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Abstract

The Impact of Perfectionism on Work Attitudes and Behavior

By Luke Monck

Advisor: Dr. Abraham K. Korman

The two studies presented represent one of the first systematic invessigdtperfectionism in
the workplace since Burns (1980). In study one, 196 employed students served aamqatticip
Perfectionism was negatively related to facets of job satisfaction anv@lgsielated to
constructs indicative of negative experiences at work including facets of wairk Strnout,

and personal alienation. The second study, which used 52 management consultants as
participants, found perfectionism positively related to supervisory-rated@@&ientiousness.
This result was interpreted as illustrating that, rather than servetgstastion-reciprocation
function, OCB serves an anxiety-reduction function for perfectionists allavarg to
compensate for perceived “failures” on the job. Implications for the orgamahpsychology,

perfectionism, and regulatory focus literature are discussed.
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Perfectionism 1

The Impact of Perfectionism on Work Attitudes and Behavior

To the lay person the term perfectionism might conjure up images of the steraotypic
successful executive or academic who is highly motivated, achieves egeatliemany of his or
her endeavors, and derives satisfaction from his or her efforts. This notion, howeastlyis
different from the reality experienced by the true perfectionist. flieeperfectionist is one who
demands from themselves a level of perfection in all aspects of their life.alidney
distinguishable from the executive and academic described above in that they deereot ha
healthy pursuit of excellence but rather are driven by an insatiable and compaled to be
perfect at all times (Burns, 1980). Moreover, the perfectionist is not matibgta desire to
obtain legitimate success but instead by a crushing fear of failureagtiak 1978). This leads
to a situation in which the perfectionist is incapable of experiencing tragneent form his or
her successes. If he or she achieves the gold standard of perfection in one mstanghe has
only avoided failure and not actually gained anything. In such a situation tibdes
perfectionist can hope for is a momentary respite from anxiety associdtadsk completion,
never truly knowing the joy and satisfaction of a job well done. This assertion is gaplpprt
the work of Higgins, Shah, and Friedman (1997) who found that individuals motivated to avoid
failure rather than approach success experience emotions in response taigoatiattalong a
guiescence continuum; experiencing anxiety during task failure and quiescengeaakkin
success.

While there is a growing body of evidence in the literature that perfectiasia
multidimensional construct comprised of both adaptive and maladaptive components

(Hamachek, 1978), in the current investigation this is viewed as a co-opting ohtaict. One
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assumption of the current investigation is that the present measures of mataplafactionism
(Slaney, Maobley, Trippi, Ashby, and Johnson, 1996) more closely mirror the theogetieslis
of the construct as originally conceptualized (Freud, 1960; Horney, 1950; Adler, 1956) than
measures of adaptive perfectionism which tend to simply measure high pstsodards of
performance and organization (Frost, Martin, Lahart, and Rosenblate, 1990 & Eleitt,

1991). As a result, in this investigation the term perfectionism will be resenwdtef
maladaptive version of the concept. Moreover, special care was taken totexpkcparecise
operationalization of the construct used in all of the studies discussed herein.

The present investigation sought to examine how perfectionists experienaarhe w
environment. To date this will be one of the first systematic studies of penisotiin the
workplace. Two studies are presented. The first was designed to dedsemrmedtional
experience of the perfectionist in the work environment by identifying sewgpaltant work-
related correlates of perfectionism. Specifically, it is hypotheskmdoerfectionism will be
related to a host of negative affective responses to the work environment ineladinstress,
job dissatisfaction and burnout. It is theorized that the perfectionist will perites work
environment as inherently coercive. The perfectionist will perceive ¢hat he must adhere to
exacting standards of performance and concurrently feel that he or she will ketoredilieve
these standards. These two simultaneous cognitions, that one must be perfect anditiet one
the ability, resources, etc. to achieve perfection, will lead the perfiesitio experience a high
degree of stress on the job. In addition because the perfectionist is not able teatexfi@etion
from his or her daily activities due to a preoccupation with impossible standard$ooimaace

the perfectionist will also experience low levels of job satisfaction. ligjinhe perfectionist
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will also exhibit high levels of burnout characterized by emotional exhaustiemgdigement
from his or her job.

The second study presented seeks to answer the question: how does perfectionism impact
work behavior? This question was raised vis a vis organizational citizenship behé&sior,cd
spontaneous, extra-role work behavior considered to be critical to organizatioarfunggti
(Organ, 1988; Karambayya, 1990; Podsakoff, Ahearne, and MacKenzie, 1997). Itis
hypothesized that both the perfectionists and the non-perfectionist will engag® ji@Gor
very different reasons. Past research has indicated that employegs enQ&B to reciprocate
for job satisfaction (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Moorman 1993) and perceptions of organizationa
fairness (Moorman, Niehoff, and Organ, 1993; Skarlicki & Latham, 1996). It is hygotde
that this will be the case for non-perfectionists in this study. Howevereaattfmodel is
proposed for perfectionists. Research clearly indicates that part andgbqnedectionism is a
desire to achieve perfection regardless of the domain (Burns, 1980; Pacht, 1984). Consequently
it is assumed that perfectionists will desire to be the perfect worker. ydoviecause another
critical component of perfectionism is the belief that one is unable to meestdradiards of
performance (Flett, Hewitt, Blankstein, and Gray, 1998) perfectionistaiadlllikely perceive
that they are not achieving this level of perfection at work. It is hypatebsinat perfectionists
will seek to “make up” for their perceived deficiency by engaging in OTls pattern will
exist regardless of level of satisfaction on the job.

It is also hypothesized that perfectionists will be attentive to the impnsstiat they
convey on the job and engage in impression management. It is posited that the pastfectioni
feel compelled to wear a mask of perfection and desire to be perceived byirothera/ork

environment as perfect. Moreover, it is hypothesized that impression manageisontamy
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with OCB — as both are manifestations of the perfectionist desire to appfeat.p&hus, in
terms of work behavior we hypothesize that perfectionism will be relatespt@ssion
management behaviors designed to enhance their standing in the view of relexandod
OCB, and that among perfectionist these variables will be correlated wlzneag non-
perfectionist they will not. It is further hypothesized that the dissonasoeiated with feeling
one must act “the good soldier” when one is dissatisfied will lead to maridestaf somatic
complaints and alienation at work.

Several studies have found significant relationships between both perfectioism a
measures of distress at work (e.qg., dissatisfaction, stress, and burnout) ared)atare
affectivity, a tendency to experience negative emotional states and inexg@nés in a negative
light (Brief, Burke, George, Robinson, and Webster, 1988; Connolly & Viswesvaran, 2000; Flet
et al., 1998). For perfectionism to be a meaningful personality characteristgcwoik
environment it must predict work attitudes/emotional experience over and above ayhag m
accounted for by the more global negative affectivity trait. That is, it aage®unt for unique
variance in the dependent variables of interest. As a result negativevayfeatl be measured
in both studies. In this way the influence of negative affectivity can be codtfotle
statistically. It is hypothesized that the zero-order correlatiodsraeractions hypothesized will
remain significant after the influence of negative affectivity is coletldior.

The following dissertation is organized as follows. First, the perfectiocosrstruct is
explicated and relevant literature is reviewed. Attention is paid to both thetit@ogenesis of
the perfectionism construct, construct measurement, and empirical hreseloth clinical and
non-clinical settings. Then the hypotheses for the first study are presedtéte relevant

literature regarding the variables of interest is reviewed. Next,$baneh methodology which
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was followed by the investigator is explained. Finally the results of thstis@tanalyses used
to test the experimental hypotheses are presented and their implicatiessaddn the
discussion section.

The hypotheses for the second study are presented in turn. Because of ienioepasta
criterion variable in the 1/0 psychology literature the OCB literatsifgesented in some detail
including a discussion of current thinking on the contextual antecedents of OCB, evadlenc
dispositional antecedents of OCB, and organizational consequences of the coAstiuas.
done for the first study, the research methodology for the second study is atgaulgitad, the
results presented and their implications attended to in the discussion.

At the conclusion of the overall paper a general discussion is presented whichastegrat
the findings of both studies and speaks to their ultimate value in expanding our understanding of
both the perfectionism construct, as well as job satisfaction, work stress, QCiBaa of

failure. Finally, potential directions for future research are discussed.
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Perfectionism Literature Review

Theoretical Framework

To fully understand perfectionism it is helpful to examine the psychoanalyieyhadt
the construct. Freud (1960) postulated that as the individual develops he or she resolees confli
with his or her parental figures by internalizing their standards, expectaiimhsole
requirements. The result of this internalization is the creation of an edoideger-ego within
the individual. This ego ideal serves as the internal benchmark of standards of &amithec
individual. Freud (1960) writes:

As the child grows up, the role of the father...remains powerful in the ego ideal

and continues in the form of conscience, to exercise moral censorship. The

tension between the demands of the conscience and actual performances of the

ego is experienced as a sense of guilt. (p. 33)

As stated above, Freud believed that the ego ideal not only provided the moral standards
of the individual, it also exerted tremendous coercive control over the ego and thus the
individual. In normal individuals the ego is strong enough to balance the demandsgudf the e
ideal with other motivations. In these cases deviation from the standards of-ideagesults
in guilt, but guilt that is appropriate and proportionate. However, Freud noticedahgat m
individuals seemed to exist in a state of constant and overwhelming guilt due toahgity to
meet the extremely rigid standards of conduct dictated by the ego ide¢laéséncases the
individual was consumed with a desire to meet the standards set forth by the bgoddes,
due to his or her inability to live up to these expectations, lived in a state of pepaituahd

neurosis. The situation is analogous to the Greek myth of Tantalous who is trapped in place
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starving and thirsty. However, the fruit on the trees above him are just out ofdhisaed the
water from the spring in which he stands drains away every time he stoops to drink from i

The seeds sown by Freud regarding the neurotic and maladaptive quest failoperfec
would blossom some decades later in the works of Karen Horney (1950). Based amdagr cli
experience with psychoanalysis, Horney believed that all human developmenbteadkdelf-
realization of one’s “true self.” This true self being the fulfillmenalbf one’s potential, and a
state in which the individual feels fulfilled and at peace. However, Horney gi@stdhat in
many instances this development is hindered by maladaptive forces during chileéwadg in
a failure to become one’s true self. This failure is experienced by the indiaglaaxiety and
feelings of inferiority. To combat this anxiety, Horney believed, the individealtes an
idealized image of him or herself. This idealized image has none of the fathi¢siodlividual
and is “perfect” in all ways. This ideal self then serves to alleviatee#imgs of inferiority by
elevating the individual above the people in the external world whom he or she fintisningea
The individual’s primary focus becomes the achievement of this idealized self.

Horney catalogued several features of this neurotic drive toward the achrévam
perfection that clearly distinguish it from normal adaptive striving forleeqee. First, the need
for perfection becomes a requirement not a desire. Here the person is mdt\atbieve a
level of performance or morality not to accomplish some desired goal but to avockage
danger. Thus, it is not a case of the individual thinking: “I want to do X" it is ratheust do
X or else something bad will happen.” Thus, for the neurotic perfectionist the quest for
excellence is one of anxiety not happiness at the prospect of success. alsvmeticed that in
this population the quest for perfection was indiscriminate. The perfectionigdipsifection

in all spheres of his or her life. He or she simultaneously wanted to be the besintatier,
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husband/wife, worker, athlete, student, etc. The actual content of the achievemeietictibpe
was irrelevant. Rather, the state of perfection as a concept is the motivetaus8 only
through perfection can one be safe from anxiety. Finally, Horney found that yncases the
neurotic’s quest for perfection was insatiable. The individuals could never bet pedegh.
Consequently they experienced depression and anxiety around their inabiityeteea
perfection and obtain the safety and freedom from anxiety they craved.

Burns (1980) was the first to investigate the specific construct of perfactiand
catalog several of its negative consequences. First, Burns cited seveidisigal studies
which demonstrate that the perfectionist may actually pay for his or herddpgguit of
perfection withlower levels of performance compared to non-perfectionists. In a study of
successful insurance agents, Burns found that perfectionism was unrelatea d¢afi
performance. In addition, those perfectionists who linked self-worth to financedssuta
common perfectionist belief) made less money, on average, than non-perfectanipted.
Additionally, Burns cites a relevant study that compared the thought precdsdge male
gymnasts to their less accomplished counterparts. It was found that theoelie gr
underemphasized the importance of past failures, while the less accomplishea gdeaptd
ruminate over past failures and experience great distress and self-doubt pampetitions.
Taken together these studies dispel the thinking that the perfectionist raghigher levels
of performance as a result of their commitment to perfection.

Yet another negative consequence of perfectionism is a high degree ofrafrassiaty.
Perfectionists often react with panic, anxiety, and depression when theyrfekt their goals.
The perfectionist associates goal achievement with self-worth. Whershe tails to achieve

the extraordinarily high goals that they have set, they feel that they émandtrated their lack
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of self-worth and they react negatively. This pattern of reaction to percana® foften leads
the perfectionist to withdraw from environments that he or she perceives asrtimgatBurns
sees the fact that many high achieving perfectionist students drop out of schodeaseoif
perfectionist withdrawal.

Finally, the perfectionist may also experience poor personal relationsigpsreeliness.
Just as the perfectionist must be perfect in work and school settings, he or shenstiaisted
to be perfect in personal settings. These irrational desires cause peigeto fear rejection
and react negatively to criticism. This pattern of behavior leads to a situsatidnch the
perfectionist shuns personal contact and may experience a sense of lonelinésaatimha

At the core, the conundrum of the perfectionist lies in the fact that the levefedtpar
he or she requires is, by definition, impossible to achieve the perfectionistireeddo
experience anxiety and frustration as he or she continually falls short eftpmrf Pacht (1984)
writes:

As a group perfectionists have established a “no-win scenario.” Thew yeal

so unrealistically high that they cannot possibly succeed. They are constantly

frustrated by their need to achieve and their failure to do so. They see themselves

as unlovable and lonely. (p.387)

The fact that the perfectionist ties much of his or her sense of self-worth ta@utwa
achievements coupled with the constant subjective experience of failure has aiylcetions
for the psychological well-being of the perfectionist and goes a long wayplairdng the
cluster of negative experiences described by Burns and others who have long notgtittioé pli

the perfectionist in clinical contexts.
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Although many early psychologists made note of the negative aspects ofipeisen,
the notion that the adoption of, and adherence to high standards of performance is not, in itself
always maladaptive for the individual has persisted in the minds of many. This posed a
dilemma: how could the striving for personal perfection be a bad thing assoditt¢lesost
of neuroses identified by clinicians as being part and parcel of perfeotrighy do some
people have high standards of performance and not experience the crushing senseriy inferi
and negative emotional and behavioral consequences experienced by perfectiosistthe®¥e
former individuals truly perfectionists? If so, are there instances in yleigactionism is
beneficial?

Hamachek (1978) was the first psychologist to attempt to address the idea that
perfectionism is not a universally negative trait. Through his work with cliergt<linical
setting, Hamachek identified two types of perfectionism: so-called “nonpeatéctionism and
“neurotic” perfectionism. According to this typology, normal perfectionisnh@acterized by
an adoption of high personal standards of performance. The normal perfectionsstoNznt
perfect and experiences pleasure at a job well done when he or she achidvgh bval.
Importantly, however, the normal perfectionist allows him or herself to be incgpade¢he
situation permits. In contrast, the neurotic perfectionist feels that he orushide perfect in all
situations. Moreover, the neurotic perfectionist feels compelled to achievaatard of
performance that is impossible to achieve. This results in the neurotic jpait¢atonstantly
experiencing a sense of deficiency. It also makes it impossible for tr@iogarfectionist to
experience genuine satisfaction with anything he or she does. The npartgationist is

plagued by feelings that he or she always could have done better.
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The traditional theoretical roots of perfectionism identified it as a forfeanfof failure
(Burns, 1980). Congruent with Hamachek’s description of neurotic perfectionism thesstshe
asserted that the necessary component of perfectionism was the perteptome tis performing
at a level below what he or she should and the subsequent negative affective artcbradtiva
consequences associated with this perception (Blatt, 1995; Slaney et al., 1996$. viewthine
high standards of the perfectionist are a byproduct of the personality traaseltentral to
perfectionism — a fear of failure and feelings of inferiority — not theitsalf. Although not
explicitly stated by any of the theorists it seems possible that a persdrdesuke perfection for
themselves in all things and experience fear of failure and inferiority elven @ne does not
hold especially high personal standards or at least, expect or attemairiohesitn. Indeed, due
to instances of withdrawal and procrastination perfectionism is often asdogititdow or
substandard performance (Burns, 1980; Ellis, 2002, Ferrari, 1992). The thinking for why
perfectionists engage in these counterproductive behaviors is that the fear ahgatect,
not the high standards themselves, causes the individual to avoid the attempt all.together

The often cited article by Hamachek however attended to the semanttsasibe
construct rather than the psychological characteristics and fosterel@anbat perfectionism is
sometimes a good thing. It is an assumption of this paper that this represeoistiag of the
construct that has led to subsequent confusion regarding the nature and measurement of
perfectionism. In the view of the current investigator the perfectionism aohas originally
conceptualized is inherently maladaptive, a view which is still held by psgadologists (Blatt,
1995). Any attempt to interpret the perfectionism construct as positive ishilegsdmething
other than perfectionism. Hamachek himself describes so-called norfegktipeist as those

“whom we could just as easily refer to as skilled artists or careful wakenasters of their
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craft.” (p. 27). Obviously the above statement does not fit well with the tmaditpicture of the
perfectionist as the brooding, tortured, procrastinator who is unable to obtain enjéygment
what he or she does. As a result in the current investigation the perfectionisinuct will be
defined as inherently maladaptive and a measurement strategy consistehtswitew will be
adopted.

Construct Measurement

One area of the perfectionism literature which is particularlytiitise of the evolution
of the construct is the development of psychometric measures of perfectionismanpef the
researchers developing scales of perfectionism did so by deductivelytogeniéeans it is
possible to ascertain the assumptions being made about the nature of the cdnsaddstion,
as the measures become part of the literature and are used by otheheesélae construct
becomes reflective of the assumption behind the measures being employed.

Burns (1980) developed the first measure of perfectionism. The Burns Perfettionis
scale (BPS) was derived from the Dysfunctional Attitude Scale (DASgasure of several self-
defeating attitudes typically seen in people suffering from anxiety andssepre While Burns
asserted that it is not pathological to set high standards and expectations fify perese; he
distinguished between the setting of high personal standards in a healthy anceadaptier
and perfectionism. For Burns, perfectionism was inherently pathological anactiestr As a
result the BPS is essentially a unitary measure of maladaptive asppetfectionistic attitudes.
For example, items on the BPS measure whether the respondent ties his or beresalfethe
attainment of unrealistic goals (“If | don't set the highest standards feelfriyam likely to end

up a second-rate person”), engages in inflexible thinking (“If I cannot do soedally well
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there is little point in doing it at all”), and experiences negative affiemdmnection with the
failure to attain perfection (“I should be upset if | make a mistake”).

The BPS is a 10-item measure that requires the respondent to describe his\ael loér |
agreement with each item along a 5-point continuum (“I agree very much” to grelesaery
much”). The measure results in a score between -20 and +20 with higher scoresngndicati
tendency toward perfectionism and negative scores being indicative of a “noctiperse
mindset.” Hewitt and Dyck (1986) conducted some of the earliest research ussRSh& hey
found that the measure had good test-retest reliability (r=.63) at a dwthrimterval. Moreover,
the Hewitt and Dyck study provided modest evidence of the construct validity oPtevBh
scores on the measure being positively correlated with identification widtpenistic
adjectives. Hewitt, Mittlestaedt, and Wollert (1989) also provided support for botblitislity
and validity of the BPS. First, the researchers found both convergent and divergiiyt vali
evidence. Convergent validity was established in that the BPS was found to be highly and
positively correlated with two other measures of constructs similar tegberiism: the High
Standards subscale of the Attitudes Toward Self Scale (Carver & Gaid®83),and the High
Self-Expectations subscale of the IBT (Jones, 1968). In addition, smallerrificaig
correlations were found between the BPS and related but not identical cons#lidiame and
depression, relationships which Hewitt and Dyck interpreted as demonstratirgedivealidity.

The perfectionism construct has been conceptualized as encompassingdsiéeerat
facets including extraordinarily high standards of performance (Burns; B&36 1995),
feelings of inferiority (Horney, 1950), a tendency to perseverate about pastdgBurns,
1980), and poor self-image due to connecting performance with self worth (Pacht, 1884) am

others. This wide variety of definitions of perfectionism led some reseatoh®gypothesize
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that the construct was not one-dimensional, as suggested by the BPS, but actually a
multidimensional. Moreover, while there is ample theoretical support for the contémdi
perfectionism is a maladaptive psychological variable this view is by no meaessanhi
(Hamachek, 1978). In the alternative view, any definition of perfectionismignikie positive
or adaptive components could be precluding an exhaustive explication of the construct.
Frost et al., (1990) noted the non-specific definitions of perfectionism as cigfitine
need for a more stringent definition of the construct and a more precise meagurestrument.
Using the BPS, the Eating Disorder Inventory (Garner, Olmstead, & P&B33) as well as
their own unique items Frost and colleagues set about to create a multidmaépsifectionism
scale composed of the following subscales they felt underlay the perfecti@mstruct: high
personal standards, concern over mistakes, doubts about personal performance, parental
expectations, an emphasis on order, and organization. Through two separate faces #&maly
researchers found support for six distinct factors. These factors resultedixshbscales of
the Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (FMPS): Concern overkdsstRersonal
Standards, Doubts About Actions, Parental Criticism, Parental Expectations;gamiz@tion.
These subscales were then summed (with the exception of Organization which had a low
correlation with the other subscales) to create a total perfectionism $ci@nportant to note
that two of the subscales of the FMPS measured facets of perfectionisne thaaptive.
Personal Standards measures the endorsement of high personal standardsrafnuerf@.g., “I
set extremely high goals for myself”) but does not tap the negative tesrefahose cognitions
frequently associated with perfectionism (i.e., | am no good if | do not achieeehtigés
standards). Likewise Organization measures the tendency to be organized efef @wrger in

ones life (e.g., “neatness is very important to me”) but does not tap potentiEtampia/e
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features of the desire for order (e.g., If  am not completely organizeshdichunction). Frost et
al., (1990) also provided evidence of the construct validity of the FMPS by demogstrat
positive correlations with several conceptually related variables. fleplygj total FMPS scores
were positively related to pathological symptoms including self-cmti@ad guilt.

Evidence has also been presented to suggest that the distinct subscales ¢3he FM
measure distinct facets of perfectionism and add value by differentiatingdyepositive and
negative aspects of perfectionism. Frost, Heimber, Holt, Mattia, and Neubauerf@Lg@B)hat
scores on the FMPS were positively correlated to both depression and negatixatgffe
When the correlation matrices for the individual subscales were examinedftkinee
maladaptive subscales Concern Over Mistakes, Parental Criticism, and BbabtsActions
were all positively related to depression and negative affectivity. Inasinthe two adaptive
subscales Personal Standards, and Organization; were found to be unrelated tonlepess
negative affectivity but were positively related to positive affectivity.

One recent study lends support to the notion that the FMPS measures factors of both
adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism. Using two separate non-clinical sgonde
undergraduate; one high school) Stumpf and Parker (2000) factor analyzed tlssates of
the FMPS in an attempt to find factors underlying the scale. In the falysenfour first-order
factors were found. The first factor consisted of items from the Concern astak®s and
Doubts about Actions subscales of the FMPS. This factor which reflects doubtshabout t
appropriateness of one’s behavior was termed “concerns and doubts.” The secorfiduiagtor
was characterized solely by the items on the organization subscale of theoMRS Quite
appropriately it was termed “organization.” The third factor was compriseena$ from the

personal standards subscale only. Again, this factor was called “personaldsdnéarally the
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fourth factor was made up of items from both the parental criticism and paepégitations
subscales and called “parental pressure.”

Subsequent to the first-order factor analysis the authors also conducteat ariabtsis
on the second-order level. This procedure resulted in two second-order factofisst Taetor
was composed of the items from factor one and four of the first-order facictust;, concern
and doubts and parental pressure. The researchers interpreted this factor ggngmbod
unhealthy or maladaptive perfectionism. The second factor was made up of th&otem
factor two and three of the first-order solution: personal standards and otiganiZanis factor
was construed as representing healthy of adaptive perfectionism.

Stumpf and Parker (2000) also administered several measures of persortiaéty
sample and correlated these measures with the FMPS. Among the subscaleM&3he F
Concern over Mistakes, Parental Criticism, and Doubts about Actions were nggatated to
the Rosenberg (1965) Self-Esteem scale. The Doubts about Actions scalsowrsiively
correlated with maladjustment and neuroticism. Personal Standards and &iganvere
positively related to conscientiousness. For the two-factor second-orddr thedealthy
perfectionism factor was found to be positively related to self-esteemyeaxtaat, adjustment,
and order scales of the ACL and the judging-perception scale of the MBTI. Thdthmphea
perfectionism factor was negatively related to self-esteem and pgosdssbciated with
maladjustment.

The researchers interpreted the results of the second-order anabigipad for the
theoretical conceptualization of perfectionism existing in two forms: urtydaaladaptive and
healthy/adaptive. Furthermore, the fact that the factors were unrelateddediffdrant patterns

of correlations with the personality variables investigated was intedoastreflecting the fact
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that healthy and unhealthy perfectionism are not in fact different ends ofirucontof the
same construct but two distinct and unrelated constructs.

The Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale is not the only multidimensional
measure of perfectionism. Nor is it the only measure known as the Multidimensional
Perfectionism Scale. Hewitt and Flett (1991) conceptualized perfectiosibottaan
intrapersonal and interpersonal construct. They contend that perfectionisninetkiste
varieties that differ “not in the behavior pattern per se, but in the object to whom the
perfectionistic behavior is directed” (Hewitt and Flett, 1991, p. 457). The threeumigstr
developed by the authors were self-oriented, other-oriented, and sociallybeescr
perfectionism. Self-oriented perfectionism encompasses what can be thougtiteof a
“traditional” facets of perfectionism reflecting excessively higtspeal standards and
discomfort with any perceived failure to achieve these standards. Oigr@tedrperfectionism
is the holding of unrealistic expectations and standards for others. The othedoriente
perfectionist will hold very high expectations of others and stringently apphaise
performance. Hewitt and Flett assert that this constrict is virtugslytical to self-oriented
perfectionism except that the target of the perfectionism is someonatéksethan oneself.
Socially-prescribed perfectionism involves the perception that significaetsoin one’s life
hold extraordinary high expectations for oneself and judge one’s performangerstsin The
socially-prescribed perfectionist is then similar to the self-orientddgqimnist in that both are
concerned about falling short of performance expectations. However, in the éasedhose
expectations are one’s own; whereas in the latter those expectations eg’e othe

Hewitt and Flett (1991) generated the Multidimensional Perfectionism G¢RI8)

which is composed of three, 15-item, scales corresponding to the three dimensions of
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perfectionism. In a series of experiments the researchers demonsizatihe tscales had both
acceptable internal consistency and a replicatable factor strachass disparate samples.

More importantly Hewitt and Flett found evidence of both convergent and divergent construct
validity for the three scales. It was hypothesized that self-orientegcperfism would be
strongly related to measures of self-related constructs, while otleatextiperfectionism would
be related to other-directed constructs, and socially-prescribed perfactiaould be strongly
associated with perceptions of social information. These hypotheses wereelipeit-
oriented perfectionism was positively correlated to such self-relatesunessas high standards,
self-blame, and self-criticism but unrelated to conceptually distinct catssuch as demand

for the approval of others, fear of negative evaluation, and other-directed blanoaitrés
other-oriented perfectionism was positively related to other-direcéedehldominance, and
authoritarianism. Finally socially-prescribed perfectionism was found to levplysrelated to
demand for approval of others, fear of negative evaluation, and locus of control. Takleertoge
this pattern of correlations was interpreted as reflecting the viahilihedhree perfectionism
constructs.

