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ABSTRACT 

This study aims to analyze the relationship between internal saboteurs developed since childhood 

and job performance, with implications for HRM practices – especially in terms of selection criteria 

to be used and the whole assessment process. The study was conducted through an online 

questionnaire which was made available in March-April of 2021. The analyzed instruments are 

Shirzad Chamine’s inner saboteur questionnaire and Goodman & Syvantek’s Job Performance 

Scale. The study was performed on a 457-respondent non-probabilistic cohort. Statistical analysis 

of the data revealed that some internal saboteurs are oriented toward performance, while the others 

are oriented toward emotion. The performance-oriented cluster seemed to predominate in male 

respondents, while the emotion-oriented cluster seemed to predominate in female respondents, in 

line with tradintional gender roles. The main findings are generally in line with previous literature, 

and they are also suggesting a series of HRM practices aimed at increasing individual and 

organizational performance. 
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1. INTRODUCTION

Human resource management is a key asset in any organization. Therefore, in order to become 

more competitive, organizations emphasize the role of people. Moreover, many recent studies have 

focused on the idea of wellbeing, as a key factor of enhancing the organizational performance, with 

worker attitudes and behavior influencing performance. 

This paper aims to analyze the relationship between internal saboteurs developed since childhood 

and job performance, with implications for HRM practices – especially in terms of selection criteria 

to be used and the whole assessment process. 

2. WORK PERFORMANCE, POSITIVE INTELLIGENCE AND INTERNAL SABOTEURS

– A BRIEF LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Work Performance and High-Performance HR Practices 

Performance is a goal for each of us, whether we are talking about our performance as individuals, 

or that of the team we belong to. Although performance is a very important concept, the 

comprehensive conceptual framework of work performance is quite vague; what constitutes 

performance differs from one position to another and as a result, there are many ways to measure 

work performance. Some of these measurements are objective (number of pieces produced or sold, 

number of days of absenteeism, etc.), others are subjective (reporting the quantity and quality of 

work as perceived by the employee, colleagues or supervisors). 
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Of course, all these ways of measuring can provide valuable information, but none of them capture 

the complexity and full range of behaviors that constitute an employee's performance in the 

workplace and it is difficult to create an aggregate indicator that takes into account all these aspects 

(Koopmans et al., 2011). 

Murphy (1989) had one of the first attempts to define the concept of job performance by referring to 

its components (four dimensions): 

• task behaviors;

• interpersonal relations (communication and cooperation with others);

• downtime behaviors (work-avoidance behaviors));

• destructive / hazarduous behaviors (leading to decreased productivity and other disadvantages).

Around the same time, Campbell (1990) created a conceptual framework made up of eight

dimensions of work performance:

• job-specific task proficiency;

• non–job-specific task proficiency;

• written and oral communication;

• effort at work;

• maintaining personal discipline;

• facilitating peer and team performance;

• supervision;

• management and administration.

Another approach, simple and often used today, divides work performance into only two

dimensions (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993):

• task performance – behaviors that contribute directly or indirectly to the specifics of the

organization's activities;

• contextual performance – behaviors that support the organizational, social and psychological

environment in which specific activities take place (volunteering, helping peers, following the

rules); they are considered discretionary behaviors, the “extra” that employers look for in

extraordinary employees (Goodman & Svyantek, 1999).

Thus, the sub-dimensions of task performance could vary between different jobs, while contextual 

performance encompasses aspects that, although discretionary, are rather common, regardless of the 

organization's field of activity (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Goodman & Svyantek, 1999).   

Some authors have also paid special attention to counterproductive behaviors - absenteeism and 

delays, personal activities at work, or, perhaps worse, theft and substance abuse). This is the 

negative dimension of job performance, which translates into behaviors that harm the organization, 

directly or indirectly (Koopmans et al., 2011, 2014; Sinclair & Tucker, 2006; Tucker et al., 2009). 

The interest in performance is normal and the focus on people in order to avoid negative effects of 

work investment that might lead to a decreased level of productivity, such as burnout, is also taken 

into account (Radu et al., 2020).  

Another instrument is the one proposed by Griffin et al. (2007). According to these authors, the 

concept of work performance consists of three dimensions: 

• profficiency – the extent to which a person performs his work tasks, according to the job

description;

• adaptivity – the extent to which the employee manages to comply with changes at the workplace

and associated responsibilities;

• proactivity – the extent to which the employee has initiative at the organizational level or related

to their own work tasks.

