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ABSTRACT 

The current research examined whether there is a direct relationship between attachment 

orientation and work strain in the finance sector, or whether that relationship is either 

mediated or moderated by social support from significant others and/or fellow employees. 

Participants were employed in the finance sector in New Zealand (n= 43) and the United 

Kingdom (n= 39), and completed a self-report questionnaire that measured adult 

attachment orientation (Experiences in Close Relationships Inventory), perceived social 

support from significant others (Quality of Relationship Inventory) perceived social support 

from work sources (Work Environment Scale) and work strain (Perceived Stress Scale) . 

Mediation or moderation did not hold for either of the potential forms of social support, but 

significant direct effects were found between Anxiety (a key component of attachment 

orientation) and work strain, between perceptions of social support from significant others 

and work strain, and between Anxiety and perceptions of social support from significant 

others, and between Avoidance and perceptions of social support from significant others. 

These findings imply that attachment orientation and social support should be considered 

when designing stress management programmes for use within the finance sector. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Occupational stress 1s an increasingly apparent phenomenon that is thought to directl y 

affect productivity, absenteeism and turnover (Searle, 2002). Reflecting this, intended 

changes to the workplace health and safety legislation in New Zealand wil l see stress and 

fatigue classified as workplace hazards, so that employees and unions can seek their 

employers prosecution if they suffer from mental and/or physical exhaustion (Taylor, 

2002). One area where such stress is attracting increased attention is in the finance sector. 

For example, Kahn and Cooper ( 1993) found that foreign exchange dealers are significant ly 

more stressed than the general population. Consequently, understanding individual 

differences that predispose finance workers to stress is an emerging important concern for 

researchers, finance personnel, and employers. This project examines the relationship 

between an increasingly prominent individual difference vari able (attachment orientation), 

perceived levels of social support (from significant others and work sources) and work 

strain . In parti cular, the project asks whether social support from significant others and 

coworkers intervenes-either a a conduit (or mediator) between the individual 's attachment 

orientation and work strain, or as a buffer (i .e., moderator) on thi s linkage. Additionally the 

proj ect asks whether an individual 's attachment orientation directly impacts the individual 's 

perceived work strain , and whether social support from significant others or work sources 

directly impacts work strain. Such questions are important because answers to them may 

help to gain insight into methods of reducing work strain 



Operational Definitions 

The term 'stress' can have several different meanings. In this project, stress is considered 

primarily at the psychological level. Principally, the present study is concerned with work 

strain, which refers to the aversive psychological outcomes that result from exposure to 

stressors (Beehr, 1995). More specifically, the project asks whether an individual's 

perceived social support networks within the workplace, and from significant others (e.g., 

spouse, partner, family member) facilitate management of work strain in the finance sector. 

The notion that perceived social support from significant others facilitates management of 

work strain can be conceptualised as positive spillover from home to work. Individuals 

build varying social support networks (Lakey & Cassady, 1990). These include not just 

familial and close relationship networks, but also social support networks with the 

workplace and the job itself. As a result , we are interested in the variables that help to build 

those different perceptions. These variables and their potential functional linkages are 

presented in Figure I. 
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Figure I. Overview of the theoretical model to be tested 
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A Conceptual Model. 

The model in Figure I , starts with attachment orientation ( I ). Broadly speaking thi s is an 

individuals disposition to seek prox imity to significant others for security and protection in 

times of stress (Bowlby, 1988). These attachment ori entations may depend on perceptions 

of the individual 's own competence and lovability, and their expectations about the 

accessibility and responsiveness of significant others (Schirmer & Lopez, 200 1). These 

orientations become apparent th rough the individual 's felt security versus insecuri ty 

concerning in terpersonal relationships. Attachment ori entations, which develop from the 

individual' s relationship with his/her primary caregi ver as an in fant, have been found to 

determine an individual 's perception of social support (Davis, M orri s & Kraus, 1998) and 

work strain outcomes (Schirmer & Lopez, 200 I ). A lso from Figure I, perception o f social 

support can be broken down into two categories. These are: Perceptions of social support 

from significant others (2); and perceptions of social support at work (3). Both forms of 

support have been found to play significant, but independent roles in reducing work strain, 

for example in the mental hea lth sector (Leiter, 1990). The mechanism for this process o f 

strain reduction is thought to be that perceptions of being cared for, and valued by 

signi ficant others, enhances sen e of well being, which then cushions the psychologica l 

impact of environmental stressors (Pierce, Samson & Sarason, 1992). Functionally such 

enhanced sense of well being enables the individual to see work problems as more 

manageable. 

From Figure I, perception of social support at w ork stems from at least two maj or 

categories: Supervisor support; and co-worker support. Supervisor support refers to the 

degree which employees percei ve that supervisors offer employees support, encouragement 
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and concern (Burke, Borucki & Hurley, 1992). Co-worker support refers to the extent that 

employees are friendly and supportive of one another (Moos & Inset, 1981 ). Research has 

suggested that both supervisor and co-worker support tends to reduce work strain in the 

retail sector (Babin & Boles, 1996). 

From Figure 1, The present study will now explore the links between an individual's 

attachment orientation (secure versus insecure), perceived social support 

(partner/workplace superiors and colleagues), and work strain (psychological pressure). 

This exploration begins with a review of theory relating to each potential linkage in the 

proposed model. 

Attachment theory 

Bowlby ( 1960, 1973, 1980) proposed that all human beings are born with an attachment 

system. This system, according to Bowlby, drives individuals to maintain proximity to 

significant others (attachment figures) in times of stress (Mikulincer, Birnbaum, Woddi s & 

Nachmias, 2000) . This desire for proximity to significant others, combined with the nature 

and quality of our caregivers' responsiveness to thi s desire, is thought by Bowlby to 

contribute to both the formation of the individual's self image, and their impressions of 

trustworthiness and dependability of others to offer assistance in times of distress. 

Furthermore, these early attachment experiences are also thought to influence individual's 

interpersonal relations, and so reactions to stress throughout their life (Bowlby 1973). Thus, 

the theory is potentially relevant to relationships in work life, such as the relationships 

formed with work colleagues, and superiors, and external relationships, e.g., those formed 

with clients in the finance sector. 
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Over the past two decades, interest in the area of attachment theory has burgeoned in 

popularity. For example, research on attachment theory has investigated attachment 

patterns associated with romantic relationships (Hazan & Shaver, I 990), coping with 

divorce adjustment (Birnbaum, Orr, Mikulincer, & Florian, 1997), loneliness (Hazan & 

Shaver, 1987), physical symptoms (Hazan & Shaver, 1990), worker attitudes and 

workplace behaviours (Hazan & Shaver, 1990) and most importantly for us - work strain 

(Hardy & Barkham, 1994). This connection between attachment theory and work strain, 

renders the concept of attachment orientation directly relevant to thi s study. 

How precisely does attachment orientation develop to this point? Attachment theorists 

propose that an infant's experience with its caregiver affects its personality development, 

by contributing to the formation of 'internal working models ' (Griffin & Bartholomew 

1994). These 'internal working models ' are the individual 's mental representations of 

themselves and others. Specifically, these models centre on the persons worthiness of self, 

and availability and receptiveness of others (Ognibene & Collins, 1998). For example, if a 

child experiences a loving, consistent and responsive caregiver, that same child should also 

form an internal working model that includes a positive view both of themselves, and of 

others. Consequently, the child is likely to explore the world more confidently, initiate 

warmer and more sociable interactions with others, and find solace in the knowledge that 

its caregiver(s) are potentially available (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters & Wall, 1978). This 

child's internal working model will be based on security and secure attachment orientation 

during later life. In contrast, a child whose significant other(s) are cold, rejecting, 

unpredictable, frightening, or insensitive, learns that other(s) cannot be depended upon for 
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support and comfort, and thi s knowledge is embodied in internal working models of 

attachment that are insecure. The child is likely to regulate his or her behaviour 

accordingly, either by excessively demanding attention and care or by withdrawing from 

others and attempting to achieve a high degree o f self-sufficiency (M ain, 1990). These 

internal working models are thought to dispose the person toward one of a limited range of 

interpersonal orientation in managing the experi ence of insecurity in lacer relationships 

(Schirmer & Lopez, 200 I ). Those orientations in turn can be conceptuali sed as different 

" Attachment Styles". 

Attachment Styles 

Although attachment is either secure or insecure Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, and Wall 

( 1978) conceptualised three major attachment sty les. Initial ly, three styles were defined 

empirically. During an experiment known as the "Strange Situation", infants were observed 

in stress ful situations. For example they were separated from their caregivers to assess the 

infant 's ability to utili se the parent as a safe haven and secure base. The three attachment 

styles identified by Ainsworth et al. , ( 1978) comprised one secure style: (Secure) in 

addition to the two insecure styles: (Anxious-Ambivalent, and Avoidant). "Secure" in fant 

exhibited distress when separated from their mothers, but were calmed on reunion ; and then 

resumed their independent exploratory behaviours. Infants classified as Anxious­

Ambivalent however demonstrated significant distress when separated from their mother. 

In particular, on their mothers' return, they displayed anger. Infants class ified as 

" Avoidant" appeared undistressed by their mother's departure, and did not seek proximity 

on her return (Lopez & Brennan, 2000). Thus, their response was more indifferent or 

relatively cold. Infants are either overly cold (A voidant), overly hot (often cloying) 
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(Anxious-Ambivalent), or somewhere more balanced in-between (secure). Later on in life, 

Ainsworth and Bowlby have suggested, Anxious-Ambivalent individuals will crave social 

support, and Avoidant individuals will not care too much about it, and those with a secure 

attachment style will be more moderately bolstered by it. Such tendencies will thus affect 

capacities to form relationships, either with close partners or fellow employees, or 

customers and clients, and m that way influence the individual's capacity to manage 

occupational strain. 

Bowlby for example maintains that these attachment patterns formed as infants are stable, 

and act as templates for feelings of security with interpersonal relationships throughout an 

individual's adult life (I 979). Research generally has supported this idea. In a landmark 

study with adult participants, Hazan and Shaver ( 1987) extended the research conducted by 

Ainsworth et al., ( 1978). These authors translated the infant-caregiver attachment patterns 

to adult behaviour patterns in romantic relationships. They found that Ainsworth's three 

patterns of attachment were evident in the way adults think, behave, and feel in their close 

relationships . For example, 'secure' individuals reported love experiences that include 

feelings of happiness, support, and trust. 'Avoidant' individuals reported fear of intimacy 

and jealousy. And Anxious-Ambivalent individuals experienced love as an obsessional 

need for reciprocation and union, emotional highs and lows and intense sexual attraction 

and jealousy. These findings suggest that early working models of self and others are 

carried forward into adulthood, where they continue to guide personal and interpersonal 

functioning. Attachment patterns are likely thus, to effect the formation of interpersonal 

relationships, in both the non-work and work context. 
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This project ex tends the research of attachment theori sts, such as Hazan & Shaver. It does 

so by linking adult attachment patterns to the work place, specifically the finance sector. 

Work strain is especially prevalent in thi s sector, due to the stressful nature of the work . For 

example, strain stems from factors such as extreme pressures to perform, and salaries based 

on thi s performance (i.e., bonuses), frequent client interaction, computer usage, work 

overload/long hours worked (Kahn & Cooper, 1996). The psychological effects (i .e., strain) 

of these factors are compounded by difficult global economic condition , which have gi ven 

ri se to an increased threat o f redundancy. Accordingly, the purpose of our study is to 

determine the perceived levels of work strain experienced by employees in the finance 

sector, and how, precisely, thei r attachment orientation functions as a predictor of these, 

either directl y or indirect ly th rough levels of social support. 

Adult Attachment Orientations in the Wo rkplace 

Hazan and Shaver ( 1990) were first to apply attachment theory to the workplace. They 

argued that adul t love (a) and work (b) can be seen as bei ng functionally parallel to 

attachment (a) and exploration (b) in childhood. This claim was backed up by Hardy and 

Barkham ( 1994). In their study, Hazan and Shaver found that employees with a 'secure' 

attachment sty le experienced: Fewer worries about performance and co lleagues; higher 

levels of job sati sfaction; work that did not endanger their health or relationships; and most 

importan tly lowered work strain. Moreover, in contrast to this tendency, 'Anxious­

ambivalent' individuals were likely to use work as a method of gaining approval, which 

would lead to a desire for working w ith others, a tendency to become over-obligated, 

feeling under-appreciated, and a loss of self-esteem. For these individuals, love concerns 

frequently interfered with work performance, and they often worried about rejection for 
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poor performance, thus they experienced higher levels of strain. 'Avoidant' respondents 

reported using work acti vity to avoid social interaction, and that their work ' interfered' with 

their social life. They tended to work long hours, take fewer ho lidays, and preferred 

working alone. This could be particularly problematic where many j obs require that 

employees interact with clients. Specifically for example salespeople in the finance sector. 

Additionally in the Hazan and Shaver study, 'Avoidant' individuals reported working at the 

cost of their health and relationships, and they reported being less sati sfied with their work . 

than their secure peers. Finally, compared to 'Secure' respondents, ' Insecure' respondents 

reported more depression, Anxiety, loneliness and irritability. From this study Hazan & 

Shaver concluded, insecurely attached individuals will probably experi ence a hi gher degree 

of work strain . The present study will test thi s proposition, via a measure of adult 

attachment orientation, in the fi nance sector. 

Social Support 

The implication of Hazan and Shaver' s work is that attachment sty les facilitate 

relationships, and that these relationships somehow ·cushion' the impact of work-place 

stressors. In the literature, such support mechanisms are termed for obvious reasons, social 

support. 

Conceptually, social support has actually been defined in a number of ways (Fenlason & 

Beehr, 1994; Jayaratne, Himle & Chess, 1988). However the present study views social 

support as being comprised of two main components: Instrumental support, which is 

characterised by tangible assistance, such as physical assistance or aid in the form of advice 

or knowledge needed to complete a task; and Emotional support, that i s characterised by 
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actions of caring or listening sympathetically to another person (Pines, Aronson & Kafry, 

198 I). Thus, at least half of the forms of social support are related to interpersonal 

relationships, and so conceivably attachment orientations. Specifically, those individuals 

who form strong interpersonal relationships (secure attachment orientation), may be more 

likely to perceive more emotional support from both significant others and work sources, 

than people whose attachment patterns are ' insecure'. 

