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PREFACE

Thelmain objectiva of the present study is to identify the dominant role str

of business executives categorised ag top and middle, and senior IAS officer

It'is widély recognised that stress is a problem affecting the well-being of
the individual executive asg also tha'organisétional berFormanca andrahility
to handle tasks competently. Thers-is also some research to indicate that
Type- peraonality orientation has links with stress pronensss, Type-A
nrlantatlon can be briefly deacrlbed as speed-orisntation or how fast one
tends to work on and react even to seemingly inoccucus demands. This was

an imp;rtant contribution of cardiologists to the study of stress phenomenon
Besides, Typs=-A orientation, a related personality dimension is anger orien-
tation of the individual., Anger, the most common but least understood of

emotions, can be classified as gtate and trait angsr. The state or situ-

ational anger depicts how one feels at a particular point of time and traoit

dépictg one's gensral anger orientation,

In the #resent regearch an attempt is made to determine the levels of organi
sational role strasses for the thres sets of samples and also to detarmine

‘their Type=A orientation and anger levels,

The author is thankful to the Regearch and Publications Committee for provid
a sosed-money grant to facilitate data processing and allowing for minor rsse

help far complstion of this report.
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The author will specially like to thamk Prof. Spislbergsr of Florida
-Uniuersify-who allowed the use of hig STAS measure for determining

-the anger levels.,

shri G.P. Singh worked on this project for a few months and was extremely
helpful in analyses of the data ond putting them. in a readable 'form. My
Secretary, Shri M.'Haridasan;'had the burden of typing thalmanuaéript and

he deserves a word of appraciation,
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© ABSTRACT

Pfaéent study ié aﬁ attempt to explore the relationship betwged factors
of role stress, Tyoe—A pattern of behavioural dlspcsltlon and State-Trait
;ngar amang three categories of management pergonnel, A battery oF thres
‘ psychomatric xnatruments, namely,ﬂ'URS Scale', State-Trait Anger Scale*

. and 'Can.Ynu Type Your Behaviour?! mera adm;nlstered on 221 top managers,
326 middle ﬁgnqgsts'anﬁ 77.IAS of ficers. Critical'ratib teét, msﬁian

' taat aﬁd préduct momenf ;oefficiénts-of correlation wers used to analysa

"the. data.

Resul£ uf the ﬁrasant study suggestslfhat interrols disténca and rola .
arogion are the most domlnent contributor’ oFlrnle stress wheraas rola
amblgqlty and perscnal inadequacy are tha laast 1mportant contrioutor
for tha tatal gample of management personnal. Camparlsan aF scoras an
DRS Scals ravaalad that by and large all the threa comparisen groyps
diffar from ons ancthar. Type—A and tralt-anger scores were Fcund “to
‘ba éfatistiqally i&signiFicant whereas statefanggr spﬁresyera signi-
.Fiqantly different inlail.tha thrsé comparison groups. Study of coOrTE-~
lation coeFFiéﬁentg revealed thet moras correlation cefficients armang
role,;trQSS Eactqrs'aq well as ORS vs S/T angerlmére'significant in cass
of TMG, followed Sy MG and IAS personnél.. More currala?ion coeff iclants

_ batwaen Typs-A score and ORS factors ware found to ba significant in case

" of IAS group as compared to other'dataseté.f

Datasets mare "alsa dlchctomlzed on tha baSLS of agse of tha respondants._

Statlatlcal dlfferencas as wall ag” oorralatlon canF1c13nts pertalning

v

to variables undarstudy were analysad for both, low and high age group

managaaent  personnal of each categories.
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INTRODUCT ICN

An sxtremalylimportant part of life, tha work, plays a central rols in
overall health and happiness of individuals. Thera is a growing aware=
ness of significant impact of wark on life welfare and mantal h=alth as
well aé high cost of dissatisfied workers to both, industry and saciety
(Cooper and Payne, 1978). Growing body of ampiricel researches in

various orgaﬁisational sottings have cancluded that almast avery aspect
af ?ha job context for exemplae, work actiuities,superuisofy atyle,
interpersonal patterns, the structure of job characteristics stc. can act
as potantial stressérs. -Scholars for exampla, Beshr and Newman (1978}
;nd Qan~3911 et al (1981) among others, ﬁaue found .’ that a-rsonal
‘characteristics are equally.respcnsible for both, the focal nerson's
perception of stressors as well as reactions te them; Same af tha
personality variables which wers examined to assess the indivicucl's
sensitively to stress situations’  ars locus of contrpl (Baehr &

Newman 1970, Spielbarger, 1966}, job invalvement {Weissenberg and
Gruenfeld, 1948) and many demographic variables like aga, sak, sducational
lavel, organisatéonal tenure etce An overview of the large literaturse
that deals withrthese sphares reveal important achisvements mixed with
&ertain discontinuities and deficiencies. For example, it is especi-

ally striking that despite the attention given seperately to various
pergonal and job/organisational stressors in causation of stress reactions
thege is %ardly any study which dealt with the intricate linkage that
prevail between different type.oF role stresses and state-trait anger and/
or type-A pattern of behavioural disposition. Ths present gtudy iz an

attempt to explore the relationship among such variables in case of

different categories of managers.
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Scholarly work, so far done in the field of strosa may be categorised

in three major conceptual domains (i) the sources of stress (ii) the
madiators of séress and (iii) the manifestations of stresé (Peartin,
Menaghan, Lisberman and Mullan, 1981). As regards sources of stress,
regearchars reports of. two. major segments namaly, snviron-

ment and persén. that interacts, resulting in various strass r=acticns.
E€mprical findings suggest that occupational stress is not a choracteri-
stic of either enviromment or person., Instead, it ia the conséquenCe of
interaction of these two categories. For example, Lazarus {1971)
empﬁasizad that an.individual's perception of a situation, referred to
as the 'cognitive appraisal’, deFinas that situation as stressful.
Individual's response dapaﬁds on the appraisal and it is this apraisal
which concludes that the situation is harmful, disgusting or challenging.
Appley (196&) designated this appraisal by ths term 'thraeat perception',
Strsss,'thus can be viewad as tha outcome of incongruencés or lack of
person=environment Fit. Hence, greatar ths incongrugpée of fit, the

~ more significant tha level of experienced stress (Ln?quist and Dauwisa,

19693 Marchal and Cooper, 1978).

A%

Figufe 1 presents conceptusl framewsrk used to formulate this study in
which stress is presented as the outcome of ths intsraction of environw
mant and pzarson factora. Organisational behavicur scientists (Kahn et al
1964; Rizzo, House and Lirtzmansg 1970, Paréek, 19%; Morris and Kach,
1979} attemnted to identify role stresses in the conceptual frane-work

of role theory. The stressors are tha slemants in the organisational



enﬁironmant that ccntfibute to the personally experienced stress, Ths present
study focuses on only therpotantial role stressea arising from the rola set and
role space of the managers/administrators working in public and private organie
sations, In this regard a fit betweaen a person and the enviromment implies
conditions that are described by Lofguist and Dawis (1969) as 'harmonious'.

In suéh a situation, there would be low levels of stress as well as high levels
of satisfaction (Van Harrison, 1978). The framework presented in fig. 1 suggests,
among other things, that an individual®s experience of strass is reflected in
diécrapanciaa between the environmental stressors (e.g. role conflict, role
ambtgu}ty. role overload, self-role distance, intsrrole distance étc.) and
paréon-atressqrs (eegss type-A behaviour, state anger, trait-angsr, locus of

~cantrol ect.).

Organigational Role Stresgors

Egu%ronmenta; Stresgorg
Examplas only

Job & organisational Flntsrrole
:izzagi::sure communi- Porgon-Stresgors diotence
cations (Exampies Only) ‘ -Role Stagnation

Lack of career progression

~Role Expact-
ation Conflict

Role elements: -Type=A bezhaviour

Rols ambiguity pattern ~Role ercaion
Role conflict ™ _Stata-Trait anger Stresses

Role overload setc. -Locus of tontrol [ Pviz. - I"Rele overload

“Maturity etc.
: ~Role Isolation

Relationghips:
With peera ~Age
~Personal Inade-

With suparvisors
With subordinates ste. quacy

~ Self role
distance

~Role ambiguity

F ~Resource
fig. 1 Inadequacy

e
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Katz and Kahn {1966) suggest that role concepts are the major means
for linking the individual and the organisation. It is at onca the
building block of social systems and the summatioﬁ of the raguiremanta
their members as individual Pareek
with which such systems confron§£(1976) defined this term as "any
position a perscn holds in a systems (organisation) ss definad by the
axpectations of various significant perscns-including himself have
from that posiﬁien". Since the concspt of "role" is .inextricably
lirked with "expectation", the orqanisational factors like time
pressure, fraguency of change, organisatiomal level, task charactari-
stics étc. as well as organisational context-assume importance dus to
thair influence on the moulding of proscriptic and proscriptions
sssociated with a particular position. Further, the concept of 'role’!
as proposed above involvesseveral variables like the self, the cther
roles, the expsctation held by the other rolas and the axpectatinons
held by the self, It is! therefore extremely difficult to imagins a
situation in an arganisation in which thera is no canflict among thase
variablaes, The very nature of role, in fact, has. bgilt-in pnteﬁtinl

for stress.

The area of role stress has been systematically explored. In th=ir
initial attemnt, Kahn et al (1964) identifisd four basic types cf role

- gtrain or job related tensicns such as persaon-role ccnflict, intrasender
conflict, interfcle conflict and intersender conflict, Rizzo, Housa and
‘Litzman {1970) in a factorial analysis, verifiad tuwo hasic constructs of

role stress, namaly, role conflict and role ambiguity and related these
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constructe to threat and anxiéty, discomfort, pleasantness, work
satigfaction, turnover and deciSiaﬁ delay., Kiretz and Moss (1974)
proposed three factors in tﬁa effact of st;ess. These are: kind of
adjustmant required; psrception of control over stress source and
valance §for example, loss in death vs, gain in marriage or bussiness).
Pareek {1981) on the basis of theo;etical speculation and statistical
analysis has identified ten different type of rols stresses pravalent

in any organisational settings. Thess are dsscribsd by him as follows:?

1. Intererole distance (IRD):

An individual occupieg more than one role at a time. His orgoni-
sational role may often come inte conflict with his family roles

or with roles in othar organisations or groups. The distance ar

conflict among these various‘roles represasnts to inter rols

distance.

2. Role Stagnation !RS!:

This kind of stress is the result of gap batween demand to outgrow
‘his pravious role and to occupy new rola effectively. Sudh a type
of stross results into perception that there is no epportunity for
ona's career nrogression. This perception may be more intsnse uvhen
the rolsa occupanﬁ holds a rolé for longer pariod and anters in new

role in vhich he feals less secure,
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Role Expectation Conflict (REC):

This type of stress is generated by diffarent expectations by diffrerent
significant perscns about the same rola. It is possibla that the
significant persons diffar in their expactafion ahout the same role;

and the role occupant is ambivalent as to whom to pleacsa,

Role Erosisn (RE):

Thia typs of role stress is tho function of the role occupant's feeling
that eoma Functions which should properly ba belonging to his role are

transferred tn/or performed by ‘some-ather :ola. This can alao happen whe
tha Functions are parformed by the role occupant Sut the credit fer ther

had gocne to somsonz elsa.

5. Role Overload (RO):

Yhen the role occupant fesls that there are too many axpact=2tions from
tha s;gnificant roles in hie role set, he sxperisnces role overload,
Thure ara two aspects of this stress, quantitative and qualitative. The
former refars to having 'too much to do' while latar refers to '"too

difficult'.

Role Isolation (RI):

This:type of rola stress refars to psychological distence between the
omzéanth role and other roles in the same role set. It is also dofinec
as rola distance uhich is different than inter role distanca in sonss
that IRD refars to thne distonce among various toles occupied by same

individual., The frequency and =ase of intaraction among the rolvs is

a measura af tha strength of the lirkage among the rolss.
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7. Parsonal Inadeguacy §PII:

This type of stress arises when ths role occupant foels that he does
not have tha necessary ;kills and training for effectively parforming
the functionsg expeqtad from his role, This is found to happen when
the organisation da not import neriodic treining to cnable the
enployeas to cope with the fast changes both within and outside tha

organisation.

8, S5alf=Role Distanca (SA0):

when the role, perscn occupiss goes against his s=1f cancapt, then
he feels solf role distance type of stress. This is essentially a

conflict arising out of mismatch betwsen the person and his jobe.
9, Role Ambiquity (RA):

It refera to the lack of clarity about the axpectations of role uhich
may arise out of lack of information or understanding. It may exist
in relation to activities, responsibilitiss, personal stylos and

norms; and may operate at three gtages:
a) when the trole sender holds his expectations about ths rcle
b) when he sends it, and

c) when the occupant receives those expectations.

10. Regourcae Inadequacy (RIn}:

This type of strass is evident uhen the rola occupant feels that he is
not provided with adeguate resources for performing the functions

expected from his rols.



Tho role siresses identifiad by Paresk (1981) and presented above seem
to account for overall role stress experienced by role occupants as it
encounters all the gtrassors, on2 may have on his job. Sevaral ereas

of research, especially those pertaining to the corsnary-prone behaviour
pattern (Davidson & Cooper, 19803 Ivancavich, Matteson and Praston, 1982}
and human agrassion (Dannerstein and Wilson 19763 Rule and Nesdate, 1976)
indicaté that nrganisational/enuircnmantal constraints can induce bath
phy31olnglcal and psychological stress as well as parformance deficits.
Coronary-prone behaviour syndrome or Type=A pattern of bzhsviour is
defined as "an action-emotion cemnlax that ean be obsarvad in any parson
who is aggressively involved in 3 chranic, incessant etrusgle to achive
more and more in less and lsss tims, and if required to do so, against
the op, osing efforts of other tiings or other persons” (Friedman and
"Rosenman, 1974, P. 67)f The overt nanlfestatlans of this struzgla
include explosive, accelerated speech; a hightened pace of living;
impatience with slowness; concentrating cn mors than ana activity st

a time; salf—preoccupation;‘dissatisfaction with life; evaluation ot tha
worthiness of cone's activities in terms of num;eés; a tendency ta
cﬁallanga and compete with others even in non-competative situation and
a frea floating hostility. The major factors or 'core' elemants of
Type-A behaviour pattern are extremes of competativeness, a constant
struggle jagainst time, an achisvement orientation, aggressivenass »nd

an intense sensa of tima urgsncy. This is in caontrast to a Tyne-B

individual who shows the inversa behavioural pattsrn and disnlays relotive

immunity to coronary heart dissasse.
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One striking cheractaristic of Type-A individual is invalvement

and preoccupation with work and the naglact of other‘life persuits,
From clinical interviews with large number of man, Friedman and
Rosenman (1974) and Jenkins {1975) provids a portrait of Type-A

mon ag work adict with an exaggerated sensse of the success ethic,
They work.for long hours under deadlina pressures and conditions of
averload; thay often carry work »t home and show inability to relax.
They, in addition to competing with others, also compnete with self

by setting high standards of productivity. Thay ara found fealing
¢rustrated in the ork-situation, irritable with the sork efforts

af eubcrdinatas, and misunderstood by supériors. Intoractionist
theory of stress (Appley and Trumbell 1967; Glass and éinger, 1972)
howevar, suggests that when the work envircnmant is ambiguoug, hindars
achigvemant because of excessive rols conflict and-includes sup2rvisaors
who disbaurage competitiveness and wculd not fit well with Eyne=A
patterﬁ individuals, then, a discrepancy might arise as the work-

énuirdnmant ig not matchad uwith these behaviours.