Adaptability / adaptive performance has also been taken into account by other authors as a main 

dimension of work performance (Allworth & Hesketh, 1999; Charbonnier-Voirin & Roussel, 2012; 

Sinclair & Tucker, 2006).  
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All these instruments allow for a subjective measurement of work performance, asa it is self-

perceived or perceived by other people (colleagues, managers). Moreover, even objective indicators 

ultimately lead to a subjectively measured overall performance, which depends on the choice of 

indicators, the calculation formula that brings them together and the importance coefficient given to 

each of them (Tangen, 2005).  

Regarding self-perceived performance, such a report is very much related to the concept of self-

efficacy proposed by Bandura in his social-cognitive theory of career. Thus, self-efficacy refers to 

people’s beliefs in their ability to achieve certain levels of performance, which exerts influence on 

future events and situations (Bandura, 1994). In principle, people with a higher level of self-efficacy 

are able to successfully tackle difficult tasks and achieve their goals with a higher level of 

performance than those with a lower level of self-efficacy, with the latter concentrating too much on 

the failures they had and not trusting their own abilities (Bandura, 1995). 

However, there are also studies that indicate a negative relationship between self-efficacy and 

performance (Austin & Vancouver, 1996; Powers, 1991; Vancouver et al., 2001, 2002). The main 

explanation for such a situation is given by the difference between the predictions we make at 

different levels of self-efficacy. Thus, given that we are talking about a higer level of self-efficacy, 

our expectations for future results are higher; we expect to achieve our goals faster, better, which 

diminishes the effort in our present action, compared to the situation in which we do not have these 

expectations.  

In fact, Vancouver et al. (2001) found a strong positive correlation between self-efficacy and 

performance when the analysis was done by comparison between people. On the other hand, in the 

longitudinal analysis, at the level of the same person analyzed over time, the authors observed a 

negative correlation between self-efficacy and subsequent performance. 

The lower involvement due to an overconfidence in one's own abilities was also the finding of  

Stone (1994). Thus, participants with a higher level of self-efficacy were less attentive and put in 

less effort than those with a lower level of self-efficacy. Likewise, in a study based on normative 

feedback, some participants were induced the idea of a higher level of self-efficacy. As a result, 

they were less motivated than the other participants to make the effort necessary to increase the 

level of performance, which contributed to the reverse effect, a reduction in the level of 

performance (Bandura & Jourden, 1991).  

As in the case of performance, there are also several instruments that measure self-efficacy 

(Bandura, 2006; Luszczynska et al., 2005; Panc et al., 2012; Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995).  

High-performance HR practices, seen as systems of HR practices, aim to increase organizational 

effectiveness through higher engagement and focus on objectives (Mostafa, 2017; Whitener, 2001). 

It seems that particular typology of people might be recommended for specific jobs. Various 

selection criteria are taken into account in the HR practices. Several human traits might be very 

important for specific jobs, since individual perspectives and values do have an influence on 

organizational performance (Djabatey, 2012; Ekwoaba et al., 2015). Also, the entrepreneurial 

competence seems to be crucial for corporate competitive advantage, with intrapreneurship a key 

factor of innovation (Rașcă et al., 2018).  

However, selection and assessment is only part of HRM practices recommended for competitive 

organizations. When talking about “best” HRM practices, it is impossible to provide an exhaustive 

list. Theriou & Chatzoglou (2014) suggest a series of activities / criteria aimed at attaining a higher 

level of performance:  employment security, selective hiring, high levels of teamwork and 

decentralization, compensation and incentives directly linked to performance, extensive training, 

employee involvement, internal career opportunities, broadly defined job descriptions and 

harmonization. All these can contribute to a higher level of performance as a result of higher 

commitment and higher motivation. Wellbeing is an increasingly important criterion in HR 

practices (Pagán-Castaño et al., 2020). 
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2.2 Positive Intelligence and Internal Saboteurs 

As expected, the capacity to ensure that wellbeing is met does not depend only to HR practices, as 

worker attitudes and behavior are crucial (Guest, 2002); actually, this capacity seems to be linked to 

a specific type of intelligence, even though it presumably overlaps with more traditionally accepted 

types of intelligence, such as general intelligence or emotional intelligence, and to other types of 

intelligence such as the ones proposed by Howard Gardner (Gardner, 1983).  

Fundamentally, intelligence is the capacity to adapt to requirements, that is, to solve problems. One 

important problem in life is the proper management of our own psyche, with all of its quirks, kinks 

and brilliance. The type of intelligence tasked with the management of our psyche has been called 

“positive intelligence” by psychologist and neuroscientist, Shirzad Chamine. In his model, humans 

have nine basic “internal saboteurs” which can hinder our progress toward our goals (Chamine, 

2012). These saboteurs resemble full-fledged personalities which inhabit our psyche and pull in 

directions inconsistent with our set path. They are: the Hyper-vigilant, the Restless, the Avoider, the 

Pleaser, the Victim, the Controller, the Hyper-rational, the Hyper-ambitious and the Stickler. There 

is a tenth universal saboteur, the Judge, which afflicts all of us, undermining our sense of self-

confidence, efficacy and safety.  

