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ABSTRACT 

 

Topic:  Developing and validating a measuring instrument for the Relationship Harmony 

personality cluster 

 

Keywords:  indigenous, personality measurement, interpersonal relations, language, culture 

 

The object of this study was to develop a valid and reliable measuring instrument for the 

Relationship Harmony personality cluster as part of the overall SAPI project, a project that aims 

to develop a valid, reliable, fair and unbiased personality measuring instrument that can be used 

within the South African context.  Due to the large item pool (i.e. 400 items) two questionnaire 

versions were developed, namely RH-1 and RH-2.  A pilot study was conducted with both 

versions on participating students from tertiary institutions within the North West and Gauteng 

Provinces (RH-1: n = 507; RH-2: N = 475).  Items indicating unacceptable kurtosis were 

excluded from further analyses due to their unsuitability for factor analysis.  Principal component 

analyses indicated that 31 items from RH-1 and 24 items from RH-2 shared less than 5% of their 

variance with the total score.  These items were thus excluded from further analyses.  Principal 

component analyses were also conducted to determine the correlations between the 23 facets and 

their relating items.  This procedure resulted in another 3 items being removed due to loadings < 

0.20.  First-order unstructured factor analysis techniques (scree plot, eigenvalues and parallel 

analysis) indicated that three factors should be retained for RH-1 and two factors for RH-2.  

Oblique rotations produced factor correlation matrices for both sets of data.  Maximum 

likelihood was used to analyse the factor structure of the Relationship Harmony cluster in both 

data sets.  The data sets were then subjected to higher order factor analysis.  A hierarchical 

Schmid-Leiman factor solution produced a three factor solution for RH-1 (Negative Relational 

Behaviour, Positive Relational Behaviour and Approachability) and a two factor solution for 

RH-2 (Positive Relational Behaviour and Negative Relational Behaviour).  Construct 

equivalence across the White and African groups was evaluated by comparing the factor pattern 

matrices.  For RH-1, all facets except for Tolerant loaded on the same factors for both race 
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groups.  RH-2’s factors were represented by the same facets irrespective of the race groups.  

Recommendations were made for future research. 

 

OPSOMMING 

 

Onderwerp:  Ontwikkeling en validering van ‘n meetinstrument vir die Relationship Harmony 

persoonlikheidskonstruk. 

 

Kernwoorde:  tuis-gekweek, persoonlikheidsmeting, interpersoonlike verhoudings, taal, kultuur. 

 

Die algemene doelwit van hierdie studie was om ‘n geldige en betroubare meetinstrument vir die 

“Relationship Harmony” persoonlikheidskonstruk te ontwikkel.  Hierdie konstruk vorm deel van 

die oorhoofse SAPI projek, wat daarna strewe om ‘n geldige en betroubare 

persoonlikheidsmeetinstrument daar te stel vir die Suid-Afrikaanse konteks wat nie 

bevooroordelend of onregverdig teenoor enige taal- of kultuurgroep sal wees nie.  Die massiewe 

item poel, d.w.s. 400 items, het die ontwikkeling van twee vraelyste genoop, naamlik RH-1 en 

RH-2.  ‘n Loodsstudie vir beide vraelyste is afgelê met behulp van deelnemende studente van 

tersiêre instellings in die Noord-Wes en Gauteng provinsies (RH-1: N = 507; RH-2: N = 475).  

Items met onaanvaarbare kurtosis is ongeskik vir faktoranalise en is dus vroeg reeds uitgesluit 

van verdere analises.  Hoofkomponentontleding het aangedui dat 31 items van RH-1 en 24 items 

van RH-2 minder as 5% van hul variansie met die totale telling deel, en is dus ook uitgesluit van 

verdere analises.  Die korrelasies tussen die 23 fasette en hul ooreenstemmende items is ook 

verkry deur hoofkomponentontleding, wat daartoe gelei het dat ‘n verdere 3 items verwyder is 

vanweë ladings < 0,20.  Ongestruktureerde eerste-orde faktoranalitiese-tegnieke (steenslag plot, 

eiewaardes en parallel ontleding) het aangedui dat drie faktore vir RH-1 en twee faktore vir RH-

2 behou moet word.  Skuins rotasies het faktorkorrelasiematrikse vir beide datastelle na vore 

gebring, terwyl maksimum waarskynlikhede aangewend was om die faktorstrukture van die 

“Relationship Harmony” konstruk in beide datastelle te analiseer.  Hierna was die datastelle aan 

hoër-orde faktorontledings onderwerp.  ‘n Hiërargiese Schmid-Leiman faktoroplossing het op ‘n 

drie-faktoroplossing gedui vir RH-1, naamlik “Negative Relational Behaviour”, “Positive 
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Relational Behaviour” en “Approachability”.  Hierteenoor is ‘n twee-faktoroplossing vir RH-2 

verkry, naamlik “Positive Relational Behaviour” en “Negative Relational Behaviour”.  

Konstrukekwivalensie oor die Blanke en Afrika groepe is geëvalueer deur die 

faktorpatroonmatrikse.  Al die fasette van RH-1 het op dieselfde faktore gelaai vir beide 

rasgroepe, behalwe vir “Tolerant”.  RH-2 se faktore was verteenwoordigend vir dieselfde fasette, 

ongeag van die rasgroepe.  Aanbevelings is gemaak vir toekomstige navorsing. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

This mini-dissertation focuses on the development of a measuring instrument for the 

Relationship Harmony personality cluster as part of the SAPI project.  In this chapter the 

motivation for the research is presented by means of the problem statement. This is followed by 

a discussion of the research objectives and an explanation of the research method.  The chapter 

concludes with a brief overview of the chapters that follow. 

 

1.1 PROBLEM STATEMENT 

 

Following the beginning of the South African democratic era in 1994 the legislation governing 

the use of psychological measurements has had a significant impact on the use of psychological 

testing in South Africa.  Many South African (Abrahams, 1996; Abrahams & Mauer, 1999a; 

Abrahams & Mauer, 1999b; Du Toit, 1988; Du Toit & De Bruin, 2002; Foxcroft & Roodt, 2005; 

Meiring, Van der Vijver, Rothmann, & Barrick, 2005; Meiring, Van der Vijver, & Rothmann, 

2006; Retief, 1992; Schepers & Hassett, 2006; Shuttleworth-Jordan, 1996; Taylor & Boeyens, 

1991; Van Eeden & Prinsloo, 1997) and international researchers (Cheung et al., 2008; Cheung 

et al., 1996; Sneed, Gullone, & Moore, 2002; Van der Vijver & Leung, 2001) have investigated 

the validity, reliability and/or cross-cultural comparability of existing psychological measures.   

 

The Employment Equity Act No. 55 of 1998 (Government Gazette, 1998) has served as the 

catalyst for much of the research concerning the validity, reliability and cross-cultural 

application of psychological testing within South Africa. This piece of legislation requires that 

all psychological measurements used for psychological testing and other similar assessments 

must be proven scientifically fair (pertaining to validity and reliability), fairly applicable and 

unbiased towards any group or individual.  With a few exceptions, most of the studies regarding 

the applicability of imported measuring instruments concluded that some of the psychological 

measures being utilised in South Africa are not valid, reliable or cross-culturally comparable 
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(Abrahams, 2002; Abrahams & Mauer, 1999a; Abrahams & Mauer, 1999b; Bedell, Van Eeden, 

& Van Staden, 1999; Taylor & Boeyens, 1991; Van Eeden & Mantsha, 2007). 

 

Psychological tests are usually categorised into two broad human behavioural categories, namely 

cognitive and affective (Owen, 1998).  The cognitive category includes intelligence, aptitude and 

achievement tests; while the affective category consists of personality tests, interest inventories 

and attitude and adjustment scales (Owen, 1998).  This study focuses specifically on personality 

tests. Literature emphasises the importance of developing indigenous, multidimensional 

personality assessments.  These measures are likely to provide important, culture specific 

information, since culture is regarded as an antecedent actively involved in the shaping of 

individuals’ personalities (Cheung et al., 2001; Church, 2001; Kashima, 2004).  According to 

Laher (2008), research should focus on investigating the universal applicability of Western 

theories and instruments, as well as the investigation of possible indigenous personality factors 

not included in Western models.  There is thus an urgent need for the development of an African 

model of personality. 

 

Within the South African context there is currently a lack of personality measures developed for 

all cultural groups. According to Taylor and Boeyens (1991) this means that practitioners 

wishing to apply objective personality measures are forced to make use of the existing measures, 

which were originally developed for a particular culture group, i.e. White people.  Taylor and 

Boeyens (1991) found that the interpretation of the scores obtained by the White participants on 

an objective, trait-based measuring instrument, the South African Personality Questionnaire 

(SAPQ), differed from the interpretations of the black participants’ scores.  This finding 

confirms the need for the development of new personality measurements for the South African 

context. The personality constructs used in these new personality instruments need to be 

representative of those groups of people for whom the instrument is intended (Taylor & 

Boeyens, 1991).  Retief (1992) stated that people from different cultures attach different 

meanings to the items presented in psychometric test materials.  Therefore, human behaviour is 

dependent on the basic nature of humans (i.e. which is the same for all humans), individuals’ 

situational contexts and cultural influences (i.e. which are the same for humans of the same 
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group) and individuals’ unique personality (i.e. what is uniquely identifiable in each individual) 

(Matsumoto, 2007).   

 

Some of the personality instruments used within South Africa is the Sixteen Personality Factor 

Questionnaire (16PF), the 15FQ Plus Questionnnaire (15FQ+) and the NEO Personality 

Inventory-Revised (NEO PI-R).  However, according to Abrahams and Mauer (1999a) black test 

takers are unable to interpret some of the test items of the 16PF in the same manner as the Indian, 

Coloured and White test takers due to cultural influences.  Abrahams and Mauer (1999b) 

therefore questioned the ethical use of the 16PF questionnaire in decision making process that 

could adversely impact black test takers.     

 

Problematic structural equivalence has also been found within the 15FQ+ (Meiring et al. 2005), 

as well as within the NEO PI-R (Laher, 2008).  In addition, low reliability scores were reported 

in the 15FQ+ (Meiring et al., 2005) and in an adapted version of the 15FQ+ (Meiring et al., 

2006).  Meiring et al. (2006) proposed that the items that are problematic on construct level need 

to be revised and that any adaptations made should take South Africa’s different cultural and 

ethnic groups’ sensitivities into account. This suggests that instruments that are designed to 

address the challenges posed by the Employment Equity Act might differ from existing measures 

in terms of items, scales and interpretations.  

