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Abstract 

The present smdy examined the phenornenon of perceptions and self-reported use of 

organizational politics within the parameters of social role theory. Participants were 501 

employees ffom the Royal Canadian Mounted Police. A key assurnption of social role 

theory is that individuals in agentic roles are seen as possessing greater physical, 

intellectuai, and economic power than those in communal roles. Applied to the present 

context, it was argued that the possession of such power may manifest itself politically. It 

was hypothesized that: a) individuals in communal employment roles (Le., occupations 

associated with lower levels of status and authority) perceive their workplace as more 

political than those in agentic employrnent roies (Le., occupations associated with higher 

levels of status and authority); b) individuals in agentic employrnent roles engage in more 

political activity than those in communal roles; c)  given the superordinance of employrnent 

role, situational variables such as formalization and organizational climate and 

dispositional vqriables such as Machiavellianism, work locus of control, need for power, 

and right-wing authontarianism account for variations in perceptions and self-reported 

use of political activity among those occupying the same employment role; and d) 

violation ofrole-based expectations (specifically, that individuals in agentic employment 

roles engage in political activity, whereas those in communal roles do not) deleteriously 

affects job satisfaction and organizational cornmitment. None of these hypotheses 

received empincal support. However, hierarchical multiple regression analyses revealed 

that: a) organizational clirnate, Machiavellianism, and work locus of control were 

sigmficant predictors of perceptions of organizational politics; and b) Machiavellianism 

- 



and need for power were significant predictors of self-reported use of political activity. 

Limitations of the present study are discussed. 
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Introduction 

Ferris, Russ, and Fandt (1 989) contend that "for years, personal expenence, 

hunches, and anecdotal evidence have supported a general belief that behaviour in and of 

organizations is often political in nature7' (p. 143). Few empirical studies have investigated 

the pervasiveness of political activity in the workplace (Nye & Witt, 1993). Nonetheless, 

Madison, Allen, Porter, Renwick, and Mayes (1980) found that 60% of the managers in 

their study believed that organizational politics was 'fkequently,' or 'very frequently,' a 

part of organizational Me. A more general survey of working adults also suggests t hat 

organizations are often political in nature (DuBrin, 199 1). Specifically, respondents 

indicatzd that they had engaged, at least sometimes, in a number of behaviours that could 

be identified as cliaracteristic of organizational politics (e.g., relying on personal charm 

a d o r  physical appearânce to get one's own way). 

The ubiquity of a phenornenon attests to neither its scientific nor applied 

importance. However, organizational politics warrants empirical attention because it may 

fùrther researchersy understanding of dysfunctional work environments (Parker, Dipboye. 

& Jackson, 1995). Nye and Witt (1993) reported that participants' perceptions of political 

activity in the workplace correlated negatively with their levels of organizational 

cornmitment and job satisfaction. Similarly, Anderson (1 994) observed that respondents' 

scores on the Dysfunctional OEce and Organizational Politics Scale were positively 

associated with employee turnover and job stress and were negatively related to 

organizational performance and employee creativity. Finaily, Ferris, Fnnk, Bhawuk, 

Zhou, and Gilrnore (1996a) reported that participants' perceptions of organizational 



politics correlated positively with job anxiety and negatively wit h global job satisfaction. 

These findings underscore the importance of organizational poiitics, both £tom the vantage 

point ofthe employee as weli as his or her employer. 

Organizational politics refers to behaviour that: a) occurs on an informal basis 

within an organization; and b) involves intentional acts of infiuence that are designed to 

protect or enhance individuals' professionai careers when conflicting courses of action are 

possible (Drory, 1993; Porter, Allen, & Angle, 198 1). It should be noted that numerous 

definitions of organizational politics have been proposed (Fems, Fedor, Chachere, & 

Pondy, 1989). However, the defintion used in the present study reflects what researchers 

typically conceptualize as the core ingredient of organizaticnal politics; namely, that 

political behaviour in the workplace refers to self-serving behaviours that are not 

sanctioned by the organization (Ferris et al., 1996a). In accordance with this definition, 

political behaviour in the workplace consists of three basic elements: informal behaviours 

(Le., actions that are not officially sanctioned by the organization), deliberate infiuence 

attempts (Le., actions designed to change another person's behaviour), and codicts of 

interest (Le., situations characterized by opposing goals) (Drory, 1993). 

It should be noted that researchers examine individuals' perceptions of political 

activity in the workplace or thei. self-reported use of political behaviour. Thus, 

organizational poiitics is investigated as a subjective experience, one that may or may not 

correspond to actual events (Fems et al., 1996b). The difficulty associated with providing 

a more "objective" assessrnent of organizational politics does not necessarily dirninish the 

importance of the construct. For exarnple, Lewin (1936) argues that people respond on 



the basis of thek perceptions of reality, not reality per se. Thus, "perceptions are 

important to study and to understand, even if they are misperceptions of actual events" 

(Porter, 1976 as cited in Fems & Kacmar, 1992, p. 94). 

When investigating organizational politics, it is imperative that one idente its 

behavioural manifestations. A number of theorists (e-g., Men, Madison, Porter, Renwick, 

& Mayes, 1979; Gandz & Murray, 1980; Kirchmeyer, 1990) maintain that the following 

categories reflect the most common types of political activity in the workplace: 

a) BZaming or Attacking Others - This category refers to behaviours in which employees 

find someone to take the blame for their wrong doin& thereby minirnizing their association 

with a negative event (Men et al., 1979). Employees aiso may blame or attack others for 

the purpose of reducing cornpetition for scarce resources (e.g., promotions, office space). 

Specific behaviours that fâll under this category include: discrediting a potential nval in 

fiont of persons occupying positions of influence in the organization, blaming cornpetit ors 

for failures, and attributing the accomplishrnents ofa nval employee to luck or other 

situational factors (AsWorth & Lee, 1990). 

b) Use of Information - This category denotes behaviours in which information is 

withheld, distorted, embellished or selectively edited (Allen et al., 1979). For example, 

overwhelming individuals with information, so as to obfuscate an important detail that the 

political actor believes may be detrimental to his or her career. 

c) Creatzng and Maintaining a Favourable Imoge - This category reflects emplo yees' use 

of self-promotion and image building to d u e n c e  others in the organization. 

Representative behaviours include: adhering tu Company noms, associating with the 



successful accomplishrnents of other employees, and drawing attention to one's own 

positive characteristics and achievements (Arkin, 1 98 1). 

d) Developzng a Buse of Support - This category represents behaviours designed to solicit 

the support of other employees. For example, obtaining CO-workers' endorsement for an 

idea prior to it being evaluated by management (Allen et al., 1979). 

It should not be assumed that the behaviours described above are inherently 

political. For exarnple, one may blame or attack others merely to exact revenge or to 

express hostility. However, Drory and Romm (1988) maintain that these types of 

behaviours become political when they are performed for the purpose of 

attaining/maintaining specifïc career goals. Stated simply, political behaviours are always 

anti-social in the sense that they conflict with the interests of others, whereas non-political 

behaviours rnay be prosocial (performed to enhance the well-being of others), socially 

neutral (performed to satisfy routine job req~irements), or anti-social (perforrned to h m  

another coworker). 

A review of the Iiterature on organizational politics reveals that, at present, there is 

no fiarnework to guide the systematic accumulation of empirical knowledge. This thesis 

attempted to address this limitation by applying Eaglyys (1987) social role theory to the 

phenomenon of organizational politics. This c m  of this theory is that individuals in 

agentic d e s  possess physical, inteilectual, and econornic power whereas those in 

communal roles do not (Eagly, 1987). When applied to the employrnent realm, the 

possession of such power may manifest itself politically. That is, individuals occupying 

agentic employment roles such as manager may behave in a manner consistent with the 



expectations of their role which includes engaging in organizational politics. Similarly, 

individuals occupying communal employment roles such as secretary may behave in ways 

that fit their role by evidencing low levels of political activity. Moreover, research 

suggests that engaging in political activity may cause individuals to perceive it as 

normative and, thus, to underestirnate its occurrence (Drory & Rornm, 1988). This also 

may explain why ïndividuals in agentic employment roles should engage in more, but 

perceive les, political activity than those in communal roles. 

First, the basic tenets of social role theory were deheated, as this theory provides 

a theoretical Lens through which extant üterature ori org=iational politics may be 

examined critically. Second, berarchical level and job autonomy, variables typically 

represented as antecedents of organizational politics, were explored. In addition, the ways 

in which social role theory may be used to conceptualize these antecedents as 

characteristics of an individual's employment role were outlined. Third, the situational 

and dispositional variables that may affect perceptions andor self-reported use of political 

activity were reviewed. As well, the ways in which these dispositional variables account 

for variations in political perceptions/activity within an individual's employment role were 

investigated. Finally, the major consequences of organizational politics for employees 

were described from the vantage point of social role theory. 



Social Role Theory1 

Social role theory contends that the roles individuals occupy are a major 

determinant of the ways in which they are perceived. Specifically, individuals occupying 

agentic roles are typically perceived as agentic, whereas individuals occupying communal 

roles are typically seen as communal. Further, social role theory asserts that these 

perceptions influence the attitudes and behaviours of individuals occupying agentic and 

communal employment roles (Eagly, 1987). That is, individuals in communal roles may be 

expected to evidence attitudes and behaviours congruent with communion, whereas 

individuals in agentic roles rnay be expected to evidence attitudes and behaviours 

congruent with agençy. 

Roles refer to personae that are contextually determined, and are used to "account 

for differential behaviour in dEerent situationsy7 (De Charms, 1968, p. 279). De Charms 

(1968) suggests that consistencies in behaviour across situations (or audiences) reflect 

dispositional characteristics (Le., traits), whereas behavioural and attitudinal variations that 

occur when one is in dBerent situations represent roles. Based on De Charm's (1968) 

distinction, traits and roles may be viewed as occupying opposite end points on a 

continuum measuring cross-situational variability (low and hi& respectively). 

It should be noted that roles may be either manifest or latent. Manifest roles 

within an orgmhation are universally shared and seen as relevant within a given context. 

It is important to note that there are many social role theones (e-g., the social role theory 
of occupational stress-Biddle, 1979). However, for the purposes of the present study, 
Eagly's (1987) social role theory was used. Eagly's theory attempts to explain gender 
stereotyping by investigating the differential representation of males and females in specific 
social roles. 



Latent roles, on the other hand, are intemalized shared expectations that are believed to 

affect individuals' attitudes and behaviours (Larwood, Wright, Desrochers, and Dahir, 

1998). Within the context of social role theory, agentic and communal employrnent roles 

may be conceptualized as latent. 

Eagly (1987) contends that the content of most social roles can be represented ir. 

ternis of agentic and communal dimensions. The former denotes attributes characterized 

by self-assertion, self-expansion, self-interest, and the urge to master (e-g., aggressiveness, 

dominance, competitiveness, detennination, and decisiveness) whereas the latter reflects 

qualities concemed with the harmonious fùnctioning of the group, interdependence, and 

relationships in general (e-g., kindness, warmth, understanding, and an awareness of 

others' feelings) (Skitka & Maslach, 1996). It has been demonstrated empincally that 

agentic and communal dimensions are orthogonal (Eagly & Steffen, 1986). For example, 

factor analyses of attributes deemed representative of agentic and communal dimensions 

have consistently produced two-factor solutions (Eagly & Steffen, 1984). 

One type of social role that has received considerable attention by Eagly and 

associates is gender role. Eagiy and Steffen (1984) contend that stereotypic beliefs about 

gender roles may stem, in part, fiom individuals' tendency to perceive women in social 

roles possessing lower ievels of status than the social roles occupied by men. With respect 

to the employment role, the authors maintain that men typically occupy positions higher in 

status and authority than do women. The dserential distribution of men and women in 

employment roles that possess varying levels of status, pay, and authonty contributes to 

males being seen as agentic and fernales being seen as communal. 



8 

It is important to note, however, that a number of social roles exist. Moreover, the 

determination of whether a given social role is agentic or communal has less to do with the 

characteristics of the individual (e-g., sex) occupying the role than it does with the 

characteristics (e. g ., status) associated with the role. For example, Eagly and S teffen 

(1986) found that individuals in social roles characterized by low levels of status (e-g., 

homemaker) were perceived as communal. This effect was observed irrespective of the 

sex of the individual. In their study, participants read a bnefdescription of a stimulus 

person who was identified as either a homemaker or employed full-tirne outside the home. 

A control condition also was used in which occupational role was not specified. 

Participants were instructed to rate the stimulus person on a number of attributes, 

identified in earlier research as being either communal or ageniic. Results indicated that 

the stimulus person's role, rather than his or her sex, deterrnined mean ratings of 

communion and agency. Specif?cally, male and female homemakers were seen as more 

communal and less agentic than their employed counterparts. Statistically significant 

differences between male and female stimulus persons occupying the same role were not 

observed. For example, a male homemaker was seen as neither less communal nor more 

agentic than a female homemaker. These results suggest that when making determinations 

about an individual's level of agency or communion, role information such as status is 

used rather than Uiformation about the occupant of the role (e-g., sex). Eagly and 

Steffen's (1986) study also underscores the superordinance of social roles (i.e., the roles 

occupied by men and women were more important determinants of perceivers' attitudes 

than sex). A recent study by Kite (1996) has replicated these findings. 



Ifoccupying employment roles higher in status, pay and authority contributes to 

the perception that one is agentic, then it would appear reasonable to conceptuaiize 

employment roles that possess higher levels of status, pay, and authority as agentic. 

Similady, ifoccupying employment roles lower in status, pay, and a~thority contribute to 

the perception that one is communal, it would appear reasonable to view any employment 

role that possesses lower levels of status, pay, and authority as communal. This line of 

reasoning has been adopted by Mason (1995) and Trafirnow and Radhakrishnan (1995). 

Specificaily, these researchers classifïed occupations such as manager, doctor, lawyer, and 

executive as agentic, and occupations such as secretary, housekeeper, and bank teiler as 

communal. The specific critena used to make these classifications were not specified. 

However, the authors' classifications make sense if one adheres to the key assumption that 

agentic employment roles possess greater levels of status than communal employment 

roles. Indeed, the results of several national surveys revealed that occupations such as 

manager, doctor, la~yer,  and executive were seen as possessing higher levels of status 

(based on diverse criteria such as income and employee qualincations) than occupations 

such as secretary, housekeeper, and bank teller (Stevens & Hoisington, 1987). 

Agentic and communal employment roles Vary on a number of dimensions (e-g., 

helpfùlness and decision-making ability). However, in the present study, the status 

differential between the two employment roles was emphasized. 

Status and authority can be defined in myriad ways (see Stevens & Hoisington, 

1987). However, in keeping with the types of variables exarnined by researchers 

interested in organizational politics, hierarchical level and job autonomy were selected to 



represent status and authority (Anderson, 1994; Ferris et al., 1996; Gandz & Murray, 

1980). 

Researchers have exar ied  the association between elements of employment role 

(e-g., hierarchical level) and organizational politics. However, generating hypotheses in 

the absence of a theoretical fkamework is problematic, as it minimizes researchers' abdity 

to estabiish a common metric fiom which specific (and unifonn) predictions can be made. 

In the present study, stahis was seen as one component of employment role which, in tum, 

was conceptualized as a compl ex, superordinate determinant of organizational politics, 

through which various situational and dispositional variables operate. The importance of 

social role theory becomes apparent when one examines the nature of the hypotheses 

presented in the study. For example, the interactions posited between employment role 

and specifïc situational and dispositional variables are logically compelling only when 

viewed through the theoretical lens of social role theory. 

Factors that may be responsible for variations in political perceptions and 

behaviours occuning arnong individuals occupying the sarne employrnent role need to be 

articulated. It was argued that situational characteristics such as formaiization and 

organizational climate may a e c t  the likelihood that an employee will perceive andor 

engage in organizational politics. As well, dispositional characteristics such as locus of 

control, Machiavellianism, need for power, and right-wing authoritarianism were explored. 

These situational and dispositionai variables were selected because they have received the 

greatest levels of anecdotaVor empirical attention by researchers interested in the 

phenornenon of organizational politics. Thus, how they operate in conjunction with roles 



was of interest. 

The situational and dispositional characteristics investigated in the present study 

were not expected to supersede the effects of employment role. Rather, it was anticipated 

that these variables account for intrarole variations in perceptions of political activity and 

self-reported use of organizational politics. For exarnple, as levels of Machiaveliianism 

increase, participants in agentic employment roles should evidence greater levels of 

political behaviour. Due to role-related constraints, however, the levels of political 

behaviour reported by those in communal roles should remain low, irrespective of 

Machiavellianism. Therefore, interactions are anticipated because, in response to 

dispositional and situational charactenstics, levels of political activity may Vary 

substantiaily for individuals in agentic roles, but not communal roles. Similady, levels of 

perceptions of political activity are expected to Vary substantially, as a fùnction of these 

characteristics, for those in communal roles, but not agentic roles. 

Outcome variables such as job satisfaction and organizational cornmitment also 

were investigated. It was demonstrated that agentic and communal employment roles 

possess normative expectations with respect to organizational politics that iduence the 

extent to which individuals perceive andor engage in organizational politics. Stated 

simply, these normative expectations are that individuals in agentic roles participate in 

political activity, whereas those in communal roles do not. The violation of these 

expectations in terms of engaging in behaviour that is seen as contrary to one's role (Le., 

being "out-O f-role") may negatively affect employees' j O b satisfaction and organizational 

CO mmitrnent . 



Two Characteristics of Agentic and Communal Employnent Roles: 
Hierarchical Level and Job Autonomy 

Researchers have exarnined variables that may predispose the employee to perceive 

andor engage in political activity in the workplace. In the present study, hierarchical level 

and job autonomy were used to operationally define statu and authority; two variables 

which were seen as core ingredients of an individual's employment role. Specincally, it 

was argued that agentic employment roles rnay be characterized by higher levels of 

hierarchy and job autonomy than communal employment roles. First, however, it is 

necessary to review research examinhg the extent to which hierarchical level and job 

autonomy are antecedents of organizationai politics. By identifying the ways in which 

hierarchical level and job autonomy are related to organizational politics, this review will 

provide necessary context for the predictions between empioyment role and political 

activity. 

Standard A D D I ~ c ~ ~ ~ o ~  of Hierarchical Level. 

HierarchicaI level (Le., one's position within the organization) is often viewed as 

an antecedent of organizational politics. Research suggests that an employee's position 

within the organization may influence his or her perception of political activity. For 

example, Fems and Kacmar (1992) found that non-supe~sory personnel perceived their 

workplace as more political than did s u p e ~ s o r y  employees. Similarly, results from a 

survey of individuals holding nonacademic positions at an American university indicated 

that those employed at lower levels (Le., non-supe~sory positions) viewed the workplace 

as more political than those employed at higher levels (Fems et al., 1 996b). 



Why are hierarchical level and perceptions of organizational politics inversely 

related? It has been suggested that employees at lower levels are more ke ly  to be 

dected by political activity and, as a result, see the workplace as more political (Fems et 

al., 1996b). Ln addition, some researchers contend that lower level employees may view 

their organization as highly politicized so as to justi@ their position within the Company. 

That is, individuals who are malcontent with their current position in the organization and 

pessimistic about their oppominity for advancement may see themselves as 'victirns' of 

ubiquitous political activity (Gandz & Murray, 1980). Although intnguing, neither 

hypothesis has been assessed empirically. 

Other theories have focused on why individuals occupying upper level positions 

within an organization may perceive their workplace as less political, despite others' 

perceptions that these positions entai1 a high degree of political behaviour. Among the 

employees surveyed by Gandz and Murray (l980), political influence behaviour was 

believed to be most likely to occur at higher organizational levels. For example, 76% of 

respondents indicated that "the higher you go in an organization, the more political the 

c h a t e  becomes" and only 16% believed that "powerfùl executives do not act politically." 

Gandz and Murray (1980) maintain that individuals who are most likely to engage in 

organizational politics (Le., employees in middle- and upper-management) may be least 

willing to admit it exists because political behaviour in the workplace often has a 

pejorative connotation. Also, it is possible that employees occupying upper level positions 

within an organization are more regularly involved in political activity and, thus, tend to 

see it as a natural part of their job @rory & R o m ,  1988). Employees who view 



organizational politics as a normative occurrence may underestimate its prevalence. 

The relationship between hierarchical level and an individual's intention to engage 

in political activity also has been assessed. For example, Biberman (1 985) observed that 

employees' hierarchical level was not significantly associated with their intention to 

engage in organizationd politics, as rneasured by the Office Politics Questionnaire (OPQ). 

Specifically, respondents in lower and upper-management positions did not obtain 

significantly dEerent scores on the OPQ. If evaluated within the parameters of social role 

theory, this finding is not surprising. Bibarman's (1985) participants were homogeneous 

in terms of their hierarchical level (i-e., a majority were in rniddle-management and 

professional positions). As all participants were in agentic employment roles, one would 

anticipate them evidencing similar intentions to behave politicaily. 

Unfortunately, the study conducted by Bibern= (1385) is of limited usefulness 

because it relies on the OPQ, an instrument that measures behavioural intention. Studies 

applying the theory of reasoned action to a varïety of behavioural domains have 

demonstrated consistently that the correlztion between an individual's behavioural 

intention and his or her performance of that behaviour is often moderate, at best (e-g., 

Morrison, Gillmore, & Baker, 1995; Van Ryn, Lytle, & Kirscht, 1996). Thus, it would be 

imprudent to assume that research using the OPQ necessarily provides an accurate 

interpretation of the true relationship between hierarchical level and self-reported use of 

organizational politics. 

In a recent investigation of employees' self-reported use of organizational politics, 

as opposed to their intention to behave politicdy, Fairholm (1993) found that 



15 

management personnel employed as both s u p e ~ s o r s  and non-supervisors in a number of 

organizaîions did not differ in their use of organizational politics. Sirnilarly, Kirchrneyer 

(1990) reported that managers occupying vaious hierarchical levels reported comparable 

rates of political behaviour, as measured by the Vignettes of Political Activity Scale 

(VPAS). 

siberman (1 985), Fairholm (1993), and Kirchmeyer (1 990) obtained similar 

conclusions. Thus, hierarchical level does not appear to be related to either the intention 

to behave politicaliy or self-reported use of political advity in the workplace. However, 

it should be noted that the respondents in these surveys were managers, an occupation that 

has been classified as agentic in previous research (Mason, 1995). If individuals in agentic 

employment roles denote, on average, higher hierarchical levels, then restriction of range 

with respect to this variable may have been problematic. 

Standard A~plication of Job Autonomy 

lob autonomy is defined as "the degree to which a job provides substantial 

fkedom, independence, and discretion to the employee in scheduhg work and in 

detemùning the procedures to be used in carrying it out7' (Hackman & Oldman, 1975, p. 

162). Similar to findings regarding hierarchical status, Gandz and Murray (1980) found 

that, among a sample of Canadian business managers, job autonomy was inversely related 

to the perception that one's organization is rife with political activity. Fems and Kacmar 

(1 992) also obsewed that participants' perceived level ofjob autonomy correlated 

negatively with perceptions of organizational politics. 

At present, there are no published studies investigating whether an employee's 



perceived level ofjob autonomy afFects his or her self-reported use of political activity in 

the workplace. 

Hypotheses 

The present study contends that due, in part, to the differentiaf hierarchical levels 

and levels of job autonomy charactenstic of agentic and communal employment roles, the 

latter are more Iikely to promote perceptions of politicd activity, whereas the former are 

more likely to promote the use of organizationai politics. 

Thus, it was hypothesized that: 

Hla: Participants in communal employment roles will be more likely to perceive 
the workplace as political than participants in agentic employment roles. 

Hlb: Padcipants in agentic employment roles will be more likely to engage in 
organizational politics than participants in communal employment roles. 

Situationai and Dis~ositional Determinants of Perceived 
and self-reportid Use of Oreankational Politics 

The preceding section suggests that individuals in communal ernployment roles 

perceive their organization as more political, whereas those in agentic employment roles 

engage in more politicd activity. However, individuals within a given employment role 

may dSer with respect to perceptions and self-reported use of organizational politics. 

The factors responsible for such ciifferences yet to be articulated. 

The present study contends that situational characteristics such as formaiization 

and organizational climate as well as dispositionai variables such as locus of control, 

Machiavellianism, need for power, and right-wing authoritarianism serve as moderat ing 

variables. That is, variations in self-reported use and perceptions of organizational politics 
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occurring among individuals occupying the same employrnent role may be accounted for 

in terms of these situational and dispositional variables. In accordance with social role 

theory, these variables were not expected to transcend the effects of role. That is, an 

individual's agentic or communal employrnent role delimits the parameters within which 

the situational and dispositional variables exert their effects. For example, as levels of 

Machiavellianism increase, participants in agentic employment roles should evidence 

greater levels of political behaviour. Due to role-related constraints (e.g., low levels of 

status, authority, decision-making ability, flexibility, etc.), however, the levels of political 

behaviour reported by those in communal roles should rernain low, irrespective of 

Machiaveliïanisrn. Similar interactions are anticipated for al1 other situational and 

dispositional variables. 

Situational Detenninants 

Formalization Formalization is defined as the extent to which an organization's 

rules, policies, and work procedures are officiatly specsed (Smith & Grenier, 1982). 

Researchers have demonstrated consistently that formalization is inversely associated with 

perceived levels of political activity in the workplace. For example, using a sample of 

employees holding nonacademic positions at an Amencan university, Fems et al. (1 996b) 

found that participants' scores on a measure of formalization correlated negatively with 

their scores on the Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale (POPS). In an attempt to 

explain this relationship, Fems and associates assert that low levels of formalization 

signiS, high levels of ambiguity and uncertainty within an organization, elernents that may 

be conducive to organizational politics. A similar interpretation is provided by Madison et 



al. (1980). 

Unfortunately, these studies do not provide much insight into why ambiguity (Le., 

Iow !evels of formalization) a e c t s  employees' perceptions of political activity in the 

workplace. Cobb (1986) posits that organizatio~s with low levels of formahation 

becorne relatively more dependent on employees who function effectively under such 

circumst ances. This dependency may result in organizations c o d e h g  st atus and 

infiuence to these employees. Cobb (1986) fùrther suggests that this newly acquired 

status and influence may provide employees with the opportunity to engage in 

organizational politics. In particular, in situations where the ambiguity in an organization 

is perceived to be short-iived, employees who have benefitted £iom this uncertainty rnay 

intens* their use of political activity in an effort to consolidate their status and influence. 

In addition, it is possible that employees are cognizant of the organizational conditions 

responsible for their newly acquired status, and may attempt to maintain their status by 

perpetuating ambiguity and uncertainty within the organization through the use of political 

activity. These explanations are based on the assumption that the perceived increase in 

organizational politics under conditions of low formalization reflects an achial increase in 

such behaviour. This assumption has yet to be empiricaily examined. 

Although formaiization is often represented as an organizational variable, it rnay be 

examined at a departmental level. For example, Madison et al. (1980) investigated the 

relations hip between levels of formalization associated wit h various department s withio an 

organization (e-g., marketing and production) and the departments' perceived 

susceptibility to organizational politics. Results indicated that departments possessing 



lower levels of formalization (e-g., marketing) were seen as being more conducive to 

political activity than departments possessing higher levels of fomdization (e-g., 

production). 

In summq,  low levels of formalization may create a workplace environment 

conducive to perceptions and self-reported participation in organizationd politics. 

Conversely, high levels of forrnalizat ion may diminish the likelihood t hat organizational 

politics will occur. The research that has been reviewed has identified main eEects for 

formalization. However, as mentioned earlier, in the present study, formalization was 

conceptualized as a departmental variable that operates within the parameters of 

individuals' employment role. Specificaily, formalization affects the extent to which 

individuds in communal employment roles @ut not agentic roles) perceive the workplace 

as political and individuals in agentic roles @ut not communal roles) engage in 

organizational politics. Thus, formalization and employment role were believed to have an 

interactive eEect on perceptions and self-reported use of political activity. 

The following were hypothesized: 

H2a: For perceptions of organizational politics, an interaction between 
employment role and formalization is expected. SpecScally, when formalization is low, 
individuals in communal roles wiii perceive the workplace as more political than when 
formalization is high. However, for employees in agentic roles, perceptions of political 
activity will be low, irrespective of level of formalization. 

Ei2b: For self-reported use of organizational politics, an interaction between 
employment role and formalization is expected. Specifïcally, when formalization is low, 
individuals in agentic roles will engage in more political activity than when formalization is 
hi@. However, for employees in communal roles, self-reported use of political activity 
d l  be low, irrespective of level of formalization. 



Oreanizational Climate2. This construct represents a "relatively enduring quality of 

the intemal environment of an organization that a) is expenenced by its members, 

b) influences their behaviour, and c) can be described in terms of the values of a particular 

set of characteristics (or attitudes) of the organization (Tagiuri & Litwin, 1968 as cited in 

Denison, 1990, p. 25). Although the distinction between clirnate and related constructs 

such as organizational culture3 is a "conceptual muddle" (Furnharn & Gunter, 1994)', 

clunate was selected rather than culture for the foilowing reasons. First, cliiate operates 

at the level of perceptions, attitudes, behaviours and (to some extent) values, whereas 

culture denotes basic assumptions of the organization that exist at a preconscious, 

subconscious, or unconscious level (Moran & VoUcwein, 1992). As social role theory 

concems itselfwith the ways in which agentic and communal roles innuence values, 

attitudes, and behaviours (Mason, 1999, organizational climate appeared to be a more 

The term organizational clirnate may be something of a rnisnomer. For example, Payne 
(1990) contends that people in different parts of the organization possess disparate views 
of its climate. Thus, it may be more accurate to use the term departmental climate. 

Organizational culture is defmed as "a) a pattern of basic assumptions, b) invented, 
discovered, or developed by a &en group, c) as it leams to cope with its problems of 
extemal adaptation and internai integration, d) that has worked well enough to be 
considered valid and, therefore, e) is to be taught to necv members as the f) correct way to 
perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems" (Schein, 1990, p. 11 1). 

Some researchers suggest that to circumvent the problems associated with differentiating 
the ternis organizational c h a t  elculture, one should refer instead to employees ' 
perceptions of their orgmzization (Furnham & Gunter, 1993). As well, some researchers 
maintain that the conceptual distinction between organizational climate and culture has 
been overstated. That is, both constmcts may be seen as examining "the intemal social 
psychological environment of organizations and the relationship of that environment to 
individual meanhg and organizational adaptation" (Denison, 1996, p. 625). 



logicd choice for use with this theory. Second, as culture purportedly exists at an 

unconscious level, it is "highly subjective, idiosyncratic, unique ... and cannot be properly 

studied by ... the etidoutside? tradition of psychometrics and survey research" (Furnham & 

Gunter, 1993, p. 96). As a result, culture research tends to be idiographic, whereas 

climate research tends to be nomothetic (Xenikou & Furnham, 1996)~. The survey 

methodology employed in the present study was compatible with the examination of 

organizational climate, rather t han culture. 

To date, there are no published studies examuiuig the relationship of organizational 

ciimate to perceptions and self-reported use of political activity. However, researchers 

who conceptualize clirnate as an independent variable report that it may serve as an 

important determinant of employees' attitudes and behaviours (Drory, 1993). For 

example, Gunter and Fumham (1996) reported that indices of organizational clirnate such 

as job clarity (i-e., job tasks are specified clearly), interpersonal relations within the 

organization (Le., different people in the organization get dong), and training adequacy 

(i.e., people receive adequate training at work) were significant predictors of 

organizational pride. The latter variable was rneasured by participants' responses to the 

single-item statement, "1 feel proud to work for this organization." The importance of 

organizational ciiiate is fùrther demonstrateci by the authors' finding that climate was a 

Given the ernic-etic distinction, one may legitirnately question whether an individual who 
does not belong to a given organization (Le., a researcher) is able to observe or interpret 
its culture (Moran & Volkwein, 1992). 

Idiographic emphasizes factors that may be unique to one individuai or one class of 
individuais, whereas nomothetic emphasizes the average behaviour of large groups. 
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more consistent and powerful predictor of organizational pride than biodata such as age, 

se% and length of employment. Katz (1987) provides experimental evidence which 

underscores the innuence of organizationai clirnate on attitudes and behaviours. In this 

study, male participants were instmcted to behave as managers in a company. The 

independent variable was the climate manipulation. In the first condition, participants read 

information (e.g., a statement fi0111 the company's vice-president) which intimated that the 

organization possessed a discriminatory (Le., pro-male) chnate. For example, the 

statement f?om the vice-president referred to the company as "conservative," and 

emphasized that managers fùnctioned together like an "effective basebd tearn." In the 

second condition, participants were given information which suggested that the company 

was non-discrirninatory. For exarnple, the statement from the vice-president referred to 

the company as "innovative," and reported that managers "worked together by using 

listening skiils and by understanding customer needs" (Katz, 1987, p. 14). The dependent 

variable was participants7 evaluation of a male or fernale applicant's suitability for a 

position within the company7. Results indicated that males exposed to a discriminatory 

organizational climate were less iikely than those exposed to a non-discriminatory climate 

to recommend that a fernale applicant be hired. 

Extrapolating eorn this research, the present study contends that organizational 

climate is a situational variable that may affect perceptions and self-reported use of 

7 

A pre-experimental manipulation check, using subjects who did not participate in the main 
experiment, revealed that the organization possessing a "pro-male" clirnate was seen as 
being more iikely to discriminate against a female applicant. 



organizational politics. However, in accordance with social role theory's emphasis on the 

superordinance of social role, clirnate was seen as iduencing the extent to which 

individuals in communal employment roles @ut not agentic roles) perceive the workplace 

as political and individuals in agentic roles @ut not communal roles) report engaging in 

organizational politics. 

The following were hypothesized: 

H3a: For perceptions of organizational politics, an interaction between 
emplo yment role and organizational climate is expected. S peciIically, when the chnate is 
unfàvourable, individuals in communal roles will perceive the workplace as more political 
than when climate is favourable. However, for employees in agentic roles, perceptions of 
poiitical activity will be low, irrespective of organizational climate. 

H3b: For self-reported use of organizational politics, an interaction between 
employment role and organizational climate is expected. Specifically, when the climate is 
unfavourable, individuals in agentic roles WU engage in more politicai activity than when 
the clirnate is favourable. However, for employees in communal roles, self-reported use 
of political activity will be low, irrespective of organizational climate. 

Researchers have explored whether certain individual dserence variables affect 

perceptions and/or self-reported use of organizational politics. Locus of control, 

MachiaveIlianism, and need for power have received the inost attention both theoretically 

and ernpiricalIy. However, it should be noted that "most" is a relative term (Le., in some 

cases, a single pubiished study constitutes the only available evidence). Right-wing 

authoritarianism also was examined in the present study. This variable has not been 

related either t heoretically or empiticaIly to the p henomenon of organizational politics; 

however, it was selected for the following reason. Research suggests that right-wing 

authontarianism may be characterized by an inappropriate level of submissiveness to 



authority figures in the workplace @eZoort & Roskos-Ewoldsen, 1997). This 

subrnissiveness rnay interfere with the ability to perceive andor engage in organizational 

politics. That is, individuals high in right-wing authontarianism may be reluctant to 

acknowledge andor engage in informal activities such as organizational politics that are 

not sanctioned by aut honty figures within the organization. 

It should be noted that these dispositional variables were selected to account for 

variations in perceptions and self-reported use of organizational politics that may occur 

among individuals occupying the same employrnent role. For example, two bank 

managers may report engaging in dif5erent levels of politicai activity because one is more 

Machiavellian than the other. 

Locus of Control, Locus of contro18 refers to the extent to which individuals 

perceive themselves as having control over Life events (Mudrack & Mason, 1995). 

