the three orientation appellations. Its compliance , 
aggression and detachment subscales have 1 0 ,  1 5  and 10  items 
respectively. Unfortunately the scale is not without its 
problems: Cohen claims that the scale has adequate test-retest 
reliability and internal consistency reliability , and provid�s 
evidence of its validity (Cohen , 1 967 , pp.271-272 ) ,  but the 
results of other research (Munson and Spivey , 1982; Noerager , 
1 979 ) are far l ess encouraging. Munson and Spivey failed to 
replicate the factor structure proposed by  Cohen (1967 ) , and thus 
questioned the internal structure of the instrument. Noerager 
( 1979) obtained unacceptably low Kuder-Richardson reliability 
estimates for the CAD (0 , 60 ,  0 , 36 , and 0 , 43 for the compliance , 
aggression and detachment subscales respectively) . The 
split-half reliabilities were also low (0 , 58 ,  0 ,2 and 0 , 46 for 
the three subscales) . He also questioned the factorial structure 
of the scale. 
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I n  sp i te of these  cri ti c i sms of the CAD , the auth or con s i de rs i t  
p rematu re to abandon the on l y  measu rement i ns trument des i gned to 
tap H orney ' s  tri parti te model wh i ch appears to be of s uch  
rel evance to the p resent  s tu dy . 

4.2 Job-related variables 

The two j ob - re l ated vari abl es to be d i s cu s s ed a re j ob 
s ati s facti on and  j ob i nvol veme n t .  

4.2 . 1 . Job satisfaction 

The j ob s ati sfacti on doma i n h as been res ea rched exten s i ve l y .  
L ock e ( 1 9 7 6 )  cons e rvati ve l y  es ti ma te d  that the re were ove r  3 000 
s tu di es on th i s  topi c ;  s everal more mus t  have been publ i s hed 
s i nce h i s revi ew . 

i) Contentious issues: dimensionality and detenninants 

H oppock ( 1 9 35 ) , who conducted the f i rst s c i  enti f i  c s tu dy of j ob 
s ati sfacti on , vi ewed  j ob s ati sfacti on  as  a u n i tary cons truct . 
H owever ,  numerous emp i ri cal s tu di es have s h own that th i s  i s  not  
the case  ( for exampl e ,  Baeh r ,  1954 ; Dabas , 1 958 ; H a rri s on , 
1 961 ; Roach , 1958 ;  Smi th , Kenda l l and  H u l l i n , 1969 ) . O th e r  
s tudi es  ( f or examp l e ,  As h ,  1 954 ; Whe rry , 1 9 5 4 )  have  s how n  that 
the re is  one  maj or or p ri nc i pal factor of  j ob s ati sfacti on and  a 
n umbe r  of sma l l e r ,  more speci f i c  factors rel a ti n g  to parti cu l a r  
aspects of the j ob s i tu ati on .  These d i ffe rent v i ews of the 
factor s tructu re of j ob s ati sfacti on s eem l a rge l y  dependent  on 
the type of anal ys i s  empl oyed i n  res ea rch s tu di es ( Tayl o r ,  
1 979 ) . Mos t  res earchers , howeve r ,  treat  j ob s ati sfacti on  as  a 
s et of di mens i ons rather th an  as a s i n gl e di mens i on ( V room , 
1964 ) . 

There a re severa l  vi ews  on the determi nants of j ob s ati s facti on . 
Some researchers ( for e xampl e ,  Ronan ,  1 97 0 ; Smi th , Kendal l a nd  
H u l l i n , 1 969 ) oppose  the popu l a r  as s ump ti on  that  j ob 
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satisfaction ,  conceived as a construct or group of constructs , is 
invariant across j ob situations . Locke ( 1 976 ) and Taylor ( 1 979 ) 
review studies which illustrate some of the effects which 
situational characteristics ( for example , work group size and 
freedom of expression )  can have on j ob satisfaction . I n  
contrast , Seashore and Tabler ( 1 975 ) cite persona 1 i ty attributes 
( for exampi e ,  moods, abilities and perceptions ) of the job 
incumbent himself as important determinants of job satisfaction . 
Other researchers ( Herman and Hulin , 1 973 ; Lawler and Suttle , 
1 9 72 ;  Pinto and Davis, 1974 ) have investigated the influence of 
persona 1 needs in the determination of job satisfaction : They 
propose , based on stu dies of Maslow ' s ( 1943 , 1 968 ) need hierarchy 
theory , that a worker ' s  satisfaction depends largely or wholly on 
the extent to which the j ob fulfils needs at the worker ' s  level 
on the need hi erachy . However , these researchers have found no 
empirical support for the speculation that different needs might 
be typical of individuals at different levels of the organiz
ational hierarchy . 

The role of personality factors in job satisfaction thus remains 
unclear . I t  seems likely that both personality and situational 
factors have an influence on the worker ' s  job satisfaction .  
Cawsey , Reed and Reddon ( 1 982 ) suggest that an explanatory model 
be built that would relate job satisfaction to job tasks , the 
person ' s  personality or needs, and organizational character
istics . 

i i )  Measurement scal es 

I n  line with the unidimensional and multidimensional conceptions 
of j ob satisfaction, there are two approaches to the measurement 
of satisfaction in the organizational literature . The one 
approach is to use unidimensional measures to collect information 
about the worker ' s general satisfaction with the organization ; 
the other approach is to use multidimensional measures to collect 
information about specific dimensions of satisfaction such as 
work , s upervision and pay ( Price , 1 9 72 ,  p . 1 58 ) . 
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Examples of unidimensional j ob sati sfaction measures are those of 
Brayfield and Rothe ( 1 95 1 ) ,  the Hoppack Job Satisfacti on Scale , 
and the Job-in-General Faces Seale ( both cited by Scarpello and 
Campbell , 1 983 ,  pp.577-578 ) . 

Examp 1 es of multi di mens i ona 1 measures are those of Porter and 
Lawler ( 1968 ) , the J ob Descriptive Index { J O I )  of Smith , Kendall 
and Hulin ( 1 969 ) , and the seal e of Blake and Mackay ( 1 980 ) . Of 
the three scales , the J O I  is the most popular. It  has,  however , 
been cri ti ci sed for confounding j ob sati sf action with social 
desirability ( Cawsey , Reed , and Reddon, 1 982 ; Orpen ,  1 974 ; Wall , 
1 972) . Another criticism is that it includes both evaluative and 
descriptive items in the same measure which may lead to numerous 
problems ( Locke ,  1976 ,  pp.1 334-1335 ) . 

ihe j ob satisaction scale of Bl ake and Mackay ( 1980 ) , covers ten 
maj or content areas including satisfaction with remuneration , 
supervisors and management, personnel practices , promotion, and 
j ob content . The scale shows satisfactory psychometri c 
properties ( Blake and Mackay , 1 980 ) .  

Other j ob satisfaction measures may be found in Robinson , 
Athanasiou , and Head ( 1969 ) .  

Both unidimensional and multidimensional measures have their 
uses . For examp l e ,  policy-makers may wish to make a summary 
j udgement of the j ob satisfaction of workers and would thus use a 
measure of overall j ob satisfaction; on the other hand , a measure 
of the various aspects of j ob satisfaction is useful when 
management is interested in improving the j ob satisfaction of its 
employees or in trying to explain staff turnover, absenteeism , 
etc. I n  the latter case, a unidimensional index of j ob 
sati sf action may 1 ead to neglect of maj or determinants of j ob 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction . 
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iii) Empirical research 

Locke  ( 1976 , pp . 1 3 19-1334 )  surveys the maj or research findings of 
the effects of situational characteristics on j ob satisfaction . 
Conditions which engender j ob satisfaction may be summarized as 
follows : work which is varied, personally interesting and which 
allows freedom of expression ; rewards such as pay , promotions and 
recognition which are administered fairly and which are congruent 
with the indi vidual ' s  personal aspirations ; working conditions 
which are compatible with an individual ' s  work goals and physical 
needs ; supervisors who facilitate the worker to attain his work 
goals ; work which involves a minimum of role conflict and 
ambiguity . 

Seashore and Taber { 197 5 )  cite the foll owing 11personal II  factors 
as important determinants of j ob sati sf action : demographi ca 1 
aspects ( age , sex , education , etc . ) ;  "situation-bound" 
personality aspects ( motivation , preferences , etc . ) ;  moods 
( anger , boredom ,  etc . ) ;  abi 1 i ti es ( genera 1 i nte 1 1  i gence , motor 
skills , etc . ) ;  perceptions , cognition and expectations . 

The results of a study by J ames and J ones { 1980 )  show that a j ob 
that is perceived as challenging , autonomous and important is 
also regarded as satisfying . These high-order j ob perceptions 
appear to convey opportunities to satisfy needs for mental 
challenge, recognition and self-determination . 

Empirical evidence has shown j ob sati sfaction to be general l y  l ow 
among alienated workers ( see Section 3 . 4 .2 ) . The low j ob 
satisfaction of these workers , coupled with their character
istically negative, detached outlook , may adversely influence the 
outlook of other workers and affect general employee morale . It 
is thus i mportant for managers to investigate the particular 
aspects of j ob dissatisfaction and the degree of the dissatis
faction among alienated workers . A measure of general j ob satis
faction was included in the present research as one of the scales 
used for the construct validation of the alienation category of 
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the mode l . Other as pects of j ob sati s facti on were exami ned i n  
order to i nves ti gate thei r rel ati ons h i ps to the i nte rpe rs onal  
s tyl es . 

There i s  no evi dence i n  the j ob s ati s f acti on l i teratu re to 
s u ggest th at workers characteri zed by the other th ree i nter
p ersonal  s tyl es  can  be rank orde red i n  terms of the l eve l of j ob 
s ati s facti on they a re l i ke ly  to experi e nce . H oweve r ,  i n  v i ew of 
the emp i ri cal  evi dence ci ted i n  Secti on 3 . 4 . 2 ,  i t  i s  l i kel y that 
the a l i enated work er i s  the most d i s s ati sf i e d . 

4.2 . 2  Job i nvolvement 

J ob i nvol vement h as been c l osel y a s s oc i ated w i th work al i e n ati on  
i n  the theoreti cal  l i te ratu re . Kanu n go ( 1 98 1 ) , for  examp l e ,  
rega rds the concep ts as oppos i te e n ds of a conti n u um ,  a l i enati on  
h avi n g  devel oped f rom the s oc i ol ogi ca l  app roach ( s ee , for  
exampl e ,  Seema n ,  197 1 ) ,  and  j ob i n vol vement hav i ng deve l oped f rom 
the psycho  1 ogi ca 1 app roach ( s ee ,  for examp 1 e ,  Lawl e r  and  Ha 1 1  , 
1970 ) . Whereas s oc i o 1 og i  s ts w i th a c l  i n i  ca 1 perspecti ve h ave 
attempted to  i denti fy condi ti ons  and  cons equences of work 
a l i e nati on , p sychol ogi s ts have been conce rned w i th i denti fyi n g  
condi ti ons  and consequences of work i nvol vement . 

i )  Contenti ous issues : defi ni ti ons, concepti ons and detenni nants 

J ob i n vol vement has been vari ous l y  def i ned i n  cogn i ti ve ,  
eva l u ati ve and  conati ve te rms ( Newton a n d  Keenan , 1 98 3 ) . 
Empi ri cal  i nves ti gati ons of the 
confl i ct i ng  ( Kanungo , 1 979 , 1981 ; 
1981 ; Sa l eh and  H os ek , 197 6 ) . 

natu re of the concept a re 
Lawl e r  and  Ha l l , 1970 ; Saa l , 

Accordi ng to res ea rchers who s t ress  the cogn i ti ve or i denti ty 
comp onent i n  thei r def i n i  t i  ons  of j ob i nvol veme nt ( Du b i n ,  1956 ; 
Gui  on , 1 958 ; Kanu n go , 1979 ; L aw� er and  H a l l ,  1970 ; L odahl a nd  
Kej ner , 1965 ) , j ob i nvol vement con s ti tu tes a cogn i ti ve s ta ge of 
p sychol ogi cal i denti f i cati on w i th one ' s  j ob whe reby the j ob p l ay s  
a central rol e i n  a pers on ' s  l i fe . 
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Lodah l  a nd Kej ner  ( 1 965 ) i ntroduce two def i n i ti on s  of j ob 
i n vol veme n t ,  and  make no attempt to re l ate them . Thei r f i rst 
def i n i ti on i s  rel ated to the cogn i ti ve or i de nti ty di me ns i on ,  and 
descri bes j ob i nvol vement as " • • •  the degree to wh i ch a pers on i s  
i denti f i ed psychol ogi ca l l y  wi th h i s  work , or the i mp ortance of 
work i n  h i s  total  se l f i mage "  ( p . 24 ) . The i r second defi n i ti on 
re l a tes j ob i nvol veme nt to the eva l uati ve d imens i ons ; j ob 
i n vol vement i s  defi ned as I I the degree to whi ch a pe rs on ' s  
work performa nce affects h i s se l f -es teem"  ( p  . 25 } . Other 
authors ( Fre nch and  Kah n ,  1 96 2 ;  I ve rs on and Rau de r ,  1 956 ; Sal eh 
and H o s ek , 1976 ; Si ege l , 1 969 ; V room ,  1 96 2) a l s o  base  thei r 
defi n i t i on i n  eval uati ve terms . They vi ew the j ob i nvol ved 
pers on as s ome one whose feel i ngs of sel f -e s teem a re deri ved ,  at 
l east i n  pa rt ,  f rom h i s  work pe rformance . 

Def i n i ti ons wh i ch focu s on the conati ve or  acti on di me ns i on of 
j ob i n vol vement ( for examp l e ,  Bas s , 1 965 ; Gu ri n ,  V eroff and  
Fi el d ,  1 9 60 ; Wi ck e rt ,  1951 , a l l c i ted by Sa l eh ,  1 981 , p . 2 2 )  
des cri be the extent of the emp l oyee ' s  parti c i pati on i n  h i s  j ob .  

The re thu s  appea rs to be no c l ear  i ntegrati ve app roach to the 
concept of j ob i nvol vement . The re i s  a general  l ack of consensus  
among res ea rchers abou t the  natu re of  j ob i nvol vement  and s ome 
( Lodahl  and  Kej ne r ,  1 96 5 )  even res ort to doubl e defi n i ti ons , the 
u se of wh i ch i s  i ndefens i bl e . Unti l the controve rsy i s  res ol ved ,  
the natu re of the con cept remai ns u nc l ear . 

Whether  j ob i nvol veme nt i s  p ri ma ri l y  an  attri bu te of the pers on 
or a response to the work envi ronment i s  a n other cont rovers i a 1 
i s sue  ( Newton and  Keena n ,  1 983 ) . 

Some res earche rs ( Rabi n owi tz ,  H a l l and Gooda l e ,  1 9 7 7 ) f i nd  
pers ona l  and  envi ronme ntal va ri abl es  of  equa l  imp ortance i n  
exp 1 a i  n i  ng j ob i n vol vement ;  oth e rs ( Newton and  Keenan , 1 983 ; 
Saal , 1 978 )  propose  that the greatest effect on j ob i nvo_l veme nt 
comes f rom the work envi ronment . I n  contras t ,  McKel vey and  
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Sek eran ( 1 977 ) demon s trate pers onal  attri bu tes to be the bes t 
predi ctors of j ob i nvol vement . I t  appea rs hence that s i tu ati on 
f ree el ements such  as pers ona  1 attri butes , as wel l as  res p on s es 
to the work env i ronment a re both i mportant i n  the p redi cti on of 
j ob i nvol vement . J ob i nvol vement i s  thu s  l i ke l y  to depend  to 
s ome extent on the pers onal i ty characteri s ti cs of the j ob 
i ncumbent . 

ii) Measurement scales 

Desp i te the l ack of c l ar i ty i n  Lodahl  a n d  Kej ner ' s  ( 196 5 )  
conceptua l i zati on of j ob i nvol vement , the i r s ca l e i s  the mos t 
p opul ar measure ( Saal , 1 981 ) . Lodah l  and  Kej  ner ( 1 96 5 ,  p . 30 )  
have s h own  that the i r 20- i tern sea 1 e has sat i s f actory spl i t-ha l f 
rel i abi l i ty :  0 , 7 2 ,  0 , 80 and 0 , 89 for s ampl es of n u rses , en g i neers 
a nd s tu de n ts res p ecti ve l y . They demons trate the ab i l i ty of the 
s ca l e to di s cri mi n ate between d i ffe rent groups of workers , a n d  
c i te several  other  s tu di es wh i ch s h ow the sca l e t o  be val i d  ( s ee 
Lodahl  and  Kej ner , 1 965 , pp . 30- 31 ) .  Rabi n ow i tz and  H al l ( 197 7 )  
c i te f u rther s tud i es  wh i ch demons tra te the conve rgent and  
d i s cri mi nant va l i di ty of the s c a l e .  

The mos t  s e ri ous cr i ti c i sm of th i s  s ca l e ,  and  i n deed of a l l othe r 
j ob i nvo 1 vement sea 1 es  ( B l  a u ner , 1 964 ; Sa 1 e h  and  Hosek , 1976 )  , 
comes f rom Kan u n go ( 1979 , 1 98 1 ) . Kanu n go c l a i ms that the s e  
i ns trume nts comb i ne mea s u res o f  the cogn i t i ve s tate o f  al i enati on 
w i th mea s u res of i ts p resumed causes and  effects . For e xamp l e ,  
Lodahl  and  Kej ne r ' s ( 1 965 )  sca l e contai ns  i tems s uch  as " I  l i ve ,  
eat and  b reathe my j ob " , an  i tem ref l ecti ng  the cogn i ti ve s tate 
of i nvol vement ,  bu t i t  al s o  conta i ns  i tems wh i ch ref l ect both 
antecedent and  cons equent feel i n g s tates and  behavi  aura l  
tendenci es ,  s uch  a s  1 1 1 w i l l  s tay ove rt i me to  f i n i s h  a j ob ,  even 
i f  I am n ot pa i d f or i t" ( Ka nu ngo , 1 981 , p . 1 0 )  . .  She recommen ds 
that a mea s u re shoul d be deve l oped wh i ch  ref l ects on l y  the nature 
of the cogn i ti ve s tate of p sychol ogi cal  i denti f i cati on w i th work 
and  one ' s  j ob .  

80 . 

· ·1 · nr n . · c1 · 



i i i )  Empi ri cal research 

Studi es of j ob i nvol veme nt s h ow a genera l ly  pos i t i ve a s s oc i ati on 
between j ob i n vol vement and j ob sat i sfacti on ( Rab i n owi tz and  
Ha l l ,  1 9 77 ) , and  a negat i ve re l at i ons h i p w i th emp l oyee tu rnove r 
and absentee i sm ( Fa rri s ,  197 1 ; S i egel and  Ru h , 1 973 ; Patchen , 
1 965 , al l c i ted by Newton and  Keena n ,  1 983 , p . 1 69 ) . Ra bi nowi tz 
and  Ha l l fu rther s h ow that the j ob i n vol ved i n di vi dual has the 
fol l ow i ng  characte ri s ti cs : he i s  a bel i eve r i n  the conve nti onal  
work eth i c ;  he is  gene ral l y  ol der and  has an i nte rnal l ocus of 
con trol ; he work s on a s t i mu l ati ng  j ob and parti ci pates i n  the 
dec i s i on-mak i ng p roces s ;  he general l y  has  a s ucces sful work 
h i s tory and  i s  not ve ry l i ke l y  to l ea ve the orga n i zati on . 

I t  was p re vi ous l y  s tated that both pers onal i ty cha racteri s t i cs as  
wel l as factors i n  the work envi ronme nt  a re i mp o rtant i n  the 
p red i cti on of j ob i nvol vement . Emp i ri cal  research has been 
ca rri ed  ou t on the re l ati ons h i p  between j ob i nvol veme nt a nd both 
Mach i a vel l i an i sm and  a l i enati on ; h oweve r ,  the re l ati ons h i p 
between j ob i nvol veme nt and  the other  two s tyl es  ( dependence and  
au tonomy }  has  not been i n ves ti gate d . The  i nc l u s i on of  the j ob 
i nvol veme nt  va ri ab l e i n  the p resent  res e a rch s erve d as  an  a i d for 
the cons tru ct val i dati on of the model categori es of Mach i avel 
l i an i sm and  a l i enati on . 

H ol l on ( 1 983 } h as s hown Mach i a vel l i a n i sm to be ne gati vel y 
co rrel ated wi th j ob i nvol vement . As di s cu s sed  i n  Secti on 3 . 2 . 2 ,  
th i s  a s s oci ati on i s  i ncons i s tent  w i th the Mach i a vel l i an ' s  
s tri vi ng  for succe s s  and  h i s h i gh ach i eveme nt  mot i va t i on . I t  i s  
l i ke l y  that Mach i a vel l i ans i nvol ve themse l ves i n  thei r j obs for  
the i r own ends rather than for the ends of  the i r emp l oye rs . 

The as s oci ati on between j ob i n vol vement and  work a l i enati on has  
been  di s cu s s ed ea rl i er i n  th i s  s ecti on . Th ese  concepts are 
vi ewed as oppos i te to one another i n  the res ea rch l i tera tu re • 

. The resu l ts of nume rou s s tudi es s u g ges t th at the  a l i enated worker  
i s  not i n vol ved wi th h i s j ob ( see Secti on 3 . 4 . 2 } . 
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I n  l ine with the approach that j ob invol vement is a personal ity 
attribute , the author expects dependent and autonomous peopl e to 
be j ob invol ved. The dependent person is most concerned  about 
p l easing other peopl e .  He is therefore expected to invest much 
energy in doing h i s work wel l ( al though rel ying on the hel p and 
support of others) in order to gai n approval . He is thus l ike l y 
to be j ob invol ved .  The autonomous person is l ikel y  to approach 
his j ob in a mature way and to attempt to derive the maxi mum 
benefit from his work. He is thus al so l ike l y to be j ob 
invol ved. 

4.3 Conclusi ons 

A number of consistent trends emerge from the l iterature reviewed 
on the personal ity and j ob -rel ated variab l es .  The theoretical 
1 i terature impl ies that the autonomous person is sel f-rel iant ,  
al though not to  the extent that he shuns other peop l e. It  is 
hence l ike ly  that the autonomous person has an internal l ocus of 
control based on real istic perceptions of causal ity. Contrary to 
e xpectation , hONever,  empirical research shONs that the high l y  
Machiavel l ian person has an external l ocus of control . Numerous 
exp l anations of this finding have been proposed ( s ee Section 
4 . 1 .l ( ii i ) ) .  There is a consistent trend in the theoretical and 
research 1 i terature that shows the al ienated person to have an 
external control orientation. Theoretical research suggests that 
the dependent person is al so l ikel y to have an external l ocus of 
control . 

The theoretical l iterature provides strong support for the 
association between Horney ' s  three interpersonal ori entations 
( comp l iance , aggression and detachment ) and the interpersonal 
sty l es of dependence , Machiavel l ianism and al ienation. This 
association has not , hc::Mever , been the subj ect of empirical 
reseach. 

The j ob satisfaction l iterature sug gests that personal ity factors 
of the worker, as wel l as cha racteri sti cs of the j ob itsel f 
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i nfl u ence j ob s ati sfacti on . The re i s  cl e a r  emp i ri cal  evi dence 
that a l i enated workers have l o� l evel s of j ob s ati sfacti on . The 
al i enated work e r  has al s o  been shown to have a l ow  l evel of j ob 
i nvol vement . U nfortu natel y ,  there a re no  c l ear emp i ri cal  
f i ndi n gs on the re l ati ons h i p between e i ther  j ob s ati s tacti on or 
j ob i nvol vement and the s ty l es of Mach i a vel l i an i sm ,  au tonomy and 
dependence . Th e theoreti cal l i teratu re , howeve r ,  s uggests that 
j ob sati sfacti on and j ob i n vol veme n t ,  cons i de red as pers onal i ty 
or  " s i tuati on-f ree " va ri abl es , are l i ke l y  to be fa i rl y h i gh among  
peop l e cha racteri zed by these th ree s ty l es . 

5. AREA OF CONCERN, HYPOTIIESES AND ANALYSIS  TECHNIQUES OF TIIE 
·PRESENT STUDY 

Th i s  secti on i s  devoted to th ree ma i n  as pects of the p resent 
s tu dy . Each one is  dea l t w i th i n  a sepa rate s u bsecti on : i n  the 
f i rs t  s ubs ecti on the ma i n  a rea of conce rn of the s tudy i s  s et ou t 
and the ai ms a re formal l y  s tated ; i n  the second s u bs ecti on the 
hypotheses a re framed and j u sti f i cati ons for each are p resented . 
The th i rd s u bsecti on deal s w i th the anal ys i s  tech n i ques u sed i n  
the s tudy . 

5.1 The Mai n Area of Concern and Aims of the Study 

I n  the p revi ou s secti ons , the auth or p roposed  a model of 
i nte rpers onal s ty l es based on two aspects of tru s t :  trust  i n  
ones el f or sel f-es teem ,  and  tru s t  i n  others or i nterpers onal  
tru s t . Accordi ng  to th i s  mode l , four p rev i ous l y  u n re l ated s tyl es 
of i nte rpe rs ona l  i nteracti on ( depende nce , Ma c h i avel l i an i sm ,  
autonomy and a l i e nati on ) can be rel ated i n  terms of these two 
tru s t  di me ns i ons . A di agrammati c rep res entati on of the model 
was p resented i n  F i gure 1 . 2 of Secti on 1 .  

The a i ms of the present s tudy can  now be forma l ly  s tated : 
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Ai ms 

a )  To i nvest i gate the cro ss-val i di ty of the model usi ng  d i fferent 
sampl es . 

b )  To i nvest i gate the construct va l i di ty of the model vi a :  
i )  the resul ts of di rect and i n di rect measures of the i nter

persona l  sty l es ; and 
i i ) t he resu l ts of c l uster anal ysi s techn i ques .  

5 . 2  The Hypotheses of the Study . 

The hypotheses of the study are grouped i nto three d i fferent 
c l asses . Each c l ass dea l s wi th  an  aspect of the val i di ty of t he 
; nterpersona 1 sty l es mode 1 • The f i rst c l  ass i s  concerned wi th  
the c ross-va l i d i ty of  t he model ; i n  the second and t h i rd 
c l asses ,  two di f ferent approaches are used to exami ne the  
construct val i d i ty of the model . 

5 . 2 . 1  The hypothesi s of the fi rst cl ass 

The f i rst c l ass conta i ns on l y  one hypothesi s. Th i s hypothesi s 
was framed i n  order to exami ne the consi stency of vari ous aspects 
of the model across di fferent popul ati ons . As i t  i s  d i fferent i n  
form from t he other hypotheses of the study , i t  i s  stated 
separatel y. 

Hypothesi s 1 :  The re l at i ve orderi n gs of the i nterpersona l  sty l es 
i n  terms of the scores obta i ned for the persona l i ty a n d  
j ob-rel ated vari ab l es are stabl e ac ross d i fferent popu l at i ons .  

The  test of  th i s  hypothesi s is  basi ca l l y  a c heck  on whether t he 
orders of the persona l i ty and  work-rel ated vari abl es are 
consi stent for di fferent popul at i ons c l assi f i ed accordi ng to the 
I nterpersonal Sty l es Model . The model wou l d not be useful  i f  i ts 
resu l ts were i nconsi stent from sampl e to sampl e. Hence the 
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es tabl i s hment of th e cros s -va l i di ty of the mode l i s  extreme l y  
i mportan t .  

5 .2 .2 .  The hypotheses of the second cl ass 

I n  the hypoth eses of the second c l  a s s , the ·exp ected orde rs a re 
l i s ted of the pe rs onal i ty a nd j ob - re l ated va ri abl es for the fou r  
grou ps of peopl e cl ass ified accordi ng to the Interpersonal Styl es 
Model . These  hypotheses  were f ramed to tes t whether the expected 
o rderi n gs wou l d be the same as the orde ri n gs sugges ted by the 
th eoreti cal  l i teratu re for peopl e characteri zed by the four 
i nterpersonal styl es . Th e hypotheses  a re grou ped i nto fi ve 
ca tegori es con ce rned res pecti ve l y  wi th Horney ' s  ( 1 945 , 1950 )  
i nte rpers onal ori entati ons , Mach i a vel l i  a n i  sm ,  1 ocus  of  control , 
a l i enati on and anomi a ,  and work -re l ated va ri abl es . Th ey are 
forma l l y  s tated i n  Tabl e 5 . 1 .  I n  Fi gu re 5 . 1 ,  the hypotheses a re 
p resented graph i cal l y  i n  terms of the model . 

I n  the s tatement of these hypothes es , the names of the s tyl es  
purportedl y represented by the q uadra nts of  the  mode l appear 
between qu otati on ma rks . Th i s  i s  to emphas i ze that the 
hypotheses a re tes ted i n  terms of the categori es  of the mode l , 
rather than on di rect measu res of the i nte rpers onal  s tyl es . 
Th u s , peop l e h i gh i n  both tru s t  and  se l f-es teem a re referred to 
as " au tonomous " ,  peopl e l Ofl  i n  both trust  and s e l f-es teem a re 
referred to as " a l i enated " a nd s o  on . Howeve r no  q uotati on ma rk s 
appear i n  the secti on on the j us t i f i cati on of the hypotheses , 
s i nce these  j u sti f i cati ons a re based  on the i nterpersonal  s tyl es  
rev i ewed i n  the p revi ous chapte rs , rather than on the categori es 
of the mode l . 

Th rou ghout the d i s cu s s i on of the hypoth eses , H orney ' s  three 
i nte rpe rs onal  ori enta ti ons ( comp l i a nce , aggres s i on and detach
ment ) , the l ocus  of  control d i mens i ons a nd the  i nte rpe rs onal  
s tyl es  va ri abl es  wi l l  be col l ecti ve ly  referred to as  " the 
pe rs onal i ty vari abl es 11 • 
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The s tatement and j u s ti f i cati on of these hypotheses are now 
presented. 

The hypotheses on Horney ' s  i nterpersonal orientations 

Th ree hypotheses were p roposed to test the as soci ati on between 
Horney I s ori entati ons and the i nterpersonal s tyles categori es .  
Hypothes i s  2a proposes that dependent people are the mos t 
compli ant , followed by autonomou s people and then lastly by 
Mach i avelli an and ali enated peop l e .  Mach i avelli an and ali enated 
people are not expected to di ffer s i gni f i cantly on personali ty 
characteri st i cs such as unself i s hnes s ,  sympathy and humi li ty. As 
the i tems of the compli ance subscale of Cohen ' s ( 1967 ) scale 
appear to reflect a benevolent ori entat i on as well as a compli ant 
one , i t  i s  li kely that the compli ance scores of autonomou s people 
wi ll be fai rly h i gh ,  although probably not as h i gh as those of 
dependent people . Cons i der , for example , the followi ng two i tems 
of the compli ance s u bscale wh i ch the subj ect must  rate i n  terms 
of des i rabi 1 i ty : 1 1 Gi vi ng comf art to those  i n  need of f ri ends 1 1 

and, 1 1To gi ve ai d to the poor and the underpri vi li ged 1 1
• 
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F i gure 5 . 1 :  Hypothes i zed orderi ngs of the personal i ty and job-re l ated 
var i ab l es for each category of the model . 