Still other researchers conceptualize the perfectionism constructiédimmensional, but
offer different dimensions than previously proposed by either Frost and colleaddewitt and
Flett (1991). Johnson and Slaney (1996) reviewed the literature on perfectionism and donclude
that the perfectionism construct included both positive and negative aspects. Titiégddsx
dimensions of perfectionism found both in the literature and in their clinical empenrdth
perfectionist patients. They were: high standards, order, anxiety, tendenograspnate,
problematic interpersonal relationships, and problematic therapeutic rdig®n3hey created

a scale of perfectionism comprised of these subscales called the Alnfest Beale (APS).
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Subsequent factor analysis of the initial measure yielded four factonstatia and Order,
Anxiety, Interpersonal and Counseling Relationships, and Procrastination; wsudth lvecome
the subscales of the initial version of the APS.

In their original research, Johnson and Slaney provided ample evidence of thktyelia
of the APS achieving internal consistency scores ranging from .71 to .85 on eaeh of th
subscales. Moreover temporal reliability was established in thaktest-correlations ranged
from .79 and .86. Initial validity was established by the fact that the Standardsdarcatd
Anxiety subscales were found to successfully distinguish between seiibeegserfectionists
and non-perfectionists, with perfectionists having significantly higheesar the two
subscales.

Noting several studies that found two (Procrastination and Relationships), and in some
cases three (Procrastination, Relationships, and Anxiety) of the APS salvgesdaunrelated to
either self-identified or other-identified perfectionism in both clinical aon-clinical contexts
(Johnson and Slaney, 1996; Slaney et al., 2000), Slaney and colleagues were ferced to
examine their conceptualization of the maladaptive aspects of perfectionigmesearchers
amended their original thinking to reflect the position that while anxiety, gstcation, and
problematic relationships may be causes or consequences of perfectionisto, tio¢yeflect
the essence of negative perfectionism. Based on their experience with peists;tthe
researchers concluded that the distinguishing characteristic of maladagtiectionism is the
concept of discrepancy. In this view perfectionism becomes maladaptive tdehetleat the
individual perceives that he or she consistently fails to meet the high standardshbesets for

him or herself. This conceptualization harkens back to the writings of Burns (1980) and Pac
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(1984) who asserted that the plight of the perfectionist stems from his or hetyrtalalchieve
at a level that he or she obsessively feels they must.

This re-examination of the APS subscales led Slaney et al., (1996) to réicecsdtale
and create the Almost Perfect Scale — Revised (APS-R). The APS-R<ohs#iisee subscales:
Standards, Order, and Discrepancy. The revised measure was investigatednfgimgtory
factor analysis across several cross-validation samples (Slangy2604a). The results of the
CFA consistently supported the three-factor solution reflecting the proposedtinscales.
Moreover, the subscales demonstrated both internal consistency (coeéfiplead between .85
and .92) and validity. Validity was evidenced in that the subscales of the ARSeRealated to
several other scales of psychological constructs in the expected direGewfically, the
Standards and Order scales were unrelated to depression but were posititexdytoeself-
esteem and GPA in a university sample. In contrast, Discrepancy was ppséigttd to
depression and negatively related to both self-esteem and GPA. The aboveregials
support for both convergent and divergent validity of the APS-R.

From the perspective of this investigation the Discrepancy subscaleAR8iR is the
measure that most closely reflects the true perfectionism construct. Tdethat it is not
necessarily the standards of the perfectionist but rather the perception ahtlgriatling short
of those standards that leads to the maladaptive outcomes posited to be assdhiated wi
perfectionism is central to the theoretical genesis of the construct. Use sddle allows
researchers to differentiate between individuals who simply hold high persordrsis of
performance from those that have a neurotic fixation on unattainable perfectictheger

reasons the APS-R and specifically the Discrepancy scale will b@wsagh this investigation.
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Empirical Research

Perfectionism and Depression

The advent of the measures of perfectionism that could reliably measure tlmeatonst
among non-clinical populations allowed researchers to conduct empiricaiatese identify the
psychological correlates of perfectionism that had previously been iddrttifiough theoretical
and qualitative/clinical research. One main avenue of research has bewmestigation of the
relationship between perfectionism and depression. Pirot (1986) conducted somersif the fi
empirical work on perfectionism using non-clinical populations. Pirot used suretiypdology
on a sample of university students to research the correlates of perfectioer$actidhism, as
measured by the BPS (Burns, 1980) was found to be negatively related to the(B358pr
Acceptance of Self Scale. In addition, the BPS was found to be positivelyl teldabe Zung
Scale (1965) of self-rated depression (although the relationship was telatbadk).

The Pirot study was significant in that it empirically demonstratedoimewhat
anecdotal relationships asserted by Burns (1980) and Pacht (1984) betweeroperieetnd
depression. Although the relationship was weak, Pirot suggested that the messtdiresy
explain the weakness of the observed relationship. Specifically, the Zunggiepiscale
measures feeling of confusion, emptiness, hopelessness, indecisivendsfityratal suicidal
thoughts. Pirot suggested that if another depression inventory was used, one thelinggsofe
self-directed negative thoughts and emotions; it may have demonstrated @inoste
relationship with perfectionism.

In addition, the demonstrated negative relationship between perfectionism apthace

of self supports the theoretical notion that the perfectionist is someone who not onlgthas hi



Perfectionism 22

personal standards and/or goals but also believes that he or she is unable to aghieve at
acceptable level. These beliefs lead the perfectionist to have dyffemdéepting him or herself.

More recent research into the relationship between perfectionism and depression ha
sought to explore the possibility that the relationship is not characterizedropla siain effect.
Hewitt and Flett (1993) proposed a model for explicating the relationship epeeectionism
and depression. They asserted that life stress moderates the relati@taieien perfectionism
and depression. Central to this assertion is the notion that the perfectionist isetdnaén
achieving his or her inflated accomplishment expectations. If the perfeti®successful in
this endeavor then he or she should not experience depression. However, if the petfectionis
experiences frustration in this quest through the introduction of stressors os hassteshe is
likely to experience depression associated with achievement/goal distyepéere again one
can note that the earliest theorist on perfectionism conceptualized discr&pamoyne’s goals
and aspirations as being part and parcel of true perfectionism. Thus, the cosistotict i
concerned with the objective goals or standards of the perfectionist but rathezrtpeesent
belief that one is failing. Indeed, the APS-R explicitly identifies giged performance/goal
discrepancy as being at the heart of maladaptive perfectionism.

In addition to the stress moderation hypothesis Hewitt and Flett (1993) alsal @osite
specific vulnerability hypothesis that states that for a stressor too@mgptession the stressor
must involve frustration of a life goal that is ego-relevant for the individual. , Thiua
perfectionist who is more focused on professional achievement a stressoingféram
interpersonal family conflict would not result in depression, while a professtreakor would
likely result in depression for that individual. In order to test this hypothesigtHed Flett

(1993) utilized the MPS (Hewitt and Flett, 1991) which classifies perfectioaisng three
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dimensions: self-oriented, other-oriented, and socially prescribed on twoldemcples (one
composed entirely of depressed participants, the other of mixed diagnosipgatd)jc By
using this measure the researchers were able to classify theppatsdn terms of their
dominant area of perfectionism, and presumably their area of ego-involvementesgéarchers
also administered the Delongis, Folkman, and Lazarus (1988) Hassle Scalehirstndssors
were classified into either achievement focused or interpersonally thcEggally the Barnett
and Gotlib (1988) Self-Criticism-Dependency Scale was used to measursstt@prerhus, it
was hypothesized that among self-oriented perfectionists who are concetnadhieving self-
relevant goals, stressors that reflect achievement frustration woulacinteth self-oriented
perfectionism to predict depression. Conversely, among socially prescritbectipaists who
are typified by a high need for approval and acceptance, socially prescnifeadipeism would
interact with interpersonal stressors to produce depression.

The results of the study generally supported the hypotheses. In both samples self
oriented perfectionism interacted with achievement hassles (but not iatergkhassles) to
predict depression. The results for socially prescribed perfectionisrmvisazd with the
measure interacting with interpersonal stressors to predict depressioa sample but
interacting with achievement stressors in the other sample. This pattesult$ fted the
researchers to support the notion of specific vulnerability but only in terms of ieelfear
perfectionism.

In order to truly test the specific vulnerability hypothesis it is necgs$satetermine
whether perfectionism predicts depression longitudinally. Thus to for the hysaihves fully
supported it must be shown that perfectionism measured at one time predicts aleptessater

date when the specific stressors are present. This need in the literataddvessed by Hewitt,
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Flett, and Ediger (1996). The researchers had a sample of unipolar/bipolar aapliste the
Hewitt and Flett (1991) MPS; then four months later had the same sample caimpBezk
Depression Inventory (BDI) (Beck, Steer, & Garbin, 1988), and the Cochrane and Robertson
(1973) Life Events Inventory (LEI) which measures stress experiences.

Results supported the specific vulnerability hypothesis for self-orientegcperfism. It
was found that perfectionism at time one was predictive of depression at time y#oronl|
individuals experiencing high levels of achievement stress measurettdawo. In contrast, the
specific vulnerability hypothesis was not supported for socially prescribéetpenism. While
this form of perfectionism was a significant main effect predictor ofedspon, the interaction
between socially prescribed perfectionism and interpersonal stress veagnifatant.

In an effort to gather more external validity for the specific vulnetglhlypothesis
Hewitt, Caelian, Flett, Sherry, Collins, and Flynn (2002) again tested the modémthissing a
non-clinical sample of children. Strong support was found for specific vulnéyabiterms of
self-oriented perfectionism. Self-oriented perfectionism and achieveinesg were found to be
significant predictors of depression, but more relevantly the interaction lmepgdectionism
and achievement stress was also significant. Analysis of the regresgies isidicated that, as
expected, perfectionism was related to depression only for children with neodedahigh
levels of achievement stress. For children with low levels of achievemess gtere was no
relationship between perfectionism and depression.

Perfectionism and Anxiety

Another fruitful avenue of research has been the establishment of thensigtio
between perfectionism and anxiety. Saboonchi and Lundh (1997) lent empirical support to the

contention that perfectionism is related to anxiety. Using a non-clinical sarhphiversity
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students, the researchers found significant correlations between facatectiggesm and
several anxiety scales. The study used two sets of perfectionism meathwd&soncern Over
Mistakes and Doubts About Actions subscales of Frost et al.’s (1990) FMPS and #ily Soci
Prescribed Perfectionism Scale of Hewitt et al.’s (1991) MPS. The reseahypothesized that
these measures of perfectionism would be most strongly related to forms b&sgiéy insofar
as they revolve around personal concerns about making mistakes and being pwlinedyotit”
vis a vis those mistakes. The hypothesis was supported as the relationship bt tess
perfectionism scales and the three measures of social anxiety used uryhe thte Social
Anxiety scale of Wolpe and Lang’s (1964) Fear Survey Schedule Il (FS&id)Matick, Peters
and Clark’s (1989) Social Interaction Anxiety scale and Social Phobia scale sigmificant.
Furthermore, these relationships remained significant when partiallgeutfluence of self-
consciousness. Perhaps the most interesting result of the study was the tessnefationship
found between the three perfectionism scales and other forms of anxietystaace, all three
perfectionism scales were significantly related to agoraphobia. Ihadhe Concern Over
Mistakes scale correlated significantly with the Fears of Bddjlyy, Death and lliness, and
Sexual and Aggressive Scenes scales of the FSS Ill. And, Sociallyilbréserfectionism was
correlated with the Death Anxiety scale.

The results of Saboonchi and Lundh (1997) are significant in that they indicate a deeper
relationship between perfectionism and anxiety. Indeed, rather than perteatbeing related
to domain-specific forms of anxiety stemming from the perfectionisigety over not
achieving his or her desired goal of perfection or the perceived consequences$adiitieathe
relationship between perfectionism and anxiety seems to be more global en néterauthors

posit that anxiety could possibly cause perfectionism in that individuals who haeresxced
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an anxious childhood may turn toward perfectionism in an attempt to pursue safetyuaity sec
through the achievement of perfection. This line of reasoning suggests thatfdationist may
view the world in general as hostile and threatening and that perfection isseparaacea for
this global threat. It stands to reason then that if the security associdtgdmection was
threatened (i.e., by the notion that one is not or cannot achieve perfection) theopestec
would respond very negatively indeed.

In an example of an investigation of the relationship between perfectionism and-domain
specific anxiety Walsh and Ugunba-Agwunobi (2002) investigated the link betweett etew
al.’s MPS and statistics anxiety in an undergraduate sample. The reseaccigit to identify
the relationship between perfectionism and statistics anxiety while dogralr trait anxiety
and procrastination. Statistics anxiety was measured using Cruise and \(1i#803 Statistics
Anxiety Rating Scale (STARS) which is comprised of six sub-scaleshwbstatistics,
interpretation anxiety, test and class anxiety, computational self-coreaptffasking for help,
and fear of statistics teachers. Using a multiple regression with thetMR&nxiety, and
procrastination as predictors, the study found that socially-prescribedyanaget significant
predictor of interpretation anxiety along with both trait anxiety and pstoedion. In addition,
self-oriented perfectionism added to the prediction of fear of statistickdes along with
procrastination and other-oriented perfectionism (which was negativelydjetaite was the sole
predictor of computational self-concept. The researchers posited that thewekheself-
oriented perfectionism and fear of teachers may be explained in termauofdadistic
performance expectations held by perfectionists. As the perfecticugpiestations of his or her
statistics performance begin to mount he or she may begin to doubt the teachgrabil

support this level of performance. This loss of faith then leads to anxiety asdauidt that
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instructor. In contrast, the relationship between self-oriented perfectiandmomputational
self-concept (lack of faith in one’s computational ability) was explainednmstef the
perfectionist’s focus on past failures. Because the perfectionist tendasit@ate over past
failures and believes he or she is likely to experience future failures he exkgeriences a loss
of self-efficacy around his or her computational skills.

The literature clearly indicates that perfectionism is associdatbdawost of negative
psychological variables including decreased performance (Burns, 1980), aep(Bsst, 1986;
Hewitt and Flett, 1993; Hewitt, Flett, and Ediger, 1996; Hewitt et al., 2002), and botlalgener
(Saboonchi and Lundh, 1997) and domain specific anxiety (Walsh and Ugunba-Agwunobi,

2002).
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Study #1 — Perfectionism, Stress, Burnout and Job Satisfaction

While there is wealth of empirical literature describing the emotiarhhaotivational
consequences of perfectionism among student and clinical populations theretigseadetath
of literature using non-clinical working populations. More importantly there hase Wirtually
no systematic investigations of the consequences of perfectionism in the wodaerent. One
early exception, although somewhat anecdotal, is the work of Burns (1980) who ateelstite
work behaviors of perfectionists and found that perfectionism was negativelyl relgod
performance. Given that the average person will spend the vast majority of hidifer dter
work and the central role that work plays in the psychological and emotional livespdé pe
our culture it is important to understand the impact of this personality chasacterithe work
environment.

Stress
As stated elsewhere, perfectionism is associated with the perceptionehaust

achieve perfection in all endeavors. This notion leads the perfectionist to put mdoee
amount of pressure on him or herself regarding personal performance. Forebaqrest
achieving the absolute gold standard of performance is not an option but a requirement.
Moreover, it is an ethical imperative as the perfectionist equates pemfedth goodness and

the only way in which one can be a valuable or worthwhile person is through the acliegeme
perfection. In the present investigation it is hypothesized that the perfsttighcertainly

apply this world view to the world of work. Specifically, the perfectionist wijuire absolute
perfection of themselves at work and the achievement of anything ledsl{ancartainty) will

be met with extreme disappointment and job dissatisfaction. It is due to theskéyvirtua

impossible standards of performance that it is hypothesized that theipargéetill also
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experience a high degree of work stress. This prediction will be explicatieel context of
Karasek’s (1979) demand-control model which has many conceptual linkagestiipeism.

Work-related stress is often cited as one of the largest problems Vemikers and
managers in modern industrialized society (Baba, Jamal, & Tourigny, 1998%tudyeaof
Canadian managers Tillson (1997) found that 88% of respondents reported elevated levels of
stress. Indeed work stress, the perception that one is overwhelmed with the derhénds of
her job and the organization in particular appears to be part and parcel of the work world
(Allcorn, 2004). A recent article by Peterson and Wilson (2004) focusing on Amevar&ers
suggests that stress is a direct result of the unspoken cultural assumptiefss,deli values so
ingrained in American culture that they exist below the level of consciaiégelsien, 1996).
The authors cite several culture features that they hypothesize predispeseatss to work
stress.

One belief posited to be central to the culture of America is the value of nerkealth
which is rooted in the Puritan/Protestant notion that work is central to morabightess. This
belief states that work is not only a necessary endeavor of one’s life butlaneuassity to be a
good person. Furthermore, the rewards associated with work (material wesdthre
comforts, etc.) serve as markers for moral righteousness. Therefaeefr be a truly good
person he or she should accumulate wealth. Conversely, those who have not accumutated weal
suffer from a moral character flaw. In addition American culture endorsédetib¢he
perfectibility of man whereby a person should constantly be striving feingaiovement
toward the goal of perfection. Lastly, there is also a belief in equaldgrafition. Specifically

that all people enjoy the same opportunity to be successful and obtain the rewardsaafrka
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The result is that the American worker feels that he or she must be sulcapdsf
accumulate the most material wealth possible. Moreover, he or she acknowhed gesyt are
as able to achieve these goals and if they have not it is evidence of their own motal Tede
result is a frantic effort by American workers to accumulate as mugbsasble through
Herculean amounts of work. If the worker fails to accumulate this elusiveoewelrk and
wealth the result is stress.

In assessing these cultural beliefs one hears echoes of the perfestynestthinking.
Specifically, the perfectionist too believes that his or her moral standoogtisigent on
performance and the achievement of perfection. Additionally, the perfecticudialeves in
the illusion (at least on some level) that perfectionism is possible and thareftiraues to
strive for this illusive goal even in the face of evidence of its impossibilityuch conscious
beliefs are indeed at work in modern society one can see how they could potexsedybate
the natural tendencies of the perfectionist.

In contrast to investigating the cultural assumptions underlying stressekaand his
colleagues (Karasek, 1979; Karasek, Brisson,, Kawakami, Houtman, Bongers, K, A898)
have developed one of the most widely used models of work stress conceptualizingessrk st
in terms of the psychosocial aspects of the work environment that lead to streig . KBrasek
and Theorell (1990) distinguish between the constructs of stress, which is a nathalqeggal
and physical arousal response to stimuli in one’s environment; and strain which igatieene
response (anxiety, depression, illness, etc.) to stress manifested in sitinatvbich the
individual lacks the ability or resources to adaptively react to the @tredscording to this

view, it is not the presence of aversive stimuli at work (high productivity quotagreksdle
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managers or co-workers) that causes what is commonly referred tokastrgss but rather the
lack of an effective response to these stressors.

Based on numerous studies conducted both in American and Sweden, Karasek (1979)
proposed the demand-control theory of work stress. This theory states that frgehaspsial
perspective the work environment can be deconstructed into two meta-dimensionisst The f
dimension is work demands. Work demands describe the physical and psychological demands
placed on the individual in a specific job. Psychological demands include: high production
demands, necessity of quick decisions, criticality of decisions (i.e., the sttgeimpact of
one’s decisions), and socially demanding managers/co-workers. Based on theegbopéahs
factors along this dimension are characterized as stressors. Howeyargethet in and of
themselves sufficient to cause the negative outcomes associated with dtesecdnd
dimension in the demand-control model is decision latitude. Decision latituderisrsegl into
two categories — skill discretion and decision authority. Skill discretion desdhe breadth of
skills employees both possess and are allowed to use on the job. Decision authwiigsitse
authority the employee has to make decisions regarding how tasks are &tvednmh the job.
The demand-control theory theorized that when decision latitude is low it seivarggtes the
ability of the worker to adaptively react to work the stress associated withrjends. Thus,
when job demands are high and decision latitude is low the result will be job strain (more
commonly, and hitherto, referred to as job stress).

Several studies have identified a host of negative psychological, phgsidddehavioral
consequences of stress as operationalized by the demand-control model. Froholagisgl
perspective high job demands and low decision latitude has been associated withaepres

(Karasek, 1979), exhaustion, and job dissatisfaction (Kauppinen-Toropainen, 1981; Braun and
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Hollander, 1988). Physiologically, the model has been associated with higher |levetsnaig
heart disease for individuals experiencing high demands and low decision latitirdg@mn t
(Karasek, 1981). Behaviorally, high demands and low decision latitude has been foudd relate
to absenteeism on the job and avoidance behaviors such as pill consumption (Karasek, 1979).

While most of the early research on the demand-control model used self-repsutese
of both independent and dependent variables under study, Dwyer and Ganster (1991) obtained
support for the demand-control theory using objective measures of job demands of phgsica
psychological demands on the job. The researchers hypothesized that conditions ofthigh w
demands and low perceptions of control would result in increased withdrawal behaviors.
Withdrawal behaviors were obtained by organizational records of sick days @ndgar Thus,
both the independent and dependent variables under study were measured using i@bfestive
than subjective self-report measures.

Results indicated that, consistent with demand-control theory, theresigasfecant
interaction between objectively-measured psychological demands on the job aptiqres e
control on sick days and tardiness. Specifically, high levels of demand had no mectimeff
tardiness or sick days. However, when high psychological demands occurred with low
perceptions of control the result was increased tardiness and sick days on therpatogpées.

In later research Karasek expanded the demand-control theory to include a third
dimension the psychosocial work environment believed to be pivotal to the experienced of work
stress - social support at work. Social support is defined as “overall levedfpbil social
interaction available on the job from both co-workers and supervisors.” (Karasek andllTheor
1990, p. 69) and is theorized to mitigate the impact of work stress and enhance overall well-

being on the job.
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While there is substantial evidence that social support does influence thersgefi
job strain (Karasek and Theorell, 1990; Vagg & Spielberger, 1998) the exact mechaitism
which social support influences strain at work is somewhat in dispute. Someheseauggest
a buffering hypothesis which implies that social support moderates the influgnbestfessors
on job strain whereby the relationship between stressors and experienced straimger for
those with low social support and weaker for those with high levels of social supp@asdKat
al., 1982; Wilcox, 1981). However, still other researchers have found only direcs afiiecho
interaction that would suggest buffering (Ganster, Fusilier, and Mayes, 1986).

A more recent wrinkle added to the demand-control model is the concept of job
insecurity. Many have noted the fact that structural changes in the labl@t in@ave resulted in
less job security for employees (De Witte & Naswell, 2003). More recesdrdshas
demonstrated that these changes have translated into the perception by eniphdyeles are
less secure and certain (Kinnunen, Mauno, Natti, & Happonen, 1999). Strazdins, D’'Souza, Li
Broom, and Rodgers (2004) extended the concept of job strain to include the notion of job
insecurity. They hypothesized that the perception that one is at risk for losisgainatts in
combination with job strain (which is described as high demands and low control)teojckea
stress. The authors write:

Uncertainty about the future, the personal and financial ramifications of jgb loss

and perceptions that one’s job is on the line could erode employees’ capacity to

cope with job strain and constrain their ability to negotiate better conditions. (p.

297).

A large sample study of over 2,000 working Australian adults employed acrosstg var

of professional and managerial jobs were placed into categories based ornrtlepitiqres of job
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strain (high demands; low control) and job insecurity. Job pressure was measarfedbyem
scales measuring perceptions of both extent of job demands and control over one’s job. Job
insecurity was measured by a single item that assessed the degleeht participants felt

secure in their job. A measure of job pressure was created by classifyiogpaats into five
categories ranging from low pressure (lowest scores on both strain anditgs@nd extremely
high pressure (highest score on both strain and insecurity). Results indicatbd that
combination of job strain and job insecurity increased the accuracy of prediction fat ment
health outcomes (depression, anxiety, self-rated health) and physical heakimgrobhe

highest incidence of these negative outcomes was associated with jolwkgaiit occurred in
addition to job insecurity.

Taken as a whole, the demand-control theory theorizes that high job demands, low
decision latitude, and low levels of social support are associated with higHerdewerk
stress. When one superimposes the theoretical and empirical findings frpenfdationism
literature onto this model the potential impact of perfectionism as an individiexkdite
variable that influences the experience of work stress becomes apparentsloftpb
demands perfectionism is hypothesized to exacerbate the perception of job deneradse B
the perfectionist feels that he or she must achieve perfection, and becausedhearmes of
“failure” are so much more severe for the perfectionist it is expectegbthdemands such as
heavy workloads, short deadlines, etc. will be more severely experienceddstipei$ts. This
will lead to a heightening of the perceptions of job demands. In addition to this first-order
perceptual hypothesis it is possible that the behavioral correlates aftipeiften will impact the
perception of job demands. For example, perfectionism has been linked to procrastihation a

self-handicapping (Ferrari, 1992) as well as withdrawal behaviors, and lower fobyzarce
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(Blatt, 1995; Burns, 1980). Consider the situation in which a perfectionist responds to a short
deadline at work by procrastinating due to fears that any action he or sheitbkesmmong. In
such a case, the job demands may be objectively higher as the deadline loonandltser
perfectionist has taken no actions to achieve the task.

There is also some reason to believe that perfectionism may be negatately te
decision latitude as defined as skill discretion and decision authority. Bheexedalth of
evidence to suggest that perfectionism is associated with rigid “all or nbthinking
(Hollander, 1965; Campbell and DiPaula, 2002). It is possible that this cognitivelititigx
extends to the work environment such that the perfectionist feels constrained agjamsis or
her skills in novel ways in order to address work tasks. Because they are @arapsng for a
“perfect” solution they do not have confidence, or engage in the type of ingenuity sdguest
skill discretion (i.e., using a wide variety of skills on the job to address variousmsjblall
else being equal the perfectionist will prefer programmatic solutionstio problems that
produce the “perfect” results. It is also possible that this rigidity of thgnéxtends to the
perfectionists thoughts about organizational hierarchy. The perfectionigirefay instances in
which roles and role requirements are clearly articulated and adhereletdear of
overstepping and making a mistake as well as the belief that he or she showithatethe
confined of his or her formal role may reduce the likelihood that the perfectiatiishgage in
significant decision authority (i.e., taking the initiative to make decismiosganize one’s work,
address work issues, etc.). Of the perfectionist at work, Ellis (2002) writes:

When stressful conditions — such as business difficulties — occur, they may

demand that they have the ‘perfect’ solution for them. They not only greatly

prefer these conditions of solutions to them but require that they are easily and
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quickly available — which they normally are not. Therefore...perfect®tiiat’

more stress, less satisfactory solutions, and more prolonged difficulties tha

nonperfectionists find. (p. 227)

Thus the perfectionists may objectively have the latitude to use a wide breadth of
skills and abilities on the job however he or she may impose internal obstacles to such
behavior as a result of fear or failure, rigid thinking, and an insistence on ‘eaftber
than “good enough” solutions to problems that arise at work. These internal obgatacles
turn, could result in low levels of decision latitude as described by the demand-control
model. In short, the perfectionist will feel that he or she has very littleatoinileed,
over his or her work environment.