Researches, o far raportad on Type-A behaviour indicate that it is
significantly related uith role stress. Sales {(1969), For exampla,
reported a significant pgsitive_correlation betwzen a maasure of
gubjactive, quantitatiué role overload and fype-ﬂ behaviour, Hs
found that Type-A measure is directly aszociatad with involved
striving, persistence, acceleration of functionsz, compaetitive orien=

tation, range of activities, pasitive attitude toward pressure,
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irritability, anuironméntal oﬁerburdening, sense of time urgency, dasire
for objective public esteem, nead for task independence, leadership and
history of past achievement. Caplan (1972) in a study of National
aeponautiCS and space administration mahagers, scientists and engiéagrs
also Found that Type-A scoras wars significantly 2nd positively ralatad
to subjective overload. Howard, Cunningham and Rechnitzsr {1976}
observed Type-A individuals 3s working for mors hours per w2ek and
travel more days per year than Type-8'a. Further Tyne-a% ware more
upwordly mebile 1n their car=er and yet, pare found to he lass_éatis?iad
with their jobse. Aboﬁe findings conclude that excassive invelvenent of
men im demanding work roles can result in incrsased experience of various
types of rula stress. Present study, thsrefore, attempts to explore the
influence of Type-A behaviour of man:gers on different types of rola

atrassas.

Further, careful examinatlon of litarature, however reveslad that a wvory
1ittla sffort was made to Finq out the effect of anger on role stress or
vice versa. It sesms_logical ta look into this ootential psrsonal
veriable bescauge human aggression znd certain form of rcla stress are
clogaly related (2.9. they invelve similar erctions, similar motives
_and even carrcesponding form of behavisur). The maladaptive effects of
anger was traditionally emphasized as important in tha stiolaogy of

psychuneuroéia, depression and echizophrehia, Recent recearch findings

suggest that Type-As are mare aggrassive, angory, dominant snd gquick in
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"action (Cafferey, 19683 Chasnay, Black, Chadmlck and Rosenman, 1981).
On the other hend, anger and hnstllity cantribute tn tha pathoganeais
of” hypertenslon (Crane, 1981) and coronary heart dissase (Friedman and
Rpsanman,'1974). Since organisatlunal anu1ranments craate pressure on
rdla—ihcumbanta, it, tharafore, seems to associate diractly_mith gtate_

trait anger in the individuals,

“In the psychological studies, so far done on angsr, statae-trait distine-
ctlon of anger was not cunsxderad apprnprlataly. Moreuuar; anger wasg.
1ntarchangeably uysed with hostility and aggrassion in resaearch literatura,
and this conceptual confusion is reflected in a diversity of measurement
oparations of questionable ualidity (Biaggio, Supples and Curis, 1981).
It is thersefora, morthwhlle to diffsrentiate these constructs. Hostility
_ has the connotation of a complex sot of attltudas that motluate ~aggressive.
_ behavloura diracted toward dastroylng objects or injuring other paopla.
| The concapt of agrasslon gensrally implies dastructlun or punitive behaviour
 directed towards othsr psrsons and objectas. As compared to hostility/and
aggregsion, the cdncapt of anger usually stends for an emotional state that -
consists uflfaelings that vary in‘intansity, from mild'irritatiﬁn or aﬁnﬁyance
‘to fury and rage {Spislberger, Jacobs, Russell and Crane, 1983).. Hanca, angel

-refers to phenomsna that are bath mara Fundamantal and less complax than

hostility and agression.'
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Concaptualzzlng anéer as gn emgtignal stata that variea in intensity

and as a :elatlualy stable peraonallty trait, stata—tralt dlstlnctlon

of aﬁggr is made. ISpi@lberger at al {(1983) definad state anger as an

- amaotional state of»énnditién that_c;nsisté af éubjacti@éi?aalinga of

tension, annoyance, irritation, Fury;and Taga, with~cnﬁcommitant -

actluatlon or arousal of the autonomlc nervious system.. further, state

;nger vary in 1nten51ty and Fluctuata gver tlme as a functlcn of parcnlvad
Y

aFFronts or lnjuatlce. or Frustratlon resultlng from the blocklng of goal

diractad'behau;our.

" Trait-anger, on the other hénd is dafined in terms of individual diffar-

2nces in tha: Frequency that state-anger was experlencad over time. It

was assumad that persons hlgh in T-angar wers mora llkely to percelue a
‘wida range of situations as angar prouuklng (a.g., annﬁ;ing, irritatihg,i
Frustrating), and to respond to much'sltuatlons with elevatléns in state-'
ahéer. In addition to exparlanc1ng the arauaal of state—anger more of ten,
parsons high in trait angar wers axpecﬁad,to experience more elsuat;ons in
staﬁe;angar whenaver annoyihg'or_Frustratipg conditions uéra gncauntared

(Spielberger st al., 1983, P. 167).

further, soma of the traits (1ike~t£ait-anger; states-anger) as well as
_pattern of individual's bshaviour (8.g., Type-A behaviour) are themselves

patent personal streasors. Ressarchers have argued that occupational
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stress may be an atiological Factor in almost all disess=s (Syma, 1374).
Howevar, majority of researchers have concantrated on the relsotion of ona
or a few stressors to a aingle dizease {(2.g9., type=A behavisur pattern
or ang=r as related to coronary mezrt disense}., Morecvzr, majority of
‘studies have focussd maraly on seemingly nighly stressful ccoupctions
such aa’ air traffic controllers (Rose, Jenkins and Hurst, 1978}, nolice
officars (Kross, 1975) and army perscnnsl in combat (Lazarus, 1766}, s
it tﬁat jobs of traffic controllzrs, nolice officars or army perscnnel
are only strassful? Is it not that priori judgsmants abiub the.stress
associoted with any occupation or sp=cially within an occupstion can ba
inaccurata1 snd that inaccuracy can razsult in lack af manzgenunt action
to improve thae work situation (persun;enuiranmant Fit), oo tiiat stress
ig minimizad, For exancle, managem.nt ressarch literatur=z for years
has projected tHa assumptioné that top lsval man%gers in tha grgzni-
sations suffer the highast job-stress (Coates =nd Pallsoring 1975, «
However, the impricial fincings portrait a vary different -iclura,.
Pell and D'Alonzo (1958) in s longitudinal study Found that the incid-
~ence of heart attack was inverssly related to occupatiznal lavel.

Marshall and Cocper (1978) reportad that middle leval manigers exparisnée'
higher job prassures than did their counterparts in a number of job areas,
Kahn et al (1964) arqued that r&la ccnfliect and ambiguity are proaably
greater in middla management group as comparad ta their =zeniors or ju?iors.
Thus, although a great deal of spaculation’and description about the

sources of stress and pressure for different levels of monagement is avail-

able, special attention usually iz paid to top l=vsl manazers (Goldberg,1973).
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Tha reoccurring guesticn is whether the top lavel managars are more at
riesk From occupational streoss problems thap other levels of managemsnt

such as middle managers and IAS personnsls

Many research findings have rovealed that age of the role incumbont is
inversely proportional to rols strass. sen (1981) for example, observed
thot in case of bank employess, role stagnation daoreasss as peaple
advances in ags. He found that in gensral, age is negatively reloted
with role stress. .0n thea other hand, study conductad by 3hatnagar and
Boss (3985), refuted the popular impression that advancing age nakas a
parsof More nervous so that his perception of difFe#ent streszors gets

axaggerated.

HYPOTHESES

In tha'light of above facts, for an adequate underztanding of the siressors
and their interactinn on employe=s, it is important to study {i) multiple
_stressors in varying manageri=al groups and {ii) to examina the orngeni=-

sational Factors {(e.g. job lavel; type of organisation) and perscnal ity
predispositions (e.g., type-A patlern of behaviodral dispozition, state

and trait snger) that influencae the amount of atrass a nerson experiencas.

We, therefora, progose to test following hypothasess

1 A.  There will be no differ=nce in level of different factors of role
stress including overall role stress, experisnced by TG, [i:G =nd

IAS group.

1 3., All tha corralasticn coefficicnts between Factars of role stress in

case af TG, NMG and IAS grouwp will ba statintically signific-nt,
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‘There will be no diffarence in lavel of Type-A patt:rn of behavicur

scorgs abtainad by THG, MMG z2nd IAS groug.

The correlstion coefficients natween Type=A scorzg and Tactors of
role stress including averall rola strass scores in casz2 of TG,

MMG and IAS groups will be statistically czignificant,

There will be no difference in lavel of stateetrait angozr scores

of TG, MG and IAS group.

The correlation coefficients batwean state-trait anger scorzs and
varicus tynzs of role stresses including overall role strese in

casa of THG, MMG, ond IAS group will ba statistically signific-nt,.
N

The correlation cosfficients betw=:n szcaores on state angor, troit-
anger and Type-A pattern of behaviour in cas2 of TG, G and IAS

group will be statistically significant.

Thare will be na diffaersnce in leval of role stress factors, Tyne=-A
behaviour and state-trait anger scores batwean agewise dichotomizad

datagets of TMG, MMG aand IAS group.

All the corralation coefficisnts among role stress including overall role

stress, Type-A pattern of behaviour and state~trait anger scores
will be statistically significant in both low and high age groups

of TMG, MMG and IAS group,-

AMRAM SARABHAI LIBRARY
AN INSTITUTE OY M ANAGEMISEY
vaSTAPUR. AHMHEDABAD-ISS Bip
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METHODOLOGY
A, Samplas

Data for this atudy“war;rcollactéd From 221 top managers (™), 326 middls
managers (rMG) and 77 Indian Civil Service Officers/administratar (I1AS).
The average age of three job cataegory of management personnel namely, top
management, middle management and IAS were 48.22, 41.58 and 42;88 yearsr

raspectiuely.

Ag age is hypothesized to account for experience of rola stress and change
in—Type-A pattern of behaviour as well as state-trait anger, therefore,
each sample groﬁp was dichotomized at the thraeshold age of 45 years. In

the process, following age groupings of ths' samole were.found$

51, No. Job Category Number ° Mean Age Range

(Years) (in years

g —————

1 Top management of High age

P AC) 168 50.26 46 - 57
2. ;22u2?2$§ft:g§ of low age 53 41,75 33 - 45
3. gigﬂie(gggf3:g§“t of high ags 95 50.14 46 - 55
gt o w e
Se IAS of high age group ( IAS-HAG) 26 49,81 46 - 55

6. - 1AS of low age group {IAS-LAG) 51 . 38.90 27 = 45



1%

Instrumentg:

'grganisaticnal Role Stress Scale' developed and standardized by Pareak
(1981} has bsen uead to obtain scores on Jiff2rent tyne of role ctressas
she ancounters in his job. This scalo meagures ten diff oranb typéa of
role strassas viz. interrole distance, role stagnation) role expectation
conflict, role srosion, role ovsrload, role isolaticn, parscnal inado-
quacy, self role_distance,rsle anbiguity and rescurce inadecuacy. Tharse

are S0 items in the cquezticnneire, 5 for each rcla stress dimz=nsion.

The raspondent is adked to mark '725r0' if he rapely or nsver fe2ls the

way describaed in the itea and 'four' if he yary frecuently or aluays

fFoslg tha way describad in the item. Tha total score for sach item ore

obtained eimply by adding the scores of each item to a particular nroa.

Total role stress score is cbhtained by adding the scores of vorious

dimensions. The tesb-reteat reliability was Faund to ba .45, 453, .53,
W65, «53, +37, 58 and 73 far sslf rola distance, intsrrole distrnce,
role stagnation, role ambicuity, role overload, role erosion, role

inadequacy, and total role stresse.

1The State-Trait Anger Scale' develapad and standardized by Spielbarger
(1980) has been used to measurs two types of angers, namely, state angér
and trait anger. There are total 30 items in this ingtrument in winich
firet fifteen itemns represent state anger, and later 15.items

trait anger. In rasﬁonding to the S-angsr items, subjacts wagre askad o
report the intengity of their feelings of anger "right nou" by rnting

themselves on tha following Four-point scala: (1) Not at all, (2} Semauhat
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(3) Moderately so; and {4) very much. In responding to trait anger items,
suhjacts wéra;instfucted to feport the frequency that they had axperisncad -
feeliﬁg of'angef hf‘rating thamsaluas on-tha Fuilowing four point rating
scale: (1) almost never; (2) sometimes; (3) often; and (4) almost always.
The total score for sach type af anger is obtained simply by adding tha-

scores of first fiftesn and jast Pifteen itoms.

*Can You Type Your Behaviour?' developed by Gmelch (1982) is used to
obtain the scores on Type-A pattern of behaviour. This instrument has
total 20 items. Each item wnuld be responded in term of. 'Yes' or "No',
The itéms are Frémed*in,tha form ;f interrogatory statements. The
rESpondaﬁt's total score on Typé—A Behaviour can be obtainad simply by

adding rumber of 'Yes' responses. A score higher than 10.50 represented

"Type=-A pattern of behaviour,

Praoceduraes

The questionnaire-battery consisting of Organisational Role-Stress Scala,
S and T anger Scale, and 'Can You Type Your Behaviour? was administefad.
The participation of raespondents in this study was voluntary and conridan—
tiality of responses was fully'assured.

Analysis Tachniguea:

As the objective of present study was comparison across job-levels psriain

ing to role stress, type-A behaviour and anger S/T, the aggregated
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scores of each individuals in e@ach catagory had been usad as data fogr
analysis of bbjactiues. In order to compoaz2 thz mean scorss obtained
by sach category on Factors of reole stress, type-=A behavicur and statew -
trait angeé, critical ratio test and median test was carried out for

; tast :
all the comparison groups. Critical ratig/and median test uasre performad

also to compare the differsncss in mean scorss of variables undersiudy

in case of high and low age groups. of each job category.

Fﬁrther, nroduct moment coefficients of correlation were comoutvad bgtuesn
the variables understudy, namaly, rola stress factors including overall
role stress, type~A bshaviour andrstate-trait anger scores, for TG, MMG
and IAS groups as well as for the data sets of dichotomized low and high
age groups of each job category., It was p=rformed to find out the
bivariate ralationship amung.tha variable understudy. Tha critical ratio

valus, chisquare valus and corrslation coefficiants obtained for the

above were checked at .05 and ,01 level of significance.