Com p l i a nce  
Aggre s s i on 
Det achme n t  

M ac h I V  
M ac h  t ac t i c s 
M ac h  v i ews 
M ac h mor a l i ty 

L even s o n 1 s i nt er n a l  l ac 
Leven s o n ' s  pow o t he r s  
L e ve n�o n 1 s ch ance  l ac 
R u s s e l l ' s i nt er n a l  
R u s s e l l 1 s  ext ern a l  

Gen er a l  a l i en a t i on 
Work  a l i en a t i on 
Anom i a 

l ac 
l oc 

Gen j o b  s at i s f act i on 
R an k  
Job  i n v o l vement 

l ac 

HIGH SELF-ESTEEM 
l ow 
h i -gh 
med i um 

h i g h 
h i gh 
h i gh 
h i g h 

med i um 
med i um 
f a i r l y  l ow 
med i um 
med i um 

f a i r l y  h i gh 
f a i r l y  h i gh 
f a i r l y h i gh 

h i g h 
h i g h 
h i g h 

Comp 1 i an c e  
.4g gr e s s  i on 
Det achment 

Mach I V  
Mach t act i c s 
M ac h  v i ews 
Mach mor a l i ty 

Leven s on ' s  i nt ern a 1 l ac 
L ev en s on ' s  pow other s  
L e ve n s on ' s  c h a n ce  l ac 
R u s s e l l ' s i n t er n a l  
R u s s e l l ' s ex t ern a l  

Gener a 1 a 1 i e n  at i on 
Work  a l i en at i on 
Anom i a 

l oc 
l ac 

Gen j o b  s at i s f act i on 
R a n k  
Jo b i n vo l vement  

l ac 

LO�cJ TRUST M.li.CHIAVELL IAN ISM AUTONOMY 
AL IENATION DEPENDENCE 

Comp l i anc e 
Aggr e s s i o n 
Det achmen t  

M ac h  I V  
M ac h  t act i c s 
M ach  v i ews 
M ach  mor a l i ty 

Leven s o n 1 s i nt er n a l  l ac 
L e ve n s o n ' s  pow ot her s  l oc 
Leve n s o n ' s  ch anc e l a c 
R u s s e l  1 ' s  i n t ern a l  l ac 
R u s s e  1 1  1 s ex t er n  a 1 1 o c  

Ge ner a l  a l i e n at i o n 
Har k a l i e n at i on 
Anom , a 

Gen job  s at i s f ac t i o n 
R an k  
J o b  i n vo l vement 

l ow 
med i um 
h i g h 

med i um 
med i um 
h i gh 
h i g h 

l ow 
h i gh 
h i g h 
l ow 
h i g h 

h i g h 
h i g h 
h i gh 

Comp l i an c e  
Aggr e s s i on 
Det achmen t  

Mach I V  
Ma c h  t act i c s 
Mac h v i ews 
Mach mor a l i ty 

L e ve n s o n ' s  i n t er n a l  l oc 
L e ven s o n ' s  pow o t h er s  l ac 
L e ven s o n ' s  c h ance  l ac 
R u s s e l l ' s i nt ern a l  l ac 
R u s s e l l ' s ext ern a l  l oc 

Gen er a l  a l i e n at i on 
Work a l i en at i on 
An em i a 

Gen j o b  s at i s f act i on 
Ran k  

l o w 
med i um 
l ow Job i n vo l vemen t  

LOW SEL -ESTEEM 

8 7 . 

med i um 
l ow 
l ow 

l ow 
l ow 
l ow 
l ow 

h i gh 
l ow 
l ow 
h i g h 
l ow 

l ow 
l ow 
l ow 

h i gh 
h i g h 
h i g h 

h i gh 
l ow 
l ow 

l ow 
l ow 
l ow 
l ow 

l ow 
h i g h 

HIGH TRUST 

fa i r l y  h i gh 
l ow 
h i gh 

f a i r l y  l ow 
f a i r l y  l ow 
f a i r l y  l ow 

h i g h 
l ow 
h i gh 



OJ 
OJ 

Tob ie 5 - 1 : l�toos l zod orders of tho l nierpe,-sone l  style C8togorles for ench of too personnl l ty nnd Job-ro l oted vnr l 8b l es 

Cetegory Hypo-
thes I s  

Name 

21'.1 

A Horney ' s three 

I ntorporsona l  2 b  

or l ontet l ons 

2c 

3e 

B Mach l evel  I I an I sm 3b 

(Mllch I V )  

3c 

3d 

-
Ver l ab l e  Name 

Name 

Comp l l nnce 

Aggres s i on 

Oe1 echment 

Tote ! score 

Tact i c s  

V i ews 

t-bre l l ty 

der• of the I n terperson a l  S ty l es Hypothos I zed Ore 

ll l gh 

"Oopendont" 

"Mach I eve 1 1  I en" 

"Al l eneted" 

"M11ch I eve 1 1  I 11n" 

"Mach l eve l I l en" 

"Mllch l 11vel  I ! en" 

"A l l en a toci" 

"1-l<'lch I ovo I 1 1  en" 

"Al l enated" 

'Autonomous" 

"Al l ene1ed" 

'Mach I ave 1 1  I an" 

"A l l en11ted" 

"Al l en11ted" 

Low 

"M,,ch I ,1ve I I I 11n" 

"A l h>11 11t.-,d" 

"Oependen t·" 

"Au tonom0us" 

"fl11rn11d,,nt" 

"Au tonomnus" 

"()op<>n rl<'n t" 

"Autonomous" 

"[>C>p0nd11nt "  

"f\u tono:nciuo;:" 

"Dependant" 

"Au tonnmous" 

"r.,epend!'.'nt"  

"Au tonon,ous" 
- ----- --------- --- ----

C 

D 

E 

• 

4e Levl'lnson' ,; I nterne I 

4b .Levenson '  s powor· f u l  othors 

Locus of  control 4c Levenson' s ch1mco 

-1d Russo I I ' s  bch11v l orol d l n·torn1.1 I 

40 Ruc;so l l ' s  boh1iv l oro l d  e>< lernn l  

-
Al l ennt l on 511  M11dd l • s genor i, I  a l  l on11t l o11 

end 5b �1add I •  s work e 1 1  onat  I on 

Anom i e  5c Sro l e '  s 11n0<1'1 l <'l  

6a Job Sat l s f act l oo  (>f.tnore l  

Work-re l ated 

ver l nb l es 6b R11nk 

6c Job I nvol vemen t 

"Au tonomous" 

"O.,pendon t" 

"Al lona tnd" 

"Al l nn11tod" "Oopenden 

"Autonomous" 

"Oer,,·nd�r, t" 

"Al loM tod 

"Mach I eve 1 1 1  an" 

"Mach I ave l  I I 1m" 

t" "M,ir:h l 11ve l l l 11n" 

'Mllch I 1we I I I an" 

'P.1.,ch I ave I I I rm" 

---------
"Al  l enotod" "M,,ch l ave 1 1  I 11n" "Dependent" 

"Al l enaterl" "Mach i !')V8 l l l 11n" "D!'.'ponde n t" 

"Al  l e,natod" "M.:ich l eve 1 1  I 110" "Dependent" 

"Oeponden t "  

"M.�ch I evo I I I en" 

"Autonon,ous" 

"Ml'lch I i,ve 1 1  I en" "A l l enated" 

"Autonomous 

"O<>pend<':'n t "  

"Mllch l av<J I I I an" 

"Au tonomous" 

"Derenden 1 "  

" A l  l enated" 

"Autonomous" 

"Auton()ffl(JtJs" 

"Oorendent" 

"A l  l nn,'\ l ed" 

"Autonomous" 

"Au ton=us" 

"Au tonom--ius" 
It Au tonOlll()US" 

"Al l ennted" 

"Oeponden t" 

"Al l eneted" 

The l nterpersonol sty l es aro mere l y  r11nk-ordored on each of the ver l ab l os :  the sca l e  of  e11ch vor l 11b l e  I s  ord l no l  rather than 

equa l - I nterva l . 

I I I I --

I I I I I 
-------

·-

' 

-

. 

. 

-- -------

·-



The hypothes i s  on aggres s i on ( hypothes i s  2b ) p roposes that 
Mach i avel l i an peopl e have the h i ghes t amount 
f o 1 1  owed by a 1 i ena ted peop 1 e ,  and then by 

of aggres s i on ,  
dependent and 

autonomous peopl e .  I n  addi t i on · to the proposed as soc i ati on 
between Mach i avel l i an i sm and Horney ' s  aggres s i ve ori entati on i n  
the l i terature ,  the s tudi es of Rus sel l ( 1974 ) and Touhey ( 1 971 ) 
h ave demons trated a rel at i ons h i p between aggres s i on a nd 
Mach i avel l i a n i sm ( see Secti on 3 . 2 . 2 ) . Aggres s i on h a s , however ,  
al so been as soci ated wi th the al i enated person ( see Secti on 
3 . 4 . 2 ) . I t  i s  thus l i ke ly that a l i enated peop l e  w i l l  a l so score 
h i gh on Cohen ' s  ( 1 967 ) aggres sion subsca l e ,  al though not as h i gh 
as Mach i avel l i ans . Th i s  i s  because the i tems of Cohen ' s  subsca l e 
seem to characteri ze Mac h i avel l i an i sm rather than al i enati on . 
For examp l e ,  h i gh Machs woul d be more l i ke ly  to endorse i tems 
such as " Us i ng pul l to get ahead " and "A strong des i re to surpas s 
other ' s  achi evements " .  F i nal l y ,  autonomous and dependent peopl e 
a re expected to have a 1 ow l evel of aggres s i on .  There i s  no 
evi dence to suggest that ei ther of these two groups i s  h i gher or 
l ower than the other on th i s  va ri abl e .  

Accardi ng  to the hypothes i s  on the detached ori entat i on 
( hypothes i s  2c ) ,  a 1 i enated peop 1 e a re expected to be the most 
detached , fol l owed by Mac h i avel l i  ans  and then by dependent and 
autonomous peop l e .  Horney I s des c ri pti on of the detached 
ori entati on seems mos t cha racteri s ti c  of the a l i enated person 
( see Secti on 3 . 4 . 1 ) . It must be reca l l ed ,  however , that the h i gh 
Mach has al so been a s soc i ated wi th an emoti ona l l y  detached 
ori entati on : he h as been des cri bed i n  terms of the " cool 
syndrome" , that i s , he i s  s a i d to rema i n  emoti onal l y  un i nvol ved 
w i th others ( see Secti on 3 . 2 . 2 ) . On the other h and , the revi ews 
of the dependent and autonomous s ty l es s how that peopl e 
cha racteri zed by these s tyl es a re l i kel y to be i nvol ved w i th 
other peopl e rather than  detached { see Sect i ons  3 . 1 and 3 . 3 ) . 
There i s ,  however,  no evi dence i n  the 1 i terature wh i ch sugges ts 
that these two styl es can be rank ordered i n  terms of 
detachment .  
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The hypotheses on Machiavel l iani sm 

As p reviously described ( see Section 3.2.3 ) , Ch ristie ' s 11a 
p riori" categorization of items of the Mach I V  scale into 
Machiavellian tactics,  views and morality has fou nd empirical 
support . The results of a study based on items of Srole ' s  ( 1956 ) 
anomi a sea 1 e and the Mach I V  and V sea 1 es , suggest that anomi a 
scores are significantly correlated with Machiavellian 
orientation ( or views)  scores , but that there is 1 i ttl e 
relationship between anomia scores and Machiavellian tactics 
scores . It  seems feasible that both Machiavellian and alienated 
people share similarly negative views of people but that 
alienated people remain resigned and passive in outlook , while 
Machiavellians actively manipulate other people . Thus both 
Machiavellian and alienated people would be expected to be high 
on Machiavell ian views and morality. This is proposed in 
hypotheses 3c and 3d according to which Machiavellian and 
alienated people are not expected to differ significantly on 
Machiavellian beliefs . There is no basis in the Machiavellianism 
1 i teratu re for rank ordering dependent and autonomous people on 
the Mach I V  total score or subscores. All that is clear from the 
literature is that these people are expected to have lower 
Machi avel 1 i an tendencies than those of Machi avel 1 i an and 
alienated people .  

The hypotheses on locus of control 

The rel ati onshi ps between 1 ocus of control and the fou r 
interpersonal styles were discussed in Section 4.1 . l ( iii ) .  
Br i efly , research has associated alienation , and especially 
Seeman I s ( 1 959 )  powerlessness variant of it, with an external 
locus of control. Whereas this association makes intuitive sense 
in view of the alienated person ' s  resigned but dissatisfied 
outlook , the positive association shown by empirical research 
between Mach i avellianism and external locus of control is not as 
easily explained . I n  spite of the many different rationaliz
ations of the association ( see Section 4 .1 . 1  ( iii ) ) ,  it sti 1 1  
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seems that the associ ati on between Machi avelli ani sm (as measured 
by the Mach IV and V scales } and external control locus i s  
counter-i ntui ti ve. I f  Machi avelli ans di d not beli eve that thei r 
behavi our affected the envi ronment to bri ng about the rei nforce
ments they seek , they would not pursue thei r mani pulati ve 
behavi oural tacti cs. Hence i t  seems li kely that Machi avelli ani sm 
would be, to some extent , posi ti vely associ ated wi th an i nternal 
control ori entati on. The research l i terature has, however ,  shown 
Machi avelli ani sm to be largely uncorrelated wi th Levenson ' s  
( 197 2 )  i nternal control di mensi on (see Secti on 4.1 .l (i i i }  for a 
detai led di scussi on of the locus of control of Machi avelli ans ) . 

There i s  no emp i ri cal research on the control ori entati ons of 
dependent and autonomous people. It i s ,  however ,  li kely that the 
dependent person, consi stent w ith hi s reli ance on the help and 
support of others , would have an externa 1 1 ocu s. On the other 
hand , the mature , i ndependent outlook of the autonomous person 
would seem to be consi stent wi th an i nternal locus. The author 
expects the autonomous person foll owed by the Machi avelli an to 
have a stronger i nternal control ori entati on and a weaker 
external control ori entati on on the scales of Levenson ( 1 97 2 )  and 
Russell ( 1 982 ) , than those of ali enated and dependent people. 
There appears to be no basi s for rank orderi ng ali enated and 
dependent people on Levenson ' s  i nternal and powerful others 
di mensi ons and on Russell ' s  di mensi ons. It does, however ,  seem 
li kely that the ali enated person , who resi-gns hi mself to hi s 
si tuati on and does 1 i ttl e to i mprove i t , would strongly b.el i eve 
i n  the role of fate and chance events. 

The hypotheses on al i enati on and anomi a 

The ali enati on and anomi a hypotheses of category D propose that 
ali enated people score the hi ghest on Maddi ' s  ( 1 979 }  Ali enati on 
Test and Srole ' s  ( 1 956 )  anemi a scale , followed i n  turn by 
Machi avelli ans , dependent people and then by autonomous people. 
As the Mach IV scale has been shown to have an anemi a component 
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( s ee Secti on 3 . 2 . 3 ) , peopl e wi th h i gh Mach  I V  total score s  woul d 
be expected to score h i gh l y on Sro l e ' s ( 1956 ) a nomi a s ca l e .  I n  
addi ti on , Mac h i  ave 1 1  i a n s  have been a s s oci ated wi th a detached  
ori entati on ( s ee Secti on 3 . 2 . 2 ) and woul d thus  be  expected to  be  
f a i rl y h i gh on a l i enati on . Th e au tonomou s pers on ,  on the  other  
han d ,  who  i s  recepti ve to  the v i ews of  others and  i s  w i  1 1  i ng  to  
reci p rocate wi th h i s  own servi ces , i s  1 i ke l y  to  be the 1 eas t  
a l i e nated a n d  the l east  a n omi c .  The deoendent pe rs on i s  a l s o  
e xpected t o  be l ow  o n  a l i enati on , for h e  s ees h i ms el f a s  part of 
a group of peop l e rather tha n  as an  i n d i v i du a l . Hence ,  h i s 
a tti tude i s  1 i ke l y to be refl ected i n  a l ow  anomi a score on 
Srol e ' s ( 1 956 ) s ca l e .  H i s  a l i enati on and a n omi a s cores a re n ot ,  
h oweve r ,  exp ected to be as  l ow a s  those  of the a u tonomou s p e rs on ,  
f or the dependent pe rson a l w ays  s tri ves to be a ccepted by oth e rs 
and  hereby ove rcomes h i s fea rs of i s ol ati  on . The a u tonomou s 
pe rs on ,  on the other h a n d ,  h as a matu re s ense  of real i ty and  
fea rs nei ther i s ol ati on nor depende n ce . 

The hypotheses on work-related vari ables 

The f i n a l  hypothes i s  category dea l s w i th the work - re l a ted 
vari abl es of  gene ral  or ove ra l l j ob s ati s facti on , j ob rank  and  
j ob i nvol vement . The j ob s ati s facti on of peop l e cha racte ri zed by 
the f our  i nterpe rs onal  s tyl es was di s cu s s ed i n  Secti on  
4 . 2 . l ( i i i ) . On  the bas i s  of  the  evi den ce revi ewe d ,  i t  was  
conc l u ded that both pers ona l i ty a nd s i tuati onal factors h a ve an  
i nf l u e nce on a pers on ' s  j ob s ati sf acti on . The re was , howeve r ,  no  
rel i ab l e ev i dence i n  the l i teratu re to p ropose that workers 
characteri zed by the s tyl es  of depen de nce , Ma ch i avel l i  a n i  sm and  
au tonomy can  be  rank ordered on j ob s ati s facti on , w i thout 
e xami n i ng  the chara cteri s ti cs  of the i r j obs . On the othe r  h an d ,  
emp i ri cal  evi den ce h as s h own that the a l i e nated pe rs on i s  
general l y  di s s ati s f i ed  w i th h i s j ob .  The hypothes i s  on general  
j ob s at i s facti on ( 6a )  the ref ore p roposes that a l i e nated peopl e 
h ave the l owes t  l evel of j ob s at i sfacti on . No di s ti ncti ons  a re 
made among peop l e characte ri zed by the other th ree s ty l es . 

9 2 .  



J ob rank or seniority is the only biographical variable on which 
an hypothesis is based. The author has no reason to believe that 
interpersonal styles can be rank ordered according to age , level 
of education or length of service. For example, some workers , as 
they grow older, may become more autonomous ,  whereas others may 
become dependent on their younger col 1 eagues. Alternatively , 
older workers may feel alienated from their younger and more 
innovative col leagues. 

With respect to j ob rank , however , the author expects 
Machiavellian and autonomous people to be more senior. Firstly , 
research has shown this to be so with Machiavellians ( see Section 
3.2.2 ( iv ) ) .  Secondly , it is likely that the self-actualized or 
autonomous person would be successful in his career. The 
dependent person , who is unable to work by himself or make 
decisions for himself , is likely to hold a j ob of lower rank. 
The rank of the alienated person is likely to be somewhere in the 
middle. The j ob rank hypo thesis the ref ore proposes that 
Machiavellian and autonomous people have j obs of the highest rank 
followed by alienated people and lastly by dependent people . 

The third hypothesis of the work-related category proposes that 
alienated people are the least j ob involved. No rank order is 
posited for people characterized by the other three styles. As 
in the case of j ob satisfaction, j ob i nvo1 vement seems to be a 
function of both situation-free elements such as personality 
cha racteri s ti cs , as we 1 1  as cha racteri s ti cs of the work 
environment. Research has consistently shown there to be a 
negative relationship between alienation and j ob involvement ( see 
Section 4.2.2 (iii ) ) .  Although there is no clear evidence of the 
j ob involvement of people characterized by the other three 
styles , the author expects these peop 1 e to be j ob i nvo 1 ved ( see 
Section 4.2.2 ) . It seems likely that the alienated person is the 
1 east j ob involved. 
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5 .2 .3 .  The hypothesi s of the thi rd cl ass 

Th e hypothes i s  of th i s  cl as s was formu l ate d  i n  orde r  to ascerta i n 
whether the pers onal i ty vari abl e� i nc l u ded i n  the s tu dy ( apart 
f rom s el f -esteem and  tru s t )  coul d be grou ped ,  u s i ng  c l u s te r  
anal ys i s  tec h n i ques , i nto f our  c l u s te rs wh i ch wou l d e s se nti al l y  
correspond  to the fou r  categori es of the model . If  th i s  were s o ,  
i t  coul d be sa i d that the categori zati on of the I nte rpe rs on a l  
Styl e s  Model w a s  es s enti al l y  t h e  s ame a s  the o n e  that woul d b e  
obtai ned based o n  a natu ral c l u s teri ng o f  pers onal i ty measu res 
k nown to be rel ated  to the fou r  i nterpers ona l  s tyl e s . Th i s  wou l d 
l end cre dence to the cons truct val i d i ty of the model . 

The hypoth es i s  may be forma l l y  s tated as fol l ow s :  

Hypothes i s  7 :  When scores on the pe rs onal i ty vari a b l es are 
c l u s ter anal y s e d ,  c l u s te rs wi l l  eme rge contai n i ng  s ubs tanti al l y  
the s ame peopl e a s  the groups f ormed by performi ng medi an s pl i ts 
on the p ri nci p al comp onent scores  deri ved f rom the c l a s s i f i er 
vari ab l es . 

5 .3 Analysi s Techniques 

I n  the p resent resea rch , severa l  di fferent  anal y s i s techn i ques  
we re u s ed i n  the p roces s i ng of  the data . I nc l u ded among these  
tech n i ques a re :  p ri nc i p al comp onent ana ly s i s ,  ana ly s i s  of 
vari ance ( ANOVA ) , Mantel  1 s ( 1983 )  method for orde red compari s on s , 
the b i n omi al  tes t ,  the ch i -s quare tes t  and  c l u s ter  a nal y s i s .  As 
the ANOVA tec h n i ques and  the b i nomi al and  ch i  - squa re tes ts a re 
wel l docume nted i n  the l i terature ( s ee ,  for examp l e ,  Con ove r ,  
197 1 ; Ros coe , 1 97 5 ) , they a re n ot des cr i bed i n  th i s  s ecti on . 
Spec i a l  attenti on i s ,  howeve r ,  devoted to the descr i pti on of the 
other techn i ques menti one d ,  and to thei r appl i cati ons i n  the 
p res ent res ea rch . 
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5 .3 .1 Component analysi s  

Component analysis is suitable in cases such as the present study 
where the obj ective of the ana 1 ys is is to summarize the maj or 
part of the information contained in the original variables in 
terms of a sma 1 1  er number of va ri ab 1 es , rather than to account 
for j ust the correlations among the original variables. In the 
present study , component analysis was used to combine the various 
measures of self-esteem and trust into global indices . 

Component analysis is most frequently thought of as a factor 
analysis of a correlation matrix with l ' s  instead of 
communalities along its principal diagonal { Mulaik , 1972 , 
p.1 74 ) . The component analysis model does not distinguish 
between the common and unique variance in the variables ; instead , 
it is designed to analyse the variables into a linearly 
independent set of component va ri ab 1 es from which the ori gi na 1 
variables can be derived . 

One of the maj or advantages of component ana 1 ys is over common 
factor analysis is that the former is a completely determinate 
model . This means that component analysis can directly compute 
the factor scores without the need to estimate them , as in the 
case of common factor analysis. The indeterminacy of the common 
factor model stems from the fact that it is mathematically 
impossible to determine the unique or exact common-factor scores 
from scores on the observed va ri ab 1 es. This is so even if one 
knows the population values for the correlations among the 
observed variables and the correlations between the observed 
variables and the common factors ( Mulaik , 1972 , p.327 ) .  The 
determinate component-analysis model is thus particularly 
well-suited to the present study where scores on the self-esteem 
and trust factors are required . 

Most factor analysts use the principal axes method for extracting 
components. This method is chosen since after any arbitrary 

95 . 



number of principal components have been extracted , the remaining 
variance to be accounted f or is a minimum f or this number of 
components extracted. This procedure of principal axes 
extraction of components is k nown as principal components 
analysis ( Mulaik , 1 97 2 ,  p.1 7 5 ) .  

Although in theory the variance of n variables is accounted for 
by n principal components, most factor analysts retain fewer than 
n principal components in practice. Kaiser ( 1 960 cited in 
Mulaik , 197 2 ,  p.176)  uses the number of principal components with 
eigenvalues greater than 1 as the criterion f or the number of 
principal components to retain. 

5 .3 .2 Mantel ' s  ( 1983) method for ordered compari sons 

Most of the hypotheses of the present study ( hyp otheses 2a - 6c ) 
propose that the true means of the personality or j ob-related 
variables assume a particular ordering across the f our 
interpersonal styles. 

A simple 1 -way Analysis of Variance ( ANOVA )  merely tests f or 
differences between the sample averages; the test does not take 
into consideration the degree of concordance between the 
anticipated and obtained orderings. I deally , in testing the 
hypotheses of the ordered alternatives , heightened power should 
be assigned to the significance test of the ordered alternatives 
when the observed data are in accord with the anticipated 
orderings. In such a case the usual F test would n ot be required 
to attain n ominal significance at the customary 5% or 1% levels. 
H owever, in a case where the obtained ordering is different from 
that anticipated , an extremely stringent significance test should 
be applied. I n  other words, the test would have to attain an 
extremely small level of  significance before the hypothesis could 
be retained. 

Mantel ( 1983 ) has devised a tech nique which assigns differential 
levels of power to tests of ordered alternatives depending on the 
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degree of concordance between the observed and anticipated 
orderings. His method thus provides a j oint test of the 
differences between the styles and of the ordering of these 
styles. 

Mantel ' s  method was used for the adj ustments of the significance 
levels of the ANOVA tests of hypotheses 2a - 6c. 

5.3 .3 Cl uster analysi s 

Cluster analysis techniques are used, for example, to search for 
natural groupings in the data, to simplify the description of 
large sets of data, and to generate hypotheses to be tested on 
future samples. I n  the present research , cluster analysis was 
applied in hypothesis 7. 

There are a number of different clustering algorithms ( see, for 
example , Hartigan, 1975 ) .  These algorithms have various 
procedures for searching through the set of all possible 
clusterings to find one that fits the data reasonably well. The 
K -Means Clustering algorithm { Hartigan, 1975 ) is well suited to a 
problem in which a number of obj ects are required to be 
partitioned. This method is thus appropriate to the present 
study where 12 personality variables and five classifier 
variables had to be arranged into clusters. · 

The K-Means Clustering Program ( Engelman and Hartigan, 1981) of 
the BMDP Sta ti s ti cal Software package (Dixon, 1981 ) was used in 
the present study. The program partitions a set of cases ( or 
observations ) into clusters. At the completion of the run , each 
case belongs to the cluster whose centre is closest to the case. 
The centre is defined as the mean of all cases in the cluster. 
The Euclidean di stance is used to measure the distance between 
each case and the centre of each cluster. The program begins 
with user-specified clusters or with all the data in one cluster 
and splits one cluster into two clusters at each step. When the 
requested number of clusters is reached, cases are iteratively 
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real l ocated into the cl uster whose centre is cl osest. In the 
present study the number of cl usters speci fied was four. 

6. · QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN , SAMPLING APPROACH AND QUESTIONNAIRE 
ADMINISTRATION 

In Sec ti on 6 . 1 ,  an account is gi ven of the compil ation of the 
questionnaire used in the study. A discussi on of the sampl ing 
approach adopted and of the characteristics of the sampl es is 
presented in Section 6 . 2. In Section 6.3 the methods of 
questionnaire administration are described. 

6.1 Compi l ati on of the Questi onnaire 

The questionnaire was constructed in a re-usabl e  form : the 
instructions and the items of the scal es comprised one bookl et , 
and the subj ect was required to indicate his responses on a 
singl e ,  doubl e-sided answer sheet. The bookl ets were compact and 
coul d be used on several testing occasions. A questionnaire 
bookl et and answer sheet in each of the official l anguages may be 
found in Appendix B. 

In compil ing the questionnaire , the author was careful to ensure 
that the total response time required of a subj ect woul d not be 
more than an hour. If the response time were any l onger , 
respondents coul d ti re of the questionnaire and not comp 1 ete it 
di 1 i gentl y. I t  was al so considered unfair to expect organi z
a ti ons who participated in the study to rel ease their workers for 
testing for more than an hour. 

The questionnaire was constructed in five sections. As the 
cl assifier variabl es are fundamental to the Interpersonal Sty l es 
Model , the first two sections of the questionnaire were devoted 
to their measurement. The other three sections were composed of 
suitabl e  direct measures of the interpersonal sty l es as wel l as 
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measures of other personality and work-related variables known 
to be related to the styles ( see Section 4 ) .  These measures 
were grouped into sections according to similar response 
formats. The third section measures Horney ' s  three 
interpersonal orientations ; sections four and five include 
measures of the other personality variables ( alienation, anomia, 
Machiavelliani sm and locus of control) ,  and various aspects of 
j ob satisfaction. The biographical information required of the 
subj ect was presented separately at the beginning of the 
questionnaire . 

As several of the existing measures of the classifier variables, 
the personality variables* and the j ob-related variables were 
found to be inadequate, it was considered necessary to modify 
certain scales. The independent j udgements of three psycho
logists at the National Institute for Personnel Research (NIPR ) ,  
as well as the j udgement of the author, were used in the 
selection and modification of the items. These items were then 
translated into Afrikaans as virtually all the respondents of 
the two samples were Afrikaans speaking. Respondents could thus 
select whether they wished to be issued with English or 
Afrikaans questionnaires. 

In view of these modifications, the revised scales are not 
strictly comparable to the original seal es in terms of 
reliability, normality and other psychometric properties. In 
Section 7, the metric properties of the revised scales are 
presented, and their similarities and differences to those of 
the original scales are discussed . 

As previously mentioned, the direct measures of the 
interpersonal styles and the measure of other personality 
variables known to be related to the styles ( 1  ocus of control 
and Horney ' s  three interpersonal orientations ) ,  are referred to 
as "the personality variables" . 
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The que s ti onnai re was admi n i s te red  to two s amp l e s  ( s ee Secti ons  
6 . 2 and 6 . 3 ) . Ow i ng to the emp i ri cal res u l ts of  the s tu dy based 
on  the f i rs t  s amp l e ,  i t  was nece s s a ry to revi s e  the questi onna i re 
s l i ghtl y .  There a re thus two ve rs i ons of the qu esti onna i re . I n  
the s econd  ve rs i on ,  a scal e of j ob i nvol veme nt  was i ncorp orated 
i nto the s econd s ecti on of the questi onnai re . The rea s on f or 
thi s w i l l  become cl ea rer  i n  Secti on 7 .  

The s ca l es of the ques ti onna i re and  j us ti f i cati on  f or the 
revi s i ons  ma de a re n ON  di s cu s sed . A deta i 1 ed  accou nt  of the 
s ca l e modi f i cati ons i s  p resented i n  Appe n di x A .  

6.1.1 Scales used to measure the classifier variables 

i )  Self-esteem 
As descr i bed i n  Secti on  4 ,  the auth or conce i ves  of s el f -e s  teem 
and trust  as gl oba l  personal i ty attri butes wh i ch man i fest  
thems el ves  i n  a w i de vari ety of  contexts ( f or e xamp l e ,  work , 
s oc i a l , etc . ) . Any gene ral s e l f -es teem measu re p rovi des a n  
ove ra l  1 p i cture o f  the cons truct , bu t i s  u nl i ke l y t o  tap the 
cons truct accu ratel y i n  s pec i fi c  a reas . I n  v i ew of the 
i mportance of the s tudy of i nte rpers ona l  s tyl e s  i n  the work 
c ontext ( s ee Secti on 1 ) , the auth or cons i de red i t  neces s a ry to 
i nc l u de a mea s u re of sel f -e s teem s pec i f i cal l y  i n  the work 
context . By u s i ng both gene ral and  work -spec i f i c  measu re s , a n  
attemp t was made to  a s s e s s  gl oba l s el f -e s teem accu ratel y w i thou t 
negl ecti ng the work - re l ated comp onent . 

General self-esteem 
The  genera l  s el f -e s teem mea s u re s el ected f or the ques  ti onna i  re 
was the rev i sed ed i ti on of the J an i s -F i e l d Scal e ( Eagl y ,  1 967 ) . 
Th i s  sea  1 e ,  as  des c ri bed i n  Secti on 2 . 1 . 4 ,  i s  repu ted  to have 
s ati s factory p sychometri c p rope rti es . I t  takes on l y  a f ew 
mi n u tes to comp l ete and  i s  thu s  more s u i tabl e than  the other  
p opu l ar measu re of  se l f -es teem , the Ten ne s s ee Sel f -Concept Sca l e 
( F i tts , 1 964 , 1965 ) , w h i ch  req u i res abou t 20 mi n u tes to 
comp l ete . 
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As two of the i terns of the sea 1 e a re rep 1 i cas of one another 
( a 1 though reversed } ,  i t  was dec i ded to om i t  one of them. To 
restore the bal ance of pos i tive ly  and negative ly  keyed i tems , an 
addi tional i tem had to be om i tted. The i tem chosen for th is 
purpose was the on 1 y one in the sea 1 e wh ich  taps sel f-es teem in 
the work s i tuation. Th is om iss ion was not cons i de red serious 
s ince a comp lete sca le  of sel f-esteem in  the work s i tuation was 
incl uded in  the questionna i re. Examp l es of i tems of the 
questionna i re f rom the rev i sed Janis-F i el d sca le  a re :  

" How often do you feel infer ior  to most of the peopl e you know? "  
and 

" How often do you have the feel ing that you can do everyth ing 
we 1 1 ?  11 

Work-related self-esteem 
The onl y  ava i l ab le  sca le  of sel f-esteem spec i f ic  to the work 
env i ronment is that of Wagner and Morse ( 1975 ) .  As described in  
Section 2. 1 . 4 ,  th is scal e  taps an ind iv i dual ' s  fee l i ng of  
competence in the work setting. 

The sca le ,  unfortunatel y ,  has certain undes i rabl e  features. The 
wording of the i tems is often cumbersome and l oaded w i th 
psycho logical terms. As a resul t ,  the i terns a re d i fficul t to 
understand. Cons i der ,  for exampl e ,  the fol l ow ing  i tems of the 
sca l e :  

" P rob l ems he re a re easy to so l ve once you understand the various 
consequences of your actions , a sk i 1 1  I have acqu i red " ; 

" Th is type of work offers sub jective rewards ; the j ob is va l uab le  
to me for no other reason than I 1 i ke to do i t 11

; and 

11 If the work were onl y  more interesting I woul d be motivated to 
perform better " .  
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Wa gner and  Mo rse cl a i m that they admi n i s te red thei r scal e to bl u e  
col l ar worke rs . H oweve r ,  i t  appears u nl i kel y th at bl ue col l a r 
workers coul d have u nders tood these i tems . 

The a u thor was thu s  obl i ged to exc l u de such  i tems and to s el ect 
onl y  those that were c l  early s tated and  u n ambi guous . Afte r 
careful  con s i de rati on , 1 0  of the 23 i tems we re chos en , ba l a nced 
for di rec ti on  of  s cori ng ( s ee Appendi x A )  • E xamp 1 es of  two 
sel ected i tems are : 

1 1 1 feel th orough l y  fami l i ar wi th my j ob "  and  

" Th i s j ob makes me ten s e  and  anxi ou s " . 