Finally, there is much anecdotal and empirical evidence to suggest fieatiparsts
have difficulties in interpersonal contexts (Habke & Flynn, 2002). One way in which
perfectionism is theorized to negatively impact interpersonal relationshifpough personality
trait clusters with known implications for interpersonal functioning. For el@riewitt and
Flett (1991) found that socially-prescribed perfectionism (perfectionismrsing from the
belief that others in the social environment have extremely high standardsdbytiaey judge
the individual) was related to anxious and fearful personality traits. Albeisg equal these
traits will lead the perfectionist to be hesitant and avoidant in social intgrathus limiting the
likelihood of the formation of rewarding social relationships. Other studies have fouad mor
direct links between perfectionism and interpersonal problems. In one such dtudyuhij and
Turlington, (1997) found that, among men, all three of Hewitt and Flett's (1991) pemfect
subscales — self-oriented, socially-prescribed, and other-orientedelated to interpersonal

problems stemming from control issues, vindictiveness, domination, suspicion, and theyinabili



Perfectionism 37

to empathize. Among women a less clear pattern emerged although soesdiyoad
perfectionism was found to be related to a host of interpersonal problems. Thisyitabarm

and maintain meaningful interpersonal relationships may hinder the perfedtiomgbrming
bonds with individuals in his or her work environment. Lacking these bonds it is unlikely tha
the perfectionist would have the social support that has been found to mitigate the exérienc
work stress in the demand-control model.

Germane to the experimental hypothesis, a recent study by Hsieh (2004) fdund tha
employees with high standards of performance at work perclewend levels of work stress.
While on their face these findings seem antithetical to the hypothesis tfeatipeists will
experience more stress in part because of their need to achieve perfectioone/kigys deeper
the findings do not contradict the stated hypothesis. Specifically, the reasorfélcqest is
expected to experience work stress is not because he or she wants to achievepeRather
the stress results from perception of the perfectionist that the work envirbisnaeplace in
which he or she is destined to fail due to excessive demands coupled with their own substanda
abilities. The issue is analogous to the discussion around adaptive vs. maladapirtemmsre
(Hamachek, 1978). Adaptive perfectionism is associated with a rational desal@eve high
standards; while maladaptive perfectionism (the perfectionism under iratestigere) is
associated with an irrational and neurotic need for perfection and feauoé fail

While there are no empirical investigations in the literature addgetise relationship
between perfectionism and work stress, several studies have establisla¢idrashep between
perfectionism and general life stress. As explicated elsewhere in thisgatiea, Hewitt and
Flett (1991, 1993) have compiled evidence of their specific vulnerability hypothassuggests

that perfectionists are at least especially vulnerable to the effestiesd. The hypothesis states
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that perfectionists react negatively to stressors that are relevanir foettiectionistic
proclivities. Specifically self-oriented perfectionists, who place higtomance on personal
achievement, react to achievement associated stressors in their environhesat reBults were
recently extended by the work of Dunkley et al., (2003) who found that perfectionists were
especially reactive to stress that implied personal failure. Moreoveettfeefonists in the
study were less effective in utilizing stress coping strategasthe nonperfectionists.

Trait negative affectivity has been found to be related to both perfectiontsmaak
stress (Brief et al., 1988; Flett et al., 1998). Brief et al., (1988) found that gatives
affectivity was positively associated with measures of both stresk jodtaand work) and
distress or strain (job dissatisfaction, somatic complaints at work, lifatidisstion, and
depression). Moreover when the influence of trait negativity was partialed out of the
relationships between stress and strain the magnitude of those relationships droppedéoo.
These results suggest that negative affectivity has a strong influenicesmand strain variables
especially when those variables are measured subjectively.

For perfectionism to be a meaningful predictor of job stress it must do so over and above
the shared variance accounted for by negative affectivity. It is hypottéisateperfectionism
is especially germane to specific features of the work environment inafjéemphasis on
personal performance, possible negative outcomes associated with failurbg decthand-
control model of work stress in particular (perceptions of high demands, low control, laodl lac
social support) and thus will influence work stress even controlling for traitinegdfectivity.
Perfectionism #1 — Perfectionism will be positively related job stress wbntrolling for the
influence of negative affectivity

Job Satisfaction
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The research with perfectionists has demonstrated that individuals with ipargtct
tendencies have difficulty in deriving satisfaction from their expeegmie to an insatiable
need to achieve perfection in every aspect of their lives (Burns, 1980; Pacht, 1984). These
individuals create unattainable standards of performance and behavior and, whatatiesrds
are ultimately not met, suffer from the emotional and cognitive repercussions having
obtained that which was very important to them (Slaney, Rice, and Ashby, 2002).

In the present investigation it is hypothesized that due to the fact that jo@ifentis
associated with a tendency to ruminate about high personal standards of pexéoama one’s
failure to meet those standards (Flett et al., 1998), individuals scoring high artipei$en will
be less able to derive satisfaction from their work experiences. tt,dffeconstantly worrying
about being the best the perfectionist will be unable to get any enjoyment dwtdiewor she
does. It was also theorized that certain aspects of the work context eslpbeially likely to
create dissatisfaction among perfectionists. Specifically, the workoanwvent is obviously one
in which one’s personal performance has important repercussions on the outcomesadsl rew
he or she receives. This fact will serve as a salient cue to the peri&aiwhihe or she is likely
to view the work context as threatening rather than an arena in which he on gxpeaence
pleasure from work.

There is a growing body of work in the industrial organizational psychologatliter
that supports the notion that personality characteristics such as perfectiomisftuantial in
the experience of job satisfaction. Staw and Ross (1985) hypothesized thatutaspgeified
individual characteristics may indeed account for a substantial proportion ofceaciafgob
satisfaction” (p.470). Citing the fact that personality characterigteestable over time and

situation and that these characteristics are predictive of attitudes @wr®ssd situation the
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authors speculated that such characteristics could predispose an individspbtalrpositively
or negatively to his or her work environment. Such evidence would suggest that job satisfacti
is as much a result of one’s personality as it is a response to organizational orgctedstcs.

In order to test the hypothesis Staw and Ross (1985) obtained longitudinal job
information and job satisfaction data for a large sample of 5,000 adult men at tler@etiods
across five years. Results indicated that job satisfaction was sigtiyficarrelated for the
sample across all three measurement times. Moreover, these corre&tiamsed significant
among participants whchangedheir jobs or employer between measurement periods. In a
secondary test of the hypothesis the researchers regressed job ieatiafabe third
measurement period on satisfaction at the first time period (five years phange in pay, and
change in job status. Regardless of whether the individual changed employer oti@ccupa
during the time period, satisfaction at time one was the strongest predicatisfaicsion at time
three. These results suggest that job satisfaction was stable over tindéessgaf the job
characteristics or employer experienced by the participants suggasgtersonality component
at least in part influences the experience of job satisfaction.

Keller, Bouchard, Arvey, Segal, and Dawis (1992) used monozygotic (MZ) and diizygot
(DZ) twins who had been separated at birth to assess differential infludrgmsetic and
environmental factors on work values. The study used the Minnesota Importastenaire
(MIQ) (Gay, Weiss, Hendel, Dawis, Lofquist, 1971) which measures prefearérc20 job
outcomes resulting in six scale scores: achievement value, comfort value yvstae, altruism
value, safety value, autonomy value. The inclusion of both MZ and DZ was significaat i
MZ twins are genetically identical whereas DZ twins are not. Becauléypats of twins were

given the same measures this disparity in genetic make-up alloweddhrehess to parse out
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the relative contributions of genetic and environmental factors on the value plated by t
participants on certain work factors.

Analysis of the interclass correlation of the six MIQ scales for MZ ahtains
indicated that there was a strong correlation across MZ twin pairs; tivbrke was a very weak
correlation across DZ pairs. Among MZ pairs there were significarglatons across twin
pairs for achievement value, comfort value, status value, safety value, and autohemyva
contrast across DZ twin pairs there was only a significant correlation @vaotent value.
These results were interpreted as suggesting that genetic faetatdesst partially responsible
for the importance people place different factors in their work environment.

A recent meta-analysis conducted Judge, Heller, and Mount (2002) lends strong support
to the notion that personality characteristics influence job satisfactiong & Big Five
(Goldberg, 1990) model of personality (Agreeableness, Extraversion, Neuroticism,
Conscientiousness, Openness to Experience) the authors reviewed the psychitéogioad on
personality and job satisfaction. Results indicated that Neuroticism wasathgest predictor
of job satisfaction (p =-.29) with higher levels of Neuroticism being assaolcveth lower levels
of job satisfaction. The authors noted that past research indicates that neunatcatslare
predisposed to experience negative life events (Magnus, Diener, Fujitaof, P993), and may
actually self-select into negative situations (Emmons, Diner, & Larson, 1985ucAst is not
surprising that this state of affairs would also exist in the work environmenttandtely result
in job dissatisfaction. The next strongest predictor of job satisfaction was @uimesness
(p=.26), with high levels of the trait being associated with high levels of jaifesdion. The
authors asserted that this relationship could be explained by the fact that higle@anssmess

individuals are predisposed to being actively involved in work environments, industrious, and
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generally good workers. It follows then that these individuals would be mongtikkebtain
satisfying work rewards (both formal and informal) which would result in jobfaetiisn. The
final personality factor found to be positively related to job satisfaction wiauvexsion (p =
.25) which represents a predisposition for positive emotions (Costa and McCrae, 1992).
Obviously if an individual is more likely to experience positive emotional stiaéé$endency
should translate into increased job satisfaction.

Another recent meta-analysis investigated the link between personaljpband
satisfaction using a different model of personality. Connolly and Viswas{2080)
investigated the connection between positive and negative affectivity and jdécsatis
Because individuals high in positive affectivity tend to view their environmeniyegjtit was
expected that they would tend to experience high levels of job satisfaction. idakewe to the
fact that negative affectivity is associated with a tendency to perceitgeammgronment
negatively it was expected that there would be a negative correlation betvgesmnttruct and
satisfaction on the job. Consistent with expectations, they found that both posittéeiaffe
was positively associated with satisfaction and negative affectivity megatively associated
with satisfaction. Positive affectivity exhibited the largest adplisbrrelation (p = .49)
accounting for almost 25% of the variance in job satisfaction scores. The camrfdat
negative affectivity was somewhat smaller but still considerable (p Fpt86pting the
researchers to conclude that the importance of stable individual differenelatesrof job
satisfaction relative to situational factors “does appear to be substg@inolly and
Viswesvaran, 2000, p.273).

Taken together the results of the two aforementioned meta-analyses jpatidgeneral

and specific support for the notion that perfectionism is negatively associ#ttgdiw
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satisfaction. General support is provided by the consistent findings that peysiactdrs are
associated with job satisfaction across a wide variety of studies. Morkcspagport is found
in the findings of Judge et al., (2002) that trait Neuroticism was negatiVailgddo job
satisfaction and the findings of Connolly and Viswesvaran (2000) that negativevdifestalso
negatively related to job satisfaction. Both of these constructs have been foundarizaky
linked, but conceptually distinct from the concept of perfectionism. Thus, to the dreetite
three constructs covary and may occur as a cluster of maladaptive atiihddesperiences
within the same individual we might expect them to be associated with desstaisfin the
work context.

A recent empirical study (Monck, 2003) found that perfectionism was negatilatgde
to both satisfaction with pay and satisfaction with opportunity for promotion but nedetat
other facets of job satisfaction. This pattern of results was interpretethaasteating the
relative importance of extrinsic aspects of the job as indicators of suocgssfectionists. The
study concluded that extrinsic factors were important to perfectionisasgethese factors
allowed them to gauge their progress toward their perfectionist goalspinatians. Because
the perfectionist is unlikely to perceive that he or she is meeting their gealexperience
dissatisfaction with the indicators of progress against those goals. Itiswhie to mention
that the Monck study was conducted with a small sample size using student pastiamh
many of the relationships between perfectionism and other facets of jobdatrsivere in a
negative direction but did not achieve statistical significance. The prasestigation can help
to elucidate those findings and further clarify the relationship between fp@nfem and job

satisfaction.
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As mentioned above both positive and negative affectivity has emerged as a podédictor
job satisfaction across a number of studies. Likewise, negative atigcdialso linked to trait
perfectionism (Flett et al., 1998). For perfectionism to be an important predigodx of
satisfaction it must account for variance in job satisfaction not alreadyiated for by both
positive and negative affectivity. Thus, it is hypothesized that perfectionisimfluience job
satisfaction when the influence of affectivity is controlled for statily. .

Hypothesis #2 — Perfectionism will be negatively related to job satfiagtier and above the
influence of affectivity
Burnout

In the current investigation it is hypothesized that the perfectionists willibelated
with negative emotions and cognitions on the job. The constant experience of job ditisatisfa
and stress should have a tremendous impact on the perfectionist at work. One way in which
these negative experiences may influence the perfectionist is through job buramdutBs
defined as “a prolonged response to chronic emotional and interpersonal stressersioh t
(Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001) and is typically conceptualized as htwreg dimensions:
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization or cynicism, and feelings of inefflaae®(Ashforth,
1990, 1996; Maslach et al., 2001). Emotional exhaustion has been thought of as the central
feature of the burnout phenomenon (Maslach et al., 2001). It refers to the response by
individuals to prolonged excessive psychological and physical demands on the jobongmoti
exhaustion is characterized by emotional and physical fatigue, tension, arict som@laints
(Maslach and Jackson, 1981). The experience of emotional exhaustion leads the individual
attempting to distance him or herself cognitively and emotionally from théoadezxperienced

at work. Because the first work on burnout was conducted exclusively in healthaags sett
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(Maslach, 1982), this distancing took the form of depersonalization whereby caiceps
would begin to depersonalize the recipients of their care, failing to see shiadivadual people
in order to obtain emotional distance. As the burnout construct was enlarged to include other
work settings the depersonalization construct was enlarged. It was founcetiang an
indifferent or cynical attitude about one’s work environment was another way ¢h wbgnitive
and emotional distance could be obtained (Maslach & Jackson, 1984). The final dimension of
burnout is feelings of inefficiency. In situations in which the individual prolongethésebf
overload accompanied by exhaustion and cynicism it is postulated that they wiltdedgubt
their own ability to accomplish key objectives on the job (Maslach & Jackson, 1984). sUle re
is a feeling that they have lost their effectiveness to do their jobs.

Empirical evidence has borne out the proposed relationship between stressnegperi
on the job and burnout. Russell, Altmaier, and Van Velzen (1987) found in a study of school
teachers found that the amount of stress experienced on the job was a signifitetur e
both emotional exhaustion and depersonalization. Interestingly those teabbeaeported
social support, in the form of a supportive supervisor were less likely to experience burnout
These results were later replicated by Ross, Altmaier, and Russell (198)wakdliat the
number of stressful events experienced by college mental health counsalarsigmificant
predictor of both emotional exhaustion and personal accomplishment with highelesteéss
being associated with higher levels of emotional exhaustion and lower levelsarfgbers
accomplishment. Here again, supervisor support was associated with lonepfealethree
burnout dimensions.

Research also suggests that burnout has important implications both for the ihghtadua

holder as well as the functioning of the organization in general. In a metaiamdly
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antecedents and consequences of burnout Lee and Ashforth (1996) found significant
relationships between burnout and both individual and organizationally-relevant variables
Specifically, emotional exhaustion was positively associated with turnoegtions and
negatively associated with organizational commitment. In addition, deperstioaliwas
negatively associated with both organizational commitment and job satisfactiovo In t
illustrative studies on the consequences of burnout, Jackson et al., (1986) found that burnout was
related to several types of organizational withdrawal behaviors amemgmrtary and secondary
school teachers while Leiter and Harvie (1998) found that the three dimensions of budn@ut ha
significant negative impact on staff acceptance of change

Recent work in the field of burnout has sought to identify a unifying model that accounts
for the divergent work on the antecedents of burnout. Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, &
Schaufeli (2001) proposed a parsimonious model that is applicable across work sbtijais:
demand resource (JD-R) model of burnout. The JD-R model states that all asflecisark
environment can be categorized as either job demands or job resources. Furtlnermaocbet
states that these two types of work characteristics are the amtescefisvo separate processes
that lead to burnout.

Job demands refer to “those physical, social, or organizational aspectsodi that |
require sustained physical or mental effort and are therefore assodiitegntain physiological
and psychological costs (exhaustion).” (Demerouti et al., 2001, p. 501). According to the JD-R
model all job demands require the mobilization of sympathetic activation andtauggftort
on the part of the individual. Prolonged exposure to this response results in a draining of the
individual's energy leading eventually to exhaustion. Appropriately the JD-R &t job

demands will be positively associated with the emotional exhaustion factor of burnout.
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In contrast, job resources refer to the physical, social, and organizatipeetisasf the
job that allow the individual to accomplish three objectives: (1) functionatieang job-
related goals, (2) mitigating the physiological and psychologicas cdgob demands, (3)
achieving personal growth and development. Job resources can be categorizzdas int
resources (e.g., personality characteristics, coping styles, ivegrapacity) and external
resources. External resources can be further distinguished as eithleorsoi@anizational
resources. Social resources refer to support one may receive from cal)eaguegvisors,
family, and friends that allow them to mitigate the impact of job demands.ni@agjanal
resources are any aspects of the organization or job that likewise allowdithdual to cope
with job demands. Examples of organizational resources are: participationsiol@saking,
access to training, access to organizational resources, and task varief{p-Rhraodel asserts
that in situations in which job resources are limited individuals will lack g@urees necessary
to cope with job demands. The result will be a belief that they cannot successfjalgedheir
jobs which will lead to reduced motivation and withdrawal. This withdrawal will taédarm
of disengagement from the job.

The two processes proposed by the JD-R model are suggestive of an interactien betwe
job demands and job resources on exhaustion and disengagement. Specifically, that the
relationship between job demands and exhaustion should be stronger when job resources are
scarce. Likewise, that the relationship between job resources and disengagjesutl be
stronger when job demands are high. However, drawing on the lack of empirical $opaort
analogous interaction effect predicted by Karasek’s (1979) job demand contrdlahadek
stress, the Demerouti and colleagues stop short of predicting such an interasborb¢ghe JD-

R model.
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In their first test of the JD-R model Demerouti et al., (2001) found it well supportesl. T
researchers employed the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI; Demerouti, 1999) whic
measures the two dimensions of burnout suggested by the JD-R model: exhaustion and
disengagement. The authors assert that this measure is psychometricalty sufee often
used MBI in that it employs both positively and negatively-worded items whigre&d4BI uses
only negatively worded items for the exhaustion and cynicism scales and only positiveed
items for the efficacy scale leading to inflated correlations betwed® isems and maximizing
the likelihood that the scales will load on the same factor.

Results of confirmatory factor analysis revealed that the two-féasttor structure of the
OBI was the optimum solution across four different job types (teachers, nursestiproduc
workers, and air traffic controllers). In addition, separate measures ofrjande and job
resources were administered to the samples and structural equation modeliisgaviastest the
JD-R model. Analysis revealed that all job demands loaded on a latent job demanavfaleor
all job resource items loaded on a latent job resource factor. Moreover, the job dest@and fa
was positively related to emotional exhaustion; while the job resource fadaragatively
associated with disengagement. Importantly the SEM analysis wasitepland similar results
were obtained, this time using objective measures of job demands and job resolssessasia
by outside raters, thus limiting the possibility that the results obtained wete doemon
method variance.

In a more recent study of the JD-R model Bakker et al., (2003) found support for the
model whiling linking it to Maslach’s conceptualization of the burnout construct. The
researchers theorized that the disengagement factor of burnout identifiedDaR&ubsumes

Maslach’s original burnout factors of cynicism and reduced efficacy. cbwvmus ways in
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which one can disengage from one’s job is through emotionally withdrawing by becoming
cynical and motivationally disengaging by believing that one can no longeeidgoth Thus,
the JD-R should hold true when using Maslach’s almost universally used scaMBThé&lsing
several separate measures of job demands and job resources the study foundpgtoohfps
the JD-R. Using SEM the researchers found that all measures of job demdedsolo@ne
latent job demands factor; whereas all job resource measures loaded on aldaesdyrces
factor. More importantly, results of the SEM found a positive and significant patbdrejob
demands and emotional exhaustion as measured by the MBI. Likewise there watsva aeg
significant path between job resources and cynicism and a positive and aigmfth between
job resources and professional efficacy (suggesting higher levels of job researee
associated with higher levels of professional efficacy; that is, lowelsle¥ perceptions of
inefficacy).

In addition to the main effects found, Bakker, Demerouti, Taris, Schaufeli, &uBshre
(2003) also found the interactions that Demerouti and colleague were reticent &eeriddwo
of the three organizations which were used in the study there was a sigmifiegaxttion
between job demand and job resources on emotional exhaustion. Thus the relationship between
high job demands and emotional exhaustion was most pronounced in situations in which job
resources were limited. The results for the other two measures of burnouoivaseclear.

A strength of the JD-R model is its ability to explain the different adesds and models
of burnout which have been found in the literature. Lee and Ashforth (1996) conducted a meta-
analysis of the correlates of burnout and found a large number of variables siggifica
associated with the three burnout dimensions of exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal

accomplishment. The JD-R accounts nicely for the pattern of results obtaihedstody. For
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instance, for the exhaustion dimension of burnout Lee and Ashforth found significant positive
relationships with such variables as role conflict, stressful events on the jélpadprand work
pressure. In contrast, negative relationships were found for variables sociabsigpport,
supervisor support, participation in decisions, and team cohesion. These results are well
summarized by the JD-R model. Specifically, the former variables @syganflict, workload,
etc.) can be easily re-conceptualized as job demands as they requirekiiretavexpend mental

or physical energy in order to successfully negotiate them on the job. JD-Rtiealic
prolonged exposure to such demand (and the associated emotional, psychological, ead physi
cost) results in emotional exhaustion. Likewise the second set of variablgsdbrLee and
Ashforth found to be negatively related to exhaustion (e.g., social and supervisory swgport) ¢
be readily interpreted as resources vis and vis the JD-R model in that tisegiateand
organizational factors that mitigate the impact of demands by increasiadithy of the

individual to cope with those demands.

In terms of the present investigation the JD-R provides a useful model to expiieat
process by which perfectionism is hypothesized to be related to burnout. As ekplaine
elsewhere, perfectionism is associated with the neurotic endorsement ateharate of
extraordinarily high personal standards of performance. More importantlyaldenthe
perfectionism construct is the belief that one is consistently unable to atteedesired level of
performance. It has been posited in this paper that these features ofqesiecivill translate
into a work experience for the perfectionist whereby he or she will be plaguedlimg$ that
they are falling below performance expectations on the job. It is now hypati¢bat
perfectionism will be positively related to burnout. The process by which thesatiables are

related can be explained using the JD-R model. It is hypothesized that, b#iagsequal, the
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perfectionist will perceive higher levels of work demands, and lower leve¢sotirces than the
non-perfectionist. More precisely the perfectionist will adopt higher pdrstaralards at work.
These higher personal standards will create higher work demands (higher dsyrigi@ater
time pressure, etc.) among perfectionists. In effect the perfectiahisewnaking the job
“harder than it has to be” by perceiving work demands which may not objectivaipekeare
rather caused by their own personal standards which, by definition, are higher thavouldat
be considered typical. Furthermore the perfectionist believes that he or shsistently unable
to achieve the desired level of performance. In the current investigatidrygathesized that
this belief will motivate the perfectionist to improve their performance launsl dbtain a level of
performance consistent with their own inflated standards. This re-doubling ofediogts on
the job will further exacerbate the job demands of the perfectionist as he tnugigées ever
harder to achieve the unattainable gold standard of performance.

In terms of resources on the job we can hypothesize that perfectionism willdtielgg
associated with a least some resources that could mitigate the impdctiemands.
Specifically, Demerouti et al., (2001) identified three classes of resahatesould be used in
the service of alleviating stress associated with job demands: inwwo&ll, and organizational.
Internal resources include the persona characteristics that allow and indiwideal with job
demands. Examples of relevant internal resources are personality cistregteoping styles,
cognitive capacity, etc. According to this line of thinking one could postulate thaincether
internal characteristics could negatively influence one’s ability to efipetively with job
demands. Elsewhere in this volume the personality correlates of perfectimusrbeen
enumerated. They include: feelings of inferiority (Ashby and Kottman, 1996 dtvesteem

(Rice et al., 1998), depression (Hewitt et al., 1996), and general and performaete @dalsh
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and Ugumba-Agwunobi, 2002). Taken together, this cluster of personality chatiasteris
suggests an individual who is less rather than more able to effectively manage goladslem
Thus we might expect that perfectionist to possess less internal resauitesaeted by the
JD-R model compared to non-perfectionists and consequently be more prone to burnout.

While there is not a concrete rationale to believe that the perfectionistanayess
social and organizational resources at their disposal, the notion is not withdutEsgecially
with respect to social resources it is possible that the perfectionistisengearch for perfection
in all things results in the alienation of others in their social world. Itmdrbat in the pursuit
of perfection the perfectionist may neglect personal relationships that couldgpsoaial
resources that would alleviate some of the stress associated with the ddregumg on
themselves. There is some anecdotal evidence that the perfectionist is indedisolated.
Referring to perfectionists Pacht (1984) writes, “...they see themsalwedavable and lonely.
For them being perfect is the magic formula for success.” (p. 387). Thus thaipeiseé may
feel that he or she is unworthy of social resources due to their apparentyitalobtain an
acceptable level of performance.

The JD-R model states that prolonged exposure to high levels of job demands coupled
with low levels of resources will result in burnout in the form of emotional exhausttbn a
cynicism. Due to the fact that the perfectionist will experience high job deraaddew
internal and social resources, it follows that perfectionism will be relatedrhout on the job.
Furthermore, the third dimension of burnout not predicted from the JD-R model decreased
efficacy, should also be impacted by perfectionism. In a very straighttbmay, the belief
among perfectionists that they are unable to perform at an acceptablef legdgbrmance

should result in lower levels of personal efficacy. Thus, perfectionism ishegned to be
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positively related to emotional exhaustion and cynicism and negatively reldtsgihg of
personal efficacy — the three dimensions of burnout.

While there have been no studies that specifically address the relationgleprbet
perfectionism and burnout, the burnout literature does suggests that personaitjecistics
influence the experience of burnout. For example, Elliott, Shewchuk, Hagglund, Rhaiudy
Harkins (1996) found that among rehabilitation nurses a positive problem solving orientation, a
form of positive affectivity described as a tendency “to maintain a semsengfetency on daily
tasks, and is capable of staving off prolonged periods of negative mood, and may even
experience a positive emotional tone under stressful conditions” (Elliott et al., 1996, wa269)
associated with reduced levels of burnout. Conversely, a negative problem sokmatiomn, a
form of negative affectivity, was associated with higher levels of burnout.

In a more recent study, Riollo and Savicki (2003) found that the personality
characteristics of optimism and pessimism both demonstrated significanéfieaits on all
three dimensions of burnout with optimism being associated with lower levelotbesal
exhaustion, and depersonalization and higher levels of personal efficacy. lstcqasaimism
was associated with higher levels of emotional exhaustion and depersorabratilower
levels of personal efficacy. Moreover, pessimism moderated the infloérnesources on
burnout. When resources were low, individuals with higher levels of pessimismegxgeti
even higher levels of all three dimensions of burnout (personal efficacy reversd)sghan
when resources were plentiful.

Taken together the above results suggest that personality charastdodtiave an
important influence in the propensity to experience burnout. More importantly, negative

personality traits such a negative affectivity and pessimism have been foune&séenthe
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likelihood of burnout among individuals in the work environment. As perfectionism can be
linked both theoretically and empirically to these types of negative tingits is support for the
current experimental hypothesis that perfectionism is related to burnout.

Because the present investigation seeks to establish perfectionism senalggrtrait
that is predictive of important work-related attitudes and behaviors, it istdse establish its
predictive ability over and above more common and well researched organizagiyeialogy
variables. Thus, it is hypothesized that perfectionism will influence burnout ndebave trait
negative affectivity.