IndividuAs who believe that their outcornes result primarily tiom their own actions 

possess an intemal locus of control. Conversely, individuals who do not view themselves 

as the arbiter of their own fate (Le., regard themselves as being at the mercy of powerfil 

others, chance, andor luck) possess an external locus of control (Cobb, 1986). 

It has been suggested that individuals possessing an extemal locus of control may 

be more likely than their interna1 counterparts to perceive the workplace as political. 

- 

8 

Locus of control is akin to the ongidpawn distinction outlined by De Chams (1968). An 
origin is a person "who perceives his [her] behaviour as determïned by his [her] own 
choosing" (p. 273). Thus, an ongin denotes an individual with an intemal locus of control. 
A pawn represents a "person who perceives his Fer] behaviour as determined by external 
forces" (p. 273). Thus, a pawn represents a person with an external locus of control. 
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Research by Moberg (1978 as cited iii Vredenburgh & Maurer, 1984) provides tentative 

support for this hypothesis. Unfortunately, researchers have not articulated why this 

relationship should exist. However, it is possible that "e~ternals'~ view themselves as 

unable to manipulate their work environment and concornitantly see themselves as 

vulnerable to the political machinations of their coworkers. 

Porter et al- (1 98 1) maintain that individuals possessing an internai locus of control 

may be more lkely than their extemal counterparts to engage in organizational politics 

because they believe in the efficacy of their behaviour. Few researchers have investigated 

this hypothesis. Arnong a heterogeneous sarnple of Amencan employees, Cobb (1986) 

reported that locus of control was not a significant predictor of involvement in 

organizational politics. Kirchmeyer (1990) used the four dimensions identified in Rotter's 

1-E Scde (Collins, 1974) as separate predictors of scores on a measure of political 

behaviour in organizations (the Vignettes of Political Activity Scale - VPAS). No 

signincant effects were obtained for female participants. However, contrary to the 

researcher's hypothesis, males who reported an external locus of control on the 

EaqdDifficult World subscale (Le., respondents who believe the world contains difficult, 

cornplex, and possibly unsolvable problems) obtained higher scores on the VPAS. The 

remaining three subscales (Judünjust World, PredictabIeNnpredictable World and 

ResponsiveNnresponsive World) did not emerge as significant predictors. Kirchmeyer 

did not explain this anomalous finding. However, a detailed rationale for this result 

appears unnecessary, given the srnall arnount of variance accounted for by this predictor 

(Le., scores on the Easy/Difncult World subscale accounted for approximately 3% of the 



variance in scores on the VPAS). The minimal practical significance of this finding 

coupled with the fact that it contradicts earlier theorking about the relationship between 

locus of control and organizational politics suggests that it may be artifactual. 

At present, the relationship between locus of control and perceptions of 

organizational poiitics and self-reported use of political behaviour in the workplace is 

weak and unclear. This rnay be due, in part, to reliance on global measures which fail to 

assess locus of control in specific behaviourai areas (Liebert & Spiegler, 1990). For 

example, neither Cobb (1 986) nor Kirchmeyer (1 990) assessed situation-specific 

expectancies; thus, they may have been unable to provide an accurate assessrnent of the 

relationship between locus of control and political activity in the workplace. The 

importance of using specialized locus of control scaies has been demonstrated consistently 

(e-g., LeBrasseur, Blackford, & Whisseii, 1988; Whitman, Desmond, & Price, 1987). 

Therefore, future research uivestigating the relationship between this vatiable and 

organizational politics may benefit fkom the adoption of locus of control measures that 

delineate situation-specific expectancies (e-g., Work Locus of Control Scale - Spector, 

1988). 

In the present study, work locus of control was conceptualized as a dispositional 

characteristic that interacts with employrnent roIe to account for intrarole variations in 

perceptions and self-reported use of political activity in the workplace. Specifically, it was 

hypothesized that : 

H4a: For perceptions of organizational politics, an interaction between 
employrnent role and work locus of control is expected. Specifically, individuals in 
communal roles possessing an extemal work locus of control will perceive the workplace 



as more political than individuals in communal roles possessing an intemal work locus of 
control. However, for employees in agentic roles, perceptions of politicai activity wilI be 
low, irrespective of work locus of control. 

H4b: For self-reported use of organizational politics, an interaction between 
employrnent rote and work locus of control is expected. Specifically, individuals in 
agentic roles possessing an interna1 work locus of control will engage in more political 
activity than individuals in agentic roles possessing an extemal work locus of control. 
However, for employees in communal roles, seKreport ed use of organizational politics 
will be low irrespective ofwork locus of control. 

Machiavellianism. Machiavellianism may be conceptualized as a cluster of cynical 

beliefs about human nature, morality, and the acceptability of using various manipulative 

tactics to satisfy one's goals (Johns, 1992). Mudrack and Mason (1995) contend that 

MachiaveUians are "cynical, suspicious, motivated prirnarily by self-interest and 

expediency, and are relatively unconcemed with considerations of interpersonal 

attachment, ethics, and conventional moralitf' (p. 640). 

Researchers examining the p henomenon of organizational politics have maint ained 

that Machiaveliianism constitutes an important individual dflerence variable with respect 

to perceptions and self-reported use of political activity in the workplace. For example, it 

has been suggested that employees high in Machiavellianism may perceive the workplace 

as more political than those low in MachiaveUianism (Le., Machiavellians may be prone to 

interpret actions and events in political tems because manipulation and opportunkm 

possess heightened saliency for these individuak) (Mudrack, L 993). Porter et al. (1 98 1) 

and Fems et al. (1996a) further hypothesize that employees high in Machiaveliianism may 

be more likely than those low in Machiavellianism to maximize their self-interests through 

poiitical activity. However, despite the professed importance of Machiavellianism, its 



relationships with perceptions and self-reported use of organizational politics have not 

been investigated empirically. 

In the present study, Machiavellianism was conceptualized as a dispositional 

characteristic that interacts with employment role to account for intrarole variations in 

perceptions and self-reported use of political activity in the workplace. Thus, it was 

hyp othesized that : 

H5a: For perceptions of organizational politics, an interaction between 
employment role and Machiavellianism is expected. SpecScalfy, individuals in communal 
roles who are higher in Machiavellianism will perceive the workplace as more political 
than individuals in communal roles who are lower in Machiavellianism. However, for 
employees in agentic roles, perceptions of political activity will be low, irrespective of 
level of Machiavellianism. 

H5b: For self-reported use of organizational politics, an interaction between 
employment role and Machiavellianism is expected. Specifically, individuals in agentic 
roles who are higher in Machiavellianism wiil engage in more political activity than 
individuals in agentic roles who are lower in Machiavellianism. However, for employees 
in communal roles, self-reported use of organizational politics will be low, irrespective of 
level of Machiavelhanism. 

Need for Power. Need for power reflects an individual's desire to exert influence 

over others (Le., a person's ability to produce a given effect on the behaviour or emotions 

of someone else) (Liebert & Spiegler, 1990). To date, the relationship between this 

variable and perceptions of organizational politics has not been investigated empWcally. 

However, if political activity represents a pnme arena for the pursuit and expression of 

power then it is possible that individuals lügh in need for power may be more iikely to 

evaluate their work environment in political terms. 

Research suggests that individuals' need for power is positively associated with 

their self-reported use of organizational politics. For example, arnong samples of business 



shidents and mandacturing employees, Kumar and Beyerlein (199 1) observed a 

significant positive correlation between need for power, as measured by the Dorninance 

subscale of the Manifest Needs Questionnaire (Steers & Braunsteh, 1976) and political 

activity. Cobb (1 986) also reported a positive, aibeit statistically nonsignificant, 

correlation (F-20) between need for power and self-reported use of organizational 

politics. Kirchmeyer (1 990) observed that need for power was positively associated with 

self-reported levels of political activity among female managers, but not among male 

managers. This gender difference was contrary to the author's hypothesis, and was not 

explained. 

In the present study, need for power was conceptualized as a dispositional variable 

that interacts with employment roie to account for intrarole variations in perceptions and 

self-reported use of political activity in the workplace. It was hypothesized that: 

H6a: For perceptions of organizational politics, an interaction between 
emplo yment role and need for power is expected. S pecifically, individuals in communal 
roles who are higher in need for power will perceive the workplace as more political than 
individuals in communal roles who are lower in need for power. However, for employees 
in agentic roles, perceptions of political activity will be low, irrespective of level of need 
for power. 

H6b: For self-reported use of organizational politics, an interaction between 
employment role and need for power is expected. Spec*cally, individuals in agentic roles 
who are higher in need for power will engage in more political activity than individuals in 
agentic roles who are lower in need for power. However, for employees in communal 
roles, self-reported use of organizational politics will be low, irrespective of level of 
need for power. 

Right-wine Authoritarianisrn. Altemeyer (1988) conceptualizes nght-wing 

authontarianism as a combination of:  1) authoritarian submission (Le., high degree of 

submission to authonty figures perceived to be legitirnate in the society in which one 



lives); 2) authoritarian aggression (i.e., general aggressiveness, directed against various 

individuals, t hat is viewed as being sanctioned by established aut honties); and 

3) conventionalism (Le., strict adherence to social mores) (Tan & Lon; 1991). 

To date, there are no published accounts of the relationship between right-wing 

authoritarianism and perceptions and self-reported use of organizational politics. 

However, as mentioned earlier, right-wing authoritarianism may be characterized b y an 

inappropriate level of submissiveness to authority figures in the workplace @eZoort & 

Roskos-Ewoldsen, 1997). This submissiveness coupled with nght-wing authon%ariansY 

tendency to adhere to social conventions endorsed by society and its institutions rnay 

interfere with the ability to perceive andlor engage in political activity. That is, individuals 

higher in right-wing authoritarianism may be reluctant to perceive or use behaviour that is 

considered to be subversive or illegitimate. 

In the present study, right-wing authontarianism was conceptualized as a 

dispositional variable that interacts with employment role to account for intrarole 

variations in perceptions and self-reported use of political activity in the workplace. It 

was hypothesized that : 

H7a: For perceptions of organizational politics, an interaction between 
employment role and right-wing authoritarianism is expected. Specifically, individuals in 
communal roles who are higher in right-wing authoritarianism will perceive the workplace 
as less political than individuals in communal roles who are lower in right-wing 
authoritarianism. However, for employees in agentic roles, perceptions of political activity 
will be low, irrespective of level of right-wing authontarianism. 

H7b: For self-reported use of organizational politics, an interaction between 
employment role and right-wing authontarianism is expected. Specifically, individuals in 
agentic roles who are higher in right-wing authoritarianism wiil engage in Iess political 
activity than individuals in agentic roles who are lower in right-wing authontarianism. 



However, for employees in communal roles, self-reported use of organizational politics 
will be low, irrespective of level of right-wing authoritarianism. 

Conseauences of Organizational Political Behaviour 

Researchers have examined outcome variables that may be afXected by perceptions 

and self-report ed use of organizational politics. Job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment have received the most empirical scrutiny, in part, because these variabies 

have implications for the effective functioning of both the employee and his or her 

organization. As a result, t hey are of considerable importance to industrial organizational 

psychologists. 

Research suggests that organizational commitment is negatively associated with a 

number of variables including absenteeism and employee turnover (Mowday, Steers, & 

Porter, 1979) and positively associated with work involvement (Brooke, Russeil, & Pnce, 

1988) and employees' perceived ievels of competency (Cohen, 1996; Mowday et al., 

1979). Research also suggests that job satisfaction is positively correlated with variables 

such as work involvement (Brooke et al., 1988), work enjoyment (Gunter & Funiharn, 

1996) and self-perceptions of cornpetence (Sekarm 1989), and negatively associated with 

turnover intention (Aryee, Wyatt, & Min, 199 1) and work-related stress (Sekaran, 1989). 

First, the ways in which job satisfaction and organizational commitment may be 

examined within the fiamework of social role theory was discussed. Second, research 

espoushg the traditional viewpoint that job satisfaction and organizational commitment 

are consequences of organizational politics was outlined. 



Social Role Theory and Job SatisfactiodOr~anizational Cornrnitment 

The present study maintains that, due to their varying levels of status and 

authority, agentic and communal employment roles possess normative expectations with 

respect to organizational politics. These normative expectations are that individuals in 

agentic roles participate in political activity, whereas those in communal roles do not. 

Furthermore, due to these expectations, individuals in communal employment roles should 

perceive the workplace as political, whereas those in agentic employment roles should not. 

Employees may h d  it aversive when their behaviour is inconsistent with role- 

based expectations. Further, it is possible that individuals are censured by coworkers and 

superiors when they engage in behaviour deemed to be "out of role." Few individuals in 

communal roles within an organization should engage in political activity. However, 

arnong the srnail proportion who do, the penalties associated with being ccout-of-role" may 

be interact with career successg. For example, an individual in a communal role who 

engages in political behaviour rnay be punished by his or her CO-workers for being out-of- 

role, while simultaneously receiving benefits £iom his or her supervisor. These benefits 

may result in the communal individual reporting high levels of satisfaction and 

cornmitment. Conversely, if the same individual engages in poiitical behaviour that does 

To date, the relationship between organizational politics and career success has received 
limited empirical scrutiny. However, Judge and Bretz (1994) reported that participants' 
use of political behaviours designed to influence their supervisor (e.g., praising the 
supervisor on his or her accomplishments) was a significant predictor of extrinsic career 
success. For the latter variable, a composite measure was created by standardizing and 
summing participants' current salary, number of promotions with current employer, 
number of promotions with previous employers, and job level (Le., number of positions 
above entry level). 



not produce desired outcomes, he or she may experience a precipitous decline in 

satisfaction/cornrnitment (Le., the individuai has engaged in behaviour that is both 

ineffective and discordant with his or her role). 

Employees in agentic roles who perceive thei. workplace as political also may be 

violating a normative expectation. Therefore, t hey may experience lower levels of j O b 

satisfaction and organizational comrnitrnent than those in agentic d e s  who do not 

perceive the workplace as politicalLO. 

Standard A~plication of Job Satisfaction. 

Job satisfaction is defined as an "individual's affective reaction to various facets of 

the work situationy' (Shore & Tetrick, 199 1, p. 63 8). Research suggests that perceptions 

of organizational politics are negatively associated with job satisfaction. For example, 

Gandz and Murray (1980) found that perceived political activity was a significant 

Pnt as predictor of job satisfaction (Le., individuals who viewed the work environrn, 

political were less satisfied). Similarly, in a large survey of government employees, Nye 

and Witt (1993) observed a significant inverse relationship between perceptions of 

organizational politics and job satisfaction. This finding has been replicated in studies 

conducted by Anderson (1 994), Ferris et al. (1996b) and Ferris and Kacmar (1 992). 

Given the correlationaI nature of these studies, the direction of causality between 

organizational politics and job satisfaction is unclear. It is possible, for example, that 

More importantly, individuals in agentic roles who perceive the workplace as political 
should evidence lower levels of satisfaction/cornrnitment because research suggests that 
perceptions of organizational politics are inversely associated wit h job satisfaction and 
organizational commit ment. 
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employees dissatisfïed with their jobs may tend to see their organization as highly political. 

However, researchers examining perceptions of organizational politics typically 

conceptualize job satisfaction as an outcome variable. A sirnilar interpretation was 

presented in this study. 

To date, the relationship between self-reported use of organizational politics and 

job satisfaction has not been investigated empirically. However, it would appear 

reasonable to assert that political behaviour has implications for job satisfaction only to the 

extent that it contributes to career success. That is, engaging in political behaviour that 

produces desired career outcomes should increase job satisfaction, whereas engaging in 

political behaviour that does not produce desired career outcornes should decrease job 

satisfaction. 

Standard Ap~lication of Oraanizational Cornmitment. 

Organizational commitment has been dehed as "the relative strength of an 

individual's identification with, and involvement in, a particular organization" (Mowday et 

al., 1979, p. 226). Employees who display this type of cornmitment support the values 

and goals of the organization, are willing to expend considerable effort on its behalf, and 

are strongly motivated to retain their organizational membership (Porter, Steers, Mowday, 

& Boulian, 1974). 

One might assume that organizational commitment is analogous to job satisfaction. 

Although the two constructs are positively associated with one another (e-g., Bretz & 

Judge, 1994; Fumham, Brewin, & O'Kelly, 1994; Mowday et al., 1979), researchers 

argue that they are conceptuaüy distinct (Porter et al., 1974). Organizational cornmitment 
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represents a general response to the employing organization whereas job satisfaction refers 

to the specinc task environment in which an employee performs his or her duties (Mowday 

et al., 1979). The difference between these constructs has been demonstrated ernpiricdly. 

For example, in a recent investigation of British working adults, job satisfaction and 

organizational commitment shared only 23% of the comrnon variance (Furnharn et al., 

1994). Thus, nom a statistical point of viewpoint, the constructs are not redundant 

(Eiriggs & Cheek, 1986). A confirmatory factory analysis conducted by Brooke et al. 

(1988) underscores the distinction between these two variables. The authors tested a 

three-factor modei in which job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job 

involvement loaded on separate factors. Results indicated that this mode1 provided an 

excellent fit to the data (as detemined by the normed fit index). Furthemore, Brooke et 

al. (1958) observed that one-, and two-factor models provided significantly poorer fit. 

These fkdings suggest that job satisfaction and organizational commitment represent 

distinct constmcts. 

It has been suggested that employees who view the workplace as politicized may 

feel deprived and unfairly treated because of political considerations and, thus, evidence 

low levels of organizational cornmitment (Drory, 1993). Available research supports this 

hypothesis. For example, Nye and Witt (1993) reported a sigmficant inverse relationship 

between perceptions of political activity in the workplace and levels of organizational 

commitment. Drory (1993) observed a similar relationship, although the result was ody 

marginally significant . 

Once again, although the direction of causality is unclear, researchers typicaily 



assume that viewing the work environment as politicized leads to decrements in 

organizational cornrnitment. 

To date, the relationship between self-reported use of organizational politics and 

organizationd commitment has not been investigated empirically. However, it would 

appear reasonable to assert that political behaviour has implications for organizational 

cornmitment only to the extent that it contributes to career success. That is, engaging in 

political behaviour that produces desired career outcomes should increase organizational 

cornrnitment, whereas engaging in political behaviour that does not produce desired career 

outcomes should decrease organizational cornmitment. 

Hvpotheses 

In the present study, it was maintaïned that agentic and communal employrnent 

roles possess normative expectations with respect to organizational politics. That is, 

individuals in agentic employrnent roles may engage in political activity, whereas those in 

communal employment roles may not. Further, it was proposed that violating this 

normative expectation may have deleterious consequences in tems of outcome variables 

such as job satisfaction and organizational commitment. The present study also 

maintained that the consequences associated with violating this normative expectation are 

moderated by career success. Specifically, individuals in communal employmerit roles 

who engage in politicai activity (an episode of non-nomative behaviour) rnay evidence 

high levels of job satisfaction and organizational cornmitment provided their politicai 

behaviour secured desired career outcomes. 



Based on this theorking, the following relationships were hypothesized: 

H8a: Due to normative expectations conceming organizational politics, 
individuals in agentic roles who perceive their organization as political will evidence lower 
levels ofjob satisfaction and organizational commitment than those in agentic roles who 
do not perceive the workplace as political. 

H8b: Due to normative expectations concerning organizational politics, 
individuals in communal employment roles who engage in organizational politics that does 
not produce desired outcomes will evidence lower levels of job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment than: a) those in communal roles who engage in political 
activity that produces desired outcomes; and b) those in communal roles who do not 
behave politically. 

In sumrnary, the predictor variables used in this study were: a) employment role; b) 

two situational variables (fomalization and organizational climate); and c) four 

dispositional variables (work locus of control, Machiaveilianism, need for power, and 

nght-wing authoritarianism). The criterion variables were perceptions of organizational 

politics and self-reported use of political behaviour. In addition, job satisfaction and 

organizational cornmitment were also used as cnterion variables, with employrnent role, 

perceptions of organizational politics, self-reported use of political behaviour, and career 

success as predictors. 

Studv One 

Few published instruments measure self-reported use of organizational politics. 

Moreover, the usefulness of extant measures is limited by their focus on either agentic or 

communal employees. The purpose of Study 1 was to develop a measure of political 

behaviour that could be used with heterogeneous samples of employees (Le., those in a 

variety of occupations). Two instruments that were used to guide the development of 

items for this new scale were the Vignettes of Political Activiq Scale (Kirchrneyer, 1990) 



and the Subordinate Influence Tactics Scde (Wayne & Fems, 1990). Each of these 

rneasures will be discussed briefly. 

Vienettes of Political Activity Scale (VPAS]. The VPAS contains 20 scenarios, 

each of which provides an exarnple of politicai behaviour in organizations. A sample 

vignette is: 

Dave manages a media s e ~ c e s  group within a large utiiity. Unfortunately, departments 
can buy better services even cheaper fiom outside agencies. Dave realizes he has to 
actively sel1 within the organization, and tries everythhg to make people in these 
departments iike him. 

The VPAS uses a four-point Likert-type scale (l=not typical of me; 4=very typical of me) 

in which respondents indicate how typical the behaviour of the person in each vignette is 

of their own behaviour. Total scores on the VPAS can range fiom 20 to 80, with higher 

scores denoting greater levels of self-reported political activity. Research suggests that 

the scale is reliable (Cronbach's alpha=.91) (Kirchmeyer, 1990). In addition, the VPAS 

possesses content validity, as it incorporates behaviours proposed by theorists to be 

characteristic of organizational politics (e.g., Allen et al., 1979; Gandz & Murray, 1980). 

Kirchmeyer (1 990) provides additional evidence attesting to the content validity of this 

measure. Specifically, the author instructed expenenced managers to evaluate each 

vignette on a four-point scale (l=not political at all; 4=very political). AH of the 

behaviours descnbed in the vignettes were seen by managers as being, at least "somewhat 

political." There are no additional published studies investigating the reliability and 

validity of the VPAS. 



S s  The SITS measures dimensions of 

innuence tactics arnong subordinates: job focused tactics (Le., employees manipulate 

information related to their job performance to make a positive impression on their 

supervisor); supervisor-focused tactics (Le., employees praise andior do personal favours 

for their supe~sor ) ;  and self-focused tactics (Le., employees engage in behaviours 

designed to create the impressioa that they are nice and polite) (Wayne & Ferris, 1990). 

The SITS contains 24 items (12 items for job-focused tactics; 7 items for supervisor- 

focused; and 5 items for self-focused). For each item, respondents ïndicate on a seven- 

point Likert-type scaie (I=never; 7=always) whether they have engaged in the specified 

behaviour in the past three months. Research suggests that the SITS is reliable (alpha 

coefficients for job-focused, supervisor-focused, and self-focused tactics are 37, -71, and 

-78, respectively). Evidence attesting to the constnict validity of the job-focused and 

supervisor-focused dimensions of the SITS is provided by Ferris, ludge, Rowland, and 

Fitzgibbons (1994). The authors hypothesized that job-focused tactics constitute a form 

of self-promotion which tends to be negatively evaiuated by supe~sor s .  Thus, 

subordinates who engage in these tactics should receive lower performance ratings and 

fewer resources nom supe~sor s .  Supervisor-focused tactics constitute a form of 

ingratiation which tends to be positively evaluated by supervisors. Thus, subordinates 

who adopt these tactics should receive more positive evaluations and greater provision of 

resources. These hypotheses were confvmed (Le., use of job-focused tactics correlated 

negatively with scores on measures of supervisor's affect toward subordinates and 

supervisor's provision of resources, whereas use of supervisor-focused tactics correlated 
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positively with scores on these rneasures). To date, there are no published accounts of the 

construct validity of the self-focused tactics subscale. 

Cntiaue of the VPAS and the SITS. As mentioned earlier, the usefblness of the 

VPAS and the SITS are limited by their narrow focus on specific groups of employees 

(Le., the former is designed for use with rnanagers/supervisors, whereas the Iatter targets 

non-manageriaIlnon-supenisory employees). Thus, neither scale may be used with 

samples that represent employees in both communal (e-g., clencal) and agentic (e-g.,  

managers) employment roles. These scales also use different "formats" (vignettes versus 

statements, respectively) and, thus, cannot be combined or directly compared. 

The fïrst part of Study 1 outlined the construction of the Political Activity Scale 

(PAS). In accordance with the format adopted by Kirchmeyer (1990), a vignette 

methodology was initially viewed as preferable. This format is used by other researchers 

in the domain of organizational behaviour (e.g., Eastman, 1994). Moreover, Alexander 

and Becker (1978) suggest that vignettes are advantageous in survey research because 

they help to "standardize the social stimulus across respondents" (p. 103). The authors 

further maintain that vignettes contain important contextual information which may 

enhance their mundane realism. However, it is possible that respondents may be 

distracted by the uiformation provided in the vignettes to the extent that it does not fit 

their own context. For example, a respondent in a communal position may dismiss a 

political behaviour ifit is outlined in a vignette describing an agentic target person. To 

assess this possibility, parailel versions of the PAS were constructed, one using vignettes 

and the other using statements. 



The second part of Study 1 compared statisticdy the vignette and statement 

versions of the PAS. Factor analyses were conducted to ensure that participants' 

evaluation of the politicai nature of behaviours described in the PAS did not vary as a 

function of questionnaire format (vignettes versus statements). Multivariate anaiyses of 

variance were then conducted to examine whether: a) the employrnent status of the target 

persons described in the vignettes interfered with participants' ability to relate to the 

political behaviour described therein (i-e., there was concern that participants would 

dismiss political behaviours engaged in by target persons employed in occupations of 

higher or lower rank than themselves) and b) participants' responses to the vignettes 

dif5ered as a fùnction of the target's sex (Le., male participants may respond to political 

behaviours engaged in by a male target person and disrniss those associated with a female 

target person). 

The third part of this study assessed the reiiability and constmct validity of the 

version that was selected for inclusion in Study 2. A bief review of the research used to 

investigate the construct validity of this version also was provided. 

Construction of the Vignette and Statement Versions of the PAS 

Vimiette Version. To ensure that the PAS represented a heterogeneous group of 

political behaviours that would be appropriate for individuals in agentic and communal 

employment roles, items were selected Erom both the VPAS and the SITS. Kirchmeyer 

(1990) does not provide information such as inter-item correlations or factor loadings that 

would assist in i d e n t m g  the "best" vignettes contained in the VPAS. Therefore, 

choosing items from this scale was based on apparent face vaiidity in terms of suitability 



for use with a variety of ernployees. Fifteen vignettes were selected. 

Wayne and Ferris' (1990) factor analysis ofthe SITS was used to select items 

which appeared to be the best exemplars of non-managerial political behaviour. As 

mentioned earlier, the authors found that the SITS was a three-dimensional scale. Thus, in 

the present study, items were eliminated if they had loading values greater than -30 on two 

or more dimensions and/or had maximal loadings less than -40. Such cnteria are routinely 

used in scale development (e.g., Benson & Vicent, 1980) because they serve to remove 

items possessing less than optimal levels of construct validity. Statements fiom the SITS 

were retained Xthey had the highest loading value on their respective factor and, as well, 

ifthey appeared to be non-redundant with the political behaviours selected from the 

Kirchmeyer (1990) scale. Vignettes were then written for each of these items. For 

example, the job-focused tactic "agree with your imrnediate supervisor's major opinions 

outwardly even when you disagree inwardly" was expanded to read: 

ort the opinions of others- even when vou disamee with them 
Kathy works as a secretary in the sociology department of a s m d  cornrnunity college. 
Due to budget restrictions, the department must choose between purchasing a new 
photocopier or buying new chairs for several sociology professors. Her supervisor, the 
head of the department, makes it known that he believes the fùnds should be spent on new 
chairs. Kathy does not agree. However, when he solicits her opinion, she tells him that 
the money should be spent on the chairs, rather than on a new photocopier. 

To maximize the likelihood that the PAS provided a comprehensive representation 

of political behaviour, two additional items were incorporated to reflect behaviours not 

included in the scales developed by Kirchmeyer (1990) and Wayne and Fems (1990). One 

was based on Yukl, Falbe, and Youn's (1993) typology of influence behaviours. The 

authors identsed a tactic entitled personal appeals, which refers to an employee using 



feelings of loyalty or fnendship toward him or her when asking for something (Yukl et al., 

1993). The following vignette was written for this political behaviour: 

Use oersonal relationship with others 
Linda works as a tax consultant for a rnid-sized accounting h. Recently, Linda 
recommended that a s m d  research Company owned by her brother-in-law, John, be 
awarded the contract to conduct the accounting firm's m u a l  evaluation of its employees. 
Linda knows that with John at the helm, she is guaranteed a favourable employee 
evaluation, 

The final item was developed on the basis of feedback provided by a small sample 

of female employees fiom British Columbia and Nova Scotia (N=6). Respondents were 

given a questionnaire containing a copy of the VPAS and the following definition of 

organizational politics: "office politics is any Uiformal behaviour that individuals or groups 

engage in to enhance or protect their career." They were instructed to read the VPAS, 

and using the definition provided, to describe any additional politicai behaviours that they 

had engaged in and/or observed. One respondent suggested a behaviour that satisfied the 

present study's definition of political behaviour in organizations but was not represented in 

the VPAS, the SITS, and Yukl et al.'s (1993) typology. The vignette for this behaviour 

is: 

Get others to emohasize F u r  importance to the organïzation 
Bob works as a counsellor for a govemment-sponsored drug rehabilitation centre. He 
often infoms his clients that, due to government cutbacks, many of the services he 
provides may be eliminated. Thus, Bob encourages clients to teli his superiors how much 
they value the seMces they receive. Bob knows that when clients do this, they will 
invariably devote much of their conversation to praising hirn and the work he  has done. 
As a result, Bob's s u p e ~ s o r s  will be reminded continually that he is a top-notch 
employee. 

The final vignette version of the PAS contained 15 items fiom the VPAS, 8 items 

fi0111 the SITS, 1 item fiom Yuki et a1.k îypology of influence tactics, and 1 item 



developed specificaiiy for this study. A copy of this questionnaire is provided in 

Appendix A 

To ensure that the occupations in the PAS reflected diverse levels of status, 

vignettes were randomly selected to describe target persons in high-status (e.g., vice- 

president of a manufacturing fïrm), medium-status (e-g., social worker), or low-status 

occupations (e-g., secretary). The number of vignettes in the high-, medium-, and low- 

status categories were 8, 8, and 9, respectively. The determination of an occupation's 

status was made in accordance with status ratings provided by Armstrong and Armstrong 

(1994) and Bose and .Rossi (1983). As well, comparable numbers of male and fernale 

target persons were represented in occupations classified as high-, medium-, and iow- 

status. 

Statement Version. The statement version of the PAS used the same items as 

those described above. The ody difference is that this version used brief behavioural 

statements rather than vignettes. For example, the statement version of a scenario 

presented on the previous page, read "get others to emphasize your importance to the 

organization." Participants' responses were then based on the statement only. A copy of 

the staternent version of the PAS is provided in Appendix B. 

Statistical Cornpanson of the Vimette and Statement Versions of the PAS 

The vignette and statement versions of the PAS were statistically exarnined to 

assess their comparability in psychometric properties such as number of factors extracted 

and intemal consistency. Maximum likelihood estimation was used to assess the factor 

structure of these versions, with respect to respondents' perception of whether the 



behaviours listed in the vignettes and the statements were political. This extraction 

procedure was chosen because it p e i t s  chi-square analysis of mode1 fit. Given the 

exploratory nature of this study, specific predictions c o n c e d g  the number of dimensions 

contained in the vignette and statement versions of the PAS were not formulated. 

However, if the versions were comparable, it was anticipated that the number of factors 

extracted for both would be the sarne. 

Multivariate analyses of variance afso were conducted to Uivestigate whether 

respondents dserentially related to vignettes describing occupations similar or dissirnilar 

in status to their own. Finally, descriptive statistics were calculated for diagnostic 

questions examining completion time and perceived difficulty for vignette and statement 

versions of the PAS. Such questions would be useful in deteminhg which version was 

more "user-Wendly." 

Method 

Partici~ants 

Convenience samples of employed Canadians (N=16 1; 58 males and 103 fernales) 

fi-om Ontario and Nova Scotia were used. Respondents were obtained through chain- 

referral sarnpling (Le., acquaintances of the researcher were given a copy of either the 

vignette or staternent version of the questionnaire and asked to provide copies of it to their 

coworkers and employed fiiends and relatives). Ethical concerns regarding informed 

consent were satisfied by use of a cover sheet which indicated that participation was 

strictly voluntary and that all responses would be anonymous and confidentid. Completed 

questionnaires were retumed by mail. 
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Clerical employees, joumalists, consultants, lawyers, teachers, nurses, insurance 

adjusters, and management personnel, among other employment groupq were represented 

in this sample. Given the heterogeneous nature of the types of occupations represented, 

the sarnple appears to possess adequate vaiidity for the purpose of this study. 

The number of male respondents receiving the vignette or staternent version of the 

PAS was 28 and 3 0, respectively. The mean age of male participants was 40.9 years 

(==IO. 1). When asked whether they s u p e ~ s e d  other employees, approximately 41% 

(n=23) of male respondents answered aibmatively, 59% (n=33) indicated that they did 

not s u p e ~ s e  other employees (2 cases unclassified). Specific information about the 

nature of participants' s u p e ~ s o r y  role was not obtained. Eighteen percent (n=10) were 

high school graduates, 9% (n=5) attended college, 9% (n=5) received a college diploma, 

1 1% (n=6) attended university, 32% (n=18) received an undergraduate degree, 2% (n= l )  

attended graduate school, 19% @=Il) received advanced degrees (e.g., Master's), and 

2% (n=l) received other forms of certification (1 case unclassified). 

The number of fernale respondents receiving the vignette or statement version of 

the PAS was 53 and 50, respectively. The mean age of fernale participants was 38.5 years 

(==9.4). Approxirnately 3 0% (n=3 0) of female respondents stated that they were 

employed in supervisory positions and 70% (n=71) indicated that they were in non- 

supervisory positions (2 cases unclassified). Sixteen percent (n=16) were high school 

graduates, 14% (n=14) attended college, 14% (n=14) received a college diploma, 7% 

(n=7) attended university, 3 1% (n=3 1) received an undergraduate degree, 3% (n=3) 

attended graduate school, 14% (n= 14) received advanced degrees (e.g., Master's), and 
ir 



2% (n=2) received other forms of certification (2 cases unclassified). 

Measures 

Political Behaviour. This construct was rneasured ushg vignette and statement 

versions of the Political Activity Scale (PAS). Both versions began with the folIowing 

statement" "office poiitics is defïned as any informal behaviour that individuals or groups 

engage in to enhance or protect their career." Both versions consisted of 25 items. Each 

vignettdstatement was responded to dong three Likert-type "dimensions." These 

"dimen~ions'~ are (in order): "how often do you engage in this behaviour while working at 

your present job?" (l=never; 4=often); "if an individual wanted to engage in this 

behaviour, would he or she be able to do so in your present job" (l=ofien; 4=never); and 

"based on the definition of office politics provided [above], how political do you believe 

this behaviour is?" (l=not at al1 political; 4=highly politicd). Surnmed total scores on 

each dimension could range ~ o m  25 to 100. For the first dimension, higher scores 

represent greater irse of orga.nizationa1 politics. For the second dimension (reverse- 

scored), higher scores indicate that participants believe theü occupation allows an 

employee to engage in organizatioiial politics, ifso desired. For the third dimension, 

higher scores indicate that the behaviour described in the PAS is seen as political. 