RESULTS

Hypothessis 1 4: Thore will bs no diffsrenceg in leval of different factors

of role stress including overall role stress exparienced by THG, MMG and

IAS group.

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics namely; maans, medians and standard
deviations pertaining to differant Factors of role stresses, Type-A pattern

of behaviour and Angar S and T, for data on three sample groups, namely, top

manageﬁent, middle managemant and IAS officers. As regards av-rall
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Table 2

Relative standing of mean scorses of role stress factors in top management

middle management and IAS personnel.

§1.

L el fwemn D Sgn Gl
T IRD II 1I 1
2 RS VI VII VIII
3. .  ReC IV v VII
4, RE 1 I 11
D RO VIII VIII vI .
6. RI 111 I v
(" Pl IX Ix IX
8. SRD VII vI 111
Fe RA X X X

104 RIn '] 111 1V
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erganisationsl role stress, middle manzgem:-nt group scored hicher (45.95

followsd by top managemant {41.95) and IAS (36.79),

Cn role stagnation, FHNG scored hicher’ (4,09) follouwed by THG (3.56) and

IAS (2.58); on rcle expectation eonflict, WG ecored higher {4.60)

v

followed by TG (4.01) and IAS (3.10); on rple ergsion, MMG scored highe.

(7.09) follouwed by TMG (6,94} and 1AS-(5.57); on role dverload, MIYG scored
higher (4.01) followed by THG (3.45) and IAS (3.11); on role isolztion,
MMG scored higher (4.86) followed by TG (4.78) and JAS (3.75); on

perscnal _inadeguacy, MMG scored higher (3.83) followed by TG (2.66)

and IAS (2.35); on role ambiguity, MNiiG scored hicher (2.63) followed by

™6 (2.29) and IAS (1.53) end on rescurce inadenuacy, MG scored higher

(5.29) followed by IAS (4,48) anz THG (3.98).

TG scored higher on one role strese factor, namely, inter-role distance

(6.87) followed by IAS (6.29) =nd MG (6.06). IAS group howsvzr, also
scored higher on one role stress Factbr, namely, self role dicstance
(4.51) fullowedﬂby FMG (4.22) and THG (3.54). It is evident from aboue
that amonyg thrze managerment oroups, MMG experience more role strerss and
ag IAS people ere least under role etreesse Table 2 shows at a glénce,
ranké gsecured by each category on various factors contributing o
overall role stress where '1' represents to the higheét score;

'2! represcnis to next highest score and se on uptil '10' which Cese
cribes to lowest obtzined score. As can be seen from the table inter-
role distance and role erosion sre the common cﬁntributfr of rcle ciress
whoere as role ambiguity and perscnal inadequscy rank the EEEE in azfch

4
orcup being the remwte contributsr of role cstress,
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Table 3

Medien test for corparison of scores on factors of role stress, type-A

behavicur and state-trait anger in case of TMG and MMG.

ii. " Varisbles f;ﬁg)gory-l ca(tﬁgomry H x? P
1. IRD High 113 135 5.57 .02
Low 93 173
2. RS Hih " 200 3.35 .10
3. REC High 1;? :::1?? .86 15
S R R S
R R "
6. RI E;Eh 123 :;g .36 NS
7. PI Eiah gg 133 B.55 .07
8. SRD ESE” | Zg :1619 4,54 .05
L
i0. RIn f::?uh ﬂ;g 18@ 5,36 .05
11. ORs(T) E;Eh : ;gjl . :2; 1.36 NS
e A
13, Angen-S f:;zh 1?? 1;3 8,95 .01
14, Anger-T High ' 181 151 W24 NS

Low 107 163
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Apparent differcnces in averzge scores of verisbles understudy were
tested for significance of differsnce in thrze comperison grouns,
Critigal retio test and median test were computed for thie purrose,

Its result is discussed as follows

Ao Top Management ve, lMiddle Management Groun:

It can be szen from table=1 that on 21l the factomof role stress

as weil as ouarali role stress, mniddle manegemnznt grdup-scmrad hirher
than the top mansgement. The conly excepticn is inter role diztance,

Gn some factors of role ciress, it can be szen {table 1) that I1G
sce;ed marginelly high in comparison to T, viz. on rols erocion

(NG = 7.09, TH = 6.94), role isolation (G = 4.86, TH = 4,78) and
role ambiguity (MG = 2,63, T = 2229), When the anparent differences
in average scores of TM and MMG were tested for statietical dJifferonce,
difference: in mean scores of interrole distance (ER = 2,02, P(_.GS),
role expectation conflict (CR = 1.97, P € .0%), personsl inadejuacy

(CR = 6,03, P €.01), self role distance (CR = 6,56, P ¢ .01}, mlc
ambiguity (CR = 5,28, P ¢ .D1), rescurce inadenuacy (CR = 2,85, P ¢.01)
and overall role stress (CR = 1.99, P ¢ .05) were found to be signifi-
cantf(Column 103 table-1). Table-3 summarizes the findings of median
teet for this comparison group. It can be seen from the table-3, that
median-test further verified the significancé of difference in mean
scores of four role stress factors of this comparison group. The
Chi-ggquire value for these factors, mamely intcrrole distnance

(x2 = 5.57, P g .02), personal inadequacy (x2 = B.55, P ¢ .01), self



25
Table 4
Median test for tamparison of ccores zn factors of role stress including
overall role stress, type-A bghauiour and etate-trait snger ohtainzd by

MMG and IAS groups.

-;1 Variables Cley o FRmy 2 e
1, IRD Eci,ah :3; 2 .11 NS
2. RS E;Eh | 232 §; 19,19 .00
3. REC Eiah 1:? ;; 6.02 .02
4. “RE téah 1?2 i; 16,3 001
L I
6. RI Eiah 122 zg 9,04 .01
7. PI Eiah 183 | ;3 7.07 .01
A
9. RA Eiah 122 gg 5,33 .05

R I

11, ORS (T) iiah 1?; zl 5.50 .02

12, Type-A *:;ah 122 i?, .34 - NS

13. Anger=5 High 73 40 .95 N

Low 129 : 29

14, Anger=T High 151 32

Louw 163 39 ) « 45 S
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role distance (X2 = 4,54, P £ .05) and rescurce inadequacy (X2 = 5,36 P ¢ 405}

were found to be stetistically significant., As compared to the Findings of

criticel ratio test, in median test, roles expectation conflict (X 2 « D6

p

p

NS), role ambiguity (XZ = 42, P = NS) overall rolesstress (X2 = 1.36,

NS) were found tc be statictically insignificant indicatinmg that apsarent

.differences in mean scroes of these factors may be attributed t5 the arti-

fact of sampling flactuaticns,.

Be MMG versus IAS Group:

1t can be scen from the teble-1 that NMG scored higher than IAS on all
the role etress factors including overall role sirees. However, the
exception is cnly interrole distance (FMG = 6.06, IAS = 6,29) ond sslf
role distance (MWG = 4,22, IAS = 4,51). In.critical ratio test, difference:
mean scores of role stsonztion {CR = 3.67, F ¢.01) role expectcotion
conflict (CR = 2.69, P €.01), role erosion (CR = 2,73, P .01}, role
isolztion (CR = 2,42, P .05), perssnal inzdequzcy (CR = 4,46, P ¢.C1),
role smbiguity (CR = 3.62, P £.01), and overall role stress (LR = 3,20,
P {.01) were found to be steaticstically significant. Thase resulis heve
been further varified by the medien tect (Toable-4}. It c2n Sc eeen

from the tzcle 4 %ot chi-scuire vealues for role stagnation (X2 = 1%.19,
P& .001), Tole expectetion conflict (X2 = 6,02, P¢.02), role crccion
(x2 = 16.31, P € .001), role isclaticn (x2 = 9,04, P ¢ .01), personal
inadequacy (x2 = 7.07, P .01}, role anbiguity (x2 = 5.33, P& .05) and
overall role stress (X2 = 5,50, P&.02) were statistically significant
indiceating a true statistfcal diff=r=nce betwozn two managemcnt groups

as reczrds the scores on eaid fractore of role strecs.
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Table 5

Median test for comparison of scores on factors of rcle streess, type-A

pattern of behaviour and stste-trait anger obtained by W& and IAS group

l* Varibles Ty T Pt It e P
1. IRD High 113 < 29 3.61 .10
Low 93 42
2. RS tjgh ' 1;; | g; 7.94 <01
- A
4. RE Eiah 1;; ig 11.62 .001
W 5 s
6. RI Eiaﬁ 13? ig 5,84 .c2
7. PI iiah ;g ig 032 NS
8. SRO E;Eh gg - ._ ;1 3.21 .18
9. Ra Eiah : 1gf. i; | 2.83 .20
10, RIn tiah o 12; ;g .28 NS
11. ORs (T) Eigh :gl 21 1,96 Cws
12, Type-A  HKigh 92 32 .14 s
Low 107 37
13, Anger-$§ Eiah 1?? gg 3,91 .05
14. Anger=T Eiah | 18; ;; .59 NS
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TG versus IAS Groupt

It can be seen from table-1 thzt TG in compariscn to IAS group have

ecored higher on all factors of role strese including ovzrzll rels

strees, The only expection was resource inadequacy. when ihis eoparent
difference in the svorace score on factors of regle stress including

overall role stress were tested for statistical difFeranée role stress
facteors like role stagn;tion (CR = 2.51? P (.05), rolerexpactation

conflict (CR = 2,16, P £ .05}, role erosion (CR = 2,38, P ¢.05), role
isolation (CR = 2,11, P ¢ .05), sclf role distance (CR = 2423, P «15)

and role ambiguity (CR = 2,472, P_Q.OS) turned out to be statistically
significant indicating that above appament differences in mean scores are
not due to‘artifacts‘of campling flactuation. To suprort this stetisti-

cal Dbservation; whan median i@st was psr?ormed on data of T and IRS
groups, role stagnation (X2 = 7;94, P4 .01) role crosion (X2 = 11,62,

P .0C1) and role isalation (X2 = 5.B4, P ¢ .02) were again, found to

be statisticallj_and significantly different {(table 5). In the modian
test, value oﬁ';hi-squire for role expesctation conflict (X7 = 2. T4,y P¢T.ZD)
and role ambiguity (X2 = 2.83,]34 .10) were Fpund to be significantly . =™
different at ;20 lsvel vhereas self role distance 'C@:? = 3721, P¢.,10) 7
and "intermole distahca:(x2 = 3,61, P €.10) were found to~be signifi=
cantly different. at:J 10 level of confidence. : Sin&e:the.degree_ofi “u

confidence in case of above four factors of role stress were found to

be below .05 level, the difference in average scores of theee faoctors

ag regard to TM and IAS groups may be attributed to artifacte of sample
flactuaticns or so. Stricktly, median tsst did not uholly support the

findings of critical ratio test.
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Hypothesis 1 B: All the correlation coefficients betwesen different
factors of role stress including overall rcle stress in cese of ThG,

MMG and IAS group will be statistivally significant,

Intercorrelation pertaining to factors understudy for three data sots,
namely, top management group (THG), widdle manacement group (MING) and
IAS group are presented in tabie 6y 7 and B respectively, Resultc of
intercarrelation among factors of role stress including overall rele

stress for three datasets are discucszed as follow:

Scoreg on interrole distance, in case of all the threse detaczcts,
correlstsd positively and significently with role expectation
caéflict (r = .36, .36 and .41, P ¢.01), tole overload (r = .53,
.55 and .68, P .01), and self role distaonce (r = .30, P ¢ .01,

T = .25 and .23,|3(.05). In case of THG and MMG, intercorrelsiion
between interrole distance snd role stegnation (r = .30 and .31,
P¢.01), rule isolation (r = .15, P .05 -nc r = .25, P¢ .01},
personal inadequacy (r = .19 and .2B, P £.01), Tole embiguity

(po= 26 and 415, P & .01) and reswurce inadequacy (r = .28 and

+28, P ¢ .01) were found to be statistically significant. Role
stagnation however, was found to be significantly .correlated with

interrole distance (r = .14, P £.05) in case of ™G only.

Ag regards correlatioh coefficients between role stagnation anc
factore of roie strees, six role stress factors ss well as overall
role stress were found to be significantly sssceiatad in case of all
the three jcb ecastegcries. These role strecs factors were found to be

role expectation conflict (r = .54, .45 and .50, Pe .01), role isoletion
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(r = .59, «47 and 459, P ¢ .01), self role distance (r = ¢51y.440 ond

" 48, P ¢.01), tole ambiguity (r = .50, .43, #nd .42, P ¢ ,01), recource
ipadeguacy (r = .48, 29 =and .36, P« .01) and overall role stress

(r = 75, .M ar;d .68, P¢.01) (table 6, 7 and 8). 1In casé of TG and
MMG role stagnation also intercorrelated with rolé overload (r = .33
and .35, F ¢.01). Since rels stagnation jg coneerned with problem

of role growth and career progression, it may be argued thst in cosc
of THG and ti#G, it ie more potent source of stress as comprred to

IAS group.