Similarly, burnout is typically conceptualized as the result of extendextipesf stress
and strain on the job (Maslach et al., 2001). It the present investigation it is hypethbsaiz
perfectionism will be related to work stress. However, it is also hypo#tethat perfectionism
will exert unique influence on burnout over and above the influence it exerts through work stress
Hypothesis #3 — Perfectionism will be positively related to burnout over and abovdukadef

of work stress and trait negative affectivity.\

Method
Participants
One hundred and ninety seven undergraduate students participated in this study (127
women and 70 men). The mean age of the participants in the sample was 23.7 yeargentConsis
with the student body from which it was drawn, the sample was ethnicallyealiv@rse hundred
and six participants (54%) reported their country of origin to be abroad. In additiom aft
the sample (64 participants) indicated that the majority of their educat®reagived outside of

the United States. The sample was also linguistically diverse, witth&ssalf of the
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participants (43%) reporting speaking English at home (see Table Zriptate distribution of
languages reported to be spoken at home by student participants).

All participants were employed at the time of the study and working 20 hoursrempear
week. The largest plurality of participants (39%) reported working betwe80 BOurs per
week, with the next largest group (27%) reporting working exactly 20 hours. Thanegn
participants reported working 30-40 hours per week (19%), or greater than 40 hourskper wee
(15%). The average job tenure of participants was 2.3 years (SD = 3.17).

Participants reported being employed in a variety of job categoribke(3p The largest
single job categories being Sales and Related jobs (28% of they sample)s8asitié-inancial
Operations (17%), and Office and Administrative Support (14%).

Materials

To measure perfectionism the Almost Perfect Scale Revised — Short Fogmeddsy
Slaney et al. (1996) was employed (Appendix C). The APS — R is divided into threalssibs
The first scale, Order measures the extent to which the respondent is andestganized. The
second scale, Standards measures the extent to which the respondent has h@grsfaardards
of performance. The third and final scale, Discrepancy measures the exténth the
respondent perceives he or she falls short of his or her performance standardse Bexa
present investigation was designed to assess the negative aspectstbpsriein the work
environment, and because the Discrepancy subscale of the APS — R was speaiaiogtigd to
assess the negative or maladaptive aspects of perfectionism (Slane30€13 this scale was
used as the perfectionism measure for all of the analyses in the studyth&llscales require

the respondents to rate to self-descriptive statements in terms of thet@xterth the statement



Perfectionism 56

describes them. The measure uses a Likert-scale (1 = Strongly Bjsagr&trongly Agree)
and the measure is delivered in a pencil and paper format.

To measure job satisfaction, the Abridged Job Descriptive Index (AJDlhailtygi
created by Smith, Kendell, and Hulin (1969) was used. The scale presents the respomdent wi
25 items which are divided into six subscales. The subscales measuretigatigfitic the
following aspects of the work environment: work on job, pay, opportunities for promotion,
supervision, people at work, and the job in general. Each item on the subscales is a sihgle wor
adjective and the respondent indicates the extent to which the descriptor déssrdvdser job
(yes, no, or cannot decide).

Work stress was measured using the Job Content Questionnaire (JCQ) (Karasek, 1979;
Karasek et al., 1998) (Appendix D). The core subscales were employed asasidascision
Authority, Skill Discretion, Psychological Workload, Supervisory Support, Coworker Stippor
as were several subscales measuring the emotional consequences of veorkislres
Dissatisfaction, Physical/Psychosomatic Strain, Depression, and Stesen®s. All of the
subscales, with the exception of the Job Dissatisfaction and Depression sqaiies,the
respondent to rate the extent to which a particular characteristic isforekes or her work
environment. The measure uses a Likert-scale anchored from one to five. The Job
Dissatisfaction measure requires the respondent to answer several quiestigasge
satisfaction with one’s job (e.g., Would you advise a friend to take this job?). ThesBiepr
measure has a respondent describe his or her life along several continuum &vhiathared by
one positive and one negative adjective (e.g., enjoyable and useless, full and empty, et

The burnout construct was measured using an English translation of the Oldenburg

Burnout Inventory (OLBI) (Demerouti, 2003) (Appendix H). This version of the measase
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obtained by the PI, from the author, and has been used in with several Englisihgpamples
and across a wide range of occupations (Demerouti, 2003). The OLBI conisghtscales —
Exhaustion and Disengagement. The items on both of the scales require the respondent to
indicate the extent to which they agree with self-descriptive staterttattdescribe how they
feel at work. Items are scored on a Likert-type scale (1 = StrongbeAd = Strongly

Disagree).

Negative Affectivity was measured using the Positive and Negativet&ifgScale
(PANAS) (Appendix E). The measure consists of 20 self-descriptive adg¢ive, interested,
upset, etc.). The respondent reports the extent to which each adjective descabbsthis
emotional state. Response are keyed using a Likert format (1 = VeryyskghtExtremely).

Design and Procedure

This study employed a cross-sectional correlational design. Dateollexted at one
time period (administrative issues not withstanding) using the measurebe@sbove. While
this type of correlational research makes it impossible to infer cansstween the variables of
interest (Cook & Campbell, 1979) it allows for statistically significaétronships to be
identified. Further, possible third variables that could influence the relationshgrseths
(demographics, negative affectivity, etc.) were measured and accounttdiftically so that,
at least, some possible third variables can be ruled out.

Participants for this study were obtained from the student body of a metropmlitege
in the Northeastern United States The participants were undergraduateaaliet in
introductory and upper-level psychology courses and participating in the Sulnpeéat Eheir
psychology department. Due to the fact that the investigation is intenesterk attitudes,

involvement was limited to students who were currently employed and workingimaor@0
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hours.

Participants were solicited through the sign-up sheet process establighedstudents’
psychology department. This process allows for establishing critefiracfasion in the study
(i.e., limiting participation to students who possess certain characEyriséifore students sign
up for a study. In this way, the Pl was able to limit participation to only stasents who were
working more than 20 hours per week.

Because psychological variables can be influenced by many situatidn@g@ographic
factors, data was obtained on the following personal characteristics toyidemeither they
influenced any of the experimental variables either as main effectsnmderating the
relationships between variables: job type, shift (day/night), number of hours workedgle
(20-30, 30-40, >40), tenure, age, gender, native language, country of origin (US or abroad)
location of education (US or abroad). Job type was operationalized by using the 22 job
categories used by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Participants el@ndifivhich of the 22 job
categories their current job corresponds.

Actual data collection was accomplished using an on-line survey methodology.
Participants used a universal password supplied by the Pl to access tloe WRich the
measures were placed. The on-line survey compiled a database of responses @agbhi
respondent had a unique identifier. These values were generated randomlypaodese was
totally transparent to the participants (i.e., they did not provide any idegtifyiormation other
than the demographic characteristics previously described).

Upon completion of the on-line survey, each participant was presented a message
thanking them for their participation. The URL also contained a statemetteiat would

make a full debriefing document available to all participants upon requeshausedata
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collection occurred over the course of a semester and a similar followeypveas planned by
the PI, the debriefing document requested that the participant not divulgedirs stypotheses
to other students in order to mitigate “hypothesis guessing” by potential, padrepants.

At the end of the study, the data was downloaded using a encryption softwaretsimilar

the one used by financial institutions for wire transfers and the URL waiclos

Results

Descriptive Statistics

For each of the five measures employed in this study several desciiatistcs were
obtained to ensure that the sample used in the investigation responded as ekjstidol
each measure, measures of central tendency were established (mean, me dneled.
Second, measures of variability were obtained (variance and standard deviéhiod)
histograms were created for each of the measures to graphicaflgaepthe distribution of
data. By combining the information from these three sources it was possittgatifyioutliers
in the sample that might have exerted undo influence on the final data sety, Fanahch
measure employed reliability statistics in the form of coefficiggtiaawere obtained.
Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1.

Inferential Statistics

Hypotheses one and two were tested in two ways. First the Pearson ProducttMome
Correlation between perfectionism and the subscales of work stress and jelotgatisiere
obtained separately. Next, the partial correlation between perfectionéstheawork stress/job
satisfaction scales were calculated removing the influence of tréivpand negative

affectivity from both the predictor and criterion variables. If the magnitudleeoforrelations
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were reduced, it was concluded that trait affectivity accounted foegkariance across
perfectionism and the dependent variable. If the correlations remaindetargrit was
concluded that perfectionism accounted for unique variance in the dependent variabileevhe
influence of affectivity was removed from both variables.

The second tests of hypothesis one and two were conducted using hierarchicsibregres
analysis predicting the dependent variable. In this analysis the folloemggtaphic variables
: tenure, education, country of education, job category, sex, shift, number of hours worked per
week, country of origin, and age. were entered into the regression as the fkstTecsecond
block entered consisted of the trait affectivity measures. Finally,gberiesm was entered into
the regression equation. The experimental hypothesis was confirmed ifetbteoFthe
regression coefficient for perfectionism was significant at the .05. [éugthermore, the change
in R-square with the inclusion of perfectionism in the model was observed to dettdrenimexv
variance accounted for in work stress/job satisfaction by perfectionismru/abave the
influence of demographic variables and affectivity.

Hypothesis three was tested in an analogous manner to hypotheses one and to with one
exception. For the burnout regression models four blocks of variables were entered as
predictors. In the first block the demographic variable set was entered. sectred block, both
positive and negative affectivity were entered. In the third block the comgketé Work stress
variables, excluding stain variables, were entered as predictors (ski#tthn, decision
authority, psychological demands, supervisor support, and co-worker support). , Finally
perfectionism was entered as a single predictor in the fourth block. As previouslywaotke
stress variables have been found to be empirically related to burnout. Shouldqresfecti

continue to be a significant predictor of burnout after their inclusion in the regressiah of
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work stress the case for the meaningfulness of perfectionism as a prefiietok attitudes will
be strengthened.
Work Stress

In the first test, the Pearson correlations between perfectionism anddhsibscales of
the JCQ (skill discretion, decision authority, psychological demands, supervisdrsspport,
coworker social support, job dissatisfaction, physical/psychosomatic straresdi®en and life
dissatisfaction, and sleeping problems) were obtained (Table 4). la¢hehypothesis that
perfectionism is related to work stress was supported as seven of the niragiooreelefficients
were significant and in the expected direction.

As expected, perfectionism was found to be positively related to facets ofQ@baiC
measure negative emotional response to one’s work. Specifically, perfattivas found to be
positively related to job dissatisfaction (r = .188, p =.009), physical/psychosatrain (r =
.329, p =.000), depression and life dissatisfaction (r = .468, p = .000), and sleeping problems (r
=.199, p =.005). Contrary to hypothesis one, however, no relationship was found between
perfectionism and the psychological demands of one’s work.

Also consistent with expectations, perfectionism was found to be negativédgrela
three of the four JCQ facets that mitigate the perception of work stressctPaitm was found
to be negatively related to decision authority (r = -.199, p = .006), supervisor support, (r =-.175,
p =.015), and coworker support (r =-.221, p =.002). No relationship was found between
perfectionism and the fourth mitigating facet: skill discretion.

The correlation matrix between perfectionism and work stress was obégard this

time after partialling out the influence of positive and negative affgc(iTable 4). Analysis of
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the correlation matrix revealed that, after controlling for the influence diyeand negative
affectivity, perfectionism was still related to four of the nine facete®fCQ.

Specifically, of the nine aforementioned significant relationships betparéectionism
and work stress four remained significant in the expected direction. Perfetti@mained
significantly associated with: coworker support (r = -.174, p = .023), job dfsstitie (r =
156, p = .042), physical/psychosomatic strain (r = .247, p = .001), and depression and life
dissatisfaction (r = .384, p = .000).

The results of the hierarchical regression analyses generally subihartelationships
revealed in the partial correlation matrix. In four of the nine regression@us#te inclusion
of perfectionism as a predictor in the regression equation, over and above demograifiesvar
and trait affectivity, resulted in an improved model as measured by thecagoéiof the
perfectionism predictor as well as the increase in the variance for whiotothed accounted.
The four variables for which this was the case were: co-worker suppori;aifpsychosomatic
strain, depression and life dissatisfaction, and sleep problems.

Work Stress - Coworker Social Support

The inclusion of perfectionism into the regression equation predicting co{veungort
regression resulted in a more predictive model, evidenced by the fact thaabhe for the
overall model increased (Table 5). For the model with the demographics entekiarid
and affectivity entered in block two, f = 2.22, p = .015; however for the model including
perfectionism in block three these values increased to f = 2.55, p =.004. Additionally, the
variance for which the model accounted (R?) increased from R? = .126 to R? = .153 with the

inclusion of the perfectionism predictor. Finally, perfectionism proved to be dicaaphi
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individual predictor even after the demographic variables and trait affeetiere entered into

the regression (t = -2.343, p =.020) (see Table 6).

Work Stress — Physical/Psychosomatic Strain

The model predicting physical/psychosomatic strain also improved as teofessutiering

perfectionism as a predictor (Tables 5 and 6). The f-value for the entiréimpdaved from f

3.79, p =.000 to f =4.55, p =.000. The R2 for the two models increased from R2 = .193 to R?

.240. The individual perfectionism predictor was also significant (t = 3.25, p = .001).

Work Stress — Depression and Life Dissatisfaction

The regression model predicting depression and life dissatisfaction improved when

perfectionism was entered as a third block into the equation (Tables 5 and 6). Teeftvthe

overall model increased from f = 6.66, p = .000 with demographic and affectivity variable

included to f = 9.32, p =.000 for the model including perfectionism. Within the model the

perfectionism predictor was individually significant (t = 5.21, p =.000). The vanasitice

depression and life dissatisfaction for which the model accounted increasedenatidition of

perfectionism as evidenced by an increase in R2 from .304 to .401.

Work Stress — Sleep Problems

The model predicting sleep problems also improved with the inclusion of perfettionis

(Tables 5 and 6). The f-value for the model increased from f =2.47, p=.007;to f=2.64, p =

.003. Moreover, the individual perfectionism predictor proved to be significant (t = 2.00, p =

.047), and the R? for the model improved from .134 to .154.

Job Satisfaction

Analysis of the regression coefficients between perfectionism and &te tdche JDI

revealed that, consistent with the hypothesized relationships, perfectionsssigmficantly
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and negatively correlated with satisfaction with supervision (r = -.145, p = .04®)ep work
(r=-.233, p =.001), and one’s job in general (r = -.275, p = .000). Contrary to these
experimental hypotheses, however, there was no significant relationship betweetigpesm

and satisfaction with: one’s present job (r = -.059, p = .412), present pay (r = -.097, p =.179),
and opportunities for promotion (r = .072, p = .316). Moreover, when the influence of affectivity
was partialled out of the perfectionism/job satisfaction correlations onlptthe above
relationships remained significant: the relationships between perfectianssatisfaction with
people at work (r =-.189, p =.013). and one’s job in general (r =-.216, p = .005) (Table 7).

Job Satisfaction — People at Work

A hierarchical regression analysis similar to the one performed fortmthark stress
and burnout variables was performed on the job satisfaction variables. In thessioagt the
models consisted of three blocks entered in a step-wise fashion. The aforementioned
demographic variables were entered into the equation as the first block. Nexte@ositi
negative affectivity were entered into the equation as the second block. ,pedkctionism
was entered as a predictor in the third and final block of the regression.

Consistent with the findings from the partial correlation matrix, inclusion of
perfectionism in the regression predicting satisfaction with people at wprkwed the fit of the
model. Specifically, the variance accounted for by the model was increasedelimal block
including perfectionism was added to the equation (R?=.130 with perfectionism tholeices
R2 = .092 without perfectionism). In addition, the overall fit of the regression equations
improved as demonstrated by the F-value for the model (f = 2.16, p = .016 with perfectionis
the model; versus f = 1.619, p = .097 without). Finally the individual perfectionism predictor

value was also significant within the equation (t = -2.731, p = .007) (see Table 8).r&@hde
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suggest that perfectionism is negatively associated with satisfagtlothes people in one’s
work over and above the influence of both demographic variables and trait affectivity
Job Satisfaction — Job in General

The model predicting satisfaction with one’s job in general was also sagrtliy
improved by the inclusion of the perfectionism variable in the equation. The vaaiecmanted
for by the model improved from R2 = .151 to R2 = .187. Additionally, the f-value for the model
improved from f = 2.284 ,p = .001 to f = 3.33, p = .000 after the inclusion of perfectionism in the
regression. Consistent with these data, the perfectionism predictor wasdalghially
significant in the regression equation (t = 2.77, p = .006) (see Table 8). Here asgmeaits
that perfectionism is significantly and negatively related to satisfawith one’s job in general
even after controlling for the influence of demographics and affectivity.
Burnout

Analysis of the correlation coefficients between perfectionism and thé&atets of
burnout revealed a mixed picture (Table 9). As hypothesized, perfectionism wasgepositi
related to the exhaustion sub-scale of the OLBI (r = .302, p =.000). However, conthary to t
hypothesized relationship perfectionism was unrelated to the disengagemenequbsd6l, p
=.395). When the influence of trait affectivity was partialled out of the relatjphgtveen
perfectionism and the two burnout dimensions the relationship between perfectionism and
exhaustion remained significant (r = .238, p = .002); while the relationship between
perfectionism and disengagement remained statistically insignificant.

The results of the hierarchical regression analyses mirrored thensthaps revealed in
the partial correlation matrix. For the burnout regression models four blocks dfiesmeere

entered as predictors. In the first block the demographic variable sebddsarthe explanation
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of the work stress equation was entered. In the second block, both positive and negative
affectivity were entered. In the third block the complete list of worlsstvariables, excluding
stain variables, were entered as predictors (skill discretion, decislwrigutpsychological
demands, supervisor support, and co-worker support). Finally, perfectionism wasd astar
single predictor in the fourth block. Because the perfectionism was entersdbsegjuent
block of predictor compared to work stress, for it to remain a significant psedidburnout it
must do so over and above the influence of work stress. As a result, the hierarctesalorg
represented a more stringent test of the experimental hypotheses.

Results indicated that the regression model predicting exhaustion was imprdiied by
inclusion of perfectionism as a predictor. The overall model improved from f = 6.07, p = .000 to
f = 6.45, p =.000 as did the proportion of variance accounted for by the model (R? = .379 for the
model without perfectionism versus R?=.410 for the model with perfectionism). Theluai
perfectionism predictor within the model also proved to be significant (t = 2.87, p =.085) (se
Table 10).

For the regression predicting disengagement, the fit of the model was not enhanced b

the inclusion of perfectionism as a predictor.

Discussion
To date this study is the first systematic investigation of the impactfetcgenism on
one’s experience at work. The results of this study suggest that perfectiongdated to a
specific pattern of work attitudes characterized by experiences of wesk sind stain (and
lower levels of stress mitigating job characteristics and/or peocespdif those characteristics),

job dissatisfaction, and burnout.
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Among the sample of working college students perfectionism was found to be positively
related to facets of Karasek’s JCQ which measures work stress and Sypaxifically
perfectionism was found to be related to work strain measures: job dissmsfa
physical/psychosomatic strain, and depression and life dissatisfaatiaddition, perfectionism
was negatively related to coworker support, a job characteristic postulatechgekKa demand-
control model to mitigate the impact of work stress by providing social support kensor
Interestingly, no significant relationships were found between perfectians the work
characteristics theorized by Karasek to drive work stress (demands|,camtl support
variables). It had been hypothesized in the current investigation that joeiteatwould be
related to perceptions of greater work demands and lower levels of control on théiplad
not the case. This pattern of results provides a picture of the working perfectsosisheone
who is negatively impacted by the pressure of the work in which he or she engages Imait doe
necessarily feel that their work is “harder” in terms of demands and cdrdrothe non-
perfectionist. Rather, he or she appears to have differential levels of strdia,negative
experience of work. The one significant relationship with a job characterigbleawas the
negative relationship between perfectionism and co-worker support. It is unbkthewnthis
relationship is the result of a perceptual difference (i.e., perfectionismatsdeo lower
perceived social support) or whether perfectionism drives behaviors which mebelt i
withdrawal of co-worker support. Interesting future research mighacaeséd on obtaining data
from the co-workers of perfectionists to gain their insights on the poterasdns for these
negative social perceptions among perfectionists.

Also consistent with expectations, this study found a negative relationsiwgenet

perfectionism and two-facets of job satisfaction: satisfaction withadevs and satisfaction
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with one’s job in general. These results can be interpreted as consistent \aftiréneentioned
work stress/strain relationships insofar as there does not seem to be fiemagais in how
perfectionists view the objective aspects of work (i.e., opportunity for promotionysgosy
pay, etc.). However, there is a difference in perceptions of the emotionakexgeesf work (as
evidenced by the negative relationship between perfectionism and the job irl gealejeand
perceptions of co-workers. These facts, when interpreted in the context arihstr@ss/strain
results provide a picture of the perfectionist as accurately perceivinggéets of the work
environment, but having a negative emotional reaction to them. This reaction is undouleedly d
to the enduring perceptions on the part of the perfectionist that he or she is dailMeguip to
their desired level of performance. The anxiety associated with thesgtpamns likely drive a
prevailing negative emotional response to the work environment.

Finally, this study found perfectionism to be positively associated witmtbé&anal
exhaustion facet of burnout but not the disengagement facet. This pattern oisesulsstent
with the findings vis-s-vis work stress/strain and job satisfaction. It sugbesthe
perfectionists negative emotional response at work is associated with a leredtainal
fatigue. Interestingly there was no relationship between perfectiomshadisengagement from
one’s work. This suggests that although the perfectionist is in psychic painsa# afrais or
her experiences at work, this pain does not cause him or her to remove themselves from t
source of their pain. Perhaps the desire to remain “perfect” override the tioatigaavoid the
negative feeling associated with work. That is, that the perfectioniststagidards include
remaining on the job and doing one’s best regardless of one’s emotional state. Follow up

research might focus n determining whether or not there is a “breaking poraticoehich the
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perfectionists will, indeed, disengage from the emotionally taxing work environrkenthis
work, a longitudinal study might be best suited.

This study has two obvious limitations. First, the sample obtained was made ely entir
of college students. Although participation was limited to students who were gaonkire than
20 hours per week, it is possible that this sample is systematically diffieasrd sample of
individuals who are employed full-time and no longer pursuing their educationiké#lysthat
participants status as students who have probably not found their first “real jobbarkeuoh
upon their first chosen career path is more psychologically relevant (and plytemdikees their
perception, attitudes, etc. more divergent than a traditional working samplef¢haumtber of
hours they work. In the context of the current investigation, it is possible thadrti@pants in
this sample perceive work stress, job satisfaction, and burnout differently &&cas
employment is more “temporary” (i.e., they are aware of the fact thattiehave the option to
leave their job at the completion of their education). Future research should audress t
potential short-coming of the current study by conducting research with #otmabiworking
sample. Barring that, screening questions could be asked of subsequent studeattsample
determine whether or not students actually perceive their employmeptgsotary” or
disposable. This latter option may be a fruitful avenue to pursue as many catidges
universities have large non-traditional student populations (i.e., part-time, adigihtst who are
employed full-time). Indeed, in the current investigation the mean age of resmowdsr23.7
years old, and 73% of the sample was employed 20 hours or more per week, which is not
indicative of a traditional student population. Thus, it may not be necessary to thioabthe
out with the bathwater vis-a-vis investigating work attitudes and behaviors aoibege

student populations, especially in light of the changing profile of student populations



Perfectionism 70

The more serious limitation of the current study is that it uses gelftrmeasures
exclusively. As such it's results are open to alternative interpretatiome important
alternative interpretations are: (a) that the relationships observedgely ldue to a mono-
method bias, and/or (b) self-report bias (e.g., the desire to provide self-sespogses or
responses consistent with the experimenter’s expectations) is influ¢neingserved
relationships. Future research in this area should address this methodologi@btfirhy

employing other-report measures of the target individual and/or obtain behawasures.



Perfectionism 71

Study #2 Perfectionism, Impression Management, and Organizational Cite&shavior

Study one was designed to identify attitudinal correlates of perfectiamnshe job.
Study two, in contrast, was designed to identify behavioral correlates oftpmriem on the job.
In this study it was hypothesized that perfectionism would be related to @tyamat
citizenship behavior but, contrary to prior theory and research, perfectionistewibtivated to
engage in OCB not to reciprocate for job satisfaction but as an impression mamageme
campaign to make up for perceived performance shortfalls. In addition, it watésipet that
perfectionism would be related to maladaptive reactions to the work environmedingcl
alienation and somatic complaints on the job.

This study was also designed to address the two major limitations of study one.
Specially, in order to demonstrate the external validity of perfectionismrelsvant construct of
study in organizational psychology, this study used working professionadssasnple.
Furthermore, the study attempted to measure behavior using other-reportedriseaétver than
self-report measures. Although the final sample size of interpretablegeit and other-
reported behavior data pairs was limited, some interesting and promisingyfchdiresult.

Theoretical Framework of Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Katz and Kahn (1966) were among the first to recognize that there are itnatigrss in
organizations where effective functioning is dependent on supra-role behavior on the part of
organizational members. In fact, they contended that an organization in whichnmetribgy
adhere to the exact letter of their job description is a fragile systeins tifa with difficulties.
However, many times such necessary behaviors cannot be specified or requiredde atlea
given job. These behaviors include actions that lubricate the social maabiitieeyorganization

but are not included in the tasks specified for a given job.
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Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) posited that it is these types of proactive, spontaneous
actions that “provide the flexibility needed to work through many unforeseemgenties
[and]; they enable participants to cope with the otherwise awesome conditiondépetedence
on each other.” In other words, organizational functioning requires a combinationvad uiadli
efforts that often call for employees to act outside of their formalifumat the organization and
identify with the goals of the larger entity and act on it's behalf. Evidenttesof that certain
instances of extra-role behavior, such as helping out a fellow employee whehagbent
from work, may negatively effect one’s personal output in the short-run but benefit thdmpe
of the organization in the long-run.

Organ (1988a) was the first to term these types of extra-role behavigasyiZational
Citizenship Behavior (OCB). Organ defined this construct as: “individual behawibist
discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal revgystem, and that in the
aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988, p #her Fus
believed that an individual could behave outside of their formal role, with the effettarfi@ng
the organization, in a variety of ways. Organ identified five dimensions of OCB thought to
contribute to organizational effectiveness. (1) Altruism is the tendency ofigloyee to help
others on the job. An example of altruism would be aiding a fellow employee who has
temporary fallen behind on their performance output. (2) Courtesy reflects ¢éme textvhich
one checks with co-workers before engaging in actions that would effect theexample
would be advising one’s work group before scheduling one’s vacation. (3) Sportsmanship
concerns abstention from negative behaviors at work. This dimension is usualtterizrd as
avoiding excessive gripping about minor inconveniences that occur on the job. (4)

Conscientiousness is the dutiful respect for the rules that govern the organizatierample
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of this is adherence to tispirit of the regulation as well as the letter. Finally, (5) Civic Virtue
concerns the responsible participation in the political life of the org@amza®ne could exhibit
civic virtue by attending optional meetings and representing the organipatsitively when
away from work.

Although perhaps not specified by the job description, there is good reason to betieve tha
one’s organization and supervisors value such behaviors. Bateman and Organ (1983) felt that
supervisors value employees engaging in OCB because it frees them totkevatorts
toward more important issues that presumably they are most qualified to attenetoarO
further assume that such behaviors would be especially valued by an empiogehsy are
often both hard to measure exactly, and difficult, if not impossible, to require. THisp@si
supported by Smith et al., (1983) who created their scale measuring OCB by cunseicti-
structured interviews with managers and asking them to report instance®afinate
behaviors that were helpful but not absolutely required.

Organizational Consegquences

More recent research has attempted to provide empirical evidence for thiemsisat
OCB is positively related to organizational functioning. Karambayya (198@dt¢he
hypothesis that citizenship behaviors would be positively related to both work-uihit leve
performance and individual performance using a sample of white-collar wofgrervisors
provided data on both individual performance as well as citizenship behavior for their
subordinates. In addition, each employee’s work unit performance was samptecatisgs
provided by upper level managers.

