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Da"wurkerz daﬂt Contrdrfat WGrk ar: Don £ They. Some Rasults on

nial and Ad}ustment

vjpb,redesgg th £:

thedr Qgﬁkcfcantfol» Various stidies in"theffgélm of stress at. work have shown that

a;sampie Qf 206" mal., control at mork is relateqftq p5ychc1ogica}"impaihmenf

Gardall, 1971"harasek 1979 Some wrife?élﬁaée disctssed

'contral as & moderatxng var!able, that is. that. stress haé a i

ental 1n¥luence un, for exampie, mental and: phy51cal health

:Dﬂtrcl-xs Low, but not thn ccntro] is high (e a-

‘;A‘978- Karasek 19793 Semmer‘~!982).-Th15 latter v1ew~;qme$ closer to

+he labordtory cnncept i whiich lack of- control and. aversive .
: have been romh;ned to praduce helplessnes= (Glaséb& Singer,

uplxcman‘ 197 5 The:e,and~51m13nr studies. farm.one basis for

prngrams 04 qu @nrxchmcnt. high ievels of influeaAdie at work. ars

0. the negatlve prectg i vif a=vumed ‘to'be bennr~cxgl {ar mental health as weli as for

rejection. Thls S : - o »pradurtlvltv :
ailv contra‘\ / ':xdea‘ houever, has. nmt gone uncnallengﬁd. Therg are at

TEqst two lﬂpcrtgnt argumevts that advncates of b errichment have

Dn= is on the prartzral level: wract1t10n=rs g¥t=n'

repcrt that some\people 51 io ot want more 3n£luenc§ Ln-the:r

(Nal,}:-;er 5 Macriott, '1951). A second one is mors theoraetical,

fposxng that some wor&ers have Vittle asairatibn for :ontrul and. thus

re\nqt vulnerable to the psychulogtcal problems fhat can be,

':pr duced bv lack of cuntrol.

Everv practitianer of JDb des1gn can’ tell of: peuple who refuse

par‘tnc:l.pate Anc. control Enhancxnn prcgrams, and’ ever—y manager

aws peopln th seem Lo be happ1est with the must borxng dabs.

'~Aﬂded contrul -at work usually leads tu added responstbllzty, sa . that

"cne lerespun51ble for: errars and is subject to repr1mand for them.

'ZSQme-hgueecqllar_workers, there#nre,-éu nat lxke to have their

creased. Th15 argument 15 often taken as: reason: for. not

'tryang grcgr me ﬂf me enr:chment and sem:—autonomeus wark grcups.




xndustrv and have adjusted

andeIoDd pnxntfoututhat

irationslevell without sufficient reality orisntation:(Vaillant,

It fcllowﬁ Hrom: the=e theore*1ca1 aruumenfs that a warker s

’meqt, “1cam nct 1ntarested zn control at work; " .can be

,}n*erpreted 1n twa uays. The: flrst inferpretatlcn is concerned u1th

'the as, 1ratxcn ‘Tevel fur cantroi For e‘smple, “y hav

adjusted my

 aspxrat1ons TQF cnntrnl “therefore, Indo nat care abaut la:k of jf‘

control.> Th;s adjustment may:. ta}e pIqCE ‘hefore one actually starts

ng Gr aswd results of lack of cantraol “at the wurP place. In: both

'cases the adxus*ment pos;tzcn xmp‘xns tha+ jackiof contrc} does’ not

”,_ln qhto negsiyve cansequances whgn one ‘has adjusted a_,ordxngly_

~'Tﬁe:5étgnd LR imp];es'a defense, "in which tHE'wcfPer’uses
hé,aréumeht'af the fow in the fable wﬁn;turﬁed awéy fédm the grapeées
o were ouy of reachy saying they weferioaréuur anyway. {squr