 

In light of the above concerns, a group of researchers decided to develop and provide a 

personality inventory for South Africa that takes the both universal (etic) and culture-specific 

(emic) personality traits for all eleven official languages into account. The development and 

validation of this instrument has been dubbed the South African Personality Inventory (SAPI) 

project (Nel, 2008).  During the initial, qualitative phase of the SAPI project, semi-structured 

interviews were conducted with participants from all eleven official language groups in South 

Africa.  As a result of these interviews more than fifty thousand personality-descriptive terms 

were derived (Nel, 2008).  The second stage of the project involved the semantic clustering of 

the person-descriptive terms from the different languages (Valchev, 2007).  This resulted in the 

identification of the following clusters:  Extraversion, Soft-heartedness, Conscientiousness, 
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Emotional stability, Intellect, Openness, Integrity, Relationship Harmony, and Facilitating (cf. 

Nel, 2008).   

 

This study is focused on the Relationship Harmony cluster.  The initial phase of the SAPI project 

showed that various South African languages placed value on interpersonal relationships and the 

constructive maintenance of these relationships (De Beer, 2007; Killian, 2006; Kruger, 2006; 

Ntsieni, 2006; Swanepoel, 2006; Uys, 2007; Van Rensburg, 2008; Valchev, 2007).  Many 

responses across the language groups corresponded with the characteristics of indicative as 

interpersonal harmony, which “include references such as living peacefully with others, 

maintaining good relations and acting to restore and maintain Relationship Harmony, e.g. by 

forgiving and apologizing” (Valchev, 2007).  The cluster encompassing the “building and 

maintaining of healthy and constructive relationships with others” (Nel, 2008, p. 130) was 

labelled Relationship Harmony, and was defined by Nel (2008) as “a state in which a person 

believes in keeping good relationships with others, keeping the peace, maintaining relationships 

on good terms, and being open to understanding and tolerance” (p. 179).  In addition, the 

Relationship Harmony cluster was divided into four sub-clusters, labelled Approachability, 

Interpersonal Relatedness, Meddlesome and Conflict-seeking (Nel, 2008).    

 

The general objective of the present study is to develop a valid and reliable measuring instrument 

for the Relationship Harmony personality cluster as part of the SAPI project. The SAPI project 

aims to develop a valid and reliable personality measuring instrument that can be used within the 

South African context without being biased or unfair towards any of the eleven official 

languages of South Africa. 

 

Psychological measurement 

Psychological tests are defined as the objective and standardised measurement of human 

characteristics relating to behaviour and include sets of items designed to measure such 

behaviour (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997; Kaplan & Succuzo, 2001).  Psychological assessment is a 

method of data gathering that involves gathering information through means of assessment 

measures and other assessment sources (Foxcroft & Roodt, 2005; Groth-Marnat, 1984).  Poon 
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Teng Fatt (2002) distinguished between six categories of psychological measures: “(1) 

assessments of intelligence; (2) assessments of personality; (3) assessments of achievement, 

aptitude, and interests; (4) neuropsychological assessments; (5) psychiatric interview 

assessments; and (6) behavioural assessments” (p. 12).  The focus of the present study is the 

assessments of personality. 

 

Personality  

Allport (1971) defined personality as “the dynamic organization within the individual of those 

psychophysical systems that determine his unique adjustments to his environment” (p. 48).  

Other researchers have defined personality as the characteristics of an individual that account for 

the individual’s constant behaving, thinking and feeling patterns. These definitions thus focus on 

the consistent intrapersonal processes and behaviour patterns within an individual (Bergh, 2006; 

Burger, 2004; Pervin, Cervone, & John, 2005).  Most researchers agree that although personality 

is relatively stable (Bergh, 2006; Meyer, Moore, & Viljoen, 2003; Schultz & Schultz, 2005) 

personality alterations are possible in reaction to different situations (Schultz & Schultz, 2005).  

McAdams (2006) proposed three levels of personality, namely (a) dispositional traits (those traits 

typically present in all human beings, but also those traits unique to individuals); (b) 

characteristic adaptations (individuals’ manner of adjustment to various challenges); and (c) life 

stories (individuals’ narration of their life accounts in an attempt to integrate the different phases 

of life, as well as the integration of identity and personality).   

 

Personality measurement 

There are various different approaches, perspectives and strategies relating to personality 

research. This has resulted in a diverse collection of human behaviour observations (Mischel, 

Shoda, & Ayduk, 2008).  The approach used determines the way in which personality is 

measured (Burger, 2004).   

 

Burger (2004) identified six general approaches to explaining personality, namely the 

behavioural/social, biological, cognitive, humanistic, psycho-analytical and trait approaches. The 

trait approach was considered most applicable to the present study.  According to Burger (2004) 
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and McAdams (2006) the trait approach is based on the assumption that personality 

characteristics (traits) are internal dispositions that are relatively stable over situations and time.  

McAdams (2006) defined personality traits as 

 

those general, internal, and comparative dispositions that we attribute to people in 

our initial efforts to sort individuals into meaningful behavioural categories and to 

account for consistencies we perceive or expect in behaviour from one situation to 

the next and over time (p. 5). 

 

All three of the levels of personality proposed by McAdams (2006) are important aspects of 

personality and human individuality.  It is therefore important that an individual’s life should be 

considered from at least different viewpoints.  According to McAdams (2006) the regarding of 

personality in relation to dispositional traits results in the identification of general tendencies in 

behaviour across time and situations.  In contrast, approaching personality from the characteristic 

adaptation viewpoint demonstrates the ways in which individuals confront and/or adapt to 

contextualised motivational, cognitive and developmental tasks.  Finally, considering personality 

from a life story frame of reference assists in identifying the kind of identity that is articulated 

through the individuals’ life stories.  The first aspect of personality, dispositional traits, is usually 

measured through self-report questionnaires (McAdams, 2006).  Some of the most influential 

psychologists in personality psychology have based their theories on the concept of personality 

traits, e.g. Cattell and Eysenck (McAdams, 2006).  These trait theorists assess personality by 

means of factor analysis (e.g. 16 PF) (Burger, 2004), self-report inventories (e.g. Minnesota 

Mulitphasic Personality Inventory, MMPI) (Burger, 2004) and self-rating techniques (e.g. NEO 

PI-R) (Pervin et al., 2005).   

 

Personality research also involves the study of the relationship between culture and personality. 

This aspect of personality research aims to understand the way in which culture influences 

individuals in conjunction with their respective biological endowments, circumstances and life 

experiences (Oishi, 2004).  According to Kashima (2004), culture can be seen as an antecedent in 
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the shaping of individuals’ personalities.  It is therefore important that the possible indigenous 

personality factors that are not included in Western personality models be investigated, as 

suggested by Laher (2008).  It is hoped that these investigations will lead to the development of 

indigenous, multidimensional personality measurements that are able to provide important, 

culture-specific information (cf. Cheung et al., 2001; Church, 2001; Laher, 2008).  Cross-cultural 

psychology is usually sub-divided into two approaches, known as the absolutist approach and the 

relativist approach.  The absolutist approach holds that psychological phenomena are generally 

the same in all cultural groups, while the relativist approach maintains that human behaviour 

(psychological phenomena) can only be understood within the particular cultural context in 

which it occurs (Shiraev & Levy, 2004).   

 

The cross-cultural psychology literature also frequently makes use of the concepts of emics 

(relativist approach) and etics (absolutist approach) (Shiraev & Levy, 2004).  These two concepts 

were originally derived from Pike’s (1967) framework, which stated that human behaviour can 

be observed and described from two different perspectives, namely the emic perspective and the 

etic perspective.  In this framework the emic perspective deals with one specific culture or 

language at a time, while the etic perspective deals with various cultures and languages 

simultaneously.  Berry (1969) applied Pike’s (1967) framework to the field of cross-cultural 

psychology, within this field the emic approach involves the examination of only one specific 

culture, while the etic approach involves the examination and comparison of many different 

cultures.  Combined etic-emic approaches may serve as comprehensive frameworks for 

understanding universal and culturally variable personality dimensions, as well as ensuring that 

the psychological constructs at hand are culturally relevant to the particular local environment 

(Cheung, Van de Vijver, & Leong, 2011). 

 

In Pike’s (1967) original framework both emics and etics dealt with the languages of cultures.  

According to the lexical hypothesis, significant individual differences (such as personality traits) 

in human behaviour are encoded in a particular society’s language, i.e. a lexicon (cf. McAdams, 

2006; VandenBos, 2007).  All languages therefore include terms for describing individual 

differences (personality traits) (VandenBos, 2007).  Chamorro-Premuzic (2007) stated that 
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within the lexical hypothesis the major dimensions of personality are derived from the total 

number of descriptors in a given language.  This approach is evident in the 16PF and the five 

factor model.  The 16PF was derived from a systematic analysis of the English language; 

whereas the five factor model hypothesise the existence of five major, universal factors of 

personality exist, namely Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Agreeableness 

and Conscientiousness (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2007).   

 

Despite the existence of various approaches to studying personality, the SAPI project is based on 

the assumption of personality traits and follows a combined etic-emic approach (Nel, 2008).  In 

the context of the SAPI, the term emic refers to the personality constructs specific to each of the 

eleven languages (cultures) of South Africa, whereas the term etic refers to the personality 

constructs comparable across the different languages (cultures).  The combined etic-emic 

approach was preceded by a modified version of the lexical approach. During this phase of the 

project semi-structured interviews were conducted. These interviews assisted the SAPI team in 

accommodating the linguistic and cultural differences in South Africa by taking each group’s 

total context into consideration.  This approach is in keeping with the research tendencies of 

indigenous researchers (Cheung et al., 2011).  According to Nel (2008), in the SAPI project the 

lexical approach was applied to comprehend the semantic meaning of the responses that were 

obtained through the semi-structured interviews.  The combined etic-emic approach was then 

used for all other data analyses.  

 

Personality measurement instruments 

Laher (2008) emphasised the importance of investigating possible indigenous personality factors 

not accounted for in Western models, as well as the need for the development of indigenous 

personality measurements.  However, the reality of personality assessment in South Africa is 

discussed subsequently.  The South African Personality Questionnaire was developed by Steyn 

in 1974 (Taylor & Boeyens, 1991) and is an objective trait-based technique that consists of the 

scales: (1) Social Responsiveness vs. Social Unresponsiveness; (2) Tranquillity vs. Anxiety; (3) 

Amity vs. Hostility; (4) Flexibility vs. Rigidity; and (5) Submissiveness vs. Dominance.  Taylor 

and Boeyens (1991) found that the interpretations of the scores obtained by the White 
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participants on the SAPQ differed from the interpretations of the black participants’ scores.  This 

result is unsurprising as the SAPQ was originally developed solely for the White group.  It is 

therefore vitally important that new personality measurements be developed for the South 

African context and that these personality measurements include personality constructs that are 

representative of the South African population (Taylor & Boeyens, 1991).  Practitioners in South 

Africa who wish to measure personality are currently forced to make use of existing personality 

measures that were originally developed in Western contexts, such as America and Europe 

(Taylor & Boeyens, 1991).  Some of these instruments include the 16PF Form 5, 15 FQ+ and the 

NEO PI-R. 