S u ~ e ~ s o n r  Status. Respondents were asked to indicate whether they s u p e ~ s e d  

other employees in their present occupation (l=yes; 2-10}. 
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An operational definition of organizational politics was provided to ensure that 
respondents possessed a uniform interpretation of this construct prier to evaluating the 
vignettedstatements. 



Survev Diarnostics. Respondents were asked to indicate: a) the length of tirne (in 

minutes) it took them to complete the survey; b) how dEcult they found it to complete 

(l=not at al1 difncult; IO-ver-y dBcult); and, for the vignette version, c) how usehl they 

found the vignettes in understanding the political behaviour (l=not at ail usefùl; lO=very 

usefiil). 

Results 

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted to assess the dimensionality of each 

of the vignette and statement versions of the PAS. First, factor analyses were performed 

on participants' responses to the question, "based on the definition of office politics 

provided [above], how political do you beiieve this behaviour is?". Both the vignette and 

statement versions of the PAS were factor analysed12. Maximum Iikelihood estimation 

was used because it permits chi-square analysis of model fit. Newcomb (1990) 

recommends evaluating model fit in accordance with the chi-square/degrees of fieedorn 

ratio, A value Iess than 2.0 indicates models that "meet real world criteria for reasonable 

fit and representation of the data" (Newcomb, 1994, p. 467), whereas values greater than 

2 denote inadequate or poorly specifïed models. 

Dimensiondity of the Vienette Version of the PAS. 

Respondents' ratings of the p p q e t t e s  were factor analysed. 

As mentioned earlier, Wayne and Ferris (1990) reported that the SITS possessed a three- 
dimensional factor structure. However, the authors' factor analysed participants' self- 
reoorted use of political behaviour and not their assessments of whether the behaviour in 
question was political. Thus, the dimensionality reported by Wayne and Fems (1990) 
does not appear to be relevant to the present analysis. 



An inspection of the scree plot revealed that a one-factor solution provided the best 

representation of the data. Maximum-Wcelihood estimation with a forced one-factor 

solution was then perforrned. Results indicated that this factor accounted for 34.1% 

(eigenvalue=8.5) of the total variance. The factor loadings ranged from -33 to -73, which 

suggests that ail of the vignettes contributed significantly to this one factor. The chi- 

squarddegrees of fieedom ratio was 1.7 1 : 1 -0, which satisfies Newcomb' s (1 994) critenon 

for model fit. 

Dimensionality of the Statement Version of the PAS. 

Respondents' assessments of the political nature of the statements were similarly 

factor analysed. Once again, inspection of the scree plot revealed that a one-factor model 

appeared to provide the best fit. Thus, maximum likelihood estimation with a forced one- 

factor solution was perforrned. This factor accounted for 45.6% (eigenvalue=l1.4) of the 

total variance. The factor loadings ranged fiom .3 1 to -84, which suggests that al1 of the 

statements contributed significantly to this factor. The chi-square/degrees of fieedom 

ratio was 1.79: 1 .O, which again suggests that a one-factor model provided an acceptable 

representation of the data. 

Con-niencv of the Factor Solutions of the Vimette and Statement Versions of the PAS 

The coefficient of congruence assesses the degree of pattern and magnitude 

similarity between factor solutions (Rummel, 1970). The coefficient ranges from -1.00 

(perfect negative sirnilarity) to 1.00 (perfect sunilarity). A value of zero represents 

cornplete dissimilarity. Usùig the formula provided by Hannan (1967), a coefficient of 

congruence was computed for the one-factor solutions obtained for the vignette and 



statement versions of the PAS. A value approxhating 1.00 would suggest that these 

solutions do not dEer in a meaningfd way in either pattern or magnitude. The coefficient 

of congruence was -973. Thus, the factor solutions obtained for the vignette and 

statements versions of the PAS are Wtually identical. 

M u l t i v a r i a t e p e o f t h e e  Version of the  PAS'^ 

As mentioned earlier, it is possible that participants' responses rnay daer  in 

accordance with the target person's occupation or sex (Le., respondents may relate only to 

those descriptions refening to same sex target persons in comparable occupations). For 

example, a respondent who is in a clerical position may feel that certain political 

behaviours are not applicable to him or herself, ifthey are described in a vignette in which 

the target person is a manager. The content validity of the PAS rnay be jeopardized if 

participants dismiss certain political behaviours because of the target person's occupation 

or sex. 

To investigate the fist possibility, multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAS) 

were conducted for each set of vignettes with target persons in high-status, medium- 

The present senes of analyses were concerned with the relationship between participants' 
supervisory statuskex and the specific properties of the items on the vimette version of 
the PAS (Le., occupational status and sex of the target). The statement version of the PAS 
does not provide information about a target person7s sex or occupation. Consequently, 
the author could not determine whether statements had a male/female target or were high, 
medium, or low in status. MANOVAS were not performed on the statements because 
such analyses could not be directly compared with the output obtained for the vignettes. 
For example, a two-group (supervisor/non-supervisor) MANOVA conducted on the 
statements (which could not be classified according to status), with self-reported political 
behaviour as the dependent variable, provides information about whether s u p e ~ s o r s  are 
more Likely than non-supervisors to engage in organizational poiitics. This question is not 
pertinent to Study 1. 



status, and low-status occupations. The independent variable was the supeMsory staius 

of the respondent, and the dependent vaiiables were the three Likert-type dimensions" for 

each set of vignettes (high-, medium-, and low-status). Erespondents' s u p e ~ s o r y  status 

affects their answers to these questions, then the usefulness of the vignette methodology is 

suspect. 

To hvestigate the second possibiky, MANOVAS were conducted for the 12 

vignettes descnbing a male target person and the 13 vignettes descEbing a female target 

person. The independent variable was the sex of the participant, and the dependent 

variables were the three Likert-type dimensions described above for each set of vignettes. 

Assessments of normality and homogeneity of covariance revealed modest 

violations of assumptions for MANOVA Thus, the Pillais Trace V multivariate statistic 

was used because it is most robust when samples sizes are small and unequal and the 

assurnption of homogeneity of covariance is violated (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). Fifteen 

MANOVAS were conducted in total (9 with participants' supervisoq status as the 

independent variable, and 6 with participants' sex as the independent variable). 

hi ph-S tatus Vimettes. Three two-group (supeMsor/non-supe~sor) MANOVAS 

were conducted on the eight vignettes describing target persons in high-status 

occupations. With respect to  self-reported use of the relevant political behaviours, the 

overail effect for supervisory status was nonsignificant (Pillai Trace V=.091, F 

These dimensions are: self-reported use of political activity, ability to engage in political 
behaviourin one's present occupation, and assessment of the extent to which the 
behaviour described in each vignette is political. 



(8,69)=.864, ns). Nonsignifïcant effects also were observed for respondents' assessment 

of whether their current occupation was conducive to participation in the political 

behaviours described by the hi&-status vignettes (Pillai Trace V=.043, F (8,68)=.385, ns) 

and their evaluation of whether the behaviours described in these vignettes were political 

(PiIlai Trace V=. 107, E (8,66)=.992, ns). The magnitude of the multivariate statistics 

indicate that these results do not possess practical significance (Kirk, 1996). Thus, 

participants occupying supervisory positions did not d se r  fi-om participants in non- 

supe~so ry  positions in their responses to the three questions presented with each vignette 

describing a target person in a hi&-status occupation. 

Medium-Status Vignettes. Three two-group (supe~sorhon-supervisor) 

MANOVAS also were conducted on the eight vignettes describing target persons in 

medium-status occupations. Once again, no sigdicant effects were found. Thus, 

respondents' supervisory status did not affect their self-reported use of the political 

behaviours described by the medium-status vignettes (PilIai's=.O67, F (8,71)=.639, ns); 

their assessment of whether their current occupation is conducive to participation in these 

political behaviours (Pillai's=. 103, F (8,7O)=l.Ol, ns); and their evaiuation of whether the 

behaviours described in these vignettes were political (Pillai7s=.064, E (8,70)=.603, ns). 

Again, these results possessed neither statistical nor practicai significance. 

Low-Status Vignettes. Finally, three two-group (supeMsor/non-supe~sor) 

MANOVAS were conducted for the dimensions on the vignettes correspondhg to low- 

status occupations. Once again, no significant effects were found. Respondents' 

supervisory status did not affect their self-reported use of political behaviours described in 
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the low-status vignettes (PiUai's=.03 1, F (9,68)=.240, ns); their assessment of whether 

their current occupation prevented participation in these political behaviours 

(Pillai's=.053, F (9,68)=.419, ns); and their determination of whether the behaviours 

described in these vignettes were political (Pillai7s=.090, F (9,68)=.750, ns). These results 

possessed neîther statistical nor practical significance. 

V W j t h  Three two-group (maldfemale) MANOVAs were 

conducted on the vignettes describing male target persons. With respect to self-reported 

use of the relevant political behaviours, the overall effect for sex of the participant was 

nonsignificant (Pillai Trace V=. 164, E (l2,66)= 1 -08, ns). Nonsignificant effects also were 

observed for respondents' assessment of whether their current occupation was conducive 

to participation in the political behaviours described in vignettes with male target persons 

(Pillai Trace V=.227, F (12,64)=1.56, ns) and their evaluation of whether the behaviours 

described in these vignettes were political (Pillai Trace V=. 127, F (12,63)=.765, ns). 

These results possess neither statistical nor practical significance. Thus, male and fernale 

participants did not dBer in their responses to the three questions presented with each 

vignette that described a male target. 

Vimettes With Female Tara Three two-group (male/female) MANOVAs also 

were conducted on the vignettes describing femaie target persons. Again, no significant 

effects were found. Respondents' sex did not affect their self-reported use of the political 

behaviours described in the vignettes (Pillai Trace V=.3 03, F (1 3,65)=2.18, ns); their 

assessment of whether their current occupation is conducive to participation in these 

political behaviours (Pillai Trace V=.200, E (13,65)=1.25, ns); and their evaluation of 
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whether the behaviours described in these vignettes were political (Pillai Trace V=. 144, E 

(13,64)=.827, ns). Again, these results possessed neither statistical nor practical 

sigdicance. 

Suwev Diamiostics for the Vignette and Statement Versions of the PAS 

Survey diagnostics revealed that the vignette and statement versions of the PAS 

were seen as comparable in complexityI M=2.9 (==2.1) and &I=2.8 (==2.2), 

respectively, 1(155)=.32, ns. The vignette version, however, took significantly longer to 

complete m=25.4 minutes; ==8.8) than the statement version @=20.6; ==1 OJ), 

1(154)=3 -00, g<.003. Finally, results indicated that a majority of participants receiving 

the vignette version of the PAS, found the descriptions usefùl in helping them understand 

the political behaviours in question. On a rating scale of perceived usefulness in which 1 

represents not at al1 usefùl and 10 represents vexy useful, the mean rating was 7.5 

(SJ=2.7). 

Conclusion 

The results 60x11 this study suggest that neither version appeared to be supenor to 

the other. Factor analysing participants' responses to the question that measured their 

assessment of whether behaviours described in the vignettes/staternents were political, 

produced unidimensional factor solutions for both versions. Moreover, the coefficient of 

congruence reveaied that the factor solutions for the vignettes and statements were sirnilar 

in both magnitude and pattern of loadings. The results nom the MANOVAS did not 

support the concems that participants would be unable to relate to vignettes ifthey 

descnbed occupations dissimilar to their own or target persons of the opposite sex. 



Responses of supervisors and non-supervisors to thop Likert-type dimensions did not 

diEer as a function of the target person's occupation. As weil, male and female 

participants did not rsspond differentiaily to vignettes with male or female target persons. 

Thus, it was decided that the vignette format would be, at least, equivalent to the 

statement version in terms of the nature of the results. However, survey diagnostics 

suggest that the vignette may obtain a better quality of answer. These diagnostic statistics 

revealed that the vignette and statement versions of the PAS were seen as comparable in 

complexity. The vignette version had a longer mean completion tirne than the staternent 

version. This difference, however, may be offset by participants reporting that they found 

the vignettes helpfùl in understanding the political behaviours outlined. Further, some of 

the participants who were given the staternent version of the PAS ind-icated that they 

found it vague and unclear. 

As neither version appears to be supenor to the other, the author's decision to use 

the vignette format is based on its high level of perceived usefùlness as well as feedback 

fYom respondents who received the statement version of the PAS. 

1 

To reduce item redundancy and scale length, it is desirable to make the sa le  as 

parsimonious as possible. The statistical procedures used to reduce the number of items in 

the PAS are described in this section. Cronbach's alpha and the construct validity of this 

modified version of the PAS were examined. The construct validity of this measure was 

assessed by exarnining its relationship with self-monitoring and centralization. These 

variables have been explored by other researchers investigating organizational politics 



(e-g., Kirchmeyer, 1990; Welsh & Slusher, 1986). A bnef review of the relationships 

arnong these variables in relation to self-reported use of political activity is presented 

below- 

Self-Monitonne. Self-monitoring refers to the extent to which individuals are 

sensitive to the subtle cues observed in others and try to manage the impressions that 

others have of them (Alcock, Carment, & Sadava, 1994). Kirchmeyer (1 990) asserts that 

high-self monitors should report greater levels of political activity than low self-monitors. 

This hypothesis represents an extension of previous research conducted by Sypher and 

S ypher (1 983). S pecifïcally, these researchers found that self-monitoring correlates 

positively with persuasion ability and communication effectiveness, two characteristics 

deemed prototypic of effective "organizational politicians" (ZGrchmeyer, 1990). As 

hypothesized, Kirchmeyer (1 990) O bserved that participants' scores on a measure of self- 

presentation ability correlated positively with their seK-reported use of organizational 

politics, as measured by the VPAS. Th~:s, in the present study, it was hypothesized that 

high self-monitors should report higher levels of political activity, as rneasured by the 

vignette version of the PAS, than low seff-monitors. 

Centralization. Researchers suggest that when decision-making authority and 

control are concentrated within upper levels of an organization (i.e., centralization is high), 

the potential for political activity may increase (Ferris et al., l996a). To date, there is only 

one published study examining the relationship between these variables. Welsh and 

Slusher (1 986) developed a measure of political activity that explored the influence 

strategies used by university faculty members when selecting a dean. The authors 



reported a significant, albeit modest, correlation between measures of political activity and 

centralization. On the basis of this hduig, it was hypothesized that respondents employed 

in organizations perceived to possess high levels of centralization should report greater 

levels of political activity, as measured by the PAS, than those employed in organizations 

with low ievels of centralization. 

Measure~ 

The relevant measures were included in the questionnaires distributed to compare 

the vignette and staternent versions of the PAS. Along with the measures assessing 

political behaviour, the foliowing scales were included to examine construct validity. 

Self-Monitorinp, Lennox and Wolfe's (1984) Ability to M o d e  Self-Presentation 

subscale (AMSP)" was used to measure the "extent to which people regulate their self- 

representation by t a i l o ~ g  their actions in accordance with inmediate situational cues" 

Kemox & Wolfe, 1984, p. 1349). This scale contains seven items (e-g., "Once I know 

what the situation c d s  for, it's easy for me to regulate my actions accordingly") and, in 

the present study, used a 7-point Likert-type scale (l-never tme; 7=always true). Total 

scores on the scale can range fiom 7 to 49, with higher scores denoting greater tendency 

to m o d e  one's self-presentation. Research suggests that the AMSP possesses adequate 

intemal consistency with alpha coefficients ranging fiom -78 to -81 (Miller, Omens, & 

While past research comrnonly uses Snyder7s (1974) Self-Monitoring scale, it was not 
used in the present investigation because research suggests that it possesses inadequate 
psychometric properties. For exarnple, Lemox and Wolf (1984) contend that Snyder's 
(1974) scale possesses an unstable factor structure, low intemal consistency, and 
questionable content validity (Le., some items appear to measure extroversion rather than 
self-monitoring). 
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Delvadia, 1991; Shuptrine, Bearden, & Teel, 1990). m e r  et al. (139 1) also provide 

evidence attesting to the constmct validity of the scale. For example, as predicted, the 

authors found that participants7 scores on the AMSP were positively correlated with their 

levels of extraversion and protective variability (Le., the extent to which uidividuals 

change their behaviour to the demands of the present situation). Also, as per the kdings 

of Lemox and Wolfe (1984), Miller and associates obtained a negative correlation 

between ability to rnodw self-presentation and social anxiety (Le., nervousness when 

placed in socid situations). 

Centralkation, Aiken and Hage's (1966 as cited in Cook Hepworth, Wall, & 

Warr, 198 1) Hierarchy of Authonty subscale ( F U S )  was used to measure centralization. 

This construct is "an organizational characteristic which is refiected in the locus of 

authority to make decisions affecthg the organization7' (Cook et al., 198 1, p. 207). Thus, 

when centralization is high, power and control are concentrated at the top of the 

organization. 

The HAS consists of five items (e-g., "Even small matters have to be referred to 

someone higher up for a final answef') and, in the present study, used a 7-point Likert- 

type scale (l=never tme; 7=always true). Total scores on the scale can range from 5 to 

35, with higher scores signifying greater levels of centralization. Research suggests that 

the HAS is reliable and valid. For example, Fems et al. (1996) reported an alpha 

coefficient of -90. Also, as hypothesized, the authors found that centralization was 

correlated negatively with perceived control over the work environment and perceived 

understanding of work related events. 



Results 

Elirnination of Items fiom the Vimiette Version of the PAS 

To ensure the PAS possesses a high level of content validity, any item that was 

considered to be 'hot all political" by 20% or more of respondents was deleted. This 

process resulted in the removal of vignettes entitled "do personal favours, " "emphasize 

information to support your case," and "minimize the importance of negative events." 

To assess whether additional vignettes could be eliminated, the dimensionality of 

participants' self-reported use of political behaviour was investigated16. The chi- 

square/degrees of fieedom ratio recommended by Newcombe (1994) was used to evaluate 

the fit of the solution (Le., a ratio less than 2.0 represents adequate fit). One-, two-, and 

three-factor models were examined. Inspection of scree plots and unrotated factor 

matrices revealed that the two factor mode1 provided the best fit (ratio=1.16: 1.00). Tne 

first factor (eigenvalue=5.20) accounted for 23.6% of the variance in the solution and 

denoted political behaviours that required the support of other employees. Sarnple items 

include: "develop strong allies," "get others to ernphasize your importance to the 

organization," and "get an expert to support your position." The second factor 

(eigenvalue=2.20) accounted for 10.0% of the variance in the solution and reflected 

duplicitous forms of political behaviour such as "pretend to be interested in the personal 

16 

It should be noted that this factor analysis difKers fiom the one reported in the section 
comparing the dimensionality of the vignette and statement versions of the PAS. The 
previous factor analysis examined responses to dimension 3 (e-g., "Based on the definition 
of office politics provided on page two, how political do you believe this behaviour is ?"). 
The present factor analysis examined responses to dimension 1 (e-g., "How often do you 
engage in this behaviour while working at your present job?"). 
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Me of others," "issue compliments on personal appearance even when they are not 

warranted," and "selectively deIay work for specinc gain." The correlation between 

factors 1 and 2 was .42, p<.001. 

FoUowing the recornrnendation of Greene and Gynther (1994), any item possessing 

a maximum loading of less than -30 on either of the two factors was eliinated. This 

procedure resulted in the elimination of the items "minimize a cornpetitor's 

accompiishments" and "take credit for positive events that take place in your work 

group ." 

The items correspondhg to factors 1 and 2 were treated as subscales. Reliability 

analysis was then performed on subscales 1 and 2, and item-total correlations for each 

subscale were exarnined. Any vignette which had an item-total correlation less than -25 

was deleted. For subscale 1, none of the vignettes had correlations below -25; however, 

for subscale 2, two vignettes had correlations below -25 and were eliminated: "exaggerate 

the importance of a task" and "blarne others when something you are associated with goes 

wrong." 

The fina1 version of the PAS consisted of 18 items. Subscale 1 consisted of 1 1 

items and subscale 2 consisted of 7 items. The correlation between participants7 total 

scores on each subscafe was 45, g<.00 1. 

The factor loading values and item-total correlations for each subscale are 

presented in Table 1. 



Table 1 

Rotated Factor Loadings of Subscaies 1 and 2 of the Political Activity Scale 

Item 

Pretend to be uiterested in the personal life of 
others2. 

Act as a "model" employee when others are 
praent2. 

Issue compliments on personal appearance even 
when they are not warranted2. 

Not f U y  commit yourseif until you know which 
side is CCwinning'e. 

Praise others on their accomplishments even when 
you don't think the accomplishments are very 
irnpressive2. 

Develop strong allies'. 

Use information to overwheim others' . 

Associate with iduentiai peopIe'. 

Selectively delay work for specitic gain2. 

Make sure you have the right Mage'. 

Use personal relationships with others'. 

Get others to emphasize your importance to the 
organization' . 

Get an expert to support your position'. 

Help others in order to get their help later1. 

Make others aware of your accomplishments' . 

Make a rival look bad' . 

Support the opinions of others, even when you 
disagree with thed.  

Factor 1 

-.O2 

-17 

-10 

-3 2 

-3 2 

.55 

.54 

.75 

-1 1 

-52 

-40 

.60 

.63 

.54 

..II 

.30 

-10 

.40 

Factor 2 Item-Total 
Correlations 

-49 

-45 

-43 

-5 0 

.45 

3 5 

-47 

-68 

3 3  

-47 

-40 

3 5  

-5 3 

-5 O 

-3 9 

.29 

-3 3 

.4 1 

Note: ' Items fiom subscaie 1; 'Items fiom subscale 2. 



Reliability 

Cronbach's alpha for subscales 1 and 2 of the PAS were -8 1 and -73, respectively. 

The alpha for the total scale was 34.  These value represents adequate levels of internal 

consistency (Carmines & Zeller, 1979). Mean item-total correlations for subscales I and 2 

were (ii order) -48 and -45. Both values are w i t h  the range specitied by Briggs and 

Cheek (1986) for optimal levels of item homogeneity. Alpha coefficients for the self- 

monitoring and centralization measures used to investigate the construct validity of the 

PAS were -78 and -89, respectively. 

Construct Validity of the PAS 

As predicted, total scores on the Political Activity Scale and the Ability to ModZjr 

Self-Presentation subscale were positively correlated, F-32, p < -005. The correlations 

between self-monitoring and subscales 1 and 2 of the PAS were F-33, pc.005 and F. 13, 

ns. Thus, participants high in self-monitoring reported higher levels of ot her-directed 

political activity (subscale 1), but did not evidence higher levels of the duplicitous 

behaviour represented by subscale 2. Contrary to what was hypothesized, the correlation 

between total scores on the Political Activity Scale and the Hierarchy of Authority 

subscale was nonsignincant (F 19, ns). Non-significant correlations also were observed 

between subscales 1 and 2 of the PAS and the Hierarchy of Authority subscale (F-. 18, ns 

and r-. 13, ns, respectively). 

Discussion 

The results of this study suggest that the 18-item version of the PAS possessed 

adequate internal consistency. At present, the validity of the PAS is undeterrnined. The 
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hypothesis conceming the relationship between self-monitoring and self-reported levels of 

political activity was partially confkmed, whereas the hypothesis conceming the 

relationship between centralization and self-reported levels of political activity was not. 

The prirnary limitation of the present study is its s m d  sample size (Le., 86 

participants completed the vignette version of the PAS). Comrey (1 973 as cited in 

Tabachnick & Fideil, 1989) reports that sample sizes of less than 100 are "very poor" for 

the purposes of factor andysis. Thus, one may question the stability of the factors 

identified for the final 18-item version of the PAS (i-e., subscales 1 and 2). 

Study Two 

Using social role theory as a fiamework, it was argued that an individual's agentic 

or communal employment role may be an important detenninant of perceptions and self- 

reported use of organizational politics. Specifïcally, those in communal roles will be more 

Iikely to perceive the workplace as political, whereas those in agentic roles will be more 

kely  to report engaghg in organizational politics. 

In addition, it was proposed that situational variables such as formalization and 

organizational clirnate and dispositional variables such as work locus of control, 

Machiavefianism, need for power, and right-wing authoritarianisrn interact with 

communal and agentic employment roles to affect the likeiihood that ernployees will 

perceive or engage in organizational politics. Tn the present study, these variables were 

seen as accounting for variations in perceptions of political activity that may occur arnong 

individuais in communal roles, and variations in self-reported use of political activity that 
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may occur among individuals occupying agentic roles. 

Fuiaily, the present study maintained that role-inconsistent political behaviour may 

have deleterious consequences in tenns of job satisfaction and organizational cornmitment. 

Specificdy, perceiving one's workplace as highly political may be conceptualized as role- 

inconsistent behaviour among individuals occupying agentic ernployment roles, whereas 

engaging in political behaviour may be deemed role-inconsistent for those occupying 

communal roles. These episodes of non-normative (Le., out-of-role) organizational politics 

may be associated with lower levels of job satisfaction and organizational cornmitment. 

Method 

Participants 

Two thousand questionnaires were distributed to regular members, civilian 

members, and public servants of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) in Ottawa. 

The response rate was 25% (501 usable questionnaires were retumed). Of the total 

sample, 74% (n=369) were male, and 26% (n=130) were femaIe (2 cases unclassified). 

The mean ages of male and fernale participants were 43 -2 (m=7.3) and 40.5 

(==8.5) years, respectively. The average number of years that males were employed in 

their present occupation within the RCMP was 8.5 (==8.3). For fimales, the mean 

number of years was 4.0 ( m . 9 ) .  Additional biographical data about participants, 

stratsed by gender, are provided in Table 2. 

Measures 

Anentic/Cornmunal Employnent Role. Three independent raters (Le., two 

graduate students and one undergraduate) received detailed descriptions of participants' 



Table 2 

Biographicd Profile of Sample, in percentages (N=501) 

Mules Females 
(n=3 69) (n= 1 3 0) 

Race 
Caucasian 
Afiïcan-Canadians 
Asian 
First Nations 
O&er 

Education 
Grade School 
Hi& School Graduate 
Attended College 
Coliege Diploma 
Attended University 
Undergraduate Degree 
Attended Graduate School 
Master's Degree 
Advanced Degree (e-g., PhD) 
0 t h  Forms of Certification 

Employment C ategory 
Regular Member 
Civilian Member 
Public Servant 

Note: Two cases could not be classified for gender 



occupations. These descriptions were prepared by the organization design and job 

evduation division of the RCMP. A short-forrn version of the Persona1 

Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ) (Spence & Helmreich, 1978) was included with each 

description. The PAQ was used because its masculinity (M) and feminuiity (F) subscaies 

denote clusters of adjectival descriptors that may be conceptualized as agentic and 

communal, respectively (Spence & Helrnreich, 1978). Each subscale consists of 8 items 

and, in the present study, uses a five-point semantic differential scale. Scores on the M 

and F subscaies can range fiom 8 to 40, with higher scores denoting greater levels of 

agency and communion, respectively. A copy of the PAQ is provided in Appendix C. 

The independent raters were instmcted to read each job description. For each job 

description, they were asked to i d e n t a  using the PAQ, the kinds of characteristics that 

they believed were needed to be competent in that job. This instruction was provided to 

ensure that job traits were not assessed in terms of the characteristics of the sex of the 

typical job holder, but rather were assessed in terms of the characteristics associated with 

job tasks. 

For each rater, occupations receiving a higher score on the M subscale than on the 

F subscale were categorized as agentic. Occupations receiving a higher score on the F 

subscaie than on the M subscale were categorized as communal. Occupations were 

considered to be neutral if they were assigned the same score on both the M and F 

sub~cales'~. For each rater, occupations wwe then coded as O (communal) or 1 (agentic). 

In the present study, one occupation was rated as neutral by one rater. However, the 
other two raters saw it as being communal. Thus, using the coding system identsed 



The classifications provided by each rater were then summed for each occupation. Any 

occupation having a total score equal to or greater than two was classîfied as agentic, 

whereas any occupation having a total score less than two was classified as communal. 

Hierarchical Level. Initially, this variable was operationalized in terms of 

participants' manageridnon-managerial status. However, due to an excessive amount of 

rnissing data, this indicator could not be used. Consequentiy, hierarchical level was 

defhed in terms of participants' salary18. Sypher and Sypher (1983) contend that this 

variable serves as a usefùl indicator of hierarchicai level. 

Job Autonomv. This construct was measured using the Job Autonomy Scale 

(JAS), a subscale of the Job Characteristics Inventory (Sirns, Szilagyi, & Keller, 1976). 

The JAS measures the extent to which employees believe they have substantial input over 

scheduling their work and determinhg work-related procedures. It contains six items 

(e.g., "How much are you left on your own to do your own work?"). For three of these 

items, the following five-point Likert-type response scale is used (l=never; 5=very often). 

For the remaining items, the response scale is I=my job gives me a minimum amount; 

5-y job gives me a maximum arnount. Total scores are computed by summùig the six 

items. Scores can range fiom 6 to 30, with higher scores denoting greater levels of 

perceived job autonomy. Sims and associates used principal components factor aralysis to 

above, it was classified as communal. 

In cornparison to dichotomous classifications of hierarchical level (e-g., 
managementhon-management), salary may serve as a more sensitive indicator because it 
was measured using a 9-point scale. 
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assess the constmct validity of the JAS, a method recommended by Carmines and Zeller 

(1979). Results indicated that items fiom the JAS loaded on a factor distinct fiom factors 

corresponding to other subscdes of the Job Characteristics Inventory (e-g., job variety, 

task identity, etc.). Therefore, one may conclude that items fiom the JAS deheate the 

same underlying construct. A recent meta-analytic assessrnent of the Job Characteristics 

Inventov revealed that the job autonomy subscale is psychometrically robust. Results 

indicated that the median alpha coefficient for this subscale was -84 (Fried, 199 1). Also, 

as hypothesized, findings fkom the reviewed studies indicated that employees7 perceptions 

of job autonomy were positively correlated with their job performance and levels of work 

satisfaction. 

Perceotions of Oreanizational poli tic^. This variable was measured using the 

Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale (POPS) (Fems & Kacmar, 1992). It contains 

3 1 items (e-g., "Generdy, people who have left this organization did so because they 

realized that just working hard was not enough to get ahead"), and uses a five-point 

Likert-type response scale (l=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree). Seven of the items are 

reverse keyed. Total scores can range fiom 31 to 155, with higher scores denoting 

perceptions of greater political activity. Research suggests that the scale is reliable 

(a =.91) and valid (Ferris & Kacmar, 1992). To assess the construct validity of the 

POPS, the authors hypothesized that perceptions of organizational politics correlate 

negatively with job satisfaction, perceived opportunities for promotion and job autocomy. 

These hypotheses were confirmed. A more recent hvestigation also demonstrates that the 

POPS is psychometrically robust (Gilmore, Fems Dulebohn, & Harrell-Cook, 1996). In 
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this study, the scale's alpha coefficient was .91. The authors also provide additional 

evidence supporting the construct validity of the POPS. SpeciGcaUy, a multiple regression 

analysis was conducted in which perceptions of organizationd politics and length of time 

that employees had worked for their immediate s u p e ~ s o r  served as predictor variables 

and employee attendance served as the cntenon measure. As hypothesized, the 

interaction between the predictor variables accounted for a significant increment in 

criterion variance. When employees' tenure was low (as measured by the number of 

months they had worked for their present supervisor), perceptions of organizational 

politics were positively associated with absenteeism. Thus, "newcomers [may] react 

negatively to the uncertainties associated with politics and [rnay] reduce their exposure to 

this stressor by being absent more ofien7' (p. 486). However, when employees' 

organizational tenure was lengthy, no relationship was found between perceived levels of 

political activity and absenteeism. It should be noted that the authors statistically 

controlled for the nature of employees' working relationship with their supervisor. 

Political Behaviour. Self-reported use of political activity in organizations was 

assessed with the Politicai Activity Scale (PAS) developed in Study 1. The PAS contains 

18 vignettes, each of which provides an example of organizational politics. Respondents 

indicate how often they engage in the behaviour outlined in each scenario (14  never 

engage in this behaviour; 4 4  often engage in this behaviour). Results f?om Study 1 

demonstrated that the PAS contains two intemally consistent subscales. The first subscale 

contains 11 vignettes and reflects other-directed political behaviour (Le., behaviour that 

involves employees other than the political actor). Scores on the first subscale can range 
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from 1 1 to 44, with higher scores denoting greater political activity. Cronbach's alpha for 

this subscale was -8 1. The second subscale of the PAS contains 7 items, and appears to 

measure more duplicitous forms of political activity. Scores on the second subscale can 

range fiom 7 to 28, with higher scores reflecting greater levels of political activity. 

Results fiom Study 1 suggest that this subscale is reliable (Cronbach's alpha=.73). The 

intercorrelation between these subscales was -45, pC.00 1. 

Formalization In the present shidy, the Formaiization Scale (FS; Oldham & 

Hackman, 198 1) was used to rneasure the extent to which participants believe that their 

department's d e s ,  policies, and work procedures are officially specified. It contains 5 

items (e-g., "There is a formai orientation programme for most new members of the 

department") and uses a five-point Likert-type response scale (l=very inaccurate; 5=very 

accurate). Surnrned total scores can range £kom 5 to 25, with higher scores representing 

greater levels of formalization. Research suggests that the FS is reliable (cr=.75) (Fems et 

al., 1996a). Oldman and Hackman (1981) investigated the construct validity of the FS by 

testing relationships proposed by the attraction-selection f?amework. This fiamework 

maintains that organizations with specinc structural characteristics attract and/or recmit 

employees with pahcular dispositional characteristics (e-g., being male, older, etc.). In 

accordance with previous research, it was hypothesized that female employees would 

obtain higher scores on the FS than male employees and that younger employees would 

obtain higher scores on the FS than older employees (i-e., females and younger employees 

would be more iikely than males and older employees to work in highly formalized 

organizations). These hypotheses were confrmed. A recent study by Ferris et al. (1996a) 



further attests to the validity of the FS. The authors posited that a negative reléitionship 

would exist between formalization, as measured by the FS, and perceptions of both 

organizational politics and control over the work environment. These hypotheses were 

confïrmed. 

Work Locus of Control Respondents' perceived control in work settings was 

assessed with Spector's (1988) Work Locus of Control Scale (WLCS). The WLCS 

contains 16 items (e.g., "Promotions are usualiy a matter of good fortune") and, in the 

present investigation, uses a five-point Likert-type response scale (l=strongly disagree; 

S=strongly agree). Eight of the items are reverse keyed. Summed total scores can range 

from 16 to 80, with higher scores s i g e n g  an extemal work locus of control. Research 

suggests that the WLCS is reliable (as range frorn -75 to -85) and possesses criterion- 

related validity (Le., it correlates with Rotter's 1-E scale which measures global locus of 

control) (Spector, 1988). To assess the construct validity of the WLCS, Spector (1988) 

tested a number of hypotheses. These included: a) participants with an internal work 

locus of control are more satisfied with their jobs than their extemal counterparts; 

b) extemality is positively associated with perceived role straui; and c) participants with an 

intemal work locus of control report higher levels of job autonomy than their extemal 

counterparts. These hypotheses were confirmed. More recent assessments of the WLCS 

fiirther attest to its psychometric soundness. Blau (1993) reported an alpha coefficient of 

-80 and Macan, Tmsty, and Trimble (1996) produced averaged alpha coefficients of .87 

(sarnple l), .79 (sample 2) and -79 (sarnple 3). In addition, Blau (1993) hypothesized that 

participants with an intemal work locus of control would be more Wcely than their extemal 



counterparts to engage in "initiative behaviour" (i-e., behaviours in which the employee 

exceeds basic job requirernents). It also was hypothesized that participants with an 

externai work locus of control would be more likely than their internal counterparts to 

engage in "compliant behaviour" (Le., behaviours prescribed by job requirements). Both 

hypotheses were confïnned. Findy, as predicted, Macan et al. (1996) hund that 

participants with an extemal work Locus of control evidenced lower levels of career 

satisfaction and organizational commitment than their internal counterparts. 