Previous research has found that various support providers (parents, friends, lovers and 

work colleagues) and the form of soc ial support (i.e., instrumental support, emotional 

support) interact with particular stressors to produce different degrees of strain (Mikulincer, 

Bucholtz & Florian, I 995; Hagihara, Tarumi & Miller, 1998). Additionally, it may matter 

whether the source of social support are independent of source of the strain (Blau, 1981; 

Kaufmann & Beehr, 1986; Ganster, Fusilier & Mayes, 1986). Therefore it is important that 

the present research considers the multidimensional makeup of social support, and 

separates the various components of social support, so th at each is assessed independently 

to evaluate the effectiveness of the various providers (e.g., significant others, supervisors 

and co-workers) and forms. The present study deals with these issues by separating the 

providers of support into work and non-work to independently assess their relative impacts 

on the source of strain (work). Additionally the effectiveness of both forms of support 

(instrumental and emotional) are encompassed by the measures selected. 

Although work strain models often give social support an important role, the exact role of 

social support is unclear (Fenlason & Beehr, 1994). For example, some researchers propose 

that social support has a moderating effect on work strain (Cohen & Wills, 1985). Yet 
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others propose that soc ial support has a direct effec t on work strain (Beehr, 1985). Few 

researchers, meanwhile, espouse a mediational effect (e.g., Viswesvaran, Sanchez & Fisher, 

1999). Thus far, the j ury is still out on which effect predominates (Frone, Russell & 

Cooper, 1995). That state o f indecision is depicted in Figure I. Figure I illustrates the three 

basic ways that soc ial support can affect the attachment orientation-work strain 

relationship. Those three effects will now be discussed in turn. 

Mediation effect: The maj ori ty of reviews have focused on the evidence for the direct 

effects and moderating effects of social support (Yiswesvaran et al. , 1999). Very few 

researchers have examined the mediational hypothesis of social support in detail. 

Baron and Kenny ( 1986) propose that a variab le functions as a mediator to the ex tent that i t 

accounts for the relation between the predictor and the cri terion. Speci fically, the 

mediational hypothesis implies a causa l chain. For example, attachment orientation 

determines an individual 's perceived social support, which in turn dictates the levels of 

work strain experienced by them. To illustrate how thi s might work in the finance sector, 

we might imagine a predominantly 'Anx ious-Ambivalent ' individual (i.e., somebody who 

cannot relate to work co lleagues). This person would be incapable of cultivating any real 

social support from work colleagues or signi ficant others, and as a direct resul t of thi s, 

experience work strain . 'Secure' others, however would escape this strain because they 

have the ability to form strong interpersonal relationships with their peers. An ex treme 

example of an 'Anxious-Ambivalent' individual would be a salesperson who does not get 

on well with colleagues, and as a direct result of this is experiencing problems w ith clients; 

or a finance sector worker w ith similar interpersonal deficits. In each case, the strain that 
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results from problems with clients stems directly from a lack of support from colleagues, 

which in turn stems from insecure attachment patterns. 

Moderating Effect: The moderating hypothesis proposes that attachment orientation is 

more closely related to strain when social support is absent. An example would be an 

individual's high level of perceived work strain is reduced by a high level of perceived 

social support from work colleagues. From Fig I (f,g), the moderating link builds upon the 

direct relationship by suggesting a relationship between attachment orientation and work 

strain, that is stronger for those individuals with either high or low levels of social support 

(from significant others, coworkers or supervi sors) . Specifically, social support buffers 

individuals from potentially pathogenic effects of stressful events, as support may provide a 

partial so lution to the problem (Cohen & Wills, 1985). 

The notion that social support acts as moderator (or buffer) of the work strain relationship 

has received considerable support. For example, Abdel-Halim ( 1982) found, that support 

from work colleagues and superiors significantly buffered work related strain and affective 

responses on the job, amongst a sample of middle-lower managerial personnel employed in 

a manufacturing firm . In another study, Etzion (1984) found the relationship between 

stressors and work strain was moderated by social support for both male and female 

managers and human service professionals. 

The evidence for moderation is not however consistent. Other authors have found support 

for a reverse moderating effect. This means that high levels of social support exacerbate the 

strain outcome (Kaufman & Beehr, 1986; Chen, Popovich & Kogan, 1997). However, 
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Kaufman and Beehr (1986) proposed that " reverse buffering" maybe dependent upon 

source o f social support. For example if the supervisor is causing the stress and the 

supervisor approaches a subordinate to offer support, this may be interpreted as being 

stressful, alternatively social support from work colleagues may convince the employee that 

the situation is indeed terrible (Kaufman & Beehr, 1986; Pelfrene, Yleri ck, Kittel, Mak, 

Kornitzer & De Backer, 2002). For these reason , Kaufman & Beehr, and Pelfrene et al., 

conclude that the source o f the stressor and the content o f supporti ve communication 

should be incorporated into future studies. Thus, we will examine the effecti veness of 

support from both co-workers, superv isors and non-work sources in an attempt to isolate 

the source of support that is the most valuable in reducing work strain. Furthermore, we 

may find that supervi sor, co-worker and/or non-work support actuall y increases work strain 

in the finance . ector. 

Direct Effect: From Fig I , there are fi ve potential direct effects. The first, and most 

dramatic, lies between attachment orientation and work strain (See Fi g I . e). According to 

thi s hypothesised linkage, insecure individuals might perceive higher work strain due to 

inbuilt high Anxiety levels, and so wi ll invariably find their j ob harder than secure 

individuals, who in turn are better able to deal with j ob demands, and so experience less 

strain. This means that high/low perceptions of social support would not have any effect on 

their work strain . Such a finding would provide dramatic support for attachment theory, 

because applying attachment orientations to work strain in the Finance sector strengthens 

the importance of attachment theory by demonstrating that the theory is applicable to a 

wide range of contexts . 
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From Figure I , additional direct effects potentially lie between social support and work 

strain (See fi g I c,d,) That is, perceptions of social support function independently of 

attachment orientation on work strain). For example, Cohen & Will s ( 1985) found in their 

review of studies, that indi viduals who have at least one person in whom they can confide, 

appear to be less vulnerable to the effects of strain. This is because conceivably social 

support contributes to both psychological and physical health (Cobb, 1976; Thomas & 

Ganster 1995 ; Kobasa & Puccetti , 1983; M onnier, Stone, Hobfall , & Johnson, 1998). 

The fourth and fi fth possible direct effect is between attachment 01i entation and perception 

of social support from significant others (See fig I , a), and between attachment orientation 

and perception of soc ial support at work (See fi g I , b). According to this potential linkage, 

'secure' indi viduals will tend to percei ve hi gher levels of social support due to their 

positive internal image of the self and of other people, and th is w ill better enable them to 

culti vate supporti ve close relationships w ith significant others and in their work pl ace 

(Sarason, Pierce & Samson, 1990). 

From fi g I , d irect effects are present if either paths a, b c d or e are statisti ca lly significant. 

By determining the relative strengths of the direct, moderating or mediating effects, this 

research addresses a crucial question for organisations and i ndi vi duals attempting to 

manage organisational strain. This is whether individuals' perceptions of social support are 

dependent upon dispositional factors (i.e. attachment orientation), which in turn determine 

their perceived work strain (mediation), or does social support function as a buffer for 

stress, who can either rai se or lower the strain but not completely control it (moderators). 

Alternati vely does social support work have a generalised beneficial effect, because large 
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social networks provide persons with regular positive experiences and a set of stable, 

socially rewarded roles in the workplace (direct effect). This kind of support could be 

related to overall well-being, because it provides posi ti ve affect; a sense of predictability; 

stabi lity in one's life situation; and a recognition of self worth (Cohen & Wills, 1985). 

Perceptions of social support from significant others (e.g., spouse, partner, family, close 

friends). 

Social support from work-related sources probably plays a more salient role in reducing 

work strain, than support from non-work-related sources, because the support stems from 

sources in the actual context of the stressful situation (Beehr, 1985). This idea has been 

called " the matching hypothes is" since the support is closer to the act ion, and therefore 

conceivab ly more directly protecti ve against work strain (Braboy Jackson, 1992). Ganster 

et al., ( 1986) found support from supervisor and co-worker to be more beneficial than 

support from family and fri ends. However support from non-work sources also reduces 

work strain (Adams King & King, 1996). For example, Boey ( 1999) found family support 

acts as a stress resistant factor during a study of stress resistance amongst nurses. Caplan, 

Cobb, French, Harri son & Pinneau ( 1975) conc luded that both work and home support has 

benefi cial effects on psychosocial strain , e.g., depression & Anxiety. T yler and Cushway 

( 1995) found that nurses with partners showed fewer symptoms of Anxiety, severe 

depression and social dysfunction compared to nurses who were unpartnered. Greenglass, 

Fiksenbaum and Burke ( 1995) found that support from family and friends had a more 

significant effect than work support (supervisor & coworker) on buffering work stress 

amongst teachers. Green glass et al. , ( 1995) maintained that, under conditions of high stress 

and high social support from significant others (i.e., at home) perceived work strain is 
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lower because the non-work support 'inoculates' the individual against the deleterious 

effects of work strai n (i.e, non-work support boosts emotional 'reserves' to fight the strain 

much as a vaccination injection boosts the immune system's capacity to fight infections). 

Overall, and as depicted in Figure I, previous findings indicate that non-work support may 

make an independent contribution from work support on work strain (Leiter, 1990). 

Possible Work -family linkages. 

The idea of non-work relationships influencing workplace strain suggests a linkage 

between home and work contexts, and the possibility of a spillover between one context 

and the next. For example support in one context bolsters capacity to resist strain in another 

(at work). This kind of interplay between work and non-work, especially between family 

and work, has become a focus of academic interest (Zedeck, 1992). Accardi ng to Lambert 

( 1990), spi ll over theory suggests that an individual's experience in one domain affects their 

experience in another. Spillover theory is just one of three theories that characterise the 

work family linkage process. The remaining two theories are segmentation and 

compensation theory. Segmentation theory asserts that work and home are independent, 

and therefore do not affect each other (Kirchmeyer, 1992). Compensation theory proposes 

that individuals attempt to compensate for lack of satisfaction in work or home, by 

searching for more satisfaction in the other domain (Canan Sumer & Knight, 200 I). 

The point of these three theories is that it is by no means certain that social support from 

sources outside of work will automatically transfer to work. Applying work family linkage 

research to the present study, positive spillover would be evident if perceptions of social 

support from significant others applied to the work context by reducing work strain . 
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Specifically, if there was a significant direct effect between perceptions of social support 

from significant others and work strain, or perceptions of social support from significant 

others mediated the relationship between attachment orientation and work strain. In support 

of this possibility, Canan Sumer and Knight (2001) found (using a sample of American 

university employees) that secure individuals were more likely to perceive support from 

nonwork sources. Consequently, these secure individuals would employ those social 

support systems to reduce strain that stemmed from their work environment. Testing the 

segmentation and compensation models requires that we measure the individual's level of 

satisfaction derived from both the work and non-work domains. Determining these levels of 

satisfaction is necessary to ascertain whether levels of satisfaction in one domain are having 

an effect on satisfaction levels of the other domain. This however, is beyond the scope of 

this research. 

Perceptions of Social Support at Work 

Several studies have demonstrated the positive effects of strong social support at work on 

work outcomes. For example, supervisor and peer support have been found to create a more 

positive work environment (Carlson & Perrewe, 1999), enhanced job satisfaction (Ganster 

et al., 1986) reduced burnout (Etzion, 1984; Leiter 1991, Eisenberger, Huntington, 

Huchison & Sowa, 1986), and most importantly reduced job-related strain (Cohen & Wills, 

1985). Additionally perceptions of social support tend to reduce absenteeism (Unden, 

1996). Based on these findings, the present study proposes that perceptions of strong social 

support at work (co-worker and supervisor) should reduce or eliminate perceptions of work 

strain. 
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Given that there are various providers of work support (e.g., supervisors and coworkers), it 

is important that the effects of these providers of support are assessed separately. In support 

of thi s notion, Ducharme and Martin (2000) found that different types and providers of 

support can produce varying outcomes (Hagihara et al., 1998). These are: support from 

coworkers had a stronger effect on reducing work strain for those who received 

contradictory directions from management and supervisor support had a stronger effect on 

reducing work strain for those who received consistent directions from management. 

Therefore we will test the influence of perceived levels of supervisor and coworker support 

independently to gauge whether they have separate effects on work strain. 

Social support particularly from supervisors, is thought to alleviate work strain (House & 

Wells, 1978; Fenlason & Beehr, 1994; Ganster et al., 1986; Leiter, 1991; House, 

Mcmichael, Wells, Kaplan & Landerman, 1979). Additionally Geller & Hobfall ( 1994) 

found that feelings of tedium and exhaustion at work were associated with low levels of 

support from supervisors and co-workers, and therefore higher work strain levels. In 

addition, Savery ( 1986) found that an employee's immediate manager was perceived as 

most useful in reducing stress, followed by peer group and then by friends and relatives. 

Fenlason and Beehr (1995) maintain that supervisor support has the strongest impact on 

work strain as supervisors are the most influential at work. 

Supervisor support may reduce the level work strain experienced by an individual, because 

communicating with the supervisor can increase the employee's sense of control over a 

stressful situation. Marcus and House (1973) maintain that social support from supervisors 

de-emphasises status differentials, and promotes a supportive work environment, therefore 
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supervisor support can generate lower strain levels amongst employee's. Also, supervisor 

support might lead to participative deci sion-making, which can result in feelings of 

empowerment on behalf of the employee, and reassurance of worth. Furthermore, 

supervisors may provide instrumental support for example training programmes. 

Additionally, supervisor support can enable a person to make a more realistic apprai sal of 

problems they are experiencing. They may learn that their problems are common to others 

and that others have experienced such problems and found solutions before. In sum, 

supervisor support (e.g., knowledge, advice and expertise) can alleviate work strain . 