The dimensions personal industry (measuring self-discipline on the job) and loyal

boosterism (efforts to promote the image of the organization) had significamigoesiects on
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work unit performance, while, contrary to expectations individual initiative hagjative effect
on performance of the unit. It was hypothesized that this unexpected result viashdueature
of the individual initiative construct, which is composed of items that descrigverattempts
to change the status quo. These behaviors may have negative effects on thenshort-te
performance of the unit since they disrupt routine operations of the organizationiyvthée
long-term they enhance the effective functioning of the organization.

Building on the research of Karambayya (1990a), Podsakoff, Ahearne and MacKenzi
(1997) assessed the effects of OCB on objective measures of work-unit paderma single
organization. It was felt that obtaining the data from one organization rafimemultiple
organizations allowed for greater control over differences that may be aitidtd product,
service, industry, or work performed. Further, the use of quantitative measures itisat the
same metric was used in assessing work-unit output. Results indicated #tranhw@CB
(which was obtained by aggregating individual group members assessmenteoéltioé OCB
in their respective groups) was predictive of both quantity and quality of work group outcomes
More specifically, measures of sportsmanship and helping were found to be relgtentity of
outputs while, helping was found to be related to product quality. It was theorized that the
compensation system in the organization in this study, which dictated that a portiofs gfayne
was contingent on the output of one’s group would create a situation in which helpilogva fel
employee overcome difficulties on the job would be the likely arena for OCB axsurf

In another study, Podsakoff and Mackenzie (1994) used objective measures of
performance (as measured by quantitative archival data) to asseffe¢chef OCB on
performance at the organizational level. Supervisory-rated measurestefregnship, civic

virtue and helping were obtained for insurance agents to assess their comtibtiie
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functioning of their respective agency. Results obtained presented an undleargdithe
effect of OCB on organizational functioning. Certain types of OCB (sportsnpazustiicivic
virtue) were found to be positively related to agency performance whahesagorms of OCB
(helping) were found to be negatively related to this criterion variable. Thisrpatteesults is
inconsistent with the findings of Podsakoff et al (1997) and might be due to sevena fact
specific to the context of the study. In the insurance business, helping behavidrbamig
beneficial to the organizational bottom line only to the extent that the emplapeehiedpoed
“makes up” in their personal productivity the monetary cost of more experiegertitaking
time to help them. Further, because the compensation system tends to be compatitlve in s
organizations it is possible that the helping exhibited by employees isreanipy the fact that
they do not want their fellows to do “too well”.

Taken together the above results are supportive of the contention that OCB in the
aggregate promotes the effective functioning of an organization. Although the dagéa on t
efficacy of OCB in promoting individual performance is less than clear, theness® be strong
evidence of OCB promoting both group-level and organizational-level performahese T
findings underscore the importance of identifying the antecedents of OCB inammdentote its
occurrence in organizations.

Contextual Antecedents

Satisfaction

Although intuitively appealing, empirical evidence has failed to bear ouatisaktlink
between worker satisfaction and performance (Vroom, 1964; laffaldano & Mikghiir335).
However, Organ (1977) warned against prematurely rejecting a notion thatigdl consistently

disconfirmed in the literature, persists in the minds of mangers and those more in thrtée wi
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facts on the ground in organizations. Organ felt that the traditional perforc@amsteuct
(typically, quantity and quality) is too narrow and does not include much of the behavigys bei
attended to by those who cling to the belief that a happy worker is a productive weukiber,

he endorsed the view that allowing the performance construct to be expandedivdl lea
evidence of a much stronger relationship between satisfaction and performance.

Bateman and Organ, (1983) posit two distinct conceptual bases for feeling at OC
could be influenced by satisfaction. The first is based on social exchange Blaaryl064).
Drawing on research concerning the norm of reciprocity, it is assertaddhaduals who are
satisfied in an organization can be expected to be motivated to act in waysdfditbe
organization. On a very base level this prediction is based on the assumption that hngsan bei
are motivated to do good things to those who do good things for them. Since an individual’s
ability level may limit the latitude they have in improving their quality omdjitya of
performance output, the worker may be motivated to reciprocate the organizatiensléece,
efforts, etc by engaging in behaviors outside of their formal job descriptionla®mthe
technology of production may also limit the instances of in-role performanae whe can
attempt to “pay back” their manager or organization (Motowidlo, Borman, & $ch&97). For
example, a worker on an assembly line cannot speed up production to react to their positive
appraisals of the work situation. Rather, they would most likely be forced tooestipyto the
extent that they were motivated to do so, using extra-role behaviors. For the asows re
OCBs are more likely the in-role behaviors to be under the direct control of theluradignd,
thus, more likely to be the avenue upon which one reciprocates the satisfactortiieltob.

In addition, researchers (Organ, 1988a; Van Dyne & Ang, 1998) attending to the

discretionary nature of OCB, have asserted that citizenship behaviors wouldabertbe of
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choice for reciprocation of satisfaction because employees are notcaghgaiéquired to do
them. Specific in-role requirements are part of the formal job descriptchraa such, are
governed by the incentive system of the organization. As such, they are also afgpobazes of
sanction if not completed properly. OCBs, on the other hand, fall outside this formal
organizational authority system and are not directly linked to such consequentesmeta one
correspondence (Organ, 1997). Thus, an individual could withhold OCBs when unsatisfied
without the threat of sanction and confer them and “exceed the minimum requirenteeis of
jobs by helping others in the organization” (Van Dyne & Ang, 1998, p.694) at theirtiiacre
when they are satisfied. Organ, (1988b) also points out that to withhold in-role @eré@rmay
be very painful to some “professional s and skilled artisans whose egos agsteseti are
closely bound to pride in performance.” (p.553)

The second bases for believing that OCB may be the missing piece in thetsatisfa
causes performance hypothesis is rooted in the research on pro-social behavsacidPr
gestures are more likely to occur when a person experiences a genenalakstate
characterized by positive affect (Clark & Isen, 1982). To the extent thattjstas@on reflects
a positive affective state, it is likely that persons who are more satsfigork would be more
likely to display instances of helping behavior falling under the rubric of OCeifigmn &
Organ, 1983; Smith et al., 1983).

Satisfaction Empirical

Bateman and Organ (1983) sought to renew the interest in the satisfaction causes
performance hypothesis by way of expanding the construct of performanckitieisach
“citizenship behaviors” as: compliance, altruism, dependability, housecleaningratom,

punctuality and the absence of complaints, waste, cynicism and arguing with ddteasures
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of job satisfaction were obtained from a sample of primarily adminigtratorkers, using the
Job Descriptive Index (JDI) developed by Smith et al. (1969). In addition, epcmdest’s
direct supervisor was made to complete a 30-item tapping the citizenshipdoglisplayed by
the target individual. The process was repeated approximately six wegka k&t attempt to
establish causality via a cross-lagged regression analysis.

Results indicated significant positive static correlations at both admatrosis between
citizenship and the dimensions of job satisfaction as well as the summed measar@lbf
satisfaction. While all satisfaction components were significanidyaelto citizenship in at least
one occasion (either at time one or time two), two facets, satisfactionupghvgsion and
satisfaction with promotions were most strongly related at both admimassatFurther,
correaltions between overall satisfaction and citizenship (r=.41 at tim@<04,; r=.41 at time
two, p<.01) were “particularly substantial when compared to most previous stuthes of
satisfaction-performance relationship” (p.591). Contrary to the expedaif the
experimenters, however, cross-lagged correlations failed to establistityanseither direction.

In an attempt to clarify and expand on the work of Bateman and Organ (1983) Smith,
Organ, and Near (1983) used path analysis to investigate the question of satisbacting
citizenship behavior. Three alternative models were proposed and tested. Thedgist m
consistent with the previously discussed mood explanation of citizenship, predictect a dire
causal path between job satisfaction and citizenship behavior. In this model coraedtual
dispositional variables related to citizenship only indirectly, through setish. The second
model, consistent with the spuriousness explanation, posited relationships betwertuabnt
and dispositional factors and both satisfaction and citizenship but left themechtel@ach

other. The third model accounted for citizenship by both direct effects from agaitartl
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dispositional factors as well as indirect effects via satisfaction.

This study was also significant in that it utilized factor analysis to modaMie's,
supplied by supervisors as describing citizenship, into a coherent picture. Twd thstois of
OCB emerged from the analysis. Items that loaded on the first factor daelesm, were
interpreted as measuring behaviors that are aimed at helping a speeiidual or group of
individuals in the working environment. These behaviors involve face to face interaciibns a
the eliciting stimulus was assumed to be someone needing aid. The second faatdragn,
involves behaviors in which no specific person is the beneficiary of aid rathegdrezation as
a whole is benefited. This factor was postulated to involve internalized norms of how good
employees behave and was termed, generalized compliance. Thus, was @rgantson of the
multi-dimensional nature of OCB empirically supported.

Since altruism and generalized compliance emerged as two independent fadtonsgseac
analyzed separately using separate path analyses. Results indidated thstinct models
emerged for the two factors. For altruism, significant main effects feend for job
satisfaction, as well as the demographic variables, education level andurdddrd@ckground.
The environmental variable leader supportiveness was indirectly relatédignathrough
satisfaction, as was the personality variable neuroticism (which wasuwedgeelated). For the
generalized compliance factor, satisfaction had no direct path to the depesdirie. Rather
direct paths were found for leader supportiveness, urban/rural background, antngtgrése
lie scale for the Eysenck Personality Inventory (1958). In terms ofttiuesal factor, these
results were interpreted as consistent with the notion that in at least one ¢yipeen§hip
behavior the positive affect or mood (in this case measured by job satisfactioa)radividual

may predispose them to pro-social helping behavior. Given the nature of thelfesctor t
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interpretation is consistent. Further, the path analysis showed environmentalsama|ggr
antecedents behaving in a manner consistent with the third model proposed. &lyetifat
satisfaction has a direct effect on citizenship behavior with environmental iesochaléty
variables exerting indirect effects through their effects on saiisfiac

Other research has attempted to distinguish whether it is the cognitiveativaffe
component of job satisfaction that motivates individuals to engage in OCB. Organand Ne
(1985) have suggested that cognitive appraisals predominate measures of pdiieatisind if
this is the case, it would seem to follow cognitions rather than affect drie @kis would
seem to be inconsistent with the Smith et al. (1983) suggestion that mood drives thegbro-soci
helping component of their OCB scale, Altruism. The significance of the cagaitiect
distinction lies in that if OCB is affectively driven it can be expected to bacibn of mainly
stable individual traits. If this is the case, administrators in organizateaid hope to influence
OCB mainly at selection. If on the other hand, OCB follows from cognitive aasaf job
characteristics then it could be influenced by administrator’'s alolith&nge organizational
realities.

To investigate the contributions of cognitions and affect on OCB, Organ and Konovsky
(1989) administered the Watson and Tellegen (1985) positive and negative affect index to
employees at metropolitan hospitals. A 12-item scale was administereel),ae weasure
cognitive appraisals of job outcomes. The Smith et al. (1983) OCB scale was edmpgleiach
of the respondent’s direct supervisors. Hierarchical regression analgsisedito determine
the incremental variance explained by both set of predictors on both factors ofl3EfIIness
analysis indicated that the cognition scales were uniquely associatdaotitAltruism and

Compliance. In contrast, the affect scales were not uniquely associdtegithhér OCB factor
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over and above the variance accounted for by the job cognition scales.

Moorman (1993) also found support for the contention that the cognitive component of
job satisfaction measures exerts the strongest influence in the relatibesheen satisfaction
and OCB. Taking as his point of departure the fact that different measures digfazsan
have differing ratios of cognitive and affective content (Brief & Robers887), Moorman
hypothesized that job satisfaction measures characterized by elglaigh cognitive influence
will be more strongly related to OCB than job satisfaction measures adraradtby a relatively
high affective content.

Moorman employed two measures of job satisfaction, completed by the emplogees a
an OCB scale, which was completed by each employee’s direct supentsotwd measures of
job satisfaction were selected for their established representatiogrifive and affective
content as established by previous empirical investigation (Brief & Roberson, IB8Y)
Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) was used to measure cogaiisfaction. This
measure is two-dimensional in that it taps both intrinsic and extrinsicSaafttine job. It
consists of a list of job conditions the respondent is required to appraise. Conditions include
working conditions, pay, quality of supervision, degree of autonomy, and importance of the job.
The Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Scale (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951) was usezhsura
affective satisfaction.

Moorman reported results consistent with the aforementioned hypothesis. The MSQ
extrinsic predicted OCB more strongly than the Brayfield-Rothe. Th@ B¥rinsic explained
significant incremental variance over and above the variance explainied Byatyfield-Rothe
for four of the five dimensions of OCB tested (Altruism, Courtesy, Sportsmanship, and

Contentiousness).
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Fairness

The findings that cognitive measures of job satisfaction predict OCB beiteaffective
measures suggests that employees are actively evaluatingnipélyment situations in some
way, and deciding to contribute beyond their formal role requirements based on ttseafesul
their evaluation. Organ (1988b) and others (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994) have suggested that the
cognitive element being tapped in the measures that successfully r€ddre “an appraisal
or comparison of the situation with a standard of fairness.” (Organ, 1988b, p.552).

Moorman (1991) sought empirical evidence for the contention that fairness gothe¥ned
relationship between satisfaction and OCB. It was hypothesized that perceptions
organizational justice (in the form of distributional and procedural justice) wouiivebs
influence both job satisfaction and OCB. Further, when the effects of organikpigimta
perceptions were controlled for, it was expected that job satisfaction wouldloehc# the
dimensions of OCB.

Distributive justice was measured by having respondents complete thbubisstr
Justice Index (DJI) developed by Price and Mueller (1986). Procedureéjusts assessed
using a two-factor scale developed for the study. The first dimensionessesperceived
fairness of the organizations formal procedures. The second dimension, interfusitce|
assessed the extent to which procedures were construed as fair as theyasterkie the
organization. Satisfaction was measured using the Brayfield-Rothe JSS (19%1CRB was
assessed for each respondent by their direct supervisor completing theecforesfCB scale
developed by Podsakoff & MacKenzie (1989).

Utilizing structural equation modeling, it was found that the model in which perceptions

of organizational justice caused both satisfaction and OCB best fit the dathermotds,
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controlling for perceptions of justice, satisfaction was unrelated to O@Bvidual paths
indicated that all dimensions of organizational justice influenced job satisfadh contrast, the
relationship between organizational justice and OCB was best describedsrofeha
procedural justice dimension of interactional justice, with this dimension prepiour of the
five OCB dimensions in the study (all but Civic Virtue). Since most of the items on the
interactional justice scale involved perceptions of one’s supervisors behavewsdbelts were
interpreted as suggesting that when employees believed their supervisar tinean fairly, they
were more likely to exhibit OCB.

Konovsky and Pugh (1994) attempted to further clarify the findings of Moorman (1991).
They found that procedural justice in the decision making of one’s direct supervisar was
significant predictor of OCB. Further, it was found that trust in one’s supervestiatad the
relationship between supervisory procedural justice and OCB, suggestingrtressan
procedures is not enough to promote OCB, the context in which they occur is also important
These results were interpreted to support the social exchange model of Q@ iasat key
component in the maintenance of the relationship necessary for social exchange.

Moorman, Niehoff, and Organ (1993) expanded on the findings of Moorman (1991). In
this study, structural equation modeling was used to measure the relativieutioms of job
satisfaction, organizational commitment (as measured by an affectiveittoeminscale and a
continuance commitment scale), and perceptions of organizational justice orOQ&Bagain,
procedural justice was found to significantly influence both the antecedeatilgar(job
satisfaction and organizational commitment) and OCB. In addition, no significaranshaps
were found between the two antecedents and OCB once the relationship between procedural

justice and OCB were controlled for statistically.
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A study by Skarlicki and Latham (1996) used quasi-experimental methodology to
provide evidence of the causal relationship between organizational justice and OCBstThe
study sought to assess whether an organizational intervention in which labor udérs leare
trained in the techniques of implementing organizational justice (procedural aiadtioteal)
would have a positive impact on the instances of OCB exhibited by the rank and file union
members. This study is significant because the contention that organizjaistica is related to
OCB has traditionally been supported by cross-sectional research that dess niself to
inferring causality. Such a quasi-experimental design establishesdbgotiality of the
relationship between the two variables with more confidence.

Results indicated that union members whose leaders underwent training in orgragizati
justice rated their unions higher on fairness than their fellow union memberscontinel group.
In addition, peer assessments revealed higher levels of OCB among the unionswemoise
leaders underwent justice training. This increase in OCB in the experirgeniplwas found
across both factors of OCB (OCBI, analogous to altruism; and OCBO, analoganetalged
compliance) indicating that both behaviors aimed at helping individuals and behaviedsai
aiding the organization were positively effected by the leader beingdnaitke techniques of
organizational justice. In addition, the union members’ perceptions of fairndssedethe
effects of training on OCBO, but not on OCBI. Indicating that if the memberseiped the
training as increasing the level of fairness in the organization, theymaemotivated to
engage in helping behaviors aimed at the organization. However even if there waseneger
change in fairness, simply training their leaders in organizationalgustie enough to increase
interpersonal helping.

The use of peer-assessed measures of OCB in this study is also signifibastbeen



Perfectionism 85

suggested that interactional justice is related to OCB not because ippssdisndividuals to
reciprocate to managers evaluated as being fair but because individedlsigaton OCB by
their managers were part of an in-group, who, in turn, rated their managers highly on
interactional justice (Moorman, 1991). The results obtained by Skarlicki andnh.d.996)
clarify the direction of the causal relationship between justice and OCBdi#prsving the in-
group hypothesis offered by Moorman (1991). Finally, the results obtained byckkantl
Latham (1996) were further supported when the exact same pattern of resaitsumd in a
replication using a separate sample of union employees (Skarlicki and Latham,1997)

Summarizing the literature concerning contextual antecedents is a fblenidsk.
Research has clearly illustrated the importance of satisfaction leaswWairness in predicting
OCB. However, a clear picture has not emerged as to whether these vinehlales
independently or whether fairness governs the relationship between satiséantiOCB as has
been previously suggested. To further complicate matters the metasbgl@igan and Ryan
(1995) found that, contrary to expectations, fairness was not associated with OCBrarilgan
any other contextual variable. In fact, satisfaction, fairness, organidat@mnaiitment, and
leader supportiveness were all related to both the altruism and generalizgucoen
dimensions of OCB at about the same magnitude suggesting that a number of contextual
variables may be valid antecedents of OCB.

Dispositional Antecedents

Conscientiousness and Agreeableness

Citing evidence that job attitudes are stable over time and may, thus, be pafdgs
attributable to dispositional factors (Staw & Ross, 1985; Staw, Bell, & €#au4986) some

researchers have suggested that the relationship found between job attitude®uest'y
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measures of job satisfaction and fairness perceptions) and OCB may be s@ngains {994;
Organ & Lingl, 1995; Konovsky & Organ, 1996). Specifically, it has been suggestatdha
relationship observed is a function of one or more personality or dispositional faetoaset
underlying both job attitudes and the propensity to engage in OCB. Two factors from the
McCrae and Cotsa (1987) five-factor model of personality, Agreeableness and
Conscientiousness, have been singled out for consideration because of their intattoreshep
with both job attitudes and occurrence of OCB.

The Agreeableness personality factor encompasses the following behdegmaptors:
courteous, selfless, helpful, good-natured, sympathetic, and generous. Thisefatésrmost
directly to the Altruism factor of OCB, which involves behaviors directeddat@ther
individuals in the work environment. In addition, a case could be made for such a fagjor bein
related to satisfaction. Agreeableness suggests a dimension of persbatlgyoncerned with
getting along well with others. One can suspect that this factor would bedrdahose aspects
of job satisfaction that have to do with one’s relationship with others on the job.

The Conscientiousness personality factor can be described using thevestjedat,
punctual, careful, self-disciplined, well organized, and scrupulous. This factosédyctelated
to the OCB factor of Generalized Compliance, where one is concerned abadiegce
minimum standards on the job as well as complying to the spirit rather thartéheflet
organizational rules and regulations. It can also be postulated that individuals high on
Conscientiousness, to the extent that they are either comfortable with ruleegbleehavior, or
more likely to be admired/complimented on the job, would be more satisfied on the job.

To test the validity of the relationship between satisfaction and OCB, Organrghd L

(1995) tested the degree to which the relationship could be explained by persortality fic
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was hypothesized that the “Big Five” (McCrae & Costa, 1987; Barrickafumt, 1991)
dimensions of Conscientiousness and Agreeableness would account for the commedly shar
variance between satisfaction and OCB.

Their findings indicated that the personality measures were significgatdhed to
measures of job satisfaction. Agreeableness predicted all forms of jobcsiatisfaverall
satisfaction, satisfaction with co-workers, and satisfaction with pay). eMZilmhscientiousness
predicted satisfaction with co-workers, however the beta weight wasveeigalicating that
individuals high on Conscientiousness weisssatisfied with their co-workers. Regressing OCB
on both the personality measures and job satisfaction measures revealed thahadding t
personality measures to the equation did not increase the incremental variancefthany
OCB dimensions. Overall satisfaction, however, did contribute incrementaicatiathe
Altruism dimension of OCB, whereas, satisfaction with co-workers contribigeificantly to
the variance explained in Compliance. Interestingly, when satisfaction witbrk@rs was
added to the equation for the Compliance dimension of OCB the beta weight for
Conscientiousness became significantly positive. This pattern of resulisteraseted as
indicating that although there seems to be a relationship between the Consciesious
personality trait and the more impersonal organization-directed OCB donesfSCompliance,
“satisfaction might account uniquely for variance in OCB net of the infeiehtwo more
plausible personality determinants.” (p.349)

Konovsky and Organ (1996), likewise, tested the hypothesis that certain dspositi
variables could account for the relationship between contextual work attitudes and3{0g
the five-factor scale of OCB developed by Podsakoff, et al. (1990) they found that for

Generalized Compliance factor, Conscientiousness predicted significemtceaover and above
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measures of satisfaction and fairness perceptions. Moreover, analysiwiduial beta weights
indicated that Conscientiousness was significantly related to Gendr@lrepliance, Civic
Virtue, and Altruism. Finally, Conscientiousness was significantly e to both fairness
and satisfaction suggesting the possibility that it is, indeed, the third vatiatdéng the
observed relationship between measures of job attitudes and OCB, at least ametladizéd
Compliance factor.

A recent meta-analysis by Organ and Ryan (1995) concluded that Conscientiogisness i
the best dispositional predictor of OCB yet to be investigated. In their enallygb studies,
Conscientiousness was found to be associated with OCB dimensions tapping Generalized
Compliance (the more impersonal form of OCB) at roughly the same levaliasosial factors
such as satisfaction, fairness, and organizational commitment.

Perfectionism and OCB

In the current investigation a new personality trait is posited to be related to Q@B
hypothesized that perfectionism is positively related to specific typ@€8t Specifically it is
hypothesized that perfectionism will be positively related to the OCB factcientiousness.
This factor consists of behaviors that can be described as demonstratinglaeigéct for the
rules that govern the organization, an example of which is adherencesprihef the
regulation as well as the letter. It is further hypothesized that perfescti will be negatively
related to the OCB factor of altruism. This factor is best described asittemby of an
employee helps others on the job. An example of altruism would be aiding a felloweeplo
who has temporary fallen behind on their performance output.

The differential predictions across the two OCB factors are due to the naotivati

theorized to be behind the behavior. It is hypothesized that the perfectionists wiljageen
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OCB for the reasons most readily suggested by the literature (i.e.,dmoate satisfaction with
the organization or due to a personality style predicated on order, self-disciglipeRetther it
is hypothesized that the perfectionist will engage in OCB in order to compémsateat he or
she perceives as failure to meet in-role job expectations by engaging indogtia&i go above
and beyond what is normally expected of an employee. In this way, the perfectanise
using OCB as a form of impression management whereby he or she bélaheesatvorable
impression can be created by adhering to a high standard of extra-role behhis@xti-role
behavior can be used to “make up for” the perfectionist’s inability to obtain desifedwence
standards. Of course in the case of the perfectionist it is likely that, gbjgcpeaking, there is
no performance shortfall to make up for. However, part and parcel of the pergctioni
personality trait is an unshakeable perception of personal failure despitielatice to the
contrary.

If a perfectionist was looking to make-up for perceived failures it is much nketg li
that he or she would elect to do so through conscientiousness than through altruism. Hrst, it ha
been suggested in the OCB literature that conscientiousness is the faG& afost similar to
in-role performance (Motowidlo et al., 1997). If so, then someone seeking to miidiates in
in-role performance would most likely want to do so by engaging in behaviors mdat $omi
that in-role performance. Stated another way, the perfectionist ig toyimpress upon his or
her superiors/co-workers that he or she is making a contribution to the organdestpite not
having achieved his or her specified performance goals. The best way inevtickd would
be to engage in behaviors that are most similar to those performance goasesumably of
most value to the organization.

Another reason that the perfectionist seeking impression management would tend to
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engage in conscientiousness over altruism is the difference in the target of therbedral
ultimately who gets credit for those behaviors. In the case of conscientipus$eelsehaviors
engaged in by the employee are directed toward the organization. By coming to myotkyea
not taking unnecessary breaks, etc. the organization on the whole is the recipiefdargegseof
the employee. In contrast, altruism is directed at one’s fellow emplofseselping employees
who are having difficulty on the job the primary beneficiary of those behavitrs target
employee, not the person engaging in OCB. Furthermore, when one is conscientiougoitk the
place it is very likely that he or she will be recognized for this type of dilgbgothers. When
one engages in altruism it is possible that the end result is positive for theofahyete
altruistic behaviors (the worker who is struggling may overcome their distzdyes and/or
achieve more at work) but the altruism itself may go unnoticed. For thesaseiis likely that
conscientiousness would be the favored approach of perfectionists engaging farOCB
impression management.

Indeed, there are reasons to suspect that perfectionism may in fact beshegatted
to OCB altruism. First, as stated elsewhere perfectionism has been foundl&bduktoe
personality characteristics and social tendencies that result inveeigddirpersonal
relationships. Specifically, Hill, Zrull, and Turlington (1997) found that, among nliehree of
Hewitt and Flett's (1991) perfectionism subscales — self-orientedIggmiascribed, and other-
oriented were related to interpersonal problems stemming from control, igswkstiveness,
domination, suspicion, and the inability to empathize. These findings suggest that the
perfectionists may be disinclined or perhaps unable to engage in pro-sociad lelpaviors
directed at his or her co-workers. It is possible that the anxiety agsbwaidih perfectionism

creates a situation in which the perfectionist becomes distrustful and andrgratiothis or her



Perfectionism 91

social environment. This distrust could certainly preclude the perfecticonsteingaging in
helping behaviors on the job.

It is also possible that the preoccupation with personal standards and persdsaf leve
performance may prevent the perfectionist from engaging in helpingibehan the job. If the
perfectionist must meet his or her self-imposed performance demands, andegditai he or
she is constantly falling short of those demands it is likely that a considambiet of their
time and effort will be directed toward personal performance. This tendexciearso extreme
that the perfectionist neglects opportunities to help others in need on the job. tltheffec
perfectionist is so consumed with improving personal performance that he or slnepdie
they do not have the latitude to help others. When one is treading water for one’sréfes tiee
time to stop and try to helping the person drowning next to you.

Hypothesis #1 - Perfectionism will be positively related to OCB conscientissibug negatively
related to OCB altruism

Impression Management

As discussed elsewhere perfectionism is associated with a clusteawidreind
emotions centered on the irrational beliefs that: (a) the individual must betparfé (b) the
individual continually fails to reach perfection. Thus in a work environment it is likalythe
perfectionist will perceive discrepancy between actual performamté¢he desired level of
performance. While the initial reaction of the perfectionist may be to wodehédevote more
hours, attempt to concentrate more, etc.) little attention has been paid in #terbtés what, if
any, alternative methods are used by the perfectionist to close the gapréta/or her level of
performance and their desired level of performance. In an organizational enviromacbndf

one’s performance is measured subjectively based on the observations and opinions.offother



Perfectionism 92

the perfectionist feels that his or her performance is sub-par, and if he or shegsetttat they
have little efficacy in improving that performance, it is possible they will loaknpression
management techniques to influence the opinion of others vis a vis their performance.