Machiavellianism The gender neutral version of the Mach N (Zook & Sipps, 

1986) was used to measure the belief that persuasive, manipulative behaviour assists in the 

attainment of persona1 goals. It contains 20 items (e-g., "The best way to handle people is 

to tell them what they want to hear") and, in the present study, uses a five-point Likert- 

type response scale (l=strongiy disagree; S=strongly agree) (Drake, 1995). Summed total 

scores cm range fiom 20 to 100, with higher scores denoting greater Machiavellian 

tendencies. The scale possesses adequate intemal consistency (or =.79; Gable & Dangello, 

1994) and test-retest reliability (r=. 76; Zook & Sipps, 1986). Mudrack (1 993) assessed 

the construct validity of the Mach N by examining whether MachiaveUians would be 

more likely than their non-Machiavellïan counterparts to perceive organizationai behaviour 

of an uncertain ethical nature as acceptable (e-g., "Staying in the most expensive hotel on a 

Company business trip"). This hypothesis was confirmed. The constmct validity of the 

Mach IV was furthet substantiated by Christoffersen and Stamp (1995). As predicted, 

these researchers found that MachiaveUianism was positively associated with 

nonpathological manifestations of paranoia, as measured by Fenigstein and Vanable's 



(1992) Paranoia Scale. 

Need for Power Steers and Braunstein's (1976) Dominance subscale (DS) fiom 

the Manifest Needs Questionnaire was used to examine participants' need for power. The 

DS contains 5 items (e-g., "1 seek an active role in the leadership of a group") and uses a 

five-point Likert-type scde (L=never; S=always). Surnmed total scores can range fkom 5 

to 25, with higher scores denoting greater need for power. Research suggests that the DS 

possesses satisfactory interna1 consistency (a =.74 - Kirchmeyer, 1990). To assess the 

constmct validity of this measure, Steers and Braunstein posited, in accordance with 

previous research, that individuals' scores on the DS would correlate positively with their 

tendency to assume leadership positions within a group and to adopt a "major role" in 

determining group performance. These hypotheses were confirmed. As predicted, the 

authors also found that need for power was positively associated with a number of 

leadership abilities Uicluding persuasiveness and self-confidence. 

Rieht-winc Authot-itarianism Duncan, Peterson, and Winter' s (1 997) short-form 

version of Altemeyer's (1 988) Right-Wing Authoritarianism scale was used to measure 

this constmct. The modified version of the RWA contains 12 items (e-g., "The real keys 

to the 'good Me' are obedience, discipline, and sticking to the straight and narrow") and, 

in the present study, uses a five-point Likert-type scale (I=strongly disagree; 5=strongly 

agree). Summed total scores can range fiom 12 to 60, with higher scores representing 

greater levels of right-wing authoritarianism. Duncan et al.3 (1997) modified version 

possesses adequate reliability (a=.84). The authors dso provide evidence attesting to the 

construct validity of this scale. As hypothesized, scores on the revised RWA were 



correlated negatively with participants' self-identification as feminist and with their self- 

reported participation in a pro-choice raüy, but were positively associated with acceptance 

of traditional gender-roles. 

J o b  Participants' feelings of job satisfaction were assessed using the 

general subscale of the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969). The 

general subscale contains 1 7 adjectives or short descript ive statements that measure 

satisfaction with one's job in general. This subscaie uses a yesho format, with higher 

scores denoting higher levels of satisfactim. Fems et al. (1996a) report that this subscale 

possesses a high level of intemal consistency (Cronbach's alpha=.94). The authors also 

provide evidence attesting to the construct vaiidity of this measure. As hypothesized, 

Ferris and associates reported that scores on the general job satisfaction subscale were 

negatively correlated with job anxiety, and positively associated with advancement 

opporhmity, control over one's work environment, and satisfaction with present 

Oreankational Climate This construct was rneasured using Taylor and Bower's 

(1972) Survey of Organizational Climate (SOC). It contains 12 items (e-g., "To what 

extent is the organization generally quick to use irnproved work methods?") and uses a 

five-point Likert-type response format ( H o  a very littb: extent; 5=to a very great extent). 

Higher scores denote perceptions of a more favourable organizational climate. Momtahan 

(1995) reports that the scale is interndy consistent (Le., Cronbach's alpha=.92 and -88 for 

samples of pharmacy and nursing staff, respectively). The author also provides evidence 

which suggests that the SOC possesses constmct validity. As hypothesized, scores on the 
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SOC correlated positively with perceived organizational support and with the affective and 

continuance dimensions of organizational commitment. 

Ç-ganizational Cornmitment Respondents' commitment to their organization was 

assessed using Allen and Meyer's (1990) organizational commitment scale (OC). The OC 

measures three dimensions of organizational cornmitment: affective (Le., the employee's 

emotional attachent to, identification with, and involvement in the organization); 

normative (Le., the employee's feelings of obligation to remain with the organization); and 

continuance (Le., the costs the employee associates with leaving his or her organization) 

(Dunham, Grube, & Castaneda, 1994). The OC contains 24 items (eiglit items per 

dimension) and, in the present study, uses a five-point Likert-type scale (l=strongly 

disagree; S=strongly agree). Examples of affective, normative, and continuance items are 

(in order): 1 would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization; 1 

think that people these days move fiom company to company too often; and 1 feel that 1 

have too tew options to consider leavhg this organization. Sumrned total scores can 

range fiom 24 to 120, with higher scores representing greater levels of organizational 

cornmitment. Research suggests that the OC is reliable (as = .74--87 affective subscale; 

-67 -.78 normative subscale; -73-31 continuance subscale) (Dunham et al., 1994). As 

well, the construct validity of the OC has been demonstrated. For example, Allen and 

Meyer (1990) found that the three dimensions of organizational commitment correlated in 

the anticipated direction with variables such as job challenge and the extent to which 

employees were able to participate in decisions regarding their own work. 

Employees' Career Success Three indicators of career success were obtained 



including job level, number of promotions with current employer, and number of 

promotions with previous employers. These measures have been used in research 

investigating the relationship between political influence behaviour and career success 

(Judge & Bretz, 1994). Principal components factor analysis suggested that the item, 

number of promotions with previous employers, did not load on the same factor as the 

other two measures, and so was not considered further. A composite measure of career 

success was created by converting the measures job Ievel and number of promotions with 

current employer into Z scores, and then summùig these scores (F-55). 

Demoeraohic Information Respondents were asked to indicate their sex, age, 

ethnicity, and educational ievel. 

Res~onse Bias The proposed study investigates a sensitive topic in which 

participants' may be reluctant to provide trutffil responses. Furthemore, positively 

worded scales such as the PAS are being used. Thus, it is imperative that biases such as 

sociai desirability and acquiescence be investigated (Kumar & Beyerlein, 199 1). 

Participants' tendency to respond in a socially desirable manner was assessed using 

Reynolds' (1 982) short-form version of the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale 

(M-C SDS). This version contains 13 items (e.g., 'Wo matter who I'm talking to, I'm 

always a good listenef') and uses a true/fdse response format. Five items are reverse 

keyed. Scores can range fi-om 13 to 26, with higher scores denoting greater sociai 

desirability bias. Research suggests that this version is reliable (rw0=.76) and possesses 

criterion-related validity (Le., it correlates with the long-form version of the M-C SDS) 

(Reynolds, 1982). Research by Zook and Sipps (1 985) also suggests that Reynold' s 
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(1982) version possesses construct validity. In accordance with previous research, the 

authors hypothesized that male and female participants would not differ in their scores on 

the short-form M-C SDS. This hypothesis was confirmed. 

Couch and Keniston's (1960) Agreement Response Scale (ARS) was used to 

idente respondents' tendency to agree or disagree with questionnaire items regardless of 

their content. The short-form version of the ARS contains 15 items and, in the present 

study, uses a five-point Likert-type scale (1 =strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree) . Scores 

can range fiom 15 to 75. Low scores denote a nay-saying response set (Le., the tendency 

to disagree with items, irrespective of their content) whereas high scores represent a yea- 

saying response set (i.e., the tendency to agree with items, regardless of content). 

Research suggests that the scale is reliable (split-halfreliabilities ranged fkom -72 to -86) 

(Couch & Keniston, 1960). The criterion-related validity of the ARS was examined by 

correlating participants' responses on this scale with their tendency to agree or disagree 

with a 3 60-item instrument rneasuring a variety of psychological dornains (e-g., optimism- 

pessimism, trust-distrust, rationalism-religiousness, etc.). The authors maintain that the 

diversity of content on this 360-item measure means that computing a total score "makes 

no psychological sense" (p. 153). Thus, high or low scores reflect a response set. With 

aii items being scored in a positive direction, the authors observed that responses on the 

ARS correlated significantly with responses on this measure. 

Procedure 

Questionnaires were distributed to 2000 RCMP personnel located primarily in the 

Ottawa area. Copies of the survey were provided in both French and English (see 



Appendices D and E), and were distributed by interna1 mail. Participants were inforrned 

that the questionnaire would take approxhnately one hour to complete and that its purpose 

was to investigate a variety of work-related attitudes and behaviours including job 

satisfaction, organizational cornmitment, and career success. Participants were instmcted 

to retum completed questionnaires to drop sites Iocated in targeted RCMP buildings. 

Ethical concems regardiig informed consent were satisfied by use of a cover sheet which 

indicated that participation was strictly voluntary and that all responses would be 

anonymous and codidential. Debnehg sheets were distributed to participants when they 

returned questionnaires at the drop sites. 

As an incentive to complete the questionnaire, the cover sheet indicated that 

participants could enter a "dinner for two" contest. To safeguard the anonymity of 

participants' responses, a special coding scherne was employed, the details of which are 

presented in Appendix D. 

The initial response rate was unacceptable (5%; N=109); thus, the researcher went 

to each site for a period of two to three days in an attempt to increase participation in the 

study. The researcher was assigned a location in a hi@ traEc area of each site. Passersby 

were encouraged to retum their questionnaire and to remind fellow employees to do 

likewise. These on-site visits produced a final response rate of 25% (N=501). This 

response rate is comparable to rates reported by other researchers investigating 

organizational politics (Zhou & Ferris, 1995). The present study's response rate may 

appear low; however, Kerlinger (1986) reports that returns of less than 40% are not 

uncornmon in survey research. The response rate also is not surprishg given the length of 
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time required to complete the questionnaire (approximately one hour) (Ransdeli, 1996). 

The researcher had no way of determining whether those who agreed to participate in the 

study differed systematicdy fiom those who refused. Thus, it should not be assumed that 

the sample used in the present investigation was representative of RCMP employees in the 

Ottawa area. 

Results 

It should be noted that missing data did not appear to be problematic in the present 

study. Specifically, the proportion of data missing for the key variables ranged fiom 

<L0% (job autonomy) to 8.4% berceptions of organizational politics). These 

proportions are well below the nom for a survey of this leilgth (see Levine, Smolak, 

Moodey, Shuman, & Hessen, 1994). However, ifa participant missed a given item on one 

of the scales the value for that item was replaced by the mean response given by other 

participants to that item. 

Dimensionality of the Political Activity Scale 

Participants' self-reported use of the political behaviours described in the Political 

Activity Scde were factor analysed in an attempt to replicate the two dimensional factor 

solution obtained in Study 1. Maximum likelihood estimation with a forced two-factor 

solution was used. The chi-square/degrees of fieedom ratio was greater than 2.0, which 

suggests that a two factor mode1 does not provide adequate fit. Also, inspection of the 

unrotated factor matrices revealed that all items on the PAS (with one exception) had their 

highest loading on the fïrst factor. Thus, in Study 2, the PAS appeared to be best 

represented as a unidimensional scale. The eigenvalue for this factor was 5.54, which 
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accounted for 30.8% of the total variance. 

Comrey (1973 as cited in Tabchnick & FideII, 1989) contends that the present 

sarnple size (N=501) is "excellent" for the purpose of factor analysis. Thus, the author 

considers the factor analytic results obtained in Study 2 were considered to provide a 

more reiiable estimate of the true dimensionality of the PAS than the results obtained in 

Study 1. The factor loadings for the PAS are presented in Table 3. 

Scale Reliabilities. Descriptive Statistics. and Intercorrelations 

Alpha coefficients, means and standard deviations for al1 scdes are presented in 

Table 4. Levels of intemal consistency were satisfactory, with the possible exceptions of 

the Formalization S cale (a=. 64), the Right-wing Authontarianism Scale (a=. 6 5) ,  and the 

Normative Cornmitment subscale of the Organizational Cornmitment Scale ((r=.65). 

Confidence intervals (95%) were examined to determine whether participants' mean 

scores diEered frorn scale rnid-points. With respect to perceptions and self-reported use 

of organizational politics, the confidence interval for scores on the Perceptions of 

Organizational Politics Scale also encompassed the midpoint. However, scores on the 

Political Activity Scale were below the rnid-point suggesthg that participants appeared to 

engage in low levels of political activity. For the situational variables, formakation and 

organizational climate, confidence intervals suggested that participants saw their 

workplace as highly formalized and their organizational climate as slightly unfavourable. 

Confidence intervals for the dispositional variables indicated that participants pcssessed an 

intemal work locus of control, were low in Machiavellianism and high in need for power. 

Participants' scores on the measure of right-wing authontarianism encompassed the scale 



Table 3 
Rotated Factor Loadings of the Political Activity Scaie (Study 2; N=50 1) 

Item Factor I Item-Total 
Correlations 

Pretend to be interested in the personal life of 
others. -45 -43 

Act as a "model" employee when others are present. -53 -49 

Issue compliments on personal appearance even 
when they are not warrantecl .48 -46 

Not M y  commit yourself until you know which 
side is "Winnrng". -50 -47 

Praise others on their accomplishrnents even when 
you don't think the accompiisbments are very 
impressive. 

Deveiop strong dlies. 

Use information to ovenwhelm others. 

Associate with iduential people. 

Selectively delay work for specific gain. 

Make sure you have the right image. 

Use personal relationships with others. 

Get otiiers to emphasize your importance to the 
organization. 

Get an expert to support your position . 

Help others in order to get their heIp later. 

Make O thers aware of your accomplishrnents. 

Make a rival look bad. 

Support the opinions of others, even when you 
disagree with them. 

Withhold information. 



Table 4 
Scale reliabilities, means, and standard deviations for key variables 

- - 

Scale (# of items; possible rruige) - M - SD Mid-point 95% CI Alpha 

Perceptions of Organizational Politics (3 1 ; 3 1 - 155) 92.5 16.9 93 90.9, 94.0 ,88 

Political Activity (1 8; 18-72) 3 1.5 7.3 45 30.9,32.3 .86 

Job Autonomy (6; 6-30) 24.1 4.0 18 23,6,24.4 .8 1 

Fonnalization (5; 5-25) 20.4 3.7 15 20.1,20.8 .64 

Organizational Climatc (1 2; 12-60) 33.5 8.1 3 6 32.8,34.4 ,9 1 

Work Locus of Control(16; 16-80) 40.0 8.9 4 8 38.7,40.3 .82 

Machiavellianisrn (20; 20- 100) 50.1 8.8 60 49,4,5 1 .O ,73 

Need for Power (5; 5-25) 20.5 4.9 15 20.1,21.0 ,76 

Right-wing Authoritarianisrn (1 2; 12-60) 36.0 5.9 3 6 35.5,36.6 .65 

Job Satisfaction (17; 17-5 1) 44.0 7.6 34 43.3,44.7 ,92 

AfTective Organizational Cornmitment (8; 8-40) 26.1 6.9 24 25,4,26.7 3 0  

Nomative Organiztitionnl Cornmitnient (8; 8-40) 23.2 5.0 24 22.6,23,5 -65 

Continuance Organizational Cornmitment (8; 8-40) 28.1 6.6 24 27.4,28.7 -75 
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rnid-point demonstrating that they appeared to be neither high nor low on this construct. 

On the outcome rneasures of job satisfaction and organizational cornmitment, participants' 

scores on measures of general job satisfaction and affective and continuance cornmitment 

were above the mid-point, suggesting greater levels of each construct. However, scores 

on a mesure of normztive cornrnitment were below the mid-point. 

Intercorrelations among key variables are presented in Table 5. Given the large 

sarnple size, only zero-order correlations that possessed practical sigdicance were 

discussed (Le., ?=. 10 or greater). An inspection of this table suggests that perceptions of 

organizational politics were correiated negatively with formalization and organizational 

climate. Participants who perceived greater levels of political activity viewed their 

organization as less formalized and the climate as Iess favourable. With respect to the 

dispositional variables, respondents with an external work locus of control tended to view 

their organization as more political as did those who evidenced higher levels of 

Machiavellianism. The rernaining dispositional variables (need for power and nght-wing 

authoritarianism) did not meaningfully correlate with perceptions of organizational 

politics. Finally, perceptions of organizational politics were negatively correlated with the 

outcome measures of job satisfaction and affective organizational cornmitment. That is, 

respondents who viewed their workplace as political were less satisfied and less 

committed. Perceptions of organizational politics did not rneaningful correlate with 

continuance or normative organizational cornmitment. As well, perceptions of 

organizational politics did not correlate meaningfully with hierarchical level (Le., salary) or 

job autonomy. 



Table 5 
Intercorrelations Arnong Key Variables 

Variable 

1, Perceptions of Organizational Politics 

2. Political Activity 

3, Job Autonomy 

4. Snlary 

5, Formalization 

6. Organizational Climate 

7. Machiavellianism 

8. Need for Power 

9. Right-wing Authoritarimism 

10. Work Locus of Control 

1 1. Job Descriptive Index 

12. Mective Organizational Cornmitment 

1 3, Continuance Organiznt ional Comiiitmcnt 

14. Normative Organizatiorial Comrnitrnent 

1 5. C areer Success 

16. Social Dcsirability 

Note: Co~rclations bctwc.cn .09 and .1  1 9 . c  c.05; coirelritions .12 or Iiighcr, Q <.O 1 .  Cocliicien~s in bold possess prriciical significance (r2=. IO or more) 
Pair-wise deletion was uscd; thus, ES range frorn 442 to 50 1.  



Self-reported politicai activity did not meaningfiily correlate with the situational, 

dispositional, or outcome mesures examuied in this study. 

DiEerences Associated with Aeentic Versus Communal Employnent Roles 

Salary and Job Autonomv. In the present study, it was hypothesized that agentic 

employment roleslg are characterized by higher hierarchical levels (operationally defined as 

self-reported annuai salary) and higher levels ofjob autonomy than communal employment 

roles. One-way analyses of variance were conducted on each of these variables to 

investigate whether ditferences existed as a fùnction of participants' employment role. 

As predicted, agentic employment roles reflected higher hierarchical levels, as 

measured by self-reported salary (&4.29", ==1.33), than communal employment roles 

OJ=1.54, ==.78, F(l,464)=27 1.3 1, g<.00 1 ( 6 4  .5321, -+.3 7). Contrary to what was 

predicted, participants in agentic m=23 -96, ==4.07) and communal (M=24.45, 

SD=3.24) employment roles did not dBer in their level of job autonomy, E(1,470)=.89, ns - 

@=.09, &.O 1). 

Perceptions of Oreanizational Politics. It was hypothesized that participants in 

The proportions of participants in agentic and communal employment roles were 80% 
(n=403) and 14% (n=69), respectively. Approxirnately 6% of participants were in 
occupations that could not be classined as either agentic or communal. 

Participants' indicated their annual salary on an nine-point scale (1 =207000-29,999; 
5=60,000-69,999; 9=100,000-149,999). While technically not an interval scale, to the 
extent that it is, at least, ordinal, the F-test is robust with respect to this violation. 
21 

Effect size was calculated using the formula for Cohen's (Wolf, 1986). The d to 1 
transformation formula recommended by Carson, Schriesheim, and Kinicki (1990) was 
used to produce an 2. 



agentic employment roles would be less Wcely than those in communal employrnent roles 

to perceive the workplace as political. A one-way ANOVA revealed chat participants in 

agentic m=92.18, ==17.O 1) and communal @f=94.61, ==15.99) employment roles 

did not d f i r  in their perceptions of organizational politics &1,470)=1.22, ns (b=. 10; 

iC .0  1). - 

Self-reported Use of Organizationd Politics. It was hypothesized that participants 

in agentic employment roles wouid be more iîkely than those in communal employment 

roles to engage in organizational politics. As scores on the Political Activity Scale 

correlated signiticantly with scores on the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale 

(F.3 1, p<.01), an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA)~ was cooducted. Social 

desirability served as the covariate, and agentic/comrnunal ernployment role and self- 

reported political behaviour served as the independent and dependent variables, 

respectively. The results of this analysis revealed that agentic m = 3  1.84, m=7.36) and 

communal @f=30.36, ==7.08) participants did not d se r  in their self-reported use of 

organizational politics, E(1,469)=.92, ns (8=.004; -+<.O 1). 

Situational Determinants of Oraanizational Politics 

Perceutions of Organizational Politics. Multiple regression analysisU was used to 

The absence of a signincant interaction between employment role (IV) and social 
desirability (covariate) suggests that the homogeneity of regression coefficients 
assumption was not violated. As well, the absolute value of standardized residuals did not 
exceed 3 which suggests that the data were nomaliy distributed. 

For ali multiple regression analyses, zero-order correlations were inspected for 
multicoilinearity. Al1 correlation coefficients were below -90; therefore, variable 
redundancy did not appear to be of concem (Tabachnick & Fideli, 1989). The variance 



examine the predictive relaiionship of agentic/communal ernployment role, and the 

situational variables of organizational chnate and formalization to perceptions of 

organizational politics. 

To control for the inflated Type 1 error that results from performing a number of 

multiple regressions on the same data set, a conservative alpha was used @<.001) for R' 

change and for determining the significance of predictor variables. In addition, any 

multiple regression with an adjusted R2 value < -05 was not considered meanuigfùl (Le., 

the regression output would possess a low level of practical significance). 

Hierarchical multiple regression was used to investigate the relationship of the 

aforementioned variables to perceptions of organizational politics. This regression 

consisted of three steps. In step one, employment role (agentic/cornrnunal) was entered. 

In step two, organizational climate and formalization were entered. Consistent with 

theoretical expectations, in step three, the interactions between agentic/cornmunal 

employment role and organizational ciimate and agentic/communal employment role and 

formalization were entered. 

Table 6 presents the zero-order correlations, the unstandardized betas, the 

standardized regression coefficients, and the semipartid correlations for each step of the 

regression. M e n  the interaction tems were entered irî the fuiai step, these terms were 

inflation factor for ail main effect predictors also was Iess than 10, which indicated an 
absence of multicollinearity (Stevens, 1992). There were no uinuential outliers (Le., 
Cook's distance did not exceed an absolute value of 1 .O). As weU, the Durbin-Watson 
test revealed that autocorrelation among residuals was not problematic. Finally, 
standardized and studentized residuals approximated an absolute value of 3 .O which 
suggested that residuais were normally distributed. 



Table 6 

Hierarc hical Multiple Regression Analysis for the Effects of Employment Role 
and Situational Variables on Perceptions of Organizationd Politics. 

Criterion Measure: Perceptions of Organizational Politics ?- b P sr' 

S tep One: 
Employment Role -05 1-21 .O5 .O0 

Step Two: 
Organizationai Climate 
Formalization 

Step Three: 
EmpIoyment Role X OrganizationaI Climate -2 1 .O8 - 1  1 .O0 
EmpIoyment Role X Formaliza tion -13 -17 -15 .O0 



both found to be nonsignificant (F(2,466)= -56, ns; R2 cb =.00). Variance fiom these 

tems was, therefore, pooled with the error variance, and the main effects were tested 

against this pooled error tem. The final main effects mode1 was significant 

(F(3,468)=105.74; p<.001, RZdj =.40). While employment role continued to be 

nonsignificant (F(1, 468) =2.03, ns, s? = .00), the situational variables contributed unique 

explained variability in perceptions of organizational politics (F (2,468)= 157.90; p<.00 1; 

R',, =.40). Examination of the regression coefficients suggests that when both 

organizationd climate and formalization were consi dered onl y organizational climate 

uniquely predicted perceptions of organizationd politics (P=-58; p%00 1; s? =.29). The 

direction of the standardized regression coeEcient suggests that the less favourable the 

organizational climate was perceived to be, the more likely one was to perceive the 

workplace as political. While formalization did have a significant zero-order correlation 

with the POPS (r--.34, p<.001), this relationship appeared to be redundant with the 

variance explained by organizational chnate. 

Self-reoorted Use of Organizational Politics. Hierarchical multiple regression was 

used to examine the predictive relationship between agentidcommunal employrnent role, 

and the situational variables of organizational clirnate and formalization to self-reported 

use of organizationd politics. 

The hierarchical regression consisted of four steps. Due to its s i m c a n t  

correlation with self-reported use of organizational politics, scores on the social 

desirability scale were entered in step one to covary out this bias. In step two, 

agentic/communal employment role was entered. In step three, formaiization and 



organizational climate were entered. Consistent with theoretical expectations, in step 

four, the interactions between agentic/cornmunal employment role and organizational 

clirnate and agentic/communaI employrnent role and formalization were entered. 

Table 7 presents the zero-order correlations, the unstandardized betas, the 

standardized regression coefficients, and the semipartial correlations for each step of the 

regression. When the interaction tenns were entered in the final step, these terms were 

both found to be nonsigdicant (F(2,465)= .29, ns; R' =.OO). The variance f?om these 

terms was pooled with the error variance, and the main effects were tested against this 

pooled error term. The final main eEects model was nonsi@cant (F(3,467)=2.58, ns, 

R:, =.O 1). Neither employment role (P =--04, ns), organizational climate (P =.O3, ns), 

nor formaiization (p =-. 12, ns) ernerged as signincant. 

Perce~tions of Oreanizational Politics. Hierarchical multiple regression was used 

to examine the predictive relationship between the dispositional variables 

(Machiavellianism, need for power, nght-wing authoritarianism, and work locus of 

control) to perceptions of organizationd politics. Employment role was included as a 

predictor to explore interactions with these dispositional variables on perceptions of 

organizational politics. 

The hierarchical regression consisted of three steps. In step one, 

agentic/communal role was entered. In step two, Machiavellianism, need for p ower, right- 

wing authoritarianism, and work locus of control were entered. In step three, the 

interactions between agentic/communal employment role and each of the dispositional 



Table 7 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for the Effects of Ernployment Role 
and Situational Variables on Self-reported Use of Organizational Politics. 

Criterion Measure: Use of Organizational Politics r b P ~r' 

Step One: 
Socid Desirability 

Step Two: 
Ernployment Role 

Step Two: 
Organizational Climate 
Formalization 

Step Three: 
Employment Role X Organizational Climate -.O5 .O3 - 1  1 . O0 
Employment Roie X Formakation -.O5 -.O7 -. 15 . O0 



variables were entered- 

Table 8 presents the zero-order correlations, the unstandardized betas, the 

standardized regression coefficients, and the semipartial correlations for each step of the 

regression. When the interaction terms were entered in the tinal step, all terms were found 

to be nonsigni6cant (F(4,462)=.23, ns; RZc, =.00). The variance fiom these terms was, 

therefore, pooled with the error variance, and the main effects were tested against this 

pooled error term. The final main effects mode1 was significant (F(5, 466)=62.10; p<-O0 1, 

R ~ ~ ~ ~ =  -39). While employment role continued to be nonsignincant (F(1,466)=2.00; ns, 

?=.00), the dispositional variables contributed unique explained variability in perceptions - 

of organizational politics (F(4,466)=77.59,<.001; ~~,=.40).  Examination of the 

regression coeficients suggests that when Machiaveliianism, right-wïng authoritarianism, 

need for power and work locus of control were considered, only Machiavellianism 

(p =.24, p<.00 1; s&05) and work locus of control (P=.49, gc.00 1; s+. 18) uniquely 

predided perceptions of organizational politics. The direction of the standardized 

regression coefficients suggests that participants evidencing higher levels of 

Machiavellianism and possessing an extemal work locus of control were more likely to 

perceive the workplace as political. 

Self-reoorted Use of 0rganizationa.I Politics. 

Hierarchical multiple regression also was used to examine the predictive 

relationship between the dispositional variables (Machiavellianism, need for power, right- 

wing authoritarianism, aqd work locus of control) to self-reported use of organizationai 



Table 8 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for the Effects of Employment Role 
and Dispositional Variables on Perceptions of Organizational Politics. 

Criterion Measure: Perceptions of Organizational Politics r b P ~ r '  
-- -- - - - - - 

Step One: 
Employment Role 

Step Two: 
Machiavellianism 
Need for Power 
Right-wing Authoritarianism 
Work Locus o f  Control 

Step Three: 
Employment Rote X MachiaveUianism -.O5 -,O2 -.O4 . O0 
Employment Rote X Need for Power .O7 .O3 -03 . O0 
Employment Rote X Right-wing Authoritarianism .O4 -.10 -. 15 . O0 
Employment Role X Work Locus of Control -.O9 -10 -17 .O0 
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politics. 

The hierarchical regression consisted of four steps. In step one, social desirability 

bias was covaried out. In step two, agentic/communal employrnent role was entered. In 

step three, Machiavellianisin, need for power, right-wing authoritarianism, and work locus 

of control were entered. In step four, the interactive effects between agentic/cornmund 

employment role and each of the dispositional variables were entered. 

Table 9 presents the zero-order correlations, the unstandardized betas, the 

standardized regression coefficients, and the semipartial correlations for each step of the 

regression. The overd mode1 was signifkant, (F(10, 46 1)=12.87; p<.00 1 ; R ~ , ~  =.20). As 

before, social desirability remains a significant covariate, R~ was -09, E(1,470)=48 .O 1, 

p<.00 1. Sirnilarly, the main effect for employment role was nonsigniiicant, 

(F(1, 465)=27.85; RZc,= -00). The overall main effect for the dispositional variables, 

Machiavellianism, need for power, right-wing authoritarianism, and work locus of control 

was signincant (F(4, 462) =10.85, p<.001; R2,j =. 18). Examination of the standardized 

regression coefficients suggests that only Machiavellianism (P=.20, p<.001; s?=.03 ) and 

need for power (P=.25, p<.OOl; s+.05 ) uniquely predicted self-reported use of political 

behaviour. Specifically, participants higher in Machiavellianism and higher in need for 

power were more likely to report engaging in organizational politics. Finally, the inclusion 

of the interaction terms resulted in a significant increase in explained varïability in the PAS 

(F(4, 46 l)=4.53; pC.00 1; RZ, =.03). Examination of the regression coefficients indicated 

that this was due to significant effects for the interactions between ernployment role and 

Machiavellianism (P=.-1.07, p<.00 1) and between employment role and work locus of 



Table 9 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for the Effects o f  Employment Role 
and Dispositional Variables on Self-reported Use of Organizational Politics. 

Criterion Measure: Use of Organîzational Politics t- b P d 

Step One: 
SociaI Desirability 

Step One: 
Employment Rde 

Step Two: 
Machiavellianism 
Need for Power 
Right-wing Authoritarianism 
Work Locus of Control 

Step Three: 
Employment Role X Machiaveiiianism 
Employment Role X Need for Power 
Employment Role X Right-wing Authoritarianism 
Employment Role X Work Locus of Coatrol 



control (P=.77, p<.OO 1). 

To clai@ the nature of the interaction between employment role and 

MachiaveUianism on self-reported use of organizational politics, two hierarchical multiple 

regressions were performed; one for participants in agentic employment roles and one for 

those in communal roles. For both regressions, social desirability bias was entered in step 

one, and Machiavellianism was entered in step two- 

For participants in employment roles classzed as agentic, social desirability bias 

was a significant covariate, (F(I7401)=38.99, p<.001; r' = -09); Machiavellianism emerged 

as a sigdicant unique predictor of political behaviour @(1, 40 1)=24.72, p<.OO 1 ; 

R * = ~ =  .OS, P=.24). The nature of this relationship suggests that, as Machiavellianism 

increased, self-reported political activity increased for those in agentic roles. However, 

for participants in communal employrnent roles, Machiavellianism was not uniquely related 

to engaging in politicai behaviour (F(1, 67)=2.34, ns; RZC,= -03). These findings are 

congruent with the present study's expectations. 

Two hierarchical multiple regressions also were performed to clarie the nature of 

the interaction between employment role and work locus of control on self-reported use of 

organizational politics. Once again, social desirability bias was entered in step one, and 

work locus of control was entered in step two. 

For participants in agentic employment roles, social desirability bias was a 

sigruficant covariate, E(1,401)=38.99, ~<.001; 2 = -09. However, work locus of control 

was not uniquely related to engaging in political behaviour, F(l,4O 1)=.02, ns; RZc,=.OO. 

For participants in communal employment roles, work locus of control was not uniquely 



related to engaging in political behaviour, a 1,67)=4.44, ns; R2,=.05. 

Emploperit Role. Perceotions ofOreanizationa1 Politics. Career Success and Job 

Satisfaction 

Hierarchical multiple regression was used to examine the predictive relationship of 

employment role, perceptions of organizational politics and the index of career success as 

weil as interactions between employment role and each of these variables to the general 

job satisfaction subscale of the Job Descriptive Index (JDI). 

The hierarchical regression consisted of four steps. In step one, ernployment role 

was entered. In step two, perceptions of organizational politics and the index of career 

success were entered. In step three, the interactions between agentic/comrnunai 

employment role and perceptions of organizational politics, agentic/comrnunal 

employment role and career success, and perceptions of organizational politics and career 

success were entered. In step four, the three-way interaction between agentic/cornrnunal 

employment role, perceptions of organizational politics, and career success was entered. 

Table 10 presents the zero-order correlations, the unstandardized betas, the 

standardized regression coefficients, and the semipartial correlations for each step of the 

regression. When the three-way interaction term was entered in the final step, it was 

found to be nonsignificant (F(1,43 9)= 2.13, ns; R~,,. 00). This term was, therefore, 

pooled with the e ror  variance, and the two-way interactions were tested against this 

pooled error term. These terms were found to be nonsignificant (F(3,440)= 3 -06, ns; 

~ ~ , , = . 0 2 ) .  Once again, the variance fiom these terms was pooled with the error variance 

and the main effects were tested against this pooled error term. The final main effects 



Table IO 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for the EEects of Employment Role, 
Perceptions of Organizational Poiitics, and Career Success on Job Satisfaction. 

Crirerian Measure: Job Satisfaction r b P sT 

Step One: 
Ernployment Rule 

Step Two: 
Perceptions of Organizational Politics 
C areer S uccess 

Step Three: 
Employment Role X Perceptions of Politics .O2 -.O3 -.23 .O0 
Employment RoIe X Career Success -.I8 -. 12 -.O3 .O0 
Perceptions of Poiitics X Career Success -17 .O3 - 62 .O I 

Step Four: 
Employrnent RoIe X Perceptions X Success -.20 -.O4 -. 77 .O0 
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mode1 was sigdcant (F(3,443)=44.34; R~~~ =.22). WMe employment role continued to 

be nonsignificant (F(4,462)=.23, ns; R ~ ~ ~ = . o o  ), together perceptions of organizational 

politics and career success contributed unique explained variability in job satisfaction 

(F(2,46 1)=64.30, p=<.00 1; ~~=,=.22). Examination of the regression coefficient suggests 

that when both perceptions of organizationai politics and career success were considered 

only perceptions of organizational politics uniquely predicted job satisfaction (B=--46, 

p<.OO 1; si1.20). The direction of this standardïized regression coetficient suggests that 

participants who perceived their workplace as highly political evidence lower levels of job 

satisfaction. While career success did have a significant zero-order correlation with job 

satisfaction (i. 16, pC.0 l), this relationship was redundant with the variance explained by 

perceptions of organizational politics. 