The  sca l e appea rs i n  the f i rs t  secti on of the questi onnai re . 

i i )  Interpersonal trust 

General i nterpersonal trust 
The mea s u re of general  i nte rpers onal  tru s t  sel ected  for the 
questi onn a i re was the tru s t  s u bs c al e of the Comrey Pers onal i ty 
Scal es  ( CPS  : Comrey , 1970 ) . As di s c u s s e d  i n  Secti on 2 . 2 . 3 ,  the 
CPS i s  a c a refu l l y  cons tructe d ,  rel i abl e and val i d  i ns trume nt .  
Mos t  of i ts i tems are cl ear  and unambi guou s . The tru s t  s ubsca l e 
i s  qu i ck to a dmi n i s ter and s u i tabl e f or use  i n  work s etti n gs . 
F u rther , Comrey ' s  def i n i ti on of tru s t  ( T )  vers u s  defens i ve nes s , 
i s  i deal l y  s u i ted to the p resent s tu dy : 

" I ndi vi dual s who are h i gh on th i s  pers onal i ty f actor i n di cate 
that they bel i eve more than  the average pers on  i n  the bas i c  
h ones ty ,  tru s tworth i ness  and good i ntenti ons of other peop 1 e .  
They bel i eve that othe rs w i s h  them wel l a n d  they have fa i th i n  
h uman n a tu re . I ndi v i dual s who a re l ow on T a re cyn i cal , 
defens i ve ,  s u sp i c i ou s and  have a l ow opi ni on of the val u e  of the 
ave rage man . 1 1 ( Comrey , 1970 , p . 6 ) . 
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The on l y  i tems omi tted from the s ca l e were thos e that are badl y 
worded or use  Ame ri can co 1 1  oqu i a 1 1  i sms ( s ee Appendi x A )  • An 
examp l e of such an  i tem i s  : 

" I f you a ren ' t  wi l l i ng to f i gh t ,  peop l e w i l l  wal k a l l over you . 1 1 

An examp l e of an  i tem wh i ch was retai ned i s :  

"Mos t peop 1 e have a 1 ot more good than  bad i n  them . 1 1 

As p rev i ou s l y  exp l a i ned i n  the context of se l f -es teem , a genera l  
meas u re s u ch a s  the trust s ubs cal e o f  the CPS can n ot adequate l y  
tap s peci f i c a s pects o f  tru s t  ( f or examp l e ,  i n  the work 
context ) . It was thus  neces s a ry to i nc l u de a mea s u re of tru s t  
s peci f i c t o  the work s i tu ati on as  wel l . Fu rthermore , a meas u re 
of i nte rpe rs onal  trust  i n  the work s i tuati on s h ou l d tap both 
tru s t  i n  one ' s  co 1 1  eagu es and  i n  one ' s  s u pe ri ors as these  two 
as pects may be qu i te di ffe rent f rom one a n othe r .  Th ree measu res 
of tru s t  we re therefore i nc l u ded i n  the questi onna i re :  general  
tru s t ,  trust in col l ea gues and tru st i n  s uperi ors at work . 

Trust i n  one ' s  colleagues 
No  sca l e of speci f i c tru s t  i n  one ' s  col l ea gu es coul d be f ou nd .  
Certa i n i tems of gene ral i nte rpe rs onal  tru s t  s eal  es we re 
the refore adapted to refer to one ' s  col  1 eagu es  at work . Th es e 
i tems we re se l ected f rom Ba nta ' s  ( 196 1 )  Peop l e i n  General  Scal e ,  
Rotte r ' s ( 1 967 ) I nte rpers onal  Tru st  Sca l e ,  Wr i gh tsma n ' s  ( 1 964 ) 
P h i l os ophy of H uman N atu re Scal e ,  a nd the Tru st i n  Peop l e s ca l e 
( Robi n s on a nd Sh ave r ,  1 973 ) . 

The fol l owi ng  a re examp l es of hCM the i tems were reworded . 

Ori gi na l : " Anyone who comp l ete l y tru s ts a nyone e l se  i s  a sk i ng f or 
troub 1 e" ( an i tern from Banta ' s s ea 1 e ) ; 

Reworde d :  "Anyone who comp l ete l y  tru s ts h i s fel l ow work e rs i s  
ask i ng f or troub l e "  

and  
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Ori gi na l : 1 1Most peopl e are basi cal l y  honest" { a n  i tem f rom 
Wri ghtsman 1 s sca l e ) ; 

Reworded :  11 Most peopl e at work are basi ca l l y  honest . "  

I n  th i s  way , fourteen i tems were reworded to form a sca l e  of 
trust i n  one ' s  col l eagues . The scal e  was ba l a nced for di recti on 
of scori ng ( see Appendi x A ) . 

Trust in one ' s superiors 
The three-i tem sca l e of Roberts and O ' Re i l l y ( 1 9 74) was menti oned 
i n  Secti on 2 . 2 . 3 .  The i tems a re ,  however ,  too l engthy for a 
p aper-and-penci l test, and each  i tern requi res a di fferent 
response format . Consi der ,  for examp l e ,  the fol l owi ng two i tems : 

Item 1 :  

Item 2 :  

"How free do you feel to di scuss wi th your innediate 
superior the probl ems and  di f f i cul t i es i n  your j ob 
w i thout j eopardi z i ng your posi ti on or h avi ng i t  hel d 
agai nst you 1 ater 11 ? ;  

a nd  

• 1nnediate superiors at t imes must make dec i si ons 
wh i ch seem to be aga i nst the i nterests of 
subordi nates . When th i s  happens to you as a 
subordi nate ,  hON much trust do you have that your 
inmediate superior ' s  dec i si on was j usti f i ed by other 
consi derati ons" ? 

These i tems were reworded i n  a L i kert format as fol l ows : 

11 I genera l l y  feel f ree to di scuss wi th my i mmedi ate superi or the 
p robl ems and  di ff i cul ti es i n  my j ob wi thout havi ng it hel d 
aga i nst me l ater 11

• 

and  

" I  have l i ttl e trust and conf i dence i n  my i mmedi ate superi or 
rega rdi ng h i s  general fa i rness 11

• 
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It was necessary to split ·one of the ori gi na 1 i terns into two as 
it contained two ideas. A scale of four items measuring trust in 
one ' s  superior ( or superiors ) was thus obtained. Once again, the 
scale was balanced to guard against acquiescence response set 
(see Appendix A ) . 

6.1.2 Scales used to measure the personality variables 

Reputable seal es measuring all four of the interpersonal styles 
of the present study were not always suitable for use in the 
questionnaire. As discussed in Section 3.1.2 ,  the various scales 
of dependence all tap different concepts and there is no 
consensus as to which scale should be used. Unfortunately there 
was no scale -of dependence suitable for the present study in 
terms of its psychometric properties and response time. The same 
di ffi cul ti es were present in the measurement of autonomy: no 
short , reliable and valid scale of autonomy could be found ( see 
Section 3.3 . 2 ) .  It was thus decided to measure these 
i nterpersona 1 styles indirectly , vi a measures of Horney ' s 
interpersonal orientations , locus of control and other 
personality variables known to be related to the styles. 

There are, however , scales of Machiavellianism and alienation 
suitable for inclusion in the questionnaire. The 20-item Mach IV 

scale ( Christie , 1970 )  was used to tap Machiavellianism , and two 
dimensions of Maddi ' s  ( 1979 ) Alienation Test were used to measure 
alienation. 

i) Machiavellianism 
As described in Section 3 . 2 . 3 ,  the Mach I V  and V scales are the 
two scales used in empirical research on Machiavellianism. The 
Mach I V  scale is easier to administer, fill in and score than the 
Mach V sea 1 e. In the 1 atter, the respondent has the demanding 
task of having to work through a set of complex instructions to 
consider altogether 60 different items. It was considered 
unlikely that the majority of respondents would be able to manage 
the task in the a 1 1  otted ti me. The Mach IV seal e,  on the other 
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hand, has 20 relatively simple Likert-type items . It is easy to 
explain and easy to complete. This scale was therefore chosen 
above the Mach V scale as the measure of Machiavellianism in the 
present s tudy . 

i i )  Al ienation 
Maddi ' s  { 1 979) Ali enation Test  ( described in Section 3.4.2 ) 
appears to be one of the better measures of alienation. The 
scale taps four different types of alienation ( powerles snes s ,  
adventurousness , nihilism,  and vegitativenes s )  and five contexts 
in which alienation can occur (work , social i ns titutions , family , 
other persons , and self ) . A total alienation score ( summed 
acros s the various types and contexts of alienation) can also be 
computed. The scale can thus yield ten possible scores: a total 
alienation score , and an alienation score for each of the four 
types and five contexts of alienation . 

Respondents are instructed to indicate their degree of agreement 
or disagreement to each i tern on a s ea 1 e ranging from O to 100. 
On this scale , a score of zero indicates that a res pondent 
considers the item to be not at all true ; a score of 100 
indicates that the respondent considers the item completely 
true . 

Many of the items are worded very s trongly , for example , the 
third and fourth items in the work context: 

"Mos t of 1 if e is was ted in meaningl es s activity" ; and 

"If you have to work , you might as well choose a career where you 
deal with matters of life and death." 

In addition, some items are difficult to unders tand , for example , 
the twelfth item in the interpersonal relations context: 

"The best reason for getting involved with other people is 
participation in some action that can catch everybody up." 
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Such i tems a re perhaps  better unde rs tood i n  the Ame ri can  cul tu re 
than i n  Sou th Afri ca and were the refo re exc l uded f rom the 
q ues ti onn a i re ( s ee Appendi x A ) . 

As has been  p revi ous l y  expl a i ned ,  s ca l es were i nc l uded i n  the 
ques ti onna i re i n  orde r of i mportance and s i mi 1 a ri ty of respons e  
f ormat . I n  the case of Ma ddi ' s  Al i e nati on Test i t  proved much 
eas i er to use a f i ve-po i nt L i  k e rt a gree-di s agree s ea 1 e rather  
than the 0- 100 a g ree-di sagree resp onse  format . Maddi et  a l . 
del i be rately  worded ma ny i tems ve ry s trong ly  and  u sed  a 1 0 1-poi nt 
s ca l e so  that res pondents a re u n res tri cted i n  i n di cati ng thei r 
degree of agreeme nt or di s a greeme nt . Th e u se of a f i ve-poi nt 
s ca l e i mp l i es a much coa rs er measu reme nt s cal e and hence reduced 
abi 1 i ty on the part of the respondent  to i ndi cate h i s  degree of 
a g reeme nt or di s a g reement to each i tern . I t  was thus dec i ded to 
omi t ve ry s tron gl y worded i tems f rom the q uesti onn a i re ( s ee 
Appendi x A ) . Cons tra i nts on the l en gth of the questi onnai re ma de 
i t  i mp os s i bl e  to i ncl u de al l the s ubsecti ons  of the Al i enati on 
Tes t .  The contexts of the sca l e cons i de red most re l evant to the 
p res ent s tudy a re work and i nterpe rs onal  rel ati ons . It was 
deci ded that on l y  total al i enati on scores for these contexts we re 
neces s a ry ;  scores on the va ri ou s - types of a l i enati on woul d be 
based on on l y  a few i tems each and thus woul d be un l i kel y to be 
rel i abl e i ndi cators . 

Once the i tems of th ree of the f i ve contexts had been omi tted ,  a s  
wel l as  the ve ry s trongl y worded i tems a n d  those that were 
di ff i cul t to u n de rs tand ,  the re were on l y  1 2  i tems th at rema i ned 
to be i ncl uded i n  the ques ti onna i re :  ei gh t f rom the work context 
and f our  f rom the context of i nte rpe rs onal  rel ati ons { s ee 
Appendi x A ) . Th e va ri ou s types of al i enati on we re not as ses s ed ,  
a s  the number of the se  1 ected i terns u n de rl y i ng  each type was 
cons i dered too few to be a rel i abl e i ndi cator . Th e psyc h ometri c 
p rope rti es of the two abb revi ated al i e nati on subsca l es a re 
cons i de red i n  Secti on 7 .  
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i i i )  Anomi a 
Srole ' s  ( 1956 ) anemi a scale i s  the most popular anomi a  measure . 
The scale purportedly measures the degree of an i ndi vi dual ' s 
i ntegrati on wi th  h i s soc i al envi ronment. As di scussed i n  Sect i on 
3 . 4 . 1 ,  research on anomi a and ali enat i on are often li nked i n  t he 
psychologi cal and soc i ologi cal li terature . Srole ' s  9-i tem scale 
was thus i nc l uded i n  the questi onnai re . A revi ew on t he 
psychometri c properti es and cr i ti c i sms of the scale was presented 
i n  Sect i on 3.4.2. 

i v )  Horney's i nterpersonal ori entati ons 
The rel at i onsh i p between Horney I s ( 1945 , 1950 ) tr i part i te model 
of personali ty and t he I nterpersonal Styles Model of t he present 
research has been di scussed at length ( see Sect i ons 3 . 1.1 , 3.2.1 , 
3 . 4 . 1  and 4 . 1 . 2 ) . In  Sect i on 4 . 1. 2 , Cohen ' s ( 19 67 ) scale , 
desi gned to tap Horney I s three i nterpersona 1 ori enta t i  ons , was 
desc ri bed and research based on the scale was revi ewed . I n  spi te 
of  al l the cri t i c i sm that has been levelled at the scale , the 
dec i si on was made to i nclude i t  in the quest i onnai re as i t  i s  t he 
only way of tappi ng Horney ' s i nterpersonal ori entat i ons 
consi dered so pert i nent to the present study . 

v) Locus of control 
Two sea 1 es of 1 ocus 
questi onnai re : Levenson ' s 
sea 1 e. 

of control were selected for the 
( 1 972 ) scale and Russell ' s ( 1 982 ) 

Levenson ' s  tri part i te locus of control measure was selected as i t  
was consi dered the best avai l ab 1 e ( the advantages of th i s sea 1 e 
over Rotter ' s  ( 19 60 ) scale were di scussed i n  Sect i on 4 . 1 . l ( i i ) ) .  
In  t he present research i t  was consi dered i mportant to 
i nvest i gate the relat i onsh i p  between Levenson ' s  three control 
or i entat i ons and the four i nterpersonal styles of the study. The 
compl ete scale was thus i ncluded i n  t he quest i onnai re . Russell ' s 
Behavi oro i d  Locus of Control Scale was also selected as i t  i s  
pu rported to overcome t he problem o f  defensi ve external i ty ( see 
Sec ti on 4 . 1 . 1  { i i ) ) .  The author was i nterested i n  i nvesti gati ng 
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the effects ( if any ) of defensive external ity in the present 
s tudy. However , space and time cons traints of the ques tionnaire 
restricted the author from incl uding al l the items of the scal e -
only 10  items ( five in the internal direction and the other five 
in the external direction) were sel ected from the original 26 
( see Appendix A ) .  The metric properties of this revised scal e 
are presented in Section 7. 

6.1.3. Scales used to measure j ob-related vari ables 

i) Job sati sfacti on 
The author used a mul tidimens ional measure of j ob satisfaction in 
order to examine the rel ationship between specific dimensions of 
sati s f  action and the interpersonal s tyl es. Five aspects were 
chosen that were considered pertinent to the s tudy. These are : 
p romotion, management , pol icies and practices , the work itsel f ,  
and general or overal l j ob satis faction. 

The j ob satis faction scal e of Bl ake and Mackay ( 1 980 ) was used. 
This scal e covers inter al ia the five j ob satisfaction areas 
sel ected for study. 

ii ) Job i nvol vement 
The is sue of j ob invol vement was discus sed in Section 4.2 .2. 
Lodahl and Kej ner ' s  ( 1965 )  scal e,  the most popul ar measure of j ob 
invol vement , has received both praise and criticism. However,  it 
remains the best avail ab l e  scal e and was hence chosen for 
incl usion in the ques tionnaire. 

The 20-item , Likert format scal e was incl uded in the revised 
version of the ques tionnaire only ;  it was not incl uded in the 
first version administered to the first sampl e. The reasons for 
its incl usion in the second version of the ques tionnaire are set 
out in Section 7. 
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6 . 2  · Sampl i ng 

I n  th i s secti on the con s i de rati ons  i nvol ved i n  the sampl i n g 
procedure are di scus sed . Thereafter , the s ampl i ng tec h n i ques  are 
de scri bed and  the characteri s ti c s  of the sampl e s  are d i scus sed . 

6 . 2 . 1  Sampl i ng consi derati ons 

The re search  domai n was re s tri c te d  i n  a n umbe r  of a s pects , al l of 
wh i c h had  i mpl i c ati ons  for sampl e sel ecti on . 

The i mportance of the stu dy of i n terpersonal  s ty l e s  i n  the work 
s i tu ati on was descri bed i n  Secti on 1 ;  hence the re search was 
re s tr i c ted  to the work context , and sampl e s  of worke rs were 
requ i red for the s tudy . 

The stu dy was al so re stri cted to the Whi te popu l ati on groups  i n  
order that bi ases  and  other c ro s s-cul  tura 1 prob 1 ems i nhe rent  i n  
p sychometri c scal e s  mi ght be avoi ded . Hence Bl ac k ,  Col oure d  and  
A s i an s ampl es  were not s ou gh t .  

The th i rd con s trai nt  pl  aced o n  the study w a s  to exami ne  the 
i nterpersonal  s ty l e s of  mal e s  onl y .  i t  was s u s pected that the 
i nterpersona  1 sty l e s  of work i ng  women wou l d be very di fferent 
from those  of wo rk i n g men , for women i n  some organ i zati ons  a re 
e xpec te d  to adopt a subserv i ent  rol e .  Al thdugh  atti tudes towards 
the work i ng  woman a re chang i ng , the a u thor bel i eves that the 
tra di ti onal  soci etal rol e of women coul d i ntroduce confoun di n g  
factors to the study of  i n te rpersona 1 s ty l e s  i f  both men and  
women were exami ned together .  The i nterpersonal  sty l e s  of  women 
woul d be an i ntere sti ng  study i n  i ts own ri ght . 

One of the requ i rements  of good experi mental  pract i ce i s  that 
data co 1 1  ecti  on shoul d be  c arri ed out  u n der  contro 1 1  ed 
c on di ti on s .  The author feared that there wou l d be a b i a s  i n  the 
data i f  workers were al l owed to c ompl ete the questi onna i re at  
the i r l e i s u re . Under such  condi ti o n s ·  res pondents may not rea l i se 
the seri ous ne s s  of the exerci se and  thu s  may be rel uctant to f i l l  
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in the questionnaire diligently. Also, it is likely that groups 
of workers would discuss the questionnaire together while 
completing it ; this would introduce to the study the serious 
confounding variable of group pressure. 

The author also wished to test a total of 200-300 workers from an 
organization. A large sample size would allCM the appropriate 
use of univariate and multivariate measurement techniques. 
Furthermore, if the large sample was representative of the 
organization from which it was drawn , the research findings would 
reflect the interpersonal style situation in that organization 
accurately. 

Finally , it was considered important to test two samples of 
workers in order to cross-validate the findings on the 
Interpersonal Styles Model. Separate analysis of two samples 
would also yield a measure of the stability of the model across 
different samples { see hypothesis 1 ) .  Differences in findings 
could have theoretical implications which , in turn, could lead to 
future research. 

Taken together, all these considerations imply that it was 
necessary to test , under controlled conditions , groups of White 
male workers, making up a total sample size of 200-300. A second 
sample would be tested for cross-validation purposes. 

6. 2 . 2 Description and selecti on of the samples 

Two 1 arge Government Departments were among the organizations 
wi 1 1  i ng to pa rt i c i pate in the research. These departments were 
selected for study as they fulfilled all the criteria laid down 
for the research. Their identities, however , cannot be revealed 
as the departments concerned have requested anonymity. For the 
sake of convenience , the two samples will henceforth be referred 
to as Sl and S2 respectively. 

Both samples were composed of White male workers. These workers 
were all public servants accustomed to similar conditions of 
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servi ce . I n  sp i te of these s i mi l a ri ti es ,  the s amp l es  di ffered i n  
certai n i mporta nt aspects . O ne of the mai n di ffe re nces between 
the samp l es  rel ates to the natu re of the departmen ts f rom wh i ch 
they we re drawn : the f i rst i s  far more s truc tu red than the 
s econ d ;  f u rthermore , i n  the f i rs t organ i zati on , a much s tron ger  
emph as i s  i s  p l aced on  obedi ence and di sc i p l i ne than  i n  the second  
orga n i zati on . 

D i fferent  samp l i n g s trateg i es  were used  i n  the se l ecti on of the 
s amp l es drawn from the two dep a rtments . I n  Sl , respon dents were 
obl i gated to parti ci pate i n  the s tu dy . Sen i or membe rs of the 
Pers onnel Secti on of the organ i zati on se l ected certai n members of 
s taff f rom each of seve ral maj or ope rati n g  centres of the 
orga n i zati on over the whol e of Sou th Af ri ca . The s ampl e was 
s e l ected  s o  as to be rep res entati ve of the Wh i te s taff membe rs 
( apart f rom top mana geme n t ) of the whol e orga n i zati on i n  terms of 
a ge , l a ngu age and  ra nk . The second s amp l e ,  on the other  hand , 
was composed of vol u n teers f rom a sma 1 1  n umber of the di v i s i ons  
of one l ocal  branch of the pare nt orga n i zati on . Th i s  vol u ntee r  
s amp l e  by n o  means consti tu ted a representati ve s amp l e of the 
orga n i zati on from whi ch  i t  was drawn : res ponde n ts we re genera l l y  
i n  the ol der a ge cate gori es and had ,  i n  most cases , rema rkab l y 
1 ong  1 e ngths of servi ce . Th e resp on dents of the second s amp 1 e 
h ad the ref ore h i gher mean a ge and  l en gth of s e rv i ce , and s mal l er 
vari a nce on both these  va ri abl es  than  the respon dents of the 
f i rs t s amp l e .  

6.3 Admi ni strati on of the questi onnai re 

Respondents of both s amp l es compl eted the questi onnai re at f orma l 
tes ti n g  s es s i ons . H oweve r ,  the p rocedu res u sed  i n  organ i z i n g , 
se  1 ecti ng and  tes ti ng  the s amp 1 es were very di ffe rent i n  the· two 
cases . 

I n  the case of Sl , the man ager of the Pe rs on ne l  D i vi s i on at the 
depa rtment  I s head offi ce i n  P retori a sel ected a rep resentati ve 
s amp l e of 26 of the orga n i zati on ' s  maj or  ope rati n g  centres . He 
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was sent over 300 questionnaires and answer sheets , sufficient 
for the testing of the sample of respondents to be selected. 
This person then computed the number of workers required from 
each centre in order to arrive at a representative sample in 
terms of age , length of service and job level of the White male 
work-force of the organization. He then instructed the manager 
of each centre to select the required numbers of his staff 
according to the specified criteria , and to explain to these 
people that they had been selected to participate in a study. 
Each manager was to stress the following : 

i )  that the questionnaire they were required to complete was confi
dential and strictly anonymous; 

ii ) that all data collected would be analysed on a group basis so 
that individuals could not be identified ; 

iii ) that the project was an important part of research being carried 
out by the N I PR and not originated by the organization - a report 
on the findings of the research would be given to the 
organization ; 

iv ) that the questionnaire was not a test;  there were no "correct" or 
"wrong" responses and no response was preferable to another . 

Having reassured respondents that the testing was designed to 
protect the respondent in every possible way , the manager 
impressed upon them the importance of answering the questionnaire 
as honestly and completely as possible . 

The manager of each centre then arranged testing times ,  venues 
and test administrators . Testing sessions lasted , on average , 
for about one hour , although the majority of respondents 
completed the questi onnaire in about three-quarters of an hour. 
Once a respondent had completed the questionnaire , he was allowed 
to hand it to the test administrator and to return to his work. 
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The manager of each centre returned the completed questionnaires 
to the head office Personnel Manager who, in turn , forwarded them 
to the NI PR. Within six weeks of having sent the questionnaire 
to the Personnel Manager , 295 comp 1 eted ques ti onna ires had been 
received by the N I PR. They had been fi 1 1  ed in di 1 i gently with 
little or no missing information. 

The procedure for sampling and testing people in S2 was somewhat 
different. Once again , the N I PR liaised with the manager of the 
Personnel Division at the head of the organization , and this 
person approached managers of the six largest departments within 
the J ohannesburg operating centre. The Personnel Manager 
instructed the six managers to approach his staff members on the 
issue of voluntary participation in an N I PR study. The staff 
members were given the same reassurances as given to the 
participants of Sl ( points i-iv listed previously ) .  Only about a 
half to two-thirds of those approached agree� to participate in 
the study. Those agreeing turned out to be mainly 
older-than-average workers who had worked at the organization for 
1 ong periods of time. They were informed of testing dates and 
venues. 

Testing took place over a period of one week under the 
supervision of N I PR staff members in lecture rooms of the 
organizational centre in Johannesburg. Altogether seven testing 
sessions were arranged at which between 25 and 45 workers 
comp 1 eted the questionnaire. At each session , a representative 
of the organization ' s  head office introduced the N I PR staff 
members. He explained that al though the research had been 
originated by the N I PR rather than by the organization itself , 
the proj ect had the comp 1 ete support of top management. He 
emphasized , too , the anonymi ty of the questionnaires. 

The N I PR test administrators read through the instructions of the 
questionnaire together with the respondents. Within 
approximately one hour, all respondents had completed the 
questionnaire. Thereupon , respondents handed the questionnaires 
to the test administrators and returned to work . 
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Both organizations received confidential reports on the findings 
of the research. 

7 .  RESULTS 

I n  this section the results of the study are presented in three 
subsections. In  the first , the basic descriptive statistics of 
the two samples and of the various seal es used in the study are 
set out , and selected intercorrelations are presented ; in the 
second subsection, the results and applications of the principal 
components a na 1 yses a re exp 1 a i ned ; the resu 1 ts of the hypotheses 
of the study are presented in the third subsection. 

7.1 Basic Descri ptive Stati stics 

The biographical �etails of the two samples tested are presented 
first , followed by the descriptive statistics of the scales of 
the questionnaire.· 

7.1.1 Sample characteri stics 

In  Tables 7.1 - 7.3 information is presented on the sample sizes 
and age, length of service , education level and j ob grade of the 
respondents of the two samples. The information on education 
level and j ob grade is presented in separate categories as this 
information was not collected on equal interval measurement 
scales. 

I n  Table 7.1 it is shc,...,n that there were 295 respondents in the 
first sample and 228 in the second. The mean age of the former 
is 28 , 36 years and the standard deviation of their ages is 7 , 62 
years. The mean age of the respondents of the second sample is 
4 1 , 6  years with a standard deviation of 8 , 5 9  years. The 
respondents of the first sample are therefore younger than those 
of the second ( F ( 1 ; 521 } =344 , 1 7 ,  p=0 , 000 ) . They are also 
slightly more homogeneous in terms of age than the second. 
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Tab le  7 . 1 :  Data on sample s i ze ,  age and l ength of servi ce 
for the two sampl es 

STAT I ST I C  S l  S 2  

S amp l e s i ze 29 5 228 

Age me an 28 , 36 years 4 1 , 60 years 

Age S . D . 7 , 62 year s 8 , 59 years 

L ength of s erv i c e  mean 8 , 44 years 22 , 70 years 

L ength of s erv i c e S . D . 6 , 13 years 9 , 00 year s 

Tab le  7 . 2 Percentages of respondents at each educat i on l evel 
for the two samples 

EDUCAT I ON 
S l  ( % ) 
N=295  

S 2  ( % )  
N=228 

Table  7 . 3 

> St 1 0  

S t  9 - 10  

� St  8 

10  

78  

1 2  

9 

58 

33 

Percentages of respondents at var i ous job grades 
( h i gh to l ow) for the two sampl es 

S l  ( % )  S 2  ( % )  
N=295 N =228 

Gr ade 4 1 7  Gr ade 3 47 

Gr ade 3 18  Gr ade 2 3 1  

Gr ade 2 29 Gr ade 1 22  

Gr ade 1 36 
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It  w as expected t h at t h e  res pondent s of t h e  s econd  s am pl e ,  b e i n g  

o l der t h an those  o f  t h e  f i rst , wou l d  b e  l i ke l y t o  h ave a h i gher 

mean l en gth  of serv i ce .  Th i s  i s  cert a i n l y so : t h e  mean l en gth  of 

s er v i ce  of res pond ent s of Sl i s  2qu al to 8 , 44 ye ar s  whereas t h e  

mean for res pondent s of S 2  i s  22 , 7  ye ar s ( F ( l ; 52 1 ) =  459 , 04 ,  

p=0 , 000 ) . Th e st an d ard  d ev i at i ons  are 6 , 1 3  and 9 , 0  ye ar s for S l  

and S 2  respect i ve l y . S ubj ect s  of S 2  h ave t h erefore been emp l oyed 

by t h e i r  or g an i z at i on for most of t h e i r wor k i n g  l i ves : s ub j ect s 

of t h e  f i rst  s am p l e be i n g  yo un ger , h ave m uch  s h orter l en gt h s  of 

s er v i ce .  

I n  T ab l e 7 . 2 ,  t h e  ed u c at i on l ev e l s of the  res pondent s of t h e  two 

s am p l es are s hown . I n  t h e  f i r s t  s am p l e ,  1 0% of res pon dents  h ave 

obt a i ned pos t -m at r i  c u l  at i on qua l i f i c at i on s , 78% h ave St and ard 9 

or 1 0 ,  and 12% h ave  St an d ard 8 or l ower . Respondents  of t h e  

s econd s am p l e are gener a l l y  l es s  ed uc at ed : t h ere  are 9% , 58% and 

33% i n  t h e  three ed uc at i on c ategor i es r e spect i ve l y ( 2 ) =  41 , 43 ,  

p 0 , 01 ) .  

Det a i l s  of t h e  j ob l ev e l s of the  r e s pon dent s of t h e  two s am p l es 

are pres ent ed i n  Tab l e 7 . 3 .  Un l i k e the preced i ng two t ab l es ,  t h e  

s am p l es are not c om p ar ab l e i n  terms o f  j ob l eve l  s i nce  the  j ob 

s t r uct ures  of t h e  two org an i z at i ans  are q u i t e d i fferent . 

However , t h e  j ob l eve l s s am p l ed i n  bot h  of t h es e  or g an i z at i ons  

are from the  l ow-to-m i d d l e r an ks . 

Res pond ent s of S l  were s e l ected so  as to  be repres ent at i ve i n  

n umber of t h e  s am pl ed j ob l e ve l s i n  t h e  who l e  org an i z at i on . The 

p ercent ag es of wor kers  at e ac h  of the j ob l ev e l s ( fr om s en i or to 

j un i or )  are res p ect i ve l y 1 7% ,  18% , 29% and 36% . There are t h u s ·  

re l at i ve l y more wor k ers  at t h e  l ower r an ks t h an at t h e  h i g h er 

r an ks of the  or g an i z at i on .  By contr ast , t h er e  are re l at i ve l y 

more res pondents  i n  h i g h er l eve l  j obs  i n  S 2 : on l y  about 2 0% of 

wor k er s  from the  l ower j ob l eve l s vo l unt eered to  p art i c i p at e  i n  

t h e  st ud y .  

V i rt u a l l y  a l l r e s p ondent s o f  the  two s am pl es  are Afr i k aans  

s pe ak i n g : 98% and  9 6% for  S l  and S2  res pect i ve l y .  
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7 .1 . 2 Stati stics of the scales used: means, standard devi ati ons, 
ai ni111Jm and maxinum scores, reli abi lity esti111ates, skewness and 
kurtosis. 

The important descriptive statistics for each of the scales 
included in the questionnaire are presented in Tables 7 .4 and 
7.5 . The mean, standard deviation ( S.D.) and minimum and maximum 
possible scores for each scale appear in Table 7 .4 for the two 
samples ; in Table 7.5 , the coefficient alpha reliability 
estimates, skewness and kurtosis are presented. The 
intercorrelation matrices of the scales of the questionnaire are 
presented in Tables 7.6 and 7 .7 for Sl and S2 respectively. 

The following points should be noted: 

i) The scales in Tables 7.4 and 7.5 have been divided by dotted 
lines into three main categories namely , the classifier scales , 
the personality scales and the j ob-related scales. 

ii) In the scoring of the scales , all items were keyed so that 
positive endorsements of the construct being measured were given 
high scores. Thus ,  for example , a high score on the general 
trust scale means that the respondent has high general trust. 

iii) In the kurtosis index used in Table 7.5 ,  a neutral kurtosis is 
zero not 3. A neutral skewness is similarly zero. 

iv) The coefficient alp ha reliability estimates (computed by the Item 
Response Evaluation program: Coulter , 1977) are based on the 
assumption that missing information can be estimated from the 
available data . 

The information contained in Tables 7 .4 and 7 .5 is now discussed. 