 

The 16PF is designed to determine individuals’ basic, underlying personality characteristics in an 

attempt to predict individual behaviour (Prinsloo, 1992; Walter, 2000).  Cattell (cited in Prinsloo, 

1992) originally distinguished between sixteen primary personality factors, namely Sociability, 

Intelligence, Emotional Stability, Dominance, Liveliness, Rule-consciousness, Social boldness, 

Sensitivity, Vigilance, Abstractedness, Privateness, Apprehension, Openness to change, Self-

reliance, Perfectionism and Tension. Cattell also identified five secondary factors, labelled 

Introversion vs. Extraversion, Adaptation vs. Anxiety, Emotional Sensitivity, Independence and 

Compulsivity (Prinsloo, 1992).  The 16PF Form 5 (16PF5) was recently adapted for the South 

African context through various translation processes that accounted for the need to measure the 

same sixteen factor structure of personality structure in South Africa as in the original version 

(Van Rooyen & Partners, 2006).   

 

Psytech SA, a provider of psychometric tests, assessment services and assessment technology 

(Tredoux, 2011), developed the 15FQ (and more recently the 15FQ+) as an alternative to the 

16PF that can be used within industrial and organisational settings (Tyler, 2003).  The 15FQ+ 

measures fifteen core personality factors (Psytech, 2002). 

  

The NEO PI-R, which was developed by Costa and McCrae in 1992, is the newest version of 

Costa and McCrae’s original NEO personality inventory (Kline, 2000).  The NEO PI-R differs 

from the original NEO in the sense that each of the five factors (Neuroticism, Extraversion, 
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Openness to Experience, Agreeableness and Conscientiousness) is broken down into six sub-

facets (Kline, 2000).   

 

Cross-cultural personality measurement 

Literature has shown that simply translating Westernised psychological measurement techniques 

into the language(s) of a particular country and then naively assuming that these measures can be 

used as standardised psychometric measures is not a valid use of psychometric assessments 

(Sinha, 1983).  Leung and Zhang (1995) argued that the indigenisation movement is as a direct 

result of Western theories’ failure to address matters deemed important by the local culture .  

Berry, Poortinga, Segall, and Dasen (2002) defined personality as the product of lifelong 

interaction between a human being and his/her sociocultural and ecocultural environments.  

These external factors would most likely bring about systematic differences in the characteristic 

behaviours of people that were raised in different cultures (Berry et al., 2002).  According to 

Retief (1992), people from different cultures will attach different meanings to the items 

presented in psychometric test materials.  Human behaviour is therefore dependent on the basic 

nature of humans (i.e. which is true for all humans), individuals’ situational contexts and cultural 

influences (i.e. which is true for humans of the same group), and individuals’ unique personality 

(i.e. what is uniquely identifiable for the individual) (Matsumoto, 2007). 

 

Bedell et al. (1999) evaluated a number of studies on the validity of various psychological 

measurement tests and found that psychological tests are only valid and reliable for the group on 

which they were developed and standardized. The comparison of test results within groups is 

thus acceptable and justifiable.  However, due to psychological tests’ lack of cross-cultural 

validity comparisons of test results between groups might be susceptible to discrimination 

(Bedell et al., 1999).  The use of psychological test within South Africa is governed by the 

Employment Equity Act No. 55 of 1998 (Government Gazette, 1998), which aims to diminish 

unfair labour practices, such as discrimination based upon factors such as race, gender and 

ethnicity etc.  According to the Employment Equity Act psychological testing is prohibited 

unless the tests being used are scientifically proven to be valid and reliable, and are fairly 
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applicable to all groups of people without harming any of the groups (Government Gazette, 

1998).   

 

NEO PI-R 

A study by Heuchert, Parker, Stumpf, and Myburgh (2000) investigated the five factor model of 

personality in a sample of South African students.  The results of the study demonstrated the 

existence of a clear five factor solution for both Black and White South African students.  

However, the study also reported differences in some of the personality scores between the 

various racial groups.  Although South Africa has eleven (11) official languages and each 

language has its unique identity and culture; the study by Heuchert et al. (2000) made the 

assumption that individuals within the White, Indian and Black racial groups are similar to each 

other culturally and politically, despite linguistic differences within the groups. For example, the 

assumption is thus that Afrikaner and English South African cultures are more similar than 

Afrikaner and Xhosa (or Zulu etc.) cultures.   

 

Laher (2008) investigated the structural equivalence of the NEO PI-R and its implications for the 

applicability of the five-factor model of personality within an African context. The study found 

that the NEO PI-R was only partially applicable in the South African context.  The study also 

found that the five factors manifested differently in an African context (Laher, 2008). According 

to Laher (2008), the universal applicability of Western theories and instruments (etics), as well as 

the possible indigenous personality factors not included in Western models (emics) require 

immediate research attention. Laher (2008) also stressed the urgency of developing an African 

model of personality.   

 

16PF 

A great deal of research concerning the use of Cattell’s Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire 

(16PF) has been conducted over the years (Abrahams, 2002; Abrahams & Mauer, 1999a; 

Abrahams & Mauer, 1999b; Prinsloo & Ebersöhn, 2002, Van der Merwe, 1999; Van Eeden & 

Prinsloo, 1997, Wallis & Birt, 2003).  Palk (1983) investigated the adaptation of the 16PF for 

African industrial workers, and reported that only six of the sixteen factors proved to be 
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internally consistent for African South Africans.  This study also confirmed that the personality 

structure for White South Africans proved was similar to that reported by international version of 

the questionnaire.  Although the personality structure hypothesised for Africans was similar to 

that of other groups, the personality structure of Africans is still likely to be influenced by 

ethnicity (Palk, 1983).  The cross-cultural comparability and validity of the 16PF SA92 have also 

been investigated. Although Van Eeden and Prinsloo (1996) found that the 16PF SA92 is cross-

culturally applicable within the specific context of determining occupational profiles, Tack 

(1998) concluded that items of the 16PF SA92 are not internally consistent, thus proving that the 

16PF SA92 is not suitable for cross-cultural use.  Finally, Tack (1998) concluded that the 

development of assessments in South Africa’s multicultural context must account for different 

cultures’ values (Tack, 1998).  A qualitative study by Van der Merwe (1999) indicated that 

organisations question the 16PF’s culture-fairness.   

 

Abrahams and Mauer (1999a) studied the construct comparability of the 16PF within South 

Africa, and reported noteworthy differences between racial groups, with the African group 

having the poorest fit with the personality structure proposed by Cattell.  Further item analyses 

showed low item-total correlations, indicating that African test takers’ inability to interpret the 

items was likely to be due to cultural influences.  The study concluded that the 16PF was not 

cross-cultural comparable or valid for White, African, Indian and coloured South Africans.  The 

application of such tests without empirical evidence should thus be regarded as unfair labour 

practice based upon the legislation governing the use of psychological tests (Abrahams & Mauer, 

1999a).  

 

Abrahams and Mauer (1999b) also studied the impact of individuals’ home language on 

responses to 16PF items.  This found that individuals whose home language was neither 

Afrikaans nor English experienced significant difficulties comprehending many of the English 

words in the items.  In addition, the way in which the items were formulated presented some 

comprehension problems.  These findings confirm the need for the development of new 

personality measurements for the South African context.  These measures need to conceptualise 
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constructs through means of representatives of those groups of people for whom the instrument 

is intended (Taylor & Boeyens, 1991).   

 

15FQ+ 

Meiring et al. (2005) evaluated the construct, item and method bias of personality tests utilised in 

South Africa, with specific regard to the 15FQ+.  This study reported problematic structural 

equivalence for two of the factors in four of the eleven official South African languages.  In 

addition, low reliability scores were found within the African group (Meiring et al., 2005).   

Although the adaptation of the 15FQ+ was able to eliminate the low structural equivalence, it 

was not able to eliminate the low internal consistencies in the tests’ results (Meiring et al., 2006).  

The results of Meiring et al.’s (2005) indicate that various items and specific phrases in the 

adapted 15FQ+ appear to be problematic for the African languages.   

 

Even after the biased items were removed Meiring et al. (2005) still found large cross-cultural 

differences. However, these differences were not due to the participants’ language proficiency in 

English, nor to a social desirable response style (Meiring et al., 2005).  Meiring et al. (2005) 

identified various possible threats to the structural equivalence of the items within personality 

tests.  These threats include the level of wording; comprehension of words’ context and inter-

relationship (particularly for African groups); items containing double meanings; idiomatic 

expressions and qualifying words; and the possibility of some constructs being more culturally 

specific.  As a result, Meiring et al. (2006) recommended that the problematic factors of the 

adapted 15FQ+ should be investigated and, where applicable, redeveloped for the multicultural 

South African context. 

 

South African Personality Inventory  

The literature reviewed in the previous section clearly indicates the need for a new South African 

personality measurement.  Based on this research evidence De Bruin, Meiring, Van der Vijver 

and Rothmann undertook the development of an indigenous personality measurement for the 

South African multicultural and multilingual context.  These researchers, together with students 

from various universities, made use of a combined etic-emic approach to develop the South 
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African Personality Inventory (SAPI).  During the initial, qualitative phase of the SAPI project 

semi-structured interviews were conducted with participants from all eleven official languages in 

South Africa.  The analysis of these interviews resulted in the identification of more than fifty 

thousand personality-descriptive terms (Nel, 2008).  These personality-descriptive terms were 

pre-processed, categorised and clustered with the guidance of language and culture experts.  This 

process resulted in the identification of nine clusters: Extraversion, Soft-heartedness, 

Conscientiousness, Emotional stability, Intellect, Openness, Integrity, Relationship Harmony and 

Facilitating (Nel, 2008).     

 

Relationship Harmony 

Cheung et al. (1996) undertook ground-breaking work in the development of an indigenous 

personality measurement that accounts for Chinese people’s culture-specific experiences.  

Through this research process Cheung et al. (2001) identified a factor, labelled Interpersonal 

Relatedness, which appears to be particularly relevant for Chinese culture.  This specific factor’s 

scales contributed to predictive value far more than the Big Five dimensions.  Cheung et al. 

(2001) concluded that the Interpersonal Relatedness factor of the Chinese Personality 

Assessment Inventory (CPAI) is of importance to collectivistic cultures such as the Chinese 

culture. 