It is svident from tagle 6, 7 and B that role expectation conflict
ie one of the most potential stressor for TG, MEG as well as for

IAS group. It scems that exnectations of significant othors in cree

of 211 the three groups is too high znd ther=fore when gcores on role

expectation conflict were correlated with Factors of role stress includint

overall role stress scors, all the correlation coefficients turned sut to
statistically significant in case of TG, MMG =nd IAS group. The

factors of role stress which eorrelated eignificantly with role
expectation conflict were found to be roie erceion (r = .20, 18,
P¢.01 and r = .23, Pg .05), role overlosd (r = .49, .44 and .69,
P ¢.01), tolo isclstion (r =453, 50 and .53, P¢ .01), personzl
inadequacy (r = «41, .38 and .34, P¢ .01}, self role distance

(r = .67, 41 and .47, P ¢ .01), Tole ambiguity (r = .62, 44 and
.39, P ¢ .C01), rescurce inadeguacy (r = .56, 37 and .47, P& .01}
as well as opverall role stress (r = .79, 72 and .BC, Pg .01

The correlation coefficients ranged'?rom moderate to high.
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As regards roie grosion, the findings reported in table 6, 7 and B,

_ ' potent '
however identified role erosion es a/stressor. In case of THG, (G
and IAS group, it did not correlatse gigniFicantly with role overload
and personal inadeguecy indicating that feeling of role ercalan. .
has. nothing to do with increased work load ss well ag one's skill,
ability or training to perform their work effectively. In all the
three datasets, in£ercorrelations between role erosion and role isclstion
(r = .50, .27 and .56; P£ .01), self role distance (r = .46, .24 and .39,
Pg .01), role ambiguity {r = .40, .30, P< .01 and r = .25, P ¢,05) and
overall role stress (r = .54, .41 and .52, P £ ,01) were found %o be
statistically sipnificant. In cage of TMG and TAS proup, role erucicn
was found to be correlated significantly also with resodrég inadecuacy
{(r = .30 and .29, P .01) (teble 6 & 8), We already have nmoted eleewhere

that role stagnstion and rcle expectation conflict had aleo correlated

. significantly with role erosion in 81l the three datacsets,

When the scores on role overload were correlated with factors of role
stress'including overall role stress score; role isolation (r = e224 .é?
and 41, P( Jﬂ), personal inadeguacy (rlz W34, 32 and .35, P& .01},
self role distsnce {r = .30, .31 and .31, P ¢.01}, resgurce inadequacy
(r = .38, 32 and .42, P ¢.01) as well as overall role stress (r = .57,
63 and .67, p(,.01) were found to be cignificantly esssociated in 211
the three datasets (table 6, 7 and 8)., Role ambiguity, however, was
found to be correlsted with role ogerload (r = .32 and .25,—P|(.D1) in

case of TMG and MG only indicating that experience of role overload in
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these management personnel is influenced by lack of clear rolesexpectation,
informations and understandihgs. In case of IAS personnel, however, such
things do ﬁot account for increassed role overlovads. According to Kshn and
Quinn (1970) role overloed is likely to occur in the sebsence of mechanism
of role integration, in the absence of power of role occupants,iin the
largs varistions in the expected cutput and when delegation or assistance

canmot procure more time,

Table 6, 7, and 8 revealed that in-all the three datasets of management
personnel, role isolation asscciated 'pogitively and significantly with

all the role stress factors as well as overall rcle, stress. Correlatien
coefficients varied from moderate to high with role stress factors (.28

to 60) where as, it was found to be guite high with overall role stress

(69 to .81)., When in a role set, role occupant feels that certain roles

are psychologically nearer to him than other roles, than this type of

stress occurs. Kahn et al (1964) and French and Caplan (1970) observed in
their reespective st;dies that mistrust of persons one worked with uwas
positively related t; high role ambiguity which led to inasdequate communi-
cation between pecple and psychological sfrain in ths form of low job
satisfaction and fesling of job related threat to one's wsll being. It is
interesting to note that in present study too, role isoclation peositively and
significantly related to other role stress factors such as psrsonal inadeguacy
(r = .28, 31 and .33, P ¢.01), self role distance (r = .55, +38 and .53,

P ¢ o01), role ambiguity (r = .60, .44 and .54, P {.01), resocurce inadeguacy
(r = .56, +26 ;nd .dé, P .01) as well as overall role stress (r = .74, .69

and .81, P¢ .01). Thus role isolation is carrelated with all the role



stress Factors in case of TMG, MG and IAS group, some of these role

stressers are at tha roof of role isolation where as othare outéone of

it.

The rcle stresslcreated in role occupant due to lack of proper skill,
ability and tralnlng to perform their role is represented by perscnal
inadequacy. It sesms that personal incompetence to handle the Job
effectively is one of the major source of stress For_managemant personnil,
It can ba seen frcm table 6, 7 and 8 that in case of all the fhree datzsets
personal inadeguacy fownd to be associated positively and significontly
vith self mie distance (r = .31, .36,-P-¢ .01 and © = .26, P .05}, role
ambigui;y (r = .31, .35, and .41, P.<.01).and‘overa11 role streés
{r = 450, «56 and .43, ?-(.01); In case of TG and MMG, pereonal inaae—
quacy was found to be significantly correlated also with rescurce inade=-
quacy (r = 33 and .22, P¢.01)., We hed noted already'(elsewhere in this
discussion) that personal inadeguacy had baen‘aignificantly COrYee -
iated with ;emaining factors of role stresé such s role isolatiaon, rcle
‘avarload, role expectation conflict, rocle stagnation and interrole
distance in 211 the three datasets. The exception wert only roie stagnation
in case of IAS group. It may be thersfore argued that lack of skill and
proper training results into role occupant's hostility towsrds himself for

he has failed to live up to the expectations due to his personal lackings.

\

We had noted elsewvhere in khis presentsation that in cese of these datasets,

. 5

self role distance interrelated significantly with inter-role distancs,

role stagnation, role expectation conflict, role erosion, role overload,
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role isolation and personal inadeguscy. Further (table 6, 7, and 6},
intercorrelation between self rcle distance-and rola anbiouity

(r = .58, .41 and .44, P {.01), rescurce inadequacy (r = .51, .23 and
.32, P ¢.01) and overall role stress (r = .75; .55 ~nd .70, P £ .01)

were found to be etatistically eignificant in c=es of ThG, MIG snd IAS.
Since selfercle distance explaine the role occupant'e conflict bstuwren
the self concspt and ths_expeétations from the rcle, it may be ~roued
that the roles cccu~ied by manacers in thig study do .not go in accerdance
to their eelf concention. In other words, they often expeorience estress
in this regard which is one of the very potent stresscr and aSsociaﬁe
cignificantly with other strescors of the role éel? znd role spzce.
Pestunjee and Singh (1982), in their study of Electricity Supply Lemoany
personnel had observed thot role stress factors including overall rcle

strese score correlated sicnificantly with selferole dist=nce.

It csn be seen from table 6, 7 =nd § that intercorrelztion between role
~anbiguity and resource inadecuacy (r = .52, .49 =and ,37, P (.01) rg well
as ouefall rols strese score (T = «75, .65 2nd .51, ﬁ ¢ .01) were found

to be pocitive and statisticslly significant in case of TG, MMG e=nd IAS
group. It ie noted already fhat, role ambiguity had correlated signifi-
cantly with other rcle ctress factors too such zs interrole distence, Tole
etagnztion, role expectation conflict, role erosion, role overload, rcle
isnlation, personal inadequaé& and selfe=role distance in cese of all the
three datascets. However, in case of IAS group only, role ambiguity had

been found to be insignificantly =associated with two role strese frmctors,
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namely, pereonal inadeguacy and interrcle dietance indicating thet 1L
perschnel frequent}y suffer duc to lack of clear information and

inproper understanding. 1t seemss ac Kahn and Cuinn (1970) had sucrested,
new organisational roles, rolee in expanding or contracting oroanisntiong,
roles in orgenigation exposed to frequent changes in demand and rcles on
process which result in role ambiguity are mere in cle éet of MG ond

TG as compesred to IAS group.

Resource inndeauncy type of stress results in role occupant when he doos

not héve adequate resgurces and equipments to pér?orm his rcle effectively.
It can 59 sgen from table 6; 7 and B that rescurce inadeduacy ia significantly
associsted with ouerali role stress in case of THG (r = .73, P &401),

MG (o = .49, P £.01) and IAS group (r = .56, P&.01) indicating that
rescurce inadequacy is one of the potential role streseor, and gigni-
ficantly accounts for increase iﬁ oversll role stress in different categories
of manzgers. As we had obecrved elsevhere in this diccuseion, resource
inadenuacy also correlated significantly with interrole distance, role
stagnstion, role expectation eonflict, role ercsion, role gverload, role
ieolotion, pcrsonel inadaguacy, self-role distance and role ambiruity in
case of all the three datasete of managemcnt pareonnel. However, inter-
role distance as well as perscnal inadeguacy in case of I:S had corrclated
incignificantly with rescurce inadequacy. Paraek (1981) nrgued' that in
case of respurce inadequacy, a person fay turn hostile towards monepement
for their failure to provide adeguate resourcee in order to meet ‘the job
challenge effectively., Pestonjes and' Singh (1981} cbeerved thst in any

case role inadepuacy might be accompanied with lower morele, job
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dissatisfaction and psychological strain snd will have & bearing an the
individual either in the form of poer mental health or phyaical-haalth
or both. All this in turn, incresse experience of role stress and
hence, role stress factors correlate significantly with resource inade-

quacy.

It is evident from sbove discussicn that, by and large, all the corre=
lation coefficients bstwesn factors of rqlo stress were found to be
positive end statistically significant. Howaever, the only exception
were two correlation coefficients (RE vs RO, RE vs PI, RE vs RIn) in
cage of TMG; four correlation cvefficients (RE vs RO, RE vs PI, RE ve
RIn and RE vs IRD); in cass of MMG; and eleven correlation coefficients
in case of IAS'gnéup. The value of correlation ranged between .14 to .79
in cese of THG; .15 to .73 in case of MMG and .22 to ,B1 in case of IAS
group. Hence the present hypothesis is wholly retained in cage of ™G

and MMG where as pertly rejected as regards IAS group.

Hypothe A: There will be no difference in type-A pattern of bshaviour

scores obtained by TMG, MMG and IAS group.

As regards hypothesis 2 A, it can be seen from table 1 that scores on
type-A pattern of behaviour did not depict any of the three management
group as Type-ARa, Minimum score for ona's being Type-A individuals
ig 10.,50. It can be seen from table-1 that MMG scored higher on this
varisble (10.04) followsd by TMG (9.99) and IAS group (9.69). Apparent
differsnces in Type-A scores of thres datasets were found to be véry

low. It suggest that depending on situétions, all the threes groups of
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management personnel may exhibit type-A pattern of behaviour.

Howsver, when thia apparent differancaé in Type-RA scores of TMG and

MMG wers subjected for statisticel difference, the criticel ratio value
wag found toibe statistically insignificent (CR = .09, P = NS) (table 1).
‘This result wes further verified in median test (X2 = .17, P = NS) |
(Fable 3), When the differences in mean scores in cass of MMG versus

IAS éioup were tested for statistical difference, the valus of critical
ratio‘(aee table 1) was again found to be statisticﬁlly insignificant

(CR = .70, P = NS)y Median tést, egain varified to this finding. The
difference in Type=A pattern of beheviour score. im third comparison
group, ﬁamely, TMG versus IAS group,'mas_also found to be statistically
insignificant (CR = .20, P = NS). It can be sesn from table 5 that
median tast further varified this finding of criticesl ratio test (X2= O.14,
P = Ns), It may be therefore, arqued that observed apparent differences
in Type-A scores of thrée datasets are not sctual. Instead, it is the
artifact of eampling fluctustions. Hence in the light of findings the
hypotheais that there will be no difference in Type-A scores of three

management gmups nzmely TMG, MMG and IAS group is retained.

Hypothegig 2 B: Intercorrelation between Type-R scores and
role factors of rule stress including overall role stress scores in case

of TMG, MMG, snd IAS groups will be statistically significant,

Various findings confirmed that Type-A parsons sxperience increased
emoticnal ity, merital disagreement, personal worries, daily stress,

tension, anxiety, anger, neuroticism and depression (Haynes et al. 1978;
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Chesnsy, Black et al. 1981). Over sll, type-As experisnce the negative
affect and adverse symptome that are essocisted with straaé, pressure
and competetive life atylé. In the preseat study, management personnel
of all the three job categories were found to be at the border . -

Type-A pattern of behavioural disposition (ranging between 9.69 to 10.04).

Howsver, when the Type=A scores of TMG was intercorrelated with role
streas factars, none of the correlatic;n coefficients wsre found to be
statistically significant. Quantitatively, the value of corrsalation
ranged between .02 to .10. In case of MMG, Type-A scores corralated
positively and significantly with interrole distance (r = .‘21, P ¢ o01),
r;lx expectation conflict (r = .22, P ¢ .01), role overload {(r = .24,

P 4.015, role isolation (r = .21, P ¢.01), self-role distance (r = .15,
P ¢.01), resource insdequacy. (r .12, P¢ .05) and overall role stress

(r = +21, P ¢ .021)e The correlation coefficients ranged betuween zoro

to moderate. intan- corralation between Type A scorea wae found to be
significantly associated with interrole distance (r = .39, P ¢.01),

role étagnation {r = .26, P ¢.05), role expectation ‘conflict (r & .27,

P ¢ +05), \rola erosion {r = .22, P {.05), role overlcad (r = .32, P( «01),
role isclation (r = <33, P¢ .01), self role distance (r = .23, P(.US),_

role ambiguity (r = .31, P (.01), as well as overall role strass (r = .39

P ¢ .D1) in case of IAS group.
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Ag it is evident from above discussion of intercorrelstion betwean
Type-A scoras and role strass factors, the hypothesia that role

gstress factors, including overell role ptress will be

significantly correlated with type-A score in all the datasets, is
partly rejectad,Scores on type-A pattern of behaviour aignificabtly
associated with 8 factors of role stress in case of IAS group; with

six role stress factors in case of MMG, and with rone of the rolae stress

factor in case of THMG,

Hypothegis 3 As

There will be no difference in level of state-trait anger scores of

™G, MMG and IAS groupe

It is evident Ernm table 1 that un-stata-anger, MMG scored higher
(19.13) followed by IAS group (17.97) end TMG (17.36) uhere as on
trait-anger, TMG scored higher (27.14) followed by IAS group (26.83)
and MMG (26.67), It is of worth to note that TG stood at bottom and
MMG at top in scores on state anger where as this picture was reversad
in scores on trait anger scale., Spielberger et al. (1983) observed
that on both state and trait angers high school students scored highest

followed by military recruits and college studenta.

However, when this apparent diffaerence in average scores of TMG and MMG
were tested for significance of difference; anger=S was found to be
statistically significent (CR = 4,38, P ¢ .01) whereas scores on trait-

snger turnad out to be statistically insignificent (CR = ,76, P = NS)
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(teble 1). This result wes further, varified in median-test. Chi.
squire velue for scores of atatelanger (xz = 8,95, P {.01)'mas

found to be statistically significant whareas that for scores of
trait snger (Xz = 24,-P = NS) was statistically insignificant

(Table 3). In case of gecond comparison group, namaly, MMG varsus
IAS group, the apparent diffarenc; in average scores on staté—anger
was found to be significantly dif?arent (CR = 1,97, P ¢ .05) whereas
scores bn trait snger were statisticelly insignificant. Madian—tast'
however didn't provide further support to this finding indicating
that this difference in Anger-S score may be attribut?d to art}facts
of-sampling flactuations. The value of chirsquere for both state
anger (x? = .95, P =N5) and trait anger (X = .45, P = NS) was found

to be statistically insignificent (table 4).