For both Sl and S2 , scores on the five scales of the classifier 
variables are reasonably normally distributed with the exception 
of the trust in superiors scores which are moderately negatively 
skewed (-0 , 69 and -0 , 75 respectively) . The skewness implies that 
there are more respondents who express high trust in their 
superiors than those who express lCM trust. 
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Tabl e 7 . 4 : Means 9 standard devi at i ons 9 mi nimum and maximum poss i bl e  scores 
for the scal es of the quest i onnai res admini stered to Sl and S2 

SCALE 
NAME 

Gener a l  s -e 
Wor k -re l ated s -e  

Gener a l  t r u st 
Tr u st i n  co l l e agues  
Tr u st i n  s u per i or s  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Compl i ance  
Aggr es s i on 
Det achment 

Mach I V  
Mach t act i c s 
Mac h v i ews 
Mac h mor a  1 i ty 

I ntern a l  l oc ( L even s on ) 
Powerfu l  ot h ers  ( L even son ) 
C h ance  l ac ( L eve n s on ) 
I nt er n a  1 l oc ( R u s s e l  1 )  
Exter n a l  l oc ( R u s s e l  1 )  

Gen er a l  a l i en at i on 
Wor k  a l i en at i on 
Anom i a 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
J . s .  genera  1 
J . s .  promot i on 
J . s .  wor k  
J .  s .  man agement 
J . s .  po l i c i es 

Job i n vo l vement 

-

MEAN 
Sl 

67 , 03 
36 , 20 

42 , 84 
43 , 66 
1 5 , 25  

- - -

36 , 74 
42 , 66 
27 , 30 

58 , 24 
24 , 65 
28 , 9 1 
4 , 66 

35 , 64 
23 , 58 
24 , 22 
25 , 23  
1 7 , 92 

8 , 6 1  
1 5 , 83 
2 1 , 57 

- - -
1 3 , 41  
1 6 , 06 
30 , 98 
1 3 , 65  
1 2 , 46 

-

S2 

68 , 02 
35 , 83 

45 , 15 
45 , 73 
1 5 , 74 
- - -

37 , 44 
41 , 60 
25 , 86 

55 , 94 
24 , 02 
27 , 91 
4 , 39 

35 , 05 
20 , 77 
22 , 75 
25 , 43 
1 7 , 44 

8 , 47 
1 5 , 87 
20 , 29 

- - -
1 3 ,  22 
1 5 , 53  
30 , 28 
1 3 , 45 
12 , 79 

7 1 , 07 

S l  

9 , 1 2 
4 , 50 

6 , 00 
6 , 58 
3 , 54 

- - -

4 , 56 
5 , 28 
4 , 81 

9 , 73 
4 , 84 
6 , 55 
2 , 1 2 

4 , 95 
6 , 64 
6 , 85 
2 , 62 
3 , 98 

3 , 06 
4 , 75 
6 , 00 

- - -
2 , 56 
4 , 19 
4 , 89 
3 , 01 
3 , 02 

-

S .  D .  
S2 

9 , 40 
4 , 27 

5 , 71 
6 , 72 
2 , 79 
- - -

4 , 5 1  
5 , 20 
4 , 06 

1 0 , 60 
5 , 60 
6 , 74 
2 , 2 1 

6 , 09 
6 , 57 
7 , 12 
2 , 83 
4 , 07 

2 , 78 
5 , 06 
5 , 96 

- - -
2 , 55 
3 , 78 
4 , 66 
2 , 86 
3 , 10 

8 , 3 1  

* The  pos s i b l e  mi n i mum s c al e s core i s  eq u a l  to  t h e  n umber 
of i tems i n  the  s c a l e s i nce t he m i n i mum i t em s c ore  i s  1 .  

1 1 9 .  

POSSI BLE  

-

M I N* 

18 
10 

14 
14 
4 

- -

10 
15  
10 

20 
9 
9 
2 

8 
8 
8 
5 
5 

4 
8 
8 

- - -
4 
5 
8 
4 
4 

20 

MAX 

90 
50 

70 
70 
20 

- - -

50 
75 
50 

120 
54 
54 
12  

48 
48 
48 
30 
30 

20 
40 
40 

- - -
20 
25 
40 
20 
20 

1 00 



Tab le  7 . 5 : Coeffi c i ent al pha,  skewness and kurtos i s  for the scal es 
of the quest i onnai res admi n i stered to Sl and S2 

SCAL 
NAME 

E ALPHA SKEWNE SS KURTOS I S  

Gener a l  s -e 
Wor k -re l ated s -e 

Gener a l  t r u s t  
Tr u st in co l l ea 
Tru st in s uperio 

gues 
rs  

Compl iance 
Aggres sion 
Det achment 

Mach I V  
Mach t actic s  
Mac h  views 
Mach mor a  1 i ty 

Internal  l oc ( L  
Powerfu l  ot her s 
C h ance l o c ( Lev 
Interna l l oc ( R  
Extern a 1 l o c  ( R 

Gener a l  a l ienat 
Wor k a l ien ation 
Anomia 

J .  s .  gen er a 1 
J . s .  promotion 
J . s .  wor k  
J . s .  man agement 
J . s .  po l icies 

Job invo l vement 

- - - - - - -

evenson ) 
( Levenson ) 

ens on )  
u s se l l )  
u s se l l )  

ion 

- - - - - - -

S l  

0 , 81 
0 , 58 

0 , 6 5  
0 , 74 
0 , 82 

- - -

0 , 60 
0 , 50 
0 , 53 

0 , 60 
0 , 38 
0 , 53 
0 , 03 

0 , 52 
0 ,  7 1  
0 , 7 3  
0 , 54 
0 , 53 

0 , 76 
0 , 76  
0 , 80 

- - -

0 , 65  
0 ,  77  
0 , 80 
0 , 68 
0 , 7 3  

-

1 2 0 .  

S2  

0 , 83 
0 , 58 

0 , 64 
0 , 78 
0 , 76 

- - -

0 , 65  
0 , 52 
0 , 42 

0 , 64 
0 , 30 
0 , 57 
0 , 09 

0 , 66 
0 , 73 
0 , 7 5  
0 , 7 3  
0 , 52 

0 , 75 
0 , 84 
0 , 84 

- - -

0 , 70 
0 ,  72 
0 , 84 
0 , 61 
0 , 80 

0 , 78 

S l  

- 0 , 27 
-0 , 47 

- 0 , 23  
- 0 , 34 
- 0 , 69 
- - -

- 0 , 22 
- 0 , 04 
0 , 1 9  

- 0 , 03 
0 , 25 

- 0 , 16  
0 , 02 

-0 , 36 
0 , 1 9  
0 , 12  

- 0 , 24 
- 0 , 2 1  

0 , 68 
0� 66 
0 , 2 1  

- - -

- 0 , 56 
- 0 , 28 
- 0 ,  72 
-0 , 30 
- 0 , 17  

-

S2 

-0 , 21 
- 0 , 27 

-0 , 24 
- 0 , 28 
- 0 , 7 5  
- - -

- 0 , 42 
0 , 04 
0 , 2 1  

0, 00 
1 , 03 
0 , 09 
0 , 26 

-0 , 45 
0 , 29 
0 , 1 2  

-0 , 43 
0 , 1 5  

0 , 38 
0 , 98 
0 , 37 

- - -

- 0 , 32 
- 0 , 06 
- 0 , 60 
- 0 , 33 
- 0 , 28 

- 0 , 37 

S l  

- 0 , 04 
0 , 18 

0 , 56 
0 , 40 

- 0 , 18  
- - -

0 , 12 
0 , 52 

-0 , 07 

- 0 , 07 
0 , 81 
1 , 16 

- 1 , 28 

0 ,  1 1  
- 0 , 30 
- 0 , 57 
- 0 , 24 
0 , 1 2  

0 , 70 
0 , 37 

- 0 , 37 
- - -

0 , 78 
- 0 , 52 
1 , 17 

- 0 , 08 
- 0 , 48 

-

S 2  

- 0 , 29 
-0 , 20 

-0 , 09 
0 , 02 
0 , 56 

- - -

0 , 2 1  
0 , 29 

-0 , 43 

0 , 00 
4 , 29 

-0 , 06 
- 1 , 28 

0 ,  1 1  
0 ,  1 1  

-0 , 54 
0 , 40 

- 0 , 19 

-0 , 1 3  
1 , 95 

-0 , 1 5  
- - -

0 , 35 
- 0 , 13  
0 , 21 

-0 , 19 
- 0 , 23 

0 , 50 

·-------------------------·------''------·------·------··------·---·-



The fi ve scal es were found to have acceptabl e spreads and · 
i nternal cons i s tency rel i abi l i ty es ti mates for Sl and S2 ( Tabl es 
7 .4 and 7 . 5 ) . However ,  of these sca l es , the modi fi ed 
work-rel ated sel f-esteem scal e of Wagner and Morse ( 1975 )  and the 
general trust scal e of Comrey { 1 970 ) have the l owes t coeff i ci ents 
of i nterna 1 cons i s tency ( coeffi c i ent a l phas a re i n  the regi on of 
0 , 6 for these scal es for Sl and S2 - Tabl e 7 . 5 ) . These 
rel i abi l i ty esti mates are l ower than those general l y  obtai ned on 
the ori gi nal scal es { s ee Secti ons 2 . 1 .4  and 6 . 1 . 1 } . It T11Jst  be 
remembered ,  h owever, that certai n i tems of the ori gi nal scal es 
had been omi tted ( see Appendi x A) , and that the rema i ni ng i tems 
had been trans l ated i nto Afri kaans . The i nternal cons i stency of 
the revi sed scal es may have been affected by these modi f i cati ons . 

The i nternal cons i s tency of Eagl y ' s  ( 1 970 )  rev i s ed vers i on of the 
Jan i s -Fi el d scal e of general sel f-es teem ( Hovl and and Jani s ,  
1 959 ) i s  h i gh { coeff i c i ent al pha i s  0 , 81 and 0 , 83 for Sl and S2 
respecti vel y  - Tabl e 7 . 5 ) . Th i s  fi ndi ng i s  cons i s tent w i th the 
resu l t of Eagl y ( 1970 }  who obtai ned es timates of the i nternal 
cons i stency of the scal e i n  the regi on of 0 , 7 to 0 , 8 .  As the 
trust i n  col l eagues scal e i s  a compos i te of several  di fferent 
scal es ( see Appendi x A ) , i ts metri c properti es cannot be 
eva l u ated agai ns t those of any one ori gi nal sca l e .  S imi l arly ,  
there i s  no bas i s  for compari s on of the properti es of the rev i sed 
trust  i n  superi ors scal e { Roberts and O ' Re i l ly ,  1974 ) , as the 
authors of the ori gi nal s cal e have not publ i s hed any i nformati on 
on i ts spread ,  normal i ty and i nternal cons i stency .  

The i nternal cons i stency rel i abi 1 i ty of the seal es of Cohen ' s  
{ 196 7 )  CAD i s  poor { Tabl e 7 . 5 ) . The detachment scal e has very 
l CM  i nternal cons i s tency :  coeff i ci ent al pha i s  0 , 53 and 0 , 42 for 
Sl and S2 respecti vel y .  The i nternal cons i stency of the 
aggress i on scal e i s  al s o  l ow  ( 0 , 50 and 0 , 5 2  for Sl and S2 

respecti vel y ) , and that of the compl i ance scal e i s  on ly moderate 
( 0 , 60 and 0 , 65 for Sl and S2 res pecti vel y ) . These resu l ts are 
cons i stent wi th those obta i ned by Noerager ( 1 979 }  who fou nd the 
s cal es to have u nacceptabl e i nternal cons i s tency ( Ku der-

121 . 
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Ri chards on coeff i c i e nts of 0 , 60 , 0 , 36 and  0 , 4 3 for the 
compl i a nce , aggres s i on a nd detachment s ca l es respecti vel y ) .  I t  
appears that the factor s tructu re of the sea l  e i s  ques ti onabl e .  
N oera ger ( 1979 ) and Mu n s on and Sp i vey { 1982 ) reached a s i mi l ar 
concl u s i on .  

Subscal e scores for Mach i avel l i an tacti cs and vi ew s  were comp u ted 
for each subj ect based on Chri s ti e  I s ( 1970 ) a p ri ori  
c l as s i f i cati on . I nspecti on of the s tati s ti cs of Tabl e 7 . 5 
revea l s  that the Mach tacti cs s cal e fared p oorly i n  terms of 
rel i abi 1 i ty , skewness  and k u rtos i s . F urthe rmore , the two i terns 
of the Mach moral i ty sca l e a re vi rtual ly  unc orrel ate d ,  and the 
i nternal cons i s tency of the Mach vi ews  scal e i s  fa i rl y l ow .  
Owi ng to the poor resu  1 ts of two of the th ree Mach subs  ca 1 es i t  
was deci ded to di s regard the s ubsca l es  f rom furthe r  ana l y s i s  and 
to cons i der on ly  scores on the Mach IV sea  1 e .  Thus hypotheses  
3b , 3c  a nd 3d coul d not be  tes ted . 

Obtai ned measu res of normal i ty ,  spread  and rel i abi l i ty for the 
external di mens i ons of Leve n s on I s ( 197 2 )  1 ocus of control s ea l  e 
a re general l y  acceptabl e  ( Tabl es 7 . 4 and  7 . 5 ) . I n  l i ne wi th the 
res ea rch of Levens on { 1973 ) , the i nternal di mens i on was f ou nd to 
have the l owest  i nternal cons i s tency of Leven s on ' s  th ree l ocu s of 
control measu res { coeff i c i e nt al pha i s  0 , 52 and 0 , 66 for Sl and  
S2 res pecti vely ) . Res u l ts on  Levens on ' s  i nterna l  control mea s u re 
s houl d thus be treated wi th cauti on as the mea s u re i s  n ot a 
1 1 p u re 1 1  one . The · rel i abi l i ti es of the i nternal and  external 
di me ns i ons of Rus sel l ' s  ( 1982 )  l ocus  of control s ca l e a re 
di  s appoi  nti  n gl y  1 ow , except for the rel i ab i  1 i ty of the i nternal 
di mens i on i n  the case of S2. There i s  no obvi ous rea s on f or the 
di s c repancy i n  the rel i abi l i ty acros s the two s amp l es ;  more 
s amp l es need to be tes ted to s how how rel i abl e Rus sel l ' s s cal e 
genera l ly  i s . I t  i s  poss i bl e  that the modi f i cati ons ma de to the 
s cal e coul d have res u l ted i n  l ower rel i abi l i ty esti mates than  
those  reported by Rus se l l { 1 982 ) .  

1 22. 



There i s  a moderate amount of pos i ti ve skewness i n  the 
di  stri buti on of the s cores of the two al i enati on measures . Thi s  
i mp l i es that there are more peopl e at the l ow  end of the 
conti nuum of a l i enati on scores than at the h i gh end .  Th i s  trend 
i s  parti cu l arl y  noti ceabl e i n  the amount of work al i enati on 
expressed by respondents of S2 { skewness=O , 98 ) . The i nternal 
cons i s tency estimates ( c oeffi ci ent al pha ) of both the general  and 
the work-rel ated a l i entati on scal es are h i gh :  a l pha i s  i n  the 

range of 0 , 75 to 0 , 84 for Sl and S2 ( Tabl e 7 .5 ) . Th i s  f i ndi ng i s  
cons i s tent wi th those of Maddi , Kobasa and H oover { 1979 } who 

fou nd that scores on the ori gi nal al i enati on scal es range on 

i nternal cons i stency from 0 , 72 to 0 , 95 .  H ence it appears that 
the modi f i cati ons made to the two al i enati on scal es have not 
affected the i nterna 1 cons i stency of the s ea 1 es . The 
psychometri c properti es of Srol e ' s  9-i tern anomi a seal e are good 

desp i te the numerous cri ti ci  sms of researchers of the seal e ( see 
Secti on 3 .4 . 2 ) . 

The metri c properti es of the j ob-rel ated s cal es are 
s ati sfactory .  The moderate amount of negati ve skewness i n  the 
di stri buti ons of scores on the sca l es  i mp l i es that more 
respon dents express h i gh amounts of s ati sfacti on and i nvol vement 
than l ow  amounts . Th i s · resu l t is cons i stent wi th the pos i ti ve 
skewness observed i n  the di  stri buti on of scores on work 
a l i enati on . The i nternal cons i stency of these scal es i s  s imi l ar 
to those obtai ned by the ori gi nal authors of the s eal es ( see 
Secti ons 4 . 2 . l ( i i )  and 4 . 2 . 2 ( i i ) ) .  

7.1.3 Intercorrelations between the scales of the questionnaire 

For the s ake of compl eteness , the i ntercorrel ati ons between the 
scal es of the questi onnai re are presented i n  Tabl es 7 .6 and 7 . 7  

for S l  and S 2  respecti vel y .  H owever ,  onl y  certai n 

i ntercorrel ati ons are cons i dered meani n gful  and are di s cu s sed 
here .  The reason for thi s  wi 1 1  be made c l  ear i n  Secti on 8 .4 i n  

wh i ch the correl ati onal approach i s  scussed at l ength . 

123 . 



a )  Intercorrelations between the classifier variables 

The correlations between general and work-related self-esteem are 
moderate-to-low for the two samples ( 0 , 48 and 0 ,38 
respectively ) .  Thus one ' s  self-esteem in non-work and 
work-related si tuations are not highly related . The correlations 
between general trust and trust in one ' s  colleagues are 
high-to-moderate (0 , 60 and 0 , 58 for Sl and S2 respectively ) but 
those correlations between general trust and trust in one ' s  
superiors are lower for both samples (0 , 26 and 0 , 3 1 ) . When 
responding to the trust in superior scales, each subj ect probably 
had in mind his CMn specific supervisor (or supervisors) whom he 
trusts differently from people in general and his colleagues . 

The intercorrelations between scores on the trust and self-esteem 
sea 1 es of the questionnaire a re 1 ow , ranging between O ,  14 and 
0 , 28 for Sl , and 0 ,08 and 0 , 22 for S2 . 
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T 11 b l e  7 - 6 :  l n ter cor r e l a t l ons*  bet ween the sc11 l es o f  the  ques t J on n n J re 11da l n l s tered t o  S 1  ( N = 2 9 5 ) 
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(;enrr ,, t ·,-.-1 1 , ')0 
W0rk-re I ated s-e , 48 1 , 00 
(',enera l  tr u s t  , 1 8 , 1 4  1 ,  00 

- Trust  I n  co i ' l eagues , 24 , 24 , 60 1 , 00 N 
u, Tr ust  i n  supm· i ors  , 1 6  , :i'A , 76 , 3A 1 , 00 

Comp I i  ance , 1 4  , 1 1  , 1 6  , Ofl , 1 5 1 , 00 
Aggreso; I on - , 0 7  , 06 -. 1 7 - , 1 3 , 00 - , 05 1 , 00 
n� I ,"lchmnn t -, 1 2  , 00 -, 1 5  - ,  I A  -, 07 , 06 , 34 1 , 00 

Mach I V  - .  29 -.  1 5  - .  4 7  - , 46 - .  27 - . 26 , 25 , 2 3 1 , 00 

I nter n a l  l oc Ct.evenson) , 16 , 1 5 , 09 , 1 5  , 1 6  , 1 8  , 1 7 , 07 -, 1 0  1 , 0() 
Power fu l others l oc ( l evenson ) -. 27 -, 1 A  - , 23 - .  28 -, 1 7 , 02 , 2 1  , 1 3  • 4() , 1 9 1 , 00 
Chance f oe < Levenson ) -. 35 -. 22 -, 1 A  - .  30 -, 1 5  - , 04 , 1 5  , 1 8  , '1 1 , O? , 66 1 , 00 
l nt.,,r n a l  l oc (Rus,;n l l l  , 32 , 2 1  , 1 3  , 1 4  , 23 , 1 0  , 01 , 0 1  - , 23 , 34 -, 1 0  - , 1 7 1 , 00 
Externa l  l oc <Russel l )  -- , 46 -, 26 -, 20 -, 78 - , 05 -, 1 0  , 1 2  , 22  , 30 , 02 , 25 , 37 - , 04 1 , 00 

,.,.,ner il l  ,1 1 1 ,�nat l on -, 25 -, 1 1  - ,  25 - , 27 -, 1 1  - , 22 , 1 2  , 30 , Yi - , 1 () • 33 , 36 -. 23  , 16  1 , 00 
Work a l  l enat l on -. 47 -. 34 - . 35 -. 43 - , 35 -. 22 • 1 7 , 23  , 50 -, 2 1  • .  >9 , 40 - , 33 , :30 , 4A 1 , 00 
l\nom l a  - , 38 -, 25 - , 38 -. 46 - , ;15 - ,  1 5  , 1 5  , 2 3  , r, 1 - , Ofl , 45 , 5 1  - ,  1 5  , 3.3 , 45 , 56 1 , 00 
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J , s .  work , 38 , 33 , 29 , 37 , 45 , 1 7 -, 1 4  - ,  1 9  -, 37 , 1 8  -, 29 -. 22  , 30 -, 22  - .  3 1  - , 62 - , 37 • 7 1 , 56 1 , 00 
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T ab l e  7 . 7 :  l n f er co r r e l a t l on s •  be t ween the s c n l es o f  t h e  q u es t l on n n l re ndm l n l s 1 ered  to S 2  < N � 2 2 8 ) 
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De tachment -.  1 4  , 08 -, 02 -, 1 1  -, 1 7 - , 09 , 1 5  1 , 00 
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I n t er n a l  l oc ( Levenson ) , 08 , 1 0  , 04 , 05 - , 06 , 07 , 2 1  , 02 , 03 1 , 00 
Power· f u l  o th,ir· s l oc (Levenson ) - ,  33  - .  20 -, l fl  - .  28 - , 20 - , 03 , 23 , 1 9 , 45 , n  1 , 00 

Chance l oc ( Levenson ) -. 35 -. 75 -, 77  - .  29 -. 1 7 - , 09 , 20 , 20 , 40 , 02 , 65 1 , 00 
l nter n i'l l  l oc ( �usse l I l • 2,:, , 1 4  , 1 2  , 1 9 , 1 1  , 1 6  - ,  1 2  - ,  1 0  - .  25 • 2'> -. 23  - ,  2 3  1 , 00 
F:xter n i'l l  l oc !Russe l I l - , Vi - . 79 -,  1 7  - .  28 -, n - , 07 , 1 8  , 1 4  , 37 - ,  1 0  , 4 2  , 42 -. 28 1 , 00 

('-."nnt·,1 1  "I I  i n,n a t l on -, 35 -, 1 8  - .  25 - . 2 3  - , 28 - , 1 8  , 06 , 34 , 27 , 00 , 45 , 43 - . 22 , 30 1 , 00 
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Had the trust and self-esteem constructs been highly correlated , 
the use of both constructs as c 1 ass if i e rs would have suop lied 
little extra information over the information supplied by only 
one of them. The low intercorrelations obtained imply that the 
trust and self-esteem constructs are contributing different 
information. 

b )  Intercorrelations between scores on Cohen ' s  (1967 )  compliance , 
aggression and detachment scale. 

The i ntercorrel ati ons between scores on Cohen I s seal es are low. 
The compliance scale is uncorrelated with the other two scales , 
and the correlations between the aggression and detachment 
scales , though significantly different from zero , are 
moderate-to-low (0 , 34 and 0 , 1 5  for Sl and S2 respectively ).  
These findings a re consistent with those of critics of the CAD 
(Munson and Spivey , 1982 ;  Noerager ,  1979 ) .  

c) Intercorrelati ons between the locus of control scales of Levenson 
( 1972) and Russell ( 1982) . 

The correlations between the two external dimensions (chance and 
powerful others ) of Levenson ' s  locus of control scale are fairly 
high and of the same magnitude for the two samples (0 , 66 and 0 , 6 5  
respectively ) • This implies that the be 1 i ef in chance events 
goes hand-in-hand with the belief in the control that powe rful 
other people have ove r  one ' s  life (Lefcourt, 1978) . This result 
is  consi stent wi th that of Wal l ston , Wal l ston and DeVell is 
( 1978) • 

The low-to-moderate correlations between the external dimensions 
of the scales of Russell (1982) and Levenson (1972) shows that 
these external dimensions are by no means equivalent. Similarly , 
the correlations between the internal control dimensions of the 
two scales are fairly low (0 , 34 and 0 , 25 for Sl and S2 
respectively ) .  The two locus of control scales are clearly 
tapping associated ,  but diffe rent control constructs. 
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Some researchers ( Butl er and Burr, 1980 ; Prociuk and Breen, 1975)  
assert that the powerful others dimension is a measure of 
defensiveness � If this were true, it would be unlikely that the 
powerful others dimension woul d be positivel y correl ated with 
Russel l ' s external dimension, which . is purportedl y free of 
defensiveness . However, significant positive correl ations were 
observed in the present research (r=0,25 and 0,42 for Sl and S2 
respectively ) .  Further research is required on the construct 
val idity of the external scal es before the issue of defensiveness 
can be properly investigated . 

d )  Intercorrelations between measures of al ienation, anomia and 
detachment . 

The correl ations between the general and work al ienation measures 
of Maddi ( 1979 )  and between general alienation and Srol e ' s  anomia 
scal es are in the region of 0, 5 for both samp l es .  Work 
al ienation and anomia correl ate sl ightl y higher ( 0,56 and 0,62 
for Sl and S2 respectively ) . The moderate-to-l ow correl ations 
( 0, 20 to O, 34 ) between Cohen ' s ( 1966 ) detachment sea 1 e and the 
alienation and anomia scales may, in part, be due to the l ow 
rel iabil ity of the detachment scal e .  

e )  Intercorrel ations between measures of j ob satisfaction and j ob 
invol vement 

The intercorrel ations between the various aspects of job 
satisfaction are moderate-to-high for both sampl es . For S2, the 
correl ation between j ob invol vement and the j ob satisfaction 
measures range between 0,30 and 0,50 . This resul t is consistent 
with empirical findings (see Section 4 . 2 . 2 ( iii) ) .  As expected 
the highest correlation is between j ob invol vement and 
satisfaction with the work itself . 

7.2 Results of the Principal Co�onent Analysi s 

Component anal ysis was used to summarise the information 
contained in the cl assifier variabl es in terms of a small er 
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number of component vari ables. The correlati ons on whi ch the 
component analyses are based were presented i n  Tables 7.6 and 7.7 
( Secti on 7.1.3 ) .  In  Tables 7.8 - 7.1 1 , i nformati on on the 
vari ance explai ned by each component, component load i ngs and 
component score coeffi ci ents are presented for S l  and S2 . 

From Tab 1 e 7 .8 i t  can be seen that the fi rst two components 
together account for almost two-thi rds of the total vari ance* of 
the clas s i fi er vari ables ( 65 , 7% and 6 5 , 4% for Sl and S2  
respecti vely ) .  Only these two components have ei genvalues** 
greater than one . Hence , accordi ng to Kai ser' s cri teri on ( ci ted 
by Mulai k ,  1972 , p.1 76 ) ,  these two pri nci pal components are 
retai ned. 

In Tables 7 . 9  and 7.1 0 , the unrotated and ( vari max ) rotated 
1 oad i ngs for the two pri nci pal components are shown. For both 
samples , the rotated factor loadi ngs of Table 7.10 clearly show 
that the three trust  sea 1 es 1 oad hi ghly on the f i rst  component,  
the loadi ng of the trus t  in superi or scale bei ng the lowes t. 
Thi s relati vely low loadi ng i s  cons i s tent wi th the fai rly low 
correlati on shown i n  Tables 7.6 and 7.7 between the trust  i n  
s uperi ors and trust  i n  colleagues scales ( r=0 , 38 and 0 , 41 for S l  
and S2  respecti vely ) and between the trust  i n  superi ors and 
genera 1 tru st sea 1 es ( r=O ,  26 and O ,  3 1  for S l  and S2  
respecti vely ) .  

* The total vari ance i s  defi ned a s  the s u m  of the d i agonal elements 
of the correlati on matri x on whi ch the analys i s  i s  based. Thu s , 
the total vari ance i s  equal to 5 i n  the present analys i s. 

** The ei genva 1 ue of a component ( or vari ance exp 1 a i ned by the 
component) i s  the sum of the squares of the elements of the 
column of the unrotated component loa d i ng matri x correspond i ng to 
that component. Thu s  the ei genva 1 ue of the fi rst  component i n  
the case of Sl  i s  2 , 134 ( Table 7.8 ) whi ch i s  equal to the sum of 
the squared ( unrotated ) loadi ngs of the fi ve scales on the fi rst 
component i n  Table 7.9. 
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The two self-esteem scales have h i gh loadi ngs on the second 
component for both samples (Table 7 . 1 0 ) .  There i s  thus clear 
evi dence for the trust and self-esteem pri nci pal components based 
on the f i ve classi f i er vari ables. 

I n  Table 7 .1 1 ,  the component score coeff i ci ents used to deri ve 
the two component scores for the respondents of each sample , are 
presented. The coeff i ci ents are based on the standardi zed 
classi f i er vari ables (mean of zero and standard devi ati on of 1 ) .  

Table 7.8 : The vari ance explai ned and cu111Jlative proporti on of the 
variance explained by each C011'1onent for the two samples. 

Sl S2 
Component Vari ance Cumulati ve Vari ance Cumulati ve 

Explai ned Proporti on Explai ned Proporti on 
(Ei genvalues) of Total (Ei genvalues ) of Total 

Vari ance Vari ance 

1 2 , 1 34 0 , 4 27 2 , 0 68 0 , 4 14  
2 1 , 1 50 0 , 657  1 , 203  0 , 6 54 
3 0 , 807 0 , 8 18  0 ,  7 23 0 , 799  
4 0 , 5 06 0 , 9 1 9  0 , 599 0 , 9 1 9  
5 0 , 403  1 , 000 0 , 407 1 , 000  

Table 7 .9 :  Unrotated c�onent loadi ngs and ei genvalues of the two 
pri ncipal C011'10nents for the two samples. 

Sl S2 
Vari able Component Component Component Component 

1 2 1 2 

General s-e 0 , 597 0 , 586 0 , 4 18 0 , 7 30 
Work -related s-e 0 , 601  0 , 6 21 0 , 5 35 0 , 6 24 
General trust 0 , 678  -0 , 50 1  0 ,  7 20 -0 , 407  
Trust in colleagues 0 , 7 78 -0 , 389 0 , 806 -0 , 297  
Trust in superi ors 0 , 593 -0 , 136  0 , 663  -0 , 1 6 2  

Ei genvalue 2 , 1 34 1 , 1 50 2 , 0 68 1 , 203 
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Table 7.1 0 :  Rotated c<>1q>onent loadi ngs of the two princi pal coq>onents 
for the two s�les. 

Sl S2 
Variable Component Component Component Component 

1 2 1 2 

General s-e 0 , 1 35 0 , 825 0 , 022 0 , 841  
Work-related s-e 0 , 1 19 0 , 856 0 , 1 75 0 , 803 
General trust 0 , 843 -0 , 004 0 , 826 -0 , 0 1 7  
Trust in col leagues 0 , 857 0 , 1 45 0 , 850 0 ,  121 
Trust in superiors 0 , 590 0 , 241 0 ,66 1 0 , 1 72 

Table 7.1 1 :  Co�onent score coefficients for the two s�les 

Sl S2 
Variable Component Component Component Component 

1 2 1 2 

General s-e -0 , 075 0 , 576 -0 , 1 1  0 , 63 
Work-related s-e -0 , 091 0 , 602 -0 , 0 18 0 , 58 
General trust 0 , 51 4  -0 , 164 0 , 467 -0 , 133 
Trust in colleagues 0 , 494 -0 , 058 0 , 460 -0 , 033 
Trust in superiors 0 ,294 -0 , 069 0 ,346 0 , 033 

Had the self-esteem and trust seal es of the questionnaire been 
highly ( or fairly highly ) intercorrelated, the two distinct 
self-esteem and trust components would not have emerged from the 
component anal ysis, and a simple 2x2 split on the component 
scores would not have been poss i b 1 e. For both samp 1 es of the 
study , it was possible to use median splits on the two component 
scores to arrive at the four-styles categorization. 
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The method of medi an spli ts is commonly used in such applications 
as it is robust to possible deviations from normality in the 
data. I n  Table 7.1 2 it is shown  that approximately equal 
p roportions of people are assigned to the model categories for Sl  
and S2. 

Tabl e 7 .1 2 :  Percentages of respondents of S l  and S2 i n  each of the model 
categori es . 

Sampl e 

1 1 Dependent 1 1 

1 1 Machiavellian 1 1 

"Autonomous" 

1 1 A 1 i enated " 

Sl 

N= 295  

23 

23 

27 

27 

S2 

N= 2 28 

24 

24 

26 

26 

As a check on the va 1 i di ty of the method of ca tegori zat ion used 
by the model, the results of this method were compared to those 
of a natural grouping of four clusters based on a K-Means cluster 
analysis of the five self-esteem and trust scales. The means of 
these five scales for each cluster are presented in Tables 7.13 
and  7 .14 for Sl and  S2 respectively. The values in  these tables 
show that clusters 1 and 3 are always highest on the trust 
scales , whereas clusters 2 and _ 3  are always hi ghest on the 
self-esteem scales. The four clusters thus appear to correspond 
to the four categories of the model: relative to the scale means ,  

cluster 1 is low on self-esteem and high on trust ; 
cluster 2 is high on self-esteem and low on trust ; 
cluster 3 is high on self-esteem and high on trust ; and 
cluster 4 is low on self-esteem and low on trust. 