ol boin i khis seﬁﬁe,~s/He is.€§§tng: “Ijém struggling o
f}=ep dawn ‘v “aspirationsil tFy tooconvinee myseff that‘I really am’
3 _,ferest=d incortrali® Thie :nterpfétat10n doeé‘ndt necessari iy
; ‘cq@ceﬁt of san uncanscious: process Df‘répfessign —= it
'Réif‘be an.effcrt~thatf15 ﬁr:ncipal]y,‘buf»ﬁqt';lways,
Q{ﬁoﬁ5c1ousneés (ér&élyxi 1979). The result-of ‘

rep?éé ian;iﬁbwevérf ig that fhe”hagging'thought of not haQingv

“enough-controlis cut 6f ‘conséciousness.” This sour grape view implies

““that-the “potential negative effects df’nqﬁfccntrpl persist even

'Qﬁen\bhe7ae¥onds agsinst  themi’

.'\ NThe central Issue:of th15 paper Lsrfordetermihe whether or not -

g heIps th= worker:-toreduce the negatIVE‘cnnsequences of
nuncontrol when a worker says that s/he does not want ta: have any

Eﬁgure control: (called "contralbrEJEctinn“)' If-the aspxratlon level
o ;Uﬁtéol has been adjusted“and thus leads. to control: re;ectxan,

ane

muid hypathe51ze asreduction of otherwlse negatxve

consaq ances, “Har ewampLe 1n tha area cof psychosumatxc health.

statement af d151nterest Just reflects al facade

and

(defense. that the person is ,eep;ng up for him oor harsel:'




Je"t on shoqld not"have surh ﬁffects- In- terms Df & regressxon
the moderatar huuld.-thprefure. e ot a: subtractxve form

Nonrmntrol o Cantfﬂl Re;ectzon (w;th the

cadxng fcr rah*rol rpversed ad thaf ‘a high valus of thls 1ntﬂreu:txcm

vv berm 1nd1catE% that adJustment-has not taken pIaCEJJ'Th15,moderatcr

"Shauld have & pO‘lleE carrelatlmn with ps vchmldgicé impairment

:QLCOFdKﬂQ to the ad)ustment pusitzan.

Ery :ontras‘ to thig hypcthesxs. the sour qrape posztxon

ests that the' relatlonshxp between =ub3ect1ue rnntrol and
'ﬂ>psychologlral xmpaxrment sheuld hold. reuardless of the Ievel of
ok reisction,  since ‘the saur grape reacticn ‘does nct help. to
clhrvelyreduce [al;T=Re~-% negd for: control.- . !

Ftncw turn'toxfhe second model: that -the dv=+nnct10nal etfect

aloaw tevel of confrolb-ig éeﬁendept upon - the stress;leve,.

_Qc;@r@ihgkto experimenta}'Eviﬁenceffslass % Singer, 1972 Geligman,

”71"_975/-:) and same field studies (Semmerd, 1982) , a2 low Ie\{éi of. control

v;hée & rdvsfunctional ef%ecf'éhlvahen stress. is high. Tﬁe relevant
mhL*iplicatiQe intera:ticn;té}m\in the regresgionnénaiysis‘isz

(aaain‘with the .coding of &dntfdlikeversed, so

gh - ‘scare: implies +ha must dysfunctional candxtxon of tittle
~and-hlgh‘ctresﬁ, and ‘a1 ow’ scare the mosi .positive condition
quh control “and lxttIE'strPss 2 The dx*fnrent pusifibns with

>begqrd ‘toithe var:ahle contrul re1ect10n lead aga:n to dxfferentv

_hypqthese_. Acrurdan to the adJustment pos1tlon. this interaction
gérm “Ncncontrol ®% Gtress' should iteel+ be-affected: by control
rejection, Control regectlan helps to undo the moderator effect of
cantrol —-— . the stress Eituétion~does not:  instigate . a need for
}tgﬁtfu}~(gince one fias a Tow need'for~contéc1), and one raeacts
\CA{mly to the situationc Sin&e;higher control rejection means that
”ﬁhé*really-dceévnot waht-tO\hawe control, this situation should be
Vvsiﬁfian tD,actually’héving»édntrol at ‘work. Only when one has a high:
’.need:fbr controlis the interaction af "Noncantrolix Stress" related"