In cage of third comparison group, namely, TMG and IAS group, apparent
*differencss in mesn scores of two group for ﬁoth, state anger. (CR= 1,06,
P = NS) as well as trait snger (CR = .34, P = NS) were found to be
etatistically insignificant (table 1). Medien test, it can be seen

from table 5, pertly supported this findimg. The value of chi-squire
for trait enger (Xz = 69, P = N5) uwas found to be statistically
insignificant whéreas the value of chi-squire for state anger (82= 3.91,
P ¢ .05) turned out to be statistically aignificant at :05 level indicat-
ing that differences in state-anger in these tw groups may not be attri

buted to the artifacts of sémpling flactuations.
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Above discussion concludes that on state anger MMG scored significently
high in compariscn to TMG and IAS proup wheress epparent differencea
petween average scores of TG and IAS group wes due to artifact of gampl=-
ing flactuations. It indicetes that middle management personnal in
comparison to others, are usually forced into an emotional atate or
condition‘that creste. more subjective feelings of tension, anncy=

ance, irritation end reme., As regards score on trait-anger, in none of
the comparison groups average mean difference betlieen groups were found
to be significently different, Overall the hypothesis that there will
be no differenca in state-trzit anger scores of TMG, MMG and IAS group
was retained es regards trait anger scorej and reojected as regards state

anger scores of the three management job categories.

Hypothesis 3 B

The correlation coefficients between state-trait anger scores and various
types of rcle stress including overall role stress in czse of TMG, MMG

and IAS group will be statistically significant,

It is evident from table 6, 7 and 8y scores on state-anger correlated
significently with only one rols stress factor, namely, resource inade-
quacy {r = .19, P¢ .01, T = .12, P¢.05 and r = .31, Pe .015 in ell the
thres datasets. In case of TMG and MMG, state-anger score was found to

- /
be positively snd significently essociated with role stagnation (r = 415,

P £.05 and T = .19, P& .01), role expectstion conflict (r = .19 and .18,

P ¢.01), role averload (r = .14, P ¢.05 and r = .15, P¢ .01), role Isolastion
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(r = +14, P ¢ .05 and © = 423, P <e01), personaltinadaqugcy (r = 14,
P ¢ .05 and r = .18, P ¢.01) and ovsrall role strese {r = .21 and .27,
P «01) « Further, eome role stress factors like salﬂ-nola distance
(r = +155 P .05) in case of THG, role embiguity (r = 21, P c.m and
£ = o275 P {+05) in case of MMG snd: IAS group were al‘u'found to be

associated with etate anger scores.

As regards intercorrelation betwesn scores on trait anger an@l factors of
role stress, it is evident from table 6, 7 and B that 211 the correlation
coefficients in case of TMG and MMG were found to be positive and stati-
stically significant. However, in.casa of IAS group, intercorrelation
between trait anger score and intarrole distance, role stegnation, role
erosion, role isolation, gelf-role distance and total role stress were
found to be significant. The role stress factors which correlsted signi-
ficantly with treit anger score in 211 the three datasets were fuu;ﬁ to
be interrole distance (r = .2B,-.27 and .41, P 4.01), role stagnation

(r = «36, +25 and .34, P ¢.01), role erosion {r = .30, PL.01; r = .12
and .22, P ¢.05), role isolation (r = o35, P, (.01 T = .24 and .24,

p (.01), gelf-role distance (r = 31, 18 and .37, P ¢ .01) and overall

rocle stress (r = .46, 436 and .39, P(.D1).

This findiﬁg is-indicative of the fact that traif anger is a more dominent
and potantial stressor than state-snger in case of TM6 and MMG, RAg regards
IAS group, thera ia .no . gignificant association between stata trait

anger and role atrasa factors. However, in comparison to state anger
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trait -snger correlsted with mors role stress factors. Since trait-
anger raprasante to individusl differences in parceiving a wlde range

of situations es shger prowvoking, it may ba therefore, concluded that
differant types of organisatiunal/anvironmental atraasors, are more
annoying, irriteting and Fwstraﬁhg;for ™G and HHG in comparison to

IAS group. Alao that the aubjactiue feeling of tendion, 1rritation,

fury and rage 13 more strongly provoked in presence of differant types of
stressors in MMG and TMG as compared to IAS group. The hypoghesis that
correlation coefficients between state-trait anger end role stress.
‘Pactora will be significant, is by and large, reteined in case of TG

and MMG, However, it is partly rejected in case of IAS group.

-

Hypothegig 3 C:

The correlstion coefficients between scorss on state anger, trait anger
and type=-A pattern of behaviour in cese of TMG, MMG and IAS group will

be statistically significant.

1t can be geen from table 6, 7 end B that scores on TQpe-A pattern of
behaviour, in case of IAS group (table 8) positively and significantly corre-
lated with state-anger (r = .29, P¢ +01) and trait-anger (r = 325 P ¢.0%)
ghereas in cese of MMG, only state anger (r = .25, P ¢ .01} was significan-
tly associated '(table 7)e In cese of TMG (table 6} neither state nor

trait anger was found to be gsignificently sssociated with scores on

type=-A pattefn of bshaviour. As regarde intercorrelstion betwsen state
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snd trait enger, trait anger (r = .18 end ,19, P ¢ .01) in case of TG and
MMG associated significantly with state snger . wheress it waeg found te be

insignificant in case of IAS groﬁp.

Above findings suggest ‘that in case of both MMG end IAS group, Type-A
bahaviuu; like accelarétion of function, subjective oierload,-competetiua
orientation, sense of time urgency, etc., positively end significantly
effact to amnti&ﬁal-state of individual's faeling of tension, annoyance
and rages Furthary Type-A behaviour, in case of IAS group, sssocisted
positively and significsntly with role incumbent's perception of & wide
renge of organisational situstion as enger prowoking (i.e. trait anger).
In other word_s, it indicetes that type-AR bshaviour of administrators of |
non-pfofit organisations is sigpificantiy influenced by trait anger,
Significant essociation betwsen trait and stats anger in case of TG

and MMG suggests that MMG and TMC who ere high in state anger are also
high in trsit anger because trait anger represents the individuel's

frequency that steste snger was experienced overtime. Hence, state and

trait anger correlsted positively and significantly.

Hypothesig 4 A:
There will be no difference in the level of average scores pertaining
. to role stress Factors, Typs-A behavicur and state-trait enger of each

agawisa dichotomized pair of MG, MMG and IAS group.

. To tast the present hypothesis, date pertaining to variables understudy
of TG, MMG and IAS group were dichotomized on the age bessis of 45 years.

Afterward, differance'in mean average scores pertaining to role stress
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Table 10

Median test for comparison of sccres and state-trait anmger in cree of

TiG-LAG and THG~HAG.

1é: Variables TG-LAG TMG_HAG xZ . P
1. IRD l::?uh 32 g; 60 S
2. RS féi“ ;{7 S; 1.65 NS
N N T
4, RE Eéah 5; gg .72 NS
5. RO E;ah g; gi ST s
ST I 4
O
8, SAD ah 2 o 2.13 .20
7. _RA tiah fé Zg 1,03 NS

10. RIn ':iah ;é ;13 1.83 NS

11. CRs (T} ﬁ;ah ;1 ;g 2.63 .20

12 ;ii:Ziour Eiah ;; - ‘gz 011 NS

13, Anger=5 téah 2; 8; 90 1S

14, Anger-T  High 29 n 3.19 .10

Low 19 B9




50

factors, Type-A score and state-trait anger of dichotomized datasets of
each management group were subjectéd to critical ratio test. The result

is suwmarized as follows?

A, TMGE=HAG vg TMG=LAG:

Tsble 9 summarize scores of mean, median, standard deviation, critical .
retio test and confidence level pertaining to gach factors of role
stress including overall role stress, type-A behaviour and state as
well as trait anger scores for both dichotomized groups of top
managenent (TMG-LHG and TMG-LAG) personnel. Result of median test

ié presented in table 10. It can be seen from table 9 that on all

the role stress factors including oueral; role stress and state-trait
anger, TMG,LAG scored higher than TMG-HAG, When these apparent
difference in mean scores were tested for statistical difference,

role stagnation (CR = 2.38, P ¢ +05), role-erosion (CR = 2.20; P ¢.05),
celf-role distance (CR = 2.68, P¢ .01), role ambiguity and overall
role stresd (CR = 2.33, P4 .05) were found to be significantly differ-
ent inaicating that young top managars:(i.e. below 45 yesrs in age)
experience above types of role stress 2s well as overall role-stress
significantly more than their colleagues of above age gToup. Median
test, however, raised doubt against the findings of critical ratic
test as nane of the role stress factor, including overall role

stress exhibited statistical diffar;nce significant at .05 or .01
levels (table 10). As regard type-A and anger scores, apparent

difference in trait anger scores were found to bs significantly
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Table 12

Median test for comparison of scores on role stress factors, type=-~A

behaviour and state~trait anger in case of FMKG-LAG and MMG HAG,

51.

'Uariables

%]

i MiG-LAG MiG=HAG X P
NO . g
1. IRD High 101 35 .88 NS
- Low 124 48
2. RS High 138 63 )
Low 60 24 -10 IS
z, REB High 123 53 "
Low 81 30 .13 NS
4, RE Righ 122 52 :
| Low 75 40 -80 S
5, RO High 103 43 : .
Low 101 43 - 27 IS
6, HRI High 112 56 2.45 «20
Low 94 30
7. PI High 136 53 o5 e
Low 71 37 - -~
g. SRD High 115 46 N
Low £3 36 30 kS
9, RA High 116 50 - -
Low 77 32 -24 hS
10. RIn High . 128 58 y
Low 78 30 23 3
11. GRS (T)  High 131 53 y
Low 96 40 .28 kS
12, Type=A High 107 32
Behaviour Louw 109 55 3457 10
13, Anger«5 High 116 56 27 NS
Low 9 35 . ’
14, Anger«T High . 113 29
Low 109 55 1.78 S
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different (CR = 2.85, P .01) in criticsl ratio test uhereas other tuo
variables turned out to insignificantly different. Medien test provided

weak Qupport to this finding, The value of chiesquire for trait enger

2

(X° = 3.19, P .1G) was found to be significant only at .10 level,

8, MMG=HAG vg MMG.LAG

Tabla 11 éummarizes the mean, median, SD, value of critical ratio

and level of significence pertaining to role stress factors, Type-A
behaviour, state~trait anger scorss for tuwo dichotomized groups of

MG (MMG-LAG and MMG-HAG), Results of median test is presented in table 12.
It can be seen fraom tables 11 that es regerds factors of role stress, Type=A
behsviour and state-trait anger scores, MMG-LAG scored higher on all the
factors of role stress and state anger. The only expectation were interrole
distance role erosion, personal inadequacy, Type-A scores and trait anger ol
which MMG-LAG scored higher. Howsver, when the critical ratio test was
computed to test the apparent diFFerences in average scoreg of abbve vari-
ables none of the role stress factor including overall role stress was feunt
to be significantly different indicating that high or low age of middle
management parsonnel may not held accountable for differences in experience
of any type of role stress (table 11). This finding was further, verified .
in median tesf. Chi-équire value for all the role stress factors as well :a!
overall role stress score turned out to bse inéignificaﬁt (table 12). When
the apparent differences in average scores of type=% behaviour, state and
trait anger were tested for statistical differencs, result recorded in

table 11 indicate that MM=LAG and MM=HAG do not differ significantly on
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on thase uariabla: This finding wes Fﬁrther varified in median tast
as none of the chi-aquire value was found to be statistically éigni—
ficant. Houwsver, the exception was only Type-A behaviour. The value
of chi-squira for Type-A score was found to be 3,57 uhich ie signifia
cant at .10 level. Overall it may be concluded 4hat age-difference in
middle management personnel do not eccount for spparent differences
in scores on role stress factors, Type-A pattern of behaviour and
gtate-trait anger. In other hondsﬁ_thase differences in mean scores

may be sttributed to chance factor instead of being real.

IAS-HAG vg IAS-LAG:

Teble 13 presents mean, median, standard deviation, vzlue of critical
ratio and significance level pertaining to factors of role stresg as

well as overall role stress, Type-A behaviour and, state aﬁd trait

anger for IAS=HAG and IAS-LAG., Table 14 summarises the result of medien
test. As ragards,'-factof of role stress including overall role stress,
Typa-A behaviour and state-trait anger, it cen be seen from table 13

that IAS-LAG scored higher on - . the factors of role stress including
over;11 role stress and trait snger, IAS-HAG scored higher on resource
inadequacy, role overload, Type-A behaviour and state-angsr. When this
apparent diffa;ence in average scores were tested for statisticel differ-
ence, cne role stress factor, namely, self role distance (CR = 2.027, P ¢ .05)
was fuund-to be significantly differsnt in these groups. None of the other
the role stress factor or overall role stress itself ( except to self role

distence) differed significantly with increase in age of role incumbents.

Median test, as it can be seen from table 14, hed further supported to
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Taole 14
tedizn test for comparison of scoree on role ‘strees factors, type-A

behaviour :u eintn-trzit anget in case of IiG-LAG and TAS-HAG,

o Varisbles IAS-LAG IAS-HAG x? P
1, IRD © High 20 3 .30 5
Low 28 14
2. RS High 20 ) - -
Low 22 17 U >
3, REC High 24 B 1
Low 22 16 1.56 S
4. RE E;Sh . 2? 2.15 15
5, RO High 19 10 ,
low 24 15 68 i’
6, Al High 19 B - "
. Low 26 18 .2 o
7. PI High 22 7 _
Low 20 10 2457 s
8. SRD High 31 10 . n
Low 9 14 6.58 2
9., RA High 21 € ,
Low 21 14 1.47 hS
1¢. RlIn High 20 14 .
Low 17 11 12 kS
11, ORS (T) High 23 8 o
Loc e 5 1.23 NS
12 Type=A - High 16 14 64 s
Sehaviour Low 26 12 . -
13. Anger=S High 283 13 y
A » : LGLU 19 9 .51 I.S
14, Anger-T High 26 7

Low 24 15 1.76 1S
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this finding. It can be seen (table14) that velue of chi-squirs for
self role distance (X2 = 6.88, Pg .01) was found to be sigﬁifiéantly
different in this comparison group.. Secondly, for personal inadequacy
value of critical ratio Qas found to be 1.89 which‘turned out to be
statistically~sign;ficaht at .10 level in medisn test (X2 = 2.87,

P¢ .10). As regard Type-A behaviour and stste-trait anger, in critical
ratio test, mean difference-in trait anger score was found to be signie
ficantly different (CR = 2,60, P¢ .05). Critical ratio value for state
angér and Type=-A scores exhibited insignificant diffsrence (Table 13).
This result however, has not got support from median test as all the

value of chi-squirs were found to be statisticelly insignificant (table 14).