In addition to research supporting the usefulness of supervi sor support in reducing work 

strain, previous research has found th at co-worker support has a positive impact on an 

individual's leve l of work strain (Ganster et al. , 1986) . For reasons such as; all owing 

employees to talk about both the positive and negative aspects of work, say ing pleasant 

thin gs can be therapeuti c, and negati ve conversatio ns can tri gger a healing emotional 

release (Fenlason & Beehr, 1994). Percepti ons of soc ial support from co-workers may 

enable employees to realise others have encountered and overcome simil ar problems. 

Additionally, employees may talk more freely with coworkers than they would with their 

supervisor. As a result, they may di scover so lutions to issues through perceiving coworker 

support that may not locate via perceptions of supervi sor support. Co-worker support 

maybe more appropriate than supervi sor support when problems are ambiguous or personal 

e.g., Anxiety (Jayaratne et al., 1988). Furthermore, LaRocco, et al., ( 1980) found co-worker 

support to be more significant in mitigating work strain than supervisor support. 

Furthermore, a work environment characterised by low co-worker support can be a source 

of work strain due to factors such as feelings of isolation and low confidence. For example 
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Levinson, (1973) found individuals who were hard-driving and abrasive in nature caused 

stress for other work colleagues. 

In sum, previous research has explored the role of social support from co-workers and 

supervisor in alleviating work strain. These studies have found that both coworker and 

supervisor support have independent effects on employees perceived work strain (Unden, 

1996; Fenlason & Beehr, 1994). Therefore it is important that the present study includes 

both co-worker and supervisor support when investigating variables that influence work 

strain in the finance sector. 

Research and Methodological issues 

Research and methodological issues are mentioned in a large amount of the empirical 

research conducted on social support (Cohen & Syme, 1985, cited in Pierce, Sarason & 

Sarason, 1996). These research and methodological issues are considered important 

because they have been blamed for many of the inconclusive results concerning the 

effectiveness of social support. For example, some researchers believe that social support 

measures should focus on general rather than relationship specific perceptions of support. 

General perceptions of support are an individual's beliefs about whether others, in general, 

are likely to provide assistance and emotional support when required (Sarason, Shearin, 

Pierce & Sarason, 1987). Relationship specific perceptions of support are expectations 

about the availability of social support regarding specific significant relationships (Pierce, 

Sarason, & Sarason, 1991 ). Pierce, et al., (1992) maintain that researchers should focus on 

relationship specific measures of support as a substantial proportion of support people 

receive stems from a small group of significant others (Cutrona, 1989; Dakof & 
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Taylor, 1990; Procidano & Heller, 1983). When individuals appraise social support 

behaviours of significant others they consider their behaviour in the context of relationship 

specific framework rather than their generalised view. Based on such research, the present 

study wil l use only relationship specific measures of support as in the Quality of 

Relationship Inventory, which concerns their perceptions of support from a specific person 

e.g., partner, family member, and examine relationship specific upport in the work 

environment e.g., supervisor support and co-worker support. 

Another research issue that ha been blamed for previous inconsistent findings is whether 

social support should be regarded as an environmental (i.e., objective) rather than an 

individual difference (i .e., subjective) variable. Sarason, Sarason & Shearin ( 1986) suggest 

that individual differences shou ld be accounred for, due to disparities between the way 

individuals view and deal wi th support environment, and that these individual difference 

variables impact the outcome of social support. Therefore individual differences should be 

considered when assessing the ability of soc ial support to mitigate stress. The present study 

aims to take individual differences into account by examining perceived social support 

rather than received support: Perceived social support refers to people's perceptions that 

they are loved, valued and esteemed by others, whereas received support are 'social 

resources' (e.g., frequency of interaction with friends) that are provided to the recipient, in 

spi te of how the recipient interprets the provider (Pierce et al., 1992) . Furthermore, 

Jayaratne et al., ( 1988) found that the probability of the individual using avai lable support 

appears to be a function of their perceptions of social support. Therefore, it is appropriate 

that the present research explore the participant's perceptions of social support, rather than 

objective measures. 
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Work Strain 

As shown in figure 1 ( 4 ), work strain is central to the present study. Over the past two 

decades, hundreds of studies in the work strain domain have addressed the extent to which 

environmental stressors (e.g., role ambiguity, role overload) impact on employee health and 

well being (Spector, Chen & O'Connell, 2000). However the present research is primarily 

concerned with the role of individual difference variables in an individual's experience of 

work strain . The foundation underlying this approach is that an individual's felt work strain 

depends not only on the characteristics of the work environment stressors, but also on 

relatively stable 'dispositional' differences amongst employees, which influence their 

resilience to experience positive or negative reactions to the job (Jex & Spector, 1991 ). 

Previous research has found strong support for the proposal that personality characteristics 

operate as resilience factors against work strain (Paton, Smith, Violanti & Eranen, 2000). 

The most frequently identified personality characteristics include locus of control, negative 

affectivity and type A personality, hardiness and self esteem. For example, Rahim (1996) 

found managers who had a higher internal locus of control were better able to deal with 

stress (Johnson & Sarason, 1978). Moyle ( 1995) found individuals who scored highly on 

negative affectivity (NA) generally experienced poorer well being, and were more 

vulnerable to environmental stressors than their low NA counterparts. Type A individuals 

are thought to be more susceptible to work stressors for example role overload (Froggat & 

Cotton, 1987), and hardy individuals were found to remain healthy when faced with 

stressful conditions, and non-hardy were more likely to become ill (Kobasa, 1982). Pierce, 

Gardner, and Dunham (1993) found high self-esteem workers were less vulnerable than 
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low self-esteem workers to stressful demands of work (Boey, 1999; Ganster & 

Schaubroeck, 1995). 

Attachment Orientation & Work Strain 

The present study aim to build on previous research by including another 'personality' 

vari able: attachment orientation. This study tests whether attachment ori entation might be a 

central personality characteri stic. Conceptually, Attachment Theory traces many of the 

personality vari ables already known to be related to strain (e.g., el f esteem, sense of 

coping) back to attachment ori entation. For example, those with a secure attachment 

orientation have high self esteem and an internal locus o f contro l, which in turn enables 

them to see problems as more manageable, thus they experience less work strain. The 

theory claims that these traits (e.g .. self e teem, locus of control, sen e of coping) all share 

a common beginning. Recent research that assessed the ways individuals cope with combat 

training emphasi. ed the contribution of indi v idual differences in attachment orientation to 

the cogni ti ve, emotional and behavioural outcomes of stressful events (Mikulincer & 

Flori an, 1995). The practi cal implication of thi s research is that to ameliorate work strain 

aetiology, personality characteristi cs such as attachment orientation must be better 

understood, rather than simply measuring the environmental stressor-strain relationship. 

A number of studies have found support for a direct relationship between attachment 

ori entation and response to strain (see fi gure 1, e): Secure attachment buffers against the 

effects of stressors and against the experience of emotional distress (Kemp & Neimeyer, 

1999). For example, Hardy and Barkham, ( 1994) proposed that attachment theory provides 

a clear model to explain both content and form of individual differences, and the 
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management o f stress at work. Specifically, Hardy and Barkham explored the relationship 

between individual difference in attachment orientations and work behaviour. They found 

that compared to individuals with a ' Secure' attachment orientation, employees with 

'Insecure' attachment patterns reported more Anx iety about work performance, greater 

concern about relationships at work, general j ob dissatisfaction, argued w ith work 

colleagues, and had concerns with hours of work. The e findings suggest that individuals 

who are insecure (highly Anx ious and/or A voidant) are likely to suffer from more work 

strain than individuals who are secure (low A voidance and Anxiety). 

Attachment Orientation, Perceptions of Social Support and Work Strain. 

As figure I points out, direct effects are not the only possible from of linkage between 

attachment orientation and work strain (i .e., the mediationa l possibility). Quite recently, 

Mikulincer, Birnbaum, Woddis and Nachmias (2000) have ex tended the research of 

previous attachment theori sts. They explain that the Attachment Orien tation-Strain link is 

influenced by perceptions of social support. Specifically, an encounter with stressful 

circumstances (e.g., military trai ning) 'acti vates' the attachment system. This means that 

when people are faced with a stressful situation, they desire close prox imity to significant 

others as a method of alleviating their distress. Mikulincer et al., (2000) found that although 

stressful experiences were likely to acti vate thoughts related to love and proximity for all 

attachment orientations, ' insecurely' attached individuals experienced higher strain due to 

worries about separation and rejection from their significant others. Mikulincer et al., 

(2000) concluded that people differing in attachment orientation have accessibility to 

different types of "attachment thoughts" (e.g., concerns over proximity of attachment 

figures). These differing attachment thoughts have different repercussions when managing 
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distress. Specifically, 'Secure' individuals are thought to view challenging situations as less 

distressing. This is partly because they believe others are available in times of need. In 

contrast, individuals with a more ' insecure ' attachment orientation, either A voidant or 

Anxious, will tend to view their attachment figures as non-supportive, so doubting their 

ability to bring relief in times of stress. Hence, insecure individuals experience a higher 

level of strain compared to their comparatively secure peers due the moderating effect of 

social support (see figure I , f,g). 

Individuals with secure attachments patterns are also thought to develop a strong sense of 

self-efficacy (Collins & Read, 1990). This enables them to build optimistic expectations 

about stress manageability. In contrast more insecure individuals tend to have relatively 

low se lf-effi cacy, which leads to more pessimistic expectations about stress manageability 

and consequently higher strain . Bandura ( 1986) stated that an individual's sense of self­

efficacy operates to reduce perceptions of and reactions to stress. Therefore, the level of 

distress experienced by those with 'secure' attachment orientation tends to be lower than 

those with insecure attachment orientation. Consequently, relatively secure individuals may 

in fact experience less work strain , independent of work place or home relationships. This 

potential outcome would demonstrate a direct effect between attachment orientation and 

work strain. 

In sum, an individual's experience with their caregivers as an infant may lead to the 

formation of an "internal working model", which elicits their reactions to stressors as adults 

(Mikulincer et al., 2000). This means that, compared to insecure individuals, adults with 

'secure' attachment orientations are more likely experience lower work strain. However 
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whether social support influences (i.e., mediates and/or moderates) this potential link 

between attachment orientation and work strain is unknown. 

Hypotheses 

From figure I, this research will explore the links between individual's attachment 

orientation (secure verses insecure), perceived social support (partner/workplace superiors 

and colleagues), and work strain (psychological pressure). To achieve this, it is 

hypothesised that: -

From figure 1 mediation occurs: 

• Attachment orientation determines the individual's perceived social support (from 

significant others and at work), which in turn influences the levels of work strain 

experienced. 

• (If social support truly mediates the overall relationship between attachment 

orientation and work strain, then relationship (e) (See Fig I) should be reduced to 

zero when either social support from significant others or social support at work is 

controlled (Baron & Kenny, 1986). In a mediational relationship, the mediator is an 

indispensable link in a causative chain between (I) and (4). Thus, if (2) is held 

constant statistically, there can be no variation on (4). 

Moderation occurs: 

• The relationship between attachment orientation and work strain is stronger for 

those individuals with either high or low levels of support (See Fig 1 f,g). 
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Direct effects are operating: 

• Attachment Orientation directly influences work strain (See Fig I, e) 

• Perceptions of social support (either work and/or significant other) directly 

influence work strain (See Fig I c,d) 

• Attachment Orientation directly influences perceptions of social support from 

significant others (See Fig I, a) 

• Attachment Orientation directly influences perceptions of social support from work 

sources (See Fig I, b) 

Although a number of researchers have examined relationships between attachment 

patterns and social support (e.g., Florian, Mikulincer, & Bucholtz, 1995), and attachment 

patterns and strain, to my knowledge no study to date has directly examined the 

relationship between all three variables simultaneous ly . This study therefore breaks new 

ground, by testing the moderating verses mediation effect in addition to the direct effects of 

the three variables, in the finance sector. 
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METHOD 

The Participants 

A sample of 82 individuals employed in the finance sector, were recruited from both New 

Zealand (n=43) and the United Kingdom (n=39). The participants were obtained using a 

snowballing sampling method . Snowball sampling requires that the researcher contact key 

people regarding their potential participation. These participants serve as initial contacts 

and they approach others who fulfil the research criteria. This process continues until the 

desired number of participants is obtained. Because the researcher has previously worked in 

the finance sector in the UK, she was able to contact former work colleagues who then 

approached their colleagues to complete the questionnaire. The same method was applied 

in New Zealand, except the initial contacts were friends of the researchers. Originally the 

researcher intended to draw the sample from the New Zealand finance sector, however 

difficulty obtaining a sufficient number of participants meant the sample had to be 

expanded to include individuals employed in the finance sector in the United Kingdom. 

Detailed demographic data on the sample itself was not collected. There were several 

reasons for this. Firstly, it was in the interests of encouraging both participation and 

disclosure amongst this heavily time pressured group, that the length of the questionnaire 

be as short as possible. Secondly the researcher has worked with many of the participants in 

the finance sector in London. The finance sector in New Zealand and UK is 

overwhelmingly male, caucasian, therefore if the participants were required to state their 

gender and race, the researcher may have been able to identify them due to the small 

number of females, and individuals who belong to ethnic minority groups. Kahn and 

Cooper (1993) found that recruiting participants from trading floors was very difficult, due 
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to the stressful working conditions, i.e., extreme time pressure. They attributed this 

difficulty in locating participants as being a major reason why so little research has been 

conducted in this sector. 

Originally the researcher originally intended to draw participants from the investment 

banks, specifically those who work on trading floors (i.e., dealers, salespeople and 

marketers). Dealers are employed in buying and selling currency, bonds, trading in stocks 

and so on. They also provide economic analyses and research for their organisations. 

Salespeople are responsible for maintaining client relationships with private individuals or 

institutions . Marketers are primarily responsible for promoting specific corporate products 

or services among clients. However, difficulty in obtaining a sufficient number of these 

participants, meant that the sample had to be expanded to include individuals employed in 

other areas of the finance sector (e.g., retail banks, private finance companies, stockbrokers, 

accountants and insurance agents). This expanded sample meant that not all of the 

participants were employed on trading floors as originally planned. 