Every psyche has each of these saboteurs, in varying strengths. Thus, a person who found in 

childhood that pleasing those around him or her would result in more well-being than otherwise 

would rely on pleasing others as the preferred problem-solving strategy, even in situations where 

this particular strategy does not work. The capacity to distinguish situations where pleasing others is 

a fitting strategy from those where it is ineffectual or harmful would then be part of positive 

intelligence. 

Chamine introduces the concept of the Sage, another inner “personality” which speaks with the 

voice of reason and optimism (Chamine, 2012; Stangel, 2017). It is calm, and displays curiosity, 

empathy, creativity, a sense of direction and efficacy in the world. This Sage serves to modulate the 

action of the inner saboteurs. We might call it wisdom, or, in current psychological parlance, 

positive intelligence. Chamine considers the Sage a capability which can be cultivated, and 

cultivating the Sage leads to a happier life. In short, people who have a high positive intelligence, 

which they apply routinely, lead happier lives.  

 

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 Objectives and hypotheses 

Given the overall objective of our study, we formulated three working hypotheses, as follows: 

• Hypothesis 1: There is a positive correlation between the strengths of the four internal saboteurs 

which are oriented toward the accomplishment of objectives and work performance. 

• Hypothesis 2: There is a negative correlation between the strengths of the five emotional 

saboteurs and work performance. 

• Hypothesis 3: Some of the internal saboteurs (Controller, Hyper-achiever, Stickler and Hyper-

rational) tend to be stronger in men than in women, while other saboteurs (Victim, Avoider, 

Pleaser, Restless and Hyper-vigilant) tend to be stronger in women than in men.  

 

3.2 Participants 

Our study was conducted on a non-probability sample of 457 participants, according to availability. 

Gender distribution was not equal (76% women, 24% men). The participants were between 15 and 

65 years old, with an average age of 30.6 years, a median age of 26 years and a standard deviation 

of 10.5. In table 1, we present the work profiles of the participants. 
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Table 1. Work profile of participants 

 Work profile Absolute frequency Relative frequency (%) 

1 Employee with management role 81 17.724% 

2 Employee without management role 272 59.519% 

3 Self-employed 40 8.753% 

4 Volunteer with management role 6 1.313% 

5 Volunteer without management role 58 12.691% 

6 Total 457 100% 

 

3.3 Instruments  
For this study, we used two questionnaires and additional demographic data.  
3.3.1. Goodman & Syvantek’s Job Performance Scale 
We used the questionnaire as found on the Research Central website (Iliescu, n.d.), and applied the 
scoring method given. We measured the internal consistency of the scale using McDonald’s Omega 
coefficient as described in the literature (Deng & Chan, 2017; Hayes & Coutts, 2020; Ravinder & 
Saraswathi, 2020). The results are shown in table 2. As shown, the questionnaire had a good 
internal consistency, and no item was removed. 
 

Table 2. Internal consistency of Goodman & Syvantek’s Job Performance Scale 

 Performance type Number of items McDonald’s Omega coefficient 

1 Task performance 9 0.839 

2 Contextual Performance 7 0.678 

3 Performance (total) 16 0.809 

 
3.3.2. Chamine’s 45-item internal saboteur questionnaire 
We applied McDonald’s Omega coefficient to Chamine’s questionnaire (Chamine, n.d.)in order to 
estimate the internal consistency reliability of this instrument. We show our result in table 3. As 
shown, the questionnaire had a good internal consistency, and no item was excluded. 
 

Table 3. Internal consistency of Chamine’s internal saboteur questionnaire 

 Saboteur Number of items McDonald’s Omega coefficient 

1 Hyper-vigilant 5 0.798 

2 Restless 5 0.673 

3 Hyper-achiever 5 0.785 

4 Pleaser 5 0.695 

5 Stickler 5 0.600 

6 Victim 5 0.845 

7 Controller 5 0.732 

8 Avoider 5 0.629 

9 Hyper-rational 5 0.693 

 

3.4 Design and Procedure  

The design of the research is non-experimental, transversal, exploratory. The study involved 

administering an online questionnaire (Google Forms) in March-April 2021. We distributed the link 

by email, and the data were collected within five weeks.  

Participants were not financially motivated to answer the questionnaire, but they benefited from a 

profile of their internal saboteurs. Participation was voluntary, with no time limit, ensuring the 

confidentiality of data and responses.  