“ta psychological dysfunctioning: Thus, in terans of ‘a regression




AS part ofa larger studv an. 5tre=s at uorL, E queétinhnaire on

ol strgg;" should St111 ””1 K S ; :  'chtrGl regectxon was - developeﬁ and used in a cross-— sectlonal Stud"

Jrevan Nhen\"(NDnchtrol‘ '”:jiSubJects werae ‘mals blue~rollar workers in. the metal 1ndu5try in West

Gt any; To 1P=u—e the. znclus1on Df rural a= we} 2s Urban centers,

e factor1e= oF the rural =outh and urban mlddl# Germanv weEre

se‘e"ted ¢or the =tudv Thev belonc@d to dl‘ferent comnanles and"

apefposttidn:aiSo»lead 3 : : 'uere,ﬂtgel and dutomebile:factories: TO_Dbta;n a mige range in

ar ab‘eé‘with which: contralv‘v : Ireievan+:vacturs ti.e., control ‘At work, ‘complexity of work, and.

|n(en51Fv of work speed), the w,rP placﬂs were sel=c+ed wgfh the

help of = =hort screenlng 1nstrument. ‘A project member wa

Fhrolgh the fac*nrtes and- rated varxnus wori places thh th= help 04

'bx=:qcreenxng 1nstrumen* on, the' varxables cantral, complevltv and
alged 1n and Tive: xn larger cztles;’and tm,ﬂ : blnLensva DT wch spe@d-\Th‘s rating: was done in caoperatxon with
; b ‘lrst llne Snpervxqors and. shop stewards- After these rat;ngs, an
attemp} was;made to 1nc1ude work places 1n?the ;ﬁudy tﬁat’weré on

 Ehé'eyfréme ende of - the three d1men510ns. Once a particular: dob was

'1ncluded onithis basis, three or’ more wor#ersiwere selected at

'frandom evcept in those Cases where thera were fewer than 4 - morkers.

_worPxng inrapacticular jobu Df the 250 worPers thus selected 218

Cwere & ]e*to partxcxpatei There were .no refusals, bt some of the

'forganx’atlonal prublems of Lntervxewxng them were too dxffxcult to

'overcome (e.g., schedullng so that productlan would nnt be

dxsturbed) OF- the 218, 12 more had ‘to be rejected because the data

came from: recent German: burn 1mmlgrants from Poland who dxd not

”speak Garman well enough.. The partxc;pants fllled Qut a

quest annalre on. twe separate days- They . were payed fDr the1r

1on (at a: hxgher than the;r usual hourly wage). The




*prnredurns oF th15 Pxna Ipad tg the pFNblen of artl#xcxal zero

storgs ‘qcuthwuod 1978). To rule auts that this prohxem leads to

f?i;seﬂvregults, 3 sensitivity test was done by rinning all of the

ith: arbltrarv cohstahtsfof Svand 10 added to the z-scored .

s 1n=tead uf 2.3 asiin thereﬂaﬁpie éﬁb?eg 5

4&*“10 mas addnd ta each of th varxabiesy. Resulte wxll-be

3 1nterpre*eH on}y where these sen51t1v1tv tests do not Iead tc

mas‘ 1mportant

mat1c cnmplalnt the thrge of the Betsa lactuelLy addxng dx#%erent,constants does

e

An 1ritial measure o+ contrgl rejection was congtructed along

ke ]fnes'o4 the FPersorn Environment: Fi'ti Model (Frenchy Hogers, %

;bb. 1274 Thas{ questions were asked concernina =5pi?at*cn= and

-the dctual control situation: The items for neasur1ng aspxrat]on=

as#ed whether it is 1mportant for the person to haf

e mre 1n41uence

'reaard’nc certain: aspects at ucrb in the companv n the labor

_and in the commun1ty. ‘The'results of a pllﬂt studv (N= &8)'64.