Overall, it may be concluded that by and large, the spparent differences
in sverage scores of role stress factors, Type-A behsviour and state-trait
anger in case of low and high =2ge group of‘TNG, MMG and IAS group esre due
to chance factor like sampling flactuation etc, It is evident from sbove
discussion that TMG=HAG scored signifitantly higher than TMG-HAG on role
stagnation, role srosion, self role distance, role ambiguity, overall

* role stress and state anger (in CR test). Though this finding was not
precigely suppnrtad(tabla 9) by median test, it is indicetive of fact

that role of TMG=LAG is more stremeous and embigyous which gignificantly

' role stresses and

results in wide range nﬁ[anger provoking situations in :omparlson to
T1G-HAG, As regards dichotomized IAS groups, self role distance, personal
inadequacy (significant at .10 level in median test) and trait anger were

found to be significantly high in case of IAS-LAG indicating that lack of

skill and proper training as well as conflict between self concept and
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nature of role are more dominent cause of stress in cass of IASLAG

which significantly inhance level of trait-anger in them se Eompare
of MMG, ‘ . _

to IAS-HAG, Agswise dichotomized dataseta/ namaly,‘MMfHAG & MM-LAG

however were not found to differ significently from one snother., Hence

major part of the hypothesis 4 A is retsined,

Hypothesig 4 B:

All the correlation coefficients of role stress including overall role
stress, Type-A pattern of behaviour, and state-trait anger scores will
be statistically significant in both, low and high age groups of ™G,

MMG and IAS group.

Product moment coefficient of correlation perteining to role stress
factors, Type-A baﬁauiour_and state-trait anger obtained for TM-HAG
TH-LAG, MM-HAG, MM-LAG, IAS-HAG and IAS-LAG are summarized in table
15, 164 17, 18, 19 and 20 réspectiuely; Results of the intercorrs=-
lation emong varisbles dnderstudy for each'pair of the dichotomized

_datasets are aummarizad‘aa follows

Scorss on interrole distance corrslated significantly only with
role ovaerload and overall role stress in case of all the six
datasets (teble 15 to 20). More pracisely, in case of TM-HAG,
all the role stress factors‘wheraas role expectation canflic£
(r = 33, P ¢+05), role overload (r = .58, P ¢.01) end total
role stress (r = .&3,‘P ¢ +01) in case of TM-LAG were found to
be positively and significantly assoéiatad with interroia dist-

ance (teble 15 and 16). In case of MM=HAG and MM-LAGy it associsted
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significantly with all the factors of role streés including overall role
stress (Table 17 and 15). The only exception were found to 53 role erosion
‘(r = .15, P = NS} and role ambiguity (r = ~.37, P = N5) in cess of MM-HAG
end role erosion (r = -.03, P = NS) in-casa of MM=LAG, In cese of IAS
group role overload (r = .70 and .69, P¢ .01) and overall role stress

(r = +59 and .45, P ¢ .01) were found ta be statistically significant in
both dichotonized IAS data sets. The only exceptibn was role expectation
conflict in case of IAS-HAG and personal inadequacy in case of IAS-LAG
which did not correlate significantly (table 19 andr20) with rele expect-

ation conflict.

Rola stagnation was found to Be positively and significently associated with role
erosion, role isoletion, resource inadequacy and overall role stress in all the
eix datasets (table 15 to 20). More precisely, except to self role distance

{(r = .09, P = N5} and role ambiguity (r = .01, P = NS) in ;:ase of TMHAG, all
the role stress factors including overall role stress were found to be signiw
ficantly sssociated with role stagnation in cese of TM-LAG (tal:;le 1% and 16)

as wéll as in case of MM-HAG and MM-LAG (table 17 and 18).7 In case of both
datasets of I_RS group soma role stress fectors such as role erosion (r = .60
and <57, PZ o01), role isolation (r = .60 and .59, P ¢ .01), self role distance
{r = .44 and .55, P ¢ .01), resource inadequacy (r = .27, P (.05 and T = .53, :
P ¢.,01) as well as overall role stress’(r = .62 and .76, P ¢ .01) exhibited

'positive and significant correlation with role stagnation (table 19 and 20).

Further, in case of IAS-HAG, role expectation conflict (r = .78, P¢ .01), mle

overload {(r = 50, P ¢ «01) and role ambiguity (r = .65, P ¢ +01) were also found -

to be significantly associated with it. Correlation cosfficients ranged between

.27 to .79 in these dstasets (table 19 and 20).
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It can be seen from tebles (table 15 to 20) that intercorrelation betwsen
role expectation conflict and role overload, role isolation, self-role
distance, resource inedegquacy and ouefall ole stresg wsre Fouﬁd to be
positive and statistically significant in case of all the six dichoto-
mized datasets of TMG, MMG end IAS group. RAR1ll the role stiress factors.

in case of both dichotomized datesets of top management {(TM-HAG and T
LAG) were found to be significantly essociated with role expectation
conflict (table 15 and 16). GQuantitatively, value of correlation.coeff§cients
ranged between .18 to .84 in these groups. In case of MM=HAG and MM-LAG,
it significently related with role overload (r = .52 and .31, P {.01) role
jsolation {r = .22 and .53, P ¢ .01), personal inadequacy (r = .33 and .50,
P {.01) self-role distence (r = .37 and .60, P (.01), rola ambiguity

(r = .41 and .50, P .01}, resource inadequacy (r = .37 end .42, P .01)
ond totsl role stress (r = .74 and .70, P {.01). Further, it was found

to be significantly associated with role eragion in case of MM=LAG. Corre-
lation coefficients ranged between moderate to high. In the case of IASe

HAG role expectation conflict significantly correlated with role erosion

(r

.47, P ¢ .05), role overload (r = .75, P¢ .01) role inadeaquacy

(r = .78, P +01), personal inadeguacy (r = .57, P ¢.0%), self-role distance
(r = .70, P £.01), role ambiguity (r = .66, P g .01), resource inadequacy
(r = 71, P £.01) and oversll role stress (r = .90, P¢.01) (table 19).

The same observation was repsated in case of IAS-LAG, The only expeption
yere role erosion (r = .02, P =N5), personsl inadeguacy (r = .17, P = NS)

and role embiguity (r = .14, P = NS) (Table 20).
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In all the six dichotomized datasets of manageﬁént personnsel, rols erosion
positively and significantly associated with self-role distance, role isola=
tion and oversll role stress score {see table 15 to 20}, It is apparent from
table 15 and 16 that in casé of TM-LAG znd TM-HAG, role erosion correlated
significantly with role isolation (r = .36, and ,71, P ¢ .01), sclf role
distance (r = .37, and ,56, P¢ .01), role embiguity {r = ,28 and .51, P ¢ .01)
and overall role stress (r = .45 and .67, P¢ +01)s Resource inadequacy,
however, correlated significantly with role erceion in case of M-LAG only.
In case of MM~HAG and MM-LAG role erosion associated significantly with role
isolation (r = .41 and .22, P ¢ .01), self-role distance (r = .46 and .18,
P« .01), role ambiguity {r = .41 and .26, P {,01) and oversll role stress

(r = .58 and .34, P¢ .01) (table 17 and 18), Intercorreslation betwsen role
erosion and personal inadequacy (r = .35, PZ .D1) and rescurce inadequacy

(r = .23, P .05) were found to be significant in cass of MM=HAG only

{table 17). As regards dichotomizéd IAS groups, in case of IAS-HAG, role
isolation (r = .64, P4 .01), self-role distence {r = ,53, P ¢ .01), role
ambiguity (r = .49, P .05), personal imedequacy (r = .50, P ¢ .0%) and
overall role stress (r = 460, P £.01) vhereas in case of IAS-LAG, rols
isolation (r = .49, P {.01), self-role distsnce (r = .27, P ¢ .01) as well

2s overall role stress (r = 45, P.(.D1) were found to be positively and
significantly related with role erosion scores. Correlation coefficients,

in all the six datasets ranged between moderate to high.

The intercorrelation between rols overload and personasl inadequacy as well
as overall role stress were found to be statistically significant inasll

the dichotomized datesets (see table 15 to 20) of management personnel.
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In fact, correlationsl anelysis revealed that role overload is one of the
most potérytial atressor o8 it‘-corralatad significantly with all the role
stress factors in five dateasets (teble 15 to 19). Houwever, the only.
exception was fouﬁd in cese of IAS-LAG {table 20). In caa§ of TM.HAG and
TM=LAG, role overloed exhibited significant relationghip with pereonal
inadequacy {r = .34 and .33, P ¢.01), self-role distance (r = .26 and .37,

P ¢ J01), role embiguity (r = .34 and .29, P £.01), resource inadequacy

(r = +41 and .32, P ¢.01), and overell role stress (r = .59 and .54, P ¢.01)
(table 15 end 16). Further, role isolation (r = .28, P (.01) correlated
significantly with role overload in cess of TM-HAG only. In case of MM—HAS
and HM-!;P«G, all the factors of role stress including overall role stress
were found to be 'positivaly snd aignificantly associsted with role overload
(table 17 and 18). As regards dichotomized IAS groups, all the factors of
role stress in cess of IAS-HAG where as only personal inadequecy (r = 35,

P ¢.01) and overall role stress (r = .56, P( .01) in case of IAS-LAG"ra:_latad
gignificantly with role overload (table 19 and 20). Correlation coefficients

ranged betwsen low to high in these datasets.

Intaroo.r:elatinn between roie isolation and factors of role stress such as
gelf-role distance, role ambiguity, resource inadequacy and puerall role |
stress were found to bo statistically significent in all the eix dichotomized
datasets of management personnel (table 15 to 20). In case of TM-HAG and
TM-LAG, role isolation mr::elatad signific._antly with self role digtam§

(r = .51 and .58, P «01), role embiguity (r = .53 and .67, P¢ ,01),

resource inadaquacy {r = .47 and .71, P{ «01) end oversall role streas |

(r = .72 and .75, P .01) (table 15 and 16). Poerscnal insdecuacy
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{(r = .31, P ¢,01) in case of TM«LAG was also found to be sigﬁificantly
agsociated with role isolation (table 15). In case of MM&HAG and

MM=LAG , fola isnlation was found to be positively and significantly
related with all the factors of role stress including overall role

stress {table 17 end 18). In case of IAS=HAG and JASLLAG gelf-role
distance (r = .58, P 4,01 and ¢ = .29, P ¢.05), role ambiguity (r = .59
and .50, P ¢.01), resource inadequacy (r = .63, P£.01 and .39, P ¢ 405),
and overall role stress (r = .B5 and .77, P ¢.01) were found to be
significantly associsted with role isolation (table 19 and 20). Personal
ina&éduacy was again found to be significantly related with role isolation

in case of IAS=HAG only.

Scores on personal inadequacy correlated significaently with pverall
role strass in all the datasets {table 15 to 20). In case of TM-HAG
and TM=LAG, intercorrelation betwéan personal inadequaecy and self
role distance (r = .34 and .41, P {.01), resource inadeguacy (r = .31
and .40, P £.01) and overall role stress (r = .53 and .45, P ¢.01)
were statistically significant, Further role ambiguity in case of
TM-LAG was insignificantly associated with it (r = .25, P = NS)
(table 15 and 16), In case of MM-HAG snd MM<LAG, personal inadequacy

significantly associated with all the factors of role stress includ=

ing overall role stress score (table 17 and 18). In case of IAS-HAG
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personal inadequecy correlated positively and significantly with
self role distance (r = .48, P ¢.05), resource inadequacy (r = .43,
P ¢.05) and overall role stress (r = .60, P (.01) uhereas in case
of IAS-LAG, only role ambiguity (r = .45, P ¢.01) and overall role
stress (r = .30, P ¢ .01) wsre significantly associated with it,

Quantitatively, value of oorrelations ranged betwsen low to moderafe.

Self~-role distance waa found to be significantly sssociated with
overall role stress score in all the six dichotomizsd datasets
(table 15 to 20). As regards dichctomize& ™G datasets, namely,
TM=HAG and T™~LAG, self role distance correlated significantly

with role ambiguity (r = .59 and ,67, P ¢ .01), resource inadequacy
(r = .37 and .75, P ¢.01) and overall role stress (r = .49 end .84,
P« .01) (table 15 and 16). In case of MMHAG and MM-LAG, it was
significantly and positively associated with role embiguity (r = .64
and .35, P ¢.01) resource inadequacy {r = .43 and .19, P¢ «01) and
overall role stress (r = .78 and .50, P ¢.01) (table 17 and 18),
Correlated significantly with self role distance in case of IAS-HAG
intercorrelstion between self-role distance and role ambiguity

(r = .68, P £,01), resource inadequacy {r = .68, P ¢ .01) and total
role stress score (r = .79, P {.01) (table 19) whereas in case of
IAS«LAG correlation coefficient of overall role stress were found to

be statistically significant.{tsble 20).
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Role embiguity, in case TM<HAG and TM-LAG was significantly a#sociated
with resource inadequacy {r = .43 and .66, P ¢ +01) and overall role
stress score (r =.70 and <80, P¢ .01). The same observation was
ropeated in case of MM-HAG and MM-LAG, It was Fo&ﬁd to be significantly
releted with resource imsdequacy (r = .49 and .32, P¢ .01) and overall
role stress (r = +73 and .63, P¢.01)s In case of IAS-HAG and IAS-LAG
also, role ambiguity corraiated significantly with resource inadequacy
(r = .51, P¢ .01 and r = .29, P £.,05) and overall role stress (r = .71,
P¢ .01’;and T = 432, P {.05).

_ . subgrubps
It is evident from table 15 and 16 that in case of both dichotomized/of

TMG, resource inzdequacy correlated significantly with overall role stress
(r = .85 and .65, P(.01). In cass of MM=HAG and MM-LAG, resource inade-
quacy was again found to be significantly associated with total role stress
score (r = .48 and ,57, P ¢.01) (table 17 and 1B), Positive and signi-
ficant intercorrelation betwsen resource inadequacy and cverall role

stress (r = .38 and .84, P ¢ .01) was also found in case of IAS-HAG and

IAS=LAG (table 19 and 20)}.

Above discussion suggests that most of the correlation coefficients among
role stress factors are found to be significant in case of MMZHAG and
MM=LAG,followed by TM=-HAG, TH-LAG, JAS.HAG and IAS=LAG, In other words,
out of 55 correlation cocefficients among role stress factor of sach
dichotomized datasats, 51 correlation coefficients are significant in case
of MM=HAG and MM=LAG; 50 correlation coefficients are significant in case

of TMHAG; 44 correlation coefficients are gignificant in case of TH-LAG
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and JAS=HAG and, 29 correlation coefficients are significant for IAS-LAG,
Further, equal number of correlétiun coefficients were found to be signi-
ficant in both datasets of MMG, Whereas more correlstion coefficients
are found to be eignificant in case of TM-HAG and IRS-HAG as compzred to
T™=LAG and IAS-LAG respectively. It is important to note and can be seen
from preceeding discussion that some correlation coefficients emong role
sfresa factors are gtatistically sigpificant in all the six datasets
-whereés others are significant only in feuw dataeeté and insignificant in

cage of other datasets.