Impression management refers to the process by which individuals attemptob aoat
shape the impressions others form of them (Jones, 1964). While this topic has long been a
fruitful area of research in other social science fields (Goffman, 1955, Jones, 196d)jray
body of research has emerged in the field of organizational psychologylodical to assume
that individuals in work settings are keenly aware that the images they porsgyervisors, co-
workers, clients, etc. are critical to the successful negotiation of tlemjotonment. Clearly the
creation of a positive impression is important to the attainment of positive otemnss a
host of organizational situations including: employment interviews, performancasger
training programs, and customer interactions.

Research has indicated that workers do attempt to manage their impressioagob
and that these efforts have some impact on the organizational outcomes expesiehesd b
individuals including: selection interview outcomes (Gillmore and Ferris, 1989klhasv
performance appraisal ratings and extrinsic rewards including paases, promotions, etc.
(Higgins, Judge, & Ferris, 2003; Kipnis and Schmidt, 1988).

Not surprisingly special attention has been paid in the literature to the iafipact
impression management on performance appraisal outcomes (Lefkowitz, 2000)mBece
appraisals are in some ways the currency of organizational life. Onfgspence rating often
impacts many other important organizational outcomes including: pay incressespa for
choice assignments, promotions, visibility to upper management, and the quality of one’s

reputation. Moreover, performance appraisals are often completed in digaljenner by
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one’s supervisor. As such they may be especially vulnerable to manipulation thmpuigksion
management. The literature seems to bear this out with consistent findingsgpttesision
management does influence performance appraisal scores. Using atemiation modeling
Wayne and Ferris (1990) found support for the indirect influence of impression management
(operationalized as self and other-enhancing communications, opinion conformitgyand f
doing) on performance appraisal ratings. The researchers found that whdivehjatings of
performance did positively influence performance ratings by supervisors, sal teapeirvisor
liking of the subordinate. More importantly, impression management by the subordinate
positively influenced the supervisor’s liking of them. Thus, impression managerdent di
influence performance ratings through the influence of supervisory liking.

Using a longitudinal methodology that measured subordinate impression manageme
and liking at one time interval and then measured performance at a lateMayee and Liden
(1995) also found support for the impression management/liking/performance egdingnship.
In this study subordinate supervisory-focused impression management waglyastated to
supervisor’s liking of the subordinate, and perceptions that the subordinate wastsithiar
supervisor. Furthermore, supervisory liking of the subordinate and perceivedisimiées
positively related to supervisor’s ratings of subordinate performance.

Attempts have been made to categorize the various types of impression nemagem
techniques employed by individuals (Ferris & Judge, 1991). Jones and Pittman (1982dndors
a complex model of impression management that acknowledges that fact that inslividya
attempt to create impressions that are not necessarily positive busstitlin the manipulation
of the target persons behavior in way that is consistent with the wishes ofatheTdaty

identified five strategies individuals are likely to employ: (1) ingtadh — engaging in flattery
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and perform favors in an attempt to curry favor; (2) self-promotion — drawtggfian to their
accomplishments and abilities to create a favorable image; (3) exeatifi— going above and
beyond the call of duty to create the image that they are dedicated; (4¢atuqpl attempting
to appear weak or helpless in an attempt to receive help and support from others; and (5)
intimidation — where individuals attempt to cultivate an impression that thelaagerous and
should not be trifled with by using threats and intimidation.

One glaring aspect of the Jones and Pittman taxonomy is that fact thahémsidns are
not unitary in terms of the valence of the image created. Specifically, inigratself-
promotion, and exemplification are all positively valenced tactics that shoutd/plysenhance
the esteem of the actor in the eyes of the target(s). These taetibg design, most likely to
produce interpersonal liking. Conversely, the remaining two tactics argiabgaegatively
valenced. Supplication is designed to create pity and induce the target(s) to laetorthieut
not especially likely to enhance the esteem of the actor or foster nstempéliking. Likewise,
intimidation may result in the target acting in a way consistent with itees of the actor but
certainly not through enhanced esteem and/or interpersonal liking. Thus, ttedastiribed by
the taxonomy are in some cases antithetical to each other and likely are roteshtptjether or
even by the same individuals.

The notion that the five dimensions of impression management identified by Jones and
Pittman are employed in specific combinations by different individuals wasiesd by Bolino
and Turnley (2003) who used student work groups to identify discrete groups of impressi
managers created by differential use of combinations of impression mamagacties. Results
of a cluster analysis indicated that there were three basic types ebsigor managers. One

group of impression managers reported high levels of the three positive @etitBad by the
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Jones and Pittman, ingratiation, self-promotion, and exemplification, and low leieéstafo
negative tactics supplication and intimidation. These individuals were labeletivgmsi The
second group identified in the study had high levels of all five tactics and \weteda
“aggressives.” The final group had low levels of all of the impression mareageactics and
was termed “passives.” Interestingly, the only significance betweehrgeetypes of
impression managers in terms of peer ratings occurred for the aggredsove®re assessed as
not being good work group partners compared to positives and passives. No differeneces
found between positive and passive impression managers. Suggesting that, mshisast i
student work group sample, impression management had no positive impact on peer ratings and
only influenced ratings negatively when impression management tactiesses
indiscriminately.

Recently perfectionism has been for the first time empiricaikell to concerns around
self-presentation. Hewitt et al., (2003) developed the concept of perfecticeiétpresentation.
These researchers assert that central to the concept of perfectiomerdasite on the part of
the perfectionist to appear perfect in social situations and simultaneously tsdegber
characteristics or actions that would suggest nonperfection. To this end theydwted the
Perfectionistic Self-Presentation Scale (PSPS). This scale is cednpiothree subscales that
measure the three facets theorized to make up the perfectionistic selftpten construct —
perfectionistic self-presentation, nondisplay of imperfection, and nondisclosunperfection.
Self-promotion refers to actions taken by the perfectionist that activatiaproand demonstrate
one’s perfection. In contrast, Nondisplay of imperfection and nondisclosure of intiperfec
involve concern over displaying or disclosing instances of nonperfection. Reddésvitf et

al., (2003) scale development research indicated that the three dimensions ofSleed®SP
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correlated with all three scales of the MPS (although the correlatiamsh&ipther-oriented
perfectionism scale are, as expected, lower than the correlations withisetéd and socially-
prescribed perfectionism) indicating that at least some perfectiolsgiay these self-
presentation concerns. Moreover, the PSPS was found to be positively correiatestiaus
measures of social defensiveness including concern with others’ percépttention to others,
sensitivity to others) and methods of self-presentation (self-handicappinglandreealment).
Taken together the results of Hewitt et al., (2003) do suggest a strong tendearcly tow
impression management concerns on the part of the perfectionist. When one ovedagysshe
and Pittman (1982) taxonomy of impression management behaviors on the self-possenta
concerns listed above it is possible to predict the behavioral impression manadgeatesies
adopted by perfectionists. Specifically, the positive impression managerhentdrs identified
by Jones and Pittman and operationalized by Turnley and Bolino (2003) are most likely to be
adopted by perfectionists as they foster an impression of perfection. Instaiganegative
impression management behaviors are less likely to be employed as they engatidy o8
aversive social behaviors which would be antithetical to fostering a perceptioreztipa.
Hypothesis #2 — Perfectionism will be positively related to positive impressaaoagement
behaviors but negatively related to negative impression management behaviat®btee
Jones Pittman taxonomy)
Hypothesis #2a — Perfectionism will be positively related to ingratiagelf-promotion, and
exemplification
Hypothesis #2b — Perfectionism will be negatively related to supplication andtiutiom

Perfectionism, Impression Management and OCB
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As stated previously in the current investigation it is hypothesized that pemfentiwill
be positively related to impression management. This relationship will be due to the
perfectionist attempting to create a favorable impression on the job in order to amend f
perceived sub-par performance. Itis also hypothesized that in the processessiompr
management perfectionist employees will seek avenues in which they can tlatadhsir
worth to the organization. One such outlet is OCB.

There is ample evidence to support the notion that OCB is engaged in by employees
reciprocating satisfaction or an assessment that the organizatiaatirsgtteem well compared
to some standard of fairness. However, more recent conceptualizations of OCBdraack uyp
the possibility that OCB occurs when employees are influenced by otheatiwots. Bolino
(1999) takes issue with two commonly espoused tenets of the OCB literature. eFirst, h
challenges the notion that the motivation behind OCB is always pro-social osetligrg.
Bolino asserts that it is possible that employees engage in OCB foewsaffgsreasons. More
precisely, he hypothesizes that in an organizational context there areesstantich
employees will seek to enhance their esteem in the eyes of their casvamnkiesuperiors
through impression management. Given that OCB is believed to be beneficial to the
organization it stands to reason that employees seeking to create a goodompreaks eyes of
others might use this cluster of behaviors to do so.

Another idea in the “traditional” OCB literature is that the motivation behind the
citizenship behavior exhibited by employees is irrelevant. Bolino (1999) takesagh this
notion as well; he asserts that motivation moderates the relationship betweem@C@
positive organizational consequences of OCB. This view holds that all OCB is notrdjual a

that actions taken as part of an impression management campaign will diffesidtions
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motivated by a desire to benefit the organization in terms of their positivetimpghat
organization.

Bolino also offers several propositions around OCB and impression management; some
of which that are especially relevant to the notion that among perfectionisesgiqor
management will be related to OCB. First, Bolino postulates that individualsewiore likely
to engage in OCB to the extent that they have transgressed against the oogaorizheir in-
role performance has declined. In the case of the perfectionist, he or shensathyrtninking
that their performance is discrepant from acceptable levels. Thetmerifgds under the
usually mistaken impression that his or her efforts are always failures, ifitan organizational
context the perfectionist will both believe that his or her in-role performancéis bandards,
and be seeking to make amends for this discrepancy through OCB.

Another Bolino proposition is that employees will engage in OCB in instances in which
in-role performance is hard to measure or distinguish. Presumably, in sutbrsstemployees
will be aware that it is hard to distinguish between their performance andrtbenaace of
their fellows and will seek to differentiate themselves through exteabethavior. The
perfectionism literature suggests that perfectionists have difficul@guoneg the true quality of
their performance (Blatt, 1995). In fact the perfectionist is often timesrperig at very high
levels but is unable to accurately gauge his or her performance, and lbelssbhes that he or
she is “failing.” In a sense the perfectionist has a cognitive impedagairist accurately
measuring his or her own performance. If the perfectionist in an organizattotekt believes
he or she is failing and is unable to differentiate his or her performance regartiiehether an

objective observer would be able to do so, he or she may look to OCB to differentiatelthems
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from others. Taken together, the above rationales provide theoretical support for tiesigpot
that among perfectionists impression management will be positively assowigh OCB.

Research on impression management and OCB is somewhat equivocal. In a study
directed related to the current hypothesis Rioux and Penner (2001) developedra wic@$B
motivations to explore the reasons why employees engage in OCB. The scaledofsisee
scales — organizational concern, described as a desire on the part of the enopsegethe
organization do well and pride in the organization; prosocial values, described ag &odesir
helpful and build positive relationships with others; and impression management concerns,
described as a desire to avoid looking bad and to obtain organizational rewards. Theaesear
found that the impression management concerns scale did not correlate sigyifvdantb-
worker or supervisor ratings of OCB. However, when impression management coneexns
entered into a hierarchical regression to predict OCB along with the two otheesmnaxtales,
impression management accounted for a significant proportion of variance inhe OC
dimension of sportsmanship. Sportsmanship is the dimension of OCB which encompasses not
complaining during less than ideal situations on the job. The researchers coulduoot fmc
the results but did suggest that it is too early to conclude that impression mamageme
unrelated to OCB.

In the current investigation it is hypothesized that the case of the perfecidhi
represent one of the instances in which OCB is being exhibited for impression managem
concerns rather than reciprocation of for satisfaction and/or fairnessedsons enumerated
elsewhere the perfectionist will be unlikely to experience satisfactiomegol. However he or
she is likely to engage in OCB. It is theorized that the perfectionist isiaggagCB both as a

mechanism to “make up” for perceived lack of performance on the job and as athde t
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from the outside world his or her lack of performance. The perfectionist withgitt® appear
to be the perfect worker not out of regard or deference to the organization but nakieiofo
her own self-serving motives to cultivate an appearance of perfection. Thistrantw#l be
evident in the fact that perfectionism will moderate the relationship betwggagsion
management and OCB. At high levels of perfectionism, there will be a pasi@t®nship
between impression management and OCB; at lower levels of perfectionisemyihbe no
relationship between the two variables.

As explicated elsewhere, it is hypothesized that non-perfectionisesxivbit the well-
researched relationships between job satisfaction and OCB. Spegihedtly free of the self-
imposed constraints of the perfectionist the non-perfectionist will have theléato respond to
satisfaction on the job by deciding whether or not to exceed their formal p®etations.
During instances of satisfaction these individuals will engage in OCB; but dositagces of
dissatisfaction they will withdraw those behaviors. Thus perfectionisnalsdl moderate the
relationship between satisfaction and OCB. At high levels of perfectionisentiiEbe no
relationship between satisfaction and OCB; at lower levels of perfectidhesmwill be a
positive relationship between the two variables.

Hypothesis #3 — Perfectionism will moderate the relationship between inopressnagement
and OCB conscientiousness. Among perfectionists impression management wiltilselypos
related to OCB conscientiousness

Hypothesis #4 - Perfectionism will moderate the relationship between jolasttis and OCB
conscientiousness. Among non-perfectionists job satisfaction will be posilaled to OCB
conscientiousness

Alienation
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The alienation literature suggests that alienation occurs when the asttbbehaviors of
the individual become more and more discrepant from what the individual believes they should
be doing (Monck et al., 2005). In short, alienation is the response of the individual to the actua
self becoming discrepant from the ideal self the individual conceptualizesbasiyng their
real goals, aspirations, feelings, etc. In the present investigatiorygathlesized that
perfectionism will be positively related to alienation. In this study a stu# posited in which
the perfectionist is experiencing low levels of job satisfaction for reasommerated elsewhere.
However he or she is still engaging in OCB as an impression management teahoigles to
assuage the guilt and anxiety they feel as a result of their perceptiarstdntly “failing” on
the job. Traditional thinking around OCB suggests that these behaviors areatiscyedind a
result of satisfaction on the job. In instances of dissatisfaction, as experignthe
perfectionist, conventional wisdom would suggest that employees will engags @B to
express their dissatisfaction and to balance the social exchange between theen and t
organization. The perfectionist however will not have this latitude; he or she wilhgerta
engage in OCB regardless of the level of satisfaction they are expegiefitirs situation will
result in alienation for the perfectionist. He or she is behaving in way thalaisopposite from
how he or she would presumably like to behave. They are acting for the benefit of an
organization that they are experiencing dissatisfaction in. This stateiof effhe essence of
alienation.

The alienation construct as an academic area of interest has growrttmusogiological
study of industrialized society. From the sociological perspective abenats a result of

societal forces and a phenomenon which could be studied at a macro-level by rdgsttyetal
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antecedents of alienation and the attitudinal/behavioral correlates which,ihadrsocietal
implications.

One of the first theorists to address alienation in this way was Karl Maaxx $aw
alienation as a result of the industrial revolution whereby the individual worker hachéec
removed from the work that he or she did on a daily basis. As compared to the farmer or the
craftsman in pre-industrialized society who identified with the results ofl®rs, Marx saw
the industrialized worker as simply a means to an end, with no identification wittbtirehle or
she performed for the machine of industry. Marx asserted that in such a stegfre
alienated individual loses himself as the center of his emotional and socidl Wodssence he
loses knowledge of himself as a function of supplanting his own hopes, aspirations, géals, etc
the goals and objectives of the industrial complex.

Although a trained psychologist, Fromm (1941) also saw alienation as causetiat leas
part by societal forces rather than individual maladjustment. Like MewrR was interested
in the impact of working in an industrialized society on the psychological wiellyloé the
individual. He writes:

In capitalist economic activity, success, material gains, become ends sethesn It

becomes man’s fate to contribute to the growth of the economic system, toapihals

not for purposes of his own happiness and salvation, but as an end in itself. Man

becomes a cog in the vast economic machine...always a cog to serve a purposefoutside

himself. (p. 110)

Thus, as the individual becomes a working member of society more often than not he or
she replaces personal goals, actions, and feelings for those goals, actionsjragxitfat are

supportive of a working society. Fromm asserts that this process causes thiahdovbecome
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alienated as he or she moves farther away from true growth and fulfillmerggbhs form
following one’s own true self. The result is that the individual is incapable of erpearg the
true peace and satisfaction resulting from following their true selves.

The arguments of both Max and Fromm parallel the experimental hypothesis¢gudaae
this investigation regarding alienation. Both theorists saw the work environsestising the
individual to act in a way that was discrepant from what he or she would ideally blce t
Moreover, the act of working in an industrialized context was seen as the cause aifkiére w
losing his or her identity as a result of constantly needing to behave in thidmidne current
investigation it is hypothesized that the perfectionists will likewisedesense of lose of identity
due to that fact that he or she is compelled to act in a certain way (as the “good-soldier
engaging in OCB) that may be discrepant from how he or she would ideally like teebeha

Modern empirical investigation of alienation as a psychological consiasajrown out
of the work of Melvin Seeman. Seeman (1971) proposed five alternative meanings of
alienation. Powerlessness refers to the belief on the part of an individual thefftims and
behavior are not sufficient to attain the outcomes he or she seeks. Seeman sugtfasts tha
facet of alienation is similar to Rotter’s idea of external locus of ahrgpecifically that one’s
life is controlled by external forces and that he or she is powerless to dbetrawn life.
Meaninglessness described the state in which the individual does not know what he or she should
believe in unclear situations. Moreover, he or she feels that it is impossible t pegdivior
or the outcomes of behavior in a given situation. Normlessness refers to tiptiperog the
individual that the social norms that govern individuals conduct have broken down and that
socially unapproved behaviors are required to achieve desired goals. Isolatrdreddke

situation in which the individual has become estranged from his or her society through
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incongruence between what he or she values and what is valued by the societyain Géree

final form of alienation described by Seeman is self-estrangement. Timsioefof alienation
describes the state in which the individual perceives that he or she is behavingnnea that is
disconnected from how he or she would ideally like to act. This conception of alienation most
closely resembles the type of alienation, described by Marx and Fromm, @eidts from

working in industrialized society. In the context of the industrialized socregyworker has
become estranged from the work that he or she engages in. Work is not done because the
individual enjoys it or cares about the outcome of the job. Rather work is forced upon the
industrialized worker as the only way he or she can obtain food, shelter, etc.

Early empirical work using Seeman’s conceptualization of alienaticedftol bear out
the hypothesized relationships between alienation and other variables amoagswétwever,
these null results may be due to the lack of a theoretically grounded measigeatical. For
example, Seeman (1967) found virtually no relationship between alienation at workerad se
personal outcomes hypothesized to be related to work alienation. Based on the as$ertions
Marx and other critics of modern industrialized work it was hypothesized tbaatbn from
work would be related to generalized powerlessness in life in general, iotgrigpstility
epitomized by the stigmatization of relevant out-groups (e.g., Jews, gypsigdaek of
political awareness, and status mindedness as measured by the propensity iiog ghlaos
based on status and extrinsic rewards rather than intrinsic factors of the jokargCintr
expectations, however, no relationship was found between alienation and thesesvaciaisie
both a blue-collar and white white-collar sample. It is important to note thatehsure of
alienation employed by Seeman was rather crude and more closely resemblgela measure

of job satisfaction. The measure included items such as: “Does your job makerkdoafast
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most of the time? Does your job really give you a chance to try out ideasraiwo@” The

results of this study could therefore be interpreted as a lack of a relationsigeméacets of
job satisfaction and the dependent variables rather than a lack of a relationskgniitiese

variables and alienation.

A similar measure of alienation was employed by Aiken and Hage (1966) who found a
relationship between work alienation and organizational centralization and izatiozl.
Specifically the researchers found higher levels of alienation among workieganizations that
provided little autonomy, centralized decision making among a powerful few, amctdllittle
deviation from work rules and standards. While these results would be promising asethey
consistent with the theoretical conceptualization of alienation they must h@etéel with
caution. Closer inspection of the measures employed suggests that the medsunratioha
employed might also be interpreted as a measure of intrinsic job saiisfathe alienation
scale used by the researchers included items such as “How satisfyed #éhat you have been
given authority by your board of directors to do your job well?” and “How sadisfite you with
your present job when you compare it to similar positions in the state?”

Research using more theoretically-grounded scales of alienation tendeld tngre
consistent and positive findings. For example, Nightingale and Toulouse (1978) usesigemea
of alienation created by Dean (1961) which is based on the five dimensions of @lenati
identified by Seeman. Rather than being focused on aspects of the job, this okalkemation
contains items that tap alienation in general. For example, the isolation Bimekales the
item “It is not possible to rely on others”, and the self-estrangement aléokscludes the item

“I can never do what | really like because circumstances require thathelovste.” These
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items are clearly distinguishable from the type of items employed byeBeand his colleagues
which typically required respondents to assess their satisfaction withicsfstors of the job.

Nightingale and Toulouse demonstrated significant relationships betvieeatiahn and
several sets of variables which were theoretically-linked to the construdatifi&ky, the study
found that alienation was negatively related to education level, salary, andfleieslarchy in
the organization. In terms of interpersonal relationships, alienation weedreddow levels of
trust in one’s supervisor and co-workers, reticence to discuss personal grobierone’s
supervisor, and low commitment to one’s work group. Finally, and consistent with theory, high
levels of alienation were associated with high levels of organizational buaegwucr

One Interesting area of study is the relationship between alienation amdtioot
Specifically, what is the impact of alienation on the individual's motivation togenlges or her
environment in order to obtain desired outcomes (personal growth, extrinsic ressheasn in
the eyes of one’s peers, etc.)? In theory the alienated individual would be |lesgedd
proactively engage his or her environment as he or she feels compelled to engtgées a
that are discrepant form what they would ideally like to be doing. Moreover, thatatien
individual is thought to have actually lost the ability to identify the outcomes that vetmatiy
be desirable (Schachtel, 1971). Thus, we might expect that an alienated individuabaiould |
intrinsic motivation in such arenas as work, school, social relationships, etc.

Maddi, Hoover, and Kobasa (1982) Conducted one of the first tests of the hypothesis that
alienation is negatively related to intrinsic motivation in general. This stuslyexgploratory
behavior in a novel situation (a waiting room) as a proxy for intrinsic motivationloghe
being that intrinsically motivated individuals are compelled to explore theircement while

their non-motivated are not. The researchers found a negative relationshiprbstiteeported
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alienation as measured by the Alienation Test (Maddi, Kobasa, & Hoover, 1979) and
exploratory behavior as measured by objectively assessed exploratorplseha

More recent work by Hirschfeld and Field (2000) supports the idea that aliersation i
negatively related to intrinsic motivation in the work setting. Using a measwmerbfalienation
based on the work of Maddi et al., (1982) the study found that work alienation was sigyifica
and negatively related to work self-discipline, job involvement, and affectiveiaeg@nal
commitment all of which tap aspects of the employee’s intrinsic motivatiorrdawe’s job and
employer.

Taken together the above supports the notion that alienation is experienced as an
estrangement between one’s ideal thoughts, feelings, and behavior and ara thaaghts,
feelings, and behavior. Furthermore there is evidence that suggests that, tthhaomoek t
environment is experienced as coercive and individuals perceive that they musnhdonfor
norms of behavior, performance, etc (Hewlin, 2003). It is this adoption of exyampthsed
behavioral norms leads to alienation. In the current investigation it is hyrathésat
perfectionists, in their desire to achieve perfection in all things will pecesly prone to the
coercive power of the workplace which will lead to adoption of externally imposed wérms
comportment which in turn will lead to alienation.

Hypothesis #5 - Perfectionism will be positively related to alienation

Somatic Complaints

Elsewhere in this investigation it is hypothesized that the perfectioiseénd to be
dissatisfied on the job. Perceptions that workloads are too high, that one cannot achieve a
acceptable standard of performance, and feelings that one’s extrinsidsamanot

commensurate with one’s desires are theorized to negatively impact thégtdrsan of the



Perfectionism108

perfectionist. Under normal circumstances it may be expected that this |eNsdatisfaction
will lead the perfectionist to rebel against the organization, or at veryibeastiertake
emotional withdrawal from the dissatisfying relationship. However, asiomeqt earlier it is
also hypothesized that the perfectionist’s need to be perfect in all situatidoms the work
environment in particular, will constrain the behaviors the perfectionist exmbisponse to
job dissatisfaction. The perfectionist, while typically being dissatisiiethe job, is still likely
to engage in extra-role OCB which will benefit the very source of his or hatidfastion — the
employer. Indeed, this behavior which is discrepant from how the individual would actually
like to behave may obviously exacerbate the feelings of dissatisfactioa psrfectionist begins
to feel like an imposter playing the role of the perfect worker, a role whichstemecretly
detests. One obvious question then is: where do the frustration, anger, and or hesitigted
with this satisfaction/behavioral discrepancy go? If the perfectiomsiot@utwardly express
these emotions as they are antithetical to the prototypical “perfectnvbeker she is trying to
be where do these feelings find expression? One possibility is that thep@ssed and
directed inward.

It is a widely held notion in psychoanalysis that the repression of negative thangdhts
feelings can result in psychosomatic complaints such as headaches, baakdoagara
palpitations. Freud (1959) noted that any repression by the ego of the negative oivaggress
impulses of the id could result in the development of symptoms that are physigaheaged
by the individual. A byproduct of this process is that the individual then focuses on thersympt
as the cause of his or her distress rather than the inner conflict that caugeaptioens
Extending this line of thinking one can postulate that in certain instances an indigdual ¢

experience some frustration or stress which results in an aggressive ordaslieat If this
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aggressive or violent desire is repressed (as it usually, and thankfully, valhdejoes not find
another form of expression it can result in a conflict manifested by a phygmptom.

This type of inner conflict has special implications for the individual in a work contex
(Horney, 1950). Cleary, the work environment can produce a myriad of stressful aradifrgistr
situations (excessive job demands, a demanding boss, argumentative co-warkers, et
Furthermore in the work environment one’s ability to act on one’s frustration is ewen m
constrained than in other less formal contexts. The individual faces the thraattodrss with
serious consequences if he or she acts out their aggressive or violent reactress tnd
frustration — not the least of which being loss of employment. Thus the individualepress
these feelings, the result of which can be the generation of psychosomatlaintsn

While the mechanism of symptom generation is open to debate (i.e., repression of
aggression leading to physical symptoms) empirical evidence does suppordtibasieip
between stress in the workplace and physical symptoms. Frese (1985) conductadiéso st
that looked at the relationship between stress in the workplace and psychosomptards. In
both studies two types of stressors were measured: psychologica(istteggcertainty on the
job, demanding work, lack of support, etc.), and physical stress (i.e., the physiealddeof the
job). For each type of stressor three separate measures were obtainedtizesuigasure of
each participant’s perceptions of their level of stress and two “objectiv@Sures (a composite
of subjective ratings within job groups and the ratings of a trainer obsenaslt$of both
studies revealed high positive correlations between subjective psychologisalastd
psychosomatic complaints (between .30 and .40). Moreover, both studies also found positive,
albeit smaller, correlations between the objective measures of psydabktgess and

psychosomatic complaints (between .16 and .23). Finally, in both studies severallgbtemhtia
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variables (age, socio-economic status, lack of spousal support, etc.) wetgedemd partialed
out of the psychological stress/psychosomatic complaint relationship. rincase the
correlations remained significant even for the objective measures of sadsgyl Frese to
conclude that third variables were unlikely to account for the relationship betwesnatd
somatic symptoms.