Employment Role. Self-re~orted Use of Political Activity. Career Success. and Job 
Satisfaction 

Hierarchical multiple regression was used to examine the predictive relationship of 

ernployment role, selr-reported use of organizational politics and the index of career 

success as well as interactions between employment role and each of these variables to the 

generai job satisfaction subscale of the Job Descriptive Index (JDI). 

The hierarchical regression consisted of four steps. In step one, employment role 

was entered. In step two, self-reported use of organizational politics and the index of 

career success were entered. In step three, interactions between agentic/communal 

employment role and self-reported use of organizational politics, agentic/communal 

employment roIe and career success, and self-reported use of organizational politics and 
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career success were entered. In step 4, the three-way interaction between 

agentic/comrnunal ernployment role, self-reported use of organizational politics, and 

career success was entered. 

Table 1 1 presents the zero-order correlations, the unstandardized betas, the 

standardized regression coefficients, and the semipartial correlations for each step of the 

regression. When the three-way interaction term was entered in the final step, it  was 

found to be nonsignificant (F(1,439)= .56, ns; R~~,=.oo). This term was pooled with the 

error variance, and the two-way interactions were tested against this pooled error term. 

These terms were also found to be nonsigniticant (F(3,440)=2.08, ns; RZC,=.O 1). Once 

again, the variance fiom these terms was pooled with the error variance and the main 

effects were tested against this pooled error tem. While statistically si@cant, the 

adjusted R' did not meet the cutoff criterion of -05; thus, the main effects mode1 d l  not 

be discussed fùrther, F(2,439)=5.18, p <.O0 1; R~~, =.03). 

Employment Role. Perceptions of Organizational Politics. Career Success. 
and Or~anizational Cornmitment 

Three hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted to examine the predictive 

relationship of employment role, perceptions of organizational politics and career success 

as well as interactions between employment role and each of these variables to the three 

dimensions (atfective, normative, and continuance) c~f the Organizational Cornmitment 

ScaIe. Each dimension was treated as a criterion measure. 

Each of the hierarchical regressions consisted of four steps. In step one, 

employment role was entered. In step two perceptions of organizational politics and the 



Table 1 I 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for the Effects of Employment Role, 
Self-reported Use of Organizational Politics, and Career Success on Job Satisfaction. 

Criterion Measure: Job Sa tis faction r b P ~ r '  

Step One: 
Employment Role 

Step Two: 
Self-reported Use of Organizationd Politics -.O5 -.O4 -.O4 .O0 
Career S uccess .16* 1.26 .17* .O3 

Step Three: 
Employment Role X Use of Politics 
Employment RoIe X Career Success 
Use of PoIitics X Career Success 

Step Four: 
Employment Role X Use of Politics X Success -. 15 .O5 -35 .O0 



index of career success were entered. In step three, interactions between 

agentic/comrnund employment role and perceptions of organizational politics, 

agentic/communal employment role and career success, and perceptions of organizational 

politics and career success were entered. In step four, the three-way interaction between 

agentic/commund employment role, perceptions of organizational politics, and career 

success was entered. 

Table 12 presents the zero-order correlations, the unstandardized betas, the 

standardized regression coenicients, and the semipartial correlations for each step of the 

regression ushg affective commitment as the criterion measure. When the three-way 

interaction term was entered in the final step, it was found to be nonsigruficant (F(1, 440)= 

-07, ns; R~,=.oo). This term was pooled with the error variance, and the two-way 

interactions were tested against this pooled error term. These terms were found to be 

nonsignificant (F(3,439)= -20, ns; ~ ~ ~ , = . 0 0 ) .  Once again, these terms were pooled with 

the error variance and the main effects were tested against this pooled error term. The 

final main effects mode1 was significant (F(3, 43 9)=5 1.49; p<.00 1, RZc, =.24). While 

employment role continued to be nonsignificant (F(1,439)=11.03; -$=.OZ ), together, 

career success and perceptions of organizational politics contributed unique explaineci 

vanability in affective cornmitment p(2,43 9)=7 1. go,=. 00 1; ~ ~ ~ , = . 2 4 ) .  Examination of 

the regression coetticient suggests that when both perceptions of organizational politics 

and career success are considered only perceptions of organizational politics uniquely 

predicted affective commitment (Pz.45, p<.001; s& 19). The direction of this 

standardized coefficient suggests that participants who perceived their workplace as 



Table 12 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for the 
Effeas of  Employment Role, Perceptions of Organizational Politics, 

and Career Success on Affective Organizational Cornmitment. 

Criterion Measure: Affective Cornmitment r b f l  ~ r '  

S tep One: 
EmpIoyment Role 

Step Two: 
Perceptions of Organizational Politics 
Career S uccess 

Step Three: 
Employment Role X Perceptions of Politics 
Employment Role X Career Success 
Perceptions of Politics X Career Success 

Step Four: 
Employment Role X Perceptions X Success -.23 .O 1 -14 . O0 



more political evidenced lower levels of affective cornmitment. 

Table 13 presents the zero-order correlations, the unstandardized betas, the 

standardized regression coefficients, and the semipartial correlations for each step of the 

regression analysis using normative cornmitment as the criterion measure. When the 

three-way interaction term was ente~ed in the final step, it was found to be nonsignificant 

(F(1,439)= -04, ns; R~ cb=.OO). This term was pooled with the error variance, and the 

two-way interactions were tested against this pooled error term. These terms were found 

to be nonsignificant (F(3, MO)= -29, ns; R2,,=.00). Once again, these tems were pooled 

with the emor variance and the main effects were tested against this pooled error term. 

The final main effects model possessed an adjusted R2 vdue less than -05 and, thus, will 

not be discussed Iùrther, F (3,443)=5.44; RZc,=.04. 

Table 14 presents the zero-order correlations, the unstandardized betas, the 

standardized regression coefficients, and the semipartial correlations for each step of the 

regression using continuance cornmitment as the critenon rneasure. When the three-way 

interaction term was entered in the £inal step, it was found to be nonsignificant (F(1,439)= 

1.09, ns; R~ = -00). This term was pooled with the error variance, and the two-way 

interactions were tested against this pooled error term. These terms were found to be 

nonsignificant (F(3, 440)= 1.06, ns; R2 ., = .01). Once again, these terms were pooled 

with the error variance and the main efects were tested against this pooled error term. 

The h a l  main effects model possessed an adjusted R~ value less than -05 and, thus, will 

not be discussed further, F(3,443)=6.28; p c .001; R~~~ =.00. 



Table 13 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for the 
Effects of  Employment Role, Perceptions of  Organizational Politics, 

and Career Success on Normative Organizational Cornmitment. 

Criterion Measure: ~Vomative Cornmitment r b P & 

Step One: 
Employrnent RoIe -.O3 -.2 1 -.O3 -00 

Step Two: 
Perceptions of Org anizationai Poli tics 
Career Success 

Step Three: 
Employment Role X Perceptions of  Politics .O0 -.O I -. 12 -00 
Employment Role X Career Success -. 10 -. 17 -.O6 .O0 
Perceptions of Politics X Career Success .O8 .O0 -1 1 O0 

Step Four: 
Employment Role X Perceptions X Success -. 10 -.O0 - . I l  .O0 



Table 14 

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for the 
Effects ofEmployment Role, Perceptions of Organizational Politics, 

and Career Success on Continuance Organizational Cornmitment. 

Criterion Measure: Continuance Cornmitment r b P s ? ~  

Step One: 
Employment Role 

Step Two: 
Perceptions of Organizational Politics 
Career Success 

S tep Three: 
Empioyment Role X Perceptiocs of Politics .O5 -.O 1 -. 1 1 .O0 
Employment Role X Career Success -17 .O9 .O2 . O0 
Perceptions of Politics X Career Success -. 15 .O2 .4 1 .O 1 

Step Four: 
Employment Role X Perceptions X Success .15 .O3 -62 .O0 



Ern~lovment Role- Self-re~orted Use of Organizationd PoIitics, 
Career Success, and Or~anizational Commitment 

Three hierarchicd multiple regressi~lis were used to examine the predictive 

relationship among employrnent role, ~ e ~ r e p o r t e d  use of organizational politics and 

career success as weli as interactions between employment role and each of these variables 

to the affective, normative, and continuance cornmitment dimensions of the Organizational 

Cornmitment Scale. Each dimension was treated as a criterion measure. 

Each of the hierarchical regressions consisted of four steps. tn step one, 

employment role was entered. In step two self-reported use of organizational politics and 

the index of career success were entered. In step three, interactions between 

agentidcommunal employrnent role and self-reported use of organizational politics, 

agentic/communal employment role and career success, and self-reported use of 

organizational politics and career success were entered. In step four, the three-way 

interaction between agentidcommunal employrnent role, self-reported use of politics, and 

career success was entered. 

Table 15 presents the zero-order correlations, the unstandardized betas, the 

standardized regression coefficients, and the semipartial correlations for each step of the 

regression (affective cornmitment as criterion measure). When the three-way interaction 

term was entered in the £inal step, it was found to be nonsignificant (F(1, 439)= -21, ns; 

R~ ch. = .00). This term was, therefore, pooled with the error variance, and the two-way 

interactions were tested against this pooled error tem. These terms were found to be 

nonsignificant (F(3, 440)= 3 .O, ns; R2 ,, = -02). Once again, these terms were pooled 



Table IS 

Hierarchical Multiple Regr ession Analysis for the 
Effects of Employment Role, Self-reported Use of Organizational Politics, 

and Career Success on Affective Organizational Cornmitment. 

Criterion Measure: Affective Cornmitment 7 b P sr' 

Step One: 
Employment Role 

Step Two: 
Self-reported Use of Organizational Politics -.O 1 -.O0 -.O0 . O0 
Career Success .21* 1.53 .22* .O5 

Step Three: 
Employment Role X Use of Politics 
Employment Role X Career Success 
Use of Politics X Career Success 

Step Four: 
Emdovment Role X Use of Politics X Success -.2 1 .O3 -2 1 . O0 
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with the error variance and the main eEects were tested against this pooled error term. 

The final main effects modei was sigdicant (F(3,443)=10.86; R:, =.OS). Employment 

role was not significant (F(1,443)=8.95, ns; s+.02) and, thus, will not be discussed 

further. However, self-reported use of political behaviour and career success contnbuted 

unique explained variability in affective commitment (F(2,443)= 1 1.69, -p=<.00 1 ; 

R2,6.05). Examination of the regression coefficients suggests that ody career success 

@=.22, p<.001; s i r . 0 5 )  uniqueiy predicted affective commitment. The direction of this 

regression coefficient suggests that individuals expenencing lower levels of career success 

evidenced lower levels of aEective comrnitment. 

Table 16 contains the results of the regression analysis, using normative 

comrnitment as the cntenon measure. When the three-way interaction term was entered in 

the final step, it was found to be nonsignificant (F(1, 439)= S7. ns; RZCh=.00). This term 

was, therefore, pooled with the error variance, and the two-way interactions were tested 

against this pooled error term. These terms were found to be nonsignificant (F(3, 440)= 

2.77, ns; ~~~,=.02). Once again, these terms were pooled with the error variance and the 

main effects were tested against this pooled error term. The final main efEects mode1 was 

nonsignificant (F(3, 443)=2.34, ns; R~,, =.01). None of the predictor variables were 

significant . 

Table 17 contains the results of the regression analysis, using continuance 

comrnitment as the critenon measure. When the three-way interaction term was entered in 

the h a l  step, it was found to be nonsignificant (F(1, 439)= -25, ns; ~~~g.00). This term 

was, therefore, pooled with the error variance, and the two-way interactions were tested 



Table 16 

Kierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for the 
Effects of Employment Role, Self-reported Use of  Organizational Politics, 

and Career Success on Normative Organizational Cornmitment. 

Criterion Measure: Normative Cornmitment r b P T' 

Step One: 
Empioyment Role 

Step Two: 
Self-reported Use of Organizationd Politics -.O4 -.O4 -.O6 .O0 
Career Success -08 -4 1 .O8 . O0 

Step Three: 
Employment Role X Use of Politics 
Employment Role X Career Success 
Use of Politics X Career Success 

Step Four: 
Ern~lovment Role X Use of Politics X Success -14 .O3 -36 . O 0  



Table 17 

Kierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis for the 
Effects of Employment Role, Self-reported Use of Organizational Politics, 

and Career Success on Continuance Organizationai Cornmitment. 

Criterion Measure: Continuance Cornmitment r b P ~r' 

Step One: 
Employment Role 

Step Two: 
Self-reporteci Use of Organizationd Politics .O5 .O4 .O5 . O 0  
Career Success -.17 -1.19 -1.18 .O3 

Step Tbree: 
Employment Role X Use of Politics 
Employment Role X Career Success 
Use of Poiitics X Career Success 

Step Four: 
Employment Role X Use of Politics X Success -17 .O3 -24 . O 0  
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against this pooled error term. These terms were found to be nonsignificant (F(3,440)= 

-33, ns; R~, = -00). Once again, these terms were pooled with the error term and the 

main effects were tested against this pooled error term. The final main effects mode1 did 

not meet the adjusted R2 cutoff of -05 and7 thus, will not be discussed further, 

F(3,443)=6.56, p<.001; R~,, =.03. 

Discussion 

Social role theory asserts that agentic and communal employment roles differ on a 

number of dimensions. For example, agentic roles are characterked by self-assertion, self- 

expansion, and the urge to rnaster (e-g., dominance and competitiveness). Communal 

roles, however, are characterized by qualities concerned with the harmonious functioning 

of the group and interdependence (Skitka & Maslach, 1996). Agentic and communal 

employrnent denote shared expectations that influence not only the ways in which role 

occupants are perceived, but also their attitudes and behaviours. When considering the 

effects of role, it is the nature of such shared expectations that is of importance. 

SpecXcaUy, when a role is applied to any group of individuals, certain attitudes and 

behaviours are expected from that group. As well, the behaviour of others revolves 

around those expectations (Stryker & Statham, 1985). In the present study, it was argued 

that specifïc expectations concerning organizationai politics are attached to agentic and 

communal employrnent roles (Le., individuals in agentic roles engage in political activity, 

whereas those in communal roles do not). 

Why do these roles possess dserential expectations vis-a-vis organizational 

politics? Many factors may be responsible for these differences (e-g., decision-making 
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ability, cornpetitiveness, etc.); however, in the present study, status was emphasized. 

Stated, sirnply, the differential levels of status associated with each type of employment 

role were seen as creating dinerent expectations about who should or should not behave 

politically . 

Status was operationdy dehed in this study in terms of job autonomy and self- 

reported salary. Sypher and Sypher (1983) and Fems et al. (1996) also used these 

measures to define job status. It was anticipated that agentic employrnent roles would be 

associated with higher levels of job autonomy and salary than communal employment 

roles. As expected, participants in agentic employment roles reported earning higher 

m u a l  salaries than participants in communal employment roles. However, the two 

groups did not d8er on the measure of job autonomy. 

The 95% confidence intemal for the Job Autonomy Scale (JAS; Sims et al., 1976) 

suggests that ceiling effects for scores on the JAS rnay be problernatic. That is, most 

participants reported having a high levei of job autonomy. In addition, scores on the Job 

Autonomy Scale correlated positively with scores on the Marlowe-Crowne Social 

Desirability Scale. Participants' need to respond in a socially desirable manner by 

reporting higher levels of autonomy may have contnbuted to this ceiling effect. 

These findings indicate that one of the central assumptions of the present snidy; 

namely, that agentic and communal employment roles difFer in terms of status received 

only partial support. Therefore, researchers may benefit from using another measure of 

job autonomy; one that may not be contaminated by social desirability bias. 



Agentic/Cornmunal Emplovment Roles and Qreanizational Politics 

It was hypothesized that participants in agentic employment roles would be more 

likely than those in communal roles to engage in organizational politics, whereas those in 

communal roles would be more likely to perceive the workplace as politicized. Neither of 

these hypotheses were supported. 

Why did participants' perception and seK-reported use of organizational politics 

not v q  as a function of employment role? First, it is possible that the sample used in this 

study may have possessed limited usefùlness for the purposes of investigating the 

relationship between social role theory and organizational politics. As mentioned earlier, 

participants perceived themselves as possessing a high degree ofjob autonomy. 

Furthermore, participants also viewed various RCMP departments as highly formalized. 

Research suggests that departments with hi& levels of formalization are not conducive to 

organizational politics (Madison et al., 1980). Zero-order correlations between 

formalization and both perceptions and self-reported use of political behaviour were 

negative (i-e., -34, and - 12, respectively). Therefore, as the sample perceived high levels 

of formalization within their respective departments, the present study's ability to measure 

organizational politics in general, rnay have been attenuated. Additional research using 

sarnples £tom less formalized departments within an organization or less formalized 

organizations may be warranted. 

Second, it is possible that the ciassification of agentic/communal ernployment roles 

may have lacked adequate sensitivity. In the present study, each rater's total scores on the 
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M ~ c ~ l u i e  and Feminine subscales of the Persona1 Attributes Questionnairez4 (Spence & 

H e ~ e i c h ,  1978) were used to determine whether he or she perceived a given occupation 

as apntic or communal. If the rater's Masculine subscale score exceeded his or her 

Fe-ne subscale score, the occupation was classified as agentic. If the Feminine 

subscaie score was greater than the Masculine subscale score, the occupation was 

cl~sified as communal. The classification assigned to each occupation was cornpared 

acfoss the  three raters. A "majonty wins" rule was then adopted to determine the final 

cl~sification of a given occupation as agentic or communal. Specifically, if two of the 

t h e  waters classified an occupation as more agentic (i-e., scores on the Masculine 

subsc~~e  for the two raters exceeded their scores on the Feminine subscale), the 

oc~upation was coded as agentic. Conversely, iftwo of the three raters classified an 

ockupation as more communal (Le., scores on the Feminine subscale for the two raters 

exteeded their scores on the Masculine subscale), the occupation was coded as communal. 

T h s  ciassificatory procedure was used to create discrete groups which then could be 

cohipared on the variables of interest (e.g., perceptions of organizational politics). 

Alternative approaches were considered. However, they possessed certain 

Li~iakions that rendered them inappropriate for the purposes of this study. One approach 

i g g h t  be to treat Masculine and Feminine subscale scores as continuous variables. 

Haqever, this would reflect a qualitative change in the present study's interpretation of 

em$ayment role. One would no longer be discussing agentic and communal employment 

24 should be noted that other researchers have used the masculine and ferninine subscales 
of t h e  PAQ to measure agency and communion, respectively (e-g., Eagly & Steffen, 1986; 
GKck 1991). 
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roles per se; but, rather, employment roles that possessed varying levels of agency and 

communion. Thus, agency and communion would no longer be a type of emplopent 

role, but rather components of an employment role. Such an interpretation would be 

inconsistent with social role theory, which is the theoretical fiamework used in the present 

study. 

Another coding procedure that could have been used is the median-split procedure. 

Ifthis procedure had been used in the present study, the median of raters' scores on the 

Feminine and Masculine subscales, across alI occupations, would be determined. Any 

occupation that had a Ferninine subscale score above the F median, and a Masculine 

subscale score below the M median would be classified as communal. Any occupation 

that had an F subscale score below the F median and M subscale score above the M 

median would be classified and agentic. The disadvantage to this procedure, however, is 

that it would result in a significant loss of data, and thus a less sensitive analysis (Spence & 

Helmreich, 1978). SpeciGcally, occupations that fell above the median on both the 

Ferninine and Masculine subscale, and occupations that feu below the median on both the 

M and F subscales could not be used. Such occupations would be classzed as 

androgynous and undifferentiated, respectively (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). 

Androgynous and undaerentiated social roles are constructs that do not exist within the 

parameters of social role theory and, thus, could not be used in the present study. 

The disadvantages associated with the alternative classificatory procedures (Le.. 

loss of data, and reconceptualization of agency and communal as elements rather than type 

of employrnent role) rendered them unsuitable for the purposes of this study. The coding 
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procedure that was adopted mhimized loss of data, created discrete groups which could 

be characterized as agentic and communal, and though the use of multiple raters, insured 

the uniform nature of these classifications (Le., at least two raters had to classe each 

occupation as agentic or communal in order for it to be defined as such). 

Finally, it is possible that perceptions and self-reported use of organizational 

politics did not Vary as a function of employment role because the job descriptions 

presented to raters may have been biased. These job descriptions were task oriented and, 

thus, rnay be conceptualized as an instrumental tool. 

Aside fiom possible methodological problems that may be associated with this 

study, it is possible that social role theory itselfwas used inappropriately. Eagly and 

Steffen (1984) used social role theory to account for the ways in which gender roles are 

stereotyped. Specifically, they argued that females are disproportionateiy represented in 

social roles characterized by lower levels of status and authority ( e.g., hornernaker), 

whereas males are disproportionately represented in social roles characterized by higher 

levels of status and authoriq (e-g., employee). Occupying these types of social roles 

contribute to male and female gender roles being defined in agentic and communal terrns, 

respectively . 

One of the central assumptions of this theory is that individuals' attitudes and 

behaviours are delirnited by their agentic and communal employment roles. The present 

study applied this assumption to the domain of organizational politics by proposing that an 

individual's employment role is an important determinant of his or her perceptions and 

self-reported use of organizational politics . For exarnple, Kirchmeyer (1990) found that 
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males and females occupying the same employment role (e.g., manager) did not dEer in 

their use of political behaviour. However, this theory also was used to provide a 

fhmework for the relationship between the dispositional and situational determhants of 

organizational politics, as well as outcome measures such as job satisfaction and 

organizational cornmitment. In so doing, some of the theoretical assumptions that were 

made in this study may be questioned. For example, it was argued that situationai and 

dispositional variables exert their influence within the parameters of individuais' 

employment role. The rationale underlying this argument, however, resided primarily in 

the desire to ensure that ail targeted variables were filtered through social role theory. 

There was Little compeilïng theoretical justification to assert, for instance, that 

dispositional variables such as Machiavellianism and need for power should operate within 

the parameters of a specinc employment role. The present study underscores the difficulty 

associated with applying a theoretical framework to phenomena that, to date, have been 

conceptualized by researchers as atheoretical. 

Situational Variables and Perceptions of Organizational Politics 

The present study maintained that variations in perceptions of political behaviour 

occurring among individuals occupying the same employment role may be  attnbuted to 

situational ( e g ,  orgvllzational climate and formalization) variables. 

Organizational chnate emerged as a powerful situational predictor of perceptions 

of organizational politics, accounting for 16% of the unique variance. There are no 

published studies investigating the relationship between ciimate and perceptions of 

politics. However, the present research suggests that this may be an important situational 
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variable. Indeed, in the present study, it emerged as a more powerful predictor variable 

than fomalization, which has received far greater empirical attention. The nature of the 

relationship between clunate and perceptions of politics suggests that participants who 

saw their organizational clirnate as favourable were less likely to perceive their work 

environment as political. Given the cross-situational nature of this study, the direction of 

causaïity cannot be determined (i. e., does climate influence perceptions or vice-versa, or 

both?). Longitudinal research may serve to clan@ the relationship between perceptions 

and organizational ciimate. 

Forrnalization did not emerge as a signincant predictor of perceptions of 

organizational politics, once climate was taken into consideration. However, as a zero- 

order correlation between formalization and perceptions was significant ( r . 3 4 ,  p.00 1 .), 

it would appear that fomaiiiation was redundant with organizational climate. Indeed, 

inspecting the content of the two scdes reveals sirnilarities between some of the items. 

The redundancy observed in multiple regression anaiysis also suggests that it may be 

unnecessary to use both instruments, within the same questionnaire. 

It was argued that formalization and organizational climate would contribute to 

variations in perceptions of political activity for those in communal but not agentic 

employment roles. The nature of these predictions suggests that there should be 

signiticant interactions between employment role and the two situational variables. No 

significant interactions were observed when perceptions of political behaviour was the 

criterion measure. Therefore, once again it appears that agentic/cornmunal employment 

roles did not constrain or facilitate perceptions of organizational politics. 



Situational Variables and Self-reported Use of Organizational Politics 

Neither formalization nor organizational clirnate emerged as significant predictors 

of self-reported use of organizational politics. As there are no published studies examining 

the relationships between these situational variables and use of political behaviour, it is 

possible that the null effects obtained in this study are accurate. Indeed, the small 

correlation observed between scores on the POPS and the PAS attests to the minimal 

interrelatedness of these phenornena, and suggests that predictors of the former are not 

necessarîiy predictors of the latter. Foe example, inspection of the zero-order correlations 

revealed that organizational climate correlated sigdicantly with perceptions of 

organizational politics but did not correlate significantly with self-reported use of political 

behaviour. Therefore, perceptions and self-reported use of political behaviour may have 

relationships with other variables that may diner quantitatively. 

However, it is possible that formalization and organizational clirnate failed to 

emerge as signifïcant predictors because the instrument used to measure political activity 

may be psychometncally unsound. For example, the dirnensionality of the Political 

Activity Scale (PAS) appeared to be unstable. In Study 1, a two-factor solution was 

obtained in which 11 items loaded on the fkst factor (entitled "other-oriente&' political 

hehaviour) and 7 items loaded on the second factor (entitled "dupiicitous" political 

behaviour). This two-factor solution was not replicated in Study 2. Instead, a one-factor 

solution appeared to provide the best representation of the data. Given the small sarnple 

used in Study 1 (N=8 1), the factor analytic results obtained in Shidy 2 (N=501) likely 

provide a better representation of the true dimensionaiity of the PAS. However, in the 
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absence of additional research, the assertion that the PAS is unidimensional remains 

speculative. 

Several hypotheses used to hvestigate the construct validity of the PAS were not 

supported. For exarnple, in Study 1, contrary to what was hypothesized, scores on a 

measure of centralization did not correlate significantly with scores on the two subscales 

of the PAS. Moreover, the direction of the correlations was contrary to the study's 

hypothesis. Parker et al. (1995) report that, as centralization increases (Le., power and 

control are concentrated at the upper levels of the organization), individuals possessing 

minimal levels of legitimate power within the organization should be more likely to engage 

in organizational politics. In Study 1, however, centralization and self-reported use of 

political behaviour were inversely related. 

An obvious question may be, why was the PAS used in Study 2? The reliabilities 

of the PAS and both of its subscales appeared satisfactory, and one of the hypotheses 

developed to assess the scale's construct validity was supported (Le., self-reported 

political behaviour correlated positively with self-monitoring). Based on this, it seemed 

reasonable to use the scale in Study 2 and to reexamine the psychometnc properties of the 

scaie. 

Finally, restriction of range (Le., floor effects) on the PAS also may be responsible 

for the absence of meaningfid relationships among self-reported use of political behaviour, 

organizational climate, and formakation. The 95% CI for the mean score on the PAS 

was well below the mid-point (see Table 5). Also, the highest score obtained on this scale 

was 54, which is weIl below 72, the maximum possible score. The low mean score on the 
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PAS may reflect participants' actual level of politicai activity. However, the low score 

also may stem fkom participants' reluctance to admit to engaging in organizational politics. 

The significant negative correlation between scores on the PAS and scores on a rneasure 

of social desirability bias provides additional evidence in support of this interpretation. 

With respect to future research, the dirnensionality of the PAS should be explored 

fùrther, and additional constmct validation work should be conducted. It is recornrnended 

that the PAS be distributed to less formalized departments. Furthemore, it inay be 

beneficial to enhance the sensitivity of the response key. The present study used a Cpoint 

Likert-type scale. Using a sa le  with a larger number of gradations (e-g., 7-point scale) 

may increase participants' willingness to admit engaging in (modest levels) of political 

behaviour. 

Finally, it was proposed that formalization and organizational climate would 

contribute to variations in self-reported use of political behaviour for participants in 

agentic but not communal employrnent roles. Thus, for example, as levels of formalization 

decrease, participants in agentic employrnent roles should evidence greater levels o f  

political behaviour. However, due to role-related constraints, levels of political behaviour 

evidenced by those in communal roles should rernain low, irrespective of variations in 

formalization. No significant interactions were observed between the situational variables 

and self-reported political behaviour, which again rnay stem fiom the psychonietnc 

limitations of the PAS. 

Dis~ositionai Variables and Perceptions of Organizational Politics 

This study also emphasized that variations in perceptions of political behaviour 
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occurrhg among individuals occupying the same employment role may be attributed to 

dispositional variables (e.g., Machiavellianism, work locus of control, need for power, and 

right-wing authoritarianism). Of these measures, only right-wing authontarianism did not 

emerge as a significant predictor in any of the proposed relationships. As there is neither 

theoretical nor empirical evidence to suggest that right-wîng authoritarianism may be 

related t O organizational politics, the nonsignificant effect s observed in the present study 

may be an accurate reflection of the true relationship between these variables. However, it 

is possible that the scale used to rnzasure right-wing authoritarianism possessed 

questionable psychometric properties. Duncan et al's (1997) short-forrn version of 

Aitemeyer' s (1 988) Right-wing Authoritarianism Scale was selected because the length of 

the questionnaire used in Study 2 was prohibitive (over 300 items). As well, based on 

Duncan et aL7s (1997) research, this version appeared to be psychometricdy sound. Its 

alpha coefficient was high and it appeared to possess adequate construct validity (Le., 

scores on the short-form version correlated positively with traditional beliefs about wornen 

and negatively with endorsement of feminist ideals). However, in the present study, the 

alpha for the short-form version was low (.65), and scores on this scale did not correlate 

signincantly with any of the other dispositionai variables examined in Study 2, including 

Machiavellianism. In future, it may be more valid to use the 30-item version of 

Altemeyer's (1988) scale, which possesses high levels of reliability and validity. 

With respect to perceptions of political behaviour, only work locus of control and 

Machiavellianism were signincant predictors accounting for 18% and 5%, respectively, of 

the unique variance. Participants possessing an extemal work locus of control were more 
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Wcely than their interna1 counterparts to perceive the workplace as politicized. Similarly, 

those who were more Machiaveilian saw their work environment as more political. Given 

the cross-sectional nature of this study, the direction of causality between these 

dispositional variables and perceptions is unclear. However, the possibility that 

dispositional characteristics such as Machiavellianism are consequences, rather than 

antecedents, of perceptions of organizational politics appears rather unlikely. Thus, this 

fhding provides organizations with a preliminary understanding of the personalities 

uiclined to perceive signincant levels of politicai activity. Specificdy, employees who 

attribute their outcornes to forces beyond their control (Le., those with an extemal work 

locus of control) may view themselves as unable to manipulate their environment and, 

therefore, feel vulnerable to the political behaviours of feilow ernployees. Furthemore, 

ernployees familiar with deception and rnanipulative behaviour (Le., those high in 

Machiavellianism) rnay be more inched to interpret organizational behaviour in political 

terrns because of their awareness of such behaviour. 

The substantial amount of variance accounted for, in the present study, by work 

locus of control underscores the importance of using specialized locus of control scales. 

Previous research has failed to idente a strong and consistent selationship between locus 

of control and perceptions of organizational politics. However, this rnay stem from 

researchers' reliance on global measures which do not assess locus of control in specific 

behaviourd areas. 

It was argued that these dispositiod variables contribute to variations in 

perceptions of political activity for those in communal but not agentic employment roles. 
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The nature of these predictions suggest that there should be significant interactions 

between employment role and the four dispositional variables. No signincant interactions 

were observed when perceptions oforganizational politics was the cntenon measure, 

suggesting once again that agentic/comrnunal employment roles did not constrain or 

facilitate perceptions of organizational politics. 

For self-reported use of organizational politics, the dispositional variables 

Machiaveilianism and need for power emerged as significant predict ors. As participants ' 

levels of increased so, too, did thei. use of political behaviour. The proportions of unique 

variance accounted for by Machiavelhanism and need for power were 3% and 5%, 

respectively. It is possible that no relationship was found for work locus of control and 

right-wîng authoritarianism because neither variable affects self-reported use of political 

behaviour. The fact that work locus of control ernerged as a significant predictor of 

scores on the POPS but did not emerge as a significant predictor for scores on the PAS 

underscores the minimal interrelatedness of political perceptions and political behaviour. 

Although other studies have demonstrated that need for power is positively 

associated with political behaviour (e.g., Cobb, 1986; Kirchmeyer, 1 WO), the author is 

unaware of any published study that has examined the relationship between 

Machiavellianism and self-reported use of political behaviour. The present research 

provides empirical evidence to support the claim that Machiavellianism plays an important 

role in poiitical behaviour. Indeed, as this variable significantly predicted both perceptions 

and use of organizational politics, it would appear to be the most influentiai dispositional 
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variable of those examined in this study. Therefore, researchers interested in political 

behaviour in organizations may want to devote more attention to the investigation of 

Machiavellianism. 

Although Machiaveüianism and need for power were significant predictors of 

poPical behaviour, their zero-order correlations with scores on the Political Activity Scale 

were rather smd.  These weak correlations may stem, in part, fiom restriction of range 

associated with the Political Activity Scale. 

Once again, it was proposed that Machiavellianism, need for power, right-wing 

authoritarianism, and work locus of control contribute to variations in self-reported use of 

political behaviour for participants in agentic but not communal employment roles. Thus, 

for example, as levels of Machiavellianism increase, participants in agentic employment 

roles should evidence greater levels of political behaviour. However, due to role-related 

constraints, levels of political behîviour reported by those in communal roles should 

remain low, irrespective of variations in Machiavellianism. 

A significant interaction was found between Machiavellianism and participants7 

agentic/communal role. The nature of this interaction suggested that MachiaveUianism 

and political behaviours were positively related for those in agentic, but not communal 

employment roles. This finding suggests that, when an individual occupies a communal 

employment role, his or her ability to behave politically is circumscribed, irrespective of 

dispositional charactenstics such as Machiavellianism. This interaction was significant, 

and lends support to social role theory. However, as all of the other hypotheses 

concerning social role theory were not confmned, this interaction may not warrant much 
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Perceptions of Oreanizational Politics. Job Satisfaction, and Oreanizational Cornmitment 

Findings fiom the present study suggest that perceptions of organizational politics 

were inversely related to job satisfaction and affective organizational cornmitment, 

suggesting that increases in perceptions of organizational politics are associated with 

decrements in job satisfaction and organizational commitment. The inverse relationship 

between perceptions of politics and job satisfaction has been documented consistently 

(e.g., Anderson, 1994; Nye & Witt, 1993). 

Two studies have investigated the relatioriship between commitment and 

perceptions (e-g., Drory, 1993; Nye & Witt, 1993); however, they used instruments such 

as Hrebiniak and Alutto's (1972 as cited in Nye & Witt, 1993) four item measure which 

conceptualize cornmitment as a unidimensional construct. The present study suggests that 

perceptions of political activity do not influence aU facets of organizational cornmitment to 

the same degree. Perceptions did not emerge as a signdïcant predictor of normative or 

continuance fonns of cornmitment. Normative and continuance commitment reflect 

endorsement of the Protestant work ethic and the economic necessity of work, 

respectively. Thus, perceptions appear to innuence the employee's emotional attachrnent 

to the organization, but do not appear to influence the extent to which the employee feels 

obligated to stay with the organization (Le., normative commitment) or the employee's 

assessrnent of the costs associated with leaving his or her organization (Le., continuance 

commitment). Thus, perceptions of organizational politics may not influence whether 

employees remain with the organization, but may influence how they feel about working 



for the organization. 