Type=A Behaviour varsug Role Stress:

None of the role stress factots wes found to be significantly related with
scores on Type=A behaviour in case of all the six data sets (table 15 to
20). More precisely, in case of TM-HAG none of the role stress factor
whereas in cese of TM=LAG, six role straés factors were found to.be
significently associated with Type-A scores (tsbla 15 and 16). Tﬂese

role stress factors were -found to be inter-role distance (r = .33, P(,.DS),
role expectation conflict {r = .30, P {.05), role ercsion (r = .28, P ¢ +05),
role oﬁerload {r = .28, P ¢.05), self-role distance (r = .29, P ¢.05), role
ambiguity (r = .35, P (.05), resource inadeguacy (r = +33, P {.05), and
overall role stress scors (r = .42, P¢.B81). In casé of MM-HAG, personal
inadequacy {r = .69, P4{.01) and self-role distance {r = .29, P{.D‘i)
{tsble 17) whersas in case of MM-LAG, interrole distance (rl= «22, P {L01)

and resource insdequacy (r = .13, P (.05) were significantly related with
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Type=A score (teble 18). Some role stress factors, such as role expaectation
conflict {(r = .30 and .18, P¢ .01), role overlosd (r = .26 and .24, P ¢.01),
role 1eclat5l.on (r = .26 and .19, P ¢.01) and overall role st’resa' (r = .22
and .21, P ¢ .01) were positively and si.gnificantly related in cage of bath,
MMG=HAG and MMG-LAG (table 17 and 18)., Ae rsgards dichotomized IAS group,

in case of IAS-HAG, r_-olé ambigt{ity.(.r \5:«42\, P _.01) 2nd querall rols streas
(r = .39, P¢.05) (table 19) mhefeas in cass of IAS-LAG, interrole distance
(r = .42, P £ .01), role expectation conflict (r = .30, P {.05), role erosion

(r = 432, P (+05), role inadequacy (r = ,34, P ¢ ,05) and overall role stress

(r = .40, P £ .05) associated positively and significantly with type-A

pattern of behaviour (table 20).

Above discussion of intercorrelation between Type-A scores and factors of

role stress including oversll role stress score revealed that type-R patter'n

of behaviour is more significantly associated with TMG and IAS p’arsomel of

low age as compared to their collesagues of high age group whereas in case of
MMG, equal number of role stress factors‘cnrralatad significantly with Type=A
scora in both, low and high sge groups. Eight ORS factors correlated with
typee-A score in case of TM-LAG followed by MM-LAG and MM-HAG (6 tactora),las;LaGE

(5 factors), IAS-HAG {2 ORS factors).

State-trait Angér versus Role Stross Factorg:

It cen be seen from tables{lS and 16) that in case of TM-HAG, thres yole

' )
stress factors namely, role expectstion conflict (r = .15, P{.05), role
isolation (r = .18, P (.05) and resource inadsquacy (r = .17, P ¢ .05)

{table 15) whereas in case of TM=LAG four role stress factorsay namely,
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role stagnation {r = 28, P ,05), role expectation conflict {r = .28,
P¢ +05), role overload (r = 430, P ¢ .05), personal inadequacy (r = .47,
P ¢ +01) 2s well as overall role stress (r = .27, P ;.05) (tabla 16)
significantly associsted with state anger. In case of MM=HAG and MM«LAG, 018
stress factors like role stagnation (r = .16 and .25, P € .05), role
expectation conflict (r = 417, P (.05 end r = .22, P ( .05), rols ambiguity
(r = 418 and .27, P ¢.01), as well as overall role stress (r = ,26 and
29, P ¢ ,01) turned out to be positively and significantly related with
state anger {table 17 and 18). Further, salf-role distance (r = ,23,
P £ .05) and resource inadequacy (r = .29, P £.01) in case of MM-HAG

.
(table -17) and role overload (r = .16, P ¢ .05), role isolation {(r = .25,
P £.01) and personal inadequecy (r = .18, P ¢ .01) in case of MM=LAG ware
slso observed to be significantly related with it, As regards dichoto-
mized IAS groups, only one role strass factor, namely, resource inade=-
quacy (r = .47, P (.01) in cese of IAS-LAG (table 20) uhersas none of the
role stress factors in case of IAS-HAG (table 19) correlated significantly

N

with state anger.

More Eprralation coefficients between role stress factors and trait anger
were Found-to.be significant as cuﬁpared to that of state anger. It was
observed that in ease of TM:HAG and TM-LAG, trait anger correlated signi-
ficantly with role stagnation (r = .27 and .45, P ¢ .01}, role expectation
conflict (r = .28 and .31, P ¢.01), role erosion (r = .18, P ¢ .05 and

r = .48, P £.01), role isolation (r = .24 and «56, P (.01), =6lf role
distance (r = .28, P .01 and .30, P £.05), rols ambiguity (r = .22,

P (.01 and ¢ = .34, P (.05), resource inadequacy {r = .26, and .49, P {.01)
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and overall role stress (r = .41 end .49, P¢ .01) (table 15 and 16),
Further, in cese of TM~HAG, it also correlated significantly with

personal inadequacy {r = .25, P ¢ .01), role overload (r = .32, §< .01)

and interrole distance (r = .32, P ¢ .01) (table 15). In case of MM-HAG
and MM-LAG, correlation cosfficients between trait anger and interrole
distence (r = .29 and .28, P { .01), role stagnation (r = .43, P 4 .01)

and © = 415, P ¢ +05), role expectation conf‘iict (r = .35 and .24, P {.01),
role overload (r = .27 and .16, P ¢.01), role isolation (r = 233 and .21,
P £.01), self rols distance (r = .27, P £.01 and r = .16, P £.05), role
ambiguity '(r = .27,8nd ¢24, P ¢ s01), resource inadequacy (r = .29, P { .07
and T =-+16, P { +05) and overall role stress (r = .46 and .30, P {.01)
{table 17 and 18) were found to be positive and stetistically significant,
Further, score on pérsonal inadequacy was found to be significantly
associated (r = .18, P ¢ .01) in case of MM-LAG only (table 18). As
regards IAS=HAG and IAS5-LAG , .‘. can be sean from table 19 and 20 that
statistically significant correlation coefficients were found between trait
anger and interrole distance (r = .33, P (405 and r = .62, P (.01) 28 well as
overall role stress (r = .35, and .46, P ¢ .01) (table 19 and 20). Further
intercorrelation betuwsen trait-anggr and two role stress factors, namely,
role overload (r = «52, P< .01) and rescurce inadequacy (r = .44, P 2.05)
in case of IAS-HAG (table 19) and, three role stress factors, namely, rola
stagnation (r = .36, P ¢ .01), role erosion (r = .27, P¢ .05) and gslf role
distance (r = .42, P¢ ,01) in case of IAS-LAG were found to bs positive

and statisticelly significant (table 20).
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It is evident from above discussion that when the data was dichotomized,
significant correlation coefficients between role atress factors and atate/
trait anger have not revealed any perticular trend, Howsver, significant
correlation coefficients are found to be more in cese of low age groups of
management personnel as compared to their colleagues of high age grﬁup.
More precisely, out of eleven carrelation coefficients betwsen state anger
and role stress factors of each detasst, seven were significant in case of
MM-LAG followed by MM-HAG (6), T-LAG (5), TM-HAG (3) énd JAS-LAG (1), As
regards intercorrelation between ORS factors aﬁd trait anger, eleven
correlation coefficients were significant in case of TM-HAG followed by

MM=LAG (10), MMaHAG (9), TM-LAG (8), IAS-LAG (5) and IAS-HAG (4).

Type-A Pattern of Behau;our vg, State~-Trait Anger:

It can be seen from table 15 and 16 that type-A score in cese of TM-HAG
end T™a=LAG correlsted insignificantly with state-trait anger. In case
of MM-LAG, Type-A score correlated significently with state anger

(toble 18) whereas it was found ta be insignificent in case of MM-HAG
(table 17)s In case of IAS-HAG, intercorrelation between type-A scors
and state anger (r = «45, P 4 ,05) and trait anger (r = +40, P ¢ ,05) were
found to be stetistically significant (table 19)., Trait anger, in case
of IAS-LAG, was found to be significantly associated with type-A score

(table 20).

As regards intercorrelation between state and trait anger scoreg, it can
be seen from table 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20 that state anger correlated

positively and significantly with trait anger in case of TM~HAG (r = .21,
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p¢ .01) (table 15) and MM=HAG (r = .43, P ¢ .01) (table 17) only.
In cese of remsining datascts, namely, TM-LAG, MM-LAG, IAS.HARG and
IAS;LAB, intercorrelstion between these variables were found to be

statistically insignificant,

Overall, above discussion of correletien coefficients among variables
understudy highlight ﬁhe effect of age on role stress, Type-A behaviour

and state-treit anger in different categories of meanagement personnel.

As ragards intercorrelation emong role stress factors, TM-HAG and IAS-

HAG exhibited more significant correlation coefficients as compared to
Tr=LAG and IAS-LAG, Intercorrelation between typs-A score and role stress
factors .revealed that in case of TM=LAG and IAS-LAG, more aarralétion
canFicien#s were significant in comparison to their colleagues of high

age group. Number of significent correlation cosfficients remained same

in case of dichotomized datasets of MMG. Computation of intercorrelation
between state/trait anger scores and role stress factors rsvealed that in
case of management personnel of low age group, more correlation coefficientsg
were significant as coompared to high ege group of managemsnt. psrsonnel.
Hence in the light of above findings, the hypothesis that all the corre-
lation emefficients among variables understudy will be significant in both,
low and high age groups of m;nagement personnel may not be wholly‘SUpported.
Ingtead the findinés suggest that high age of management personal accounts
for more number of significant correlation éoafFicienta among role stress
factors and less number of significant correlation coefficients between

type-A behaviour and role stress factors as well ss state/trait anger and

role stress fectors as compared to low age groups of management personnels
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The purpose of present study could be concised in the following way:

To study the relationship between factors of role stress, type-A
pattern of behavioural disposition and state-trait anger among thres
categories of management personnel such 2s top managers, middle managere
and IAS officeres. The psychometric devices, namely, ORS Scale State-trait
Anger Scale and Can You Type Your Bshaviour were used to assess factors
of role stress including overall role stress, type-A behaviour and state
and trait anger. The study is conducted on samgle of 326 management
personnel comprising of 221 TMG, 326 MMG and 77 IAS officers, Further,
the datasets of above sample {three groups) wers dichotomized on the
basis of role incumbent's age levels, The significance of

difference in average scores pertaining to factors understudy wers
computed for three chmparison group of management personnel as well as
for dichotomized low and high age groups‘of sach management category.
Relationship among rols stress Factors, type-A behaviour and state«trait
anger for each management category as wsll as dichotqmizad groups were

also studied,
The main findinga of the present study are summarized as follow:

1« Inter-role distance and role ercsion are the most dominent contributor

of role stress where as role ambiguity and personal inadeguacy are the

least important contributor for the total sample fo management personnel
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MMG differ significantly in their magnitude of perception'df inter=
role distance, personal inadequacy, ‘self-role distance, and resource

inadequacy as compared to TMG.

TG differ significantly in.their magnitude of perception of role
stagnation, role ergsiun and role isclation types of role stresses

as compared to IAS group. Evidences also suggsst that TMG axﬁarience
signifieantly high role expectation conflict, role embiguity, selfa

role distance and interrole distance {verified in CR test).

Ag compared to IAS group, MMG scored significantly high on role
stagnation, role expectation conflict, role erosion, role iselation
and role ambiguity, Further in median.tasst, personal inadequacy and
overall role stress whereas in Eritical ratio test, self-role distance
ware elso found to be high and significant in case of MMG as écmpared

to IAS group.

Differences in scores on Type-A pattern of behaviours wers found to
be statistically insignificant in cass of all the three datasets of

mansgement personnel.

Differences in scores on state anger were found to be statistically
significant in MMG as compared to TG. Further, statistical tests
alsc revealed MG and TMG as significantly high in mean scores on

state-anger as compared to IAS group.
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7. Differences in scores on trait anger were statistically insignificant

.in case of all the three comparison groups of TG, HHG and IAS peaple,

B, TH=LAG scored gignificantly high on role stagnation, role erosion,
sélf-role'distance, role smbiguity, oversll role stregs and trait-

anger in comparison to TM=HAG,

[

9, Appesrent differences in average scores pertaining to veriables
understudy were found to be statistically insignificant in case

of [M=LAG and MM=HAG,

10. Statistical tests identified IAS-LAG as signifitsntly high on
self-rcle distance type of role stress and trait anger as

comparsd to IAS-HAG,

1. Highef'number of curreiation canfic?ente among Factofs of role
stress including overall role stressuﬁera found ta be positive

'aﬁd ;tétistically significant in case of TMG (53 out of 55
correlsation coefficiants wers significant), followed by MMG

{51 out of 55) and IAS group (44 out of 55).

12. Scores on Type-A pattegn.of behaviour correlafed significantly
with 8 factors of role stress in case of IAS gfoup end & factors
of role stress in case of MMG, All the correlation coefficients
betwzen type-A beﬁabiour and role stress factors were found to be

insignificant in case of ™G,
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13. State anger correlated significantly with eight factors of role
stress including overall role stress scores in case of both, THG
and ¥MG followed by significant correlation coefficiehfs with
two role stress fectors in case of IAS group, Houwsver role strees
factore which correlated significantly with state snger in case of

TG did not necessarily correlate signifigantly in case of MMG,

14, All the role stress factors including ogveral} role stress corre-
lated positively and significently with trait amger in case of
TMG and MMG, In case of IAS personnel, however six correlation
coefficients between trait anger and role stress factors were

found to be significant,

Intercorrelation among factors of role stress, type-A pattern of
behaviour and state trait anger, in case of agewise dichotomized
‘datasets of TMG, MMG and IAS personnel revealed following infor-

mations:

(8) In cese of TMuHAG, 50 correlation coefficients emong role stress
factars me;e found to bs stetistically significent followed by

44 significent corrslstion coefficients of TM-LAG,

(b) in case of both, MM=HAG and MMLAG, equal number of corrselation
coefficients among role stress factors (each 51) were found toc be

statistically sipnificant.

(c) In cass of IAS=HAG 44 correlation coafficients among role stress
factors including overall role siress wers found to be statisticelly
significant followed by 29 significant correlation coefficients of

IAS-LALG,



(d)

(e)

- (F)

B2

Cut of eleven correlation coefficients betwean type-A pattern
of behaviours and role stress factore including overall role
stress, eight correlation cosefficients were found to bé gigni-~
ficant in case of TN=LAG followed by MM-LAG and MM-HAG (6 a@ach),

IAS=LAG (5) and IASZHAG (2).

When stete angsr was correlated with role stress factors, seven
correlation coefficients were found to be statistically signi-
ficant in case of MM=LAG followed by MM=HAG (6), TM=LAG (5),

Ti=HAG (3), and IAS-LAG (1).