 

Various studies focusing on the implicit personality descriptions of the eleven official languages 

in South Africa have indicated that interpersonal relationships seem to hold great value within 

the South African context (De Beer, 2007; Killian, 2006; Uys, 2007; Van Rensburg, 2008).  Van 

Rensburg (2008) reported on the social and collectivistic nature of Zulu-speaking people and 

concluded that Zulu-speaking South Africans value interaction with one another highly. A study 

by Uys (2007) found evidence of the importance of interactional relationships within the Sepedi-

speaking group. De Beer (2007) and Killian (2006) compared the results of their respective 

studies to the CPAI scales.  De Beer (2007) reported congruity between the Ndebele-speaking 

group’s interpersonal relationship construct, which was labelled Relationship Harmony, and the 

CPAI’s Ren Qin (Relationship) Orientation (Cheung et al., 2001).  Killian (2006) reported 

correspondences between the Setswana-speaking group’s personality characteristics and the 
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CPAI personality scales (Cheung et al., 2001).  The Setswana group’s personality characteristics 

corresponded with 15 of the CPAI’s 22 scales, including the Ren Qin Relationship Orientation 

scale.  According to Killian (2006) these results provide support for Cheung et al.’s (2001) 

hypothesis that the Interpersonal Relatedness factor is of particular importance in collectivistic 

cultures.   

 

The three clusters of the Bantu-speaking people’s person-descriptive responses relating to 

interpersonal harmony were identified and described by Valchev (2007) as Harmony 

Maintenance, Conflict-seeking and Approachability.  Harmony Maintenance included responses 

referring to living together with others in a peaceful manner, working to sustain good relations 

with others, ensure the preserving of harmony within relationships etc., Conflict-seeking 

included responses relating to behaviours which adversely impact on Relationship Harmony, and 

Approachability included responses referring to being open and approachable to others.  All 

three clusters formed part of the focus of the present study.   

 

Nel (2008) developed the personality structure that formed the basis for the exploratory phase of 

the SAPI project.  Although Nel (2008) clearly indicated that this personality structure is not 

validated and should not be regarded as the final personality structure of the SAPI, the mention 

of a personality structure for the South African context already represents a giant leap in the 

direction of developing a final, indigenous personality structure for the multicultural, 

multilingual South African context (Nel, 2008).  This study made use of the personality structure 

developed by Nel (2008).  In this personality structure the Relationship Harmony cluster is seen 

as consisting of four sub-clusters, each comprising certain facets. The sub-clusters are 

Approachability (facets: Accommodating, Approachable, Arrogant, Flexible, Humble, Open for 

others, Proud, Stubborn, Welcoming); Interpersonal Relatedness (facets: Appeasing, 

Constructive, Co-operative, Forgiving, Good Relations, Peaceful, Peacekeeping, Well-

mannered); Conflict-seeking (facets: Argumentative, Provoking, Troublesome); and 

Meddlesome (facets: Gossiping, Interfering). 
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A possible explanation why Valchev (2007) found a personality structure consisting of three sub-

clusters namely Harmony Maintenance, Conflict-seeking and Approachability whereas Nel 

(2008) found a personality structure comprising of four sub-clusters namely Approachability, 

Conflict-Seeking, Interpersonal Relatedness and Meddlesome; could be because Valchev’s study 

only focused on the Bantu-speaking people of South Africa, i.e. the African languages namely 

IsiNdebele, IsiXhosa, IsiZulu, Sepedi, Sesotho, Setswana, SiSwati, Tshivenda and Xitsonga, 

whereas Nel’s study focused on the Bantu-languages as well as the Afrikaans and English 

languages. 

 

The following research questions are formulated based on the above description of the research 

problem:  

• Can valid and reliable items be developed for a Relationship Harmony scale that will form 

part of a larger personality inventory? 

• What does the factor solution of this Relationship Harmony scale look like? 

• What are the differences/similarities between the factor solutions of the White and African 

race groups? 

• What recommendations can be made for future research and practice? 

 

In order to answer the above research questions, the following research objectives are set.  

 

1.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

 

The research objectives divided into a general objective and specific objectives. 

 

1.2.1 General objective 

The general objective of this research is to develop a valid and reliable measuring instrument for 

the Relationship Harmony cluster of the South African Personality Inventory (SAPI). 

 

1.2.2 Specific objectives 

The specific objectives of this research are: 
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• To develop valid and reliable items for a Relationship Harmony scale that will form part of a 

larger personality inventory. 

• To investigate the factor solution of the Relationship Harmony scale. 

• To compare the factor solutions of the White and African race groups. 

• To make recommendations for future research and practice. 

 

1.3 PARADIGM PERSPECTIVE OF THE RESEARCH 

 

The paradigm perspective refers to research design, which includes the way in which the 

researcher views the world, a plan of the experiment’s various steps, the type of measurements 

that are to be used, and the manner in which interpretations will be made and applied (Bergh, 

2009a; VandenBos, 2007).  According to Bergh (2009a) the paradigm perspective also indicates 

the perspective through which the research is defined.  The present research study is defined and 

directed by the trait perspective.  

 

1.3.1 Intellectual climate 

The intellectual climate refers to the various meta-theoretical values of a specific discipline, i.e. 

the beliefs held by the people practising within that particular discipline at any given stage 

(Mouton & Marais, 1996).  It includes ontological beliefs, values and assumptions that are not 

directly related to the social research’s theoretical goals.  Instead, the intellectual climate is based 

on the nature of the object to be researched and can be traced back to non-scientific contexts 

(Mouton & Marais, 1996). 

 

1.3.2 Discipline 

The present research study falls within the boundaries of the behavioural sciences and more 

specifically industrial psychology.  Industrial Psychology is a branch of psychology that applies 

the principles and assumptions of psychology to studying human behaviour within the work 

context (Bergh, 2009b; Reber & Reber, 2001).  Some other well-known branches of psychology 

include career, clinical, cognitive, community, consulting, counselling, cross-cultural, 

developmental-, educational, environmental, experimental, forensic, health, human factors, 
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military, personality, physiological, positive, psychometrics, social, sports, and therapeutic 

psychology (Bergh, 2009b).  Industrial psychology consists of various sub-disciplines, including 

career psychology and counselling, consumer psychology, employee and organisational well-

being, employment relations, ergonomics, occupational psychological adjustment, organisational 

psychology, personnel psychology, and research methodology (Bergh, 2009b).   

 

The SAPI project aims to develop an indigenous personality questionnaire covering all key 

personality aspects appropriate to the South African context that can be applied in various 

domains, including within the work context (Meiring, 2008).  The following sub-disciplines of 

industrial psychology were therefore deemed relevant for the current study: occupational 

psychological assessment (which involves psychometrics), research methodology, personnel 

psychology and organisational psychology.  Occupational psychological assessment involves the 

application of psychological testing within the work context, and includes psychometrics in 

relation to the development and/or utilisation of assessment methods measuring employee 

characteristics and behaviours in various applications (Bergh, 2009b).  Personnel psychology 

involves the assessment of employees, and personnel psychologists could therefore be involved 

in the validation of personnel assessment processes (Bergh, 2009b).  According to Bergh (2009b) 

research methodology involves the exploration and verification of psychological knowledge 

through scientific inquiry methods.  Organisational psychology revolves around facilitating 

employee adjustment and productivity, as well as the cross-cultural characteristics of industrial 

psychology. 

 

1.3.3 Meta-theoretical assumptions 

This study made use of a single paradigm. The paradigm used for both the literature review and 

the empirical study was the trait theory paradigm.  

 

1.3.3.1 Literature review 

According to Allport (1971) the trait approach paradigm is a school of thought that emphasises 

the underlying processes, characteristics and qualities existing within individuals.  The following 

basic assumptions are considered relevant in the present study: 
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1. Traits are actual psychophysical dispositions related to persisting neural systems. 

2. Traits are personal, inter-dependent and must be established empirically in individual 

cases (Allport, 1971; Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985). 

3. Individuals’ predispositions enable them to respond in specific ways, thus characterising 

personality in terms of individuals’ likelihood of thinking, feeling and behaving in 

specific ways (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2007; Pervin et al., 2005). 

4. Traits emphasise concrete individuality through the organising of factors, instincts and 

needs according to integral, personal systems (Allport, 1971). 

5. Traits are inferred and not observed directly (Allport, 1971; Mischel, 1968).  Equivalence 

of stimuli and equivalence of response make the inference of traits possible (Allport, 

1971). 

6. Traits are always persistent, whether active or latent, and are distinguished by low arousal 

thresholds (Allport, 1971).  

7. Traits exist in clusters and thus arousal of one region tends to spread to all other relevant 

regions in a specific cluster (Allport, 1971). 

8. The type of situation which results in the rousing of a specific trait is subject to change 

according to circumstances (Allport, 1971). 

9. Both traits and states are incorporated into theoretical frameworks as mediating variables 

that explain individual behaviour differences (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2007; Eysenck & 

Eysenck, 1985). 

10. Allport, Cattell and Eysenck agreed upon the fact that broad predispositions are central to 

personality, but differed with regards to their use of factor analysis in uncovering the 

exact number of personality traits (Pervin et al., 2005). 

 

1.3.3.2 Empirical study 

The trait theory paradigm is based on the assumptions that traits are underlying, inferred 

personality dispositions developed for explaining continuing behavioural consistencies and 

differences (Allport, 1971; Mischel, 1968).  The factor analytical approach and the lexical 

hypothesis are important aspects of this framework.  
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Factor analytical researchers explain behavioural consistencies and differences according to the 

personality structure resulting from useable factor analysis methods (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1969).  

The three main researchers within the field of personality research and factor analysis were 

Guilford, Cattell and Eysenck (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1969):  Guilford calculated score 

correlations between individual items rather than between a priori item clusters. In contrast, 

Cattell supplemented his work with analyses of ratings.  Finally, Eysenck presented a 

hierarchical model of personality (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1969).  Commonly used personality 

measurement instruments such as the 16PF, Maudsley Medical Questionnaire (MMQ, developed 

by Eysenck), Maudsley Personality Questionnaire (MPI, developed by Eysenck) and the 

Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI, developed by Eysenck) were developed as a result of the 

factor analytical approach. 

 

The basic assumption of the lexical hypothesis is that existing words can describe every aspect of 

personality (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2007).  The lexical hypothesis approach states that the major 

dimensions of personality are derived from a specific language’s total number of descriptors.  

For example, Cattell’s personality model was derived from the English language through 

systematic analyses (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2007).  The lexical hypothesis was used in the 

development of both the 16PF and the Big Five personality framework (Chamorro-Premuzic, 

2007).  The Relationship Harmony cluster of the SAPI used in this study is constructed based on 

the universal-specific traits that are derived from the person-descriptive responses obtained in the 

first, qualitative phase of the project.  