According to the Interpersonal Styles Model, these clus ters 
correspond to the styles of dependence , Machi ave 1 1  i ani sm, 
autonomy and alienation respectively. 
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Tabl e 7 . 13 : Means of the classi fi er vari ables for each cluster of Sl 

�s Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Mean 
Classi fi e 
Variables N=76 N=85 N=74 N=60 N·=295 

General s-e 60 , 69 73 , 55 73 , 99 57 , 25 67 , 03 
Work-related s-e 34 , 72 3 7 , 89 38 , 50 32 , 78 36 , 19 
General trust 44 , 99 39 ,29 48 , 49 38 , 19 42 , 84 
Trust i n  colleagues 46 , 07 40 , 82 50 , 1 2 3 6 , 65 43 , 66 
Trust i n  superi ors 15 , 62 14 , 82 1 7 , 04 1 3 , 1 7 15 , 25 

Table 7 . 14 · Means of the classi fi er vari ables for each cluster of S2 

- Clusters Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Mean -. 
Cl assi fi er--.....__ 
Vari ab 1 es ·---.,__"- N=59 N=48 N=75 N=46 N=228 

General s-e 60 , 46 75 , 33 74 , 68 59 , 22 68 , 02 
Work-related s-e 34 , 85 36 , 98 38 , 1 5 32 , 1 3 35 , 83 
General trust 46 , 97 41 , 96 48 , 16 41 , 26 45 , 1 5 
Trust i n  colleagues 48 , 22 39, 81 5 1 , 36 39, 54 45 , 73 
T rust i n  superi ors 16 , 46 14 , 69 1 7 , 27 1 3 , 41 15 , 74 

The relati onshi p between the two methods of group i ng i s  formally 
p resented i n  Tables 7. 1 5  and 7. 16  for S l  and S2 respecti vely. As 
shown by the values along the diagonal of each table , most  
respondents are cl assi f i  ed i n to correspondi ng categori es by the 
two methods ( 79% and 76% respecti vely ) .  A chi -square test of 
i ndependence ( performed on the raw data ) shows there to be a 
si gn i fi cant rel ati onshi p between the two groupi ng methods for 
both samples : ( X  2 ( 9) =  448 , 623 , p<0 , 0001 ; X 2 ( 9) =  322 , 14 ,  
p<0 , 0001 for Sl and S2 respect i vely ) .  

1 33. 



Tabl e 7 .1 5 : Percentages of respondents of Sl i n  each cl uster* 
correspondi ng to the categor; es of the model** 

Cl u sters 
Categori es 
of the model 

" Dependent" 

"Machi avel l i an 

"Autonomous "  
11 A 1 i ena ted 11 

Cl u ster 1 

N=76 

18 

0 

3 

5 

Cl u ster 2 Cl u ster 3 Cl u s ter 4 

N=85 N=74 N=60 

0 4 1 

22 0 1 

3 21 0 

4 0 18 

Tabl e 7 .1 6 :  Percentages of respondents of S2  in each cluster* 
correspondi ng to the categori es of the model** 

Cl u sters Cl u s ter 1 Cl u s ter  2 Cl u s ter 3 Cl u s ter 4 
Categori es 
of the model N=59 N=48 N=7 5  N=46 

" Dependent" 18 0 5 1 
1
1Machi avel l i an 11 1 17 5 1 

1
1Autonomous 11 1 2 23 0 

" Al i enated 11 
6 2 ·  0 18 

* In both Tabl es 7 . 15 and 7 . 16, the c l us ters are deri ved from 
cl u s ter analys i s on the fi ve measu res of the cl ass i fi er 
vari abl es . 

** I n  al l cases , the categori es of the model a re deri ved from 
component anal ys i s on the fi ve meas u res of the cl ass i fi er 
vari abl es . 
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7 .3 Resul ts of the Hypothes i s  Tests 

In this section , results of the tests of the hypotheses of the 
research are presented . 

7 .3 .1  The test of the hypothes i s  of the f i rst cl ass 

The binomial test was used to test whether the orderings of the 
interpersonal styles for the various personality and j ob-related 
variables are essentially the same for the two samples tested. 

Nine out of a total of 13 of these orderings were identical for 
the two samples (Tables 7.1 7 - 7.29 ) .  

The probability of an identical ordering of the four styles for a 
particular variable occuring by chance for the two samples is: 

24( 1 ) (  1 ) = 1 - -
( 4 ! ) (  4 ! ) 24 

This is so since there are 4 !  or 24 possible orders of the 4 
styles. The same ordering must occur for the two samples for a 
tie to occur. Also, a tie can occur for any of the 24 possible 
orderings. 

The test of the first hypothesis is thus a test to ascertain 
whether a probability of 1/24 could have resulted in 9 ou t of 13  
i denti cal compa ri sons. If  not , a probab i l ity greater than chance 
would mean that there is an element of consistency between the 
style orderings of the two samples, for the number of identical 
orderings obtained could not have occurred by chance. 

According to the binomial test , the probability of obtaining 9 
identical orderings out of 13 by chance, is virtually zero 
( 2 ,323-10 ) .  This means that there is some consistency between 
the style orderings of the two samples , a result which supports 
the cross-validity of the Interpersonal Styles Model. 
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7 .3 . 2 The tests of the hypotheses of the second cl ass 

Ta b l es 7 . 1 7  - 7 .30  i l l u s trate the way i n  w h i ch  the hyp otheses  of 
categori es A-E* ( see Secti on 5 . 2 . 2 ,  Tab l e 5 . 1 )  a re tes ted . I n  
each  of these  tabl es , the expected or hypoth es i ze d  order of the 
i nte rpe rs onal  s tyl es i s  s ta ted f or a pa rti cu l ar pe rs onal i ty o r  
j ob-re l ated va ri abl e .  Th ereafte r ,  a 1 -way An a l y s i s o f  V a ri ance 
( ANOV A )  tab l e i s  p resented to test for overa l l d i ffere nces 
between the i nterpers onal  s ty l e s  for each vari abl e .  As the ANOV A  
tech n i que takes no a ccou nt o f  the degree o f  c oncordance between 
the hypothes i zed  and  obtai ned orderi n gs , the s i gn i f i cance l evel  
obta i ned f rom the ANOVA tab l e i s  adj u s ted by Mantel ' s  ( 1983 ) 
meth od . By th i s  meth od , the con ti nuou s s i gn i f i cance tes t  p rovi ded 
by the ANOVA tabl e ,  a nd a di s crete s i gn i f i cance test based  on the 
c oncorda nce between the anti ci pated and exp ected order i n gs , are 
s i mu l ta neou s l y  taken i nto accou nt i n  the adj u s tment . Th e 
hypothes i s  tes t  bas ed on the a dj u s ted s i gn i f i cance l evel i s  thu s  
a j oi nt test of di ffe rences between the s tyl es a n d  of the 
o rde ri n gs of thes e  s tyl es . 

I f  th i s  a dj u s ted s i gn i fi cance l evel i s  s i gn i f i cant ( that i s  
p<O , 0 5 )  , and  i f  the obs e rved s tyl e orde ri n g  i s  the s ame a s  the 
e xpecte d  orderi n g ,  the re i s  s u pport f or s ay i n g that the s ty l es 
a re di ff erent f rom each other on th at p a rt i cul a r  vari abl e ,  and 
that the observed s ty l e orde ri ng i s  concordant w i th e xpectat i on . 
H owever , i f  the adj u s ted  s i gn i f i cance l evel i s  s i g n i f i ca nt bu t 
the observed orderi ng i s  n ot as e xpecte d ,  then on l y the c l a i m  of 
ove r a 1 1  di fferences  between the s tyl e s  i s  s u pporte d .  Obs e rved 
s ty l e orde ri n gs that a re d i f fe rent f rom those e xpected may 
p rovi de va l u abl e i nf ormati on for f u rther  resea rch . 

Tabl e 7 . 31  prov i des a s ummary of the res u l ts of these tes ts . 

* The hypoth es i s on j ob rank i s  n ot i nc l u ded here as i t  i s  tested  
d i fferentl y . The  re s ul ts of  th i s  tes t are p re s e nted at  the  end  
of  Secti on 7 . 3 . 2 .  
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I n  gene ral , th e resu l ts of the adj u s ted ANOVA tabl es  provi de 
support f or the construct val i d i ty of the I nterpers onal Styl es 
Model . As can be seen from the s umma ry tabl e ( Tabl e 7 .3 1 ) , the 
tes ts for s i gn i f i cant di fferences between the i nte rpers ona l 
s tyl es  wh i ch take th e expected s tyl e orde ri n gs i nto accou nt a re 
al l s i gn i f i cant f or SL I n  the case of S 2 ,  n on s i gn i f i cant 
d j  ff e rences between the styl es are on the seal  es  of detachme nt 
and Levenson ' s  i nternal l ocus of control . Thus for S 2 ,  it is not 
s tri ctl y admi s s abl e to ra nk order the obse rve d va l u es for the 
s tyl es on these va ri abl es . 

Other  obs erve d styl e orde ri n gs th at a re di fferent f rom those  
expected we re obta i ned on the  s cal es of  compl i ance , 
Ma ch i ave l l i an i sm , Leve nson ' s  powerful  others l ocu s of control a nd 
general  a l i e nati on . H oweve r ,  i f  the a c�u�l s tyl e mea ns on these 
vari  ab 1 e s  are comp a red ,  the di fferences  between the means  a re 
actual ly  too smal l to be cons i de red mea n i n gfu l . For i ns tance , i t  
was expected that peopl e cl ass i f i ed by the model as dep endent  
wou l d s core h i gher on compl i ance than  peopl e c l ass i fi ed as  
autonomou s ( Tabl e 5 . 1 ) . Al thou gh th i s  order was  not  obs erved 
( Tabl e 7 . 1 7 ) ,  the di fferences between the means obta i ned by these 
two grou ps  ( e xp re s s ed i n  standa rd devi ati on ( S .D . )  u n i ts - s ee 
Tabl e 7 . 4 }  a re extreme ly  smal l :  0 , 01 and O ,  17  S . D .  u n i  ts for Sl 
and S2 res pecti ve ly . An other  examp 1 e i s  the case of Leve nson ' s 
powerful others l ocus of control s cal e .  Contra ry to expectati on , 
peopl e cl as s i f i ed by the model as dependent we re obs e rve d to 
obtai n l ower scores than  those c l as s i f i ed as Mach i avel l i an ( Tabl e 
7 .  2 2 ) • However , the di fferences between th e s co re means  for Sl 
and S2 a re once a gai n extreme ly  smal l ( 0 , 04 and 0 , 05 S . D .  u n i ts 
res pecti vel y ) . The u nexp ected orderi n g  for S2 on general 
a l i enati on for respondents c l as s i f i ed by the model as 
Mach i avel li an  and dependent  is s imi l a rl y based on a ve ry sma l l 
mean di fference ( 0 , 1 2  S . D .  u n i ts ) . 

I n  the case of the Ma ch IV scal e ,  peopl e cl a s s i f i ed by the model 
as a l i e nated we re f ound  ·to score h i gher than  those c l ass i f i ed as 
Mach i avel l i a n  ( s ee Ta bl e 7 . 20 } , al th ou gh the di f f e rence between 
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the mean scores of these two groups of people was fairly small 
for each sample ( 0 , 25 and 0 , 35 S.D. units for Sl and S2  
respectively ) .  However , the unexpected obs erved order on the 
Mach IV scale could not be ignored s particularly as the scale was 
intended to be one of the main criteria for es tab 1 is hi ng the 
cons truct va 1 i di ty of the model I s categorization of 
Machiavelli ani sm. In an attemp t to discriminate between the two 
categories of the model { alienati on and Machiavellianism ) , a 
scale of j ob involvement was included in the questionnaire 
admi nistered to the second sample. It was expected that j ob 
involvement scores coul d be used to dis tinguis h between the 
alienation and Machiavellianism categories of the model, as 
alienated people have been as sociated with low j ob involvement , 
whereas Machi avel 1 i ans are not expected to have 1 ow job 
involvement { s ee Section 4.2.2 ( iii) ) .  As expected , people 
categorized by the model as alienated did indeed obtain lower j ob 
involvement scores than those clas sified by the model as 
Machiavellian { see Table 7 .30 ) .  Furthermore, as expected , people 
clas sified according to the model as alienated also obtained 
lower scores on the general j ob satis faction scale { Table 7.29 ) , 
and higher scores than those clas sified as Machiavellian on the 
two alienation scales { Tables 7 .26 and 7 .27 ) and on Srole ' s 
( 1956 )  anemia scale ( Table 7 .28) . These findings provide support 
for the distinction drawn between the model categories of 
alienation and Machiavellianism. 
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Table 7 .17:  Hypothesis tests for c�liance 

Hypothes i zed order :  Dependent 
( h i gh to l ow ) 

Observed Sl 

Order Aut Dep Mach Al i en 

Autonomous  

Aut Dep 

Mach i avel l i an 
Al i enated 

S2 

Mach Al i en 
Mean 37,33 37, 29 36,94 35, 53 38,95, 38, 19  36, 72 35,92  
S .D . 4, 19  3,95 5,69 4, 15 3,9 1  4, 27 4,81 4,49 

ANOYA Table 
Sou rce df MS F p df MS F p 

between 3 56,38 2, 76 0,042 3 1 1 1 , 28 5,81 0,001 
wi thi n 291 20,42  224 19, 14  

After adj ustment p=0,021 p=0,0005 

Table 7 .1 8 :  Hypothesis tests for aggression 

Hypothes i zed order :  Mach i avel l i an Al i enated Dependent 
( h i gh to 1 ow ) Autonomous 

Observed Sl S2 

Order Mach Al i en Dep Aut Mach Al i en Dep Aut 
Mean 44,03 42, 80 42,25 41, 71 42,54 41, 60 41, 50 40, 83 
S .D . 5,00 5,61 4,94 5, 29 4,61 4,57 4,82 6,40 

ANOYA Table 
Sou rce df MS F p df MS F p 

between 3 70,66 2,58 0,054 3 27, 74 1,03 0,381 
wi th i n  291 27, 42 224 26,98 

After adj u stment p=0, 007 p=0,049 
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Tabl e 7 . 19:  Hypothesi s  tests for detachment 

Hypothesized Order : Alienated Machiavellian Dependent 
( h i gh to 1 OW ) Autonomous 

Observed 51 52 

Order Ali en Mach Aut Dep Mach Ali en Dep Aut 
Mean 28 , 1 6 27 , 54 26 , 72 26 , 7 1 26 , 32 26 , 08 25 , 96 25 , 13 
s .o . 4 , 97 5 , 64 4 , 54 3 , 84 4 , 49 4 , 22 3 , 7 6  3 , 7 6  

ANOVA Tabl e 
Source df MS F p df MS F p 

between 3 38 , 00 1 , 65 0 , 1 7 7  3 15 , 4 7  0 , 94 0 , 4 24 
within 291 22 , 98 224 16 , 53 

After adj ustment p=0 , 023 p=0 , 21 7  

Tabl e 7 .20 : Hypothesi s  tests for Mach IV total scores 

Hypothesized Order : Machiavellian Alienated Dependent 
( h i  gh to 1 OW ) Autonomous 

Observed Sl 52 

Order Ali en Mach Dep Aut Ali en Mach Dep Aut 
Mean 63 , 30 60 , 87 54 , 69 53 , 9 1  63 , 08 59 , 39 51 , 4 1  49 , 78 
s .o . 7 , 42 9 , 03 8 , 43 10 , 39 8 ,20 8 , 62 10, 27 9, 1 4  

ANOVA Tabl e 
Source df MS F p df MS F p 

between 3 1 6 18 , 1 4 20 , 48 0 , 000 3 2362 , 54 28 , 7 4  0 , 000 
within 291 79 , 00 224 82 , 22 

After adj ustment p=0 , 000 p=0 , 000 
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Tabl e 7 .21 : Hypothesi s  tests for Levenson ' s  i nternal l ocus of 
control scal e 

* 

Hypothesized Order : Autonomous Machiavellian Dependent 
{ high to l ow ) Alienated 

Observed Sl S2 

Order Aut Mach Dep Alien Mach Dep Aut Alien 
Mean 36 , 49 35 , 74 35 , 65 34 , 7 1 35 , 87 35 , 25 34 , 90 34 , 28 
S .D . 5 , 07  5 , 00 4 , 7 5  4 , 87 4 , 90 6 , 34 6 , 85 6 , 08 

ANOVA Tabl e 
Source df MS F p df MS F p 

between 3 42 ,34 1 , 74 0 , 1 58 3 24 , 99 0 , 67 0 , 57 1  
within 291 24 ,28 223* 37 , 26 

After adj ustment p=0 , 020 p=0 , 876 

In  Tables 7 .21 - 7 .29, the degrees of freedom of the ANOVA 
tables for S2 are slightly different from those of the ANOVA 
tables of Tables 7.1 7-7.20 and 7.30. The differences are due to 
a small amount of missing information in the responses of the 
subj ects of S2. 

Tabl e 7 .22:  Hypothes i s  tests for Levenson ' s powerful others l ocus 
of control scal e 

Hypothesized Order: 
{ hi gh to l ow ) 
Observed 

Order Ali en 
Mean 25 , 69 
S . D . 6 , 60 

Source df 

Mach 
23 , 7 1  
6 , 37 

MS 

Sl 

Alienated Machiavelli an 
Dependent 

Dep 
23 ,43 
6 , 52 

F 

Aut Ali en 
21 , 48 23 , 6 1 
6 , 44 6 ,  77  

ANOVA Tabl e 
p df 

Mach 
20 , 7 6 
6 , 96 

MS 

Autonomous 

S2 

Dep Aut 
20 , 42 18 , 28 
6 , 21  5 ,25  

F p 

between 3 235 ,35 5 , 59 0 , 001  3 284 , 54 7 , 13 0 , 000 
222 39 ,89 within 291 42 , 07 

After adj ustment p=0 , 0008 p=0 , 000 
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Table 7.23: Hypothesi s tests for Levenson' s  chance locus of 
control scale 

Hypothesized Order : Alienated Dependent Machiavellian Autonomous 
( high to l ow ) 
Observed Sl S2 

Order Ali en Dep Mach Aut Ali en Dep Mach Aut 
Mean 26 , 66 24 , 84 23 , 90 21 , 5 1  25 , 85 23 , 09 22 , 85 19 , 27 
S .D. 6 , 72 6 , 5 5 6 , 81 6 ,38 6 , 78 6 , 40  7 , 32 6 , 48 

ANOVA Table 
Source df MS ... 

p df MS F p r 

between 3 364 , 03 8 , 34 0 , 000 3 437 , 1 5  9 , 6  0 , 000 
within 291 43 , 67 223 45 , 55 

After adj ustment p=0 , 000 p=0 , 000 

Table 7.24: Hypothesi s tests for Russell ' s  i nternal locus of 
control scale 

Hypothesized Order: Autonomous Machiavellian Dependent 
( hi gh to 1 ow ) Alienated 

Observed Sl S2 

Order Aut Mach Dep Ali en Aut Mach Dep Al i en 
Mean 25 , 86 25 , 50 25 , 18 24 , 43 26 , 48 25 , 4 1 25 , 34 24 , 46 
S .D . 2 , 35 2 , 59 2 , 67 2 , 70 2 ,  72  2 , 5 7  2 , 7 5  2 , 93 

ANOVA Table 
Source df MS F p df MS F p 

between 3 29 , 47 4 , 44 0 , 005 3 40 , 94 5 , 42 0 , 00 1  
within 291 6 , 64 222 7 , 5 5  

After adj ustment p=0 , 0006 p=0 , 0001 
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Tabl e 7.2 5: Hypothesis tests for Russel l ' s external l ocus of 
control scal e 

Hypothesized Order : Dependent Machiavelli an Autonomous 
( high to 1 ow )  Alienated 
Observed 51 52 

Order Ali en Dep Mach Aut Ali en Dep Mach Aut 
Mean 19 , 7 5  19 , 02 16 , 96 1 5 , 95 18 ,63 18 , 1 1  16 , 89 16 , 1 7  
S.D. 3 , 97 3, 1 1  3 , 69 3 , 81 4 , 25 3 , 93 3 ,41  4 , 1 8  

ANOVA Tabl e 
Source df MS F p df MS F p 

between 3 239 , 80 1 7 , 74 0 , 000 3 73 , 62 4 , 67 0 , 004 
within 291 13 , 5 1  222 1 5 , 70 

After adj ustment p=0 , 000 p=0 , 00 1  

Tabl e 7.2 6: Hypothesis tests for general al ienation 

Hypothesized Order : Alienated Machiavellain Dependent Autonomous 
( hi gh to 1 ow ) 
Observed 51 52 

Order Ali en Mach Dep Aut Ali en Dep Mach Aut 
Mean 9 , 5 0  9 , 18 8 ,2 1  7 , 5 7  9 , 7 5  8 ,66 8 ,33 7 , 1 5  
S .D. 3 , 49 3 , 14 2 , 50 2 , 60 2 , 93 2 , 7 5 2 , 73 2 , 02 

ANOVA Tabl e 
Source df MS F p df MS F p 

between 3 60 , 60 6 , 87 0 , 000 3 68 , 59 .  9 , 97 0 , 000 
within 291 8, 82 223 6 , 88 

After adj ustment p=0 , 000 p=0 , 000 
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Tabl e 7 .27: Hypothesi s tests for work al i enati on 

Hypothesized Order : Alienated Machiavellain Dependent Autonomous 
( high to 1 ow } 
Observed Sl S2 

Order Al i en Mach Dep Aut Ali en Mach Dep Aut 
Mean 18 , 79 15 , 84 1 5 , 52 13 , 09 18 , 55 16 , 00 1 5 , 25 13 , 62 
S .D. 4 , 47 4 , 98 4 , 1 5  3 , 44 5 , 66 5 , 07 4 , 50 3 , 48 

ANOVA Tabl e 
Source df MS F p df MS F p 

between 3 433 , 40 23 , 71 0 , 000 3 252 , 40 1 1 , 21 0 , 000 
within 291 18 ,28 223 22 , 52 

After adj ustment p=0 , 000 p=0 , 000 

Tabl e 7 .28 : Hypothesi s tests for anomi a 

Hypothesized Order : Alienated Machiavellain Dependent Autonomous 
( hi gh to 1 ow ) 
Observed Sl S2 

Order Ali en Mach Dep Aut Ali en Mach Dep Aut 
Mean 24 , 74 22 , 47 21 , 12  17 , 98 23 , 05 21 , 35 1 9 , 4 5  17  , 32 
S .D. 5 , 42 5 , 80 5 , 6 5  5 , 04 5 , 66 6 , 30 6 , 02 4 , 28 

ANOVA Tabl e 
Source df MS F p df MS F p 

between 3 630 , 96 21 , 1 4  0 , 000 3 36 1 , 84 1 1 , 6 1  0 , 000 
within 291 29 , 85 223 31 , 17 

After adj ustment p=0 , 000 p=0 , 000 
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Table 7.2 9 : Hypothesis tests for general j ob satisfaction 

Hypothesized Order : Dependent Alienated 
Machi ave 1 1  i an 

( h i gh to 1 ow ) Autonomous 

Observed Sl S2 

Order Aut Mach Dep Ali en Aut Dep Mach Ali en 
Mean 14, 91 13,38 13,32 12,04 13, 98 13,66 13,02 12,23 
S .D. 1, 79  2, 07 2,65 2, 74 2,42 2,33 2, 73 2,41  

ANOVA Table 
Source df MS F p df MS F p 

between 3 109, 78 19, 99 0,000 3 35,28 5 ,  77  0,001 
within 291 5,49 223 6, 12  

After adj ustment p=0, 000 p=0, 0005 

Table 7 .30 : Hypo thesis tests for j ob i nvo l vement 

Hypothesized Order : Dependent Alienated 
Machiavellian 

{ h i  gh to 1 OW ) Autonomous 

Observed Sl S2 

Order Aut Dep Mach Ali en 
Mean NOT APPL ICABLE 73,07  72, 13 7 1, 1 7 68,05 
S.D. 5, 68 8,66 9, 1 9  '8,69 

ANOVA Table 
Source df MS F p 

between 3 282,52 4,27 0,006 
within NOT APPL ICABLE 224 66 , 1 3 

After adj ustment p=0,003 
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Tabl e 7 .31 :  Su11111ary of resul ts of the si gni ficance tests of 

the second cl ass : hypotheses of categori es A-E 

Table Variable Significance ( S ) or Compl ete 
Number Non-Significance ( NS )  Concordance 

based on adj usted ( Y=Yes 
significance l evel N=No) 

Sl S2 Sl S2 

7.1 7  Compliance s s N N 

7.1 8  Aggression s s y y 

7.19 Detachment s NS y N 

7.20 Mach ! V  s s N N 

7.21 Levenson ' s  s NS y N 
internal loc 

7.22 Levenson ' s  s s N N 
powerful others 1 oc 

7.23 Levenson ' s  s s y y 
chance l oc 

7.24 Russell ' s  s s y y 
i nterna 1 l oc 

7.25 Russel l ' s s s y y 
external loc 

7.26 General alienation s s y N 

7.27 Work al ienation s s y y 

7.28 Anomia s s y y 

7.29 General j ob s s y y 
satisfaction 

7.30 Job invol vement - s - y 
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As previousl y mentioned , the hypothes is  on job rank ( hypothesis 
6b ) was tested di fferently from the o ther hypo theses of  the 
second cl  ass . Th is  is because the information on job rank is 
strictly o rd inal . Deta i l s  on the ranks of the respondents are 
presented in Tab l e 7 . 32 for the two sampl es . 

Table 7 . 32 : Hypothesi s tests for job rank 

�ipothesized
)
Order : Mach iavel l i an Al i enated Dependent , gh to 1 ow Autonomous 
Observed Percentages for S l  ( N=295 ) 

Rank Al i en Mach Dep Aut To ta l 
( h ig h  to low )  

4 3 4 5 5 1 7  
3 6 3 4 5 18 
2 8 7 5 9 29 
1 10  9 9 8 36 

Tota l 27  23  23 27  100 

· Observed Percentages for S2  ( N=228 ) 
Rank 

( 1 ow to h igh ) 
Al i en Mach Dep Aut To ta l 

3 15 14 7 1 1 47 
2 6 7 9 9 3 1  
1 5 3 8 6 22 

Tota l 26 24 24 26 100 

A c h i-square test of  independence ( performed on the raw data ) 
s hows that there is  no rel ationsh ip  between the styl e categori es 
and the job ranks o f  SL However , the hypo thesized o rder for job 
rank does ho l d  for the model catego ri es of  S2 x 2 ( 9 ) =  8 , 48 ,  
p>0 , 05 ;  :X 2 (6 ) =  14 ,99 ,  p<0 , 05 for S l  and S 2  respecti vely . The 
re 1 ati  onsh i  p between i nterperson� 1 sty l es and job rank needs to 
be further researc hed ( see Section 9 ) . 
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As  aspects of job sati s facti on other than general job sati s 
facti on ( that i s , sati sfacti on wi th promoti on ,  management ,  
pol i c i es and work i tsel f ) are cons i dered to be l argel y determi ned 
by the c haracteri sti cs  of the job i tsel f ,  no hypotheses were 
framed for these vari abl es. An hypothes i s  was framed for general 
or overal l job satisfacti on as i t  has been as soc i ated wi th the 
al i enated styl e i n  the l i terature ( see Secti on 4.2.l ( i i i ) ) . The 
other aspects of j ob sati s facti on were i nc l uded i n  the s tudy i n  
order to i nvesti gate whether they are rel ated to the s ty l es i n  
any way. The means of the job sati s facti on aspects for the sty l e 
categori es are presented i n  Tabl e 7.33. 

Tabl e 7. 3 3: Observed means of each job satisfaction aspect for the 
model categories of Sl and S2 

Model S l  S2 
Categori es 

J� 

Aut Dep Mach  Al i en Aut Dep Mach Al i en 

sati sfacti on 

Promoti on 18 , 63 1 6 , 74 18 , 90 13 , 95 1 6 , 80 16 , 94 14 , 70 13 , 73 
Management 1 5 , 15 14 , 02 13 , 32 1 2 , 1 5  14 , 33 14 , 00 13 , 35 1 2 , 18 
Pol i c i es 13 , 75 13 , 02 1 1 , 85 1 1 , 24 13 , 81 13 , 45 1 2 , 15 1 1 , 77  
Work 33 , 33 30 , 82 31 , 28 28 , 55 32 , 63 30 , 60 29 , 80 28 , 07 
General 14 , 9 1 13 , 32 13 , 38 1 2 , 04 13 , 98 13 , 66 13 , 02 1 2 , 23 

I t  i s  noteworthy that for both S l  and S 2 , peopl e  cl as s i f i ed by 
the model as autonomous general l y  tend to be the most  sati s f i ed 
group i n  terms of management ,  pol i c i es ,  work and general j ob 
sati s facti on ,  fol l owed respecti vel y by peop l e c l as s i f i ed as 
dependent , Machi avel l i an and al i enated. The model categori es 
have been presented i n  th i s  order to i l l ustrate the trend. 
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However , in the case of satisfaction with promotion , there 
appears to be no clear trend. It is possible that promotion 
satisfaction is a function of the organization rather than of the 
personality of the worker. 

7 .3 . 3  The tests o f  the hypothesi s o f  the thi rd cl ass 

For each sample , the technique of K-Means cluster analysis was 
used to split the respondents into four groups. All the 
personality vari ab 1 es ( apart from self-esteem and trust ) were 
used in the analyses. The j ob-related variables were not 
included as their relationships to the styles are not as clearly 
defined in the literature as those between the personality 
variables and the styles. 

An examination of the means of these personality variables across 
the four resultant clusters of each sample ( Tables 7.34 and 7.35 
for S l  and S2 respectively ) reveals that each cluster corresponds 
to one of the four interpersonal styles. For example , the means 
of the first cluster of Tables 7.34 and 7.35 indicate that the 
people of this cluster , as compared to the people of the other 
clusters , are most likely to be dependent: relative to the people 
of the other categories , they are fairly high on compliance and 
external 1 ocus of control, and fairly 1 ow on aggression , 
Machiavellianism and alienation. On the other hand , the people 
of the third cluster are likely to be autonomous as they are high 
on compliance and Russell ' s  internal locus of control and low on 
aggression , Machiavel l ianism , external l ocus of control and 
alienation. The means of the variables on the second and fourth 
clusters suggest that these clusters represent the styles of 
Machiavellianism and alienation respectively. 

In Tables 7.36 and 7.37 the percentage of people in each cluster 
corresponding to the categories of the Interpersonal Styles Model 
are presented for Sl and S2. The order of presentation of the 
clusters is such that the highest percentages in each table would 
be expected to lie along the main diagonal if the clusters and 
categories of the model are concordant. 
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Tabl e 7 . 34 :  Means of the personal i ty vari abl es for each 

cl uster* of Sl 

- -
C l usters C l u s ter 1 C l uster 2 C l uster 3 

Persona 1 i ty 
V ariab l es N=70 N=74 N=7 5 

Compl iance 38 , 48 35 , 69 37 , 68 

Aggression 41 , 87 43 , 58 40 , 82 

Detachment 25 , 54 30 , 00 25 , 03 

Mac h  I V  Total 53 , 58 64 , 39 48 , 56 

Levenson ' s  36 , 54 36 , 82 35 , 28 
i nterna 1 1 oc 

Levenson ' s  25 , 7 6 23 , 05 17 , 2 1 
powerfu l  others 1 QC 

I 
Levenson ' s  26 , 90 22 , 59 1 7 , 55 
chance l oc 

Russel l I s  25 , 18 25 , 47 26 , 27 
interna l l oc 

Russel l ' s  18 , 00 18 , 1 1 1 5 , 62 
externa l  l oc 

Genera l al ienation 8 , 0 1 8 , 96 6 , 32 

! Work al ienation 14 , 70 1 6 , 01 1 1 , 74  

20 , 7 0 2 1 , 53 16 , 27 
-

C l uster 

N=76 

35 , 28 

44 , 37 

28 , 55 

66 , 29 

34 , 07 

28 , 72  

30 , 30 

23 , 97 

20 , 03 

1 1 , 14 

20 , 83 

27 , 82 

* In Tab l es 7.34 - 7.37 , the cl usters are derived from c l uster 
ana l ysi s on the personal ity variabl es ( apart from sel f-esteem 
a nd trust ) 
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Tabl e 7.35 : Means of the personal i ty vari abl es for each 
cl uster of S2 

- - - --
Clusters Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 

Personality 
Variables N=65 N=62 N=55 

-
Compliance 37 , 81 36 , 74 38 , 81 

Aggression 41 , 44 43 , 16 38 , 70 

Detachment 25 , 00 25 , 24 25 , 07 

Mach I V  Total 53 , 42 59 , 60 46 , 50 

Levenson 1 s 36 , 41 33 , 97 34 , 70 
i nterna 1 1 oc 

Levenson ' s  2 1 , 83 18 , 97 14 , 31 
powerful others 1 oc 

Levenson ' s  26 , 86 19 , 06 14 , 85 
chance loc 

Russell ' s  25 , 86 24 , 87 26 , 06 
i nterna 1 1 oc 

Russell 1 s  1 7 , 53 1 7 , 61 13 , 63 
external loc 

General alienation 8 , 55 7 , 81 6 , 46 

Work a l i en ati on 1 5 , 22 16 , 15 10 , 98 

Anomia 1 9 , 1 7 20 , 85 14 , 76 

1 5 1 . 

Cluster 4 

N=46 

36 , 31 

43 , 04 

28 , 69 

65 , 21 

34 , 29 

28 , 06 

30 , 46 

23 , 81 

20 , 65 

1 1 , 31 

2 1 , 54 

26 , 84 



Tabl e 7 . 36 :  Percentages of respondents of 51 i n  each cl uster 

correspondi ng to the categori es of the model * .  

�s 
Catego Cl uster 1 Cl uster 2 Cl uster 3 Cl uster 
of the model 

1

1 Dependent 1 1  

1

1 Machi avel l i an 1 1 

1
1 Autonomous 1

1 

1 1 Al i enated 1 1  

N=70 N=74 

9 4 

6 8 

6 6 

3 7 

N=75  N=76  

5 5 

4 5 

14  1 

2 15  

* In al l cases,  the  categories of  the  model are derived from 
component anal ysis on the five measures of the cl assifier 
variabl es. 