When the trait anger was correlzted with role stress factors
all the elsven oorrelation coefficients were found to be
statistically significant in case of TM=HAG followsd by MM<LAG

(18), MMaHAG (9), TM<LAG {8), IAS<LAG (5) and IAS-HAG (4).
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ORS SCALE

Please do not write anything on these pages. Responses should be given
Oon a separate answer sheet provided to you.

People have different feelings about their roles. Statements describing
some such feelings are given below. Use the answer sheet to write your
responses. Read each statement and indicate in the space against the
corresponding number in the answer sheet how often you have the feeling
expressed in the statement in relation to your role in your organisation. Use
the numbers given below to indicate your own feelings.

~ If you find that the catésory to be used in answering does not adequately
indicate your own feelings, use the one which is closest to the way you feel.
Do not leave any item unanswered. Answer the items in the order given
below. . \

Write G if you never or rarely feel this way
1 if you occasionally (a few times) feel this way
2 if you sometimes feel this way
3 ifyou freq'uently feel this way

4 if you very frequently or always feel this way

1. My rale tends to interfere with my family life.

2. I am afraid | am not learning enough in my present role for taking up higher
© responsibility. .

3. Iam not able to satisfy the c6nﬂictin3 demands of various people over me.
4. My role has recently been reduced in importance.

5. My workload is too heavy.

Prepared by Udai Pareek and published by Navin Publications, Ahmedabad. ¢ 1982, idai Pareek
Reproduction in any form will violate the copyright.




Write 0 if you never or rarely feel this way _
1 f you occasionally (a few. times) feel this.way
2 if you sometimes feel this way
3 you frequentiy feel this way

4 if you very frequently or always feel this way

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Vs
Other role occupants do not give enough attention and time to my role.

;| do not have adequate knowledge to handie the resbonsibilities in my

role.

. | have to do things in my role that are against my better judgement.
. 1am not clear on the scope and responsibilities of my role (job).

. 1 do not get information needed to carry out responsibilities assigned to

me.

| have various other interests (social, 'religious etc.) which remain
neglected because | do not get time to attend to these.

I am too preoccupied with my present rolc respons:blllty to be able to
prepare for taking higher responsibility.

| am not able to satisfy the conflicting demands of the various peer level
people and my juniors. L

Many functions of what should be a part of my role have been assigned to
some other role.

The amount of work | have to do mterferes with the quality | want to
maintain.

There is not enoush. interaction betWeen my role and other roles.
| wish | had more skills to handle the responsibilities of my role;

I am not able to use my training and expertise in my role.

| do not know what the people | work with expect of me.

| do not get enough resources to be effective in my role.



wrte 0 if you never or rarely feel this way

1 if you occasicnally (a few times) feel this way
2 if you sometimes feel this way
"3 ifyou frequently feel this way

" 4 if you very frequently or always feel this way

21.

29.

23.

24.
25.
26.
e7.
?8.
29
30.
31.

32.
33.
34,
35.

My rote does not allow me to have enpough time with my family.

| do not have time and opportunities to prepare myself for future

.challenges of my role.

| am not able to satisfy the demands of clients and others, since these are
confiicting with one another.

| would like to take more responsibility than | am handling at present.
| have been given too much responsibility.

| wish there was more consultation between my role and other roles.
i have not had pertinent training for my rolé.

The work | do in the organisation is not related to my interests.
Several aspects of my role are vague énd unclear.

| do not héve enough people to work with me in my role.

i

My organisational responsibilitieé interfere with my extra-organisational
roles.

There is very little scope for personal growth in my role.

The expectations of my seniors conflict with those of my juniors.

1 can do much more than what i have been assigned.

There is a need to reduce some parts of my role.

3



Wrte 0 f you never of rarely feel this way
1 fyou occaaohally (a few times) feel this way
2 if you sometimes feel this way
3 if you frequently feel this way

4 f yoLfvery frequently or always feel this way

36.

37.
38.

39.
40.

41.

492,
43.

44,
45.

46.

47.
48.
49,

50.

There is no evidence of involvement of several roles (including my role)in
joint problem solving or collaboration in planning a¢tion.

I wish | had prepared myself well for my role.

If I had full freedom to define my role | would be doing some thnnss
different from what | do now.

My role has not been defined clearly and in details.
| am rather worried that | lack the necessary facilities needed in my role.

My family and friends complain that | do not spend time with them due to
heavy demands of my work role. :

| feel stagnant in my role.

| am bothered with the contradictory expectations different people have
from my role.

I wish | had been given more challenging tasks to do:

| feel overburdened in my role.

[
Even when | take initiative for discussions or help, there is not much

response from other roles.

| need more training and preparation to be effective in my work rote.

I experience conflict between my values and what | have to do in my role
I am not clear as to what are priorities in my role. |

I wish | had more financiai resources for the work assigned to me.



ANSWER SHEET ~ ORS SCALE

Read instructions carefully before responding on this sheet

NAME - SEX AGE DATE
ROLE ORGANISATION |

. ——— 1t — 2. —— 3. _——. &} .  — 1RD 1

2. . 12, _——. 22. _.. 32, —_ 42 -—_  __. BS 2

3 — 13 — 23 — 33 — 43 ——- —— REC 3

4, — 14 —— 24, ___ 34 ___ 44 .  ___ RE 4
5, ——. 15 __ 25, _—__ 3. __ 4 . ___ RO &
6 —— 16 _._. 26 _——_ 36 — .- 4. _—— .. Rl 6
7. —— 7. 27 —. 37, —— 41. —._  _—_ Pl 7
8. — 18 — fz_r's.' ~.— 38 -—. 4. . . —— SRD ' 8
9. —— 19, —.. 29, — . 39. —._ 49 —.~ RA 9

19— 200 —_ 30. — 40.. —— 50, - -——— RIN 10

Prepared by Udai Pareek and published by Navin Publications, Ahmedanad. fgy 1982 Uda Pareek
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Test form for the 4TAS S-Mger Seale’-ia tur o s fa >
SELF_ ANALY SIS JUESTIONHAIRE (STAS FORMAK) oL <t 71wl (.

Directions: A number of statemenity that peoplevtss: tof deschibe themsalvos nie oo
are ziven below. Read each stztenzoivand -then. gncische-thesappeopriate. “tion onicl
numbsr on the answer sheet to indicate how you feel right now. There are
no correct or incorrect answers. Jo not svend too much time on any onsg
statement but npive the answer which seems to describe your present feslingsg
oest.

NOT AT SOMe SODCRATELY VERY [MRUCH

AL WH AT 50 30
1« 1 am furious 1 2 3 4
2. I am annoyed 1 2 - 3 4
3. :a;le like banging on the 1 9 3 4
4. 1 fesl:angry ' 9 2 4 4
5. 1 'feel aggravated 1 2 3 4
6. I feel irritated 1 2 3 4
7. I feel like yelling at somebody 1 z 3 4
B. I feel like breaking things 1 2 2 4
9., I am resentful 1 2 3 4
1. 1 am mad 1 2 "3 ' 4

1. I feel lika I'm abcut to : .
explode 1 2 3 4
12. I feel frustrated. 1 2 3 "o
13. 1 feel like hitting someons 1 2 3 4
t4. I am burned up 1 pi z 4
15. -I feel like swearing 1 2 3 4

Copyright () 1979 by C.D. Spielberger. Doveloped in collaboration with
L. Barker, S. Russell, R, Silva de Crane and L. Westberry. Reproduction
of this questionnaire by any process without permission is prohibited.
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Tast Form for tihw afas T-Ager Scale
SELF=-AMALYSLS QUESTICN 1WIRL (L3TAS FURM X)

Diroectigng: A number of stataments which people havu used to describe them-
selves are given below., Road zach stetwment and then encircle thw appropri-
ate number on thz answer sheet teo lndiczte how you gunerally foel. Thera
are no right or wrong enswers. Do r-t spend too much time on any one stata—-
ment but give the answer which ssems to describe how you generally feel.

ALMOST 50Me- OFTEN ALMOSY

NEVER TIMES ALWAY §

6. 1 am quick tempored X 1 2 3 4
17. I get annoyed when I am singlad

out for corraction 1 2 3 4
18« 1 am a hot-headed person 1 2 3 4
19. I have a fiery tomper 1 2 3 4
20, I feel angry 1 2 3 4
21. I fesel irritated A 1 2 3 4
22. I get angry when I'm slowed

down by others' mistakes 1 2 3 4
23+ I feel annoyed uwhen I am not given _

recognition for doing good work 1 2 3 4
24. 1 fly off the handle ; ‘ 1 2 3 4
25. WUWhen 1 get mad, I say nasty things 1 2 3 4
26« Peoplc who think they are

always right irritato me 1 2 3 4
27. Uhen I get frustrated I feel

like hitting somoone 1 2 3 4
28. I fesl infuriated when I do good :

job and get a poor evaluation 1 2 3 4
23, It makes my blood boil when I am

prassurad 1 2 3 4
30. It makes ma furicus when I aw

criticizod in front of others 1 2 3 4 .

Copyright () by C.D. Spielberger. Develapsd in collaboration with L. Barker,
S» Rugsell, R, Silva de Crane and L. livstborry., Reproducticn of this
questionneire by any process without writtea purmission is prohibited.
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Len You Type Your Bohaviour?

-—wards o - ..——.-—

Are, you Type A7 Do you. charactoristically oxhibit Typo A troite? Anaswor
thd questions in "Typa Your Bghavior," B8atter yot, essk your spouso or
best friond to answer tho guestions for ycu. Asspssing your own porsone-
plity is soldom accurate, Doctor Friedman balioves that becsuse so meny
Type A ingividuals rationalize their oun behaviors, they seldom can type
thomsolves honustly. They deny thoir Typo A traxts since they aco thom
2s signs of Ynormal, hoalthy, vibrant living.'

The best method for deciphering behavior types is the structured inter-
view, where you would ask individuels . questions similar to those in
'Type Your Behaviour. Their answers would only provide the first clue
since a trained interviower ebacrves the behaviors oxhibitod es the
questions are asked, The interviewsr would state: "When you go on a
vacation do you alweys....% then peuse and swe if the person being
intsrviowed would jump in with impatient expressions like “uh, huh, uh,
huh, you mean..." or even finish the question fer the interviewer,
Other clues would come in the form of rapid eye movements, posture,
jiggling of the knee, facial tautness, and explosive speech patterns
without the clinical essistance of a trained interviower, take the
second bast mothod and ask & friend who knows you well for thcxr honest
improssions, :

You have just completed your personal “Richter" scale on how voatile

your persocnality. is, Add the number of "Yos" rosponsea and plot that
numbor on tha cant inuum scala that follows.

Type A and Typo B managers characturxstically aro dicotomized as polar

' oppositoes; ong being hurried, got-ahoad, campot itive while the other is
relexed, casy going and securc., While they. appear to bo polar oppositos,
for more practical interpretstion you should consider yoursolf on a con-
tinuum from A, to 8,. Place an.X on- tho continuun bolow that corrosponds
with ycur score in "Typﬂ Your Bohavior.'

Your position is important in dotorming the strategy you will usc to
change your bohavior,

08 16 14 1z 10 & & & 2 o
(Numbor of "Yos" answors)

- -

*Reproduced for restricted usoc from Water H, Gmolch: Buyond Stress to
£f foctiva Management. Now York: John Wiley, 1982,

to



Positions A, and B, represent the extreme T}pe A and Type B individuals.
Few-of-us fall into either oxtreme position, While a racent study of
managers placed 60 percent as Type A, 27 percent were A_.. At tho other
end, only 12 perceat were fully deueloPBd-B1'a. We a2ll have a bit of
Typo A within us, . :
where did your score fall? Are you strict Type A in the A, positicn?
If =0, Dr, Friodman hes bad news since he has yot td change an A, to
any shadec of 8 unless thoy havo first had a hoart attack and survived,
In other words, tho Typoc A pattern is so ingrained that it requires
strong motivation to cvarcomo.

If you have classified yourself as A1 do not lct this alone causo you
nheart failure. Romombor, solf-assossment is soldom totally accuratc and
should be followed up by e trained physician or clinician—using tho
structured intorview tochniqua, if possiblo.

For all the rost of us who arc A-ish thoro aru many tochniquos wo can use
to become shados of B8 if wu choosc. First, review tho questions in "Typa
Your Behavinur® wherou you indicsted "Yas", e sign of a Type A trait, Ask
yourself the simple question, do 1 want to changa? Is this trait dotri-
mertsl to mé, my colleagues, my rolationship with my fricnds and family?
If the answor is yes, thon writo in tho spacc next to thu guoeat ion a
simple techniguo on how to bogin changing thst part of your behaviar.

For example, if you tond to sposk rapidly so poople have a hard timo
undorstanding what, you say, remind yourself tuenty timcs a day. to
tgpgak, slowly.” ‘Uso any gimmick that works, - for instance writa “spcak
slowly® on a pleco of papar and put it in ycur pockot or nurse. Every
time you put your hsnd in your pockot or purse (dozens of times a day
for most of us) you feel that piccu of paper and automatically remind
yoursolf to "speak slowly." Keop carrying the papecr with you for 3 few
weoks and 1like magic you will find a chango in your spcech pattarn,
Oncu you -from habits, they will hslp form you,
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frllowing questions by indicating what applicd too Yol urten

1. Dor sou feel coupelled to dc most things in a hurry?

2. Are you usually the first one throush during a menl?
3. Is it difficult for you tv relax, even for a fe. ~ur.,?

4. Do you hiate t. vrit in line at g restaursni,. bosl, o oL re®

2+ Do you fraquently try t. 2u sevel thinge =t the c-.e .ime?

6. ATe you gencrally disspvisfied wiwlh what w hav
acccmlicshed in life?

7. Dt you enjoy cuapetition and feel you alvays nave oo ooin?

3. Yhen oiher yeople sjeah slewly de you find yourselr iiving
tc rush ihem zlong by finishing the sentence [or l.oin?

+ DG you become impatiznt when sumeone dces the Job £lonly®?
[

-2 10, when engaged in conversativn do you usually fe:l ¢ i1:elled

i tell others about your cwn interests?

11. Do you become irritateu when something is not done
exactly right?

12. Do gou rhsh thrtfp?h?ymr tasks to get them done as
e?

quiCkly as poseib .

15. Do you feel you ere constantly under pressure to got
' more done?

14. In the pasi few year:, have you taken less than your
allotted vacation time?

.~ 15. ¥hile listening to other pecple do you usuglly find

your uind wandering to other tasks and subjects?

e 16. Wnen you mect aggressive pecple, do you usually feel

compelled to compete with them? s

—w17. Do you tend to talk fast?

__._._A . 18. Are you too busy with your job tc have ‘!}.:i:__r_t)t_;‘_ for

hobbies and cutside activities? ~

e . 19. Do you sesk and need recognition frem your boss ané parrg?

. " .= 20. DC you tase pride in working best "under pressure?"

12