Self-reoorted Use of Organizational Politics. Job Satisfaction. and Oreanizational 

Cornmitment 

Self-reported use of political behaviour did not emerge as a significant predictor of 

either job satisfaction or affective, normative, or continuance commitment. The 

nonsignificance of these relationships is not surprising, as there is little reason to assume 

that engaging in political behaviour would, by itself, have implications for satisfaction or 

commitment. Rather, the present study suggested that the extent to which political 

activity secures desired career objectives should determine whether political activity 

influences satisfaction and cornmitment. However, resutts indicated that the two-way 

interaction between success and political behaviour did not emerge as a significant 

predictor for job satisfaction or the three dimensions of cornmitment. Thus, self-reported 

use of organizational politics, irrespective of whether it facilitates career objectives, did 

not appear to influence the outcome measures investigated in this study. 

Of course, alternative explanations for the nonsignificant two-way interactions 

exist. First, as mentioned earlier, the PAS may possess certain psychometric limitations. 

Second, the present study used a two-item measure of career success that investigated 

participants' job level and number of promotions with current employer. A more 

comprehensive measure of career success (Le., one that does not focus on salary or 

promotions) may prove usefiil in future research. 

In the present study, it was maintained that agentic and communal employrnent 

roles possess normative expectations with respect to organkational politics. That is, 
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individuais in agentic employment roles engage in political activity, whereas those in 

communal ernployment roles do not. Further, it was proposed that violating this 

normative expectation may have deleterious consequences in terms of outcome variables 

such as job satisfaction and organizational cornmitment. The present study also 

rnaintained that the consequences associated with violating this normative expectation are 

rnoderated by career success. Specificdiy, individuals in communal employment roles 

who engage in political activity (an episode of non-normative behaviour) may evidence 

high levels of job satisfaction and organizational commitment provided their political 

behaviour secures desired career outcornes. 

None of these hypotheses received empincal support. Specifically, three-way 

interactions between: 1) employment role, career success, and perceptions of 

organizational politics and 2) employment role, career success, and self-reported use of 

political activity were not signincant predictors ofjob satisfaction or any of the dimensions 

of organizationd commitment. These nonsignificant results, again rnay stem fiorn: 1) the 

psychometric limitations of the Political A~tivity Scale; 2) an insensitive classification of 

agentic/communal roles; and 3 )  a simplistic measure of career success. 

Corn~arison with other Sam~les  

Given that a convenience sample was used in the present study, the issue of 

generalizability is of paramount importance. Cornparisons with other studies that have 

investigated perceptions and self-reported use of political activity, may provide insight into 

the extent to which these results are in accordance with previous research. 

For exarnple, Fems and Kacmar (1992) distributed the POPS to over 90 nurses 
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and their supervisors. Result s indicated that participants did not perceive their 

organization as highly politicized. The mean score for participants was 85 which was 

below the scale midpoint of 93. SUnilarly, Fems et al. (1996) distributed a 40-item 

version of the POPS to a heterogenous sarnple of university employees (N=822). Once 

again the mean score was below the midpoint which suggests that participants did not 

perceive their organization as highiy political. Similar results were obtained in the present 

study. With respect to self-reported use of political behaviours, Kuchmeyer (1 990) 

distributed a copy of the Vignettes of Political Activity Scale to approximately 1,000 

managerial personnel. Results indicated that participants reported engaging in low levels 

of political activity. Specifically, participants' mean score on the VPAS was 41 which is 

well below the scale midpoint of 50. Similady, in the present study, participants reported 

engaging in low levels of organizational politics. Cornparisons with research by Fems and 

Kacmar (1992), Fems et al. (1996qb) and Kirchmeyer (1990) suggest that the results 

obtained in this study are not anomalous. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, this study suggests that social role theory does not necessarily 

provide a usehl theoretical framework fiom which to investigate perceptions and self- 

reported use of organizational politics. It was emphasized that the nonsignificant findings 

associated with social role theory may stem fiom the psychometric limitations of several 

measures used in the present study. On a more positive note, this research provided 

evidence that employees possessing certain dispositional characteristics (e-g., 

Machiavellianism) and operating within certain organizational envkonments (e-g., those 
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with unfavourable climates) may be more likely to perceive a d o r  engage in 

organizational politics. This type of information may prove usefûl in developing a profile 

of the type of employee most likely to perceive andor engage in organizational politics. 

As weU, it may expand researchers' understanding of the types of organizations most at 

risk for perceptions and activity. 
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Appendix A 

Vienette Version of Ouestiormaire (Studv 1) 

September 22, 1997 

Dear Participant: 

1 am writing to request your assistance in completing the enclosed questionnaire. My 
name is Wendy E. O'Connor and I am a Ph.D. candidate at Carleton University. The data 
coileaed for this study will assist in the completion of my Doctoral Dissertation. 

The enclosed questionnaire asks your opinions about a number cf behaviours which 
employees may engage in to protect or fûrther their career. As a participant, you wili be 
asked a number of questions relating to your employment experience. You will also be 
asked to provide certain demographic information such as your sex and age. The 
questionnaire wiII take approximately one hour to complete. 

Your participation is strictly voluntary. Any questions that you do not wish to answer 
may be omitted. You may choose to withdraw from this survey at any time, and you may 
do so without reason or consequence. It should also be noted that your responses are 
anonymous and confidentid. Therefore, please try to answer each question as honestly as 
possible. 

To safeguard your anonymity, your name should not appear anywhere on this 
questionnaire. A separate consent form, which requires your name and signature, has 
been included. The consent form is kept separate £kom your responses. 

The following people are involved in this research, and may be contacted at any time: 
1) Wendy E. O'Connor (Principal Investigator, Department of Psychology, 

Carleton University, 6 13 -520-2600 extension 2683) 
2) Dr. K. Matheson (Faculty Supervisor, Department of Psychology, 

Carleton University, 6 2 3-520-2600 extension 75 13) 

This project has been approved by the Ethics Review Cornmittee at Carleton University. 
However, ifyou have any concems about the ethics of this study, do not hesitate to 
contact Dr. M. Gick (Department of Psychology, Ethics Cornmittee, 6 13-520-2600 
extension 2664). 

Finally, there are no physical or psychological risks in this study. However, if' you 
expenence undue stress as a result of completing this questionnaire, please contact the 
Ottawa Distress Centre at 6 13-23 8-3 3 1 1. 



Thank you in advance for your participation. 

Sincerely, 

Wendy E. O'Connor 

Informed Consent: Please remove the bottom portion of this questionnaire and 
return it in a sealed, unmarked envefope. 

Signature: 1 have read the above description of the study conceming the Political Activity 
Scale (PAS). The data in the study may be used in research. My signature indicates that 1 
agree to participate in the study, and this in no way constitutes a waiver of my rights. 
Furthemore, 1 gant Wendy O'Connor permission to use my data in her Doctoral 
Dissertation or in other research projects, with the proviso that my anonymity be 
protected. 
Participant's Name (please print): 
Participant' s Signature: 
Date: 



Part One 

Please read these instructions carefullv 

The vignettes presented below describe a series of work-related behaviours, each of 
which is underlined for your convenience. An example of each behaviour is also 
provided. Three questions are presented below each vignette. For each question, 
please circle the respoose which you feel is most appropriate. 

The first question asks you to indicate whether you have engaged in behaviour 
similar to the one described in the vignette, whüe working at your present job. 

The second question asks you to indicate whether you believe the behaviour 
described in the vignette is relevant to your present job. That is, if you wanted to 
engage in the behaviour described in the vignette, would you be able to do so? 

The third question asks you to indicate whether you believe the behaviour described 
in the vignette represents a form of oRice politics. 

For the purpose of this study, eff ice~ol i t i~s  is defined as: any infon?d 
behuviour which individuah or groups engage in to enltance or protect 
their career. 

Al1 of vour resoonses are anonvmous and confidential. 
Therefore. ~ l e a s e  tw to answer each uestion as honestlv as ~ossible. 

1. -rate the im ortance of a task. George is a researcher for a large accounting 
firm. He was recently asked to prepare summaries of technical reports the firm had 
received over the past year. The task is tedious and of Little consequence to the 
tùnctioning of the firm. However, at the monthly staff meeting, George exaggerates the 
importance of this task. 

A How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom OccasionaUy ORen 



B. If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
OAen Occasionaiiy Seldom Never 

C. Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat f i g h l ~  
Political Political Political Political 

2. Minirnize a com~etitor's accom~lishments. Erica has Iearned that Michelle, a 
competing salesperson, eamed the annual award for greatest number of new accounts. 
Erica is upset because she had hoped to win the award. Later, she cornplains to her sales 
manager that Michelle had received the award only because she held the highest growth 
temtory. 

A. How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionall y Often 

B. Ean individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
OAen Occasionaiiy Seldom Never 

C. Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat 
Political Political Political 

3.  Help others in order to ?et their help later. Margaret works as a civil engineer for 
a large firm. She realizes that getting priority treatment fiom production is critical to the 
early completion of her new project. Therefore, when she hears the production manager is 
organinng this year's charity carnpaign for the fïrm, she imrnediately visits him to offer her 
help in the carnpaign. 

A. How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
I 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionally Ofken 



B. If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

I 2 3 4 
Often Occasionally Seldom Never 

C. Based on the defhition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

I 2 
Not at aii S lightly 
Politicai Political 

3 
Somewhat 
Political 

4 
H M ~ Y  

Political 

4. Make others aware of your accomplishrnents. Jason works as a data entry 
operator for a large consulting finn. Due to a sta£üng shortage, he is temporarily assigned 
to another division in which he assirts in the reorganization of the division's resource 
library. While working at this division, Jason continues to meet with his s u p e ~ s o r  fiom 
data entry. During these informal meetings, Jason makes sure that he tells his supervisor 
about his most recent accomplishrnents. 

A. How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionally ORen 

B. If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionally Seldom Never 

C .  Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat 

Poiiticai Political 
m h l y  

Politicai Political 

5. Make a rival look bad. Dan works as a chemist in a large research lab. When 
reading the soon-to-be published shidy of a CO-worker, he notices a careless error in the 
analysis. He decides to keep quiet about the error although he knows it will be discovered 
once the study becomes public. 

A. How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never SeIdom Occasionally Often 



B. Ifan individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

I 2 3 4 
Often Occasiondy Seldom Never 

C. Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at all Slïghtly Somewhat 

Political 
H W Y  

Political PoLtical Political 

6 - Take credit for positive events that occur in your work moup. Sarah works as a 
social worker for a community outreach organization. Over the past six months, Sarah 
has worked on a project with another group of social workers. Sarah had been appointed 
project leader because of her seniority, but the bulk of the work was carried out by the 
other members of the group. The findigs of this project are to be presented to a 
colllfnittee of high-ranking community officiais. There is no set format for making a 
presentation to the cornmittee; however, Sarah informs the other social workers that she 
rnust present the hdings alone. 

A. How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionally OAen 

B. If an individuai wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionally Seldom Never 

C .  Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you beiieve this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at all S light ly Somewhat Highly 
Political Political Political Political 

7. Do oersonai favours. Joan works as a legal assistant for a srna11 law h, and is a 
capable employee. Joan's s u p e ~ s o r ,  Ann, never asks her to do personal favours. 
However, Joan ofken gets coffee for Ann, goes to the local delicatessen to pick up AM'S 
lunch, etc. 

A How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionally OAen 



B. If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionaily Seldom Never 

C. Based on the defmïtion of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at al1 Slightly Somewhat S ~ M Y  
Political Politicd Politizal Political 

8 Su~ri01-t the o~inions of others- even when vou disamee with them. Kathy works 
as a secretary in the sociology department of a small community college. Due to budget 
restrictions, the de partment must choose between purchasing a new photocopier or buying 
new chairs for several sociology professors. Her s u p e ~ s o r ,  the head of the department, 
makes it known that he believes the funds should be spent on new chairs. Kathy does not 
agree. However, when he solicits her opinion, she tells him that the money should be 
spent on the chairs, rather than on a new photocopier. 

A. How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionally Ofien 

B. If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 
Often Occasionally Seldom 

4 
Never 

C .  Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at al1 Slightly Somewhat Highl~ 
Political Political Political Political 

9. Withhold information. Robert works as a sales manager for a large retail chain. 
At the annual meeting, all sales managers outline their marketing strategies for the 
following year. However, when it is Robert's turn to make his presentation, he 
deliberately omits some key information. Robert wants to make sure that his innovative 
marketing plan cannot be used by anyone else. 



How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionally Ofien 

If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionaiiy Seldom Never 

Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how politicai do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat E&~Y 
Political Political Political Political 

Pretend to be interested in the personal life of others. Martin works as a research 
assistant for the govemment. Although Martin £kds Joanna, his supe~sor ,  rather boring, 
he pretends to be interested in Joanna's personal Me. For exarnple, last week, they taked 
at length about whether Joanna's oldest daughter should remain in pnvate school, and 
about where Joanna's family should go for their surnrner vacation. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never S eldom Occasionally OAen 

If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionally Seldom Never 

Based on the defhition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at d SLightly Somewhat Highl~ 
Political Political Political Political 

11. Act as a "model" employee when others are present. Travis works as a graphics 
assistant for an advertking agency. Travis takes advantage of the fact that his s u p e ~ s o r  
travels extensively and is seldom at the agency. For example, Travis often arrives for 
work somewhat later than he is supposed to, and leaves somewhat earlier. However, 
when his s u p e ~ s o r  is present, Travis becomes a perfect employee (e-g., he never takes 
longer than the established time for lunch, arrives at work early, etc.). 



How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionally O Aen 

Ifan individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionally Seldom Never 

Based on the def i t ion  of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

Z 2 3 3 
Not at all Siightly Somewhat ~ H Y  
Political PoliticaI Poiitical Political 

12. Issue compliments on persona1 appearance. even when they are not warranted. 
Cindy works as an administrative assistant for a large software firm. Cindy believes that 
her supervisor, Carol, possesses terrible taste in clothes. However, even when she is 
wearing the tackiest of outfits, Cindy never fails to compliment Carol on her appearance. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionally Often 

If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

I 2 3 4 
Ofien Occasionally Seldom Never 

Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Highl~ 
Political Political Politicai Political 

Not hllv commit vourself until ?ou know which side is "winning". Karen is an 
associate professor of psychology at a large university. During departmental meetings, 
heated exchanges often occur between individuals advocating dserent positions on a 
given issue. Karen, however, never completely commits herseif to one position. Thus, if 
something goes wrong, she can bend to the other side, escape any blarne, and in so doing, 
safeguard her promotion opporhinities. 



How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionaily Often 

Ifan individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionaliy Seldom Never 

Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you beiieve this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at all S lightly Somewhat f i g h l ~  
Poiitical Political Political Political 

Blame others when sornethinn vou are associated with eoes wrong. Man works 
as a bank teller. When a custorner c&iplains to Man's supervisor about his service, Allan 
imrnediately responds that the problem should be blarned on Joe, another teller at the 
bank Man reports that he is constantly helping Joe with his work and, thus, isn't able to 
focus on what he is supposed to be doing. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionally Often 

If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionally Seldorn Never 

Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at ail SLightly Somewhat E@Y 
Political Political Political Political 

15. Praise others on their accomplishments. even when you don't think the 
accomplishment are very impressive. Mindy works as an assistant policy analyst for the 
govemment. Her supervisor, Charles, recently received a certificate confirming that he 
had completed a series of management training courses. Mïndy took Charles out for lunch 
to celebrate his accomplishment, even though she didn't think that receiving a certifkate 
was very ïmpressive. 



A How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
I 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionally Often 

B. If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionally Seldom Never 

C .  Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at al1 Slightly Somewhat 
Political Political Political 

%MY 
Political 

16. Develo? stronn allies. AUison is a vice-president in a bank that appointed a new 
president earlier this year. It becarne evident the new president held a very different 
perspective on banking than Aiiison, and Mison began to fear that some innovative and 
popular services may be elirninated. Hence, for the past six months, AUison has been 
developing strong alliances with other vice-presidents who share her interests and feel 
similarly threatened. 

A. How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionally Often 

B. If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionaily Seldom Never 

C .  Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at ail Slightly Somewhat H g h l ~  
Politicai Political Political Political 

17. Use information to overwhelm others. Anthony works as a manager for a large 
plastics Company. He has to report to a senior committee on his recent decision 
conceming a change in supplier. He suspects the committee d l  not challenge a decision 
supported by volumes of information. Hence, he cornes to the meeting prepared to 
overwhelm the committee with graphs, tables, and calculations on the supplier's 
performance. 



How oflen do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom O ccasionally OAen 

I f  an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

I 2 3 4 
Often Occasionally Seldom Never 

Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at all Slightl y Somewhat 

Political Political Political PoliticaI 

Associate with influentid oeople. Paul owns a medicd supply company in a small 
corn muni^. His products are cornpetitive but he knows doctors cm easily use other 
suppliers located in the city nearby. To ensure that his company is successful, Paul 
socializes with influentid doctors in the comrnunity. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionally Often 

If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionally Seldom Never 

Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at aii Slightly Somewhat Highly 
Political Political Political Political 

19. Minimize the importance of nepative events. Mildred works as a secretary for a 
dental office. She accidentally erases a computer disk containing detailed information 
about approximately 75 patients. To correct the error, Mildred wiU have to locate each 
patient's chart and then reenter the patient's data on the computer, a procedure that will 
take many hours. However, when she informs her supervisor about the rnistake, she says 
that it wiU oniy take a "couple of hours" to correct. 



A. How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionally Often 

B. If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionally Seldom Never 

C. Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at alI Slightly Somewhat 

Political Political 
Eghly 

Political Political 

20. Selectivelv delav work for specific eain. Marsha works as a dietician for a large 
senior citizens' centre. She promises a CO-worker that she will assist him in preparing 
meal plans for several recently admitted clients. However, when her supervisor, Elizabeth, 
asks someone to consolidate the centre's computer files, Marsha volunteers. Marsha then 
tells her CO-worker that she is simply too busy to help him at this time. After ail, doing 
favours for her supervisor is more important than helping a CO-worker in distress. 

A. How often do you engage in this behaviour while workirig at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never SeIdom Occasiondy Oiten 

B. If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionally Seldom Never 

C .  Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at aii Slightly Somewhat H W Y  
Political Political Political Political 

2 1. Make sure vou have the neht image. Paula manages an engineering area largely 
responsible for low profile and production type functions. Yet, to be noticed in her 
Company, one needs a creative and exciting image. Upon hearing about it, she pushes to 
take a risky but innovative project in an attempt to change the image of herself and her 
area. 



A. How ofien do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldorn Occasiondy Often 

B. Ifan individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

I 2 3 4 
Often Occasionaliy Seldom Never 

C .  Based or. the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat 

Pol$ical 
m$ly 

Political Political Political 

22. Use persona1 relationshio with others. Linda works as a tax consultznt for a rnid- 
sized accounting £km. Recently, Linda recommended that a srnaIl research Company 
owned by her brother-in-law, John, be awarded the contract to conduct the accounting 
firm's annual evduation of its employees. Linda knows that with John at the helm, she is 
guaranteed a favourable employee evaiuation. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldorn Occasionaily Often 

Ifan individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
ORen Occasionally Seldorn Never 

Based on the dehition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

I 2 3 4 
Not at al1 Slightly Somewliat Q@Y 
Political Politicd Political Political 

Get others to emphasize your im ortance to the organization. Bob works as a 
counselior for a government-sponsored drug rehabilitation centre. He ofken uiforms his 
clients that, due to government cutbacks, many of the seMces he provides may be 
eliminated. Thus, Bob encourages clients to teil his superiors how much they value the 
seMces they receive. Bob knows that when clients do this, they WU invariably devote 
much of their conversation to praising hirn and the work he has done. As a result, Bob's 
s u p e ~ s o r s  will be remhded continually that he is a top-notch employee. 



How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasiondy OAen 

If an individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionally Seldom Never 

Based on the definition of office poiitics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat f ighl~ 
Political Political Political Political 

Get an exoert to s u ~ ~ o r t  o u r  oosition. Brian is a vice-president in a prosperous 
manufacturing fim. Currently, the executives are in the process of selecting the site for a 
new plant. î o  help them reach a decision, Brian hires a well-known consultant in the field 
whose beliefs give support to Brian's preferred choice for the site. 

A How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Occasionally Often 

B. lfan individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 
Often Occasionally Seldom 

C .  Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Highl~ 
Political Political Political Political 

25. Emphasize information to suooort vour case. Steve works as an advertiser for a 
large marketing h. He is preparuig a proposal for a new advertising campaign that he 
believes wiU help hirn gain a deserved promotion. Without in any way distorthg the facts 
or lying, he writes the report so as to emphasize that information which best supports his 
case. 



A. How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Never SeIdom Occasionally Ofken 

B. Ean individual wanted to engage in this behaviour, would he or she be able to do 
so in your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
Often Occasionaiiy Seldom Never 

C .  Based on the definition of office politics provided on page two, how political do 
you believe this behaviour is? 

1 2 3 4 
Not at all S lightly Somewhat f i g h l ~  
Political Political Political Political 

Part Two 

Please answer the following questions about yourself 

Sex (l-nide; 2-iemale) 

2. Present occupation (please fill in) 

3 .  In your present occupation, do you s u p e ~ s e  other employees? 
(l-yes; no=2) 

4. I f y s ,  
Please indicate how many employees you supervise 

Age (please fil1 in) 

6. .  Education level completed (please circle the HIGHEST level that applies to you) 

A. High school graduate 
B. Some coliege 
C. College graduate 
D. Some university 
E. University undergraduate degree 
F. Some graduate school 
G. Master's, Ph.D., M.D., or other advanced degree 
H. Other (please fill in) 



Part Three 

For questions 1 to 12, place the number which you 
feel is most appropriate beside each statement 

7 = always true 
6 = almost always true 
5 = usually hue  
4 = sometimes true 
3 = seldom true 
2 = almost never true 
1 = never true 

In social situations, 1 have the ability to alter my behaviour if1 feel 
that something else is called for. 

Where 1 work, there cm be little action taken until a s u p e ~ s o r  
approves a decision. 

1 have the ability to control the way I corne across to people, depending 
on the impression I wish to give them. 

Where 1 work, a person who wants to make his or her own decisions 
would be quickly discouraged. 

Where 1 work, even small matters have to be referred to someone 
higher up for a final answer. 

When 1 feel that the image 1 am portraying isn't working, 1 can 
readily change it to something that does. 

1 have trouble changing my behaviour to suit difFerent people and 
dserent situations. 

I have found that I can adjust my behaviour to meet the requirements 
of any situation in which 1 find myself. 

Even when it is to my advantage, 1 have difnculty putting up a good 
front. 

In my present job, I have to ask my boss before I do almost anything. 



11. Once 1 know what the situation c d s  for, it's easy for me to regulate my 
actions accordingly. 

12. hi my present job, any decision 1 make has to have the approval of my 
boss. 

Part Four 

The twenty-five vignettes described in Part One of this survey outline behaviours that may 
be viewed as examples of office politics. However, it is possible that certain behaviours 
were overlooked. Please take a minute or so to think about behaviours that you believe 
represent examples of office politics. These may be behaviours that you have performed 
yourself; behaviours that you have observed other employees perform; or behaviours that 
you believe "political playersy' use. Then, write these behaviours down in the space 
provided below. 

Please indicate in minutes: 

1. How long you took to fXl out the questionnaire 

Please indicate on a scale of 1 to 10 

2. How dficult you found the questionnaire to complete (l=not at al1 difficult; 
1 O=very dficult) 

Please indicate on a scale of I to 10 

3.  How useful you found the vignettes in understanding the beliaviour (l-liot at al1 
useful; lO=very useful) 

Thank you for your participation ! 



Appendix B 

Statement Version of the Ouestionnaire (Studv 1 )  

Part One 

Please read these instructions carefuliv 

The items presented below describe a series of work-related behaviours, each of 
which is underlined for your convenience. Three questions are presented below 
each item. 

The first question asks you to indicate whether you have engaged in behaviour 
similar to the one described, while working a t  your g-. 

The second question asks you to indicate whether you believe the behaviour 
described is relevant to your gresent iob. That is, if you wanted to engage in the 
behaviour described, wouid you be able to do sol  

The third question asks you to indicate whether you believe the behaviour described 
represents a form of off~ce politics. For the purpose of this study, office poiitics is 
defined as: any informa1 behaviour which individuals or groups engage in to 
enhance or protect their career. 

Al1 of your responses are anonymous and confidential. 
Therefore, please try to answer each question as honestly as possible. 

E x w e r a t e  the importance of a task . 
How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 

1 2 3 4 
"Never" "Seldom" "Occasionally" "Often" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"DeMt ely "Relevant on "Probably "Definitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'Wot at ail ''Slightly "Somewhat "Highl y 
Political" Politicai" Political" Political" 



Minimize a com~etitor's accorn~lishments. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present iob? 
1 2 3 4 

'mever" " Seldom" "Occasionally" Often" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

' 'D efinit el y "Relevant on "Probably "Dehitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'Wot at ail "Slightly "Somewhat "Highly 

Political" Political" Political" Political" 

H e i ~  others in order to vet their h e l ~  later. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Never" "Seldom" "Occasionally" "Often" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Definitely "Relevant on "Probably "Definitely 
Not Relevant7' Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an exarnple of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
"Not at al1 " S light 1 y "Somewhat "Highly 

Politicai" Political" Political" PoliticaI" 

Make others aware of your accom~iishments. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

'Wever" "S eldom" "Occasionall y'' "Often" 



Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Dennit ely "Relevant on 'Trobably "DeGtely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an exarnple of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'Wot at all "Slightly "Somewhat "Highly 
Political" PoliticàI" Political" Political" 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

'Wevef ' "Seldom" "Occasionally" "ORen" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Definitely "Relevant on "Probably "Defiinitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

I 2 3 4 
"Not at all "Slightly "Sornewhat "EghIy 
Political" Political" PoliticaI" Political" 

Take credit for oositive events that occur in vour work grouo. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Never" "S eldom" "Occasionally" "OAen" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Defuutely "Relevant on "Pro bably "Definitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 



Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'Wot at all "Slightly "S omewhat "Highly 

Political" Political" Political" Political" 

How often do you engage in this behaviocr while working at your present Job? 
I 2 3 4 

"Never' c'Seldom'~ c'OccasionalIy'' "ORen7' 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
Z 2 3 4 

"D efiniteiy "Relevant on "Probably "Definit ely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
"Not at all "Slightly "Somewhat "Xghly 

Political" Political" Political" Political" 

S u y o r t  the o inions of others. even when vou disaeree with thern. 

How ofien do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present iob? 
1 2 3 4 

'Wever" "Seldom" ccOccasionally" "Often" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

efinit ely "Relevant on "Probably "Definitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'Tot  at ail "Slightly "S omewhat f i g h l ~  

Political" Political" Political" PoliticaI" 



Withhold information. 

How ofken do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present iob? 
1 2 3 4 

"Never" "S eldom7' "Oc~asionally'~ "Often" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"DefiniteIy "Relevant on "Probably "Definitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an exarnple of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'mot at all " S lightly "S omewhat 'Hig hly 

Political" Politicai" Political" Politicaï' 

Pretend to be interested in the personal life of others. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

' Wever" "Seldom" "Occasionai~y" "Often" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

ccDefinitely "Relevant on "Probably "Definit el y 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'Wot at all "Slightly "Sornewhat "Highly 

Political" Political" Political" Political" 

Act as a c'model'' em~lovee when others are present. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

'Wever" "Seldom" c'Occasionally" "Often" 



Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

ccDefitely "Relevant on "Probably "Definitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 
'Not at aU "Slightly "Somewhat 

Politicai" Politicaï' Political" 

4 
"Highly 

Political" 

Issue compliments on  erso on al appearance. even when thev are not 
warran ted. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present lob? 
1 2 3 4 

cWever" "Seldom" "Occasionally" "Often" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Definitely "Relevant on "Probably "Definitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant7' 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 
'Wot at al1 "S lightly "Somewhat 
Political" Political" Political" 

4 
"Highl y 

Political" 

Not fullv commit vourseff until vou know which side is "winnin~". 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present iob? 
1 2 3 4 

'Never" "Seldom" ccOccasionally'7 "Often" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Definit ely ccReIevant on "Probably "Definit ely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevanty' Relevant" 



C .  Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an exarnple of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'mot at all " Slightly "Somewhat "Highl y 
Political" Political" Politicai" Political" 

14. Blame others when something vou are associateci with poes w r o n ~ .  

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present lob? 
1 2 3 4 

'Wever" "Seld~rn~~ "Occasionally" "Often" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Definitely "Relevant on "ProbabIy "Definitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'mot at all " Siightly "Sornewhat "Highly 
Political" Political" Political" Political" 

Praise others on their accom~lishments. even when you don't think the 
accom~~ishment are vew im~ressive. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present iob? 
1 2 3 4 

'Never" "Seldom" "Occasionally" "0fien7' 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Defhitely "Relevant on "Probably "Definitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions7' Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an exarnple of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'Nat at ali "SLightly "Somewhat "Highly 
Political" Politi~al~~ Political" Political" 



How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present -job? 
1 2 3 4 

cWever" "Seldom7' ccOccasionally'7 "Often" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Definit el y "Relevant on "Probably "D efinit el y 
Not Relevant7- Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'mot at ail "Shghtly "Somewhat "Highly 

Political" Politicai" Political" Political" 

Use information to overwhelm others. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present lob? 
1 2 3 4 

'Wever" "Seld~rn~~ "Occasionally" cc~f ten77 

Do you beiieve this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Defitely "Relevant on "ProbabIy "Definitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an exarnple of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'Wot at all "Slightly "Somewhat "Highl y 
Political" Political" Political" Political" 

Associate with influential ~ e o ~ l e .  

How ofien do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

' Wever" "Seldom" "Occasionallv" "OAen" 



B. Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Definïtely "Relevant on "Probably "Defmitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions7' Relevant" Relevant" 

C .  Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
"Not at alI "Slightly "Somewhat "Highiy 
Political" Political" Political" Political" 

19. Minimize the imoortance of negative events. 

A. How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present Job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Never" "Seldom7' "Occasionally" "0tten7' 

B. Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Definitely "Relevant on "Probably "Definitely 
Not Relevant" Few 0ccasions7~ Relevant" Relevant" 

C. Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
"Net at al1 "S  lightly "Somewhat "HigIily 

Political" Political" Political" Political" 

20. Selectivelv delav work for s~ecific gain. 

A How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

' Wever" ccSeldom" "Occasionally" "Ofien" 

B. Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Definitely "Relevant on "Probably "D efini t ely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 



Please indicate whether you believe t!.is behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'Wot rit aU "Shghtly "Sornewhat "Hig hly 
Politicaf" Political" Pofitical" Political" 

Make sure vou have the right i m a w  

How ofien do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present iob? 
1 2 3 4 

"Nevef' "Seldom" ccOccasionally" "Ofken" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Defmitely "Relevant on "Probably "Defkitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevanty' Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an exarnple of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 
T o t  at al1 "Slightly "Somewhat 
Political" Political" Political" 

4 
"Highl y 

Political" 

Use p ers on al relationship with others. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Never" "SeldomY7 "Occasionally" "Often" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Dennitely "Relevant on "Probably "Defhitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'Wot at al1 "Slightly "Somewhat "Hïghly 

Political" Political" Political" Political" 



23. Get others to em~hasize vour im~ortance to the owanization. 

How ofken do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

'Wevei' "Seldom" c'Occasionally" "Often" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Defitely "Relevant on "Probably "D efinit ely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

1 2 3 4 
'Wot at all "Slightly "Somewhat "Highly 
Political" Political" Political" PoliticaP' 

Get an expwt to s u ~ ~ o r t  vour ~osition. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

Tever" "Seldom7' ccOccasionally'7 "Often" 

Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Definitely "Relevant on "Probably "Definit el y 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of office 
politics. 

I 2 3 
'Wot at all "Slightly "Somewhat 

Politicai" Political" Political" 

4 
' Wighl y 

Political" 

Em~hasize information to sup~ort vour case. 

How often do you engage in this behaviour while working at your present iob? 
1 2 3 4 

Wever" "Seldom" c'Occasiondly" "OAen" 



B. Do you believe this behaviour is relevant to your present job? 
1 2 3 4 

"Dehitely "Relevant on "Probably "Definitely 
Not Relevant" Few Occasions" Relevant" Relevant" 

C .  Please indicate whether you believe this behaviour represents an example of oEce 
politics. 

1 2 3 
'Wot at al1 "Slightly "Somewhat 

Political" Political" Political" 

4 
"Highly 

Political" 

Part Two 

Please answer the following questions about yourself 

1. Sex (1 =male; 2qemale) 

2. Present occupation (please fil1 in) 

3.  In your present occupation, do you s u p e ~ s e  other employees? 
( l=yes; no=2) 

4. Age (please fill in) 

5. Education level completed (please circle the HIGHEST level that applies to you) 

A High school graduate 
B. Some college 
C. College graduate 
D. Some university 
E. University undergraduate degree 
F. Some graduate school 
G. Master's, Ph.D., M.D., or other advanced degree 
H. Other (please fil1 in) 



Part Three 

For questions 1 to 12, place the number which you 
feel is most appropriate beside each statement 

7 = always true 
6 = almost always true 
5 = usually true 
4 = sometimes tme 
3 = seldom true 
2 = almost never true 
1 = never true 

In social situations, 1 have the ability to alter my behaviour if 1 feel 
that something else is cailed for. 

Where 1 work, there can be Little action taken until a s u p e ~ s o r  
approves a decision. 

1 have the ability to control the way 1 corne across to people, depending 
on the impression 1 wish to give them. 

Where 1 work, a person who wants to make his or her own decisions 
would be quickly discouraged. 

Where 1 work, even small matters have to be referred to someone 
higher up for a final answer. 

When 1 feel that the image 1 am portraying isn't working, I can 
readily change it to something that does. 

1 have trouble changing my behaviour to suit different people and 
dierent situations- 

1 have found that 1 can adjust my behaviour to meet the requirements 
of any situation in which 1 fïnd myseif. 

Even when it is to my advantage, 1 have dificulty putting up a good 
front. 

In my present job, 1 have to ask my boss before 1 do almost anything. 



1 1. Once I know what the situation c a s  for, it's easy for me to regulate my 
actions accordingly. 

12. In my present job, any decision I make has to have the approval of my 
boss. 

Part Four 

The twenty-five vignettes described in this survey outline behaviows that may be viewed 
as exarnples of office poïrtics. However, it is possible that certain behaviours were 
overlooked. Please take a minute or so to think about behaviours that you believe 
represent exarnples of office politics. These may be behaviours that you have performed 
yourself; behaviours that you have observed other employees perform; or behaviours that 
you believe "political players" use. Then, write these behaviours down in the space 
provided below. 

Thank you for your participation ! 



Appendk C 

Personal Attributes Ouestionnaire 

The items below consist of a pair of characteristics, with the letters A through E in 
between. For example: Not at ail artistic A .......... B. ......... CC.. ..cc. ..DDDD --... E Very 
artistic. 

Each pair describes contradictory characteristics - that is, an individual cannot be 
both at the same t h e ,  such as very artistic and not at ail artistic. The letters form a scale 
between the two extremes. 

For each pair of characteristics, please select a letter which corresponds to 
whereyou befieve an eemployee should fail if he or she is to be competent in the 
occupation descrïbed above. For example, ifyou think employees in Occupation X do 
not need to possess any artistic ability in order to be competent in that job, you would 
choose A. Ifyou think employees in Occupation X must possess artistic ability in order to 
perform the job competently, you would choose E. 