Tabl e 7 . 37 :  Percentages of respondents of 52 i n  each cl uster 
correspondi ng to the categori es of the model . 

4 

- -- -·-
�ters 

Categories 
of the model -.._ 

1 1 Dependent 1 1  

1

1 Machiavel l ian 1

1 

1 1 Autonomous 1 1  

1 1 Al ienated 1 1  

-- - -

Cl uster 

N=65 

9 

6 

7 

7 

1 Cl uster 

N=62 

4 

9 

7 

7 

1 52. 

2 Cl uster 3 C l uster 4 

N=55 N=46 

7 4 

4 5 

1 2  0 

1 1 1  



The highest percentage values always occur along the main 
diagonals of Tables 7.36 and 7 . 37 .  The groupings of the cluster 
analysis and of the model are concordant for 46% of respondents 
of S l  and 41% of respondents of S2. These percentages are fairly 
high considering that only 25% of each sample would be expected 
to lie along the main diagonal of each table by chance ( j ust over 
6% of people are expected in each cell by chance ) .  

The results of the chi-square tests of independence show that for 
both S l  and S2 , there is a significant relationship between the 
results of the groupings of the cluster analysis and the 
categories of the model (x 2 ( 9 ) =  81 , 57 ,  p< 0 , 00 1 ; x2 ( 9 ) =  5 1 ,84 ,  
p<0 , 001 for S l  and S2 respectively ) .  

There are , however , some i neons i stenci es in the results of the 
two sets of categorizations . These are particularly apparent for 
the styles of dependence and Machi avel 1 i ani sm : frequently ,  the 
two clusters ( cluster 1 and cluster 2 )  that most closely resemble 
these styles do not correspond to the model ' s  categorizations of 
these styles, and vice versa . For example , there is noticeable 
inconsistency where the cluster analysis assigns people to the 
second cluster and the model cl assi fies these people as 
1
1 alienated 11

• By constrast , the least confusion is between 
cluster 3 and 11alienation 11 and cluster 4 and 1

1 autonomy 1 1
• 

The main results cited in this chapter are discussed further in 
Section 8 .  

8 .  GENERAL DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

The emphasis in this discussion is on the implications of the 
main results of the study for the va 1 i di ty of the I nterpersona 1 
Styles Model. The discussion begins with an appraisal of the 
scales of the questionnaire , as the quality of the research 
results is dependent on the quality of the underlying measurement 
scales . 
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8 . 1  Measurement of the Cl assi fi er Vari abl es 

I n  the compi l ati on  of the que sti onna i re ,  i t  was often  neces sa ry 
to omi t certai n i terns of exi sti ng  seal  es  that were e i ther not 
appl i cabl e to the South Afri can  context or were con s i dered 
con f u s i ng . In general , the rev i sed scal es of the c l a s s i f i er 
vari abl es  had sati sfactory metri c prope rti e s , al tho u g h  some of 
the other scal es  of the questi onna i re provi ded l es s  than opti mal 
mea s u rement of the i r underl yi n g  constructs . There was , however ,  
s uff i c i ent i n forma ti on der i ved from acceptab 1 e persona 1 i ty and  
work -re l ated  mea s u res  to te st the  maj ori ty of  the  hypotheses  of 
the s tudy . 

The choi ce  of general  a s  wel l as  work - spec i f i c seal  es  of  each 
c l a s s i f i er vari abl e ,  i n  prefe rence to s i ng l e gl obal measures , was 
j usti f i ed by the mode st rel ati o n s h i ps  obta i ned  between the two 
scal e s  of sel f-esteem and  among  the three sca l es  o f  tru s t .  I n  
s p i te o f  the se moderate correl ati ons , the scal es  l oa ded  o n  onl y 
two components when a nal ysed by the tec h n i que o f  pr i nc i pal  
components anal ys i s : the sel f-esteem mea s u res  l oaded  on  one and 
the tru s t  measures  on  the other . These l oad i ngs  s how that there 
i s  a core of sel f-esteem common  to the sel f-es teem mea s u re s ; 
s i mi l arl y ,  the trust  meas ures  have a common core of  tru s t .  

8 . 2  Measurement of the Interpersonal Styl es 

I t  was not pos s i bl e  to compa re the resu l ts of exi s ti n g  mea s u res  
of  a l l four  sty l es to  the resu l ts of the 2x2  categori zati on  of  
the  I nte rpersonal  Sty l es  Model . Th i s wa s becau se repu tabl e 
exi sti n g  meas ures  of the four  i nterpersonal s ty l es  i n  questi on 
were not al ways avai l abl e .  For i n stance , depe n dence coul d not be 
mea s u red  di rectl y as there appears to be no  rep u tabl e measure of 
the sty l e .  Al thou gh  several mea sure s  of dependence exi st ( for 
exampl e ,  Edwards , 1 959 ; Rhode s  1 ( 1957 ) sentence compl eti on tes t ,  
a n d  the D E Q  of Bl att , D 1 Affl i tti a n d  Qu i n l an , 1976 ) ,  the scal es  
appear to  be  measuri n g  di fferent con structs . F u rthermore , there 
; s no consen s u s  among  researchers as to wh i c h sea 1 e s  shoul d be 
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i s  no consensus  among researchers as to wh i ch sea l  es s houl d be 
used ( see Secti on 3 . 1 . 2 ) . The styl e of autonomy was not measured 
d i rectly ei ther ,  as exi sti n g  sea 1 es have ques ti onab l e  cons truct 
val i di ty ( for exampl e ,  the sca l es of Kurti nes , 1973 , 1 974 ) , or 
are not yet thorough ly researched ( for exampl e ,  the sca l e of 
Karni and Levi n ,  1 979 ) . On the other hand ,  wel 1 -researched 
measu res of al i enati on and Mach i avel l i ani sm were ava i l abl e for 
use i n  the present research . 

I n  order to overcome the probl em of measuri n g  autonomy an d 
dependence di rectly , an  i n di rect measurement approach was 
adopted :  vari ous pers onal i ty and j ob-rel ated vari abl es i ndi cated 
i n  the psychol ogi cal 1 i teratu re as rel ated to the s tyl es were 
i ncl u ded i n  the research . For exampl e ,  the three i nterpers onal 
ori entati ons ( c ompl i ance , aggres s i on and  detachment )  of the 
theory of H orney ( 1945 , 1 950 ) promi sed to be useful i n  the study 
of the styl es of dependence , Mach i avel l i  an i  sm and  al i enati on ; 
the 1 ocus of control construct so popul ar i n  the psychol ogi cal 
l i teratu re for mos t of the past two decades s eemed central to the 
s tu dy of the s tyl es ; and the work-rel ated vari ab l es of j ob 
sati sfacti on and j ob i nvol vement appeared parti cul arly useful , 
both for the s tu dy of the i nterpers onal s tyl e of a l i enati on and  
to  rel ate the i nterpers onal styl es to aspects of  the work context 
cons i dered rel evant i n  the p resent research . 

U nfortunatel y ,  i t  was not poss i bl e  to exami ne al l thes e 
cons tructs ri gorous ly as u nderly i n g  meas urement sea 1 es were not 
al ways a dequate . For exampl e ,  the measure of H orney '  s 
i nterpers onal ori entati ons , Cohen ' s  ( 1 967 ) CAD , was fou nd  to be 
i nferi or on psychometri c grou nds ,  supporti ng  the cri ti ci sms of 
Noerager  ( 1 979 ) and  Mun son and  Sp i vey ( 1 982) . Th us the 
as s oc i ati on between H orney '  s · theory and the i nterpersonal styl es 
of the p resent research coul d not be exami ned p roperly . 
S i mi l arl y ,  the i s sue of defens i ve , l ocus of control and i ts 
as s oci ati on to the fou r styl es had to rema i n u nresearched as the 
i tems sel ected from Ru ssel l ' s  ( 1982 ) l ocus of control scal e were 
fou nd to be metri cal ly poor . I t  was , however ,  pos s i bl e  to 
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examine the other personal i ty vari ables and the job-related 
vari abl es i ncl uded i n  the research . 

We turn now to the two interpersonal styl es ( al ienation and 
Mach i ave l l i an i srn )  that were mea sured direc tly in the present 
research . In  the ca. se of  al i enat i on ,  items from the 
interpersonal relati ons and work subsca l es of Maddi ' s ( 1979 )  
Alienati on Test were included in the  quest i onnaire . The moderate 
correlati ons found between these two al ienati on seal es for both 
sampl es of the study are consistent with tho se  obtained by Maddi , 
Kobasa and Hoover { 1 979 ) , and impl y that a person need not be 
al ienated to the same extent in social and work-rel ated 
contexts . I t  is l ikel y that al i enati on experienced by a person 
is i nfl uenced by various external factors ;  for exampl e ,  a 
person ' s work ali en a ti on may be heightened by unfriendly 
coll eagues . However , the fact that carrel ati ons between the 
scal es were of reasonable magnitude implies that there i s  a 
common underl ying core of alienation . 

F i ndi ngs of the study suggest that the Mach I V  scale may actual l y  
be measuri ng an aspect o f  al ienation . Unfortunatel y ,  the 
assoc i ations between Maddi ' s  ( 1 979 ) scales and the Mach IV scal e 
have not been examined in the psychological li terature . However , 
in the present research , the correlations between the scal e used 
to measure Machiavel l ianism ( the Mach I V  scale ) and the two 
a 1 i ena ti on sea 1 es were found to be of app roxi mately the same 
order as tho se between the a l ienati on seal es themsel ve s . 
Furthermore , con s i stent wi th the results of C hristie and Lehmann 
( 1970 ) , the Mach I V  scal e was found to be moderately positivel y 
correlated wi th Srol e ' s ( 1956 ) anemi a scal e .  The l atter has , in 
its turn , been said to be tapping an aspect of alienation ( Bell , 
1957 ; Srole 1 9 56 ) . Other findings of the present study provide 
addi tional support for questioning the construct validi ty of the 
Mach IV scal e .  For instance , the scal e was found to be only 
moderately rel iable i n  terms of internal consis tency . Perhap s 
the most serious a 1 1  ega ti on that can be 1 eve 1 1  ed against the 
construct validi ty of the scale is that many of its items appear 

1 56 . 



to be measuring a trust component only , and nothing else . 
I ndeed , Rotter ( 1967 ) cites the literature on Machiavellianism as 
dealing indi rectly with trust. Consider for example , the 
fo 1 1  owing five i terns of the sea 1 e to which the subj ect must 
respond by agreeing or disagreeing : 

"Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble " ;  

1 1 Honesty is the best policy in all cases" ; 

" I t is safest to assume that all people have a vicious streak and 
it will come out when they are given a chance " ; 

1 1 0ne should take action only when sure it is morally right " ; and 

"Most people are basically good and kind". 

There appears to be no reason why both truly alienated and truly 
Machiavellian people should respond differently to these items 
and to several others of the Mach I V  scale. The scale thus 
appears to have low discriminating power between true alienation 
and true Machiavellianism. Hence , little faith should be placed 
in results of studies based on it. For example , Hollon ( 1983 ) 
found the Mach I V  scale to be negatively related to j ob 
involvement ( see Section 3.2.2 ) .  This counter-intuitive finding 
may be due to confounding of Machi ave 1 1  i ani sm and a 1 i enati on by 
the Mach scale. I t  is possible that Hollon ' s  findings may also 
be a ttributed to the misuse of the correl ati onal method ( see 
Section 8 . 4 ) .  

The suspect va 1 i di ty of the Mach I V  sea 1 e may al so account for 
the anomo 1 ous finding that peop 1 e cl assi fi ed by the mode 1 as 
alienated obtained slightly higher scores on the Mach I V  scale 
than people in the model category of Machiavellianism. Had a 
valid and reliable measure of Machiavellianism existed , the 
ability of the model to discriminate between the styles of 
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al i enati on and Machi avel 1 i ani  sm coul d have been exami ned more 
effecti vel y .  I n deed , Hunter ,  Gerbi ng and Bos ter ( 1982 )  c l a i m  
that the i ndex of Mach i avel l i ani sm ( the Mach total s core ) u s e d  i n  
vi rtua l ly  a l l s tu di es of Machi avel l i ani sm i s  an arbi trary 
compos i te score that does not necessari ly  refl ect 
Mach i avel l i ani sm at al l .  

8. 3 Val i dati on of the tt>del 

In general , the resu l ts of the hypotheses of the research attest 
to the cross-val i di ty and construct val i di ty of the model . The 

resu l ts of Hypothes i s  1 ( the s tabi l i ty hypothes i s )  s howed that 
s cores obtai ned on vari ous personal i ty and j ob-rel ated vari abl es 

of the study ,  when rank ordered accordi ng to the categori es of 
the model , were subs tanti al ly  the same for the two s amp l es .  Th i s  

resu l t was obtai ned desp i te di fferences between the s ampl es i n  
terms of age , 1 ength of servi ce , j ob rank and freedom of choi ce 
i n  parti c i pati ng i n  the s tu dy . Th 1 s  f i n di ng thus consti tutes , to 
a degree , a cross -val i dati on of the model . 

Support for the cons truct val i di ty of the model was provi ded by 
the resu l ts of the tes ts of the hypotheses of categori es A-E ( the 
persona 1 i ty and j ob-re 1 ated hypotheses of Tab l e 5 . 1 ) • They 
showed the observed i ntercategory di fferences to be general l y  as 
expected . For i nstance , peopl e categori zed i nto the h i gh 
s el f-esteem, h i gh trust  quadrant of the model ( the quadrant 
proposed to refl ect autonomy ) , were foun d  to obtai n 1 ow scores  
rel ati ve to peopl e in  the other model categori es on  the scal es of 
aggress i on ,  detachment ,  Machi avel l i an i sm , external l ocus of 
control , a l i enati on and anomi a .  Thei r s cores on compl i an ce , 

i nterna 1 1 ocus of control , j ob sati sf  acti on and j ob i nvo 1 vement 
were re 1 ati ve ly h i gh .  By contrast ,  peop 1 e categori zed i nto the 
1 ow sel f-esteem , 1 CM tru st  quadrant ( the quadrant proposed to 

ref l ect ai i enati on ) ,  were found to obtai n rel ati vel y  hi gh s cores 
.on scal es of detachment ,  external l ocus of control , al i enati on 
and anomi a .  They obtai ned l ow  scores on comp 1 i  ance , i nternal 
l ocus of control , j ob sati sfacti on and j ob i nvol vement . The 
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observed personality and job-related scores of people categorized 
into the model quadrant of low self-esteem , high trust were 
consonant with the expected characteri sti cs of a dependent 
person. Obta i ned scores for people in the proposed Machiavell i an 
quadrant were compat i bl e  wi th a Machiavellian sty l e ,  although 
their locus of control beli efs were neither clearly internal ly 
nor externally ori ented , but rather somewhere i n  between . 

Further evidence for the construct va 1 i di ty of the model was 
obtained through the techni que of cluster analysis. A cluster 
ana 1 ys i s  exerci se was performed on the persona 1 i ty vari ab 1 es of 
the quest i onnaire ( excluding the classifier vari ables of the 
model ) .  I t  yielded four groups of people that corresponded ( to a 
degree si gnificantly greater than chance ) to the categori es of 
people of the Interpersonal Styles Model. As these two sets of 
groupings were based on comp 1 ete 1 y independent vari ab 1 es , the 
correspondence between them consti tutes support for the 
constructs of the model . 

Some degree of inconsi stency between the results of the two 
methods of groupings was expected in view of the often 
questi onab 1 e re 1 i abi 1 i ty and va 1 i di ty of the persona 1 i ty sea 1 es 
on whi ch the cluster analyses were based. For example , i n  the 
li ght of the previously expressed reservati ons about the vali dity 
of . the Mach I V  seal e ,  some i neons i stency was 1 i kely , and was 
indeed found , between the cl uster of people who most closely 
resemble Machiavelli ans ( cluster 2 )  and those peopl e classified 
by the model as ali enated . Other inconsi stenci es between the two 
grouping methods may be due to measures such as Levenson 1 s ( 1 972 ) 
internal 1 ocus of control seal e ,  Ru ssell I s  ( 1 982 ) 1 ocus of 
contra 1 sea 1 e and Cohen ' s  ( 1967 ) CAD which were shown to have 
poor metric propert i es. 

I t  must be recognised that there were no obj ecti ve criteri a 
available for categori z i ng people as ' high ' or ' low ' on the 
scales of the classi fi er variables of the model. Whether a 
person ' s score was considered to be high or l ow was dependent on 
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the scores obtai ned by the other peopl e of that s ampl e .  I n  other 
words , the cutoffs used for the categori zati on were s ampl e 
dependent . I deal l y , the cutoffs s houl d be i nvari ant across 
di fferent sampl es so that the same cri teri a woul d a l ways be used 
to ass i gn peopl e to the fou r categori es . I n  thi s way i t  coul d 
be establ i shed whether peopl e are i ndeed characteri zed by the 
parti cul ar styl es , or whether they onl y appear to be so rel ati ve 
to the other peopl e i n  the parti cul ar sampl e cons i dered . The 
1 atter may have occurred to some extent i n  the present study . 
Th i s  woul d account for the often smal l mean di fferences obta i ned 
between peopl e i n  the fou r  styl e categori es , and al so for the 
i ncons i s tenci es obtai ned i n  the compari s ons between the 
categori es of the model and the group i n gs of the cl u ster 
anal ys i s .  Al though the construct val i di ty of the model was 
s upported ,  nuch s tronger evi dence of the model ' s construct 
va 1 i di  ty may be obtai ned on other samp 1 es categori zed accordi ng  
to  i nvari ant sel f-esteem and  tru st cri teri a .  I n  order to  arri ve 
at i nva ri ant cri teri a ,  cutoffs based on a representati ve 
cross-secti on of the popul ati on of workers shou l d be computed . 
Thi s exerci se i s ,  however, beyond the scope of the p resent s tu dy . 

8 .4 Issues Hi ghl i ghted by the Present Research 

The s tu dy of i nterpersonal s tyl es by means of the model of 
sel f-esteem and trust  hi ghl i ghts s ome cri ti cal i ssues i gn ored to 
date i n  the psychol ogi cal l i terature . The f i rst of these i s  the 
tendency of res earchers to exami ne i nterpers onal s tyl es i n  
i sol ati on . As s tated i n  the i ntroducti on ( Chapter 1 ) , one of the 
di s advantages of th i s  approach i s  that peopl e are cl ass i f i ed i n  
di chotomous fashi on as bei ng e i ther ' h i gh '  or ' l ow '  on that 
s tyl e .  For exampl e ,  Goul d ( 1 969 ) cl ass i f i ed peopl e i nto ' h i gh 
a l i enated ' and ' l CM  al i enated ' groups ; throughout thei r res earch , 
Chri s ti e  and Gei s  ( 1 970)  speak of the ' h i gh Mach ' and the ' l ow  
Mach ' . Al though peopl e characteri zed by a parti cu l ar i nter
personal styl e may i ndeed be s i mi l ar ,  no cogn i zance i s  taken of 
the fact that there are general l y  1 arge i n di vi dual di fferences 
between peopl e who are not characteri zed by that s tyl e .  The 
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i nterpers onal s tyl es model overcomes th i s  probl em to some extent 
by i ts i ntegrated approach . 

The s tudy of i nterpersonal styl es i n  i sol ati on has seri ous 
i mp l i cati ons for researchers who use l i nea r correl ati onal methods 
i n  s tudyi ng the rel ati onsh ip  between styl es and other vari abl es . 
Consi der ,  for exampl e ,  the scatterpl ot of Fi gu re 8 .1 whi ch shows 
the expected rel ati ons h i p  between val i d  measures of al i enati on 
and sel f-esteem . 

Accordi ng to the hypotheti cal scatterpl ot ,  the overal l 
correl ati on between sel f-esteem and a l i enati on wou l d be l ow .  
Cl oser i ns pecti on shows that there i s  a defi ni te degree of order 
i n  the poi nts . However ,  the rel ati onsh i p  between the al i enati on 
and sel f-esteem vari abl es i s  not a l i near one . Consequently , the 
amount of order contai ned i n  the poi nts of the scatterp 1 ot woul d 
not be reveal ed by a l i near correl ati on coeffi ci ent . Stati sti cal 
methods for overcomi ng th i s  probl em a re avai l ab l e ( see Sprent , 
1969) . 
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Fi gure 8.1 :  Hypothetical scatterpl ot of the expected 
rel ati onship between al i enation and sel f-esteem 
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A preponderance of people of any one of the four styles may cause 
a radi cal change i n  the overall correlat i on .  For example , i f  
there were relat i vely few dependent peopl e  i n  a sample , the 
overall { absolute ) correl ati on between self-esteem and ali enat i on 
would appear to be h i gh . On the other hand , a sample contai ni ng 
a large proporti on of dependent people would lead to a change i n  
the overall correlati on .  The effects of possi ble bi ases i n  
sampli ng procedures on the results of correlati onal studi es i s , 
however , largely di sregarded i n  psychologi cal research . 

Thus ,  many spuri ous correlat i ons may have been obtai ned i n  
studi es of i nterpersona 1 styles . A case i n  poi nt concerns the 
posi ti ve correlati on often found i n  the li terature on 
Mach i avelli ani sm between the Mach I V  scale and scales of external 
locus of control ( C hri st i e  and Gei s ,  1970 ; Duffy , 1978 ; Proci uk 
and Breen , 197 5 ;  Russe 1 1  , 197 4 ;  So 1 a r and Brueh 1 , 1971 ; Zenker 
and Wolfgang , 1982 ) .  In spi te of a number of rati onali zat i ons 
that have been proposed by researchers for th i s  f i nd i ng ,  the 
a ssoc i ati on sti ll seems counter-i ntui ti ve .  The questi onable 
v a 1 i di ty of the Mach IV  sea 1 e may further compound the problem 
i nherent i n  correlati onal studi es of Mach i avelli ani sm .  

9 .  CONCLUSIONS 

I n  th i s research a model of i nterpersonal styles was proposed and 
i nvesti gated . The study served to support the vi ab i 1 i ty of the 
four style model and to i 1 1  ustrate new di rect i ons for future 
research. 

The I nterpersona 1 Styles Mode 1 was app 1 i ed to two i ndependent 
samples . The results of the model were stable i n  both 
appli cat i ons ,  i n  sp i te of a number of i nter-sample di fferences , a 
fi ndi ng whi ch supports the cross-vali di ty of the model . Support 
for the construct vali di ty of the model was obtai ned from results 
on di rect and i ndi rect measures of the i nterpersonal styles . 
Some of these measures , however , proved 1 ess than adequate on 
metri c grounds. Thi s presented a severe handi cap i n  the research 
as ri gorous i nvesti gati on of certai n i ssues was not possi ble. 
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The problem of poor measurement scales is not confined to the 
present research . In general , the importance of good 
psychometric sea 1 es .in psycho 1 ogy is overlooked , and 1 i ttl e 
attention is paid to what these scales are measuring . As studies 
are often based on inferior seal es , findings are suspect and 
subsequent research may be misdirected by the results . Any 
scientific discipline must have rigorous measurement instruments ; 
if psychology is to aspire to becoming a science , the measurement 
problem will have to be faced and remedied . 

One of the advantages of the Interpersonal Styles Model is that 
it circumvents the prob 1 ems associated with the direct 
measurement of the four interpersonal styles by categorizing 
people on self-esteem and trust variables alone . Furthermore , by 
its use of only two variables, it presents a parsimonious 
explanation of the four interpersonal styles , and provides an 
integrated approach to the study of this domain . 

Any model or theory tries to explain a set of events in 
simplified fashion and i s  thus only an approximation of the truth 
(Taylor , 1983 ) .  I t  can never explain all the facts with which it 
is confronted , but can , nevertheless, make valuable contributions 
to science . For example , Newtonian theory was used most 
successfully in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries to 
explain natura 1 phenomena such as the fl ow of the ti des , the 
motion of the planets , moons, comets and so on . At the beginning 
of the twentieth century , however ,  scientific thinking was 
revolutionized by the theories of Einstein , and Newtonian physics 
1 os t its p 1 ace as the fundamenta 1 theory of na tura 1 phenomena 
(Capra , 1 982 ) . Nevertheless, the usefulness and parsimony of the 
Newtonian model is still acknowledged for the explanation of 
events occurring at 1

1 normal 11 speeds and distances.  

The contribution made by the model of the present research to the 
interpersonal styles domain should be similarly evaluated . 
Although the model is not flawless, it is nevertheless better 
than existing theories of interpersonal styles. To date , 
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interpersonal styl es have been studied in a vacuum : peop l e are 
cl as sified on a singl e dimension as either high or l ow on the 
sty l e  in question , and no account is taken of the individual 
differences · between peopl e cl as sified as l ow on the sty l e. The 
model used in th i s s tudy , on the other hand , provides a 
two-dimensional perspective by as s i gning each person to one of 
four categories rather than characterizing peopl e in 
unidimensional terms. The model is constrained (parsimonious ) in 
that it describes four constructs through the use of onl y two. A 
more compl ex or l e s s  constrained model may be abl e to account for 
findings more accuratel y ,  but at the cost  of parsimony. A 
bal ance between compl exity and parsimony is required. 

A serious  probl em in current empirical research on interpersonal 
sty l es l ies  in the misuse of the correl ation coefficient. 
P sychol ogists often conduct correl ational studies with l ittl e or 
no understanding of what the correl ations actual l y  mean. As  
il l ustrated in the previous section , obtained val ues of 
correl ations between seal es of interpersonal styl es and other 
sca1 es may be compl etel y meaningl es s. Al though the correl ation 
coefficient is a powerful s tatistical tool for describing l inear 
rel ationship s , it is an inappropriate descriptor of certain types 
of order . However , this fact remains unrecognized by many 
researchers who construct el aborate p sychol ogical expl anations to 
account for unexpected correl ations instead of questioning their 
underl ying l ogic. 

A further probl em in current research that has been highl ighted 
by the present study concerns samp 1 i ng. The prob 1 em may be 
il l ustrated by referring to Christie and Geis ' ( 1970 ) research on 
Machiavel l ianism. Virtual l y  al l the s tudies cited in their 
research were conducted on undergraduate s tudents , most of whom 
were studying p sycho 1 ogy or soci o 1 ogy. Indeed , psychol ogy has 
been described as 1 1 

• • • the study of the col l ege sophomore " 
(Adel son , 1969 , p . 219 ) .  Finding s based on student popul ations 
may not be representative of the situation in non-academic 
contexts. Neverthel es s , inj udicious general izations are often 
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made . In the present research , the Interpersonal Styles Model 
was formulated on research f ind ings in both work and non-work 
contexts . The mode 1 , however ,  was tested on Government off ice 
workers only : no claims a re made as  to i ts appl icab il i ty to 
non-Government wo rkers ,  student samples or  to non-work-related 
samples . In these populati ons , the p roportions of people 
cha racterized by the va rious i nterpersona 1 styles may be qu i te 
d ifferent from those observed in  th i s  s tudy . 

Investi gations into the usefulness of the model in  experi mental 
and p red ictive exerc ises would consti tute a logical next step in 
the resea rch on the interpersonal styles model . For example , i t  
would be worthwh ile exam ining  the j ob sat i sfaction of people 
cha racterized by the styles in  re 1 ati on to va rious 
characteristics of the j ob such as  amount of interpersonal 
contact and task structu re . I t  may be that dependent people 
would only be satisf i ed in j obs w i th a great amount of both task 
structure and interpersonal contact ; the j ob satisfaction of 
autonomous people , on the other hand , m i ght not be affected by 
the level of people-contact ,  but strongly affected by the amount 
of f reedom to make deci s i ons and take respons ib il i ty for action . 

Stud i es also need to be conducted on the p red i ctive aspect of the 
model . For example , the relationsh i p  between j ob rank and 
interpersonal styles needs to be investi gated p roperly . Other  
i ssues ,  such as the  poss ib il i ty that the  model has a 
stage-developmental component also needs to be researched . Fo r 
instance , i t  may be that people begin the i r ca reers as dependent 
and , th rough changes in the i r s elf-es teem and trust levels , pass 
throu gh the al i enated s tyle or  perhaps the Mach iavell ian style , 
and eventually become autonomous . I t  is poss ible that certain  
factors influence changes in i nterpersonal styles . For example , 
older wo rkers may feel dependent on thei r br i gh t young colleagues 
who a re fam il iar  w i th modern technology . Ed ucational level may 
have an impact on interpersonal styles and developmental aspects . 
The app 1 i cab i 1 i ty of the mode 1 to wo rk ing  women a 1 so needs to be· 
researched .  The results of such  a s tudy may illustrate important 
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di fferences  i n  i nterpersonal  sty l es  between  mal e a n d  fema l e 
workers . There i s  a l so a need to i n vesti gate the val i d i ty of the 
model i n  di fferent cu l tu re s . 

The present study i s  th u s  on l y a beg i n n i n g  to the i nvesti gati  on 
of  i nterpersona 1 sty l es . The proposed mode 1 seems to be usefu l  
as  i t  provi des a new approach to the sty l e s . However , much  
research must sti 1 1  be  cond uc ted  on i t .  I n  tu rn , th i s re search 
may l ead  to new and  better model s of  the sty l e s . 
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APPEND I X  A 

* T h e  w o r d i n g o f  t h e  i t em i s  pr o v i d e d  o n l y  i f  mo d i f i c a t i o n s  h a v e  b e e n  m a d e  t o  t h e  i t em · 

SECT I ON I 

Or i g i na l  Sca l e  

General trust 
Comrey ( 1970 ) 

Work-related 
self-esteem 

Wagner and Morse ' s  
( 1975 ) 

Item No . 
i n  or i g i nal 

1 
28 
64 
37 
82 
55 

100 
118 
73 

127 
136 
145 
163 

5 

6 
8 

9 

10 

11  

14 

17 

19 

20 

10 

Item No . i n  
quest i onna i re 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
1 1  
1 2  
13  
14 

15 

16 
17 

18 

19 

20 

21  

22  

23 

24 

Or i g i nal  wordi ng 
Mod i f i cat i ons to i t em ( i f any) * 

Rev i sed word i ng 

I do not know why i t  i s ,  but somet imes 
when I ' m supposed to be i n  contro l I 
feel more l i ke the one be i ng 
man i pu l ated 

I wou l d make a f i ne model for an 
apprent i ce to emul ate i n  order to l earn 
the sk i l l s he wou l d  need to succeed 

Th i s  job i s  manageab l e  and prob l ems 
tend to be opt imal l y  sol ved 

If anyone here can f i nd the answer , 
I ' m the one 

Somet i mes I fee l I ' m not gett i ng 
anyth i ng done 

I go home the s ame way in the morn i ng ,  
fee l i ng I have not accompl i shed a 
who l e  l ot 

Cons i der i ng the t i me s pent on the job , 
I fee l thorough l y  fam i l i ar with my 
ta sks  

Samet imes when- I'm supposed to  5e�-in 
contro l at work I feel more l i ke the one 
be i ng man i pu l ated 

I wou l d  make a f i ne model to copy i n  
order t o  l earn t h e  necessary sk i l l s  to 
succeed i n  a job 

I tend to so l ve any probl ems in my job 
opt imal l y  

I f  anyone i n  my job can f i nd the answer , 
I ' m the one 

Somet imes I fee l I ' m not gett i ng 
anyt h i ng done at work 

I go home fee l i ng the same as when I 
arr i ved i n  the morn i ng - that I have not 
accompl i shed much 

I fee l thoroughl y  fami l i ar wi th my job 

I honest l y  be l i eve I have al l the sk il l s! I hones t l y  bel i eve I have al l the s k i l l s 
necessary to perform th i s  task wel l necess ary to perform my job wel l  

I 



N 
C> °' 

Trust in  
col l eagues 

Wri ght sman ( 1964 ) 

Rosenberg ( 1 957 ) 

Trust i n  peop l e  
( S urvey Research 
Centre ) 

Rotter ( 1967 ) 

Rosenberg { 1957 ) 

Rotter { 1967 ) 

Rosenberg ( 1957 ) 

26 

62 

32 

50 

56 

la 

lb 

3 

3 

1 1  

6 

14 

17 

19 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35  

36 

37 

38 

Most  peopl e  are bas i ca l l y  honest 

If you act i n  good fai th w i th  peop l e ,  
a lmost a l l o f  them w i l l  rec i procate 
wi th fa i rnes s toward you 

Peop l e  c l a im  they have eth i c al 
standards regard i ng honesty and 
moral i ty,  but few peopl e  st i ck to them 
when the ch i ps are down 

Most  peopl e  are not real l y  honest for 
a des i rab l e  reason , they ' re afra i d  of 
gett i ng caught . 

Most  peop l e  woul d te l l a l i e i f  they 
cou l d  gai n by i t  

Most peopl e  a t  work are bas i c al l y  honest 

If  you act in good fai th toward your 
col l eagues , almost al l of them w i l l  
rec i procate w i th  fai rness toward you 

Peop l e at work c l a im  they have eth i ca l  
st andards regardi ng honesty and  moral i ty 
but few peopl e  st i c k  to them i n  a cr i s i s  
at work 

Most  of one ' s  co l l eagues are not real l y  
honest for a des i rab l e  reason ; they ' re 
afrai d of gett i ng caught 

Most  workers wou l d  not tel l a l i e even 
if they thought they cou l d ga i n by i t  

Some peop l e  say that most peop l e c an be j Most  of one ' s  co l l eagues can b e  trusted 
trusted 

Others say you can ' t  be too carefu l i n  
your deal i ngs wi th peop l e 

If you don ' t  watch yoursel f ,  peop l e  
wi l l  t ake advantage o f  you 

Do you thi nk that most  peop l e  woul d  
try to t ake advant age of you i f  they 
got the chance or wou l d  they try to be 
fai r?  