Afb]pe”éollar-wcrkers indicated that the 11 ‘tem¢ produced Tittie

varisnce end. that the item curves were highly =bewed. Atl those who

"were'$ested wanted more contrcl than they: had at the time of this

MV (usxng & scale from one: ta two, the- averaue mean: DF +the items

-»was 1.75 = the mode of every:-item was: 2 the "average med1an was 1.82,
“and the average standard deviationiwas 0.05). This can be taken as
iV'e/'v'i’chzm:e'-Fcn" a high: need Far/gontrol in practically ‘all workers. One -

have stopped at: this pbint,andiconcluded that' there actually

orevidence: for appreciab1Ef6i$§evences in controlaspirations in

collar warkers. Huwever, that woiuld have been unfaxr to the

esis’ advanced in the 11terature and particularly: by

txnners nf wnrk dasxgn t at ong does come a:rnss dxfferen:es.




dicated that

Ed tnms and ihe

ranqed»fram "xs
AxiiInithe case: cf the.

vch 11Pe ﬁ" "very et .

three lavels

con: th:c sccrEC‘Hence, 161asyncrat1c and p0551b1" xllusorv

unswers were sliminatediin: thisg, 1ndex to.a ‘certain: evtent.;ll =En
he taken as a More. "Dbje:tlve“ measure than the

; xndxvtd“as 5 estxmate on the, recpe:tzve dimension.. At the same., fxme.

thxﬁ lrue does not. Encnurter the. problems of . the cbserver ) short

tlme saa a# abservatloq {(no Aipha 15 computed at this 1eve1 becau:e

fthe values of: the who1e scales and.’ nat the individual. 1tems waere

l‘usedi.

The: various scales, a’‘sample item, . and the Cfmnbach‘sﬂélphés
ewséalEﬁ‘used in this sEudv/are\ﬁresented in Table ?; To,.-

agsess worP place dimensions. the: TQllDWlﬂG scale=-wern u=ed Control

tne possibitity: ror decxslons quard}na one ts ou,

't,es gt wark? [ coaplexity (lavel: of dxff1cu1tv =23 fhe an:,

‘and: psychological stress atioviork. Psychelogical strass is: asses.—:ed

"dpﬁ of ‘stales conceraing dncertainty . if- the Jjobl isuch as

t:e= and ronflxct=', organizational prob!emc te.g.yunot

~env1ronmental stre =€:(e as

eded mater;al an *1me

_anger~u$ accxdents,-an 1nten51ty‘lx.e.. speed | o* work) .

e good thenretlcal and: emp}rxral reason= for: aaurngatxna the

Len! psycholcuxcal stress. The i fferent 5cales of, this index

,correlate with each other. and fora.s new scale, uhen each camponent

swork. The carrelat1uns nf the main varxables are presented

Tﬁe correlation hetween. ubserved angd subvectlve control
s qu1t= hxgh ‘while the carrespondlng ccrrelatxon between observed
and sub;ect1ve 5tress is relatxvely low.

e psychoscmatxc complaint. list:is a slxghtlv modlfxed version

of the scale by Fahrenberg 1979} (modlfzed by Mohr,: Note 1). It
lists several psychosamatic ccmplaxnts {headaches, etomach aches,
etc ) and zs similar to the various Englzsh scales on somatic

evga the one used by Caplan, Cobh, French, van Harrtscn




”;eﬁsnbjectfmés sised, 0

dapted by Hohr. Nnte 1)‘~

rnretatlnn ar the data.

- s o . - . - o ‘
"reﬁultsware essentia11Vvthe?=ame«when~athee canstants (+5 - and +10)

are added ta the 1ndependent z~standardxzed variabhles.

EECGnd madex s runceptualx’ed an the basxs of ~the

'experxmenta ﬁ_ & that the xnteractxnn of lack of contrul and
stress. produces psychulgg1cai 1mpa1rment {the rezevant v

mul ti 11cat1ve term. A Noncontroi 3 Btress). Correepondlngly, the

’pote t‘al moderator effect of control. ‘rejection is. based on: the

ﬁfci!owLﬂg xnteract1an term: (Nmncontrn‘ ~=CR} x Stress.