 

The empirical study consists of research design, participants and procedure, data collection and 

analysis, and ethical aspects.  These factors are all considered in this study.  

 

1.3.4 Market of intellectual resources 

The market of intellectual resources refers to the collection of beliefs directly influencing 

scientific statements’ epistemological status, i.e. scientific statements’ status as knowledge-

claims. Epistemological beliefs can be classified as either theoretical beliefs or methodological 

beliefs (Mouton & Marais, 1996).  
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1.3.4.1 Theoretical beliefs 

Theoretical beliefs are beliefs about the particular social phenomenon’s nature and structure and 

include the testable statements/claims/observations in relation to the social phenomenon (Mouton 

& Marais, 1996).  Theoretical beliefs regarding a social phenomenon are also regarded as 

assertions about the descriptive (what) and interpretive (why) aspects of human behaviour.  

Theoretical beliefs thus include all statements/assertions that are part of the phenomenon’s 

hypotheses, typologies, models and theories (Mouton & Marais, 1996). 

 

A. Conceptual definitions  

The conceptual definitions relevant to this study are provided below: 

1. Personality is broadly defined as the relatively continuing features of individuals 

accounting for their typical behaviours (Stratton & Hayes, 1999). , However, the exact 

definition of personality is determined by the chosen approach to personality (Stratton & 

Hayes, 1999).  The current study made use of a trait approach to personality, and 

therefore personality was defined as the different individual aspects resulting from the 

assumption that individual behaviour is the product of various traits (Stratton & Hayes, 

1999). 

2. Personality measurement is defined as the measurement/assessment of various 

personality characteristics by means of objective testing, projective testing, observational 

methods and personality inventories (cf. Stratton & Hayes, 1999; VandenBos, 2007)  

3. Personality traits are defined as: underlying dispositions that can be applied in explaining 

consistent behaviour patterns of individuals over time and situations (cf. Berry et al., 

2002; Reber & Reber, 2001). 

4. The personality construct of interest in this study and its sub-clusters were defined in the 

first phase of the SAPI project by Nel (2008) as: 

4.1. Relationship Harmony is defined as the state in which an individual believes in 

keeping and maintaining good relationships with others, being open for understanding, 

being tolerant and keeping the peace (Nel, 2008). 

4.2. Approachability is regarded as being accessible and approachable for others 

interpersonally (Nel, 2008). 
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4.3. Conflict-seeking is seen as the causing of conflicts, provoking others and being 

disruptive (Nel, 2008). 

4.4. Interpersonal relatedness is defined as an individual’s ability to maintain his/her 

relationships by being forgiving, cooperative, peaceful and constructive (Nel, 2008). 

4.5. Meddlesome refers to interfering in other people’s lives through means of meddling 

and/or gossiping (Nel, 2008). 

 

B. Models and theories 

Models have a primarily heuristic function, whereas theories have a primary explanatory 

function (Mouton & Marais, 1996).  A model is defined as the theoretical representation of the 

concept(s) and/or basic behavioural processes that can be applied for a variety of discovering 

purposes, including adding to the general understanding of the concept(s), formulating 

hypotheses, indicating possible relations and/or identifying patterns for the scientific study of the 

concept(s) (VandenBos, 2007).   

 

In this study the following models are taken into account: 

1. Eysenck’s model of personality:  Eysenck developed a model of personality that argues 

that personality can be described in three bipolar dimensions, namely extraversion-

introversion, neuroticism-emotional stability and psychoticism (Stuart-Hamilton, 1996). 

2.  Five Factor model of personality:  The Five Factor model of personality argues that 

personality consists of five personality traits, namely Openness, Conscientiousness, 

Extraversion, Agreeableness and Neuroticism (Stuart-Hamilton, 1996).  The Five Factor 

model of personality is fundamentally similar to the Big Five personality model as both 

models regard personality dimensions as descriptions of behaviour and treat the five-

dimension structure as a classification of individual differences.  However, the Five 

Factor model differs from the Big Five model in the sense that the factors depicted by the 

Five Factor model of personality are regarded as psychological units containing causal 

force (VandenBos, 2007).  The present study was closely related to the personality trait 

Agreeableness, which is defined as the tendency to act unselfishly and cooperatively 
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(VandenBos, 2007).  Agreeableness thus forms part of the underlying structure of the 

Relationship Harmony cluster (Nel, 2008). 

3. Big Five personality model:  This model postulates the primary dimensions of individual 

differences as Extraversion, Neuroticism, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and 

Openness to Experience (VandenBos, 2007).   

 

A theory is defined as a set of clarifying hypotheses or general principles that suggest 

explanations of known facts, empirical findings and additional empirical relationships (Reber & 

Reber, 2001; VandenBos, 2007).  According to the APA Dictionary of Psychology (VandenBos, 

2007) the following theories were relevant to this study:  

1. Psychometrics:  This branch of psychology encompasses the psychological theory 

(science) of mental measurement (psychological traits and skills) and the various 

techniques (processes) that aims to determine the measurable factors of the object of 

interest (cf. Bergh, 2009; Stuart-Hamilton, 1996; VandenBos, 2007). 

2. Trait theory:  Trait theory encompasses approaches aimed at explaining personality in 

terms of internal characteristics that supposedly determine behaviour, i.e. in terms of 

traits.  Cattell’s factorial theory of personality and Allport’s personality trait theory were 

particularly important within the current study.  

3. Cattell’s factorial theory of personality:  This approach to describing personality is based 

on the identification of personality traits; the measurement of these traits through factor 

analysis; and the classification of these traits into surface traits and underlying source 

traits (VandenBos, 2007). 

4. Allport’s personality theory:  This theory holds that individuals’ personality traits 

determine their behaviour, especially the individuality and consistency of their behaviour. 

Personality traits are considered to be dynamic forces interacting with (a) one another and 

(b) with the individual’s environment, to establish the individual’s characteristic actions 

(VandenBos, 2007). 

5. Latent trait theory:  This is a general psychometric theory that argues that observable 

traits are the manifestations of unobservable, basic traits known as latent traits.  Two 

quantitative models designed to identify and estimate latent traits from their behaviour 
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manifestations have been developed based on this theory.  These models are known as 

Item Response Theory, and Factor Analysis (VandenBos, 2007).   

6. Interpersonal theory:  This theory is based on the psychoanalytical personality theory of 

Stack Sullivan.  The fundamental assumption of interpersonal theory is that individuals’ 

interactions with other people significantly contribute to their sense of security, sense of 

self and behavioural motivations (VandenBos, 2007).  According to this theory 

personality is the product of extensive phases during which individuals: 

- develop good regard for themselves and for others; 

- learn to keep anxiety at bay; 

- learn to correct the distorted perceptions they may have of others; 

- learn to authenticate their own ideas; and 

- seek to have effective and mature interpersonal relationships (VandenBos, 2007). 

7. Lexical Hypothesis:  According to VandenBos (2007) individuals’ traits and differences 

are encoded into the natural-language lexicon (or vocabulary). This means that every 

language includes terms that describe individual traits and differences. 

 

1.3.4.2 Methodological beliefs 

Methodological beliefs are those beliefs concerned with the research process, nature and 

structure. These beliefs include the preferences, presuppositions and assumptions that relate to 

good research (Mouton & Marais, 1996).  The current empirical study is presented within the 

trait theory and methodological approach frameworks. 

 

1.4  RESEARCH METHOD 
 

This research, pertaining to the specific objectives, consists of two phases, namely a literature 

review and an empirical study. 
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1.4.1 Phase 1: Literature review 

In phase 1 a complete review of the literature regarding psychological assessment, personality 

psychology, personality measurement, and Relationship Harmony is conducted.  The sources that 

are consulted include:  

• Academic Source Premier 

• BSCW (SAPI website containing previous masters’ and doctorate studies on the SAPI, 

presentations, and other relevant literature) 

• Business Source Premier 

• Ebsco Host 

• Google Scholar 

• Interlibrary Loans 

• North-West University Libraries (Ferdinand Postma, Educational Sciences, Vaal Triangle 

Campus, Mafikeng Campus) 

• SaCat 

• SAPublications 

• Science Direct 

• University of Johannesburg Library 

 

1.4.2 Phase 2: Empirical study 

The empirical study consists of the research design, participants, measuring battery, and 

statistical analysis.  

 

1.4.2.1 Research Design 

For the purposes of this research, a quantitative research design is used.  In this approach the 

researcher is interested in the development of new methods (such as questionnaires, scales and 

tests) of data collection and sometimes also validating a newly developed instrument through a 

pilot study (Mouton, 2008). 

 

During this study, the following steps are completed: 
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Step 1: Considered original responses per facet – All the original responses obtained during the 

initial phase of the project concerning the Relationship Harmony cluster are grouped together.   

 

Step 2: Extracted content-representative responses – All the original responses are examined and 

only those that are representative of the facets are retained.  Established a definition of the facet – 

Based on the original responses, definitions are generated for all the Relationship Harmony 

facets.  

 

Step 3: Developed item stems – Based on each facet’s definition as well as the content 

representative responses, items are generated in a neutral and abstract form. 

 

Step 4: Final item writing phase – This includes the development of items from both the data and 

added item stems, as well as the finalisation of the items for the questionnaire. 

 

1.4.2.2 Participants 

Since this study is not about determining specific occupational groups’ characteristics, but rather 

about testing the reliability and validity of a newly developed instrument, convenience sampling 

is used.   

 

The current study’s participants are recruited from universities and colleges in particularly the 

North-West province in South Africa.  Over the past few years the research group has built up 

experience in collecting data from all 11 languages.  Furthermore, contacts were already in 

existence within all these groups.  This network is used for gaining access to adult speakers.  

Nunnally (1978) recommends determining sample size through a 10 to 1 ratio; therefore having 

10 cases or respondents for each item to be factor analysed.  The sample for the four sub-clusters 

of the Relationship Harmony scale (4 sub-clusters, 23 facets, 400 items) should therefore ideally 

have contained 4 000 participants.   

 

The questionnaires are distributed amongst the participants.  A letter requesting participation is 

given to each individual prior to the administration of the measuring instrument.  Ethical aspects 
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and a motivation regarding the research are discussed with the participants before the 

questionnaires are handed out.  The questionnaires are either handed to individuals to be 

completed within a set time or the questionnaires are handed to individuals to complete at home 

and bring the completed questionnaires back after completion. 

 

1.4.2.3 Measuring Battery 

The objective of this study is to develop a measuring instrument for the Relationship Harmony 

cluster of the SAPI project by generating valid and reliable items for its sub-clusters and 

determining whether the sub-clusters and facets confirm the Relationship Harmony construct.  