Measures 

The data was collected by means of an anonymous questionnaire. This consisted of four 

instruments: The Perceived Stress Scale (PSS); The Experiences in Close Relationships 

Inventory (ECR); two subscales of the Work Environment Scale (WES); and two subscales 

of the Quality of Relationships Inventory (QRI). The materials are presented in Appendix A 

as they were presented to the participants. 
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Perceived Stress Scale (PSS). 

The PSS (Cohen, K armarck, & Mermelstein, 1983) is a self-report measure designed to 

assess the degree to which individuals generally perceive situations in his/her li fe as 

stressful. The PSS is normall y used to measure strain generally, which as mentioned in the 

introduction is the psychological component of stress. However, the PSS has been adapted 

in the present study to assess strain at work, i .e., the respondent's thoughts and feelings 

concerning their work during the past month. Thus, the adapted questionnaire commenced 

by stating, " Please remember to answer the scale relating to your work place," and ended 

with further reminder '"Have you answered the scale in re lation to your work p lace?" 

The Percei ved Stress Scale was selected as it measures the criteri on vari able of interest in 

the present . tudy (i .e., perceived work strain). Add itionally, the PSS has strong 

psychometric properti es. For example, Cohen et al. , ( 1983) report coefficient alpha 

reliabi lity scores of .84, .85, and .86 in each o f the three samples they tested, and they 

found that the PSS possesses substantial predicti ve va lidity. 

The respondents were required to rate the ex tent o f their agreement with these items across 

a 5-point Likert scale ranging from I (never) to 5 (very often). Higher scores indicate 

greater perceived stress in the last month. The full PSS has 14 items. For the present study, 

we used the shorter 10-item version (PSS-1 0; S. Cohen et al. , 1983) to limit the length of 

the questionnaire. 
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Experiences in C lose Relationships Inventory (ECR) 

The ECR is a 36-item continuously scaled self-report measure of adult attachment 

orientations towards interpersonal relati onships (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). The 

ECR was selected because it is presently the most reliable and valid measure of Attachment 

Orientation (Shaver & Fraley, 200 I ). The ECR is composed of two factor-analytically­

derived subscales that respecti vely assess attachment-related Anxiety and Avoidance 

(Lopez, Mauricio, Gormley, Simko & Berger, 200 I ). The Anx iety subscale ( 18 items) 

assesses fear and abandonment, and strong desires for interpersonal ' merger'; and an 

Avo idance subscale ( 18 items) taps discomfort w ith interpersonal closeness, dependence 

and intimate se l f disclosure (Lopez et al., 200 I ). For both subscales, respondents indicate 

their level of agreement with each item using a 7-point li kert type measurement scale 

( I =Disagree trongly; 7 =Agree Strongly). 

The ECR is scored in one of two way , either categori call y (Attachment Styles) or 

dimensionall y (Attachment Orientations). The measure is scored dimensionally in the 

present study. This means that participants obtain a score on two dimensions (Anxiety and 

Avoidance), rather than being categori sed as being of a speci fie attachment type. 

Add itionally, a dimensional measure was chosen because a number of problems have been 

connected to use of categorical measures, for example decreases in reliability, validity and 

stati stical power (Brennan, et al. , 1998; Fraley & Waller, 1998). 

The ECR was developed in the USA, consequently the majority of research concerning the 

psychometric properties of the ECR (e.g. , coefficients alpha) have been conducted in the 
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USA (e.g., Brennan et al., 1998). Therefore, it is important to check the instruments 

psychometric credentials in our sample. 

Work Environment Scale (WES) 

The WES (Moos and Insel, 1974) has been used extensively as a measure of individual's 

perceptions about their work environment. The inventory takes three forms: The real form 

(form R), the expected form (form E), and the ideal form (form I). Forms E and I are 

modifications of Form R, differing in verb tense, but not item content (Moos & lnsel, 

I 981 ). Form R is used in the present study because the i terns are in the present tense, and 

we are interested in the employee's perceptions of their current work environment. The 

WES consists of ten subscales, however, most of these are not directly relevant to the 

present research . These are: Involvement, Supervisor Support, Autonomy, Task 

Orientation, Work Pressure, Clarity, Control, Innovation, Physical Comfort and Coworker 

Cohesion. The Work Pressure subscale may at first seem like an appropriate measure of 

work strain, however this subscale actually assesses the respondent ' s overall perception of 

work pressure in the work environment (for example "People cannot afford to relax"). 

Specifically the work pressure subscale measures the employee ' s general perception of 

strain in the work environment, rather than his or her own perceived strain level. The two 

most relevant subscales to the present study are co-worker cohesion and supervisor support. 

These subscales were used to represent perceptions of social support at work. 

The co-worker cohesion and supervisor support subscales were presented in the same 

format as in the WES. Respondents are asked to indicate their agreement/disagreement with 

the 9 true/false statements on each scale. These two subscales have been found to be valid 
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and reliable measures of supervisor and coworker support. For example subscale internal 

consistencies (Cronbach's Alpha) range from 0.66 to 0 .84 (Moos & Insel, 1981 ). 

The WES has been found to possess strong psychometric properties when used in both 

New Zealand (for example O'Donnell & Stephens, 200 I), as well in British contexts 

(Waryszak, 1999). The scale has not however been administered in the financial 

environment. Therefore we will thoroughly examine its psychometric properties in the 

results section. 

Quality of Rel ationships Inventory (QRI) 

Pierce et al., ( 1991) developed this self-report measure to assess relationship-specific 

perceptions of avail able support using a sample of students at an American university . 

Participants respond to each item using a 4-point Likert scale ranging from l=not at all to 4 

=very much . 

The complete measure contains three subscales: (a) perceptions of Social Support (b) the 

perceived Depth of the relationship and (c) perceptions of Interpersonal conflict (i.e., is the 

relationship a source of conflict and ambivalence?). However, the subscale (c) conflict is 

not a feature of the theoretical model being investigated, and is arguably intrusive in the 

context of this time pressured sample, therefore it was dropped. Thirdly, Conflict is the 

longest subscale and the researcher was mindful of the test length as the participants work 

in time-pressured environment. The depth subscale (b) was included, but for descriptive 

purposes only. Specifically, the researcher wanted to ascertain the degree of importance 

attached to the significant relationship in question by the respondent. Table 1 demonstrates 
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the mean scores per item on subscale (b). The range is l ("not at all"), to 4 ("very much"). 

The profile in table 1, demonstrates that the participants viewed their significant others in 

this study, as playing a very important role in their life, since the mean scores/item range 

from 3.09 to 3.77. From table 1, the item value means are consistently high, therefore we 

know these are quality relationships. 

Table I. 
Mean score/item for the depth subscale of the ORI 

DEPTH DIMENSION Mean score/item SD 

How positive a role does thi s person play in your life? 
How significant is this relationship in your life? 
How close will your relationship be with this person in 10 years time? 
How much would you miss this person if you could not see each other 
for a month ? 
How responsib le do you feel for thi s persons well being? 
How much do you depend on this person? 

3.77 .504 
3.65 .575 
3.73 .545 
3.66 .593 

3.40 .783 
3.09 .789 

The QRI was chosen because it measures the variables of interest (i.e. perceived social 

support from significant others) in the present study . Furthermore the QRI has been found 

to possess substantial psychometric properties. For example, Pierce et al., ( 1991) found that 

the scale is internally consistent with Alpha levels ranging between .83 and .9 1, depending 

on the relationship assessed. 

Procedure 

Following the approval of the Massey University Human Ethics Committee, the researcher 

conducted a pilot study, whereby eight friends were sent the questionnaire via email and 

were asked to read the information sheet and complete the questionnaire and return the 

questionnaire to the freepost address provided on the information sheet. Each reviewer 
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completed the questionnaire, and commented on the length of time it took to complete and 

recorded other relevant observations (e.g., recommended formatting changes). Completion 

of the tests by the pilot groups only raised one small concern (a minor formatting issue). 

Following, the pilot study, the researcher commenced data collection. Initially it was 

anticipated that the sample would be drawn solely from the finance sector in New Zealand. 

However, it soon became obvious that obtaining 100 participants, an acceptable quota for 

multivariate testing (Grimm & Yarnold, 1995), would be difficult , as the finance sector 

here is small. The researcher therefore decided to expand the sample to include participants 

from the finance sector in the United Kingdom, where she had previously worked and 

retained contacts . The Massey University Human Ethics Committee was consulted, and 

approved thi s change. 

Friends, and past work colleagues based in the United Kingdom and New Zealand were 

approached via email and/or word of mouth, to request their potential participation in the 

study. If permission was granted, the researcher sent a copy of the information sheet (See 

Appendix A) and questionnaire (See Appendix A) via email (the researcher held records of 

their email addresses). A proportion of those individuals then distributed via email, copies 

of the information sheet and questionnaire to other potential participants. These potential 

participants included departmental managers, human resource personnel, friends in the 

industry, and co-workers. 

Participants from New Zealand were requested (via the information sheet) to send their 

completed questionnaires to a freepost address provided anonymously. Participants from 
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the United Kingdom were required to send their completed questionnaires to a specified 

address in London. The address belonged to a member of the researcher's family, who then 

forwarded the unopened envelopes to the researchers home address. This procedure was 

chosen, as the researcher thought that locating a local stamp would be less of a deterrent 

than making a special trip to the post office to purchase a specific stamp required to send 

letters to New Zealand. 
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RESULTS 

Psychometric properties of the scales 

It is necessary to perform psychometric checks on the instruments within the present study, 

because these instruments have on ly really proved themselves overseas and outside of the 

finance sector. To do this, we used a combination of exploratory factor analysis, plus 

checks on internal reliability. Given the relatively small sample size (N=82), our usage of 

exploratory factor analysis is tentative. Our usage of internal reliability checks entailed a 

combination of Coefficient Alpha and correlations between items and their corrected total 

scores. 

Initially, the appropriateness of usmg factor analytic techniques was determined by 

calcu lating the Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin (KMO) statistic, and Bartlett's test of sphericity. The 

KMO determines the appropriateness of factor analysis by measuring the amount of 

common variance among variables. According to Hutcheson & Sofroniou ( 1999), the KMO 

must be at least .60 to be classified as 'satisfactory'. Bartlett's Test of Sphericity involves 

gauging the overall significance of all the correlations in the correlation matrix. A p-value 

less than .05 indicates that the correlation matrix is not an identity matrix, and that it makes 

sense to proceed with factor analysis (Rajewski, Schell, Reybold, & Evanciew, 1997). If 

both the KMO statistic and Bartlett's test of sphericity were satisfactory, we conducted an 

exploratory factor analysis based on principal components. Principal Components Analysis 

(PCA) was conducted to ascertain whether the set of items load clearly onto distinct factors 

(Bryant & Yarnold, 2000). Factors were retained based the scree plot test (Cattell, 1966), 
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although Kaiser's criterion (1960), which states that eigenvalues should be greater than one, 

was also considered (cited in Comrey & Lee, 1992). 

In addition to factor analysis based on principal components, we also checked the internal 

consistency of each factor using Cronbach's alpha. Alpha coefficients greater than 0.75 

were viewed as acceptable. Poorly performing items were defined as those that had low 

corrected item-total score correlations, and/or a higher Cronbach's alpha if the item was 

deleted from the scale. 

Perceived Stress Scale (PSS) 

The KMO statistic was acceptable (KMO = .789) and did support the use of factor analysis 

(Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999). Bartlett's test of sphericity also supported the decision to 

use a factor analytic approach (Bartlett's statistic = 254.652, p = .000). The PSS is usually 

considered to be uni-dimensional (Cole, 1988). Supporting this, our exploratory factor 

analysis, scree plot test clearly suggested a one-factor solution, although two factors had 

eigenvalues greater than one - 4.064 and 1.221. These two factors accounted for 40.637% 

of the variance. The internal consistency of the PSS was acceptable as indicated by 

Cronbach's alpha of .8346. Based on these analyses, it was decided to retain all the items in 

the scale (There were no items whose correlation with the corrected total score was 

nonsignificant or whose inclusion deflated coefficient alpha). 
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Experiences in Close Relationships Inventory (ECR). 

The use of factor analysis (N=82, 36 items) was found to be appropriate, as indicated by an 

acceptable KMO stati stic (KM0=.72) and Bartlett's test of sphericity (Bartlett's stati stic = 

1884.903, p < .00 I). 

The ECR is normally considered to possess two factors (Anxiety and Avoidance) (Brennan 

et al ., 1998). We tested thi s empirically using Principal Components A nalysis. Two factors 

were retained based on the results of the scree te t (e igenvalues 9.969, 4.9 1 1, 2 .405, 2.06 1, 

1.755, 1.605, 1.479, 1.079, 1.059). These two factor together accounted for a total variance 

of 4 1.33%. 

Based the research of Brennan et al., ( 1998), i t was decided that the Experiences in Close 

Relationships Inventory items should be forced to load onto two factors using a Procruste 

procedure. The ECR items were subjected to a Yarimax rotation, because the dimensions 

are theoretically orthogonal (uncorrelated). According to Brennan ct al ., (1998) odd 

numbered item should relate to the Avoidance dimension and the even numbered items 

should load onto an Anxiety dimension. In our data set this is exactl y what happened. From 

Table 2, each item subsequently loaded clearly onto one of two factors and not the other. 
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Table 2. 
Factor Matrix for the Experiences in Close Relationship Inventory after a Varimax Rotation 
Item Factor I Factor 2 

(Avoidance) (Anxiety) 
ECR27 
ECR33 
ECR23 
ECR9 
ECRl7 
ECR31 
ECRl3 
ECRI I 
ECR35 
ECR3 
ECR25 
ECRl9 
ECRI 
ECR5 
ECRl5 
ECR21 
ECR7 
ECR29 
ECR8 
ECR2 
ECRl8 
ECR4 
ECRl4 
ECR6 
ECR36 
ECR20 
ECRIO 
ECR26 
ECR32 
ECR22 
ECR28 
ECR30 
ECR16 
ECRl2 
ECR34 
ECR24 

.814 

.715 

.713 

.699 

.695 

.683 

.676 

.658 

.640 

.636 

.581 

.575 

.572 

.550 

.546 

.545 

.424 

.361 

.323 

Note loadings less than .3 have been suppressed 
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.309 

.768 

.747 

.702 

.681 

.644 

.641 

.587 

.572 

.568 

.565 

.554 

.553 

.544 

.534 

.518 

.418 

.392 

.340 



Brennan et al., (1998) reported Cronbach' s alpha coefficients of .9 1 and .94 for the Anxiety 

and Avoidance dimensions. Reliability analysis of our own 36-item ECR revealed a 

Cronbach's alpha of .9000 and .8906 for Avoidance and Anxiety, respectively. 