faddxtxonally,~the 11near camponenfe of. these Lnteraftlan terms were

fncluded in the regression analysls, In Table 4, the multlpllcat1ve

‘“Noncantrol ¥ . Btress” is ehnwn to carry s1nn1¥1cant

"=tandardz-ed regression coe#fzc;ents an .the group and -on the
rsubjectxve 1evels._1t has the highestiregression weight in each

/Dn the other rana.,the moderator term “(Nancontral é CRY %

'f”Etrees"” s hot sanxfiranf or approachlng §1nn1f1cance 1n arny:af the

1reuressxan analyses. Thare 128 sxgn1+1cant negat‘ve regr9551on
we1ghf Fcr *“Nancontral, = CR™ on the subjective level. Although. the
regress;cn w51ghts of "(Nnncontrol ey R) ¥ Stress" areg not

'”,F,rant, the signs :of these regreeston wexghts are largely

'.negatlve¢ A¥liof these results are reproduced when the stabil:ty

tests

ith:the twa other :onstants 5= ‘and 10) are performed.

eCDbkeiates of~Cuntr01-QEjectiQd'

The results are presented in . Table: 5. Cnntrnl rejection

'chrrelates,vln general, with :ontrol at work and complexity of work,

cand s related to-skill- level.iIn.the case of skills, the results

-,'are somewhat complicated, but. they are generally in the dxrectlcn

fthat the worksrs w1th greater sk1lls show less control re:ect1nn
.(mean Far-unskilled 1.92, SEmlSklllEd 2.32, -and skxlled _.11).;There
: are onky & unskilled blue—collar workers in our sample, so that the

'an of 172 {ar this nroup is not. very stable. The dx!ference

"between the ‘semiskilled and the sk:lled is still. significant: when'
the two: Large groups are cumpared Eet, 142)- 4. 922, gﬁ,ns). In

oﬁl




Et'dnes°not

mddératur:'

at warkgand psychaeamat:c

erm‘“Nonconhroll ~Stress”
's“evxdence-speav

ment posxtxan Sugg' ts

:n:rnl ‘rejsction ¢hould be

negatlve (althcugh only ofe:

eta on thE group leval/xn

;does notw moderate the mnre

rerectxon

ss;an-cdeff151ents»g4'the

1Pe overad)ustment may ‘

Bt 3

1nts 15 more; compat1b1e with the data.,'!'

’Thug, :nntrol rejectian does: not seem . to: have benef1c1al

1e¥¥ects¢ *here are evan mild negat:ve effECts, as is undersccred bv

*he qmall but: q;gnx%xranf poq*ttve correlation. with DSychasoma+1r

lvcompla nts‘(r—.IQ N=157, E‘ 05

m;Gther currelates af cnntral regecttan simi-larly po:nt tm the
concluszon that the s00r urape 1nterpretat10n of control regect1cn
is more adequatﬂ. Cantral re;ertxon 15 negatively related tc

subJectxve and ohserved cnntral, aS'well as-to complexity ot work

= .aken as. indicators. of resources at the work place) , and tb skill .

: _Ievel. Th15 f*ndxnu is 10 aCCurd wlth the sour . grage reactxon
'posxtlon that hypoth951’es control: rejectinn to be 2 react1cn to
7rlack uf ‘personal and work pxace resources. ﬁccurdxng to Hujln and

lﬂBloBd = a'gumenus controt rEJectlon shoumd b= related toireligion

'and tayhavlng grnwn up iaa smal] town. There ds.a sli ght,’

_ﬂ!et'anahlp between the size of the town -one currentlv iives in and
contral rejection, but the relatxoﬁshlp is enactly oppas:te ‘to the

one: that would be in-line with Hulln and Hlood's arguments. Feople

Cfrom: small tuwns ‘tend to have the hxuhﬂst score in contrcl

Partxcxpatxun in the labor union also fails tao” Hu11n and

line of reasanings in cantrast to their thDthEElS,:NDFPIHQ

"cla§=burlented persons: tend to have a -higher cnntrnl regectxnn rate.
Partlcxpantg in..1labor union act1v1txes have lomer control rejection
’,than those who are ' not active.’ Thus, the hypntheses that result from

':the ad;ustment pDEltan cart all bhe rejected ulth these data.