The sub-clusters of the Relationship Harmony construct that are studied included 

Approachability, Interpersonal relatedness, Conflict-seeking and Meddlesome. 

 

1.4.2.4 Statistical Analysis 

The following analytic techniques are used in the quantitative phase by means of SPSS: 

(a) Factor analysis to determine the dimensionality underlying responses to the personality 

questionnaire.   

(b) Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is applied to the specific objectives regarding the 

structure of the Relationship Harmony cluster and underlying relations of its sub-clusters 

and facets. 

(c) Construct equivalence of the African and White groups’ factor structures through 

exploratory factor analysis and rotations. 

 

1.4.2.5 Ethical considerations 

As previously mentioned, ethical aspects and the motivation for the research are discussed with 

the participants before the questionnaires are.  In addition, a letter requesting participation is 

given to each individual prior to the administration of the measuring instrument, thus ensuring 

that informed consent is obtained.  Completion of the instruments is voluntary and all data are 

treated confidentially and used for research purposes only. 
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1.5. CHAPTER DIVISION 

 

Chapter 1:  Introduction, problem statement, objectives, research method. 

Chapter 2:  Research article. 

Chapter 3:  Conclusions, limitations, recommendations. 

 

1.6. CHAPTER SUMMARY 

 

In chapter 1 the motivation for the research was discussed, which was enhanced by a discussion 

of the problem statement and resulted in the formulation of the general and specific research 

objectives.  The research method and proposed plan for data gathering were explained, followed 

by a brief overview of the chapters. 
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Developing and validating a measuring instrument for the Relationship Harmony 
personality cluster 

 
 

ABSTRACT 

The objective of this study was to develop a valid and reliable measuring instrument for the 

Relationship Harmony personality cluster as part of the overall SAPI project that can be used 

within the South African context without being biased or unfair towards any language or culture.  

Two versions of the questionnaire were developed, namely RH-1 and RH-2.  Students from tertiary 

institutions within the North West and Gauteng provinces took part in a pilot study of both versions 

(RH-1: n = 507; RH-2: n = 475).  Items indicating unacceptable skewness or kurtosis were 

excluded from further analysis.  Principal component analyses resulted in 58 items being excluded 

from further analysis.  First-order unstructured factor analysis techniques indicated that three 

factors should be retained for RH-1 and two factors for RH-2.  Oblique rotations produced factor 

correlation matrices for both sets of data and maximum likelihood was used to analyse the factor 

structure of the Relationship Harmony cluster in both data sets.  The data sets were then subjected 

to higher order factor analyses.  A hierarchical Schmid-Leiman factor solution produced a three 

factor solution for RH-1 (Negative Relational Behaviour, Positive Relational Behaviour and 

Approachability) and a two factor solution for RH-2 (Positive Relational Behaviour and Negative 

Relational Behaviour).  Construct equivalence across the White and African groups was evaluated 

by comparing the factor pattern matrices.  For RH-1, with the exception of the Tolerant facet all 

facets loaded on the same factors for both race groups.  RH-2’s factors were represented by the 

same facets irrespective of the race groups. 

 

OPSOMMING 

Die algemene doelwit van hierdie studie was om ‘n geldige en betroubare meetinstrument vir die 

Relationship Harmony persoonlikheidskonstruk te ontwikkel, wat dan in die Suid-Afrikaanse 

konteks gebruik kan word sonder om bevooroordelend of onregverdig teenoor enige taal of kultuur 

te wees.  Twee vraelyste is ontwikkel, naamlik RH-1 en RH-2.  ‘n Loodsstudie vir beide vraelyste 

is afgelê met behulp van deelnemende studente van tersiêre instellings in die Noord-Wes en 

Gauteng provinsies (RH-1: n = 507; RH-2: n = 475).  Items met onaanvaarbare kurtosis is vroeg 

reeds uitgesluit van verdere analises.  Hoofkomponentontleding het aangedui dat 58 items van 

verdere analises onttrek sal word.  Ongestruktureerde eerste-orde faktoranalitiese-tegnieke het 

aangedui dat drie faktore vir RH-1 en twee faktore vir RH-2 behou moet word.  Skuins rotasies het 
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faktorkorrelasiematrikse vir beide datastelle na vore gebring, terwyl maksimum waarskynlikhede 

aangewend was om die faktorstrukture van die “Relationship Harmony” konstruk in beide 

datastelle te analiseer.  Hierna was die datastelle aan hoër-orde faktorontledings onderwerp.  ‘n 

Hiërargiese Schmid-Leiman faktoroplossing het op ‘n drie-faktoroplossing gedui vir RH-1, naamlik 

“Negative Relational Behaviour”, “Positive Relational Behaviour” en “Approachability”.  

Hierteenoor is ‘n twee-faktoroplossing vir RH-2 verkry, naamlik “Positive Relational Behaviour” 

en “Negative Relational Behaviour”.  Konstrukekwivalensie oor die Wit en Afrika groepe is 

geëvalueer deur die faktorpatroonmatrikse.  Al die fasette van RH-1 het op dieselfde faktore gelaai 

vir beide rasgroepe, behalwe vir “Tolerant”.  RH-2 se faktore was verteenwoordigend vir dieselfde 

fasette, ongeag van die rasgroepe. 

 

The study of human behaviour and mental processes within a cultural context (i.e. indigenous 

psychology) relies on values, concepts, belief systems, methodologies and other resources that 

are indigenous to the particular cultural group being studied (Ho, 1998a).  Berry, Poortinga, 

Segall and Dasen (2002) indicated the importance of indigenous psychology by exploring the 

likelihood of the interactions between human beings and their cultural environments resulting in 

systematic differences in the behaviours of people raised in different cultures. In addition, a 

person’s behaviour is also linked to his/her personality.  Personality can be regarded as the 

outcome of lifelong interactions between a person and his/her cultural environments (Berry et al., 

2002). According to Sullivan (1937), personality is simultaneously a cause and consequence of 

the social relationships individuals enter into and maintain.  Hence if personality is defined from 

a relational perspective it can be described as the “sum total of common attributes manifested in, 

and abstracted from, a person’s behaviour directly or indirectly observed across interpersonal 

relationships and situations over time” (Ho, Peng, Lai, & Chan, 2001, p. 940). Personality can 

consequently be correlated with interpersonal relationships, especially within the cultural context 

(Cheung, Cheung, Wada, & Zhang, 2003; Cheung et al., 2001; Zayas, Shoda & Ayduk, 2002).   

  

International researchers have indicated the importance of interpersonal relationships amongst 

various cultural groups and identified personality constructs unique to their respective cultural 

experiences. Ho et al. (2001) found that the study of personality in Asian countries essentially 

emphasises the social nature of the individual self, as well as the self in relational contexts with 
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reference to personality concepts such as harmony (interpersonal harmony through avoiding 

conflict and maintaining equilibrium; Cheung et al., 1996), face (concept regulating social 

behaviour; Cheung et al., 1996) and amae (the indigenous Japanese construct of relatedness; 

Behrens, 2004).  Other personality concepts which emphasise the social and relational nature of 

the individual self include ren qin (complicated social relationship concept; Cheung et al., 1996) 

and family orientation (Cheung et al., 1996).  Cheung et al. (1996) developed the Chinese 

Personality Assessment Inventory (CPAI), an indigenous personality assessment that contains 

items unique to the Chinese culture, specifically relating to interpersonal relatedness as a 

personality construct.   

 

Within the South African context the importance of interpersonal relationships and the 

maintenance of these relationships was recently identified as a valuable aspect of a South African 

personality structure, through the investigation of personality descriptions in various South 

African languages (see De Beer, 2007; Killian, 2006; Kruger, 2006; Nel, 2008; Ntsieni, 2006; 

Swanepoel, 2006; Uys, 2007; Valchev, 2007; Van Rensburg, 2008).  Some current international 

and South African measures of personality do assess certain relational aspects such as 

interpersonal adjustment (e.g. Interpersonal Relations Questionnaire; Joubert (1981)).  In 

addition, other instruments assess typical interpersonal, social behaviour characteristics such as 

warmth (e.g. 16PF® Fifth Edition Questionnaire (16PF®5) - SA Version; Cattell, Cattell, and 

Cattell (2006) and the NEO Personality Inventory – Revised (NEO PI-RTM); Costa and McCrae 

(1992)) and social boldness (16PF®5; Cattell et al., 2006).  However, there is a lack of 

personality measuring instruments that assess the personality traits present in the forming and 

maintaining of constructive interpersonal relationships.   

 

In the Chinese context Cheung et al. (1996) addressed this need through the development of the 

CPAI.  In the South African context Visser and Du Toit (2004) investigated the factor structure 

of the Occupational Personality Questionnaire (OPQ Concept Model – Original British Version; 

Saville, Holdsworth, Nyfield, Cramp and Mabey (1984)) and found a six-factor personality 

structure in which the first factor, labelled Interpersonal Relationship Harmony, explained most 

of the variance.  The Interpersonal Relationship Harmony factor relates to an individual’s 
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understanding of other individuals’ behaviour (including individuals’ motivation to behave in a 

given manner), as well as the individual’s willingness to become involved in the welfare of 

others (including their feelings and problems) (Visser & Du Toit, 2004).  Individuals who obtain 

a high score on the Interpersonal Relationship Harmony factor are considered sympathetic, 

considerate, caring, tolerant and optimistic.  In addition, these individuals are likely to analyse 

other individuals’ behaviour, value friendship and help others.  These descriptions correspond 

with the definition of the Relationship Harmony cluster of the South African Personality 

Inventory1 (SAPI) provided by Nel (2008):  “a state in which a person believes in keeping good 

relationships with others, keeping the peace, maintaining relationships on good terms, and being 

open to understanding and tolerance” (p. 179). 

 

International and local findings relating to the understanding of interpersonal relationships as 

part of personality combined with the lack of valid, fair and unbiased assessments measuring the 

personality traits at play in the shaping and maintaining of interpersonal relationships provide 

evidence of the need for the development of such personality measuring instruments.  

Internationally Cheung et al. (1996) undertook ground-breaking research in developing an 

indigenous personality assessment, which resulted in the emergence of an indigenous personality 

construct, namely Interpersonal Relatedness.  These research findings inspired various research 

studies aimed at investigating the findings of Cheung et al.’s (1996) study (cf. Cheung, Cheung, 

Howard, & Lim, 2006; Cheung, Cheung, Leung, Ward, & Leong, 2003; Cheung, Cheung, & 

Zhang, 2004; Cheung et al., 2001; Lin & Church, 2004; Yung et al., 2000).   