Based on these analyses, all of the original items were retained in the measure used in the 

present study. 

Work Environment Scale (WES) 

Initially, the measure of sampling adequacy (N=82) was calculated using the KMO statistic 

and Bartlett 's test of sphericity. The use of factor analysis was found to be borderline as 

indicated by the KMO statistic (KM0=.64) (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999). However, 

Bartlett's test of sphericity supported the decision to use a factor analytic approach 

(Bartlett's stati stic = 354.096, p = . 0000). 

Based on the borderline KMO statistic, reliability analysis was conducted to check for 

poorly performing items. The initial analysi s revealed Cronbach's Alpha's of .6669 and 

.5924 for 9-item co-worker cohesion subscale and the 9-item supervisor support subscale, 

respectively. These alpha levels were unacceptably low. In an attempt to improve both the 

internal consistency of the data and the factor solution , items 6, 8, 12, 14, 16 and 17 were 

removed based on their low corrected item-total score correlations. Consequently, the 

Cronbach's Alpha levels increased to more acceptable levels. These were .6864 for the 8-

item co-worker support subscale, and .6843 for the 4-item supervisor support subscale. The 

KMO statistic was then recalculated and increased to a more acceptable level of .679. 
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Factor analysis based on principal components was then performed. The scree test indicated 

two factors (eigenvalues= 3.091, 2.123, 1.197, 1.044). The first factor accounted for 

25.761 % of the total variance and the second factor explained another 17.688% of the total 

variance. 

Due to the fact that the two subscales measure one underlying dimension - the Relationship 

domain (Moos & Inset, 1981 ), an oblique rotation was performed forcing two factors. 

Based on the results of Moos and Inset ( 1981 ), it was anticipated that the odd numbered 

items would load onto factor l and the even numbered items would load onto factor 2. 

Instead however, we obtained the outcome presented in Table 3. These items then 

constituted our factors. 

Table 3. 
Factor Matrix for the Work Environment Scale after an Oblique Rotation 

Item Component I Component 2 

WEI 
WE2 
WE3 
WE4 
WES 
WE7 
WE9 
WElO 
WEl l 
WEl3 
WE15 
WEl8 

(Coworker Support) (Supervisor Support) 

.549 

.458 

.671 

.563 

.694 

.344 

.508 

.430 

.364 

.518 

.579 
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Quality of Relationships Inventory (QRI) 

The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin (KMO) statistic was found to be within acceptable limits (KMO = 

.82). Bartlett's test of sphericity suggested that we could use a factor analytic approach 

(Bartlett's statistic= 184.541, p = .000). 

Factor analysis based on principal components was performed on the 7-item QRI subscale 

used in the present study. The scree test clearly suggested the presence of just this one 

factor (eigenvalue= 3.435). This factor accounted for 49.07% of the total variance. 

In the present study, Cronbach's Alpha was .8245. 

Descriptive Statistics for the main subscales 

The mean scores per item, standard deviations, and midpoints for scores on each item are 

presented in Table 4. Table 4 indicates whether the mean scores/item are above or below 

the mid point for each subscale. From Table 4, the mean score /item on the Avoidance 

(2.85) and Anxiety (3.23) subscales are low, given a midpoint of 4 (possible range of I to 

7) . This outcome suggests a tendency towards a secure attachment orientation, since lower 

Avoidance and Anxiety scores point to a more secure attachment orientation . 

Table 4. 
Descriptive statistics for the subscales 

Subscales Mean score/item Midpoint Range 

Instrument- Experiences in Close Relationships Inventory 
Avoidance 2.85 4.0 6 
Anxiety 3.24 4.0 6 

Instrument- Quality of Relationships Inventory 
Social Supportfrom 3.49 
Significant others 

Instrument- Perceived Stress Scale 
Work Strain 

N= 82 
2.36 
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The mean score per item on social support from significant others measure (3.49) was high, 

given a midpoint of 2.5, and the range of I (lowest score) to 4 (highest score). This 

indicates that, on average, the sample perceived a high level of social support from 

significant others. 

From Table 4, the mean score per item (2.36) on the work strain subscale is reasonably low 

when compared to a midpoint o f 3, given that I is the lowest poss ible work strain score and 

5 is the hi ghest. , thus the sample indicated reasonably low work strain levels. 

Because the supervisor support and coworker support subscales used a true/false response 

format. the mean score/item was not an appropriate indicator, therefore mean 

scores/subscale were calculated. The mean score on the supervisor support subscale (5.34) 

was just slightl y higher than the score obtained by the normati ve sample (5 .1 8) (M oos & 

lnsel, 198 1 ). The mean score on the coworker support scale (5.77) was also higher than the 

core obtained in the normati ve sample (5.52). Thi indicates relati vely high reported social 

support from supervisors and coworkers amongst our ample, given a midpoint of 5 and the 

possible range of 0 to 9 on each scale. 

T able 5 
Descripti ve statistics for the Work Environment Scale 

Subscales Mean score/scale 

Instrument- Work Environment Scale 
Superv isor support 
Coworker support 

N=82 

5.34 
5.77 
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Is Social Support a Mediator between Attachment Orientation and Work Strain? 

Following the suggestion by Baron and Kenny (1986), testing for mediation requires that 

three regression equations are estimated: (i) the mediator (perception of social support) is 

regressed on the independent variable (attachment orientation); (ii) the dependent variable 

(work strain) is regressed on the independent variable; and (iii) the dependent variable 

(work strain) is regressed on the both the independent variable (attachment orientation) and 

the mediator (social support) . 

Statistically, a variable serves as a mediator when it meets the following conditions: ( 1) 

variations in the levels of the independent variable (attachment orientation) significantly 

account for variations in the presumed mediator (social support) (See Fig I - path a & b ), (2) 

variations in the mediator, significantly account for variations in the dependent variable 

(work strain) (See Fig I-Path c & d), and (3), when Paths a and b are controlled, a 

previously significant relation between the independent and dependent variable (See Fig !­

path e) is no longer significant, with the strongest di splay of mediation happening when the 

path is zero. When the residual path is reduced but not zero, this points to the operation of 

multiple mediating factors (Partial mediation) (Baron & Kenny, 1986) . 

A composite measure of attachment orientation was not appropriate as attachment 

orientation is comprised of two dimensions (Anxiety and Avoidance), therefore the 

mediating potential of each dimension of attachment orientation was addressed separately. 
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The results of the regression analyses, that assess whether perceptions of social support 

from significant others mediate the relationship between Anxiety and work strain, are 

presented in Table 6. 

Table 6. 
Hierarchical multiple regression analyses of Anxiety, Perceptions of Social Support from 
Significant Others and Work Strain 

B SEB Beta Adjusted r2 (%) 

Dependent variable: 
Perceptions of Social 
Support from Significant others 
Equation I (R2= . I 02) 
Anxiety -.069 

Dependent variable: Work Strain 
Equation 2 (R2= .206) 
Anxiety .168 
Equation 3 (R2= .225) 
Anxiety .151 
Social support -.251 
(significant other) 
Notes 
*p<.05 , ** p<.0 I,*** p<.00 I 

.023 

.037 

.039 

.180 

-.319 

.454 

.408 
-.146 

B= Unstandardi sed Beta , SEB = Unstandardi sed Standard Error , 
Beta= Standardised Beta 

-.319** 

4.560*** 

3.902*** 
-1.393 

9.1 

19.6 

19.6 
20.6 

From Table 6, equation I, Anxiety is both significantly and negatively predictive of 

perceptions of social support from significant others , (F( 1,80) =9.074, p<O.O I). Anxiety 

explains 9.1 % of the variance in perceived levels of social support. In the second regression 

equation, Anxiety is significantly and positively predictive of work strain scores, (F( 1,80) = 

20.791 , p<.00 I). Anxiety explains 19.6% of the variance in work strain. In the third 

equation in Table 6, both Anxiety and perceived social support (from significant others) are 

included. From Table 6, social support added just I% to the explained variance in work 

strain, beyond the 19.6% contributed by Anxiety. These results suggest that perceptions of 

social support from significant others are not mediating the relationship between Anxiety 
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and work strain, since Anxiety remain a statistically significant predictor of work strain, 

even when perceptions of social support are controlled. 

The results of the regression analyses, that assess whether perceptions of social support 

from significant others mediate the relationship between Avoidance and work strain, are 

presented in Table 7. 

Table 7. 
Hierarchical multiple regression analyses of Avoidance, Perceptions of Social Support from 
Significant Others and Work Strain 

B SEB Beta Adjusted r2 (%) 

Dependent variable: 
Perceptions of Social 
Support from Significant others 
Equation I (R2= .159) 
Avoidance -.087 

Dependent variable: Work Strain 
Equation 2 (R2= .028) 
Avoidance .062 
Equation 3 (R2= .080) 
Avoidance .025 
Social Support -.429 
*p<.05, **p<.01,*** p<.001 

.022 -.399 -3 .894*** 

.041 .166 1.510 

.044 .067 .570 

.203 -.249 -2 . 114* 

B= Unstandardi sed Beta, SEB =Unstandardised Standard Error, 
Beta = Standardised Beta 

14.9 

1.6 

1.6 
5.6 

From Table 7, Equation I shows that Avoidance is negatively and significantly predictive 

of perceptions of social support from significant others (F( 1,80) = 15.167, p<.00 I). 

Avoidance accounts for 14.9% of the variance in perceived levels of social support. In the 

second regression equation, Avoidance is positively, but not significantly predictive of 

work strain scores (F(l,80)= 2.279, N.S.). Avoidance explains just 1.6% of the variance in 

work strain. Since the second equation was non-significant, perceptions of social support 
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from significant others, do not mediate the relationship between Avoidance and work 

strain. 

From Figure I, we turn now to perceptions of social support in the workplace: Social 

support at work is broken down into co-worker support, and supervisor support. Thus, the 

mediating role of these two sources of support are addressed separately. 

The results of the regression analyses that assess whelher perceptions of coworker support 

mediate the relationship between Anxiety and work strain are presented in Table 8. 

Table 8 
Hierarchical multiple regress ion analyses of Anxiety, Coworker Support and Work Strain. 

B SEB Beta t Adjusted r2 (%) 

Dependent variable: 
Perceptions of Coworker 
Support 
Equation I (R2= .00 I ) 
Anxiety -.004 

Dependent variable: Work Strain 
Equation 2 (R2= .206) 
Anxiety .168 
Equation 3 (R 2= .2 I} 
Anxiety . 169 
Coworker support . 163 
*p<.05, **p<.01,*** p<.001 

.016 -.029 - .262 

.037 .454 4.560*** 

.037 .456 4.558*** 

.263 .062 .619 

B= Unstandard ised Beta, SEB = Unstandardi sed Standard Error, 
Beta= Standardised Beta 

1.2 

19.6 

19.6 
19.0 

From Table 8, Equation I indicates that Anxiety negatively, but non-significantly 

influences perceptions of co-worker support (F( 1,80) = .069, N.S.) . Anxiety explains just 

1.2% of the variance in perceived levels of co-worker support. The second regression 

equation demonstrates the relationship between Anxiety and work strain as seen earlier in 

Table 6 (Anxiety significantly and positively predicts work strain scores F(l,80) = 20.791, 

p<.00 I. Anxiety explains 19.6% of the variance in Work strain scores). Since the first 
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equation in Table 8 is non-significant ( i .e., A nxiety does not significantly predict perceived 

levels of coworker support), then perceived levels of coworker support do not mediate the 

relationship between Anx iety and work strain 

Turning now from coworker support to support from Supervisors, the results of the 

regression analyses, that asse s whether perceived levels of coworker support mediate the 

relationship between Avoidance and work strain are presented in Table 9. 

Table 9 
Hierarchica l multi ple regression analyses of Avoidance, Coworker Support and Work 
Strain . 

Dependent variable: 
Perceptions of Coworker 
Support 
Equation I (R2= 000) 

B 

Avoidance -.002 
Dependent variable: Work Strain 
Equation 2 (R2= .028) 
Avoidance .0625 
Equation 3 (R 2= .030) 
Avo idance 
Coworker Support 
*p<.05, **p<.Ol ,*** p<.001 

.0627 
. 132 

SEB 

.0 16 

.04 1 

.042 

.29 1 

Beta 

-.0 11 - .095 

. 166 1.5 10 

. 167 1.570 

.050 .454 

B= Unstandardised Beta. SEB = Unstandardised Standard Error. 
Beta = Standardised Beta 

Adjusted r2 (%) 

1.2 

1.6 

1.6 
0.6 

From Table 9, Equation I demonstrates that Avoidance does not signi ficantly predict 

perceptions of coworker support (F( 1,80) =.009, N .S.). Avoidance explains j ust 1.2% of the 

vari ance in percei ved levels of coworker support. T he second regression equation is 

demonstrated in Table 7 (Avoidance does not significantly predict work strain scores, 

F( l ,80) = 2.279, N .S.). Since both the first and second equation are nonsignificant 

perceived levels of social support from coworkers do not mediate the relationship between 

Avoidance and work strain. 
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The results of the regression analyses, that assess whether perceptions of social support 

from supervisors mediate the relationship between Anxiety and work strain, are presented 

in Table JO. 

Table 10 
Hierarchical multiple regression analyses of Anxiety, Supervisor Support and Work Strain. 