" Person— Enviroament Fit as a Special Case of the Adiustment Position

"ihé3spe¢ia1~interpretatinn of " the-adjustment position: could. be

‘made wzth;n ‘the framework of the persan—env1runmenf fit ‘model

(French et al., 19743 van Harrison, 1978). Although thxs model was
nut'deve oped dodinterprek dxrectiy the impact af contrul, it would

alaogsugg 51 at contrﬂl regectxon should maderate: the effect of

control

aﬁpz t;on lav 1 fram the a:tual control at the WO




ions and aspii‘-étion Iévéi'r(thei o

l’Table 47 The~1nteract on

?lnad ragaingito the same result

'the adJustment hyuthe515

u tment pcs1txon. Hawever. zt saems unlxke}y ngEn the many

‘ﬂparallﬂl= ‘between the highly 1ndustrxail’ed Western cauntr195 of the

Fedé Republlc of’ Germanv and the U;S A that cu1tura1 d1fferences

betw : he =4 twa countr1E5 are! the main reason for our results. Dne

»Secandly, ane may quastlon uhether the scale used inthig study

really measures cantrol re)ectlcn. Dne~1nterpretatlon could be that

It measur@s resignation.” This’: melxes that the NOFPEFE reallstxcally‘

rLexve thezr coritral ﬂeeds and the noncontrcl 51tu=t10n at wor k

Cbut anw that thev ars-not able to'do anythlng about xt There is

;:ane resu]t Nthh is more compatible with the sour grape hypothesis

'“than with a rmslgnatlon posxtlon. the correlation between ‘control

tion and. defense reaction’ to the pressure at waré is‘positive

N—iqa g L0 . The items of the scale on defense reactions
center around the ewaggerated attitude, "T can deallwithfall
demandc“, wivich'i's the appos1te of - rea:gned att ude. This is’ not

‘to dxscuas the “validity of thxs scale as’ a measurs of true

mng! doupt), it can be’ quest:cned. It is =u+f1cxent for the

'argument that the resxgnatxon p051t10n would ‘have hvpcth951ved EY
'negatxve corre]atxon unth thzs scale rather than the pusxtlve one

Jthat was obtained:

Another Lnrerpretetxon could be that control reJectlcn measures

"la~xness. Although it is not p0551b}E to-rule. out ‘this
thterpretatxon because we do not have’ abjective gerformance data,

"hxs Jnterpretatncn runs 1nta problems with the p051t1ve carrelat:an

with de#ense rﬂactlon,/as well. As already paxnted out, this scale

usea.exaqgerated itens of 1. can do it; 1 do not ‘mind h;gh work

: load“ ‘The 1azzness—1nterpretatznn would suggest that thfre would be

a negatxve carrelation between these two cnnstruﬁts.

Lnally, the" contrnl rEJecttu'.cnuld be xnterpreted to contain

g ty and neurot:c1sm. thle there is a sxgnlfzcant zerrelatxan




with the scal a’a:’., it s "nut wighoe

e Hiighei cuntral.,To take the hypcthes=s seriously ‘that

there is. a. phenumenan uf contreol rEJEtthn, we had ‘to’ develop a
seale that gave' potentxal reasons §cr not uanting to -have control.
This neceszarily -leads te samewhat morg complicated secale content
that makes it more difficult to interpret th1s stale easily. On the
other hand, it was developed as a measure of control rejection and
there is evidence that control rejscticon QQEE not measuwre anxiety,
passivity, or resigration.

Third, thare are differences in the data between the different
assessment levels of job dimensions. There is no significant effect
of the interaction term “Naoncontrol x Stress” on the observed level
of working conditions. Does this mean that the relation of this
multiplicative interaction term with psychosomatic complaints is
solely a subjective phenomenon? The answer is a provisional no. The
assessment by trained observers probably leads to the lower bound of
the correlations between job dimensions and psychological
dysfunctioning because raters are only seldomly able to ocbserve the
high points of stress at work because of the short observational
pEflud- Raters urabably also underestxmate the rate of the daily

‘;mate kncwledae of the work place.