In another relevant study Parkes (1999) found that subjectively measursdwstses
associated with a host of somatic complaints among off-shore oil platform workles
Northern Sea. Using Karasek and Theorell’'s (1990) conception of work stressgaa peoduct
of high perceived work demands coupled with a lack of autonomy and support Parkes found that
high job demands were positively correlated with sleep problems, headackes|askeletal
complaints, depression, and actual work-related injuries. In contrast, jobidisered social
support were both negatively associated with these outcomes. When the job sabksvar
were added as the last block into a regression equation containing individuahdéfeariables
(neuroticism, body mass index, smoking behavior), as well as shift (day or nighbpand |
information a more precise set of relationships between stress and samgdiaints emerged.
With the inclusion of the other predictors, job demands were associated only witheladed
injuries. In contrast, lack of perceived social support was associated wdtdchea, gastric
complaints, and depression. This pattern of results high demands, coupled with pertiggdtions
one is lacking social support represents the prototypical stressed wodedireed by Karasek
and others. Thus it appears that one by-product of stress on the job may be the presence of
somatic complaints.

However, surely the simple presence of stress in the workplace does not matbynoat

ubiquitously cause somatic complaints. One critical factor in the manitestdtsomatic
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complaints is likely to be the personality of the individual experiencing the stheshe
aforementioned study by Parkes (1999) a significant predictor of all of theicaoraplaints
measured was trait neuroticism. It is easy to imagine that a non-neurotiduatican channel
work stress into positive endeavors (working harder, excelling in recreaports, etc.).
However, for a neurotic individual, or someone with similar maladaptive personality
characteristics this transference of stress into positive action igkkdgs What is more likely is
that the individual will respond to stress with negative activities or cognitiorntie current
study it is theorized that this is the case for the perfectionist whose tgridercd self-blame
will make him or her less likely to channel the stress of a demanding job and cptesgant
acting the “perfect worker” into positive actions and more likely to turn his or hetiveega
emotions inward, resulting in somatic complaints.

While no studies have investigated this proposed interaction between stress and
personality on somatic complaints (i.e., that personality moderates thensigs between
stress and somatic complaints) empirical evidence does suggest a link betwe&r®gative or
maladaptive personality characteristics and somatic complaints. @dstéc&rae (1985)
summarized the literature on the relationship between neuroticism and somatiaiotam
among the elderly and found that there was indeed a relationship between thaalles:ar
Furthermore, by parsing the data they were able to disprove the notions that thiecbser
relationship between neuroticism and somatic complaints is attributaditbeo (a) the ability of
neuroticism to cause disease in people, and (b) reverse causation — that dise#serédore,
somatic complaints) cause people to become more neurotic. Costa and McCrae (128b) inste
assert that neurotics are more likely to interpret bodily feelingativety leading to increased

somatic complaints.
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Leventhal et al., (1996) found that negative affect was significantly retassimatic
complaints after a six month interval. In two longitudinal studies Leventhal dedgoés
administered state and trait negative affect scales consisting of tvegalgls-(anxious affect
and depressive affect) to samples of elderly adults. The studies found thaereffedt
predicted somatic complaints six months later. The observed relationsh@stwager for
state affect than they were for trait affect although both achievedisgtssgnificance.

Taken together the above studies suggest that both work stress and maladaptive
personality traits are related to the experience of somatic complaisiisasfeen previously
stated in the current investigation it is hypothesized that perfectionismadaptve personality
trait related to anxiety, depression, and negative self-focused cognitobfesefings, will cause
both dissatisfaction and stress in a work environment. Moreover, the perfectioniatkvitie
ability to effectively manage these negative experiences. One byprddhist situation will be
somatic complaints on the job. Strictly speaking, the literature could be etegf@s suggesting
an interaction. That perfectionism will moderate the relationship betweerrgsb ahd somatic
complaints such that among perfectionists there will be a strong relationshgehestress and
somatic complaints and among non-perfectionists the relationship will be vegakan-existent.
However, in the current investigation to test such a relationship would create matblem
multicolinearity as both perfectionism and stress are hypothesized to hestezdno-order
relationships with somatic complaints. As a result this study will focusysmhethe direct
relationships between these three variables.

Because both perfectionism and somatic complaints have been linked to global negative
affect, it is necessary to demonstrate that the hypothesized relationshegigevfectionism

and somatic complaints is due to the unique influence of perfectionism and not to the variance
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shared by each variable through negative affectivity. As a result, negéigeewill be
measured and statistically controlled for in this study.
Hypothesis #6 - Perfectionism will be positively related to somatic complaintork when

controlling for the influence of negative affectivity

Method

Participants

Fifty-two participants were included in the study. All participantsevielly employed
as consultants for a large management consulting firm headquartered inrAdaniit: state.
Participants represented two teams whose leadership had agreed to allonctpke pri
investigator to solicit participants among their employees. Each teanineshtaughly 100
employees for a total possible sample of 200. Because the data from the te/ovezam
collected at two different times it was possible to determine roughatssrof response rates for
each team. Thirty four participants came from the first team (an apptexresponse rate of
34%); while 18 participants came from the second team (an approximate respemsel 8%).
It is possible that the relatively low response rate from the second teamuvasianfthat it was
headed by a Principle in the firm, while the first team was headed by arP&tmesach team,
the group head sent a preceding e-mail to their team notifying them of the ngaahintary
study, and asking them to consider participation. It is possible that endorsemeatrivfes
versus a Principle resulted in the differentiate response rates.

It is important to note that part of participation in this study involved having one’s
manager provide an assessment of one’s OCB. While the study obtained 5ggpestithis

sample contained only 14 interpretable self-report/managerial report pairs.



Perfectionism114

The mean age of participants was 34.1 years. Consistent with the population fobm whi
it was drawn the sample had a slight female majority (29 participants, acagptantb5% of the
sample), and was ethnically homogenous. Ninety-three percent of the samplel ridadrieeir
country of origin was the United States. Ninety-eight percent (51 particmdntke sample
reported that they received the majority of their education within the UnidgelsStnd that the
language they speak at home is English.

One average, participants had been employed in their job for 3.3 years (SD =h@4). T
minimum tenure was one year, and the maximum was 16 years. The majorityoibgoas
reported that they worked between 40 and 60 hours per week (81%), with the next most popular
responses being 30-40 hours per week (11%) and less than 30 hours per week (4%). Although it
was a response option, no participants reported working greater than 60 hours per week.
Materials

In addition to the Almost Perfect Scale Revised — Short Form designed by Slate
(1996) (Appendix C), the Abridged Job Descriptive Index (AJDI) (Smith et al.,1969) and the
Positive and Negative Affectivity Scale (PANAS) (Appendix E) describetliolysone the
scales described below will be employed in this study.

The Altruism and Conscientiousness subscales of the Podsakoff et al., (1990)
Organizational Citizenship Measure will be used to measure OCB (Appehdiaéh subscale
consists of five items that ask the respondent to indicate how descriptive ansaofibim or
her on the job. The subscales both use the same Likert response format (1 = Net=at all
Completely). The measure asks the respondent to base his or her responsesashwleak lat
work.

Impression Management will be measured using the Bolino and Turnley (1999)
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Impression Management Scale (IMS) (Appendix F). This 20-item measuredasiiiscales of
5 items each. The first three tap so-called positive impression manadaatiest— self-
promotion, ingratiation, and exemplification. The next two subscales tap neggtiessmon
management tactics — intimidation and supplication. The IMS asks respondentsateihdiv
frequently in the last six months have they used each of the strategies desaxibed dthe
measure employs a 5-point Likert response format (1 = Never behawathiS = Often behave
this way).

Alienation will be measured using the Korman (in press) Personal Abenatale
(PAS). The PAS is a subscale of the Korman Personal and Social Alienatier{fSgAaE). It is
comprised of the 8-item PAS and the 10-item Social Alienation Scale (SAS).s&aes
contain positively worded and negatively worded (reverse scored) seliptiescstatements for
which the respondent rates his or her level of agreement. Items from boshasealeeasured
using a Likert-type format (1 = Strongly Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree

Somatic Complaints will be measured by the 14-item somatization substiade of
Hopkins Symptom Checklist (HSC) (Derogatis et al., 1974) (Appendix H). This neeasur
requires respondents to indicate on a scale of distress, how much each symptom &ss distre
them (1 = Not at all; 4 = Extreme). The scale is presented with a gemepalr& referent (e.qg.,
“How have you felt during the past seven days including today?”).

Design and Procedure

Participants for this study were obtained from a large multi-nationalgearent
consulting firm headquartered in a mid-Atlantic state. Participants wemgrised entirely of
consultants, who were employed with the firm full-time in client-facingsto Given the

relatively high stress nature of this job environment, this setting was viewegbasd a
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opportunity for the PI to study a group of individuals likely to experience penfestn in the
context of their work.

Participants were initially solicited through a letter sent to sePardners and Principles
of the firm asking permission to collect data among their teams. Theebgpiarned to the
recipient that the Pl was conducting research on work attitudes and experre@heesaeeking
the opportunity to collect voluntary data from a working sample of adults. In sena&teaices
the Pl was contacted and asked fro more information regarding the study. Des@g th
conversations the Pl would explain the general hypotheses for the study, tbe desiber of
participants, the length of time it would take an individual employee to particgrateany
potential negative consequences associated with participation. One Padtneedrinciple
agreed to allow their respective teams to voluntarily participate inutg.sis the firm requires
that all employees account for 100% of their time to ensure proper client liichgccounting,
the data collection would take place on the personal time of the individual empléi@esver,
employees would be allowed to participate during work hours and on their compaynedssi
computers.

Among the teams for whom their leadership had agreed to allow study gohgitat
employees were sent a short note via e-mails from their PartnernfRiinforming them that
they would be solicited to participate in a psychological study being conduycteteof their
colleagues in partial fulfillment of his dissertation requirements and thdé mot required, they
were urged to participate “to show support to their colleague.” Following-tmail, each
employee on either team, was sent a solicitation e-mail from the Pl éskihgir participation
in the study. In this e-mail potential participants were provided with infoomagigarding the

study. Most notably, the each potential participant was informed that partinipathe study
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would require both the completion of several on-line self-report psychologicalirasaas well
as asking his or her direct supervisor to also complete an on-line questiamoait¢heir
behavior at work The solicitation e-mail contained a link to the URL on which the study
measures were housed, and interested participants typically accessadythigrsttly upon
reading the e-mail.

Participants used a universal password supplied by the Pl to access the URtlothes
measures were placed. Upon signing in, the URL provided each particigaat uvitque
identification number. These values were generated randomly and the processiyas
transparent to the participants. After he or she had completed all of thepsetfmeasures on
the URL, each participant was given instructions to provide his or her supareisoail
address. The survey tool then sent a solicitation e-mail to the supervisor|inkioea separate
URL on which the 13-item supervisor survey resided. The solicitation e-mdieédots
recipient that one of his or her subordinates had elected to participate in a pggethstody
and that his or her supervisor’s input was also requested. The e-mail was thatlitie
provision of data was voluntary and anonymous. The e-mail also contained eacpgudigici
unique identification number.

Supervisors who agreed to participate would access their survey through aakJRL li
the solicitation e-mail. Once at the survey site each supervisor was askést the unique
identification number of the participating subordinate. Once this was done, the supervis
completed the Podsakoff et al., (1990) OCB measure which assessed the work loéhiawior
participating subordinate. When the scale was completed, a thank you messd@gplaged
and the supervisor’s role in the study was complete.

Data collection took place at two, non-overlapping time periods, each of whieth last
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three weeks, beginning with the solicitation e-mail from the principle in\astig At the
approximate midpoint of the three week period a reminder e-mail was sent oyidteatial
participants on each team. Finally, a last reminder was sent out 24 hours prior ¢sitigeafl
the survey URL. At the end of data collection, the data was downloaded usinggiencry
software similar to the one used by financial institutions for wire tresyafed the URL was

closed.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

For each of the twelve measures employed in this study several desctigtistcs were
be obtained to ensure that the sample obtained did not possess extreme values or @htlier whi
may have unduly influenced the results. First, for each measure, measuresbtemaency
were established (mean, median, and mode). Second, measures of variabildiytaiaszl
(variance and standard deviation). Third, histograms were created for ¢hehnmdasures to
graphically represent the distribution of data. By combining the information frernhtee
above sources it was possible to identify any characteristics of theestraipinight exert undo
influence on the final data set. Finally, for each measure employed mgliatatistics in the
form of coefficient alpha were obtained. Results of the descriptivetisttasge presented in
Table 11.

Inferential Statistics

Hypotheses one, two, and five in this study concern linear relationships between two
variables (e.g., perfectionism and OCB, perfectionism and impression mamrdagand

perfectionism and alienation). As such they were tested using the samentseotial
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statistics. The initial test of the hypotheses used Pearson Product Mamelgtions to
establish relationships between the variables of interest.

While the use of correlations to establish a relationship between perfectemilstine
dependent variables is important, one purpose of the current investigation is to identify the
differences between perfectionists (i.e., those individuals high in perfesctipand non-
perfectionists (i.e., individuals low in perfectionism) in a work context. Consequeistly i
necessary to distinguish between perfectionists and non-perfectionists andity denthese
two groups differ vis a vis the dependent variables. To this end, a median split wasgukdarm
the perfectionism measure. Participants were then dummy-coded: thiogeddve the
median will be coded as perfectionists; those falling below the median witideel @s non-
perfectionists. T-tests were then be performed comparing the two négmtiaps on the
dependent variables.

Hypotheses three and four involve predicted interactions between perfectionism and a
second independent variable on OCB (e.g., perfectionism interacting with iropress
management on OCB and perfectionism interacting with job satisfaction @B, ®iven their
similarity the two hypotheses were tested in an identical manner.

In the first test of the above hypotheses, the correlations between the inapende
variable and OCB were compared to the partial correlations between thabéegacontrolling
for perfectionism. This comparison is important in that if there is an interattworia between
perfectionism and another variable on OCB one indication would be an observed straggtheni
of the correlations between independent variable and the dependent variable whelmgdiatrol

perfectionism. Ideally, the correlations will be non-significant when theente of



Perfectionism120

perfectionism is allowed to be present but will become significant when thismc# is
removed.

The second, more direct, test of the hypothesized interaction was conducted by
performing a factorial ANOVA in which perfectionism and the independent vanadie
entered into the ANOVA models as predictors of OCB. In addition, an interactionveesm
entered as a third term in each of the ANOVA models. Should the interactioprtrento be
statistically significant, it was concluded that there was evidence ateradtion between
perfectionism and the independent variable on OCB.

Prior to conducting the ANOVA all independent variables were transformed from
interval into nominal data. As described above, a median-split was used ify pladiipants
as either perfectionists or non-perfectionists. Likewise, a medianagditised on all
independent measures establishing two categories for each measure ffixs, lug).

Hypotheses six was tested in two ways. First the Pearson Product-Mooneziation
between perfectionism and somatic complaints measure was obtained. Nmtidie
correlation between perfectionism and somatic complaints was calcidatesling the influence
of trait negative affectivity from both the predictor and criterion variablethe magnitude of
the correlation that remains is reduced, it can be concluded that trait nedattieigf accounts
for shared variance across perfectionism and the dependent variable. If ¢legioarremains
significant it can be concluded that perfectionism accounts for unique varianceleptredent
variable when the influence of negative affectivity is removed from both vasiable

The second test of hypothesis six was conducted using hierarchical regressisis anal
predicting the dependent variable. In this analysis all demographic earabte entered into

the regression as the first block. The second block entered consisted of thgataiene
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affectivity measure. Finally, perfectionism was entered into thesemn equation. The
hypothesis will be confirmed if the F test of the regression coefficieneféegiionism is
significant at the .05 level. Furthermore, the change in R-square with theanabfis
perfectionism in the model was observed to determine the new variance accoumtehoatic
complaints by perfectionism over and above the influence of demographic v@aableegative
affectivity.

Organizational Citizenship Behavior

In the first test of hypothesis one the Pearson correlation betweertiparéac and the
two OCB measures: conscientiousness and altruism, were obtained. Becausenaflthe
sample size listwise deletion of missing cases was used for thisian&ystrary to the
hypothesized relationships there were no significant correlations betwéectipaism or
conscientiousness (r = .278, p = .297) or altruism (r = -.003, p =.991). Similarly, when
perfectionists were compared to non-perfectionists, the mean diffetestee=en their relation
levels of the two OCB measures were also non-significant, t = 1.28, p = .227,and t = .378, p
=.711 for conscientiousness and altruism respectively .

As an exploratory test of hypothesis one, the correlation between perfectaonmdsOCB
was obtained after partialling out the influence of positive and negative atfeais it was in
study one). After the influence of trait affectivity was removed fronrékationship between
perfectionism and OCB, partial support was obtained for hypothesis one. Specthea
correlation between perfectionism and conscientiousness was highly sighdicce the
influence of affectivity was removed (r = .805, p =.001). However, the relationshipdretw
perfectionism and altruism remained non-significant (r = .391, p =.167). The conelatid

partial correlations between perfectionism and OCB are presented in Table 12.
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Impression Management

Hypothesis two was not supported. First order correlations between perfectamus
the five dimensions of impression management yielded only one significardnsiap. The
correlations between perfectionism and two of the three positive forms of gigores
management: exemplification (r = .044, p = .778) and ingratiation (r = -.091, p = .555) were
clearly non-significant. While the correlation between perfectionism afgreshotion was
significant but in a negative direction (r = -.364, p = .015) which is contrary to tled sta
hypothesis. Similarly, there were no significant relationships betwegtpenism and the two
forms of negative impression management: intimidation (r = -.124, p = .421) and sugpljcat
=.192, p =.213). When the mean differences on the five dimensions of impression management
were tested across perfectionists and non-perfectionists t-testecemedignificant differences
between the two groups.

Finally, the partial correlations between perfectionism and the five diomsnsf
impression management were obtained with the influence of both positive and negative
affectivity removed. The direction and relative magnitude of all of the flatiarships was
largely unchanged from the zero-order correlations. Self-promotion remainedythe onl
significant relationship and in a negative direction (r = -.357, p = .020).

Interaction of Perfectionism and Impression Management on OCB Conscientg®usnes

In the first test of hypothesis three (the interaction of perfectioarsnimpression
management on OCB conscientiousness) the zero order correlations betwaendimesinsions
of impression management and OCB conscientiousness were compared to theopaatzdions
removing the influence of perfectionism. As illustrated, in Table 14, none dfl#t®nships

were significant, suggesting that no interaction was present.
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Before conducting the tests of this hypothesis it was necessarydmpedveral
manipulations on the data. First, in order to avoid performing multiple ANOVAs openihg up t
results to the possibility of type | error, the impression management subseasdesummed to
create aggregate indices. Because the sub-scales of the TurnBgliandmpression
management scale may be orthogonal or even negatively related, an inductivelrapjoased
to determine how to combine the sub-scales. The subscales scores wesnédygred using
a Varimax rotation. This factor analysis resulted in a two factor solutmsuating for 61% of
the variance in the sample. Three subscales: ingratiation, exemplifieatébaypplication
loaded heavily on factor one. The two remaining subscales: self-promotion andatibmi
loaded heavily on factor two.

Two indices were then created. The first combined the ingratiation, exeatpifi, and
supplication subscales and was labeled passive impression management grdéamedian =
6.20, SD = 1.59). The second combined self-promotion and intimidation and was labeled
aggressive impression management (mean = 6.46, median = 6.20, SD = 1.59). Both scales were
then transformed into nominal data using a median-split. The sample was spliigiho a
passive impression manager group (n = 20) and a low passive impression mamggén gr
25); as well as a high aggressive impression manager group (n = 20) and a lownaggress
impression manager group (n = 25).

Finally two factorial ANOVAs predicting conscientiousness using both émsfiormed
impression management scales (passive impression management andvaggrpssssion
management) and perfectionism as predictors along with an interaction tenfartubately,
due to the extremely small sample size obtained for participants with botksaif-and

managerial assessment of OCB (n = 14) the results of the ANOVA were pretabie.
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Interaction of Perfectionism and Satisfaction on OCB Conscientiousness

In the first test of hypothesis four (the interaction of perfectionism andajafastion on
OCB conscientiousness) the zero order correlations between the dimensainsatdigfaction
and OCB conscientiousness were compared to the partial correlations remowvnilydmee of
perfectionism. As illustrated, in Table 15, none of the relationships were cagmjfsuggesting
that no interaction was present.

In order to conduct the more direct test of hypothesis four using factorial ANON&s
necessary to perform several manipulations on the data. Firs, the JDI suivsralsummed to
create one aggregate index of job satisfaction. Second, the combined job satisfdetion sca
(mean = 97.35, median = 97.50, SD = 19.29) was transformed into nominal data using a median-
split. The sample was split into a high satisfaction group (n=23) and atiefac#on group
(n=23).

As was the case for hypothesis three, due to the extremely small se@pulbtained for
participants with both self-report and managerial assessment of OCB (nhe 1d3ults of the
ANOVA were uninterpretable.

Alienation

Hypothesis five was strongly supported. The zero order correlation between
perfectionism and alienation was .435 (p = .004). Importantly this relationship remained
significant even after removing the influence of positive and negative aftge¢hvough partial
correlation (r =.342, p = .029).

As an exploratory analysis the zero-order and partial correlations lngp@dectionism
and the other scale of Korman'’s alienation scale, social alienation, were dbtSinaal

alienation is described feelings of estrangement form one’s social arat the people in it.
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High levels of social alienation are exemplified by discomfort inad@iiuations and distrust for
one’s fellow man. As perfectionism was found to be negatively related t@eatiafwith
people at work in study one, there is reason to suspect that perfectionism mayrelatedeo
estrangement from one’s social world (i.e., social alienation).

Analysis of the zero order and partial correlations between perfeatiamd social
alienation suggest the existences of a positive relationship between the twoatendthe zero
order correlation was clearly significant (r = .355, p =.020). However the mdgraf the
relationship was diminished and only marginally significant once the influsmesitive and
negative affectivity were removed (r =.288, p = .068).

Somatic Complaints

Hypothesis six was not supported. There was virtually no relationship between
perfectionism and somatic complaints as measured by the zero-order icorsddatween the
two variables (r = -.003, p =.985). Moreover, and more directly testing hypotixesiese was
no relationship between perfectionism and somatic complaints even aftallipgrgut the

influence of positive and negative affectivity ( r =-.089, p = .570).

Discussion
The current investigation was severely limited by the extremely saralple size
obtained for participants with both self-report data and a managerial assesE@€R®. This
study highlights the challenges associated with performing independent, noizatiga
mandated, voluntary research in a busy and dynamic organization (the majority @fjessph
the study worked greater than 40 hours per week). While the self-report resgieader each

team resulted in an apparently viable sample size, the response rate anpartdipants’
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managers was extremely small and resulted in very low statigteadr for several of the
analyses. That said, the study did obtain some significant results which suggesitdrece of
important relationships between perfectionism and the other variables under study

The most important finding of this study was the discovery of a relationshvwedreself-
reported perfectionism and OCB conscientiousness as measured by one’s@up@rhite the
zero-order correlation between these two variables was not significant, weheflience of
positive and negative affectivity was controlled for statistically theltresas a highly significant
positive correlation between perfectionism and OCB conscientiousness. Thésevese
interpreted as illustrating that high levels of perfectionism are assdewgth high levels of
extra-role behavior targeting the organization when holding the affective dispadithe target
individual constant. It is important to note here that perfectionism is defined istioly, and
was measured as, feelings of discrepancy between one’s desired standarfdsoépee and
the resulting anxiety from this discrepancy. While it may be expectegdéHattionism, when
defined as simply holding high personal standards of performance, would be retatzd-tole
behavior on the job — it is counter-intuitive to find that maladaptive perfectionisshated to
these types of behaviors.

The traditional OCB literature suggests that the primary motivatioenigaging in extra-
role behavior on the job is to reciprocate for the benefits the individual receuethie
organization (Organ and Ryan, 1995). The literature has paid relatively tétdi@t to the
notion that OCB could be used by individuals to compensate for perceived short-tadis in t
performance. The results of the present study, however, suggest that +fat Ease
individuals — this motivational pattern may be in play. In the current study, panfem was

negatively related to several facets of job satisfaction (see Tables 7 and p8¥itively related
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to OCB. These results suggest that for perfectionists, OCB is not usecetsod wf paying the
organization back for benefits received. Rather, the alternative interpmetatt perfectionists
feel they must engage in OCB to address their performance short-fallsfitettee data
obtained.

This study was designed to test the proposed differential OCB motivatiemgdtir
perfectionists and non-perfectionists. Specifically, it was hypothediaegerfectionism would
moderate the influence of both job satisfaction and impression management oruthencecof
OCB. Among perfectionists it was theorized that high levels of impressioagament would
be associated with higher levels of OCB conscientiousness; while among nectipeidts it
was hypothesized that high levels of job satisfaction would be associated \with lewgls of
OCB. Had these predictions been supported, it would have provided initial evidence of the
alternative motivation pattern supposed to be part and parcel of why perfectitiriestavto
engage in organizationally supportive behavior, even in the context of a job with whicrehey
not satisfied. Unfortunately the low number of supervisor ratings of OCB obtainsuifly
participants resulted in cell sizes which we too small to conduct the necessigses.

Another finding in this study that supports the idea that perfectionists use GOBas
for mitigating performance gaps is the strong positive correlatiomelegt perfectionism and
personal alienation. This relationship was present both as a zero-ordeaticoriasd well as
when the influence of positive and negative affectivity were controlled fiststally. This
suggests that perfectionism is related to perceptions that one is engagedtiesaand
behaviors that differ importantly from what one would ideally like to be doing. It ishp@s$isat
perfectionistic thoughts and feelings associated with failing to live up toawaeirigid

standards and the preoccupation associated with the consequences of this ifzltine dr
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perfectionist to engage in a whole host of behaviors that are inconsistent with hiSidedle
self.” In the present example, the perfectionist may be engaging in behidnabbenefit a
organization while simultaneously experiencing the organization and his @bhezgatively.

The investigator in this study theorizes that engaging in OCB is an anedtghng
effort on the part of the perfectionist in that it allows him or her to avoid or,sdf fEsstpone the
perceived negative outcomes associated with continuing “failures” on the job. iRglkng
line of thought, it is possible that the motivation to avoid negative outcomes asbadtate
“failure” override all other motivational drives in the perfectionist (to tkterd that they even
exist). In retrospect a short-coming of the current study is theddid explicitly measure
anxiety. Future research should focus on tracking anxiety among peniststin organizational
settings in an attempt to find both antecedents and consequents of the construciculdrpart
interest is identifying the behaviors (especially maladaptive behavieesl by perfectionists to
reduce anxiety on the job. Additionally, it would be interesting to ascertaifféicgv@ness of
these anxiety-reducing behaviors in an attempt to determine whethesftbets are lasting or
whether they are actually ineffective mechanisms for lasting cgriesat work.

The most pressing global concern vis-a-vis future research in this #neanised to
replicate these results with a larger sample size. These resukseméadly based upon the
data obtained from the 14 employees for whom the investigator was able to obtairiflzott se
managerial-reports. As such they are highly suspect and require a conderted establish
external validity prior to being taken at face value. Replication effoaisld focus on
obtaining another organizational sample to establish the relationship betweetiqraesi®m and
OCB in a real-world setting. As a first step in this direction, it may bessecy to develop a

rationale for organizational participation in this research. For exampleefresearcher could
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create perfectionism-mitigating programs or workshops for delivery pyoyees and managers.
A business case for such a program could be developed using the results oktitestuwoty in
conjunction with some of the non-work related perfectionism findings, such as thes@egati
relationship between perfectionism and academic performance (Riceeliwd,[2002). If these
individual level negative outcomes could be linked (even theoretically) to organelati
outcomes it could stimulate interest on the part of organization to participatearch on

perfectionism on the job and, thus, help to build the literature base in this area.