Not at ail independent 

Not at al1 emotional 

Very passive 

Not at al1 able to devote 
self cornpletely to others 

Very rough 

Not at al1 heIpM to 
O thers 

Not alI cornpetitive 

Not at ail kind 

Not at al1 aware of feelings 
of others 

Very independent 

Very emotional 

Very active 

Able to devote self 
completely to others 

Very gentle 

Very helpful to 
others 

Very cornpetitive 

Very kind 

Very aware of feelings 
of others 

10. Can make decisions Has nifficulty making 
........ ........ ........ easiiy A B C DDDDDDDDDE decisions 

........ ........ ........ 1 1. Gives up very easily A B C DDDDDDDDDE Never gives up e a d y  



........ ........ ........ 12. Not at al1 self-confident A B C DDDDDDDDDE Very self-confident 

........ ........ ........ 13 - Feels very infenor A B C DDDDDDDDDE Feels very superior 

14. Not al1 understanding Vexy understanding 
........ ........ ........ of others A B C DDDDDDDDDE of others 

15. Very cold in relation Very wann in relation 
........ ........ ........ to oihers A B C in others 

16. Goes to pieces under 
........ ........ ........ pressure A B C DDDDDDDDDE 

Stands up well under 
pressure 

Items 1, 3, 7, 10, 1 1, 12, 13, and 16 represent agency (the M subscale). Items 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 
9, 14, and 15 represent communion (the F subscale). For scoring purposes A=l, B=2, 
C=3, D=4, and E=5. Higher scores on the M and F subscales denote higher levels of 
agency and communion, respectively. 



Enelish Version of Questionnaire (Study 2) 

Dear Participant: 

1 am writing to request your assistance in cornplethg the enclosed questionnaire. My 
narne is Wendy E. O'Connor and I am a Ph-D. candidate at Carleton University. The data 
coliected for this study wilI assist in the completion of my Doctoral Dissertation. The 
enciosed questionnaire asks your opinions about a number of employee attitudes and 
behaviours. As a participant, you will be asked a number of questions pertaining to job 
satisfaction, career interests and motivation, and various other work interests. You will 
also be asked to provide dernographic information such as your sex and age. The 
questionnaire will take ap proxirnately one hour to complete. 

Your participation is strictly voluntary. Any questions that you do not wish to answer 
may be omitted. You rnay choose to withdraw fiom this survey at any tirne, and you rnay 
do so without reason or consequence. Zt should also be noted that your responses are 
anonyrnous and confidential. Therefore, please try to answer each question as honestly as 
possible. To safeguard your anonymity, your name should not appear anywhere on this 
questionnaire. A separate consent form, which requires your name and signature, has 
been included. The consent form is kept separate f?om your responses. 

The following people are involved in this research, and may be contacted at any tirne: 
Wendy E. O'Connor (Principal Investigator, Department of Psychology, Carleton 
University, 613-520-2600 extension 2683) and Dr. K. Matheson (Faculty SupeMsor, 
Department of Psychology, Carleton University, 6 13-520-26OO extension 75 13). 

This project has been approved by the Ethics Review Cornmittee at Carleton University. 
However, ifyou have any concems about the ethics of this study, do not hesitate to 
contact Dr. M. Gick (Department of Psychology, Ethics Cornmittee, 6 13-520-2600 
extension 2664). 

There are no physical or psychological risks in this study. However, if you experience 
undue stress as a result of completing this questionnaire, please contact the Ottawa 
Distress Centre at 6 13-23 8-33 1 1. 

Ifyou choose to participate in this study, a prompt response would be greatly appreciated. 
Researchers from Carleton University will be situated at vanous RCMP buildings on 

Monday, October 20th and Tuesday, October 21st to collect the questionnaires. A report 
outlinhg the major hdings of the study wili be made available through your department. 

THANK YOU IN ADVANCE FOR YOUR COOPERATION. 



***** 
"Dinner For Two" Contest 

If you would like your name to be placed in a draw to wui a "DINNER FOR TWO" at 
the PELICAN GRILL, 1500 Bank Street ($75.00 value), please use the following 
coding system to construct your personal identincation number. Your personal 
identification number consists of the last five digits of your home telephone number 
followed by (in order) the number of brothers and sisters you have. For exarnple, if 
your telephone number is 737-8028 and you have O brothers and 2 sisters, your personal 
identification number would be: 7 8 O 2 8 O 2. Using these instructions, please 
write your personal identification number in the fine provided below: 

For verification as a prïze winner of the "Dinner For Two" contest, you must 
remember your persona1 identification number. 

INFORMED CONSENT: PLEASE SIGN AND REMOVE THE BOTTOM 
PORTION OF THIS PAGE AND ENCLOSE IT IN A SEALED, UNMARKED 
ENVELOPE, 

I have read the above description of the study concerning employee work attitudes and 
behaviours. The data in the study may be used in research. My signature indicates that 1 
agree to participate in the study, and this in no way constitutes a waiver of my rights. 
Furthemore, 1 grant Wendy O'Connor permission to use my data in her Doctoral 
Dissertation or in other research projects, with the proviso that my anonyrnity be 
protected. 

Narne (please print): 
Signature: 
Date: 



FOR QUESTIONS 1 TO 31, PLACE TEE NUMBER WHICH YOU 
FEEL IS MOST APPROPRIATE BESIDE EACH STATEMENT 

5 = strongly agree 
4 = moderately agree 
3 = neither agree nor disagree 
2 = moderately disagree 
1 = strongly disagree 

Favounfism rather than ment determines who gets ahead around here. 

There is no place for yes-men or yes-women around here; good ideas are 
desired even when it means disagreeing with supenors. 

You can get dong here by being a nice person, regardless of the quality 
of your work. 

Employees are encouraged to speak out fiankly even when they are 
critical of weli-established ideas. 

There are "cliques" or "in-groups" which hinder the effectiveness 
around here- 

It normally takes only a couple of months for new employees to figure 
out who they should not cross around here. 

You can usually get what you want around here ifyou know the nght 
person to ask. 

When objective standards are not specified, it is comrnon to see many 
people trying to define standards to meet their needs. 

There has always been an influentid group in this departmentidivision 
that no one ever crosses. 

Generally, people who have left this organization did so because they 
realized that just working hard was not enough to get ahead. 

People here usually don? speak up for fear of retaliation by others. 

12. Rewards corne only to those who work hard in this organization. 



It seems that the individuals who are able to corne through in times of 
crisis or uncertainty are the ones who get ahead. 

As long as the actions of others don't directly affect me, 1 don't care 
what they do. 

When my s u p e ~ s o r  communicates with me, it is to make him or herself 
look better, not to help me. 

The old saying that the "squeaky wheel gets the grease" really works 
around here when resources are distributed- 

People who are willing to voice their opinion seem to do "bette? here 
than those who don't. 

Promotions in this department generally go to top performers. 

My CO-workers help themselves, not others. 

I have seen people deliberately distort information requested by others 
for purposes of persona1 gain, either by withholding it or by selectively 
reporting it. 

Managers in this organization often use the selection system to hire oniy 
people that can help them in their future or who see things the way they do. 

People in this organization often use the selection system to hire only 
people that can help them in their future or who see things the way they do. 

Pay and promotion policies are generally communicated in this Company. 

1 have seen changes made in policies here that only serve the purposes of 
a few individuals, not the work unit or the organization. 

Overall, the rules and policies around here concerning promotion and 
pay are specific and well-dehed. 

The mles and policies concerning promotion and pay are fair; it is how 
s u p e ~ s o r s  carry out the policies that is unfair and self-serving. 

When you need help at work, you can always rely on a CO-worker to 
lend a hand. 



28. Connections with other departments/divisions are very helpful when it 
cornes time to cal1 in a favour. 

29. Whereas a lot of what rny s u p e ~ s o r  does around here appears to be 
directed at helping employees, it is actually intended to 
protect himseWherself 

30. The performance appraisal ratings people receive from their supervisors reflect 
the supervisors' "own agendayy rather than the actual performance of the employee. 

3 1. If coworkers offer to iend some assistance, it is because they expect to get 
something out of it, not because they really care. 

FOR QUESTTONS 32 TO 36, PLACE THE NUMBER WHICH YOU 
FEEL IS MOST APPROPRIATE BESlDE EACH STATEMENT 

5 = very accurate 
4 = somewhat accurate 
3 = don't know 
2 = somewhat inaccurate 
1 = very inaccurate 

32. The department I work for has a large number of written mles and policies. 

33. A "rules and procedures" manual exists and is readily available within my 
department. 

34. There is a complete written job description for most jobs in my department. 

35. The department 1 work for keeps a written record of nearly everyone's job 
performance. 

36. There is a formal orientation programme for most new members of my 
department. 



FOR QUESTION 37. PLEASE THINK OF YOUR PRESENT WORK. WHAT IS 
IT LIKE MOST OF THE TIME? IN TEIF, BLANK BESIDE EACH WORD 

LISTED BELOW WIUTE: 

Y for TES" if it describes your work, 
N for "NO" if it does NOT describe your work, or 
DK for "Don't Know" if you cannot decide. 

WORK ON M Y  PRESENT JOB 

37. Fascinating Tiresorne 

Routine 

Satisfjing 

Boring 

Good 

Creative 

Respected 

Hot 

Usefiil 

Heaithfùl 

ChalIenging 

On your feet 

Fmstrating 

Simple 

Endless 

Pleasant 

Gives sense of 
accomplishrnent 

FOR QUESTLON 38, PLEASE THINK OF YOUR PRESENT PAY. HOW WELL 
DOES EACH OF THE FOLLOWING WORDS DESCRIBE YOUR PRESENT 
PAY? IN THE BLPLNK BESIDE EACH WORD LISTED BELOW WRITE: 

Y for TES" if it describes your present pay, 
N for "NO" if it does NOT describe your present pay, or 
DK for "Don't Know" if you cannot decide. 

MY PRESENT PAY 

38. Incorne adequate for normal expenses Bad 

S atisfactory profit sharing Insecure 

Barely live on income Highly paid 

Income provides luxuries Underpaid 

Less than I deserve 



FOR QUESTION 39, PLEASE OF THE OPPORTUNITES FOR 
PROMOTION THAT YOU HAVE NOW. HOW WELL DOES EACH OF THE 
FOLLOWING WORDS DESCRIBE THESE? IN TEE BLANK BESIDE EACH 
WORD LISTED BELOW %QUTE: 

Y for "YES" if it descnbes your opportunities for promotion, 
N for "NO" if it does NOT describe them, or 
DK for ''Don't Knowy' if you cannot decide. 

MY OPPORTUNITIES FOR PROMOTION 

39. Good oppominities for promotion Dead-end job 

Opportunity somewhat iimited Mequent Promotions 

Promotion on ability Regular Promotions 

Good chance for promotion Unfair promotion policy 

Fairly good chance for promotion 

FOR QUESTION PLEASE THINK OF TEE KIND OF SUPERVISION 
THAT YOU GET ON YOUR JOB, HOW WELL DOES EACH OF THE 

FOLLOWING WORDS DESCRIBE TBl[S SIJBERWSION? IN THE BLANK 
BESIDE EACH WORD LISTED BELOW WRITE: 

Y for "YES" if it describes the supervision you get on your job, 
N for "NO" if it does NOT describe it or 
DK for ''Don't Know" if you cannot decide. 

SUPERVISION ON M.Y PRESENT JOB 

40. Asks my advice 

Hard to please 

Impolite 

Praises good work 

Tactfbl 

Influentid 

Up-to-date 

Doesn't supervise enough 

Teus me where 1 stand 

b o y i n g  

Stubbom 

Knows job weli 

Bad 

Intelligent 

Leaves me on my own 

Around when needed 

Quick tempered L a z ~  



FOR QUESTION 4l, PLEASE TEINK OF TECE MAJORITY OF PEOPLE TaAT 
YOU WORK UlTH NOW. HOW m L L  DOES EACH OF TEiE FOLLOWING 

WORDS DESCRLSE THESE PEOPLE? IN TEIE BLANK BESIDE EACH WORD 
LISTED BELOW WRITE: 

Y for cbYES" if it describes the people you work with, 
N for "NO" if it does NOT describe them, or 
DK for "DonYt Know" if you cannot decide. 

EOPLE ON MY PRESENT JOB 

4 1. Stimulating 

B o ~ g  

Slow 

Ambitious 

Stupid 

Fast 

Easy to make enemies 

Talk too much 

Smart 

Lazy 

Unpleasant 

No privacy 

Active 

Narrow interests 

Loyal 

Hard to meet 

FOR QUESTION 4, PLEASE TBINK OF YOUR JOB IN GENERAL. WHAT IS 
IT L m  MOST OF THE TIMlE? IN T'EE BLANK BESIDE EACH WORD 

LISTlED BELOW WRITE: 

Y for T E S "  if it describes your job, 
N for "NO" if it does NOT describe your job, or 
DK for "Don't Knowy' if you caonot decide. 

MY JOBy IN GENERAL 

42. Pleasant 

Worthwhile 

Betîer than most 

Bad 



Acceptable 

Like to leave 

Good 

Enj O yable 

hadequate 

Rotten 

Ideal 

184 

Poor 

Waste of tirne 

Undesirable 

Makes me content 

Excellent 

Disagreeable 

FOR QUESTIONS 43 TO 129, PLACE THE NCTMBER WmCH YOU 
FEEL IS MOST APPROPRIATE BESIDE EACH STATEMENT 

5 = strongly agree 
4 = moderately agree 
3 = neither agree nor disagree 
2 = moderately disagree 
1 = strongly disagree 

1 do not feel like "part of the family" at my organization. 

It would be hard for me to leave my organization right now, even $1 wanted to. 

1 really feel as if this organization's problems are my own. 

1 feel that 1 have too few options to consider leaving this organization. 

1 do not feel "emotionally attached" to this organization. 

Too much in my life would be disrupted i f 1  decided I wanted to leave rny 
organization now. 

This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 

1 do not believe that a person must always be loyal to his or her organization. 

I am not a b i d  of what rnight happen i f1  quit my job without having another 
one lined up. 



1 thhk that 1 could easily become as attached to another organization as 1 am 
to this one. 

One of the major reasons 1 continue to work for this organization is that 1 believe 
that loyalty is important and therefore feel a sense of moral obligation to remain. 

It wouldn't be too costly for me to leave my organization now. 

Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as desire. 

1 enjoy discussing my organization with people outside of it. 

Things were better in the days when people stayed with one organization for most 
of their careers. 

One of the major reasons 1 continue to work for this organization is that Ieaving 
would require considerable persona1 sacrifice -- another organization may not 
match the overail benefits 1 have here. 

1 think that people these days move nom cornpany to company too often. 

1 do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization. 

Jumping fiom organization to organization does not seem at al1 unethical to me. 

1 would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization. 

I f 1  received another offer for a better job elsewhere 1 would not feel it was right to 
leave rny organization. 

I was taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to one organization. 

One of the few serious consequences of leavhg this organization would be the 
scarcity of available alternatives. 

1 do not think that wanting to be a "company man" or "cornpany woman" is 
sensible anymore. 

A job is what you make of it. 

On most jobs, people can pretty much accomplish whatever they set out to 
accomplish. 



186 

Ifyou know what you want out of a job, you can h d  a job that gives it to you. 

Ifemployees are unhappy with a decision made by their boss, they should 
do something about it. 

Getting the job you want is mostly a matter of luck. 

Making money is pritnarily a matter of good fortune. 

Most people are capable of doing their jobs well if they make the effort. 

In order to get a really good job you need to have family members or fnends in 
high places. 

Promotions are usudy a matter of good fortune. 

When it cornes to landing a really good job, who you know is more important 
than what you know. 

Promotions are given to empioyees who perform well on the job. 

To make a lot of money you have to know the right people. 

It takes a lot of luck to be an outstanding employee on most jobs. 

People who perform their jobs well generally get rewarded for it. 

Most employees have more influence on their s u p e ~ s o r s  than they think they do. 

The main dBerence between people who make a lot of money and people who 
rnake a Lttle money is luck. 

There is no excuse for iying to someone else 

Honesty is the best policy in al1 cases. 

When you ask someone to do something for you, it is best to give the real reasons 
for wanting it rather than giving reasons which carry more weight. 

AU in dl, it is better to be humble and honest than to be important and dishonest. 

It is wise to flatter important people. 



The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want to hear. 

Most people who get ahead in the world lead clean, moral Lives. 

It is possible to be good in all respects. 

Most people are basically good and kind. 

Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble. 

It is safest to assume that all people have a vicious streak and it will corne out 
when they are given a chance. 

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

One should take action only when sure it is morally right. 

The biggest dserence between most criminals and other people is that the 
criminals are stupid enough to get caught. 

Generaily speaking, people won't work hard unless they're forced to do so. 

Most people are brave. 

It is hard to get ahead without cutting corners here and there. 

People suffering tiom incurable diseases should have the choice of being put 
painlessly to death. 

Most people forget more easily the death of a parent than the loss of their 
ProPertY - 

Barnum was wrong when he said that there's a sucker bom every minute. 

Novelty has a great appeal to me. 

1 crave excitement. 

It's a wonderful feeling to sit surrounded by your possessions. 

There are few things more sa t i swg than splurging on something - books, 
dothes, fùrniture, etc. 



Only the desire to achieve great things will bring one's mind into fidl activity. 

Nothing is worse than in offensive odour. 

In most conversations, 1 tend to bounce fiom topic to topic. 

I reaiiy envy the individual who can wak up to anybody and tell the person off to 
his or her face. 

I could really shock people if 1 said all of the dllty t h g s  1 think. 

There are few more miserable experiences than going to bed night after night 
knowing you are so upset that worry will not let you sleep. 

1 tend to make decisions on the spur of the moment. 

Little things upset me. 

Drop reminders of yourselfwherever you go and your life's trail will be well 
remembered. 

1 like nothing better than having breakfast in bed. 

My mood is easily iduenced by the people around me. 

it is always better to trust the judgement of the proper authorities in governrnent 
and religion than to listen to the noisy rabble-rousers in Our society who are trying 
to create doubt in people's minds. 

People should pay less attention to the Bible and the other old traditional forms 
of religïous guidance and instead develop their own persona1 standards of what is 
mord and immoral. 

It is important to protect fully the rights of radicals and deviants. 

Tree  speech" means that people should even be allowed to make speeches and 
write books urging the overthrow of the governrnent. 

Some of the worst people in our country nowadays are those who do not respect 
Our flag, Our leaders, and the normal way things are supposed to be done. 

In these troubled times, laws have to be enforced without mercy, especidy when 
dealing with the agitators and revolutionaries who are stining things up. 



124. The self-righteous "forces of law and order" threaten freedom in Our country 
a lot more than most of the groups they c l ah  are "radical" and "godless." 

125. Ifa child starts becoming unconventional and disrespectfùl of authority, it is his or 
her parents' duty to get him or her back to the normal way. 

126. In the final andysis, the established authorities, Wre parents and Our national 
leaders, generally turn out to be right about t h g s ,  and ali the protestors don7t 
know what they are talking about. 

127. A lot of our rules regardhg modesty and sexual behaviour are just customs which 
are not necessarily any better or holier than those which other people follow. 

128. The real ke s to the "good W' are obedience, discipline, and sticking to the B straight an narrow. 

129. It is best to treat dissenters with leniency and an open rnind, since new ideas are 
the Weblood of progressive change. 

FOR QUESTIONS 130 TO 142, PLACE THE NUMBER WHICH YOU 
m E L  IS MOST APPROPRIATE BESIDE EACH STATEMENT 

130. It is sometirnes hard for me to go on with my work $1 am not encouraged. 

13 1 .  1 sometirnes feel resentfùl when 1 don? get my way. 

132. On a few occasions, 1 have given up doing somethhg because 1 thought too little 
of my ability. 

133. There have been times when 1 felt Like rebelling against people in authority even 
though I knew they were right. 

134. No matter who I'm talking to, I'rn always a good Listener. 

135. There have been occasions when 1 took advantage of someone. 

136. I'm always willing to admit it when 1 make a rnistake. 

137. 1 sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. 

138- 1 am always courteous even to people who are disagreeable. 

139. 1 am never annoyed when people express ideas v e v  different from my own. 

140. There have been times when 1 was quite jealous of the good fortune of others. 

141. 1 am sometimes irritated by people who ask favours of me. 



142. 1 have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's feelings. 

FOR QUESTIONS 143 TO 145, PLACE THE NUMBER WEiICH YOU 
FEEL IS MOST APPROPRIATE BESIDE EACH STATEMENT 

5 = very often 
4 = often 
3 = sometimes 
2 = rareIy 
1 = never 

143. How much are you left on your own to do your own work? 

144. To what extent are you able to act independently of your s u p e ~ s o r  in performing 
your job function? 

145. To what extent are you able to do your job independently of others? 

FOR QUESTIONS 146 TO 150, P U C E  THE NUMBER WHICH YOU 
FEEL IS MOST APPROPRIATE BESlDE EACH STATEMENT 

7 = always 
6 = almost always 
5 = usually 
4 = sometimes 
3 = seldom 
2 = almost never 
1 = never 

146. I seek an active role in the leadership of a group. 

147. 1 avoid trying to innuence those around me to see things my way. 

148. 1 find myself organizing and directing the activities of others. 

149. 1 stnve to gain more control over the events around me at work. 

150. 1 strive to be "in command" when 1 am working in a group. 



FOR QUESTIONS 151 TO 153, PLACE THE NUMBER WHICH YOU 
FEEL IS MOST APPROPRIATE BESIDE EACH STATEMENT 

5 = my job gives me a maximum amount 
4 = my job gives me a substantial amount 
3 = my job gives me a moderate amount 
2 = rny job gives me a smaii amount 
1 = my job gives me a minimum amount 

15 1. The fieedom to do pretty much what 1 want. 

152. The opportunity for independent thought and action. 

153. The ability to control the Pace of my work. 

FOR QUESTIONS 154 TO 165, PLACE THE NUMBER WHICH 
YOU FEEL IS MOST APPROPRIATE BESIDE EACH STATEMENT 

5 = to a very great extent 
4 = to a great extent 
3 = to some extent 
2 = to a little extent 
1 = to a very little extent 

154. To what extent is the organization generaliy quick to use improved work methods? 

155. To what extent does this organization have goals and objectives that are both 
clear and reasonable? 

156. To what extent are work activities sensibly organized in this organization? 

157. In this organization, to what extent are decisions made at levels where the most 
adequate and accurate information is available? 

158. How adequate is the information your work group gets about what is going on 
in other departments or units? 

159. To what extent does this organization tell your work group what it needs to know 
to do the best possible job? 

160. How much does this organization try to improve working conditions? 



How receptive are people above p u r  supervisor to ideas and suggestions coming 
fiom your work group? 

To what extent does this organization have a real interest in the w e k e  and 
overall satisfaction of those who work here? 

To what extent are there things about working here (such as policies, practices, 
or conditions) that encourage you to work hard? 

When decisions are being made, to what extent are the persons affected asked 
for their ideas? 

People at al1 levels of an organization usually have know-how that could be of 
use to decision makers. To what extent is information widely shared in this 
organization so that those who make decisions have access to such knowledge? 

FOR QUESTIONS 166 TO 183, PLEASE INDICATE HOW OFTEN 
YOU ENGAGE IN THE BEHAVIOUR DESCRIBED IN EACH VIGNETTE 

4 = 1 often engage in this behaviour 
3 = 1 sometimes engage in this behaviour 
2 = I rareiy engage in this behaviour 
1 = I never engage in this behaviour 

166. Help others in order to get their help later- Margaret works as a civil engineer for 
a large hn. She realizes that getting pnority treatment f?om production is critical to the 
early completion of her new project. Therefore, when she h e m  the produaion manager 
is organiting this year's charity campaign for the fi- she irnmediately visits him to offer 
her help in the campaign. 

167. Make others aware of p u r  accomplishment~- Jason works as a data entry 
operator for a large consulting h. Due to a staning shortage, he is temporarily assigned 
to another division in which he assists in the reorganization of the division's resource 
library. While working at this division, Jason continues to meet with his supervisor from 
data entry. Dunng these informal meetings, Jason makes sure that he tells his supervisor 
about his most recent accompiishrnents. 

168. Make a rival Iook bad- Dan works as a researcher in a large chemistry lab. When 
reading the soon-to-be pubiished study of a CO-worker, he notices a careiess error in the 
analysis. He decides to keep quiet about the error although he knows it will be discovered 
once the study becomes public. 



169. Su~port the o~inions ofothers. even when vou disagree with them- Kathy works 
as a secretary in the sociology department of a srnali comrnunity college. Due to budget 
restrictions, the department must choose between purchasing a new photocopier or buying 
new chairs for several sociology professors. Her supervisor, the head of the department, 
makes it known that he believes the funds should be spent on new chairs. Kathy does not 
agree. However, when he sclicits her opinion, she tells hirn that the money should be 
spent on the chairs, rather than on a new photocopier. 

170. Withhold information- Elizabeth works as a sales manager for a large retail chain. 
At the annual meeting, ail sales managers ou the  their marketing strategies for the 
following year. However, when it is Elizabeth's tum to make her presentation, she 
deliberately omits some key information. Elizabeth wants to make sure that her innovative 
marketing plan cannot be used by anyone else. 

171. Pretend to be interested in the persona1 life of others- Martin works as a research 
assistant for the government. Although Martin h d s  Joanna, his supervisor, rather boring, 
he pretends to be interested in Joanna's personal Lfe. For example, last week, they talked 
at length about whether Joanna's oldest daughter should remain in private school, and 
about where Joanna's family should go for their sumrner vacation. 

172. Act as a "model" employee when others are present- Travis works as a graphics 
assistant for an advertising agericy. Travis takes advantage of the fact that his supervisor 
travels extensively and is seldom at the agency. For example, Travk ofien arrives for 
work somewhat later than he is supposed to, and leaves somewhat earlier. However, 
when his supervisor is present, Travis becomes a perfect employee (e-g., he never takes 
longer than the established time for lunch, arrives at work early, etc.). 

173. Issue compliments on personal appearance. even when th- are not warranted- 
Cindy works as an administrative assistant for a large software firm. Cindy believes that 
her s u p e ~ s o r ,  Carol, possesses temble taste in clothes. However, even when she is 
wearing the tackiest of outfits, Cindy never fails to compliment Carol on her 
appearance. 

174. Not fully commit yourself until you know which side is "winning- Karen is a 
nurse at a large hospital. During stafïmeetings, heated exchanges often occur between 
individuals advocating dEerent positions on a given issue. Karen, however, never 
completely cornmits herself to one position. Thus, if something goes wrong, she cm bend 
to the other side, escape any blame, and in doing so, safeguard her promotion 
oppominities. 



175. Praise others on their accornplishments. even when you don't think the 
accomplishments are verv im ressive- Mùidy works as an assistant policy analyst for the 
government. Her supervisor, Charles, recently received a certificate confirming that he 
had completed a series of management training courses. Mindy took Charles out for lunch 
to celebrate his accomplishrnent, even though she didn't think that receiving a certificate 
was very impressive. 

176. Develop strone allies- AUison is a vice-president in a bank that appointed a new 
president earlier this year. It becarne evident the new president held a very different 
perspective on banking than f i s o n ,  and Allison began to fear that some innovative and 
popular seMces may be elïminated. Hence, for the past six months, Allison has been 
developing strong alliances with other vice-presidents who share her interests and feel 
similarly t hreatened. 

177. Use information to ovewhelm others- Anthony works as a manager for a large 
plastics company. He has to report to a senior committee on his recent decision 
conceming a change in supplier. He suspects the cornmittee wili not challenge a decision 
supported by volumes of information. Hence, he comes to the meeting prepared to 
ovenvhelm the cornmittee with graphs, tables, and calculations on the supplier's 
performance. 

178. Associate with influential people- Paul owns a medical supply company in a small 
cornmunity. His products are cornpetitive but he knows doctors can easily use other 
suppliers located in the city nearby. To ensure that his Company is successful, Paul 
socializes with influential doctors in the comrnunity. 

179. Selectivel~ delav work for s~ecific min- Marsha works as a dietician for a large 
senior citizens' centre. She promises a CO-worker that she will assist him in preparing 
meal plans for several recently admitted clients. However, when her supervisor, Jackie, 
asks someone to consolidate the centre's cornputer files, Marsha volunteers. Marsha then 
tells her CO-worker that she is too busy to help him at this time. M e r  dl, doing favours 
for her supervisor is more important than helping a CO-worker in distress. 

180. Make sure ?ou have the ri& image- Paul supervises an engineering area largely 
responsible for low profle and production type functions. Yet, to be noticed in this 
company, one needs a creative and exciting image. Upon heanng about it, he pushes to 
take a risky but innovative project in an attempt to change the image of himself and his 
area. 



18 1. Use persona1 relationship with others- Linda works as a tax consultant for a mid- 
sized accounting £hm. Recently, Linda recommended that a small research Company 
owned by her brother-in-law, John, be awarded the contract to conduct the accounting 
firm's annual evaluation of its employees. Linda knows that with John at the helm, she is 
guaranteed a favourable employee evaluation. 

182. Get others to emphasize your im ortance to the organization- Bob works as a 
counsellor for a goverment-sponsored dmg rehabilitation centre. He ofien informs his 
clients that, due to government cutbacks, many of the services he provides may be 
elimïnated. Thus, Bob encourages clients to tell his supenors how much they value the 
services they receive. Bob knows that when clients do this, they wifi devote much of 
their conversation to praising him and the work he has done. As a result, Bob7s 
supervisors will be remhded continually that he is a top-notch employee. 

183. Getanex~ert tosup ort your position- Brian is a vice-president in a prosperous 
manufachiring h. Currently, the executives are in the process of selecting the site for a 
new plant. To help them reach a decision, Brian hires a well-known consultant in the field 
whose beliefs give support to Bnan's preferred choice for the site. 

FOR QUESTIONS 184 TO 199, PLEASE FOLLOW 
THE INSTRUCTIONS PROVIDED FOR EACH QUESTION. 

Sex (l-uiale; S=femaIe) 

Age (please fdl in) 

Relationship Status (please circle one) 

A. Single 
B. Cohabiting (living together) 
C. Mamed 
D. Separated 
E. Divorced 
F. Widowed 

Please indicate the type of position you occupy: (e-g., CR4; PM-6; FSLS-4) 

Regular member Rank Length of service 

Civilian member Job classification Length of senrice 

Public Servant (PS)- Job classification Length of service (RCMF') (PS) 



In the appropnate category, please specify the type of position you occupy: 

Directo rate: Occupation/Profession: 

Manager Non-Manager 

SupeMsor Non-Supervisor: 

Please indicate the number of years that you were employed with your previous 
employer. 

Please indicate the number of years that you have been employed with your 
present employer (RCMP). 

Please indicate the number of years that you have been employed in your present 
occupation. 

Please indicate the number of promotions with current employer (RCMP). 

Please indicate the number of promotions in you career excluding those with 
current employer. 

Education level completed: (please circle one) 

A. Grade school 
B. High school graduate 
C. Some college 
D. CoiIege graduate 
E. Some university 
F. University undergraduate degree 
G. Some graduate school 
H. Master's degree 
1. Ph.D., M.D., or other advanced degree 
J. Other @lease fil in) 

Do you have children? 

Yes no (ifno, please go to question- # 197) 

If yes, 
How many children do you have under 6 years of age? 



197. Yearly salary: (please circfe one) 

198. W i t b  your family what birth position do you hold? (please circle one) 

A. An oniy child 
B. First born 
C .  Born second, but not last 
D. Born third or later, but not iast 
E. Born last 

199. What is your ethnicity? (please circle one) 

A. Caucasian 
B. Afncan Canadian 
C .  Asian 
D. First Nations 
E. Other 



Appendix E 

French Version of Ouestionriaire (Shidy 2) 

Cher (ère) participant(e) : 

Je vous écris pour soliciter votre aide. J'effectue une enquête que représente le 
questionnaire ci-inclus et aurais besoin que vous la complétiez. Mon nom est Wendy E. 
O'Connor et je suis candidate au doctorat à l'université Carleton. Les données obtenues 
pour cette enquête formeraient la base de ma thèse de doctorat. Le questionnaire ci-inclus 
sonde votre opinion concernant les attitudes et comportements des employés. En tant que 
participant(e), un nombre de questions vous seront posées portant sur la satisfaction au 
travail, les intérSts de carrière et la motivation, et divers autres intérêts de travail. Il vous 
sera aussi demandé de fournir des renseignements démographiques tel que votre sexe et 
âge. Le questionnaire prendra à peu près une heure à compléter. 

Votre participation à cette étude est entièrement volontaire. Vous pouvez omettre les 
questions auxqueiles vous ne voulez pas répondre. Vous poumez choisir de vous retirer 
de ce sondage à tout moment, et vous pourriez agir ainsi sans raisons ni conséquences. 
Notez aussi que vos réponses sont anonymes et coddentielles. Veuillez donc répondre 
avec autant d'honnêteté que possible. Pour garder votre anonimat, votre nom ne doit 
apparaître nul part sur ce questionnaire. Un formulaire de consentement séparé qui 
requiéra votre nom et signature est inclus. Le formulaire de consentement sera gardé 
séparé de vos réponses. 

Les personnes suivantes font partie de cette recherche, et peuvent être contactées à tout 
moment: Wendy E. O'Connor (Enquêteur principal, Département de Psychologie, 
Université Carleton, 613-520-2600, poste 2683) et Dr. K. Matheson (Professeur 
superviseur, Département de Psychologie, Université Carleton, 6 13 -520-2600, poste 
75 13). 

Ce projet a été examiné par le Comité d'Éthique à 17Université Carleton. Cependant, si 
vous avez des préoccupations d'ordre éthique concernant cette étude, n'hésitez pas de 
contacter Dr. M. Gick, Département de Psychologie, Comité d'Éthique, 613-520-2600 
poste 2664). 

Il n'y aura aucun risque physique ou psychologique dans cette étude. Cependant, si vous 
éprouvez du stress élevé à la suite de cette enquête, veuillez contacter le Ottawa Distress 
Centre au 613-238-33 I l .  

Si vous choisissez de participer à cette étude, une réponse rapide serait appréciée. Des 
chercheurs de l'Université Carleton seront présents dans les édifices de la GKC du lundi, 
20 oct. au mardi, 21 oct. pour recueillir les questionnaires. Un rapport des résultats 



majeurs de cette étude sera rendu disponible par votre département. 

MERCI D'AVANCE DE VOTRE COOPERATTON 

***** 
Concours "Dtner Pour Deux" 

Si vous voulez que votre nom soit inclus dans un tirage avec pour PM un "Dmer pour Deux" au 
Pelican Grill, 1500 rue Bank (vdeur de $75.00), veuillez utiliser le système de codes suivant pour 
créer un numéro d'identification personnel. Votre numéro d'identification personnel contient les 
cinq derniers chiffres de votre numéro de téléphone suivis par le nombre de frères et de soeurs 
que vous avez. Par exemple, si votre numéro est 737-8028 et vous avez O &ères et 2 soeurs, votre 
numéro d'identification personnel serait: 7 8 O 2 8 O 2. En vous référant à ces instructions ci-dessus. 
veuillez écrire votre numéro d'identification personnel dans l'espace ci-dessous: 

Pour les fins de vérification du gagnant du prix " h e r  Pour Deux", vous devez vous rappeler votre 
numéro d'identification personnel. 

CONSENTEMENT AVERTI: VEUILLEZ SIGNER ET DÉTACHER LE BAS DE CETTE 
PAGE ET LE PLACER DANS UNE ENVELOPPE SCELLÉE ET ANONYME. 

J'ai lu la description ci-dessus de I'étude concernant les attitudes et comportements de travail des 
employés . Les données que je fournirai pourra être utilisées pour des fins de recherche. Ma 
signature indique que je consente à participer à l'étude, et que cela ne constitue en aucun cas une 
suspension de mes droits. En plus, j'accorde à Wendy O'Connor la permission d'utiliser mes 
données dans sa thèse de doctorat ou dans d'autres projets de recherche, à condition que mon 
anoniniat soit protégé. 