B SEB Beta t Adjusted r2 (%) 

Dependent variable: 
Perceptions of Supervisor 
Support 
Equation I (R 2= .013) 
Anxiety -.010 

Dependent variable: Work Strain 
Equation 2 (R 

2= .206) 
Anxiety 
Equation 3 (R 

2= .210) 
Anxiety 
Supervisor Support 
*p<.05, **p<.01,*** p<.001 

.168 

.171 

.272 

.010 

.037 

.037 

.423 

-.114 -1.025 

.454 

.462 

.065 

4.560** 

4.587** 
.642 

B= Unstandardi sed Beta, SEB = Unstandardi sed Standard Error, 
Beta= Standardised Beta 

. I 

19.6 

19.6 
19.0 

From Table I 0, equation I shows that Anxiety does not significantly predict perceptions of 

supervisor support (F( 1,80) = 1.051, N.S.) . Anxiety predicts just I% of the variance in 

perceived levels of supervisor support. The second regression equation is demonstrated in 

Tables 6 and 8 (Anxiety significantly and positively predicts work strain scores, F( 1,80) = 

20.791, p<.00 I. Anxiety explains 19.6% of the variance in work strain). In the third 

equation in Table 10, both Anxiety and perceived social support (from supervisors) are 

included. However, Anxiety remains a statistically significant predictor of work strain even 

when supervisor support is controlled. Therefore, perceptions of social support from 

supervisors do not mediate the relationship between Anxiety and work strain. 
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The results of the regression analyses that assess whether perceptions of social support 

from supervisors mediate the relationship between Avoidance and work strain, are 

presented in Table I I . 

Table 11 
Hierarchical multiple regress ion analyses of Avoidance, Supervisor Support and Work 
Strain. 

Dependent variable: 
Perceptions of Supervisor 
Support 
Equation I (R2= .003) 

B 

Avoidance -.005 
Dependent vari able: Work Strain 
Equation 2 ( R 

2= .028) 
Avoidance .063 
Equation 3 (R 2= .028) 
Avoidance .0629 
Supervisor Support .088 
*p<.05, **p<.01,*** p<.001 

SEB Beta t 

.0 10 -.053 -.475 

.04 1 . 166 1.51 0 

.042 . 168 1.509 

.467 .02 1 . 189 

B= Uns tandardised Beta, SEB = Uns tandardised Standard Error. 
Beta = Standard ised Beta 

Adjusted r2 (%) 

1.0 

1.6 

1.6 
0.4 

From Table 11 , Equation I i ndicates that Avoidance does not significantly predict 

perceptions of supervisor support (F( I ,80)=.226, N.S). Avoidance explains j ust I% of the 

vari ance in perceived levels of supervi sor support. The second equation is demonstrated in 

T ables 7 and 9 (Avoidance is not a significant predictor of work strain ). Since both the first 

and second equations are not significant, perceived levels of social support from 

supervisors do not mediate the relationship between Avoidance and work strain, 

Moderation 

In the next set of analyses, we examine whether the relations between attachment 

orientation and work strain change as a function of the perceptions of social support, either 

from significant others, or from work sources namely supervisors and/or coworkers (the 
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moderator variable). To address moderation, a series of regression analyses, as specified by 

Baron and Kenny ( 1986), were conducted. First, work strain (dependent variable) is 

regressed, separately on each of the two attachment orientation dimensions of Anxiety and 

Avoidance (independent variables) (See equation I , Table 12). This determines the effect of 

the independent variab le (Anxiety and Avoidance) on the dependent variable (work strain) . 

Next, work strain is regressed on perceived social support (moderator variable), which 

determines the effect of the moderator on the dependent variable (See equation 2, Table 

12). Final ly, work strain is regressed on the product of attachment ori entation and perceived 

social support (either from significant others or from work sources). Moderator effects are 

demonstrated by a stati stically significant interaction effect of the independent and 

moderator variab les on the dependent variable, when the eparate effects of the independent 

and moderator vari ab le on the dependent variable are controlled stati sti cally (Y archeski & 

Mahon, 1999). 

To avoid the problem of multicollinearity between the predictors (Anxiety, Avoidance and 

levels of perceived ocial support), the predictor variables are normally "centered". This 

involves subtracting each vari able's mean from the indi vidual scores (Howell , 2002). This 

is done because, if we multiply predictor scores together, multicollinearity is likely to 

result, since either Anxiety and Avoidance, or perceptions of social support, will be highly 

correlated with their own product. 

The results of the regression analyses, that assess whether perceptions of social support 

from significant others moderate the relationship between Anxiety and work strain, are 

presented in Table 12. 
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Table 12 
Hierarchical multiple regression analyses o f Anxiety, Perceptions of Social Support from 
Significant Others and Work Strain 

B SEB Beta Adjusted r2 (%) 

Dependent variable: 
Work Strain. 
Equation 1 
A nxiety 
Equation 2 
Social Support (significant 
other) 
Equation 3 
Anxiety * Social 
Support (significant other) 
*p<.05, **p<.01,* ** p<.001 

.168 

-.25 1 

-.006 

.037 .454 4.560*** 

. 180 -. 146 -1.393 

.0 13 -.055 -.490 

B= Unstandardised Beta, SEB = Unstandardised Standard Error, 
Beta = Standardised Beta 

19.6 

20.6 

19.8 

From Table 12, one stati stically significant outcome resu lts when testing whether (i) levels 

of perceived social support from significant other , (ii ) moderate the relationship between 

Anxiety and work strain . This significant ou tcome occurs when work strai n is regressed on 

Anxiety (beta = .408, t= 3.902, p<.001). However, as demonstrated by the non-significant 

interaction effects shown in Equation 3, perceptions of social support from ignificant 

others do not moderate the relationship between Anx iety and work strain. 

The results of the regre sion analyses that, assess whether perceptions of social support 

from significant others moderate the relationship between Avoidance and work strain, are 

presented in Table 13. 
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Table 13 
Hierarchical multiple regression analyses of Avoidance, Perceptions of Social Support from 
Significant Others and Work Strain 

Dependent variable: 
Work Strain. 
Equation I 
Avoidance 
Equation 2 
Social Support 
(significant other) 
Equation 3 
A voidance*Social 
Support (significant other) 
*p<.05, **p<.Ol.*** p<.001 

B SEB Beta Adjusted r2 (%) 

.0252 .044 .067 .570 1.6 

-.429 .203 .249 -2.114* 5.6 

-.0565 .0 15 .044 .368 4.6 

B= Unstandardised Beta, SEB = Unstandardised Standard Error, 
Beta:::; Standardised Beta 

From Table 13, equation I indicates that Avoidance is not a significant predictor of work 

strain (beta= .067, t= .570, N.S.). In the second regress ion equation, perceptions of social 

support from significant others is a si gnificant predictor of work strain (beta= -.479, t= -

2. 11 4, p<.05). The third regression equation in T able 13, reveals that perceptions of social 

support from significant others do not moderate the relationship between Avoidance and 

work strain , as indicated by the fact that the relationship between the interaction term and 

work strain is not significant. 

The results of the regression analyses, that assess whether perceptions of social support 

from coworkers moderate the relationship between Anxiety and work strain , are presented 

in Table 14. 
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Table 14 
Hierarchical multiple regression analyses of Anxiety, Coworker Support and Work Strain 

Dependent variable: 
Work Strain. 
Equation I 
Anxiety 
Equation 2 
Social Support 
(Coworker) 
Equation 3 
Anxiety*Social Support 
(Coworker) 
*p<.05, **p<.0 1,*** p<.001 

B SEB Beta t Adjusted r2 (%) 

.168 .037 .454 4.560*** 19.6 

. 190 .249 .076 .762 19.2 

-.00 14 1 .0 18 -.008 -.076 18.2 

B= Uns tandardised Beta, SEB = Unstandardised Standard Erro r. 
Beta = Standardised Beta 

From Table 14, results of testing whether perceptions of social support from coworkers 

moderate the relationship between A nxiety and work strai n do not reveal any additional 

significant effects to those hown in Table 12 (i.e., Anxiety is a significant predictor of 

work strain ). In the second equation, coworker support is not a significant predictor of work 

strain. As demonstrated by the non-significant interaction effect shown in Equation 3, 

perceptions of social support from coworkers do not moderate the relationship between 

Anxiety and work strain. 

The results of the regression analyses, that assess whether perceptions of coworker support 

moderate the relationship between Avoidance and work strain are presented in Table 15. 
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Table 15 
Hierarchical multigle regression analyses of Avoidance, Coworker Suggort and Work 
Strajn 

B SEB Beta Adjusted r2 (%) 

Dependent variable: 
Work Strain. 
Eguation I 
A voidance .063 .04 1 . 166 1.5 10 1.6 
Eguation 2 
Social Support . 135 .276 .054 .489 6.0 
(Coworker) 
Eguation 3 
Avoid * Social Support .0092 .02 1 .051 .432 4.0 
(Coworker) 
*p<.05, **p<.Ol,*** p<.OOl 
B= Unstandardised Bela. SEB = Unstandardised Standard Error. 
Bela= Standard ised Be la 

From Table I 5, tes ting whether perceptions of social support from coworkers moderates the 

relationship between Avoidance and work strain does not reveal any significant effects. A s 

demonstrated by the non-significant interaction effect shown in Equation 3, perceptions of 

social support from coworkers do not moderate the relationship between Avoidance and 

work strain . 

The results of the regression analyses, that assess whether perceptions of social support 

from supervisors moderate the relationship between Anxiety and work strain , are presented 

in Table 16. 
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Table 16 
Hierarchical multiple regression anal yses of Anxiety, supervisor support and work strain 

B SEB Beta t Adjusted r2 (%) 

Dependent variable: 
Work Strain. 
Equation I 
Anxiety 
Equation 2 
Social Support 
(Supervisor Support) 
Equation 3 
A nxiety* Social 
Support (Supervisor) 
*p<.05, **p<.01 ,*** p<.001 

. 168 

.032 

.0072 

.037 .454 4.560*** 

.294 -.0 12 - 1.09 

.020 -.038 -.365 

B= Unstandardised Beta. SEB = Uns tandardised Standard Error. 
Beta= Standard ised Beta 

19.6 

18.6 

17.7 

From Table 16, testing whether perceptions of social support from supervisor moderate the 

relationship between Anxiety and work strain do not reveal any additional significant 

effects from those already established in Tables 12 and 14 (i.e., Anxiety is a significant 

predictor of work strain). As demonstrated by the non-significant interaction effects shown 

in Equation 3, perceptions of social support from supervisors do not moderate the 

relationship between Anxiety and work strain . 

The results of the regression analyses, that assess whether perceptions of social support 

from supervisors moderate the relationship between Avoidance and work strain, are 

presented in Table 17. 
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Table 17 
Hierarchical multiple regression anal yses of A voidance, Supervisor Support and Work 

Dependent variable: 
Work Strain. 
Equation I 
Avoidance 
Equation 2 
Social support 
(Supervisor) 
Equation 3 
Avoid* Social 
Support (Superv isor) 
*p<.05, **p<.01,*** p<.001 

B 

.063 

-.435 

.0 136 

SEB Beta 

.041 .166 1.510 

.302 -. 16 1 - 1.444 

-.022 .072 .630 

B= Uns tandard ised Beta, SEB = Unstandardised S tandard Erro r, 
Beta= S tandard ised Beta 

A djusted r2 (%) 

1.6 

2.9 

2. 1 

From Table 17, a test of whether perceptions of social support from supervisors moderate 

the relationship between A voidance and work strain does not result in any statisti cally 

signi ficant results. As demonstrated by the non-significant interact ion effect shown in 

Equation 3, perceptions of social support from supervi sors do not moderate the re lationship 

between Avo idance and work stra in. 

Direct effects 

A t the end of the day therefore, we are left w ith one potential ly signi ficant form of l inkage. 

This linkage- the direct effect is the simplest. The resul ts of direct effects between 

attachment orientations, perceptions of social support from work sources (superv isors and 

coworkers) and significant others, and work strain are presented in T able 18. 
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Table 18 
Hierarchical multiple regression analyses of direct effects. 

B SEB Beta Adjusted r2 (%) 

Dependent variable: 
Work Strain. 
Anxiety .168 .037 .454 4.560*** 19.6 
Avoidance .063 .041 .166 1.510 1.6 
Social support -.475 .185 -2.76 -2.565* 6.4 
(Significant other) 
Social support .127 .293 .049 .435 .2 
(Coworker) 
Social support .05 1 .470 .012 .108 0 
(Supervisor) 
Dependent variable: 
Social support 
(Significant other) 
Anxiety -.069 .023 -.319 -.319** 9.1 
Avoidance -.087 .022 -.399 -3.894*** 14.9 
Dependent variable: 
Social support 
(Coworker support) 
Anxiety -.004 .0 16 -.029 -.262 1.2 
Avoidance -.002 .016 -.011 -.095 1.2 
Dependent variable: 
Social support 
(Supervisor Support) 
Anxiety -.010 .010 -.114 -1 .025 .1 
Avoidance -.005 .010 -.053 -.475 1.0 
*p<.05, **p<.01,*** p<.001 
B= Unstandardised Beta, SEB =Unstandardi sed Standard Error, 
Beta = Standardised Beta 

From Table 18, significant direct effects exist between anxiety and work strain (beta =.454, 

t=4.560, p<.00 I), perceptions of social support from significant others and work strain 

(beta= -.276, t=-2.565, p<.05), Anxiety and perceptions of social support from significant 

others (Beta =-.319, t= -.319, p<.01), and between Avoidance and social support from 

significant others (Beta= -.399, t= -3.894, p<.001 ). 
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Post hoc analyses 

Due to unforeseen circumstances, our sample was drawn from two locations (New Zealand 

and the U nited Kingdom), rather just New Zealand as ori ginal ly intended. Therefore we 

conducted posthoc analyses to investi gate whether our results hold across the two settings. 

The most obvious variable was work strain . Our results indicated that strain levels were not 

significantly different across the two locations (F ( 1,80) = .125, N.S.)). 

It didn' t seem appropri ate, given the nonsignificant difference in the levels of work train, 

and the non-presence of mediation or moderation in the overall sample to retest for 

mediation or moderation. This is especially so given the small sample size. However, we 

did obtain a wide range of direct effects in the overall sample. With that posthoc question, 

separate tests of direct effects in both locations were conducted. These results are provided 

in A ppendix C. To summari se their content however, there was a complete replication in 

the UK sample. Specifically, significant direct effects ex ist between A nxiety and work 

strain (beta =.596, t=4.5 I 5, p<.00 I ), between perceptions of social support from signi ficant 

others and work strain (beta= - .479, t= -3.3 16, p<.0 I ), between A nx iety and perceptions of 

social support from significant others (Beta =-.3 15, t= -2.0 17, p<.05), and between 

A voidance and social support from significant others (Beta= -.347, t= -2.250, p<.05). 