 

In South Africa the SAPI is currently being developed to address the need for a valid and reliable 

personality measuring instrument that can be used within the South African context without 

being biased or unfair towards any language or culture group.  According to Nel (2008) the SAPI 

                                                           
1  The SAPI, an acronym for the South African Personality Inventory, is a project that aims to develop an indigenous 
personality measure for all eleven official languages in South Africa. Participants are Byron Adams (University of 
Johannesburg), Deon de Bruin (University of Johannesburg), Karina de Bruin (University of Johannesburg), Leon 
Jackson (North-West University), Carin Hill (University of Johannesburg), Deon Meiring (University of Pretoria 
and University of Stellenbosch), Alewyn Nel (North-West University), Ian Rothmann (North-West University), 
Michael Temane (North-West University), Velichko Valchev (Tilburg University, the Netherlands), and Fons van 
de Vijver (North-West University and Tilburg University, the Netherlands). 
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project aims to develop an inventory that will assess the major aspects of personality regarded as 

relevant by all the official South African languages.  The preliminary findings from the first 

stage of the SAPI project suggest that, similar to the research findings of Cheung et al. (1996), 

the maintaining of good and healthy relationships forms part of an indigenous South African 

concept of personality.  This factor has been labelled Relationship Harmony (Nel, 2008).   

 

The first objective of this study was to develop a valid and reliable measuring instrument that 

scientifically assesses the Relationship Harmony cluster of the SAPI.  The second objective was 

to determine a factor structure for the Relationship Harmony cluster.  Finally, the study aimed to 

compare the factor solutions of the White and African race groups. 

 

Psychological measurement 

Psychological assessment aims to gather a wide range of information from various sources and 

involves the application of assessment tools (tests, measures, instruments, assessment measures, 

etc.) to assess (measure) human behaviour (Foxcroft & Roodt, 2005).  Psychological tests 

involve the objective, standardised measurement of behaviour samples (Anastasi & Urbina, 

1997; Murphy & Davidshofer, 2005; Kaplan & Succuzo, 2001) and consist of items designed to 

measure behaviour-related human characteristics (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997; Kaplan & Succuzo, 

2001).  To ensure that measurement instruments are developed systematically and scientifically, 

psychometrics, a sub-field of psychology, is used to ensure that scientific measurement 

principles are adhered to and that the required technical measurement standards (validity and 

reliability) are met (Foxcroft & Roodt, 2005).  Poon Teng Fatt (2002) distinguished between six 

categories of psychological measures, namely: “(1) assessments of intelligence; (2) assessments 

of personality; (3) assessments of achievement, aptitude, and interests; (4) neuropsychological 

assessments; (5) psychiatric interview assessments; and (6) behavioural assessments” (p. 12).  

The focus of the present study was on personality assessment.  Personality research has been 

approached from various different perspectives through different strategies and from different 

sources; resulting in a diverse collection of human behaviour observations (Mischel, Shoda, & 

Ayduk, 2008).   
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Personality measurement 

Personality research results in a diverse collection of human behaviour observations (Mischel et 

al., 2008) and personality assessment is therefore regarded as a system for measuring people’s 

personality characteristics (Stratton & Hayes, 1999).  According to VanDenBos (2007) 

personality assessment typically consists of the evaluation of intelligence, aptitudes, skills, 

interests, attitudes and psychological development facets.  Different approaches can be used to 

evaluate people’s personality characteristics and psychological facets, these approaches include 

objective testing (e.g. personality inventories), projective testing (e.g. the Rorschach Inkblot 

Test), and observational methods (e.g. interviewing) (Stratton & Hayes, 1999; VanDenBos, 

2007).  According to Carducci (2009), personality assessment involves the development of 

techniques to measure the different aspects and dimensions of personality discussed in this 

paragraph. 

 

Psychological testing within the South African context 

South African legislation governing the construction and use of measuring instruments as 

stipulated by the Employment Equity Act No.5 of 1998, Chapter 2, Section 8 (Government 

Gazette, 1998) states that  

 

Psychometric testing and other similar assessments of an employee are prohibited 

unless the test or assessment being used – a) has been scientifically shown to be 

valid and reliable; b) can be applied fairly to employees; and c) is not biased 

against any employee or group (p. 7).   

According to Bedell, Van Eeden and Van Staden (1999) although various research studies have 

concluded that South African psychological tests are valid and reliable, the validity and 

reliability of these assessments are only applicable to those race groups for which the tests were 

developed and standardised.  Most existing South African personality measures were developed 

and standardised for the White cultural group (Taylor & Boeyens, 1991).  The test-bias of such 

measures is evident in Taylor and Boeyens’ (1991) findings regarding differences in scores 

between the White and African participants on the South African Personality Questionnaire 
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(SAPQ).  Test-takers from various cultural groups within South Africa are unable to interpret test 

items from certain personality measures used within South Africa due to various cultural 

influences (cf. Abrahams & Mauer, 1999a; Meiring, Van de Vijver, Rothmann, & Barrick, 

2005).  In view of the legislation that came into effect in 1998, the use of South African 

psychological tests developed prior to 1998 is prohibited as these tests do not comply with the 

requirement that psychological tests may not be biased against any employee or group.  

However, due to a lack of personality measures, practitioners who wish to apply objective 

personality measures are currently forced to make use of the available psychological tests, 

despite the fact that these tests were predominantly standardised for the White population and are 

therefore likely to be culturally biased (Taylor & Boeyens, 1991).  

 

Although commonly used psychological tests have been translated to English, Abrahams and 

Mauer (1999b) found that test takers whose home-language was not Afrikaans or English had 

significant difficulty in comprehending many of the English words in the tests.  In addition, these 

test takers struggled to understand the manner in which the English items were formulated.  

According to Meiring et al. (2005) the level of wording and the comprehension of the words’ 

context and their inter-relationships hold possible threats for the African cultural groups in 

particular.  

 

The research therefore clearly indicates that new personality measurements need to be developed 

for the South African context.  These personality measures must conceptualise personality 

constructs in a way that is representative of all the groups for which the measurement is intended 

(Taylor & Boeyens 1991).  This would necessarily involve investigating the possibility of 

indigenous personality constructs that are not included in the adapted Western personality tests 

(Laher, 2008).  The challenge involves developing tests that are not only fairly applicable to all 

groups of people, but also scientifically proven to be valid and reliable. 

 

Test development 

The validity of a test is dependent on several factors, including the test’s appropriateness for a 

particular group, a sufficient sample of behaviours from a particular field, and the test’s purpose.  



45 

 

Researchers are consequently motivated to develop tests that will meet the needs of specific 

groups, include sample behaviours from new fields of interest, and also improve the accuracy of 

test scores (McIntire & Miller, 2007).  In order to determine whether a test is appropriate for a 

particular group it is important to establish whether the behaviour samples included in the test 

accommodate the particular group’s specific behaviours.  The development of the SAPI started 

from an indigenous perspective and thus allowed for a sufficient sample of everyday behaviours 

from all eleven official languages in South Africa (Meiring, 2008).  According to Cheung, Van 

der Vijver and Leong (2011), researchers studying personality from an indigenous psychology 

perspective generally make use of the lexical approach to obtain local personality constructs.  

Nel (2008) stated that the lexical approach plays an essential role in accommodating linguistic 

and cultural differences in cross-cultural research in South Africa since it takes the total context 

of each language/cultural group into account in order to derive the behaviours, attributes and 

traits specific to each group.  The SAPI team therefore followed a combined etic-emic approach 

together with the lexical approach in order to develop a personality inventory for South Africa 

(Nel, 2008).  The etic approach examines and compares various cultures, while the emic 

approach examines only one specific culture (Berry, 1969) and Cheung et al. (2011) therefore 

argued that the combined etic-emic approach may serve as a comprehensive framework for 

understanding universal and culturally variable personality dimensions.  In addition, the 

approach works to ensure psychological constructs’ cultural relevance to the particular local 

environment.  

  

According to McIntire and Miller (2007) psychological test development relies on the scientific 

method, i.e. observing behaviour, collecting relevant data, and analysing the collected data.  To 

ensure a standardised scientific method, the process of psychological test development should 

follow a general set of steps.  Literature provides clear guidelines for test development.  

Although the order and scope of the steps differ somewhat between authors, test developers 

generally begin by defining the purpose of the test (Dorfman & Hersen, 2001; Downing, 2006).  

In order to define the purpose of a new questionnaire the content areas (i.e. the areas relevant to 

the questionnaire’s purpose) and manifestations of these areas (i.e. the manner in which the 

particular content areas will become apparent) must be clarified (Rust & Golombok, 1989).  
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McIntire and Miller (2007) elaborated on defining the purpose by stating that the test universe 

(i.e. the operational definition for the construct(s) to be measured by means of observable and 

measurable behaviours associated with the construct(s)) as well as the test audience (i.e. the 

intended test takers’ characteristics, reading level, possible disabilities, motivation and tendency 

to answer honestly) should also be defined.  Apart from establishing the operational definition of 

the test and the definitions of the content areas, the process of defining the test’s purpose also 

serves to guide the questions relating to the validity of the test development process (Downing, 

2006). 

 

The overall aim of the SAPI project is to discover universal (etic) and culture-specific (emic) 

personality traits for all eleven official languages of South Africa and to derive relevant, valid 

and accurate personality-descriptive terms from each of these groups (Nel, 2008).  Within the 

SAPI project the purpose of questionnaire development is therefore to develop a valid and 

reliable personality measuring instrument that can be used within the South African context 

without being biased or unfair towards any language or culture.  Nel (2008) proposed that the 

following aspects of indigenous personality be investigated in relation to the personality structure 

of the SAPI: Extroversion, Soft-Heartedness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, Intellect, 

Openness, Integrity, Relationship Harmony, and Facilitating.  The focus of the present study was 

on Relationship Harmony.  The recommendations for defining a new test’s purpose (McIntire & 

Miller, 2007; Rust & Golombok, 1989) were thus applied specifically to the Relationship 

Harmony cluster.  Nel (2008) identified several content areas relevant to the purpose of the 

Relationship Harmony cluster. These content areas are: Approachability, Conflict-seeking, 

Interpersonal Relatedness, and Meddlesome.  These content areas are referred to as the sub-

clusters of the Relationship Harmony personality cluster.  Each of these sub-clusters consists of 

various facets.  The facets serve as the manifestations of the sub-clusters (i.e. the manner in 

which the content areas become apparent).  Table 1 presents the indigenous personality structure 

for Relationship Harmony as proposed by Nel (2008). 
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Table 1 
The proposed indigenous personality structure for Relationship Harmony 
 

Relationship Harmony 
Approachability Conflict-seeking Interpersonal Relatedness Meddlesome 
Accommodating Argumentative Appeasing Gossiping 
Approachable Provoking Constructive Integrfering 
Arrogant Troublesome Co-operative   
Flexible  Forgiving   
Humble  Good relations with others   
Open for others  Peaceful   
Proud  Peacekeeping   
Stubborn  Well-mannered   
Tolerant     
Welcoming     

 

Following the establishment of the content areas of Relationship Harmony and their 

manifestations the next phase of the SAPI project involved determining the operational 

definitions of the constructs to be measured.  This involved defining the cluster, sub-clusters and 

facets through observable and measurable behaviours.  In addition, it also involved describing 

the test audience of the SAPI.  In the context of the SAPI, Nel (2008) defined Relationship 

Harmony as the state in which an individual believes in keeping and maintaining good 

relationships with others, being open for understanding, being tolerant and keeping the peace.  