Most peop l e  can be counted on to do  
what they say they w i l l  do 

Any normal person w i l l  st and up for 
what he th i nks i s  r i ght even i f  i t  
costs h i m  h i s  job 

It i s  safe to be l i eve that i n  sp i te of 
what peopl e  say, mos t  peop l e  are 
pr imar i l y  i nterested i n  thei r own 
wel fare 

Most peop l e are bas i ca l l y  good and 
k i nd 

When you come r i ght down to i t ,  i t ' s  
human nature never to do anyth i ng 
wi thout an eye to one ' s  own advant age 

One cannot be too careful i n  deal i ng 
wi th co 1 1  eagues 

Un l ess you are carefu l , your co l l eagues 
wi l l  take advantage of you 

Peop l e  i n  the organ i zat i on gener a l l l y 
try to be fai r 

I n  general one ' s  col l eagues cannot be 
counted on to do what they say they w i l l  
do 

In general a worker wi l l  st and up for 
what he th i nks is r i ght even if it costs 
him h i s  job 

I t  is safe to s ay that in sp i te of what 
one ' s  col l eagues say, most  of them are 
pr imar i l y  i nterested i n  the i r  own 
wel fare 

Most  of one ' s  col l eagues are bas i ca l l y  
good and k i nd 

I t ' s  human nature never to do anyt h i ng 
at work wi thout an eye to one ' s  own 
advantage 



N 
C> 
-...J 

Trust in  
superiors 
Robert s and 
O ' Re i l l y ( 1974 ) 

General sel f
esteem 
Rev i sed Jan i s 
F i e l d  Sca l e  
( E ag l y , 1967 ) 

Job involvement 
Lodah l and Kejner 
( 1965 ) 

1 

3 

2 

2 

I ( 1 )  
I I  ( 1 ) 
1 ( 3 )  
I ( 4 )  

I I  ( 2 )  
1 ( 5 )  

I I ( 3 )  

I I  (4 ) 

I ( 6 )  
I I  ( 5 )  
I ( 7 )  
I ( 8 )  

I I  ( 7 )  

I ( 9 )  
I 1 ( 8 )  
I I  ( 9 )  

I { 10 )  
1 1 ( 10 )  

1-20 

39 

40 

41  

42  

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

8 

9 
10 
11  
12  
1 3  

1 4  
1 5  
1 6  

1 7  
18 

19-38 

How free do you feel to d i scuis �i th 
your illlTled iate superior ,  the prob l ems 
and d i ff i cu l t i es i n  your job wi thout 
jeopard i z i ng your pos i t i on or hav i ng 
i t  he l d  aga i nst you l ater 

To what extent do you have trust and 
conf i dence i n  your i111T1edi ate superi or 
regard i ng h i s  general fai rnes s ?  

IIIITledi ate superiors at t imes mus t make 
dec i s i ons wh i ch seem to be aga i nst the 
i nterests of subord i nates . When t h i s  
happens to you as a surbord i nate , how 
much trust do you have that your 
immed i ate super i or ' s  dec i s i on was 
j ust i f i ed by other cons i derat i ons  

SECTION 2 

When you ta l k i n  front of a c l ass  or 
group of peop l e ,  how p l eased are you 
wi th your performance? 

How comfortab l e  are you when st art i ng 
a convers at i on wi th peop l e  whom you 
don ' t  know? 

When you speak i n  a c l ass d i scuss i on ,  
how sure of yoursel f do you fee l ? 

How conf i dent do you feel that some 
day the peop l e  you know wi l l  l ook  up 
to you and respect you?  

I n  general how  confi dent do  you fee l 
about your ab i l i t i es ?  

I genera l l y  fee l free-to <f i scuss wi th my 
immed i ate super i or the prob l ems and 
d i ff i cu l t i es in my job wi thout havi ng i t  
he l d  aga i nst me l ater 

I h ave l i tt l e  trust and conf i dence i n  my 
immed i ate  super i or regard i ng h i s  general 
fa i rness 

I genera l l y  trust that my immed i ate 
super i or t akes i nto account the 
i nt erest s  of al l h i s  subord i nates i n  
mak i n g  dec i s i ons  

My immed i ate super i or has l i tt l e  
i nterest i n  the wel fare and happ i ness of 
those who work  here . 

When you t a l k i n  front of a group of 
peop l e  how often are you p l eased wi th 
your performance? 

How often are you comfortabl e  when 
st art i ng a conversat i on with poep l e  whom 
you don ' t  know? 

I n  a soc i a l d i scus s i on how often do you 
feel sure of yoursel f? 

How often do you feel confi dent that 
some day the peop l e  you know wi l l  l ook 
up  to y0u and respect you?  

I n general how  often do  you feel 
conf i dent about your ab i l i t i es ?  



N 
0 co . 

Compl i ance(C )  
Aggression(A ) and 
Oetachment(D)  
Cohen ' s  { 1967 ) 
CAO 

A ( l )  
A { 2 )  
C { l )  
0 ( 1 )  
C { 2 )  
A { 3 )  
0 ( 2 )  
A {4 ) 
C { 3 )  
A { 5 )  
C { 4 )  
0 ( 3 )  
A ( 6 )  
0( 4 )  
A{ 7 )  
C {  5 )  
0 ( 5 )  
A{ B )  
C ( 6 )  
A( 9 )  
0 ( 6 )  
C { 7 )  
A ( lO )  
0 ( 6 )  
A( l l )  
C ( B )  
A { l2 ) 
0 ( 8 )  
C ( 9 )  
A{ 13 ) 
0 ( 9 )  
A( l4 ) 
C ( lO )  
0 ( 10 
A{ 1 5 ) 

SECTION 3 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
1 1  
1 2  
1 3  
14 
15 
16 
17 ; 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 

----------""T-"-------�--------,-------------------,-----------------



N 
C) � 

Machi avel l i ani sm 
Chr i st i e ' s  ( 1970) 
Mach IV 

Locus of control 
Levenson { 1972 )  

Rus se l l ( 1982 ) 

1-20 

1-24 

3 
8 

21 
6 
4 

16 
5 

23 
7 

22 

SECTION 4 

1-20 

21 -44 

45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
5 1  
5 2  
5 3  
54 



Work al ienation 2 1 SECTION 5 

Maddi ( 1979 ) 5 2 
6 3 I f i nd i t  d i ff i cu l t to imag i ne I f i nd i t  d i ff i cu l t  to be enthus i as t i c  

enthus i asm concerni ng work about wor k  

7 4 It doesn ' t  matter i f  peopl e work hard I t  doesn ' t  maatter i f  peop l e  work hard 
at the i r  jobs ; on l y  a few bosses at thei r  jobs ; on l y  the bosses prof i t  
prof i t  

8 5 
9 6 

10 7 
11  8 

General 2 9 
al ienation 
Maddi ( 1979 ) 6 10 There i s  no po i nt in soc i a l i z i ng :  i t  There i s  no po i nt i n  soc i al i z i ng - i t  

goes nowhere and i s  noth i ng ach i eves noth i ng 

9 11  

10 12 

Anomi a  
Sro le  ( 1956 ) 9 13 

2 14 
3 15 
4 16 
5 17 
6 18 
7 19 

N 
-

8 20 
C> 

Job sati sfaction 
Bl ake and Mackay 21-45 
( 1980 ) subsca l es 
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i }  Today ' s  da te 

i i )  Job grade/rank 

i i i )  Length of serv i ce at the 

i v )  Age 

SECTION 1 

z >- < w 
-' ...., .... = 
z: ...,  w a: C, o ..... ...., w cC 

TTEM a:: a::  a:: I.,) 11'1 
t- t!I  C, = 

c NU1'1BFR "" cC  < = 
1 l b C d 

2 I b C d 

3 I b C d 
4 • b C d 

5 I b C d 
6 I b C d 

7 I b C d 

8 I b C d 

9 I b C d 
10 • b C d 
1 1  I b C d 

12  I b C d 

13  I b C d 

t •  I b C d 
15  a b C d 
16 • b C d 

17 I b C d 
18  • b C d 

19 a b C d 

20 • b C d 

21 a b C d 

22 a b C d 

23 I b C d 

24 I b C d 

25 I b C d 

26 a b C d 
27 a b C d 

28 I b C d 
29 I b C d 

30 a b C d 

31 I b C: d 

32 I b C d 

33 a b C d 
34 I b C d 
35 a b C d -
36 I b C d 
37 I b C d 

38 I b C d 
39 l b C d 

40 I b C � 
4 1  • b C d 

42  a b C d 

A N s � r R s " r t r $ I P f: A 

DAY 

B J Or;RAPH 1 CAL l NFO�HAT tON 

HONTH YEAR 

I I 
v ) Home language 

YEARS MONTHS vi ) (lual i f;cat ions 
organizat ion I I I 

YE'.ARS MONTHS 

I I I 
SECTION 2 

z 
...J z ... ...J 

w ... :a C 
>- W  .... 0 
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O ct  

IT£H 
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u u - a: -'  
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e l I b C d e 
e 2 I b C d e 
e 3 I b C d � 
e 4 I b C d e 
e 5 I b C d e 
e 6 • b C d e 
e 7 I b 

\ 
C d e 

e 8 • b C d • 
e 9 I b C d e 
e 10 I b C d e 

• 1 1  I b C d • 
I 12 I b C d • 
• 13 I b C d • 
I 1 4  • b C d I 

• ts I b C d • 
• 16 I b C d • 
I 17 I b C d • 
I 18 I b t d I 
I 

SECTION 2 (contitlUedJ • 
e > 5 
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ITEM C: a:: a: u V'I C: VI  
e NUMSFR t- C.,  :i = ;; ... -I.I) <:  = V'I C  

e 19 b d I C e e 
20 b d I C e 

e 21 b d I C e e 22 b d I C e e 
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Thi s  questi onnai re i s  part of a study des i gned to l earn more about how 
peopl e  work together .  The questi onna i re was compi l ed by the Nati o na l  
I nsti tute for Personnel Research . 

You are assured that al l responses you make to the i tems are anonymous 
and abso l utely confi denti al . The compl eted questi onna i res are proces sed 
by computers and sulllT1ari zed so that i nd i v i dual s cannot be i dent i f i ed . 
A report on the f i nd i ngs of the research wi l l  be g i ve n  to 
you r organ i zati on . 

P l ease rea l i se that thi s i s  not a test - there are NO ' correct ' or 
' wrono ' responses and no response i s  ' better ' than any other .  It  i s  
of great importance to the research that your  answers refl ect your  
true op i n i ons . 

There are 5 secti ons i n  the questi onna i re .  

We appea l to you to answer a l l the i tems . 

The �uesti onna i re shou l d  take �pprax ima tel y one hour to compl ete . 

Thank you for your co-operat i o n .  

2 1 3. 
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You shou l d  have a two- s i ded answer sheet . 

At the top of the answer s heet i s  ma rked ' B I OGRAPH I CAL I NFORMAT I ON ' . 

Do not wri te your  name anywhere on the answer s heet or que s t i onnai re .  

Where necessary , p l ace a cross (X) i n  the appropri ate box on the answer 
sheet :  

e . g .  � 

JlfRJlAANS OTHER 

l I r 
wou l d  i nd i cate that your home l anguage i s  Engl i s h . 

Pl ease answer a l l the quest i ons i n  the sect i on marked 

I ·  

' B IOGRAPH I CAL I NFORMAT ION ' o n  s i de A o f  your  answer sheet . Beg i n now ! 

When you have comp l eted the que s t i on s , turn to Secti on  1 on the 
fol l ow i ng page of the quest i onna i re . 

----------

------ -----



S E C T I O N 1 :  Instructi ons 

I n  thi s secti on there are a number of statements . 

Item 1 of thi s secti on i s : 

1 .  The average person i s  honest .  

1 - 0 

Your task  i s  to i ndi cate the degree to whi ch you agree or di sagree wi th 
each statement. 

The fi rst col umn of the answer sheet Appears as fol l ows : 

SECTION 1 

z w > W  > c .... ..... _, w 

i w  � a: t.:, a: 
� Z t:I  

o w  ... ... o <  

ITPI a: a:  a: u V> a: v'I 

:;; i  i z 0 1- -
�ER = v'I Q  

NOTE : �ach i tem
} 

1 • b C d e 

2 I b C d e 
1 S  3 I b C d e 

numbered ti II .. n II II 

Th i s  i s · how you ·  answer each i tem: 

I f  you ' strongly  agree ' wi th i tem 1 you shoul d pl ace a cross over the 
l etter ' a ' i n  the col umn marked ' STRONGLY AGREE ' as fol l ows : 

+ 
> 

c 
w >- W  
Lr.I -' ""'  .... a: C!) a: z w  w a: u, Z C.,  

ITE'I 
o w  w wJ < o <  a: a:  a: u V> CC: v'I  
.... C, � = 0 1- -

NtM:lER v'I C: C = v'I Q  

l X b C d e 

Suppose however that you feel imparti a l  or ' uncerta i n ' about i tem 1 . 
You woul d then pl ace a cross over the l etter ' c '  i n  the col umn marked 
' UNCERTAIN ' . 

Si mi l arly  i f  you strongly d i sagree . you woul d  pl ace a cross over the 
l etter ' e ' i n  the col umn marked ' STRONGLY D I SAGREE ' .  

Always mark ! of the 5 poss i b l e  responses to each i tem . 
Answer al l i tems i n  thi s way on ' Secti on 1 '  of your answer sheet . When 
you have fi ni shed turn to ' Secti on 2 ' .  

z: 



S E C T I O N 1 

1. The average person i s  honest. 

2. Some people wi l l  del i beratel y say or do th i ngs to hurt you. 

1 - 1 

3 .  You don ' t  get far unl ess you are ready to fi ght off the competi tion . 

4. Most peopl e are val uabl e human bei ngs. 

5. Most peopl e aren ' t  worth the room they take up. 

6. Most peopl e try hard to be unsel fish. 

7.  Most people  are out to get more than they give .  

8. I seem to run i nto peopl e who have a mean streak i n  them. 

9 .  If  somebody does somethi ng whi ch hurts me, my tendency i s  to bel ieve 

i t  was uni ntentional . 

10. Most peopl e have a l ot more good than bad i n  them. 

1 1 .  Most peopl e woul d  cheat i f  they coul d get away wi th i t . 

12 . The average person wi l l  put the wel fare of those cl ose to him ahead 

of his own personal needs . 

13. Most peopl e would  go out of thei r way to avoid hurti ng somebody else. 

14. Other peopl e are sel fishl y concerned about themsel ves i n  what they do. 

15.  Someti mes when I ' m supposed to be in control at work I feel more 

l i ke the one bei ng mani pul ated. 



· l  - 2 

16. I do not know as much as my predecessor did concerning thi s job. 

17. I would make a fine model to copy i n  order to learn the necessary 
skills to succeed i n  my job. 

18. I tend to solve any problems i n  my job optimally. 

19. If anyone i n  my job can f ind the answer, I ' m  the one. 

20. Sometimes I feel I ' m not getti ng anythi ng done at work. 

21. I go home feeling the same as when I arri ved i n  the morni ng - that 
I have not accomplished much. 

22. I feel thoroughly fami li ar wi th my job. 

23. I honestly believe I have all the ski lls necessary to perform my 
job well. 

24. This job makes me tense and anxi ousa 

25. Most people at work are basically honest o 

26. If you act i n  good fai th toward your colleagues, almost all of them 
wi l l  reci procate wi th fa i rness  toward you. 

27. People at work claim they have ethical standards regarding honesty 
and morality ,  but few people sti ck to them i n  a crisi s at work. 

28. Most of one ' s colleagues are not really honest for a desirable 
reason; they ' re afraid of getting caught 0 

29. Most workers would not tell a li e even i f  they thought they could 
gain by it. 



30 . Most of one ' s  col l eagues can be trusted . 

31 . One cannot be too careful in deal i ng with col l eagues . 

1 - 3 

32 . Unl ess you are careful , your col l eagues wi l l  take advantage of you . 

33 . Peopl e i n  the organi zat i on general l y  try to be fai r .  

34 . In  general one ' s  col l eagues cannot be counted on to do what they 
say they wil l do. 

35 . I n  general , a worker wil l stand up for what he thinks is right 
even i f  it costs hi m hi s job . 

36 . I t  i s  .safe to say that i n  spite of what one ' s  col l eagues say, most 
of them are primarily interested i n  the i r own we l fare . 

37 . Most of one ' s  col l eagues are basi cal l y  good and kind . 

38. It ' s  human nature never to do anything at work without an eye to 
one ' s  own advantage . 

39 . I general l y  fee l  free to discuss wi th my immediate superior the 
probl ems and d i fficul ti es in my job without havi ng it hel d  against 
me l ater. 

40 . I have l ittl e trust and confidence in my immed i ate superior regarding 
hi s general fairness . 

41 . I general l y  trust that my i mmed i ate superior takes into account 
the interests of al l hi s subordinates in making decisions . 

42 . My i mmediate superior has l i ttl e interest in the wel fare and 
happiness of those who work here . 



S E C T I O N 2 :  I ns tructi ons 

2 - 0 

I n  thi s sect i on you are requi red to answer a number of questi ons about 
yourse l f .  

I tem 1 of Secti on 2 i s :  

1 .  How often do you have the feel i ng that there i s  nothi ng 
you can do wel l ?  

Secti on 2 on your answer sheet appears as fol l ows : 

SECTION 2 

z ,. 
w _, z t: � w C ... 0 .... 2 ?: 0 >-

>- �  
_, ..,, 

I TEM 
>- ai: C W ..I  a= c u u - ai: _, 

��BER ""' u � 5  W W  > .... 0 > V,  

l a b C d e 
2 I b C d e 
3 I b C d e 
II n II II II II 

I f  you wi sh to respond ' OCCAS IONALLY ' , you woul d p l ace your cross i n  
the col umn marked ' OCCAS I ONALLY ' as fol l ows : 

z: ,. 
z w _, .... � C ... 0 
LI., C) :al: 
C) >- .;; -

,.. �  _, 
I TEM 

,.. a: C W ...J  
Cl: 

< 
u u - a: ...J 

NUMBER w u z: ::c """ """  > .... 0 c:, .":S > ll't  

l a b X d e 

Simi l arly i f  you wi sh  to respond ' very sel dom ' , you wou l d  pl ace a cross 
over the l etter ' e '  i n  the col umn marked ' VERY SELDOM ' . 

Pl ease answer questi ons 1- 18 i n  th i s  �ecti on i n  th i s  way . 

.... 

w 



S E C T I O N 2 

2 - 1 

1 . How often do you have the feeling that there is nothing you can do 
well? 

2 .  How often do you feel that you have handled yourself wel l at a 
social gathering? 

3 . How often do you worry about whether other people like to be wi th 
you? 

4 . How often do you feel self-conscious? 

5. How often do you have the feeling that you can do everything wel l ?  

6. How often are you troubled with shyness? 

7 . When you talk in front of a group of people how often are you pl eased 
with your performance? 

8. How often are you comfortable when starting a conversation wi th 
people whom you don't know? 

9. How often do you feel inferior to most of the peopl e you know? 

10 . How often do you feel that you are a successful person? 

11. Do you ever think that you are a worthless individual? 

12 . How much do you worry about how well you get along with other people? 

13. In a social discussion how often do you feel sure of yoursel f? 

14. How often do you feel that you dislike yourself? 



15 . How often do you feel sure of yoursel f when among strangers? 

2 - 2 

16 . How often do you feel confi dent that some day the peopl e you know 

wi l l  l ook up to you and respect you ?  

17 . Do you ever feel so d i s couraged wi th yoursel f that you wonder 
whether anythi ng i s  worthwhi l e? 

18� In general , how often do you feel confi dent about your abi l i ties? 

SECTION 2 { conti nued) 

You are now requi red to conti nue wi th Secti on 2. 

For these i tems , you must i ndi cate the degree to whi ch you agree 

or di sagree wi th each statement .  

Your answer sheet appears a s  fol l ows : 

SECTION 2 ( continued) 
�w::; 

ii.' >- w >- 4 ..J Lw ..J ""  ... • · ·u c.::, o=  z w  l&I a: Cl z c,  o w  w w < o <  
ITEM a:: a: a: u "' a:: "' 

... C, c,, = ;; .,_ _  
NUMBER v, <:  ca:: .  � "' Cl  

19 I b C d e 
20 I b C d e 
21 I b C d e .  
22 I b C d e 
23 II " ,, ,, II 

I f  you wi sh to respond ' UNCERTAI N ' , you woul d pl ace a cross over 

the l etter ' c ' i n  the col umn marked ' UNCERTAIN ' .  

S imi l arly i f  you wi sh to respond ' D I SAGREE ' ,  you woul d pl ace a 
cros s over the l etter ' d '  i n  the col umn marked ' D I SAGREE ' .  

Turn to Secti on 3 on the fol l owi ng page when you have fi ni shed . 
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S E C T I O N  2 ( continued) 

1 9. I ' ll stay overt ime to finish a j ob , even if I ' m not paid for it. 

20. You can measure a person pretty well by how good a job he does. 

21 . The major satisfac ti on in my li fe comes from my job. 

22. For me , morni ngs at work really fly by. 

23. I usually show up for work a little early, to get thi ngs ready. 

24. The most important things that happen to me i nvolve my work. 

25. Somet i mes I lie awake at
.
night thinking ahead to the next day ' s 

work. 

26. I ' m  .really a perfectionist about my work. 

27. I feel depressed when I fail at something connected wi th my job. 

28. I have other ac tivit i es more i mportant than my work. · 

29. I li ve, eat, and breathe my job. 

30. I would probably keep working even if I d i dn't need the money. 

31 . Quite often I feel li ke stayi ng home from work instead of com ing 
i n. 

32. To me, my work is only a small part of who I am. 

33. I am very much involved personally i n  my work. 

34. I avo id  tak ing on extra duties and responsi bilities in my work. 



35. I used to be more ambitious about my work than I am now. 

36. Most things in life are more important than work. 

4 

37. I used to care more about my work , but now other things are 
more important to me. 

38. Sometimes I'd like to kick myself for the mistakes I make in 
my work. 



S E C T I O N  3 :  Instructions 

3 - 0 

In this section you are required to indicate how desirable or u ndesirable 
you feel each statement to be. 

Section 3 on your answer sheet appears as follows: 
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Fer this section mark your responses on 'Section 3' on your answer 

sheet in the same way as you did in the previous sections. 

When you have finished please turn to 'Section 4'. 
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S E C T I O N 3 

l o To refuse to g ive i n  to others i n  an argument seems: 

3 - 1 

2. For me to be able to own an i tem before most of my fri ends are abl e  
to buy i t  wou l d  be: 

3. Gi v i ng comfort to those i n  need of friends i s: 

4. Bei ng free of emoti onal t ies w i th others i s: 

5. The knowl edge that most peopl e wou l d  be fond of me at al l t i mes 
wou l d  be: 

6. Knowi ng that others are somewhat envious of me 

7. Enjoyi ng a good movi e by mysel f i s: 

8. Usi ng pu l l  to get ahead woul d  be: 

9. To feel that I l i ke everyone I know wou l d  be: 

10 . For me to have enough money or power to impress 
s hots" wou ld  be: 

1 1. Basi ng my l i fe on du ty to others i s: 

i s: 

sel f-styl ed "b ig  

1 2. For me to pay li ttl e attent ion to what others thi nk  of me seems: 

1 3. To work u nder tensi on wou l d  be: 

14. To be abl e to work hard whi l e  others are el sewhere havi ng fun i s: 

1 5. Pun i sh i ng those who i nsu l t  my honor i s: 



1 6 . To g i ve aid to the poor and underprivileged is : 

3 - 2 

17 . I f  I could live all alone in a cabin in the woods or mountains i t  
would be : 

1 8. Standi ng in the way of people who are too sure of themselves i s :  

1 9 . To have something good to say about everyone seems : 

20 . Telling a waiter when you have received i nferior food i s :  

2 1 . Being free of soci al obligat i ons i s : 

22. Shari ng my personal feelings wi th others would be : 

23. To be able to spot and exploi t weakness in others i s :  

24 . Planning to get along without others i s : 

25. A strong desi re to surpass others ' achi evements seems : 

26. Wanting to repay others ' thoughtless act i ons wi th friendsh i p  i s :  

27. To have the ability to blame others for the i r  mi stakes i s :  

28. For me to avoi d situations where others can i nfluence me would be : 

29 . Putting myself out to be considerate of others ' fee l i ngs is : 

30 . Having to compete w i th others for various rewards is : 

31. I f  I knew that others pai d  very little attention to my affairs it 
would be : 

32. To defend my rights by force would be : 

.. 
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3 3 .  To be fai r to people who do th i ngs whi ch I consi der wrong seems : 

34. For me to work alone would be: 

35 . Correcti ng people who express an i gnorant belief i s : 
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I n  this section you are required to indicate how much you agree or 
disagree with each s tatement . 

Section 4 on your answer sheet appears as follows : 
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sheet as in the previous sections . 
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S E C T I O N 4 
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1 .  Never tell anyone the real reason you did something unl ess it is 
useful to do so . 

2 . The best way to handl e people is to tel l them what they want to 
hear . 

3 . One shoul d take action onl y when sure it is moral ly right. 

4 . Most peopl e are basicall y good and kind. 

5. I t  is safest to assume that all peopl e have a vicious streak and 
it wil l come out when given the chance. 

6 . Honesty is the best policy in al l cases. 

7 o There is no excuse for l ying to someone el se. 

8 .  Generally speaking, men won't work hard unl ess they're forced to 
do so. 

9 . All in all, it is better to be hvmble and honest than to be 
important and d i shonest. 

10 . When you ask someone to do something for you, it is best to give 
the real reasons for wanting it done rather than giving reasons 
whi ch carry more weiqht . 

11 . Most people who get ahead in the world l ead cl ean, moral l ives. 

l2 o Anyone who compl etely trusts anyone else i s  asking for troubl e. 

13.  The biggest difference between most criminal s  and other people is 
that the criminals are stupid enough to get caught . 

fioJI' 



1 4 .  Most men are brave . 

1 5 .  I t  is  w ise to f latter i mportant peop l e .  

16 . I t  is  poss i b l e  to be good i n  a l l respects . 

1 7 . The : l a i m  " that t here ' s  a sucker born every m inute "  i s  fa l se .  

4 - 2 

1 8 .  I t  i s  hard to get ahead w i thout cu tt i ng corners here and there . 

1 9 . Peop l e  sufferi ng from i ncurab l e  d iseases s hou l d  have the cho i ce 
of bei ng pu t pa i nl essl y to death . 

20 . Most men forget more easi l y  the death of thei r fat her than the l oss 
of thei r property . 

2 1 . Whether or not I get to be a l eader depends mostl y  on my ab i l i ty .  

22 . To a g reat extent my l i fe i s  control l ed by acci denta l happen ings . 

23 . I fee l that what  happens i n  my l i fe i s  mostl y determ i ned by powerfu l 
peopl e . 

24 .  Whether or not I get into a car acci dent depends mostl y  on how good 
a d r iver I am . 

25 . When I make p l ans ,  I am a l most certa i n  to make them work . 

26 . Often t here is no chance of protect i ng my persona l i nterests from 
bad l uck happen ings . 

27 . When I get what I want , i t ' s  usual l r  because I ' m l ucky . 

28 . A l though  I m i 9ht  have good ab i l i ty ,  I w i l l  not be g i ven l eadersh i p  
responsi b i l i ty w i thout appea l i ng to those i n  posi t i ons of power . 



29 . How many friends I have depends on how n i ce a person I am . 

30 . I have often found that what i s  goi ng  to happen wi l l  happen . 

3 1 . My l i fe i s  ch i efl y control l ed by powerfu l others . 

32 . W hether or not I get i nto a car acc i dent i s  mostl y  a matter of 
l uck . 

4 - 3 

3 3 .  Peop l e  l i ke mysel f have very l i tt l e  chance o f  protect i ng ou r 
persona l i nterests when t hey confl i ct w i th those of strong pressure 
groups .  

3 4 .  I t ' s  not a l ways w ise for me to plan too far a head because many 
th i ngs tu rn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune . 

35 . Gett i ng w hat I want requ i res pl easi n g  those peopl e  above me . 

36 . W hether or not I get to be a l eader depends on whether I ' m l ucky 
enoug h  to be i n  the r i g ht pl ace at t he r i g h t  t ime .  

3 7 . I f  i mportant peopl e  were to dec i de t hey d idn ' t l i ke me , I probabl y  
wou l dn ' t  ma ke many friends .  

3 8 .  I ca n pretty mu ch determi ne what w i l l  haopen i n  my l i fe .  

39 . I am usua l l y  ab le  to protect my personal i nterests . 

40 . Whether or not I get i nto a car acc i dent depends mostl y on t he other 
drive r .  

4 1 . When I get what I want , i t ' s usu al l y  because I worked hard for i t . 

42 . I n  order to have my plans work , I ma ke su re t hat they f i t i n  wi th 
the des i res of peopl e  who have power over me . 
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43 . My 1 i fe i s  determi ned by my own ac ti ons . 

44 . I t ' s  ch i ef l y  a matter of fate whether o r  not I have a few fr i ends 
or  many fri ends . 

45 . I us ual l y  cons i der al l the al ternati ves carefu l ly before mak i ng 
a deci s i on .  

46 . I often f i nd myse l f dwel l i ng on  pas t mi s takes and fai l u res . 

47 . I prefer games of s k i l l  over games of chance . 

48 . I f i nd a l ot of  th i ngs i n  l i fe are hard to understand . 

49 . I often do th i ngs on the s pu r  of the moment wi thout real l y  th i n k i ng 
them through . 

50 . I have a hard ti me fol l ow i ng through w i th the projects I s tart. 

5 1 . I can general ly  f i gu re th i ngs out  for myself w i th a l i ttl e thought. 

52 . When s ometh i ng u nex pected happens  to me , I ' l l  make the effort to 
f i nd out why . 

53 . I can recal l far more su cces ses i n my l i fe than I can fa i l u res . 

54 . I ' d rather take what I can ge t now than wa i t for some th i n g better 
i n  the futu re . 



S E C T I O N 5 :  1 ns tru ct i ens 

P l ea se i nd i cate whether you agree or d i sagree w i t h the fo l l ow i ng 
statements . 

Mark you r answers on Sect i on 5 of you r answer sheet . 
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S E C T O N 5 

1 .  I wonder why I work at all . 

5 - 1 

2 .  No matter how hard you work you never really seem to reach you r  
goals . 

3 .  I f i nd i t  d i ff i cult to be enthusi ast i c about  wor k . 

4 .  I t  does n ' t  matter if peopl e work hard at their j obs ; only the 
bos ses profit . 

6 .  Ord i na ry work i s  too bor i ng to be worth do i ng .  

6 .  I fee l  no need to try my bes t a t  work for 1 t  makes no d i fference 
anyway . 

7 .  I don ' t li ke my j ob or enj oy my work ; I j ust put  i n  my time to get 
pa i d .  

8 .  I f i nd i t  hard to beli eve those people who actual ly bel i eve that 
thei r work i s  of value to soc i ety . 

9 .  I am better off when I keep to myself . 

1 0 . There i s  no po i nt i n  soc i ali z i ng - i t  achi eves nothi ng .  

1 1 .  I try to avo i d close relat i onshi ps wi th people so that I wi ll not 
be ob l i gated to them . 

1 2 . Most soc i al relat i onsh i ps are mean i ngless . 



1 3 . To  make money there a re no r i q h t  and wrong ways anymore , on 1 y  easy 
and hard ways . 

1 4 .  Nowadays a person has to l i ve pretty much for today and l et tomorrow 
take care of i tsel f .  

1 5 . I n  sp i te of what some peop l e  say , the l ot of the average man i s 
getti ng worse , not better . 

1 6 . I t ' s  hard l y  fa i r to bri ng ch i l d ren i nto the wor l d wi th the way 
thi ngs l ook for the future .  

1 7 .  These days a person doesn 1 t real l y  know whom he can count on . 

1 8 .  Most peop l e  rea l l y  don ' t care what happens to the next fel l ow .  

1 9 . Next t o  hea l th , money i s  the most i mportant th i ng i n  l i fe .  

20 . Y ou some t i mes can ' t hel p wonderi ng whether anyth i ng i s  worthwh i l e . 

C D C C D D C D C C D D D C D C C C D D D CD D C C D D C C D D D C C D D D C D C D C C D DD D D D C D C C CC D D D C C C C CC D D D D D D D C D C  
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2 1 . Chances of p romot i on often depend on whether someone h i gh u p  l i kes 
you . 

22 . My work g i ves me a sense of ach i evement . 

23 .  Superi ors and subord i nates get a l ong wel l together . 

24 .  Many of the th i ngs I have to do i n  my j ob are j ust a waste of ti me .  

2 5 . Th i s  organi zat i on i s  consi stent throughout i n  i ts app l i ca� i on of 
po l i c i es .  

2 6 . My work has hel ped me to  devel op . 

2 7 . Consi deri ng a l l th i ngs , I feel p retty h appy i n  my j ob ! 
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2 8 .  Some t imes  I th i nk that peop l e i n  h i gh pos i t i ons  do not know what 
they are do i ng . 