The New Zealand sample resulted in a partial replication. Significant direct effects exist 

between Anxiety and perceptions of social support from significant others (Beta =-.329, t= 

-2.234, p<.05), and between A voidance and social support from significant others (Beta = -

.452, t= -3.247, p<.01 ). 
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DISCUSSION 

Resume of findings 

The principal goal of thi s study was to explore the links between an individual 's attachment 

orientation (secure versus insecure), perceived social support (significant other/workplace 

superi ors and colleagues), and work strain (psychological pressure). M ore specifically, we 

were interested in whether perceptions o f social support mediate, moderate or have a direct 

effect on work train in the finance sector. Firstly, in none of the potential forms of social 

support (significant others/workplace superi ors and co lleagues) did medi ation hold. 

Secondly, there were no moderation effects. Neither social support from significant others, 

nor from work sources interacted with the adult attachment ori entations (Anxiety and 

Avoidance) to predict work strain scores. However, third ly, direct effects were found. 

Social support from significant others was a significant direct predictor of work strain . 

Anx iety and Avoidance were significant direct predictors of soci al support perceived to 

come from significant others. And most importantly of all , Anxiety was a significant direct 

predictor of work strain. 

Links to Theory. 

Mediation 

In retrospect, perhaps it was unreasonable to expect perceived levels of social support (from 

significant others and work sources) to mediate the relationship between attachment 

orientation and work strain . Specifically, requiring that attachment ori entation would cause 

perceptions of social support, and that these perceptions of social support would then cause 

work strain was an extreme demand gi ven that variables, other than attachment orientation 

are likely to influence both perceptions of social support, and work strain. 
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Moderation 

What remains surprising however, is our finding that social support did not moderate the 

link between attachment orientation and work strain (See Fig I, f,g) . This link has received 

a great deal of support in previous research (e.g., Cohen & Wills, 1985). A potential 

explanation of our non-significant results is that the culture of the finance industry does not 

encourage social support as a means of coping. French (1979) argues that buffering 

depends upon the individual 's mobilisation of social support. Although support may exist 

in the work and home environment, individuals will not utilise this support, unless they 

perceive that it is likely to alleviate their work strain. Furthermore, employees in the 

finance sector perform relatively autonomous, independent roles . Therefore these 

individuals rely less on the support of coworkers and supervisors. Hence, employees do not 

habitually 'mobilise' soc ial support under conditions of work related strain, because the 

process of social support is not engaged in the first place. 

An additional, and perhaps complimentary reason (to the cultural influence mentioned 

above) why perceived levels of social support do not moderate the link between attachment 

orientation and work strain, is that the finance industry may attract a specific personality 

type. This personality type might not utilise social support even under conditions of strain. 

For example Kahn and Cooper ( 1993) found that those with a "Type A" personality tend to 

be attracted to the finance sector. These "Type A" individuals are defined by an 

exaggerated sense of time urgency, competitiveness, ambition, aggressiveness and hostility 

(Rosenhan & Seligman, 1995). Type A's tend to deny that they are upset by stress. As a 

result, they may not perceive or register social support even when it is offered from their 

home or work environment (Kahn & Cooper, 1993). Thus, it is possible that some 
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participants in our study, as well as responding to industry norms, also tended to deny their 

feelings of strain. In this way, they would not utilise social support even when faced with 

work strain. 

Turning again to our lack of moderation. On average, the present sample reported 

moderately low strain levels. French ( 1979) claims that moderating effects require 

individuals to utilise social support, and support is only employed in response to high 

strain. Therefore, it is conceivable that social support does operate as a moderator, but only 

under conditions of reasonably high strain in the finance sector. Hence the importance of 

social support as a moderator of the relationship between attachment orientation and work 

strain should not be discounted. 

Direct effects 

Turning now to direct effects, the finding that Anxiety was a significant direct predictor of 

work strain (See Fig I, e) has been supported by previous research . For example Hazan and 

Shaver ( 1990) found that Anxious individuals are likely to: Use work as a method of 

gaining approval; have a tendency to become over obligated; feel under-appreciated; have 

low of self esteem; fear rejection, and use work to satisfy attachment needs. As a result, 

Anxious individuals tend to higher work strain than their less anxious colleagues (Hardy & 

Barkham, 1994). Moreover, Hazan and Shaver (1990) found that "Secure" individuals who 

score low on the Anxiety dimension had a relatively positive approach to work. 

Additionally they were least likely to: put work off; have difficulty completing tasks; fear 

failure; and feel rejected by their co-workers. "Secure" individuals enjoyed their vacations 

and did not allow work to jeopardise their relationships or health. These findings are 
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consi stent with our results that secure indi viduals experience lower work strain than their 

more Anxious peers. 

The finding that A nxiety was a significant direct predictor of work strain is particularly 

important for both indiv iduals and organisations to note. Through understanding that there 

is a link between an individual 's inbuilt Anxiety level and work strain , strain management 

programmes might include a cognitive behavioural component. This cogniti ve behavioural 

component cou ld teach individuals (a) how to recognise, and (b) how to cope with these 

Anxiety provoking situations. 

As expected, perceptions of social support from significant others was a significant direct 

predictor of work strain (See Fig I, c). Researchers (e.g .. Beehr. 1985; Cohen & Wil ls, 

1985; Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchinson, & Sowa, 1986; Cobb, 1976; Dolan, Yan 

Ameringen and Arsenault, 1992; Beehr, Jex, Stacy, & Murray, 2000) have attributed this 

direct effect to the idea that social support from significant others enhances the individual's 

sense of overall well -being. This enhanced sense of overall well-being is thought to occur 

through the provision of positive affect and a recognition of self worth, which in turn 

increase the individual 's resilience to work strain. The effect o f perceptions of social 

support from significant others on work strain has important implications for reducing work 

strain in the finance sector. Specifically, highlighting the importance of promoting 

meaningful relationships with significant others can reduce work strain. 

Another potential explanation for the outcome that perceptions of social support from 

significant others directly predict work strain, is that individuals are boosted by the pleasure 
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derived from their home environment, and as a result they are motivated to tackle 

challenges in the work domain, thus, they experience lower levels of work strain. This 

explanation supports work-family linkage research, specifically the spillover model. The 

spillover model asserts that positive/negative effects from one life domain are carried over 

into another life domain (Kirchmeyer, 1992). For example, a sense of contentment and 

happiness within the individual's home life translates into positive benefits in their work 

life. However, to draw sound conclusions regarding this particular spillover model, precise 

levels of satisfaction derived from both work and non-work domains must be measured. 

The finding that Anxiety was a significant predictor of social support from significant 

others (See Fig l ,a) is supported by previous research. For example Simpson, Rholes & 

Nelligan, ( 1992) found that Anxious individuals believe that significant others are 

undependable, and unpredictable in terms of their emotional availability. Therefore these 

Anxious individuals do not perceive their significant others as being supportive. This fits 

with our finding that the higher the individual's level of Anxiety, the lower was their 

perceived level of social support from significant others. 

The finding that Avoidance was also a significant predictor of perceptions of social support 

from significant others (See Fig 1,a) is not surprising. Past research has established that 

Avoidant individuals have a strong need for autonomy, and control, therefore they are 

reluctant to seek support (Bowlby, 1973, 1982). Furthermore, these individuals believe 

significant others are unreliable and unresponsive, and so perceive significant others as 

being less supportive than their more secure peers. This is because people who anticipate 
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that others are unreliable are relatively unlikely to develop supportive relationships due to 

their negative expectations (Pierce et al., 1991 ). 

Although attachment orientation did predict perceived levels of social support from 

significant others, it did not predict social support from supervisors and peers in the work 

place (See Fig I, b). This finding is contrary to our expectations. Specifically, the 

individual's 'internal working model' did not generalise across the two sources of support. 

Past research has found that "Anxious" individuals tend to view others as "undependable", 

therefore they tend to perceive lower levels of social support. Whereas more secure 

individuals view others as "dependable" and "trustworthy", and so tend to perceive high 

levels of social support (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Therefore, it was predicted that the 

Anxiety and Avoidance would predict perceptions of social support at work in the same 

way as they predict perceptions of social support from significant others. A possible 

explanation for this finding is that individuals do not view their work colleagues as being as 

important as their significant others, therefore the influence of their attachment orientations 

on these perceptions of supportiveness are not as pronounced. 

Furthermore, the outcome that work based social support does not have a direct effect on 

work strain, does not support the matching hypothesis. This hypothesis proposes that social 

support is most effective in reducing strain when both the support and strain stem from the 

same domain (i.e., work strain is best alleviated via work support). Our results suggest the 

opposite however. Social support that originated from a non-work source (e.g., significant 

others) significantly reduced work strain, whereas work related social support did not. 
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Therefore, the importance of sources of social support independent of the source of strain 

should be emphasised. 

Limitations 

The cun-ent study has a number of limitations, which should be considered when 

interpreting the findings. The cros sectional nature of the study prohibits any definitive 

inferences about cause and effect. Additionally, cross sectional research may be 

confounded by lag effects. A way of dealing with these issues would be to use a 

longitudinal design. However longitudinal studies are extremely time consuming for the 

participants, and have drawbacks such as difficulty in retaining participants and 

researchers. 

Another limitation in the current study is that all of the data was obtained via sel f-report 

measures. Therefore the results were subject to forms of distortion such as common method 

vari ance, and consistency bias. 

A further l imitation of our study is that the Cronbach's alpha coefficient of the measure 

used to assess perceived leve ls of social support from work sources (Work Environment 

Scale) is negligible. This combined with our smal l sample means that the power of thi s 

statistical test is quite low. 
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Future research 

While these results do not constitute conclusive evidence that social support moderates the 

relationship between attachment orientation and work strain. This relationship should not 

be di scounted, but rather investigated in future research under conditions of high strain. In 

order to locate a high strain sample, participants might be drawn from Investment banks 

front office division (e.g., traders, marketers and salespeople). Those who are employed in 

less demanding areas of the finance sector (e.g., retail banks, private finance companies, 

stockbrokers , accountants and insurance agents) should be excluded. 

As noted earlier, direct effects were found between perceptions of social support from 

significant others and work strain. This link implied the presence of positive spillover from 

the non-work to the work domain. Therefore, it is important that future research explore 

thi s link to establish whether positive spillover occurs between the nonwork and work 

domain in the finance sector. 

Because the reliability coefficient was low for the subscales used to examine perceived 

social support from supervisors and coworkers, we suggest that future researchers use a 

different measure to examine perceived levels of social support from work sources. 

Finally, the homogeneity of our sample means that we cannot generalise our findings 

beyond employees in the finance sector. Therefore, future research could replicate the 

study using a more diverse sample to ensure that the results of this study are not unique to 

this sample. 
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Summary of Findings 

The finding that work strain in the finance sector has a significant relationship with 

perceptions of social support from significant others, and not work sources is important. 

The reason is that intervention programmes designed to alleviate work strain, may be able 

to operate with a deeper understanding of the effectiveness of these forms of support. 

Specifically, research on intervention programmes aimed at reducing work strain in the 

finance sector could be improved by including components that focus on enhancing 

perceived levels of social support from areas outside of work. Consequently, these strain 

management programmes should emphasise the importance of both developing and 

nurturing strong interpersonal relationships with significant others, which requires that 

employees are encouraged to seek work-life balance. 

One of the clearest implications from this piece of research is that Anxiety levels 

concerning interpersonal relationships are predictive of work strain. It is critical that 

organisations build this relationship into strain management programmes, with the goal of 

helping individuals cope better with work strain . 

An additional implication of the present study is that both Anxiety and Avoidance levels 

are predictive of perceived levels of social support from significant others, and these 

perceived levels of support are predictive of work strain. This finding emphasises the 

notion that individual differences should be considered during the design of work strain 

management programmes. 
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Information Sheet 

Coping with Work Strain in the Finance Sector. 

My name is Louise Davey. I am a M asters student at Massey Univer ity's Albany campus. 

My supervisor and I are conducting an exploratory study concerning coping with work 

strain in the finance sector, as we appreciate that work of thi s nature can at times be 

characteri sed as stressful. We wou ld like to find out about the different ways that people in 

the finance sector cope w ith the everyday strains in their j ob. Clearly, there are no ri ght or 

wrong answers in thi s domain, as what works for one person may not work for the next. 

This study is very exploratory. The in formation we gather in this study may eventually be 

used to help provide informed options so that individuals may minimise their own work 

strain . 

What are the requirements of participat ion? 

Y ou will be asked to complete I 0 questions about the degree of work strain you experi ence, 

then you wi ll be asked to complete 36 questions about your experiences with a person who 

is close to you. The next secti on requires you to complete 18 true/false questions about your 

work env ironment. The final secti on requires you to complete 13 questions concerning your 

relationship with someone whom you are close to e.g., spouse, partner, family member or 

friend. You wil I then be required to send the completed questionnaire to the freepost 

address stated below. 

Freepost 167249 

Louise Davey 

P.O. Box 26018 

Epsom 

Auckland 

"This project has been reviewed and l}jlproved by the Massey University 
Regional Human Ethics Committee , Albany Campus, Protocol MUAHEC 02/037 . 
If you have any concerns about the conduct of this research, please 
contact Associate-Professor Kerry Chamberlain, Chair, Massey University 
Regional Human Ethics Committee, Albany, telephone 09 443 9799, email 
K.Chamberlain@massey.ac.nz. " 



Informed consent 

It is assumed by the researcher that your completion and returning of an anonymously 

completed questionnaire means that you have given your consent to take part in the 

research. 

The information collected from this research will be aggregated, analysed and written up 

into a Masters thesis and any subsequent reports, publications or conference presentations. 

How will your anonymity and confidentiality be protected? 

Your identity will be totally protected as you are asked to anonymously complete the 

questionnaires. The researcher and researchers supervisor will not have access to your 

name, and the names of participating organisations will not be used in, or identifiable from, 

the thesis or any subsequent reports, publication or conference presentations. 