All the questions were asked in the same order for all respondents. All items were mandatory; 

partial completion of the questionnaire was not allowed. 
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4. RESULTS 

 

4.1 Descriptive Analysis 
We used two instruments to collect our data: the Goodman-Syvantek Job Performance Scale and 
Chamine’s internal saboteur questionnaire. None of them yielded a normal distribution of results 
(Shapiro-Wilk test of normality, see tables 4 and 5); therefore, we opted for non-parametric tests to 
analyze our data.  
 

Table 4. Self-perceived work performance, descriptive data 

 Indicator Task performance Contextual performance  Performance (total)  

1 N 457 457 457 

2 Mean 30.639 22.427 53.066 

3 
Standard 

deviation 
3.947 3.574 6.168 

4 Skewness -0.803 -0.336 -0.446 

5 
Std. error 

skewness 
0.114 0.114 0.114 

6 Kurtosis 0.671 -0.584 0.017 

7 
Std. error 

kurtosis 
0.228 0.228 0.228 

8 
Shapiro-

Wilk p 
< .001 < .001 < .001 

9 Minimum 15 12 33 

10 Maximum 36 28 64 

 
Table 5. Chamine’s internal saboteurs, descriptive data 

 Indicator 
Hyper-

vigilant 
Restless Avoider 

Pleaser Controller Hyper-

achiever 

Hyper-

rational 

Stickler Victim 

1 N 457 457 457 457 457 457 457 457 457 

2 Mean 16.372 14.825 14.875 16.991 17.015 18.659 16.98 17.407 14.409 

3 
Standard 

deviation 
4.786 4.033 4.155 3.964 4.073 4.111 3.918 3.565 5.244 

4 Skewness -0.271 0.053 0.08 -0.109 -0.118 -0.683 -0.194 -0.172 0.094 

5 
Std. error 

skewness 
0.114 0.114 0.114 0.114 0.114 0.114 0.114 0.114 0.114 

6 Kurtosis -0.613 -0.38 -0.558 -0.308 -0.555 0.209 -0.025 -0.229 -0.859 

7 
Std. error 

kurtosis 
0.228 0.228 0.228 0.228 0.228 0.228 0.228 0.228 0.228 

8 
Shapiro-

Wilk p 
< .001 0.004 < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 < .001 

9 Minimum 5 5 5 5 7 5 5 5 5 

10 Maximum 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

 

4.2 Hypothesis Testing 

 

4.2.1. Hypothesis 1 

There is a positive correlation between the strengths of the four internal saboteurs which are 

oriented toward the accomplishment of objectives (Controller, Hyper-ambitious, Stickler and 

Hyper-rational) and work performance. 
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Table 6. Relationship between performance-oriented saboteurs and work performance, using 
Spearman’s coefficient of correlation 

 Internal saboteur Performance (total) Contextual performance Task performance 

1 Controller 
0.191 0.136 0.189 

p < 0.001 p = 0.004 p < 0.001 

2 Hyper-ambitious 
0.321 0.210 0.337 

p < 0.001 p < 0.001 p < 0.001 

3 Stickler 
0.136 0.096 0.145 

p = 0.004 p = 0.041 p = 0.002 

4 Hyper-rational 
0.231 0.177 0.199 

p < 0.001 p < 0.001 p < 0.001 

 
As it can be seen in table 6, all four performance-oriented saboteurs show a statistically significant 
positive correlation with work performance, although the Stickler and the Controller seem to 
correlate rather weakly to both task performance and contextual performance, as well as to total 
performance. Hypothesis 1 has been verified. 

4.2.2. Hypothesis 2 
There is a negative correlation between the strengths of the five emotional saboteurs (Victim, 
Avoider, Hyper-vigilant, Restless, Pleaser) and work performance. 
 
Table 7. Relationship between emotional saboteurs and work performance, using Spearman’s 

coefficient of correlation 

 Internal saboteur Performance (total) Contextual 

performance 

Task performance 

1 
Victim 

-0.213 -0.056 -0.295 

p < 0.001 p = 0.233 p < 0.001 

2 
Avoider 

-0.122 0.027 -0.242 

p = 0.009 p = 0.559 p < 0.001 

3 
Pleaser 

0.213 0.277 0.06 

p < 0.001 p < 0.001 p = 0.203 

4 
Hyper-vigilant 

-0.057 0.008 -0.103 

p = 0.220 p = 0.867 p = 0.028 

5 
Restless 

0.012 0.118 -0.103 

p = 0.804 p = 0.012 p = 0.028 

 
As shown in table 7, the emotional saboteurs provide a more varied landscape. Some of them seem 
to correlate negatively with task performance, such as the Hyper-vigilant, the Restless, the Victim 
and the Avoider. Others show a positive correlation with contextual performance only, such as the 
Pleaser. Interestingly, the Restless shows a positive correlation with contextual performance but a 
negative correlation with task performance. Thus, Hypothesis 2 had been verified only for three out 
of five emotional saboteurs. 
 