S——

level, the multlpilcatzva 1nteract:an term is substantially related

it can be argued that

objective control at“mdrk'hé§~aamgaplng§ul psychological impact
regardliess of ong's éttémpts/ts\de%End against it.

One interpretation o?jdur:data;coulé be that the need gfor
cantrol is hardwired -— a natural result of the phylogenstic
development (White, 1959). When stress cccurs, the need for control
is stimulated. Under conditions of noncontrol, the individual is
more wvuinerable to the negative effects of stress. Control rejection
is one attempt-—ilalbeit an unsuccessful one —— to deny the need for

control. If this interpretation of the sowr grape reaction helds, it

dalls into question some theoretical suggestions {e.g., by Lazarus,

1982) that deniel is usually beneficial and successful when-aone is
not able to do something about the problem. Apparently, workers

react to the reality of their work place, even when they attempt to

i vk

deny theéir control nesds.
Finally, it is not possible te settle the causal relationship
betwesn job sa:lalxzatlon and Job sele:t:an (Frese, 1982;. Does, for ° ¥

exampisz, lxttle control at wnrk 1ﬂkr the t dency- for controil

ony ur dc peeple thh a tandency tﬂmards control- regectzun



account seems to be more appropriate. Although there is a lack of
hard data, researchers involved in icb redesign have repeatedly
reported that workers’ aspiration level for control, for invol vement
in work palicy matters, for praduction planmning, etc., has increased
atter the introduction of more control such as through
semiautonomous work groups {e.g., Sruggemann, 19793 Ulich, 1981;
Wall % Clegqg, 1981; Gardell, 1977}. Thus,; workers seem to respond to
changes in their obiective environment, and when their control is

increased they can stop defending against their lack of control by

using the attifude af control rejection.

L -t St @ s S S = 488
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Table 1
Tranalsted items and item wvalues of control rejection

item—total

Z s r{corrected)
I do only what I am told tc do.Then
nobedy can reproach me for . 264 .97 .40
anything.
York is easier if I am always i
told how to do it. : 1.9 .85 .36
You oniy run into trouble, if you
do something on your  awn. 1.92 .73 .41

When one is responsible for
soething, one just gets into 2.72 .83 .4
a mad rush.

T would rather be told exactly what
I have to do. Then I make fewer 2.16 .93 s
ercors.

& acte according to_the molto: T

follow the orders. Then nobody 15

going to reproach me.

B acts according to the motto: I

would rather decide things 2.43 .99 . .38
myself. Then I can arrange the :
wark the way I want to.

A says: ] have to think too much

when [ have to decids a loi. [
would ratrer worl routinely.
E says: Work is wore interesting, 2.1 .89 . I6

when one fhiaz to make decisions.

A sayss | prpler to mave a supervisor

who gives me complete fresdom_on how -
i do what he teills me to do. Then I

am also beld responcsible for it.

B says: [ rather have. a supervisor

who tells me exactly what to do and

whn decides evervthing. 1.88 .80
Then he is gt fault if something

goss Hrong.

3]
23]