On completion of the project all questionnaires and data recorded electronically will be 

stored in a locked cabinet for five-years, after which time they will be destroyed. 

What are your rights as a participant? 

As a participant you have the right to decline to take part in this research, the right to refuse 

to answer any particular question(s), the right to withdraw from the study up to two weeks 

after data collection, and the right to ask any questions about the study at any time during 

participation. Additionally you have the right to be given access to a summary of the 

findings of the study when it is concluded (December 2002). 

Contact information 

If you have any questions regarding any aspect of this research, the researcher can be 

contacted via email (lmdavey@attglobal.net). Alternatively you can contact the 

researcher's supervisor Dr Stuart Carr on 09 4439700 ext 9073, or via email 

(s.c.carr@massey.ac.nz). 

"This project has been reviewed and OOproved by the Massey University 
Regional Human Ethics Committee, Albany Campus, Protocol MUAHEC 02/037. 
If you have any concerns about the conduct of this research, please 
contact Associate-Professor Kerry Chamberlain, Chair, Massey University 
Regional Human Ethics Committee, Albany, telephone 09 443 9799, email 
K.Chamberlain@massey.ac.nz." 



Information Sheet 

Coping with Work Strain in the Finance Sector. 

My name is Louise Davey. I am a Masters student at Massey University's Albany campus. 

My supervisor and I are conducting an exploratory study concerning coping with work 

strain in the finance sector, as we appreciate that work of this nature can at times be 

characterised as stressful. We would like to find out about the different ways that people in 

the finance sector cope with the everyday strains in their job. Clearly, there are no right or 

wrong answers in this domain, as what works for one person may not work for the next. 

This study is very exploratory. The information we gather in this study may eventually be 

used to help provide informed options so that individuals may minimise their own work 

strain. 

What are the requirements of participation? 

You will be asked to complete I 0 questions about the degree of work strain you experience, 

then you will be asked to complete 36 questions about your experiences with a person who 

is close to you. The next section requires you to complete 18 true/false questions about your 

work environment. The final section requires you to complete 13 questions concerning your 

relationship with someone whom you are close to e.g., spouse, partner, family member or 

friend. You will then be required to send the completed questionnaire to the address stated 

below. 

L Davey, 

c/o J Vernon, 

16 Burlington ave, 

Kew, Richmond, 

Surrey TW9 4DQ 

"This project has been reviewed and ~J>proved by the Massey University 
Regional Human Ethics Committee, Albany Campus, Protocol MUAHEC 02 / 037. 
If you have any concerns about the conduct of this research, please 
contact Associate-Professor Kerry Chamberlain, Chair, Massey University 
Regional Human Ethics Committee, Albany, telephone 09 443 9799, email 
K.Chamberlain@massey.ac.nz." 



Informed consent 

It is assumed by the researcher that your completion and returning of an anonymously 

completed questionnaire means that you have given your consent to take part in the 

research. 

The information collected from this research will be aggregated, analysed and written up 

into a Masters thesis and any subsequent reports, publications or conference presentations. 

How will your anonymity and confidentiality be protected? 

Your identity will be totally protected as you are asked to anonymously complete the 

questionnaires. The researcher and researchers supervisor will not have access to your 

name, and the names of participating organisations will not be used in, or identifiable from, 

the thesis or any subsequent reports, publication or conference presentations. 

On completion of the project all questionnaires and data recorded electronically will be 

stored in a locked cabinet for five-years, after which time they will be destroyed. 

What are your rights as a participant? 

As a participant you have the right to decline to take part in this research, the right to refuse 

to answer any particular question(s), the right to withdraw from the study up to two weeks 

after data collection, and the right to ask any questions about the study at any time during 

participation. Additionally you have the right to be given access to a summary of the 

findings of the study when it is concluded (December 2002). 

Contact information 

If you have any questions regarding any aspect of this research, the researcher can be 

contacted via email (lmdavey@attglobal.net). Alternatively you can contact the 

researcher's supervisor Dr Stuart Carr on 09 4439700 ext 9073, or via email 

(s.c.carr@massey.ac.nz). 

"This project has been reviewed and ~proved by the Massey University 
Regional Human Ethics Committee, Albany Campus, Protocol MUAHEC 02/037. 
If you have any concerns about the conduct of this research, please 
contact Associate-Professor Kerry Chamberlain, Chair, Massey University 
Regional Human Ethics Committee , Albany, telephone 09 443 9799, email 
K.Chamberlain@massey.ac.nz." 



QUESTIONNAIRE 

To begin with we would like to ask you 10 questions about the degree of strain you tend to 

experience at work. 

Please respond to each statement by indicating how much you agree or disagree with it. Write the 

number in the space provided. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Never Almost Never Sometimes Fairly Often Very Often 

Please remember to answer the scale relating to your work place. 

I. In the last month, how often have you been upset because of something that happened 

unexpectedly? 

2. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were unable to control things at work? 

3. In the last month , how often have you felt nervous and stressed? 

4 . In the last month, how often have you felt confident in your ability to handle problems? 

5. In the last month, how often have you felt that things were going your way? 

6. In the last month , how often have you found that you could not cope with all the things 

that you had to do? 

7. In the last month, how often have you been able to control irritations that occurred? 

8 . In the last month, how often have you felt that you were on top of things? 

9. In the last month, how often have you been angered because of things that happened, 

which were outside your control? 

10. In the last month, how often have you felt difficulties were piling up so high that you could 

not overcome them? 

Have you answered the scale in relation to your work place? 

89 



We would like to ask a few questions about how you generally experience close relationships. If 
you do not have a romantic partner, answer the questi ons concerning your re lationship with a 
famil y member o r c lose friend . Please respond to each state ment by indicating how much you 
agree or d . . h . w . h b h .d d 1sagree wit It. nte t e num er m t e space prov1 e 
I 2 3 4 5 
Very Strongly Disagree Neither Agree 
Strongly Disagree Agree nor 
Disagree Disagree 
_ 1. I prefer no t to show a partner how I feel deep down. 
_ 2. I worry about being abandoned. 
_ 3. I am very com fortable being close to ro manti c partners. 
_ 4. I worry a lot about my relati on hi ps. 

6 7 
Strongly Very 
Agree Strongly 

Agree 

_ 5. Just when my partner starts to get c lose to me I find myself pulling away. 
_ 6. I worry that romanti c partners won't care about me as much as I care about them. 
_ 7. I get uncomfortab le when a romantic partner wants to be very close. 
_ 8. I worry a fair amount about los ing my partner. 
_ 9. I don't feel comfortab le opening up to romanti c partners. 
_ I OJ often wish that my partner's fee lings for me were as s trong as my feelings for him/ her. 
_ I I . I want to get c lose to my partner, but I keep pulling back. 
_ 12. I o ften want to merge completely with romantic partn ers, and this sometimes cares the m 

away. 
_ 13. I am nervous when partners get too close to me. 
_ 14. I worry about bei ng alone. 
_ 15. I feel com fo rtable. harin g my pri vate thoughts and feelings with my partner. 
_ 16. My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away. 
_ 17. I try to avoid getting too close to my partner. 
_ 18. I need a lot of rea. surance that I am loved by my partner. 
_ 19. I find it re la ti ve ly easy to get c lose to my partner. 
_20. Sometimes I fee l that I fo rce my partners to show more fee ling, more commitment. 
_ 2 1. I find it difficu lt to a llow myself to depend on romantic partners . 
_ 22. I do not often worry about being abandoned. 
_23. I prefer not to be too close to romantic partners. 
_ 24. If I can 't get my partner to show interest in me, I get upset or angry. 
_25. I te ll my partner just about everything. 
_26. I find that my partner(s) don 't want to get as c lose as I would like. 
_27. I usuall y di scuss my problems and concerns with my partner. 
_ 28. When I'm not involved in a re lationship, I feel somewhat anxious and insecure. 
_ 29. I feel comfortable depending on romantic p artners. 
_30. I get frustrated when my partner is not around as much as I would like. 
_ 3 1. I don't mind asking romantic partners for comfort, advice, or help. 
_32. I get frustrated if romantic partners are no t available when I need them. 
_33. It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of need. 
_34 . When romanti c partners di sapprove of me, I feel reall y bad about myself. 
_35. I turn to my partner for many things, including comfo rt and reassurance. 
_36. I resent it when my partner spends time away from me. 
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We would like to ask you a few questions about your work environment. In particular, how 

supportive you find your supervisor and colleagues. The statements are intended to apply to all 

work environments. However some words may not be quite suitable for your work environment. 

For example, the term supervisor is meant to refer to the boss, manager, department head, or the 

person or persons to whom an employee reports. 

You are to decide which statements are true of your work environment and which are false. Please 

circle Tor F, whichever applies to your work environment 

I. People go out of their way to help a new employee feel comfortable. T F 

2. Supervisors tend to talk down to employees. T F 

3. The atmosphere is somewhat impersonal. T F 

4. Supervisors usually compliment an employee who does something well. T F 

5. People take a personal interest in each other. T F 

6. Supervisors tend to discourage criticisms from employees. T F 

7. Employees rarely do things together after work . T F 

8. Supervisors usually give full credit to ideas contributed by employees. T F 

9. People are generally frank about how they feel. T F 

10. Supervisors often criticise employees over minor things. T F 

I I. Employees often eat lunch together. T F 

12. Employees generally feel free to ask for a raise. T F 

13. Employees who differ greatly from the others in the organisation 

don ' t get on well. T F 

14. Supervisors expect far too much from employees. T F 

15. Employees often talk to each other about their personal problems. T F 

16. Employees discuss their personal problems with supervisors. T F 

17. Often people make trouble by talking behind others' backs. T F 

18. Supervisors really stand up for their people. T F 
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We are interested in your relationship with an individual whom you perceive as providing you with 

the most support in your life (e .g., wife/husband, partner, family member, close friend). Please 

answer the questions concerning the supportiveness of this relationship. 

Please read each statement, and then circle the number that describes this relationship based on the rating 

scale. 

-1- -2- -3- -4-

Not at all A little Quite a bit Very much 

I. To what extent could you turn to this person for advice about problems? 2 3 4 

2. To what extent could you count on this person for help with a problem ? 2 3 4 

3. To what extent can you count on this person to give you honest feedback, 

even if you might not want to hear it? 2 3 4 

4. To what extent can you count on this person to help you if a family 

member very close to you died? 2 3 4 

5. How positive a role does thi s person play in your life? 2 3 4 

6. How significant is thi s relationship in your life? 2 3 4 

7. How close will your relationship be with thi s person in I 0 years? 2 3 4 

8. How much would you mi ss thi s person if the two of you could not see or 

talk with each other for a month ? 2 3 4 

9. If you wanted to go out and do something this evening, how confident are 

you that this person would be willing to do something with you? 2 3 4 

10. How responsible do you feel for this person 's well-being? 2 3 4 

I I. How much do you depend on this person? 2 3 4 

12. To what extent can you count on this person to listen to you when you 

are very angry at someone else? 2 3 4 

13. To what extent can you really count on this person to distract you from 

your worries when you feel under stress? 2 3 4 
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APPENDIX B: Factor Matrices. 

Perceived Stress Scale 

Initi al Factor Analysis 
Item 

PSSI 
PSS2 
PSS3 
PSS4 
PSS5 
PSS6 
PSS7 
PSS8 
PSS9 
PSSIO 

Factor I 
(Strain) 

.627 

.606 

.657 

.555 

.634 

.606 

.529 

.708 

.677 

.744 

Quality of Relationship Inventory 

Initi al Factor Analysis 
Item Component I 

(Perception of Social Support) 
QRI 2 
QRI 13 
QRI I 
QRI 9 
QRI 12 
QRI 3 
QRI 4 

.768 

.767 

.7 12 

.690 

.688 

.646 

.620 
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APPENDIX C: Posthoc Analyses. 

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses of direct effects (United Kingdom). 
B SEB Beta t Adjusted r2 (%) 

Dependent variable: 
Work Strain. 
Anxiety .208 .046 .596 4.515*** 33.8 
Avoidance .098 .062 .252 1.586 3.8 
Social support -.883 .266 -.479 -3.316** 20.8 
(Significant other) 
Social support .166 .419 .065 .397 2.3 
(Coworker) 
Social support .498 .714 . 114 .697 1.4 
(Supervisor) 
Dependent variable: 
Social support 
(Significant other) 
Anxiety -.060 -.030 -.315 -2.0 17* 7 .5 
Avoidance -.073 .033 -.347 -2.250* 9.7 
Dependent variable: 
Social support 
(Coworker support) 
Anxiety -.026 .022 -. 195 -1.208 1.2 
Avoidance -.005 .025 -.035 -.212 2.6 
Dependent variable: 
Social support 
(Supervisor Support) 
Anxiety -.0 11 .0 13 -.142 -.872 .06 
Avoidance -.012 .015 -.130 -.796 
*p<.05, **p<.01,*** p<.001 
B= Unstandardi sed Beta , SEB =Unstandard ised Standard Error, 
Beta = Standardised Beta 
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Hierarchical multiple regression analyses of direct effects (New Zealand) . 

B SEB Beta t Adjusted r2 (%) 

Dependent variable: 
Work Strain. 
Anxiety .114 .059 .287 1.916 6.0 
Avoidance .036 .057 .096 .618 1.5 
Social support -.146 .251 -.090 -.580 1.6 
(Significant other) 
Social support . 100 .424 .037 .236 2.4 
(Coworker) 
Social support -.381 .631 -.094 -.604 1.5 
(Supervisor) 

Dependent variable: 
Social support 
(Significant other) 
Anxiety -.081 .036 -.329 -2 .234* 8.7 
Avoidance -.103 .032 -.452 -3.247** 18.5 
Dependent variable: 
Social support 
(Coworker support) 
Anxiety .027 .022 . 182 1.184 1.0 
Avoidance -.002 .0 16 -.011 -.095 1.2 
Dependent variable: 
Social support 
(Supervisor Support) 
Anxiety .008 .015 -.085 -.546 1.7 
Avoidance .0036 .0 14 .04 .255 2.3 
*p<.05, **p<.01,*** p<.001 
B= Unstandardised Beta, SEB = Unstandardised Standard Error, 
Beta = Standardised Beta 
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