4.2.3. Hypothesis 3 
Some of the internal saboteurs (Controller, Hyper-achiever, Stickler and Hyper-rational) tend to be 
stronger in men than in women, while other saboteurs (Victim, Avoider, Pleaser, Restless and 
Hyper-vigilant) tend to be stronger in women than in men. Because we wanted to assess the 
distribution of the two clusters of saboteurs across the two genders, we used the Mann-Whitney U 
test, as shown in table 8. The difference according to gender was significant for the Pleaser, Victim, 
Controller, Avoider, the Hyper-rational and the Hyper-vigilant. The Stickler, the Restless and the 
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Hyper-ambitious showed no significant gender difference. Table 9 shows the descriptive data for 
the gender distribution of the saboteurs for which gender differences were encountered. 
 

Table 8. Mann-Whitney U test – internal saboteurs according to gender 

 Internal saboteur  Mann-Whitney U  p  Rank biserial correlation  

1 Hyper-ambitious 19.451 0.686 0.026 

2 Pleaser * 16,610.5 0.050 -0.124 

3 Victim * 12.869 < 0.001 -0.321 

4 Controller * 21.621.5 0.027 0.14 

5 Avoider * 15.139.5 0.001 -0.202 

6 Hyper-rational * 22.859.5 0.001 0.205 

7 Hyper-vigilant * 15.270 0.002 -0.195 

8 Restless 17.561.5 0.242 -0.074 

9 Stickler 17.755 0.313 -0.064 

 
Table 9. Internal saboteurs according to gender, descriptive data 

 Internal saboteur Gender  Participants  Average  Standard deviation  Standard error  

1 Pleaser 
Female * 348 17.17 4.038 0.216 

Male 109 16.422 3.68 0.352 

2 Victim 
Female * 348 15.08 5.107 0.274 

Male 109 12.266 5.12 0.49 

3 Controller 
Female 348 16.761 4.082 0.219 

Male * 109 17.826 3.955 0.379 

4 Avoider 
Female * 348 15.233 4.074 0.218 

Male 109 13.734 4.224 0.405 

5 Hyper-rational 
Female 348 16.626 3.909 0.21 

Male * 109 18.11 3.745 0.359 

6 Hyper-vigilant 
Female * 348 16.764 4.716 0.253 

Male 109 15.119 4.815 0.461 

 
Perhaps unsurprisingly, male respondents scored higher for the Controller and the Hyper-rational, 
while the female respondents scored higher for the Victim, the Avoider, the Hyper-vigilant and the 
Pleaser. The highest biserial correlation coefficient was found between the Victim and the female 
gender. Interestingly, there was no significant gender difference for the Hyper-Ambitious, the 
Restless and the Stickler. 

  

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

  

Results of our research indicate the existence of two clusters of saboteurs, one oriented largely 

toward emotion and the other oriented largely toward performance, which seemed to align fairly 

well with the traditional female and male gender, respectively. A future study could take into 

account a principal component analysis to confirm this hypothesis.  

One interesting finding was that the Hyper-ambitious saboteur was found in both genders equally 

and this is one internal saboteur that is positively correlated with performance. 

All findings could be integrated into high-performance HR practices, as there are implications with 

respect to recruitment and selection, assessment processes, the way organization defines 

employment security, the proper level of teamwork, the proper ways to measure the employee 

involvement, etc. 
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There were several limitations in this study. Perhaps the most important was that it relied on self-

assessment, which is a cognitive act presumably significantly influenced by those very same 

internal saboteurs being studied. Thus, for example the hyper-achiever might underestimate his or 

her job performance. However, even if this is a limitation in terms of research, in terms of 

implications in HRM practices, the situation is different, as it is useful information that might be 

added to the self-assessment instruments used for evaluation or for selection purposes.  

Another obvious limitation of this study was that the sample was not truly random; it comprised 

self-selecting respondents who have the capacity to fill out a Google Form and who are presumably 

interested in self-development. 

The circumstances in which this study was conducted were extraordinary. The psychological impact 

of the Covid-19 pandemic may have skewed the responses. A future study using the same 

instruments and the same sample profile may clarify how and to what extent the results obtained in 

this study are reliable. 
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