Nom (Iettres modées): 
Signature: 
Date: 



Pour [es questions de 1 à 31, placez un numéro qui vous semble 
le plus convenable à côté de chaque énoncé 

5 = tout à fait d'accord 
4 = plus ou moins d'accord 
3 = ni d'accord ni désaccord 
2 = plus ou moins en désaccord 
1 = tout à fait en désaccord 

Ici, c'est le favoritisme plutôt que le mérite qui détermine l'avmcement 

Quiconque dit oui à tout n'a pas de place par ici; les bonnes idées sont 
désirées même a l'encontre des cadres supérieurs, 

ici, vous pouvez vous faire accepter en étant une personne agréable, quelque soit 
la qualité de votre performance. 

Les employés sont encouragés à se prononcer &anchement même 
s'ils critiquent les idées bien établies. 

Ici, il existe des "cliques" ou "clans" qui nuisent à l'efficacité. 

Les nouveaux employés nomalement mettent quelques mois pour 
apprendre qui ils ne doivent pas contrarier. 

Ici, vous pouvez obtenir ce que vous voulez si vous connaissez la bonne 
personne a qui demander. 

Quand les standards objectifs ne sont pas énoncés, il est courant que 
les gens definissent des standards qui conviennent à leurs besoins. 

II y a toujours eu un groupe d'influence dans ce département/ cette 
division que personne n'a jamais contrarié. 

Généralement, ceux qui ont quitté cette organization ont ainsi agi car ils se sont 
rendus compte qu'il ne f i t  pas de bien travailla pour avancer. 

Les gzns ici souvent ne s'expriment pas par peur de punition venant des autres . 

Seulement ceux qui travaillent fort dans cette organisation sont récompensés. 

il semble que les individus qui sont capables de se débrouiller 
en temps de crise ou d'incertitude sont ceux qui avancent. 

Tant que l'action des autres ne me touche pas directement, je ne 
me préoccupe pas de ce qu'ils font. 

Chaque fois que mon superviseur communique avec moi, c'est 
pour bien paraitre et non pour m'aider 

Comme un proverbe (anglais) l'a dit, "c'est la roue qui grince qui reçoit 
l'attention" décrit bien la façon dont les ressources sont distribuées ici. 



Ceux qui veulent exprimer leurs opinions sembIent se "débrouiller" mieux 
que ceux qui ne Ie font pas. 

Eo géniral, les promotions dans ce département sont réservées au plus performants. 

Mes collègues s'occupent d'eux-mêmes et non des autres. 

J'ai vu des gens délibérément déformer, pour des gains personnels, des 
renseignements requis par Ieurs coilCgues, en dissimulant ces renseignements 
ou en en divulguant qu'une partie. 

Les cadres dans cette organisation se servent souvent du systéme 
de sélection pour recruter seulement des gens utiIs pour leur futur ou ceux 
qui partagent leur point de vue. 

Les gens dans cette organisation se servent souvent du système de sélection pour 
recruter seulment des personnes utiles pour leur futur ou ceux qui partagent leur point de vue. 

Les politiques de rémunération et d'avancement sont en général 
co~nmuniquées dans cette compagnie. 

J'ai vu des politiques modifiées pour servir l'intérêt de quelques 
individus et non d'une unité de travail ou de l'organisation. 

En général, les règles et politiques ici en ce qui concerne Ie salaire et 
l'avancement sont spécifiques et bien-définies. 

Les règles et politiques d'avancement et de saiaire sont justes; c'est la 
façon dont les superviseurs appliquent ces politiques qui est injuste et biaisée. 

Quand vous avez besoin d'aide au travail, vous pouvez toujours compter sur un collègue. 

Les contacts avec d'autres départementddivisions sont nécessaires 
lorsqu'arrive le moment d'aller chercher une faveur. 

Ici, le gros de ce que f i t  mon superviseur peut bien sembler avoir pour but d'aider les 
employés, mais son véritable intention est de se protéger. 

L'évaluation des performances par les superviseurs reflète les 'priontés" 
de ceux-ci plutôt que le vrai travail des employés. 

Si des collègues vous offrent de l'aide, c'est parce qu'ils s'attendent à 
obtenir quelque chose en retour et non parce qu'ils se font vraiment du souci pour vous. 



Pour les questions de 32 a 36, placez un numéro qui vous semble 
le plus convenable à côté de chaque énoncé 

5 = tout à fait exact 
4 = plus ou moins exact 
3 = ne sais pas 
2 = plus ou moins inexact 
1 = tout à fait inexact 

32. Le département pour lequel je travaille a un grand nombre de règles et de politiques écrites. 

33. Il existe un manuel de "règles et procédures" qui est disponible dans mon département. 

34. Il existe une description de poste écrite complète pour Ia plupart des emplois 
dans mon département. 

35. Le département pour lequel je travaille maintient LUI compte-rendu 
écrit de la performance de presque tout le monde. 

36. Il y a un programme d'orientation formel pour la plupart des nouveaux 
membres de mon départemerzt. 

POUR LA QUESTION PENSEZ A VOTRE PRÉSENT TRAVAIL 
À QUOI RESSEMBLE-T-IL LA PLUPART DU TEMPS? ÉCRIVEZ DANS L'ESPACE À cÔTÉ 

DE CHAQUE TERME CI-DESSOUS: 

O pour uOUIn s'il décrit votre travail, 
N pour WONn s'il NE décrit PAS votre travail, ou 
NSP pour "Ne sais pasn si vous êtes indécis(e). 

LE TRAVAIL A MON PRÉSENT EMPLOI 

37. Fascinant 

Routinier 

Satisfaisant 

Bon 

Créateur 

Respecté 

Chaud 

Utile 

Sain 

Provocant 

Sur Ie qui-vive 

Frustrant 

Simple 

Agréable 

Donne un sens 
d'accomplissement 



POUR LA QUESTION JB, PENSEZ A VOTRE PRÉSENT SALAIRE. 
COMMENT CHACUN DES MOTS SUIVANTS DÉCIUT-IL VOTRE PRÉSENT SALAIRE? 

ÉCRIVEZ DANS L'ESPACE A cÔT& DE CHAQUE TERME CI-DESSOUS: 

O pour "OUI* s'il décrit votre salaire, 
N pour WONn s'il NE décrit PAS votre salaire, ou 
NSP pour T e  sais pasn si vous êtes indécis(e). 

38. Revenu adéquat pour dépenses ordinaires Mauvais 

Partage de profit satisfaisante Mal assuré 

Vis à peine avec revenu Bien payé 

Revenu procure des luxes Mal payé 

Moins que je mérite 

POUR LA QWESTION 39. PENSEZ AUX CHANCES DE PROMOTION QUE VOUS AVEZ 
MAINTENANT. COMMENT CHACUN DES MOTS SIJIVANTS DÉCRIT-IL CES CHANCES? 

ÉcRIVEZ DANS L'ESPACE A cÔTÉ DE CHAQUE TERME CI-DESSOUS: 

O pour "OUI" s'il décrit vos chances de promotion, 
N pour WONn s'il NE décrit PAS vos chances de y romotion, ou 
NSP pour "Ne sais pasn si vous êtes indécis(e). 

MES CHANCES DE PROMOTION 

39. Bonnes chances de promotion Emploi cul-de-sac 

Opportunités quelque peu limitées Promotions Séquente  

Promotion basée sur habileté Fromotions régulières 

Bonne chance de promotion Politique de promotion 
injuste 

Assez bonne chance de promotion 

POUR LA QUESTION a, PENSEZ AU GENRE DE SUPERVISION QUE VOUS RECEVEZ À 
VOTRE EMPLOL COMMENT CHACUN DES MOTS SUIVANTS DÉCRIT-IL CETI'E 

SUPERVISION? ÉcRIVEZ DANS L'ESPACE À cÔTÉ DE CHAQUE TERME CI-DESSOUS: 

O pour uOUIn s'il décrit la supervision que vous recevez à votre emploi, 
N pour WONn s'ü NE la décrit PAS, ou 
NSP pour "Ne sais pasn si vous êtes indécis(e). 



LA SUPERVISION À MON PRÉSENT EMPLOI 

40. Me demande des conseils Me dit ou j'en suis 

DiBicile à plaire 

Impolie 

Loue du bon travd 

A du tact 

A de l'influence 

A jour 

Ne supervise pas assez 

S'emporte fadement 

Agaçante 

Obstinée 

Connaît bien le travail 

Mauvaise 

Intelligente 

Me laisse me débrouiller 

Disponible 

Paresseuse 

POUR LA QUESTION 11, PENSEZ A LA MAJORITÉ DES GENS AVEC QUI VOUS 
TRAVAILLEZ MAINTENANT. COMMENT CHACUN DES MOTS SUIVANTS DÉCRIT-IL CES 

GENS? ÉC~RIVEZ DANS L9ESPACE À cÔTÉ DE CHAQUE TERME CI-DESSOUS: 

O pour "OUI" s'il décrit les gens avec qui vous travaiiiez, 
N Pour WONn syü NE les décrit PAS, ou 
NSP pour W e  sais pas" si vous êtes indécis(e). 

LES GENS À MON PRÉSENT EMPLOI 

P d e n t  trop 

Malins 

Lents Paresseux 

Ambitieux Désagréables 

Stupides Pas d'intimité 

Responsables Actifs 

Rapides Intérêts étroits 

Intelligents Loyaux 

Se font des Difficile 
enemis facilement à rencontrer 



POUR LA QUESTION 42, PENSEZ A VOTRE EMPLOI EN GÉNÉRAL À QUOI 
RESSEMBLE-T-IL LA PLUPART DU TEMPS? ÉCRIVEZ DANS L'ESPACE À C ~ T É  DE 

CHAQUE TERME CI-DESSOUS: 

O pour '<OUIw s'il décrit votre travail, 
N pour T O N "  s'il NE décrit PAS votre travail, ou 
NSP pour Cne sais pas" si vous êtes indécis(e). 

MON EMPLOI, EN GÉNÉRAL 

42. Agréable Meilleur que la plupart 

Vaut la peine Mauvais 

Acceptable Pauvre 

Aimerais quitter Perte de temps 

Bon indésirable 

Amusant Me rend content(e) 

Inadéquat Excellent 

Pourri DésagréabIe 

Idéal 

Pour les questions de 43 a 129, placez un numéro qui vous semble 
le plus convenable à côté de chaque énoncé 

5 = tout à fait d'accord 
4 = plus ou moins d'accord 
3 = ni d'accord ni désaccord 
2 = plus ou moins en désaccord 
I = tout à fait en désaccord 

43. Je ne me sens pas f&e "partie de la famille" dans mon organisation. 

44. Ii serait trés difficile pour moi de quitter mon organisation maintenant 
même si je le voulais. 

45. Je considère réellement que les problèmes de cette organisation sont 
les miens. 

46. Je n'ai pas beaucoup d'options à considérer si je quitte cette organisation, 



Je ne me sens pas avoir des "liens emotionnels" avec cette organisation. 

Ma vie serait très perturbée si je décidais que je voulais quitter cette 
organisation. 

Cette organisation a une grande signification personnelle pour moi. 

Je ne crois pas qu'une personne doit toujours être loyale à son 
organisation. 

Je ne crains pas ce qui pourrait m'arriver si je quittais cet emploi et ne 
pouvais pas en trouver un autre. 

Je pense que je pourrais tout aussi bien m'attacher à une autre organisation 
qu'à celle-ci. 

Une des principales raisons pour lesquelles je continue à travailler pour 
cette organisation est l'importance que j'attribue à la loyauté et je me sens 
donc moralement otiligé(e) de rester. 

il ne me coûterait pas beaucoup de quitter cette organisation 
maintenant. 

Pour le moment, rester avec mon organisation est une nécessité aussi bien 
qu'une question de désir. 

J'aime parter de mon organisation avec des gens de l'extdrieur. 

Les choses étaient meilleures dans le temps où les gens restaient avec une 
organisation pour la quasi-totalité de leurs camihes. 

Je continue à travailler pour cette organisation principalement à cause des 
sacrifices personneIs que je devrais faire au cas d'un départ; d'ailleurs, une 
autre organisation n'ofiait pas nécessairement les bénéfices que j'ai ici. 

Je pense que les gens d'aujourd'hui changent de compagnies trop souvent 

Je n'éprouve pas trop de sentiment d'appartenance à mon organisation. 

Changer d'organisation ne me paraît pas du tout contraire à la morale. 

Je serais très heureux de passer le reste de ma canière avec cette 
organisation. 

Si je recevais l'ofie d'un meilleur emploi ailleurs, je ne me sentirais pas 
justifié(e) de quitter mon organisation. 

J'ai été formé(e) à croire en la loyauté envers son organisation. 

Une des conséquences sérieuses du fait de quitter cette organisation serait 
le manque d'alternatives. 



Je ne trouve plus très raisonnable Ie fait de vouloir s'identifier 
totalement A sa compagnie. 

Un emploi ne correspond qu'a ce que vous en faites. 

Pour la plupart des emplois, les gens arrivent a accomplir ce qu'ils 
voulaient réaliser en premier lieu. 

Si vous savez ce que vous voulez d'un emploi, vous pouvez en tirer ce dont 
vous vous y attendez. 

Si les employés n'aiment pas ce que veut le patron, ils devraient agir à cet égard- 

Obtenir l'emploi que vous voulez est la plupart du temps une question de chance. 

Gagner de l'argent est une question de bonne chance. 

La plupart des gens sont capables de bien accomplir leurs travaux s'ils 
y mettent de l'effort. 

Afin d'obtenir un très bon emploi, il vous faut de la famille ou des amis 
haut placés. 

Les avancements sont souvent une question de bonne chance. 

Quand il s'agit d'obtenir un trés bon emploi, les contacts valent plus 
que l'expertise qu'on possède. 

Les avancements sont réservés aux employés qui font bien leur travail. 

Pour faire beaucoup d'argent, vous devez connaître les personnes qu'il faut- 

Il faut beaucoup de chance pour être un employé exceptionnel dans la 
plupart des emplois. 

Les gens performants a leurs emplois sont généralement 
récompensés pour leur bon travail. 

La plupart des employés ont plus d'iduence sur leurs superviseurs 
qu'ils ne le pensent. 

La plus grande différence entre ceux qui gagnent beaucoup d'argent 
et ceux qui en gagnent peu, c'est de la chance. 

ii n'y a pas d'excuses pour le mensonge. 

L'honnêteté est la meilleure politique en toutes circonstances. 

Quand vous demandez a quelqa'un de vous rendre un senrice, il vaut 
mieux en donner les vrais raisons plutôt que des raisons qui portent plus de poids. 



Tous comptes faits, il est meilleur d'être humble et honnête que 
d'être important et malhonnête. 

Il est sage de flatter les gens importants. 

La meilleure façon de s'y prendre avec les gens, c'est de leurs dire ce 
qu'ils veulent entendre. 

La plupart de ceux qui réussissent mènent une vie propre et morale. 

Il est possible d'être bon(ne) sous tous les andes. 

La plupart des gens sont essentieliement bons et gentils. 

Quiconque fait conflance complètement à quelqu'un d'autre s'attire des ennuis. 

Il est plus sûr de supposer que tout le monde possède LUI côté méchant 
et qu'il se manifestera a un moment donné. 

Il ne faut jamais révéler la vraie raison pour laquelle vous avez fait 
quoique ce soit à moins que cela serve à un but util. 

On ne doit agir que lorsqu'on est sûr que l'action est moralement juste. 

La plus grande différence entre la plupart des criminels et d'autres personnes, 
c'est que les premiers sont assez stupides pour se faire attraper. 

En général, les gens ne travaillent pas fort à moins qu'ils y soient forcés. 

La plupart des gens sont braves. 

Il est difficile de réussir sans prendre de raccourcis par ci par là- 

Les gens souû?ant de maladies incurables devraient avoir le choix d'une 
mort sans douleur. 

La plupart des gens oublient plus facilement la mort d'un parent qu'une 
perte de leurs biens. 

Barnum s'est trompé lorsqu'il a dit qu'un naif est né à chaque minute. 

La nouveauté m'attire beaucoup. 

J'ai un grand besoin d'excitation. 

C'est une sensation merveilleuse que de s'asseoir au milieu de ses biens. 

Peu de choses dépassent la satisfaction de vraiment dépenser folIernent 
pour quelque chose - des Livres, des vêtements, des meubles, etc. 

Seul le désir d'accomplir de grandes choses mettrait l'esprit en pleine 
marche. 



Rien n'est pire qu'une odeur offensive. 

Dans la plupart des conversations, j'ai tendance a sauter d'un sujet a 
un autre. 

J'envie la personne qui peut aborder n'importe qui pour le gronder en 
plein visage. 

Je pourrais vraiment choquer Ies gens si je disais toutes les choses 
obscénes que je pense. 

II y a peu d'expériences plus misérables que celle d'aller se coucher chaque 
nuit sans pouvoir dormir à cause des inquiétudes. 

J'ai tendance à prendre des décisions sous l'impulsion du moment 

Je me Gche pour un rien. 

Laissez des traces n'importe où vous allez et on se rappelera du cheminement 
de votre vie. 

J'airne rien de mieux que le petit déjeuner au lit 

Mon humeur est facilement influencée par les gens autour de moi. 

Il est toujours meilleur de faire confiance au jugement des autorités gouveniementales et 
religieuses que d'écouter les éléments perturbateurs bruyants dans notre société qui 
sèment des doutes dans nos esprits. 

Les gens devraient faù-e moins attention a la Bible et d'auîres formes de guides religieux et 
développer des standards moraux personnels. 

Il est Unportant de protéger pleinement les droits des radicaux et des marginaux 

"La parole libre" signifie que les gens peuvent même avoir la permission de faire des 
discours et écrire des Livres incitant le renversement du gouvernement. 

Un des pires éléments dans notre pays ce temps-ci est ceuy qui ne respectent pas notre 
drapeau, nos dirigeants, et l'ordre normal des choses. 

En ces temps incertains, les lois doivent être appliquées sans pitié, surtout quand on a 
affaire avec des agitateurs et des révolutionaires qui cherchent à remuer les choses. 

Les %orces de la loi et de l'ordre" menacent la liberté dans notre pays beaucoup plus que la 
plupart des groupes dits "radicaux" and "athés". 

Si un enfant commence à manquer de respect envers les conventions et les autorités, il 
revient à ses parents de le remettre sur la bonne voie. 



En fin de compte, les autorités établies, ainsi que nos parents et nos dirigeants nationau$ 
s'avèrent avoir généralement raison. alors que tous les contestataires ne savent pas de 
quoi ils parlent 

Beaucoup de nos règIes en ce qui concerne la modestie et Ie comportement sexuel ne sont 
que des coutumes qui ne sont pas nécessairement meilleures et plus sacrées que celIes de 
quelqu'un d'autre. 

Les vraies clés de la ''bonne vie" sont l'obéissancey Ia disciphe, et l'adhésion aux 
conventions établies- 

Il vaut mieux de traiter les dissidents de façon généreuse et avec un esprit ouvert, car 
les idées nouvelles sont essentielles au changement progressif 

POUR LES QUESTIONS DE 130 A 142, PLACEZ UN NUMERO QUI 
VOUS SEMBLE LE PLUS CONVENABLE A CÔTE DE CHAQUE ÉNONCÉ 

1 =Vrai 
2 = Faux 

II m'est parfois difficiIe de continuer mon travail sans être encouragé(e). 

Parfois, j'en veux aux autres quand je n'obtiens pas ce que je veux 

Parfois, j'ai abandonné un certain travaii par manque de confiance en mes 
capacités. 

il m'est arrivé de vouloir me révoIter contre ceux en position d'autorité 
même si je savais qu'ils avaient raison. 

Peu importe à qui je parle, je sais toujours écouter. 

il m'est arrivé de profiter de quelqu'un. 

Je suis toujours prêt(e) a admettre mes erreurs lorsque j'en commets. 

Parfois, je cherche a me venger plutôt que de pardonner et d'oublier. 

Je suis toujours courtois(e), même avec des personnes désagréables. 

Je ne suis pas contrarié(e) quand les gens expriment des idées différentes 
des miennes. 

Il m'est h v é  que je sois jaloux(se) de la chance des autres. 

Les gens qui demandent des faveurs m'agacent parfois. 

Je n'ai jamais délibérément dit des choses qui fioissent les autres. 



POUR LES QUESTIONS DE 143 A 145, PLACEZ UN NUMERO QUI 
VOUS SEMBLE LE PLUS CONVENABLE A CÔTE DE CHAQUE ÉNONCE 

5 = très souvent 
4 = souvent 
3 = parfois 
2 = rarement 
1 =jamais 

143. A quel point êtes-vous laissé(e) à faire votre travail seuI(e)? 

144. A quel point êtes-vous capable d'agir indépendamment de votre superviseur a votre poste? 

145. A quel point êtes-vous capable d'accomphr votre travail indQxndamment des autres? 

POUR LES QUESTTONS DE 146 A 150, PLACEZ NUMERO QUI 
VOUS SEMBLE ILE PLUS CONVENABLE A CÔTE DE CHAQUE ÉNONCÉ 

7= toujours 
6= presque toujours 
5= d'habitude 
4= parfois 
3= rarement 
2= presque jamais 
1= jamais 

146. Je cherche à jouer un rôle actif dans la direction d'un groupe. 

147. J'évite d'essayer d'influencer ceux autour de moi et de les faire adopter ma 
façon de voir les choses, 

148. II m'arrive d'organiser and de diriger les activités des autres. 

149. J'essaie d'obtenir pIus de contrôle sur les évènements autour de moi. 

150. J'essaie d'être "le chef' quand je travaille dans un groupe. 

POUR LES QUESTIONS DE 151 A 153, PLACEZ UN NU~WÉRO QUI 
VOUS SEMBLE LE PLUS CONVENABLE À cÔTÉ DE CHAQUE ÉNONCÉ 

5 = mon emploi m'en donne un maximum 
4 = mon emploi m'en donne un degré considérable 
3 = mon emploi m'en donne un degré modéré 
2 = mon emploi m'en donne peu 
1 = mon emploi m'en donne un minimum 

1 5 1. La liberté de faire ce que je veux. 

152. L'opportunité d'agir et de penser de façon indépendante. 



1 53. La capacité de contrôler le rhytbme de mon travail. 

POUR LES QUESTIONS DE 154 A 165, PLACEZ UN &RO QUI VOUS SEMBLE 
LE PLUS CONVENABLE A cÔTÉ DE CHAQUE ÉNONCÉ 

5 = degré élevé 
4 = degré considérable 
3 = jusqu'à un certain point 
2 = degré passable 
1 = degré négtigeable 

154. A quel point votre organisation adopte-eiie rapidement les méthades de travail amriIiorées? 

155. A quel point cette organisation possède-t-elle des objectifs a la fois clairs et raisonables? 

156 A quel point les activités de travail sont-elles organisées de façon raisonable dans cette 
organisation? 

157. Dans cette organisation, à quel point les décisions sont elles prises aux niveaux ou 
l'information est le plus adéquate et exacte? 

158. L'information qu'obtient votre groupe de travail sur ce qui se passe dans les autres 
départements et unités est eue adéquate? 

159. A quel point cette organisation communique à votre groupe de travail ce dont il a besoin 
pour faire de son mieux? 

160. A que1 point cette organisation fait eue un effort pour améliorer les conditions de travail? 

16 1. Les personnes supérieures à votre superviseur sont elles réceptifs aux idées et suggestions 
venant de votre groupe de travail? 

162. A quel point cette organisation possède-t-elIe un intérêt réel dans le bien-être et la 
satisfaction générale de ceux qui travaillent ici? 

163. A quel point il y a-t-il des choses reliant a votre travail ici (comme les politiques, 
pratiques, ou conditions) qui vous encouragent a travailler fort? 

164. Quand les décisions sont prises, a quel point demande-t-on I'opinion des 
personnes touchées? 

165. Les gens de tous les niveaux d'une organisation ont souvent du savoir-faire de valeur pour 
les responsables. A quel point l'information est eue largement partagée dans cette 
organisation afin que le savoir-faire mentionné soit accessible aux responsables? 



POUR LES QUESTIONS DE 166 A 183, VEUILLEZ INDIQUER LA FRÉQUENCE 
AVEC LAQUELE VOUS VOUS COMPORTEZ DE LA FAÇON DÉCRITE DANS 

CHAQUE ESQUISSE DE CARACTÈRE . 

4 = Je me comporte ainsi souvent 
3 = Je me comporte ainsi de temps en temps 
2 =Je me comporte rarement ainsi 
1 =Je ne me comporte jamais ainsi 

166. Aider les autres afin d'obtenir leur aide rilus tard Margaret est ingénieure civile dans une grande 
compagnie. Elle sait qu'un traitement privilégié du département de production est crucial à l'achèvement à 
temps de son nouveau projet. Lorsqu'elle apprend que le directeur de production est en train d'organiser la 
campagne de charité de Ia companie pour cette année, elle lui rend visite tout de suite pour lui parler des 
besoins de son projet (à elle), et de lui ofkir de l'aide pour sa campagne de charité. 

6 Faire comaitre vos accom~lissernents. Jason travaille comme opérateur de: données pour une grande 
entreprise de consultation. À cause du manque de personnel, il est temporairement relocalisé dans une autre 
division dans laquelleil aide dans la réorganisation du centre de ressources. Pendant cette période, il continue 
de rencontrer le superviseur de la division des données. Lors de ces rencontres informelles, Jason s'assure que 
son superviseur soit au courant de ses récents accomplissements. 

168. Faire aue son rival paraisse mal. Dan travade comme chercheur dans une grande laboratoire 
chimique. En lisant une étude par un collègue qui sera bientot publiée, il aperçoit une erreur d'inattention dans 
les analyses. Il décide de ne rien dire a ce sujet meme s'il sait que l'erreur sera sûrement repérée une fois 
l'étude publiée. 

169. Soutenir l'opinion des autres méme si vous n'êtes  as d'accord avec eux. Kathy travaille comme 
secrétaire dans le département de sociologie dans un petit collège communautaire. À cause des restrictions 
budgitaires, le département doit choisir entre l'achat d'une nouveUe photocopieuse et de nouvelies chaises 
pour quelques professeurs de sociologie. Son superviseur, qui est chef du département, fait savoir qu'il est de 
l'avis que Ies fonds soient dépensés pour les chaises neuves. Kathy n'est pas d'accord. Cependant, quand il 
lui demande son opinion, elle lui dit que l'argent devrait être dépensés pour les chaises, plutôt que pour une 
nouvelle photocopieuse. 

170. Retenir de l'information. Elizabeth travaille comme gestionnaire dans une chaine de magasins. A la 
réunion annuelle des gestionnaires de magasins, tous les gestionnaires discutent leurs stratégies de marketing 
pour I'année à venir. Cependant, quand vient Ie tour d' Elizabeth de faire son exposé, elle omet délibérhent 
certaines informations importantes. Elle veut s'assurer que son plan innovateur de marketing ne puisse etre 
utilisé dans un autre magazin le premier. 

1 7 1. Faire semblant de s'intéresser à la vie ~ersonnelle des autres. Martin travaille comme assistant de 
recherche pour le gouvernement Quoiqu'il trouve son superviseur Joanna plutôt ennuyeuse, il fait semblant de 
s'intéresser a la vie personnelle de Joanna Par exemple, Ia semaine dernière, ils ont longuement discuté si la 
fille aînée de Joanna devrait rester a l'école privée, et I'endroit ou la famille de Joanna devrait d e r  passer les 
vacances d'été. 

172. Aerir en em~lové "modèle" quand les autres sont présents. Travis travaille comme assistant graphique 
pour une agence de publicité. Travis profite du fait qus son superviseur voyage très fréquemment et qu'il soit 
rarement présent à l'agence. Par exemple, Travis arrivent souvent un peu plus tard au travail qu'il ne devrait, 
et part un peu plus tôt. Cependant, quand son superviseur est là, Travis devient un employé parfait (par 
exemple, il ne met jamais plus de temps que convenu pour son déjeuner, il anive tôt au travaii, etc.) 



1 73. Faire des com~liments sur 1 'auuarence ~monnel le .  même s'ils sont uas iustifiés. Cindy travaille 
comme assistante administrative pour une grande compagnie de Iogiciels. Cindy croit que son superviseur 
Carol n'a pas de goût pour les vêtements. Cependant, même quand elle s'habille de façon très inélégante, 
Cindy lui fait inmanquablernent des compliments sur son apparence. 

174. Ne uas corndeternent s'engager iusau'à ce aue vous sachiez auel côté est    amant''. Karen est 
infirmière dans un grand hôpital. Pendant les réunions, de vives disputes ont souvent lieu entre des individus 
de dBérents points-de-vue sur un certaine question. Cependant, Karen ne prend jamais complètement 
position. Ainsi, si quelque chose t o m e  mal, elle peut se pencher de l'autre côté, s'éviter des reproches, et en 
agissant ainsi, sauvegarder ses chances de promotions. 

175 Louer les accorn~lissements des autres. même si vous n'êtes  as imuressioné. Mindy travaille comme 
analyste de politiques adjointe pour le gouvernment Son superviseur Charles a récemment reçu un certificat 
confirmant quYiI avait complété une série de cours de gestion- M i n e  invitait Charles au déjeuner pour célébrer 
son accomplissement, même si elIe ne trouvait pas le certificat tris impressionant- 

176. Former des alliances solides. Ailison est vice-présidente dans une banque qui vient d'embaucher un 
nouveau président plus tôt cette année. Ii est devenu évident que le nouveau président favorisait une 
perspective très différente des opérations bancaires qu7AUison, et Allison commençait à craindre que certains 
services innovateurs et populaires ne soient éliminés. Pour cette raison, Allison a au cours des six derniers 
mois développé de fortes alliances avec d'autres vice-présidents qui partagent ses intérêts et qui se sentent 
également menacés. 

177. Utiliser des ùiformations pour submeraer les autres. Anthony travaille comme gestionnaire pour une 
grandecompagnie de plastique. Il doit faire rapport a un comité supérieilr au sujet de sa décision récente de 
changer de founiisseurs. Il a l'impression que le comité ne quedonerait pas une decision basés su. un grand 
volume d'information. Il se présente donc a la réunion prêt a submerger le comité avec des graphiques, 
tableaux, et des calculs concernant la performance du fournisseur. 

178. S'associer avec des gens d'influence. Paul posséde une compagnie d'équipements médicaus dans 
une petite communauté- Ses produits sont concurrentiels mais il sait que les docteurs peuvent facilement se 
fier à d'autres fournisseurs dans la ville à côté. Paul croit alors que de ses tâches principales consiste a 
fréquenter les docteurs d'influence dans la communauté. 

1 79. Retarder de façon séltxtive les travaux uour un gain spécifique. Marsha travaille comme diététicienne 
pour un grand centre de personnes âgées. Elle promet a un collègue qu'elle l'aidera a préparer des plans de 
repas plusieurs clients nouvellement admis. Cependant, quand son superviseur Jackie cherche de l'aide pour 
consolider les fichiers du centre, Marsha se porte volontaire. Marsha dit alors a son collègue qu'elle trop 
occupée pour l'aider. Après tout, rendre service à son s u p e ~ s e u r  est plus important qu'aider un collègue en 
diEcuI té. 

180. S'assurer que votre image est la bonne. Paul dirige une section d'ingénierie responsable des 
fonctions secondaires et de production. C e p e n d a  afin d'être remarqué dans cette compagnie, il est 
nécessaire de parztre créatif et excitant Lorsqu'il se rend compte de celà, il insiste de se charger d'un projet 
risqué mais innovateur afin d'essayer de changer son image et celle de sa section. 

18 1. S e  servir des relations ~ersonnelles avec Ies autres. Linda travaille comme consultante d'irnpô ts pour 
une firme moyenne de comptabilité. Récemment, Linda recommendait qu'une petite compagnie de recherche 
appartenant a son beau-fière John soit accordée le contrat d'évaluation des employés de la firme de 
comptabiiité. Linda sait qu'avec John à la direction, elle est garantie une évaluation favorable des 
employés. 



182. Faire m e  les autres mettent l'accent sur votre imuortance dans l'organisation, Bob travaille comme 
thérapeute pour un centre de désintoxication subventionné par le gouvernment Il annonce souvent a ses 
clients qu'a cause des coupures du gouvernement, beaucoup de ses services pourraient être éliminés. Bob 
encourage donc ses clients de dire à ses supérieurs à quel point ils ont besoin des services qu'il reçoivent 
Bob sait que quand ses clients agissent ainsi, ils le loueraient beaucbup et diraient du bien de son travail. En 
conséquence, les superviseurs de Bob seront constamment rappelés qu'il est un employé de premier 
ordre. 

183. Trouver un emert aui soutient votre position. Bnan est vice-président dans une compagnie 
manufacturière prospère. A présent, les cadres sont en train de choisir le site pour une nouvelle usine. Pour 
les aider à prendre leur décision, Brian embauche un consultant bien connu dans le domaine dont le point-de- 
vue soutient le h o i ~  du site ~réfëré de Brian. 

LES QUESTIONS 184 A 199, 
VEUILLEZ SUIVRE LES INSTRUCTIONS POUR CHACUNE DES QUESTIONS. 

Sexe (1= homme; 2=femme) 

Age (veuiiiez compléter) 

Statut personnel (veuillez en encercIer un) 
a. Célibataire 
b. Union Libre 
c. mané(e) 
d. sepa.é(e) 
e. divorcé(e) 
f veu£lveuve 

Veuillez indiquer le genre de position que vous occuper: (e.g., CR-4; PM-6; FSLS-4) 

Membre régulier Rang Durée de service 

Membre civil Classification d'emploi Durée de service 

Membre de la 
Fonction Publique (FP) Classification d'emploi Durée de senice (GRC) 

(FP) - 
Veuillez indiquer le genre de position que vous occupez dans chaque catégorie qui s'applique : 

Directorat: 
Manager: 
Superviseur: 

Veuillez indiquer le nombre d'années pendant lesquelles vous étiez empIoyé(e) chez votre 
employeur précédent 

Veuillez indiquer le nombre d'années pendant lesquelles vous êtes employé(e) chez votre 
présent employeur (GRC) 

Veuillez indiquer le nombre d'années pendant lesquelles vous êtes ernployé(e) dans la 
présente profession 



Veuillez indiquer le nombre de promotions chez le présent employeur (GRC) 

Veuillez indiquer le nombre de promotions dans votre carrière en excluant celles chez le 
présent employeur 

Niveau d'éducation complété: (veuillez en encercler un) 

A. E d e  primaire 
B. Ecoie secondaire 
C. Etudes collégiaies entamées 
D. Diplômé collégial 
E. Etudes universitaires entamées 
F. Diplômé de premier cycle universitaire 
G-Etudes supérieures entamées 
H- Diplômé de maîtrise 
1. Doctorat, MD., ou autres diplômes avancés 
J. Autre (veuillez indiquer) 

Avez-vous des enfants? 

Oui Non (si non, allez à la question # 197) 

Si oui, 
Combien d'enfants avez-vous en-dessous de 6 ans? 

Salaire annuel: (veuillez en encercler un) 

Dans votre famille, quel est votre ordre de naissance? (veuillez en encercIer un) 
a. enfant unique 
b. premier né 
c. deuxième, mais non dernier 
d. troisième, mais non dernier 
e. dernier né 

Quelle est votre ethnicité? 

A. Race blanche 
B. Canadien d'origine africaine 
C. Asiatique 
D. Autochtone 
E. Autre 