?jtem is recoded, higher score means higher agreement with R
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i Table 2:
! Main Measdres
= c nt Reliabilities (Alphas)
~ - . X as
e and sample item content eliabilities p
= :-2 Seal Bami absery. sub ject.
— ) - -
y s * i : . 1. Control st work . h . v .90 .72
possibility to decide things at work
!, 2. Complerxity of work . . g1 .87
— — : use of knowledge and gqualification
L XN ) )
L T 3. Psychological stress at work consisting of the following
' g w ol 292 scales:
v ) T_i. Intensity ) .71 .81
‘time pressure '
" <+ kM o . A .
£ Mmook~ Z.2. Uncertainty - -7
7] {2: 5‘1:‘ m:"_, Unclear commands/ small error
o 1] E . . . leads to large damage
'_‘ —
g I.%. Organizational problems -5& .7
-?l — — — — maberial that one needs does
M A A nat come on Liae s .
© g ¥un kN Mmook T.4. Environmental stress . - -
s 2: E:{, ;':i Sf‘, noise, dirt, odors
=] ~ = D . - -
- v y 4.5, Danger ) - W73
: g: danger of accidents
Y - © < N xa %0 4, Fvechosomatic complaints . - =1
0 % o: -—(: o: éﬂ 38 Headaches, stomachaches, eitc.
u ] ~ L — o~ ~— ~
: g K « = S . . R ~ .5. Defense reat{:txoﬁ ) . . - .78
) "One can nnly show one’'s real cepacity
) S : when one is under pressure in work.”
L8 Q -~ — - - —~ — i . >
T M * o~ —~ © <« ~ 1) 6. Anxisty ) . ) . .77
ﬁ g *I\: m:ﬂ l\: vﬂ .—1: .—;: "1 vy fa avoid complicated situations
Y N> Ow O~ O~ Ow— —
8 5 ) ] . . . . \ 1~ Eootnates: . n b d ¢ this scale
i ! ! 2 Only one item in the aobserved version of ILht ieg
4 o= b therefore, no reliability was computed. . h
g = No reliability was computed for this index because ere
. 8 is no theoretical resson that the différent items should
® = © © - - Py correlate highly. ] ] )
g : S :§ ::E g 8 : : g € This scale was only used in the subjective version since
= X —Hd ®©-H ©d A~ N e o danger of accidents is difficult to observe. Therefore, the
b T oMY oAy 9Y 8w A o- subjective and group versions of the i1ndex psychological stress
g ’ ) Ny I. * : " include ocne more scgle than the observed. include one more
kS scale than the observed. .
o) - ; .
H
Lo
& 2 3 —
H 2] H L« I —_ ]
o [} o [ Fi) .0
> 2 2 8 3 8 3
+ + » Q =) ) 0 d]
@~ (] n o _g @ i m
Lo ~ QO fe} = PP :
~ O =43P 0 ) [ o o o .
Lo g [ s * I ¢ T ~ ~ et £ A A
4 MO B R
g 28 25 2% . 7 83, =
! 0n [}
‘gl o OH 0'3 o o0 W 5 8B n o
mlel g2 22 8 2 & £ 28 = O
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‘g 2 = =4 L] 0 wm o (< o ﬁ‘
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,Table 4

Control Rejection (CR) as a‘Moderator

(Regression Analyses)

Correlates of Control Rejection

Table 5

; Levels
OBs erved Group Subjective
.L. .« .Beta.. r. . . Beta x Beta
at work .08 .17 .10 -2 16" 24
*
.13 - .14 .24 L4 -8
ol - CR -.04 -.15 -.02 .15 01 -.14
1.86™* 1.83° 1.75%"
.02(141) .03(136) .04(157)
.09 .02 .10 --% L11 -2
* * % Tar * &
.20 -.04 .23 -.41 .41 -1
* % *% * * % *
.25 .29 .29 .79 .42 .74"
.12 -2 12 .27 .08 -.30
' *
-.03 -.15 -.01 -.30 .03 -.39
.03 .03 ~.06 =—.28 .05 -.10
) *% ’ *® ) *%
1.87 2.40 2.13
*% * %
.07{136) .13 (133) .23 (133)

e dependent variable is psychosoiuatic complaints. The independent

pirical level.

" the tolerance level was oo low. (cx
this varisble was not .included.:

01); so that

Variables r or .F N Significance
Control at work observed -.20 143 p <.01
-~ group .01 137 n.s.
--  subj. -.21 158 P <.01
Complexity of work obs.. ' -.22 153 p ¢-01
-- group -.08 138 n.s.
--  subj. -.23 158 D .01
Skill level F(2,147)=3.8) — p <.05
Activities in labor
union , " F(1,148)=4.96 —— p %.05
Membership in labor
union -.05 . 153 n.s.
_ Religion F(3,144)=.081 -— n.s.
Size of town where
one was raised F(5,137)=.631) —-— n.s.
Size of town
living in F(4,140)=2.247) --- P =.067