General Discussion

The two studies contained within this volume are an important first step in better
understanding the role perfectionism plays in the work context. Not reseamte@srns
(1980) and never quantitatively investigated, these studies represent somigrsif slgstematic
investigations of perfectionism at work. And, the results obtained support the thesis tha
perfectionism is an important construct which exerts unique influence on manyelaisgd
variables central to organizational psychology. To summarize: perfeatiovas found to be
negatively related to several facets of job satisfaction including satisfaath one’s job in
general, satisfaction with co-workers, and satisfaction with superviBeidectionism was also
found to be positively related to several constructs indicative of negative exsrigt work
including facets of work strain (physical and psychosomatic strain depressidifea
dissatisfaction, and sleeping problems), burnout (emotional exhaustion), and persoatbal
It is important to note that these relationships remained even after the infafgrusstive and
negative affectivity were removed statistically. Finally, and perhayst mterestingly,

perfectionisms was related to OCB conscientiousness.
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The finding that perfectionism is related to OCB conscientiousness @gz@ted as
illustrating that, rather than serving a satisfaction-reciprocatioitm@©CB serves an anxiety-
reduction function for perfectionists — allowing them to compensate for pedcHailures” on
the job. As explained previously, this is a novel interpretation of OCB and one for whiehsther
a dearth of available corroborating empirical evidence. If thesegesuitbe replicated they are
suggestive of an entirely different motivational pattern than the one widelyanehe OCB
construct.

In addition to being novel in the context of the majority of the OCB literaturegtiuéts
of these two studies are also somewhat antithetical when interpreted in @y cbthe
regulatory focus literature (Higgins, 1989; Higgins et al., 1994). This resea@jgbstsl that
individuals who are failure focused (as the perfectionist demonstrably i€sgasself-
regulatory system that is avoidant focused. An avoidant self-regulatoeyrsigsone in which
the individual engages his or her environment by avoiding negative outcomes rather than
approaching positive outcomes (Carver and Scheier, 1990). In previous researghetRdne
1995) this motivational pattern has been found to be related to lower levels of p@&derm
driven largely by the fact that avoidant focused individuals were less expane behavior
and less likely to persist in the face of failure. Given this one would expeattpmriem to be
negatively related to extra-role performance, presumably because aiparét would not
persist in the face of failure. The fact that perfectionists did engage in OCldgher rate than
non-perfectionists begs the question: do perfectionists represent a speeiEd loggh fear of
failure individuals? More precisely, are perfectionists a sub-group lofféég of failure
individuals that do not experience the negative motivational tendencies traditesslyiated

with fear of failure. The most direct test may be to differentiatedst “traditional” high fear
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of failure individuals versus perfectionists and obtain objective measures ohpanfag. It is
possible that the perfectionists would tend to outperform the “traditionalfiedétresults were
obtained the next question may be: are there negative consequences of contimgageae
environment or task that one finds aversive. Certainly the results obtained imhstadies
regarding work strain and burnout suggest a psychological toll for the panfettiThe
guestion then becomes: is there a breaking point after which the perfectionettsvebj
performance begins to deteriorate? Future research should be conducted tolaekless t

guestions.
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Appendix A — Study #1 Hypotheses
Study #1
Hypothesis #1 — Perfectionism will be positively related job stress when dimgtfol the
influence of affectivity
Rationale: Perfectionism is associated with a perception that one is unatdéntamacceptable
standard of performance, and resulting negative self-directed affecte fEadsres of
perfectionism will lead to perceptions of high work demands and low levels of contrarw/er
work. These are the two psychosocial factors typically attributed txpeeience of work
stress.

Hypothesis #2 — Perfectionism will be negatively related to job satfiagtier and above the
influence of affectivity

Rationale: Due to the perfectionist’s fixation on perfect performance, orpnecesely fixation
on his or her failure to achieve perfection, perfectionism will be associatednwiihlality to
experience pleasure from one’s work. This will lead to negative judgments hbaubrk
environment.

Hypothesis #3 — Perfectionism will be positively related to burnout over and abovdukadef
of work stress and affectivity.

Rationale: Burnout is characterized as being the result of perceptions of high warkddem
coupled with perceptions of a lack of personal and organizational resources to dubdess t
demands. Due to the fact that perfectionists will adhere to a standard of padertmat is
impossible to achieve, they will experience these perceptions leading to work burnout
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Appendix B — Study #2 Hypotheses
Study #2
Hypothesis #1 - Perfectionism will be positively related to OCB conscientissifug negatively
related to OCB altruism
Rationale: Perfectionists will want to engage in OCB in an effort to natitye impact of their
perceived poor performance at work. Because conscientiousness most clesebjagi-role
performance and is readily attributable to the actor it will be the peefenethod for
perfectionists. In contrast perfectionists will be less likely to engagkruism (pro-social
helping on the job) due to their interpersonal deficiencies as well as thiedbatttuism is less
readily identifiable by the organization.

Hypothesis #2 — Perfectionism will be positively related to positive impressioagement
behaviors but negatively related to negative impression management behavexno(btse
Jones Pittman taxonomy)

2a — Perfectionism will be positively related to ingratiation, self-promoéind,exemplification
2b — Perfectionism will be negatively related to supplication and intimidation

Rationale: Research suggests that perfectionists will attempt to hidartperfections from
others. As such it is expected that they will employ impression managemist ttzat result is
positive versus negative impressions of other.

Hypothesis #3 — Perfectionism will moderate the relationship between inopressnagement
and OCB conscientiousness. Among perfectionists impression management wiltibelypos
related to OCB conscientiousness

Hypothesis #4 - Perfectionism will moderate the relationship between jolastbis and OCB
conscientiousness. Among non-perfectionists job satisfaction will be posilaled to OCB
conscientiousness

Rationale: Research suggests that OCB is used to proactively respond tatisatisigperienced
in the work environment. Among non-perfectionists this relationship will be evident.
Perfectionists, however, will use OCB as part of an impression managemeiaigaiand
therefore among perfectionists there will be a relationship between inopressnagement and
OCB.

Hypothesis #5 - Perfectionism will be positively related to alienation

Rationale: In the quest for perfection it is theorized that the perfectiillisingage in may
behaviors and endeavors that are discrepant from what he or she would ideally likeitogbe
(e.g., OCB when they are not satisfied, impression management, etc.). Theswii in
feelings of alienation.

Hypothesis #6 - Perfectionism will be positively related to somatic complaintork when
controlling for the influence of affectivity

Rationale: As stated elsewhere it is hypothesized that perfectionidte wiressed and
dissatisfied at work. However, rather than reacting to these fediegsuppress them and
instead engage in impression management attempting to appear the “good soldger.”
repression may result in somatic complaints at work.
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Appendix C — Almost Perfect Scale - Revised
Instructions

The following items are designed to measure attitudes people have towaseéltlesntheir
performance, and toward others. There are no right or wrong answers. Please ceajpafd t
the items. Use your first impression and do not spend too much time on individual items in
responding.

Respond to each of the items using the scale below to describe your degreeroéagveth
each item. Fill in the appropriate number on the line next to each statement

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree Agree

| have high standards for my performance at work or at school.

| am an orderly person.

| often feel frustrated because | can’t meet my goals.

Neatness is important to me.

If you don’t expect much out of yourself, you will never succeed.
My best just never seems to be good enough for me.

| think things should be put away in their place

| have high expectations for myself.

© © N o g s~ wDdhPE

| rarely live up to my high standards.

=
o

| like to always be organized and disciplined.

[ —
=

Doing my best never seems to be enough.

[ —
no

| set very high standards for myself.

=
w

I am never satisfied with my accomplishments.

=
B

| expect the best from myself.

[ —
o

| often worry about not measuring up to my own expectations.

[ —
o

My performance rarely measures up to my standards.



1
Strongly
Disagree

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
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2 3 4 5 6 7
Slightly Slightly Strongly
Disagree Disagree  Neutral Agree Agree Agree

| am not satisfied even when | know | have done my best.

| try to do my best at everything | do.

| am seldom able to meet my own high standards of performance.
| am hardly ever satisfied with my performance.

| hardly ever feel that what I've done is good enough.

| have a strong need to strive for excellence.

| often feel disappointment after completing a task because | know | could
have done better.



Appendix D — Job Content Questionnaire

My job requires that | learn new things

My job involves a lot of repetitive work

My job requires me to be creative

My job allows me to make a lot of decisions on my own

My job requires a high level of skill

On my job, I have very little freedom to decide how | do my work
| get to do a variety of different things on my job

| have a lot of say about what happened on my job

| have an opportunity to develop my own special abilities

My job requires working very fast

My job requires working very hard

My job requires lots of physical effort

| am not asked to do an excessive amount of work

| have enough time to get the job done

| am free from conflicting demands that others make

My supervisor is concerned about the welfare of those under him/her

My supervisor pays attention to what | am saying

My supervisor is helpful in getting the job done

My supervisor is successful in getting people to work together
People | work with are competent in doing their jobs

People | work with take a personal interest in me

People | work with are friendly

People | work with are helpful in getting the job done

Perfectionism136
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Appendix E — Positive and Negative Affectivity Scale
Instructions

This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelihgsramions. Read each
item and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that word. Indicatentie e
which you experienced each of the following emotions during and directlyyaftetast
performance appraisal, using the scale provided below. Be sure to responeionsall it

1 2 3 4 5
Very Slightly A little Moderately Quite a bit Extremely
1. __ Interested
2. __ Excited
3. __ Upset
4.  Determined
5. Scared
6. __ Hostile
7. __ Proud
8. __ lrritable
9. _ Ashamed
10.___ Inspired
11._ Nervous
12.  Attentive
13.__ Jittery
14.  Afraid
15.  Distressed
16.  Alert
17.__ Strong
18.  Guilty

19.  Enthusiastic
20.__ Active
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Appendix F — Impression Management Scale

Listed below are a number of behaviors people engage in at work. Using therscaled
below please indicate how frequently in the past 6 months have you have behaved inheach of t
ways described below while you were at work.

Never behave
this way

w

A A

10.

11.

12.
13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

2 3 4 5

Very rarely Occasionally Sometimes Often behave
behave this way behave this way behave this way  this way

Try to appear busy, even at times when things are slower

Let others know that you are valuable to the organization

Pretend to know less than you do so you can avoid an unpleasant
assignment

Talk proudly about your experience or education

Try to appear like a hard-working, dedicated employee

Use intimidation to get colleagues to behave appropriately

Use flattery anf favors to make your colleagues to show them that you are
friendly

Let others know that you have a reputation for being competent in a
particular area

Come to the office at night or on weekends to show that you are dedicated
Deal strongly or aggressively with coworkers who interfere in your
business

Let others know that you can make things difficult for them if they push
you too far

Act like you need assistant so people will help you out

Take an interest in your colleagues for their accomplishments so they wil
consider you a nice person

Stay at work late so people will know you are working hard

Arrive at work early in order to look dedicated

Make people aware of your accomplishments

Make people aware of your talents or qualifications

Do personal favors for your colleagues to show them that you are friendly



19.
20.
21.
22.

23.
24,

25.
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Act like you know less than you do so people will help you out

Pretend not to understand something to gain someone’s trust

Be intimidating with coworkers when it will help you get your job done
Try to gain assistance or sympathy from people by appearing needy in
some area

Compliment your colleagues so they will see you as likeable

Praise your colleagues for their accomplishments so they will coysider
a nice person

Deal forcefully with colleagues when they hamper your ability tooget y

job done.
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Appendix G — Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale
Instructions

Below is a set of statements that may or may not describe your behavior duaverage week
at your last job. For each statement please indicate how descriptive it is wdigig the scale

provided below. Please respond to all items.

1 2 3 4 5

Not at all Somewhat Pretty much Very much  Completely

Attendance at work is above the norm.

Does not take extra breaks.

Obeys company rules and regulations even when no one is watching.
Is one of my most conscientious employees.

Believes in giving an honest day’s work for an honest day’s pay.
Helps others who have been absent.

Helps others who have heavy workloads.

Helps orient new people even though it is not required.

© © N o g s~ w DdPE

Willingly helps others who have work related problems.

=
o

Is always ready to lend a helping hand to those around him/her.
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Appendix H — Somatic Complaints Scale
Instructions

Using the scale provided below please indicate the extent to which you haverequbtie
below physical symptoms over the past seven days.

1 2 3 4
Not-at-all Extreme

Headaches

Faintness or dizziness

Pains in the heart or chest

Feeling low in energy or slowed down
Pains in the lower part of your back
Soreness in your muscles

Loose bowel movements

Difficulty in falling asleep or staying asleep

© © N o g s~ wDdPE

Trouble getting your breath

10. Hot or cold spells

11. Numbness or tingling in parts of your body
12. A lump in your throat

13. Weakness in parts of your body

14. Heavy feelings in your arms or legs



Table 1: Study One Scale Descriptive Statistics
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n Mean Median SD Alpha
Perfectionism 195 3.63 3.58 1.22 91
Work Stress - Skill Discretion 196 30.98 30.00 5.61 .65
Work Stress - Decision Authority 195 30.27 32.00 3.39 -.22
Work Stress - Psychological Demands 195 31.67 31.00 6.70 13
Work Stress - Supervisor Social Support 192 11.34 12.00 2.68 .84
Work Stress - Coworker Social Support 192 11.66 12.00 1.99 .76
Work Stress - Job Dissatisfaction 194 A7 A7 .07 .80
Work Stress - Physical Psychosomatic Strain 196 .28 .25 19 .61
Work Stress - Depression and Life Dissatisfaction 189 .29 .25 .19 .80
Work Stress - Sleeping Problems Work Stress 197 .30 .28 .28 .73
Job Satisfaction - Work on Present Job 197 8.34 9.00 3.50 19
Job Satisfaction - Present Pay 197 15.67 16.00 9.53 .58
Job Satisfaction - Opportunities for Promotion 197 7.34 6.00 5.95 .88
Job Satisfaction - Supervision 197 10.65 12.00 4.57 .70
Job Satisfaction - People at Work 197 10.92 12.00 4.44 73
Job Satisfaction - Job in General 197 15.25 16.00 7.23 .85
Burnout - Exhaustion 197 2.41 2.38 45432 45
Burnout - Disengagement 197 2.67 2.63 .34651 NG
Positive Affectivity 195 27.58 27.00 8.77 .90
Negative Affectivity 194 15.71 14.00 6.33 .88
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Table 2: Study One Participants by Language Spoken at Home (n=196)

Language Count Percent
English 86 44%
Chinese 34 17%
Spanish 26 13%
Russian 12 6%
Cantonese 8 4%
Urdu 4 2%
Japanese 3 2%
Albanian 2 1%
Bengali 2 1%
Bosnian 2 1%
French 2 1%
Hebrew 2 1%
Indonesia 2 1%
Korean 2 1%
Polish 2 1%
German 1 5%
Hindi/Eng 1 5%
Hungarian 1 5%
Krobo 1 5%
Lithuania 1 5%
Portuguese 1 5%
Slovak 1 5%

196 100.%




Table 3: Study One Participants by Job Category (n=196)
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Job Category n Percent
Sales and Related 54 28%
Business and Financial Operations 34 17%
Office and Administrative Support 27 14%
Food Preparation and Serving Related 22 11%
Management 14 7%
Education, Training, and Library 7 4%
Personal Care and Service 7 4%
Healthcare Support 6 3%
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 5 3%
Computer and Mathematical 4 2%
Legal 4 2%
Architecture and Engineering 3 2%
Community and Social Services 2 1%
Protective Service 2 1%
Production 2 1%
Transportation and Material Moving 2 1%
Construction and Extraction 1 1%
Life, Physical, and Social Science 0 0%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance 0 0%
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 0 0%

196 100%
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Table 4: Study One Correlations Between Perfectionism and the JCQ (n=196)

Perfectionism

Correlations Partial Correlation’s
r p r p

Work Stress - Skill Discretion -.093 .196 -.016 .831
Work Stress - Decision Authority -.199 .006** -.024 157
Work Stress - Psychological Demands .062 .395 .090 .239
Work Stress - Supervisor Social Support -.175 .015* -.090 .239
Work Stress - Coworker Social Support -.221 .002** -174 .023*
Work Stress - Job Dissatisfaction .188 .009** 156 .042*
Work Stress - Physical Psychosomatic Strain .329 .000** 247 .001**
Work Stress - Depression and Life Dissatisfaction 468 .000** .384 .000**
Work Stress - Sleeping Problems 199 .005** 147 .056

' Controlling for the influence of Positive and Negative Affectivity
* Significant at the .05 level
** Significant at the .01 level
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Table 5: Study One Hierarchical Regression for JCQ (n=196)

F Sig. Adjusted R
Block One 3.801 .000 120
Work Stress - Skill Discretion Block Two 4,906 .000 .188
Block Three 4,473 .000 .184
Block One 3.666 .000 115
Work Stress - Decision Authority Block Two 3.546 .000 132
Block Three 3.596 .000 .145
Block One 3.544 .000 A11
Work Stress - Psychological Demands  Block Two 4.397 .000 .169
Block Three 4.310 .000 178
Block One .982 457 -.001
Work Stress - Supervisor Social Support Block Two 2.201 .016 .068
Block Three 2.120 .018 .069
Block One 1.259 .263 .013
Work Stress - Coworker Social Support Block Two 2.224 .015 .069
Block Three 2.549 .004 .093
Block One .750 .663 -.012
Work Stress - Job Dissatisfaction Block Two .965 480 -.002
Block Three 1.148 325 .010
. . Block One 2.094 .032 .051
\é\:?;rnStress - Physical Psychosomatic Block Two 3,792 000 142
Block Three 4.549 .000 .187
. . Block One .682 725 -.016
\[’)\fg;‘;tfst]f:sﬁo'n')epress'on and Life Block Two 6.662 000 258
Block Three 9.324 .000 .358
Block One 1.992 .043 .046
Work Stress - Sleeping Problems Block Two 2.468 .007 .080
Block Three 2.636 .003 .095
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Table 6: Study One Complete Regression Models for JCQ (n=196)

Coworker Social Support

Physical/Psychosomatic

Depression and Life

Sleep Problems

Strain Dissatisfaction

Beta t Sig. Beta t Sig. Beta t Sig. Beta t Sig.
Education -.061 -.833 .406 -.037 -.545 .586 -.024 -.394 .694 .102 1.410 .160
Age -.085 -.931 .353 -.046 -.530 .597 .019 .235 .814 .149 1.626 .106
Sex .108 1.460 .146 .063 .907 .366 -.059 -.941 .348 .078 1.065 .288
Country of Origin 110 1.200 .232 .290 3.411 .001 -.002 -.024 981 129 1.442 151
Country of 235 2471 .014* -145 -1.646 102 -068 -834  .405  -123 -1.317  .189
Education
Hours -.060 -723 471 -.024 -.310 757 116 1.647 101 .037 448 .655
Job Category -.027 -.357 721 -.093 -1.322 .188 .047 721 A72 -.083 -1.116 .266
Shift -.169 -2.224  .027* 133 1.868 .064 .044 .685 494 242 3.239 .001**
Tenure -.070 -.804 423 -.014 -.175 .862 .006 .079 .937 -.098 -1.134 .258
Positive Affectivity .219 2.909 .004* -.050 -.706 481 -.378 -5.919 .000** -.018 -.245 .807
Negative Affectivity  -.030 -.392 .695 .238 3.326  .001** .233 3.583 .000** 161 2.133 .034*
Perfectionism -.182 -2.343  .020* .236 3.253 .001** .342 5.214  .000** .153 2.003 .047*

* Significant at the .05 level
** Significant at the .01 level
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Table 7: Study One Correlations Between Perfectionism and the JDI (n=196)

Perfectionism

Correlations Partial Correlation's
r p r p
Job Satisfaction — Work on Present Job -.059 412 .020 797
Job Satisfaction — Present Pay -.097 179 -.100 192
Job Satisfaction — Opportunities for Promotion -.072 316 -.037 .634
Job Satisfaction - Supervision -.145 .043* -.062 418
Job Satisfaction — People at Work -.233 .001** -.189 .013* . _
' Controlling for the influence of
Job satisfaction — Job in General -.275 .000** -.216 .005++Positive and Negative Affectivity
* Significant at the .05 level
People at Work Job in General ** Significant at the .01 level
Beta t Sig. Beta t Sig.

Education -.084 -1.148 252 .069 .970 333
Age .006 .064 .949 .060 .673 .502
Sex .005 .073 942 -.055 =772 441
Country of Origin .087 .960 .338 -.067 -.764 446
Country of Education -287 -3.029 .003* -174  -1.897 .059
Hours -.038 -.452 .652 -.023 -.285 776

Table 8: Study One Regression Models of
Job Category -.002 -.022 .982 -077  -1.058 .292Selected JDI Scales (n=197)
Shift -124  -1.637 .103 -.072 -.984 327

Tenure -.054 -.612 541 -116  -1.377 170
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* Significant at the .05 level
** Significant at the .01 level

Table 9: Study One Correlations Between Perfectionism and Facets of Bi¢r21L96)

Perfectionism149
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Perfectionism

Correlations Partial Correlations

r p r p
Burnout - Exhaustion .302 .000** .238 .002**
Burnout - Disengagement .061 395 -.021 .788

' Controlling for the influence of Positive and Negative Affectivity
* Significant at the .05 level
** Significant at the .01 level



Table 10: Study One Complete Regression Models of Exhaustion (n=196)

Exhaustion
Beta t Sig.

Education -.088 -1.364 174
Age .048 613 541
Sex 232 3.561 .000**
Country of Origin .031 392 .696
Country of Education -.157 -1.880 .062
Hours 125 1.633 .104
Job Category .030 453 .651
Shift .055 .802 424
Tenure -.070 -.916 .361
Positive Affectivity -.256 -3.583 .000**
Negative Affectivity 122 1.800 .074
Skill Discretion -.013 -.166 .869
Decision Authority -.097 -1.375 A71
Psychological Demands .038 519 .604
Supervisor Support -.337 -4.817 .000**
Co-worker Social Support .041 .607 544
Perfectionism 197 2.865 .005**

* Significant at the .05 level
** Significant at the .01 level
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Table 11: Study Two Descriptive Statistics

n Mean Median SD Alpha

Perfectionism 49 2.99 2.50 1.35 .95
Job Satisfaction - Work on Present Job 46 9.11 12.00 3.97 .62
Job Satisfaction - Present Pay 46 17.30 18.00 6.55 45
Job Satisfaction - Opportunities for Promotion 46 22.48 25.00 7.96 73
Job Satisfaction - Supervision 46 12.54 14.00 3.43 .67
Job Satisfaction - People at Work 46 14.00 15.00 2.49 .81
Job Satisfaction - Job in General 46 18.91 21.00 5.35 .80
Impression Management — Self-promotion 45 3.18 3.00 746 .84
Impression Management — Ingratiation 45 2.81 2.80 .936 .89
Impression Management — Exemplification 45 2.33 2.20 714 .65
Impression Management — Intimidation 45 1.31 1.00 507 .80
Impression Management — Supplication 45 1.31 1.20 418 71
Organizational Citizenship Behavior - Conscientiousness 17 21.53 22.00 2.76 .78
Organizational Citizenship Behavior - Altruism 17 20.82 20.00 3.36 .90
Positive Affectivity 46 29.22 29.00 8.19 91
Negative Affectivity 46 13.04 11.00 3.88 .81
Somatic Complaints 46 1.38 1.36 .305 71
Personal Alienation 44 2.54 2.57 .769 .85

Social Alienation 44 2.75 2.75 407 44
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Table 12: Study Two Correlations Between Perfectionism and OCB (n=14)

Perfectionism

Correlations Partial Correlations

r p r p
Organl.zatllonal Citizenship Behavior - 278 297 805 001
Conscientiousness
Organizational Citizenship Behavior - Altruism -.003 991 391 167

' Controlling for the influence of Positive and Negative Affectivity
* Significant at the .05 level
** Significant at the .01 level
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Table 13: Study Two Correlations Between Perfectionism and Impressiorinivge)

Perfectionism

Correlations Partial Correlation's

r p r p
Impression Management — Self-promotion -.364* .015 -.357* .020
Impression Management — Ingratiation -.091 .555 -.133 402
Impression Management — Exemplification .044 778 -.003 .985
Impression Management — Intimidation -.124 421 -.202 199
Impression Management — Supplication 192 213 A71 279

' Controlling for the influence of Positive and Negative Affectivity
* Significant at the .05 level
** Significant at the .01 level

Table 14: Study Two Correlations Between Conscientiousness and Impressiomi)
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OCB Conscientiousness

Correlations Partial Correlation's

r p r p
Impression Management — Self-promotion -.153 573 -.057 .839
Impression Management — Ingratiation .299 .261 339 217
Impression Management — Exemplification 173 522 167 551
Impression Management — Intimidation 118 .664 .160 .569
Impression Management — Supplication 190 481 145 .607

' Controlling for the influence of Perfectionism
* Significant at the .05 level
** Significant at the .01 level

Table 15: Study Two Correlations Between Conscientiousness and the JDI (n=14)
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OCB Conscientiousness

Correlations Partial Correlation's
r p r p
Job Satisfaction - Work on Present Job -.026 .923 .052 .854
Job Satisfaction - Present Pay .083 .760 .065 .819
Job Satisfaction - Opportunities for Promotion .064 .814 129 .647
Job Satisfaction - Supervision -.219 416 -.124 .659
Job Satisfaction - People at Work -.151 577 -.108 .700
Job Satisfaction - Job in General -.113 .676 -.001 .998

' Controlling for the influence of Perfectionism
* Significant at the .05 level
** Significant at the .01 level

Table 16: Study Two Correlations Between Perfectionism and Alienation (n=43)
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Perfectionism

Correlations Partial Correlation's

r P r P
Personal Alienation A35** .004 .342* .029
Social Alienation .355* .020 .288 .068

' Controlling for the influence of Positive and Negative Affectivity

* Significant at the .05 level
** Significant at the .01 level

Table 17: Study Two Correlations Between Perfectionism and Somatic Cotafias43)
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Perfectionism
Correlations Partial Correlation's

r p r p

Somatic Complaints -.003 .985 -.089 570

' Controlling for the influence of Positive and Negative Affectivity
* Significant at the .05 level
** Significant at the .01 level

Table 18: Study Two Correlations Between Perfectionism and Antecedealbarn=43)
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Perfectionism
Correlations

Partial Correlation's

r p r p
Job Satisfaction - Work on Present Job -.324* .034 -.221 .164
Job Satisfaction - Present Pay 107 496 190 235
Job Satisfaction - Opportunities for Promotion -.236 .128 -.109 498
Job Satisfaction - Supervision - 444%* .003 -.397** .010
Job Satisfaction - People at Work -.230 .138 -.191 233
Job Satisfaction - Job in General -.470%* .001 -.413** .007
Impression Management — Self-promotion -.364* .015 -.357* .020
Impression Management — Ingratiation -.091 .555 -.133 402
Impression Management — Exemplification .044 778 -.003 .985
Impression Management — Intimidation -.124 421 -.202 199
Impression Management — Supplication 192 213 A71 279
Somatic Complaints .003 .985 -.089 570
Personal Alienation A435%* .004 .342* .029
Social Alienation .355* .020 .288 .068
Positive Affectivity -.204 190 - -
Negative Affectivity .264 .087 -- --

' Controlling for the influence of Positive and Negative Affectivity

* Significant at the .05 level
** Significant at the .01 level
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