29 . I fi nd my work chal l engi ng . 

30 . Emo l oyees who are promoted a re a l mo st  a l ways those who des erve 
promot i on .  

3 1 . My work does not a l l ow me to a ppl y my knowl edge and  capab i l i t i es . 

32 . Po l i ci es are put i nto pract i ce effecti ve l y . 

3 3 . I t  i s  not d i ffi cu l t  to be promoted i f  you app ly  you rse l f  to you r  
j ob .  

34 . At the present moment I am s at i s fi ed w i th my j ob . 

35 .  My work i s  of l i tt l e i mportance to the org an i zat i on . 

36 . Often , organ i zat i ona l pract i ces do not conform wi th o rgan i zat i ona l  
po  1 i c i  es here . 

3 7 . I fee l  that my j ob i n  genera l  does not prov i de me w i th the s at i s fact i on 
I wou l d l i ke .  

38 . Often vacanc i es at h i gher l eve l s  a re fi l l ed by h i ri ng peop l e  from 
outs i de the company , rather th an by promot i ng emp l oyees  of the 
organ i zat i on .  

3 9 . Po l i ci es and practi ce s  are often not cons i s tent ove r t i me .  

40 . There i s  much that cou l d  be done to i mprove the genera l  s at i s fact i on 
of emp l oyees he re .  

4 1 . I am confi dent that l eaders i n  the organ i z ati on have the ab i l i ty 
to run the organ i zat i on effecti ve l y .  
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42 . My j ob doesn ' t offer mu ch scope to do work wh i ch I can really take 
pri de i n . 

43 . There are occasi ons when I get so absorbed i n  my job that I don ' t 
know what t i me i t  i s .  

44 . I wou l d  have more promot i ons at another organi zati on than I have 
had here . 

4 5 .  Thi s organ i za t i on i s  certa i n ly  not one o f  the better managed 
organi zat i ons i n  South Afri ca . 
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21  a b C d e 

22 ll b C d e 
23 I b C d e 
24 a b C cl e 
25 a b C d e 

26 a b C d e 

2 7  a b C d e 
28 a b C d e 

29 a b C d e 
30 a b C d e 
31 a b C d e 
32 ll b C d e 
33 a b C d e 
34 I b C d e 
35 e b C d e 
36 I b C d e 

37 I b C d e 
38 I b C d e 

39 I b C cl e 
40 --- a b c d e 
4 1  I b C d t 

42 I b C d e 
43 • b C d t 

·- • b C d t 
0 • b C d • 

BEGIN OP DIE ANDERKANT 
VAN DIE  ANTWOORDVEL 
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H i e rd i e  vrae lys i s  dee l van ' n s tud i e  wa t ontwerp i s  om mee r te wete 
te kom oor hoe men se saarTMerk . D i e  vrae l ys i s  deur d i e  Na s i ona l e  
I ns t i tuut  v i r Personeelnavors i ng opges te l .  

U word ve rseker dat a 1 le res ponse wat u maak  op  di e i tems anon i em en  
gehee l en  a l  vertrou l i k  i s .  D i e vo1 tooi de v rae l yste word deu r  reke naars 
verwerk e n  opgesom s odat i ndi v i due n i e  geident i f i s eer  kan  word n i e . 
' n  Vers l ag oar d i e  bev i nd i nge van hi erdi e navors i ng s a l  aan  
u organ i s as i e  gegee word . 

Bese f asseb l i ef da t h i erd i e  n i 6  ' n  toets i s  n i a  - daar i s  GEEN • korrekte ' 
of ' ve rkeerde ' antwoorde n i e  en geen a n twoord i s  beter as  en i ge a nd�r n i e .  
Di t i s  ter wi l l e v an d ie  navors i ng van  d i e u i terste be l ang dat u antwoorde 
u wa re men i ngs wee rspi ee l . 

Daa r  i s  5 de l e  i n  di e vrae l ys . 

Ons doen ' n  beroep op u om a l l e  i tems te beantwooro . 

Di t be hoort ongeveer een uu r i n  bes l ag te neem om d i e  v rae l ys te vol tooi . 

Dank i e  v i r  u s amewe rk i ng .  

.. 
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U rnoe t ' n  tweekant i ge a ntwoordve l h� . 

Bo-aan d i e  an twoordvel staan  gesk ryf ' B I OGRAF IESE I NL I GT I NG ' . 

Moen i e  u naam en i ge plek op di e antwoordvel of v raelys neerskryf n i e . 

Waar nod i g ,  maa k  ' n  kru i s  ( X )  i n  d i e  gepaste p l okk i e  o p  d i e antwoordve l : 
ArR J WNS ENGELS ANOE:R 

b . v . Hui stul I X I 
sou a a ndu i dat u hu i staa l Afri kaans i s .  

Beantwoo rd asse bli e f  a l  d i e  vrae i n  di e seksi e geme rk 
' B I OGRAF I ESE I NL I GTI NG ' op Kant A van u antwoordvel . Beg i n  nou ! 

w�nneer u � i e vrae vo l tooi het , bl aa i na Deel l op d i e  vc l gende b l adsy . 
van h i erd i e  vrae lys , 



D E E L 2 :  I nstru ks i es 

2 - 0 

I n  h i e rd i e  deel word daar van u verwag om ' n aantal v rae oor  use l f te 
beantwoord . 

I tem 1 van Dee l  2 i s :  

1 .  Hoe d i kwe l s  kry u d i e  gevoel dat daar ni ks i s  wat u goed kan 
doen ni e ?  

Dee l  2 van u antwoordvel si en  soos vol g daaru i t :  

DEEL 2 

i.J 

� C,I)  ..... _ _, 
-' w 

I TEM -
I.I.I � �  � Lr.I -

N()"'"lrR w - 0 "'- < 
0:: 0  1,/'1 < co 

1 a b C d e 
2 a b C d e 
3 a b C d e 

II I f  I I  I I  I I  II 

As u g raag ' af en toe ' w i l antwoord , pl aas u k ru i s  oor d i e  l etter 1 d 1 

i n  d i e  ko l om geme rk ' AF EN iOE 1 soos vol g :  

� w C? 0 � v,  ..... � 
Q - -J  

...J W  

ITEM -
w � �  � ..... 

< NOMMER < w - 0 � = a: Q  C,I) a:, 

l I l. b C X e 

Eweneens ,  as u ' bai e se l de '  w i l k i es ,  sal u u k ru i s oar d i e  l etter ' e '  
p l aas i n  d i e  kol om gemerk ' BA T E  SELDE ' . 

Beantwoord asseb l i ef al l e  vrae i n  h i erd i e  dee l  op d i ese l fde mani e r .  

3 l aa i  na ' Deel  3 '  o p  d i e  vol gende b l adsy wanneer u k l aar i s . 



D E E L 2 

2 - 1 

1 .  Hoe dikwels kry u d i e  gevoe1  dat daar ni ks  i s  wat u goed kan doen 
nie ? 

2 .  Hoe d i kwels voel u dat u goed by • n  sos i ale byeenkoms opgetree 
het ? 

3 .  Hoe dikwels bekommer u uself daaroor of ander mense d i t geni et om 
saam met u te wee s ?  

4 . Hoe dikwels voel u s elfbewus ? 

5 .  Hoe dikwels kry u d i e  g�voel dat u alles goed kan doen? 

6 .  Hoe dikwels het u p robl eme met s kaamhe i d ? 

7 .  Hoe dikwels i s  u tevrede met u ve rtoni ng wanneer u voor 1 n g roep 
mense praat? 

8 .  Hoe d i kwels voel u op u gemak wanneer  u 1 n gespre k  aanknoop met 
mense wie u ni e ken ni e? 

9 .  H oe d i kwels voel u mi nderwaardi g  teenoor d i e  mees te van d i e  mense 
wat u ken? 

10 . Hoe d i kwels voel u dat u ' n  s u ksesvolle persoon i s ? 

1 1 .  Oink u ooi t dat u ' n waardelose ind i v i du is ? 

1 2 . Hoeveel bekommer u oor hoe geed u met ander mense oor die weg kom? 

1 3 . Hoe dikwels voel u s elfverse ke rd in ' n  sos i ale bes pre k i ng ?  

1 4 .  Hoe dikwels voel u dat u n i e  van uself hou ni e ?  



1 5 . Hoe di kwe 1 s voe l u se1 fversekerd tus sen vreemde l i nge? 

2 - 2 

1-6 . Hoe di kwel s voe1 u vol vertroue dat d i e  mense wi e u ken eendag na  
u s a l  ops i en en u s a l  respekteer? 

1 7 .  Voel u ooi t  so ontmoedi g  met usel f dat u wonder o f  eni g i ets di e 
moe i te werd i s ? 

1 8 .  I n  d i e a l gemeen, hoe di kwe 1 s voel u vol vertroue i n  u e i e  vennoens? 

p E E L  2 ( ve rvo1 g )  

Daar  word nou van u verwag om met Dee 1 2 voort te gaan. 

Vi r h i e rdi e i tems meet u aandui tot watte r mate u met elke s telli ng  
saamstem a l  dan n i e .  

U antwoordve l s i en soos volg daa ru i t :  

lW.' 

IT(� · 
r r  w -:c  

i,;n�Mt� 
i- <  
V'I V'I 

19 a 
20 ,I 

21  l 

22 I 

23 " 

DEEL 2 ( vervol g }  

:.:: 
� W IJ.I  

a:: - -
V'I u.J z z: 
2: wJ 

� �  ""' V'I .... z "' 0 I.I) VI 

b ' d 

b C d 

b C d 

b C d 
.. " • 

..., ... 
- V'I  � �  
ll'I C.:  
a:: """ ....., .... 
> 11'1  

e 
e 
e 
e 
" 

Gestel u voel onpa rtydi g of ' onseke r '  oor i tem 19 . Dan sal u 
' n  krui s oor di e letter ' c '  i n  di e kolom gemerk ' ONSEKER ' p 1 aas . 

Eweneens , i ndi en u ' ten sterkste verski l ' , s al u ' n  kru i s plaas oor 
di e letter ' e '  i n  di e kolom gemerk 1 VERSK IL  TEEN STERKSTE ' .  

Blaa i  na ' DEEL 3 '  op di e vol gende bladsy wanner  u klaa r i s .  

i:, 
er: ... 
"" w 
... 
"' � 



D E E L  2 ( vervo l g )  

19 . Ek sal oortyd werk om ' n taak te vol tooi , se l fs al word e k  
ni e daarvoor betaal ni e .  

20 . J y kan ' n  persoon rede l i k  geed opsom deur  te kyk hoe geed hy 
' n  taak ve rri g .  

2 1 . Di e be l angri kste bevredi g i ng i n  my l ewe kom u i t my werk . 

22 . Vi r my v l i eg oggende by di e werk regti g verby .  

23 . E k  i s  gewoonl i k  ' n b i etj i e  v roeg by di e werk , om d i nge gereed 
te k ry .  

24 . Di e be l angrikste si nge wat met my gebe ur  het betre k k i ng op 
my werk . 

25 . E k  l e  soms i n  di e nag wak ker en di nk vooru i t  aan di e vo l gende 
dag se werk . 

26 . Ek i s  regti g ' n  perfeksi oni s oar my werk . 

27 . Ek voe l ternee rgedruk as ek  mi sl uk  i n  i ets wat met my we rk 
te doen het. 

28 . Ek het ander akti wi te i te wat be l ang ri ker as my werk i s .  

29 . Ek eet , l eef  en praat my werk. 

30 . Ek sal moontl i k  aanhou werk , se l fs al het e k  ni e d i e ge l d  
nod i g ni e . 

3 1 . Ek voe l di kwe l s dat ek  l i ewer by d i e hui s wi l b l y eerde r as 
om i n  te kom we rk toe . 

32 . V i r my i s  my we rk sl egs ' n  k l e i n  dee l  van wi e ek  i s . 

2 - 3 



33 . Ek i s  pers oonli k ba i e  betrok ke by my werk. 

34 . Ek venny om ekstra take en verantwoordeli khede i n  my werk te 
aanvaar . 

35 . Ek  was gewoonli k meer amb i s i eus oor my werk as wat e k  nou i s .  

36 . Mees te d i nge i n  di e lewe i s  bel angri ker as  werk . 

37 . Ek het gewoonli k meer oor my werk omgegee , maar nou  i s� daar 
ander di nge wat v i r  my be l angri ker i s . 

38 . Soms wi l e k  myself s kop oor d i e  foute wat e k  i n  my werk maak .  

2 - 4 



D E E L 3 : I n st ru k s i e s  

3 - 0 

I n  dee 1 3 word van u verwag om aa n te du i hoe gewe n s  of onge..,,e n s  u e l  ke 
s te 1 1  i ng beskou . 

Deel  3 op u antwoordve l l yk s oos vo 1 g :  

OEEl 3 

� � � a: ...J 
v, - - WJ V, V, V, 
er ...J ...J � z a: z: 

I TEM -
..... 1.1' V') w.l \,oJ WJ ...,  
i- Z  z V, � � �  

NOl.1�1£ R - """  -' z - =::  
::, :it '...E: 0 0 ::> Cl 

1 a b 1 :  d f 

2 a b C d e 

3 a b C d e 
ti II ti ti ti " 

V i r h i erd i e  dee l moet u u a ntwoorde i n  ' Dee l 3 '  van d i e  antwoordve l 
aa ndu i net socs i n  d ie vor i ge de l e . 

Wanneer u k l a a r  i s , b l aa i  a sseb l i ef na ' Dee l  4 ' . 



D E E L 3 

1 .  Om te we i er om v i r andere i n  te gee i n  ' n argument , l yk : 

2 .  V i r my om i ets te kan besi t voordat d i e  meeste van my vri ende 
i n  staat i s  om d i t te koop , sou wees:  

3 .  Om d i egene wat vri ende nod i g  het te troos , i s: 

4 .  Om v ry te wees van emosi one l e  bande met andere , i s :  

3 - 1 

5 .  Di e wete dat d i e  meeste mense te a l l e  tye van my sou hou , sou wees : 

6 .  Om te weet dat andere my i etwat beny , i s :  

7 .  Om op my e i e  ' n  goe i e  fl i ek te geni et , i s : 

8 . Om i nv l oed te gebru i k om vooru i t  te kom , sou wees : 

9 . Om te voe l  dat e k  van  e l keen hou wat e k  ken , sou wees : 

1 0 . V i r my om genoeg ge l d of mag te he om mense wat hu l l esel f " g root 
kokkedore 1 1 noem te i mooneer , sou wees :  

1 1 .  Om my l ewe te baseer op pl i g  teenoor andere , i s :  

1 2 .  V i r my om mi n a andag te skenk aan wat andere van my d i nk ,  l yk :  

1 3 . Om onder spanni ng te werk , sou wees : 

1 4 .  Om i n  staat te wee s om h ard te werk terwy l andere e l ders pret maak , 
i s :  

1 5 . Om d i e gene te straf  wat my eer a a ntas , i s :  



1 6 . Om hu l p aan d i e  armes en m i nderbevoorreg tes te v 12 rs k a f ,  i s :  

1 7 . As ek heel temal al l een i n  ' n hut i n  d i e  woude of berge kon woo� . 
sou d i t wees : 

1 8 .  Om i n  d i e  weg te staan van mense wat te se 1 fversekerd i s ,  ·. s :  

1 9 . Om oor el keen i ets goeds te kan se, l yk :  

20 . Om aan ' n kel ner te s� wanneer jy swak kos ontvang het, i s :  

2 1 . Om v ry van s osi al e verpl i gti nge te wees , i s :  

22 . Om my persoon l i ke gevoel en s met andere te deel , s ou wees : 

23 . Om i n  staat te wees om swakhei d i n  andere raak te si en en d i t  u i t 
te bu i t ,  i s : 

24 . Om te bep l an om sander andere oar d i e  weg te kom , i s :  

25 . ' n  Sterk begeerte om andere se p restasi e te oortref , l yk :  

26 . Om andere se onbedagsame handel i nge met vr i end s kap te bel oon , 
i s : 

2 7 . Om d i e  vermoe te he om andere te b l ameer v i r hu l l e  foute , i s :  

28 . V i r my om s i tuasi es te venny waar andere my kan beinv l oed , sou 
wees : 

29 . Om u i t my pad te gaan om andere se gevoel ens i n  aq te neem , i s :  

30 . Om met andere te moet meed i ng v i r verskei e  toekenn i ngs , i s :  

3 1 . As ek geweet het dat andere bai e mi n aandag aan my sake gee , sou 
d i t  wees : 



3 2 . Om my regte met gewe l d  te verded i g ,  sou wees : 

3 - 3 

3 3 .  Om regverd i g  te wees teenoor mense wat d i nge doen wat i n  my oe 

k d . l yk :  ver  eer 1 s , 

34 . V i r my om a l l een te werk , s ou wees : 

35 . Om mense reg te s te l  wat ' n  onku nd i ge opvatti ng u i tdruk , i s :  



4 - 0 

DRAA I ASSEBL I EF U ANTWOORDVEL OM NA ' KANT 8 '  

D E E L 4 :  I ns truk s i es 

I n  h i erd i e  dee l word van  u verwag  om aan  te du i hoeveel u s aam met e l ke 
s te l l i ng s tem al dan  n i e .  

Dee l  4 oo u antwoordve l  s i en s oos vo l g daar  u i t :  

DEEL 4 

::..: 
c:( ...I ...I z: V'l - v,  � :..::  z: ::,.: z  :..: to, 

ITEM - 5 �  � �  ffi � �  � �  v, - Vl lX  
0:: I- o:: w  

NO"IMfR I- c( I- � <  W,.I �  w <  wJ I-
V) V)  VI VI  VI I.U Vt > � > %  > VI  

l a b C d e f 
2 a b C d e f 

3 a b C d e f 

II I I fl I I I I  II I I 

Me rk  a s s eb l i ef u antwoorde op  d i e  i tems i n  Dee l 4 van u antwoordve l net 
s oos i n  d i e vori ge dele . 

B la a i  na ' Dee l  5 '  s odra u al d i e  i tems beantwoord het .  

°' != 
.... 
... 
VI -



D E E L 4 

4 - 1 

1 .  Moet nooi t a an i emand d i e  ware rede  verkla p waarom jy i e ts gedoen 
het n i e  tensy d i t nutti g i s  om so te maa k . 

2 .  D i e  bes te mani er om mense te hanteer i s  om a an hul le te vertel wat 
hul l e  graag wi 1 hoor . 

3 .  ' n  Mens moet net tot h andeli ng oorgaan wanneer jy  oortui g i s  d at 
d i t  moreel reg i s . 

4 . D i e meeste mense i s  bas i es geed en we l wi llend . 

5 .  D i t i s  d i e  ve i l i gs te om te g l o dat a l le mense 1 n bose tre k  het en 
dat d i t  sal u i tkom wanneer hul l e  d i e  ge l eenthe i d  gegee word . 

6 .  Ee rl i khe i d i s  i n  a l l e  gevall e d i e  bes te bele i d . 

7 .  Daar i s  geen vers koni ng v i r l i eq teenoor i emand anders ni e . 

8 .  I n  d i e  algemeen gesproke s al mense ni e hard werk tensy hu1 1 e  gedwi ng 
word om d i t te doen ni e .  

9 .  Al l es i n  a g  genome i s  d i t  beter om nederi g en eerl i k  te wee s  eerder 
a s  be l ang r i k en oneer l i k . 

1 0 . Wanneer jy  i emand v r·a om i e ts te d0en , i s  d i t beter om d i e  ware 
redes te ve rs trek  waa rom jy d i t  gedoen w i l he eerder  a s  om redes 
te vers tre k  wat meer gewi g d ra . 

1 1 . 0 i e meeste mense wat voorui t i n  d i e  were l d kom , le i s koon , s ede l i ke 
l ewens . 

1 2 . En i g i emand wat ' n  ander persoon vol kome vertrou , soe k  rnoe i li kh i ed . 

. .  ·, __ ,_, .. --,· ., .... �.--- , · ·- : -, - /  .. ··.,,.,,.,·, , .; ,  .,... .. ,.,-,... .. -. ... -... ,._. 
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. 1 3 . D i e g root s te vers kil tus sen die meeste mi s dadigers en  a n der men se 
is dat mi s dad i gers onno sel genoeg is om betrap te word . 

1 4 .  Die mees te men se is da pper . 

1 5 .  Dit i s  wys om belang rike men se te vlei . 

1 6 . D i t i s  moontlik om in alle opsigte goed te wees . 

1 7 .  Die bewering :  " Daar  word mins tens een swaap  elke minuut  gebore " , is vals . 

1 8 .  Dit is moeilik om vooruit tE k om s onder om hier en  d aar  kort paaie 
te vat .  

1 9 . Men se wat aa n ongenees l i ke kwale ly , meet die keu se kry om pynloos 
ter dood gebring te word . 

20 . Die meeste men se vergeet makliker die dood van hu l le vader a s  die 
verlies van hulle eiendom . 

21 . Of ek • n  leier s al kan  word al dan nie is hoofsaa klik van my vennoe 
afhan klik . 

22 . My l ewe word in ' n g roat mate deur toevallige gebeurtenis se beheer . 

23 . Dit voel a so f  gebeurtenis se i n  my lewe mees tal deur invloedryke 
men se bepaa i word . 

24 . Of ek i n  ' n  motorongel u k  betrok ke raa k  al dan  nie berus g rootliks 
op  hoe ' n  goeie bes tuu rder ek is . 

25 . Wanneer ek pla n ne beraam , laa t  ek hulle feitlik gewis werk . 

26 . Daar is dikwels geen kans  om my persoonlike belange te bes kerm 
teen ongelu k kige gebeurtenis se nie .  
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2 7 . Wanneer e k  kry wat ek  w i l he , i s  d i t gewoon1 i k  omdat ek  ge l u k k i g 
i s .  

2 8 .  A l hoewel e k  oor goe i e  ve rmoe mag bes k i k ,  s a l  ek  ni e d i e  verantwoorde
l i khe i d  van l e i ers kap ontvang s onder om my te beroep op d i e gene 
i n  magspos i s i es ni e .  

2 9 . Hoeveel vri ende  e k  het , hang af van hoe ' n i nnemende pers oon  e k  ; s .  

30 . E k  het d i kwe l s ondervi nd dat wat gaan gebeur , sal gebeur . 

31 . My l ewe word hoofsaak l i k  deur i nv l oedrykes beheer . 

32 . Of ek i n  ' n  motorongel uk  betrok ke raa k  al dan ni e i s  grotendee l s  
' n  kwess i e  v an ge l u k .  

33 . Mense s oos  e kse l f h et bai e mi n kans om o ns pers oonl i ke be l ange  te 
_ be s kenn wanneer hu l l e  i n  stryd i s  met d i e  van s terk drukgroepe . 

34 . Di t i s  ni e al tyd v i r  my wys om te ver vooru i t te bep l an  ni e omdat 
bai e d i nge ' n  kwes s i e  van gel u k  of onge l u k  b l yk te wee s . 

35 . Om te kry wat e k  w i l he vere i s dat e k  di egene bo my behaag . 

36 . Of e k  ' n  l e i er sal word al dan ni e hang daarvan af of e k  g e l u k k i g 
genoeq i s  om op d i e  regte tydst i p  op d i e  regte pl ek  te wee s . 

37 . As bel angri ke mense s ou bes l u i t  dat hu l l e  ni e van my hou  ni e ,  
s ou ek  waars kynl i k  ni e bai e vri ende maak n i e .  

38 . E k  het redel i k  bai e beheer oor wat i n  my l ewe sal gebe ur .  

39 . E k  i s  gewoonl i k  i n  staat om my pers oonl i ke bel ange te bes kerm . 

40 . Of ek  i n  ' n  motoronge l u k  betrokke raak al dan ni e hang grootl i ks 
van d i e ander bestuurder af . 



4 1 . Wannee r e k  kry wat e k  wi l he , i s  d i t  gewoon l i k  omdat e k  h ard 
gewerk het daarvoor . 

4 - 4 

42 . Ten ei nde my pl anne te l aat werk , maa k e k  seker dat h u l l e  i npas by 
d i e  wense van mense wat mag oor my het . 

43 . My l ewe word deur my e i e  optredes bepaa l . 

44 . D i t is g root l i ks ' n kwe ssi e  van noodl ot of ek mi n of ba i e  vri ende 
het . 

45 . E k  weeg gewoonl i k  a l  d i e  a l terna t i ewe deeg l i k  op voordat ek  ' n  
besl u i t  neem . 

46 . E k  bet ra p  mysel f d i kwe l s  dat e k  pe i ns oar foute en mi sl u k k i ngs 
van d i e  verl ede . 

47 . E k  verk i es vaa rd i ghei dspel etj i es bo kansspe 1 1 e .  

48 . E k  v ind dat d i t  moe i l i k  i s  om ba i e d i nge i n  d i e  l ewe te verstaan . 

49 . Ek  doen d i kwe l s d i nge op d i e  i ngewi ng van  d i e  oomb l i k  sander om 
h u l l e  werk l i k  te oord i nk .  

50 . E k  k ry swaar om d i e  proj e k  deur te veer  waarmee e k  beg i n .  

5 1 . E k  kan  gewoon l i k  d i nge v i r mysel f u i tredeneer met 1 n b i etj i e  
nadenke . 

52 . Wanneer i ets onvoorsi ens met my geoeur, sal e k  ' n pag i ng aanwend 
om di e rede daarvoor u i t te vi nd . 

5 3 . E k  kan vee1 meer su ksesse as mi s l u kk i nqs i n  my l ewe ophaa l . 

54 . E k  sa l eerder nou u i t  d i e  l ewe haa l  wat e k  kan as om te wag v i r 
i ets beters i n  d i e  toekoms . 



D E E L  5 :  I ns truk s i es 

5 - 0 

Du i asseb 1 i ef aa n of u s aam met d i e vo 1 gende s te l l i ngs s tem a1 dan n i e . 

Me rk u antwoorde i n  Dee l 5 van u antwoordve l . 
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1 .  E k  wonder waa rom ek hoeqenaamd werk . 

5 - l 

2 .  Maak n i e  saak hoe hard jy ooka l werk n i e ,  d i t l yk of jy noo i t  we rk l i k  
j ou doel stel l i n gs berei k n i e .  

3 .  E k  v i nd d i t  moe i l i k  om entoesi ast i es oor werk te wees . 

4 .  D i t maa k n i e  saak as mense hard werk i n  h u l le beroepe n i e , net d i e  
base baat daa rby . 

5 . Gewone werk i s  te vervel i g  om d i e  moei te werd te wees . 

6 .  E k  voel geen behoefte om my bes by d i e  werk 1 te probeer n i e  want 
d i t maa k i n  el k geval geen versk i l  n i e . 

7 .  E k  hou n i e  van my werk  n i e  en gen i et d i t n i e ;  ek bestee net my tyd 
d aaraa n om betaa l te word . 

8 .  E k  v i nd d i t moei li k om daard i e  mense te glo wa t i nderdaad  van  men i ng 
i s  dat  hu l l e werk v i r d i e  gemeenskap van  waa rde i s .  

9 .  E k  i s  beter daa raan toe wanneer e k  my eenkant hou . 

10 . Oaa r  i s  geen si n i n  sosi a l e verkeer n i e  - d i t  bere i k  n i ks n i e .  

1 1 . E k  p robeer om i nt i erne verhou d i n gs met mense te vermy sodat  ek n i e  
onder verpl i gt i ng staan teenoor hu l l e n i e . 

1 2 . D i e  rneeste sosi ale verhou d i ngs is  s i nloos . 



5 - 2 

1 3 . Om gel d te maa k  i s  daar n i e  meer regte en verkeerde man i e re n i e, 
net mak l i ke en moe i l i ke man i e re .  

1 4 .  Deesdae moet ' n  persoon omtrent net v i r v andag l ewe e n  mere se 
prob l eme aan  hul se l f  oor1 aat . 

1 5 .  Ten spyte van wat sorrnni ge mense se , i s  d i e  l ot van deursnee mens 
besi g om te vererger , eerder as te verbeter . 

1 6 .  D i t i s  kwa l i k  regve rd i g om k i n de rs i n  d i e  were l d te bri n g  met d i e  
man i e r  waarop d i n ge v i r d i e toekoms daar u i tsi en . 

1 7 . Oeesdae weet ' n persoon n i e  werk l i k  op w i e  hy kan  staatmaa k n i e. 

1 8 .  D i e  meeste mense gee i n  we rk l i khe i d  n i e  om wat me t hu l l e  medemens 
gebeur n i e .  

1 9 . Naas gesondhe i d  i s  ge l d  d i e  bel angr i kste d i n g  i n  d i e  l ewe . 

20 . Jy k an soms n i e  he l p  cm te wonde r of en i g i e ts d i e  moe i te we rd i s  
n i e  

� D D D D D D D D D C D D D D D D D C D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D C D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D  

� NB : D I E  VOLGENDE I TEMS VERl�YS  NA D I E ORGAN I SAS I E  vJAARVOOR JY  WERK § 
D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D : D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D  

2 1 . Bevorder i ngskanse hang d i kwel s daa rvan  af of i emand hoog bo j ou van 
j ou hou . 

2 2 . r-iy werk verskaf v i r my 1 n si n van  prestasi e .  

2 3 . Hoofde en ondergesk i ktes kom goed met mekaa r oor d ie weg . 

24 . B a i e  van d i e d i nge wat ek i n  my werk moet doen i s  net tydvermorsi ng . 

2 5 . H i erd i e  org a n i s asi e b ly  deu rg aans konse kwent met sy toepassi ng  van 
be l e i d .  

2 6 . My werk het my gehe l p om te or.tw i k ke l . 

2 7 . A 1 1  es i n a g _ genome v oe 1 e k ta am 1 i k g e 1 u k k i g i n my we r k . 
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22 . : k  d .: � k  s oms dat me n se i ri  h oer  oos i s i e s n i e  weet wat hu l 1 e  doen n i e .  

-? C_. . - ·  . . , :.K  v i n e r;;_, ·  we : ;: � -i :.c a oe � c . 

30 . We rk neme �s wa�  oevo r�e r  wo rd i s  bykans  a l tyd d i egene wat bevorderi ng 
v e rC 4 e� .  

r. � i:. 
t I - :oe on �Y k en n i s  en  be kwaamhede toe te pa s n i e . 

32 . O rga :-i i s as i e be l e i c  v 'O"'d doe i treffend ten u i tvoer gebri ng . 

3 ,.  ""!" .  

!i .: . .; .. 
V . ""' I �  n � e  meie i i i L o� bevo:d e :  te word i nd i e n jy j ouse l f  aa n j ou 
wed: :oewy 

� -.., :) . Mv  we rk ; S  \' � "' d i e  organ i s a s i e  van mi n bel ang . 

36 . Organ i s a s i e o ra K tyke s tem d i kwe 1 s n i e  h i e r  ooreen me t be l e i d  n i e . 

3 7 . E k  voe l  d a t  my ¥-'e r k  i n  d i e  a l gemeen n i e  aan  my d i e tevreden he i d  
ve rs ka f wa t e k  a raag  s ou wou he n i e . 

36 . V ak a t ure s  oo  h5e r v 1 a k k e  b i nne h i e rd i e  organ i s as i e  word d i kwe l s  
gevG 1 a e u �  men se  v a �  b� i te C i e  maa t s k a ppy te huu r eerde r a s  om 
we rknemers va n d i e  o rgar i s a s i e  te bevorder .  

3 ° 5e 1 e i d  en p�a ktyke i s  d i kwe l s n i e  konsekwent  oor tyd n i e .  

� � . D a a r  k 2 n  n a i e  ge aoen wJrci om d i e  a l gemene  tevredenhe i d  van 
we rK nemers n i e r :e veroe ter . 

4 : . :: k  i s  vo l ve r:roue d a t  c i e  organ i s a s i e  se  l e i e rs d i e  ve rmoe het om 
j � e  o r9 a n i s E � i e  d oe l t reffend  te bes tuu r .  
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42 . My werk b i ed ni e veel ge l eenthei d om werk te doen waarop ek werk l i k  
trots kan wees ni e .  

43 . Daar i s  gel eenthede wanneer e k  so i n  my werk versonke raa k  dat 
ek ni e weet hoe l aat d i t  i s  ni e .  

44 . Ek sou meer bevorderi ngs by ' n ander org ani sasi e gehad het as 
wat ek h i er gehad het . 

45 . H i erdi e  organi sasi e i s  gewi s ni e een van d ie  beter-bestuurde 
organi sasi es i n  Sui d-Afri ka ni e .  
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Tel . (01 2) 28-3944 
Telex 3-0893 

N I PR 

P . O .  B o x  3241 0, Braamfonte i n  201 7  
Repu b l i c  o f  South Afr ica 
Teleg rams NAVORSPERS 
Tel .  (0 1 1 )  339-4451 
Telex 4-25459 

Regional offices 

Western Cape, Pr ivate Bag X40, Parow 7500 
Te l .  (02 1 )  930-2566 

Natal ,  P .O .  Box 508, Du rban 4000 
Te l .  (03 1 )  3 1 -6926 

N I PR Natal , P .O .  Box 1 7001 , Conge l la  401 3  
Tel . (03 1 )  25-553 1 

N I PR Eastern Cape, P .O .  Box 1 1 24, Port E l izabeth 6000 
Te1 .·· (04 1 )  53-2 1 3 1  

Die  funksies van d ie  RG N 

Die  funks ies van d i e  RGN is om 
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