Nel (2008) furthermore defined Approachability as “being approachable and accessible for 

others on an interpersonal level” (p. 122), Conflict-seeking as “being disruptive, causing (and 

enjoying) conflicts, and provoking others” (p. 122), Interpersonal Relatedness as “the ability of a 

person to be constructive in one’s relationships, to actively maintain them by being forgiving, 

peaceful, and cooperative” (p. 122) and Meddlesome as “interfering in others’ lives by gossiping 

or actively meddling” (p. 123).  In line with the guidelines provided by McIntire and Miller 

(2007), the test audience of the SAPI (i.e. the target population) had to be determined once the 

facets’ definitions   were determined.  The facet definitions are presented in Appendix A.  

However, the aim of the SAPI project is to develop a personality questionnaire that can be 

applied to adults from all eleven official language groups regardless of education, employment 

level, urbanisation status, socioeconomic status and literacy.   
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Once the purpose of the test has been defined, a plan for the development of the test can be put 

into place (Nunnally, 1970) by systematically laying out the test and the areas to be covered by 

the items (Allen & Yen, 1979; McIntire & Miller, 2007) and determining the number of items 

that will be used to measure each construct (McIntire & Miller, 2007).  Downing (2006) stated 

that the overall development plan “places a systematic framework on all major activities 

associated with the test development project, makes explicit many of the most important a priori 

decisions, puts the entire project on a realistic timeline, and emphasizes test security and quality 

control issues from the outset” (pg. 6).    The aim of the SAPI project was to develop an 

indigenous personality questionnaire that can be used in all eleven official South African 

languages and, the project therefore started from an everyday personality conceptualisation.  The 

project therefore consisted of an initial, qualitative stage during which personality structure was 

identified in an indigenous comparative study; and a second, quantitative stage that involves 

developing and writing items measuring the personality structure (Relationship Harmony in this 

research project) and administering these items in a pilot study.   

 

According to Nel (2008) the qualitative stage of the SAPI project resulted in the generation of 52 

239 responses, with an average of 4 749 response per language group.  These responses were 

obtained through semi-structured interviews conducted by fieldworkers in the participants’ 

native languages.  The semi-structured interviews were conducted with a variety of participants 

who varied in terms of their gender, age, education, urbanisation status and socioeconomic 

status.  Participants were asked to describe themselves and specific other people with regards to 

the type of person, typical aspects of the person and characteristic behaviours/habits of the 

person.  The participants were also asked how they would describe the particular person to 

someone who does not know the person.  The aim of the qualitative phase was to derive as many 

personality-descriptive terms as possible from each of the eleven official languages.  The focus 

of this stage was thus personality conceptualisations as they appear in the South African 

languages.  According to the lexical hypothesis, significant individual differences pertaining to 

human behaviour (such as personality traits) are encoded in a particular society’s language 

(McAdams, 2006; VandenBos, 2007).  The semi-structured interview approach followed by the 

research team during the qualitative phase was an adapted version of the lexical approach (Nel, 
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2008).  According to Nel (2008) the lexical approach was applied to comprehend the semantic 

meaning of the responses obtained through the semi-structured interviews, whereas a combined 

etic-emic approach was followed in further data evaluations. 

 

The personality-descriptive terms obtained during the interview process were pre-processed, 

categorised and clustered with the guidance of language and culture experts.  The responses were 

then translated into English by native language fieldworkers and populated onto Excel 

worksheets.  The accuracy of the initial translations was checked through back-translations.  The 

English responses were alphabetised in the Excel worksheets, double occurring responses were 

removed, superfluous words and ambiguous terms were removed, synonyms were grouped 

together and composite responses were divided.  The categorising of the descriptive responses 

was conducted through content analysis by means of dictionaries, thesauruses and literature.  

Focus groups were held to discuss the personality-descriptive terms and the categorisation of 

these terms into facets.  The facets were then re-clustered through the use of dictionaries and 

literature, as well as the contents of the descriptive terms.  There are no generally agreed upon 

procedures for checking the quality of qualitative, comparative studies.  In addition, there is no 

methodological literature guiding the derivation and interpretation of indigenous data. As a result 

of the lack of information the SAPI collaborators designed their own quality control checks to 

certify the research of the SAPI.  These checks included the SAPI collaborators’ input, 

workshops, and consultations with culture experts (Nel, 2008).   

 

Once the purpose of the test has been defined and the test has been planned, the next step in test 

development involves composing and writing the items (Allen & Yen, 1979; Murphy & 

Davidshofer, 2005; Downing, 2006; Mcintire & Miller, 2007; Nunnally, 1970).  During item 

development the choice of item format is crucial since it relates strongly to the test’s validity 

(Downing, 2006) and reliability (McIntire & Miller, 2007).  Rust and Golombok (1989) 

suggested that the purpose of the test, together with the characteristics which the questionnaire is 

intended to measure, must be taken into consideration when deciding on the type of item format.  

The test developer needs to decide between multiple choice items, constructed response items, 

dichotomous items, forced choice items, Likert scale items or open-ended questions (Dorfman & 
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Hersen, 2001; Downing, 2006; McIntire & Miller, 2007).  According to Rust and Golombok 

(1989), rating scale items allow for more precise expressions of self and thus this type of item 

format is often the most appropriate choice for personality questionnaires.  The SAPI project 

chose to make use of rating scale items with the SAPI.  

 

Once the item format has been established, the next step in test development involves compiling 

a large item pool (Dorfman & Hersen, 2001).  Literature suggests (cf. Abedi, 2006; Murphy & 

Davidshofer, 2005; Rust & Golombok, 1989) that items must be written clearly and simply by 

avoiding subjective words (e.g. frequently), double negatives, ambiguity and double-barrelled 

questions/statements (i.e. asking one question/stating one statement at a time).  Item constructors 

should refrain from including irrelevant information and using offensive language (e.g. sexist 

and racist language).  Other linguistic features that might affect items’ comprehension are 

prepositional phrases, comparative structures, complex question phrases, clauses and subtle 

linguistic nuances.  Within the South African context Meiring et al. (2005) found items 

containing double meanings, idiomatic expressions and qualifying words raised concerns and 

resulted in confusion. Based on these guidelines the SAPI project team applied the item 

guidelines of Hendriks, Hofstee and De Raad (1999) to the development of the item stems.  

These guidelines include constructing elementary sentences (e.g. “helps others”) devoid of any 

conditionings (e.g. “helps others who are in need”) and modifiers (such as “tends to”, “often”, 

“usually”, etc.).  Negations were excluded, while conspirational items (e.g. idiomatic expessions, 

and suggestive, sexist and ethnocentric formulations) were avoided.  In order to prepare for the 

final writing phase, aspects such as item length and vocabulary were considered since 

respondents’ reading level and language comprehension might be lower than items’ vocabulary 

(Murphy & Davidshofer, 2005).   

 

It was therefore decided that for the SAPI, items developed from the item stems should be 

written in the first person (“I”) and should only measure one personality trait/behaviour at a time.  

The original Relationship Harmony cluster item pool was reduced to 400 items.  The number of 

items per sub-cluster is as follows: 177 Appoachability items, 37 Conflict-seeking items, 145 

Interpersonal Relatedness items; and 41 Meddlesome items.  Due to the large number of items 
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generated for the Relationship Harmony construct (400 items in total), two versions of the 

Relationship Harmony questionnaire were developed in order to facilitate the data collection.  

These two questionnaires were labelled RH-1 and RH-2.  The use of two questionnaires was 

based on the researcher’s assumption that participants would be unwilling to complete a 

questionnaire for research purposes that contained 400 items. During the development of the two 

questionnaires anchor items were chosen that would appear in both versions of the questionnaire 

and then the remaining items were randomly divided between the two versions. The RH-1 

questionnaire contains 242 items and the RH-2 questionnaire contains 247 items.  Items are rated 

on a five-point Likert-type scale, with responses ranging from “1” (Strongly Disagree) to “5” 

(Strongly Agree). 

   

During test development nce the item pool has been developed, it is once again subjected to 

quality control by referring it to experts and colleagues for advice regarding appropriate content, 

cultural bias, comprehension and ambiguity (Dorfman & Hersen, 2001; Linn, 2006; Rust & 

Golombok, 1989).  Periodic quality control work shops were held by the SAPI project team 

where the data, together with the content-representative responses and derived items, was 

discussed in detail.  These quality control checks consisted mainly of group discussions between 

the SAPI collaborators; field experts; the Masters’ students and the Masters’ students’ 

supervisors.  Where consensus was reached that certain items did not comply with the guidelines 

provided by Hendriks, Hofstee, and De Raad (1999), or that the items’ comprehensibility across 

the eleven languages was compromised, the specific items were either adapted or removed.  

 

Murphy and Davidshofer (2005) proposed various ways of grouping similar items (i.e. scaling 

methods).  These methods include rational scales (i.e. when the underlying rationale is used to 

group items), empirical scales (i.e. where statistical procedures are applied in grouping items, 

e.g. factor analysis), and rational-empirical scales (i.e. a combination of the two previous 

methods).  Items that are representative of the specified construct need to be selected and then 

subjected to content analysis by a field expert to ensure adequate representation (Dorfman & 

Hersen, 2001).  In the development of the SAPI, items were derived from the content-

representative responses obtained during the qualitative phase.  The items were already grouped 
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according to similarity through means of rational scales, i.e. the underlying rationale of each 

facet was used to group the responses obtained from the qualitative phase.  Quality control 

checks were again conducted to ensure the content analysis of the items.   

 

After the item pool has been developed, a trial pilot study then needs to be conducted on a 

carefully selected group of individuals serving as the study’s representative sample (Allen & 

Yen, 1979; Dorfman & Hersen, 2001; McIntire & Miller, 2007).  After administering the pilot 

test, statistical methods of item analysis, i.e. item difficulty, item discrimination and item 

response theory (Dorfman & Hersen 2001) need to be applied to select the best items and to 

identify those items in need of refinement (Allen & Yen, 1979; McIntire & Miller, 2007; 

Nunnally, 1970).  According to Linn (2006), item analysis identifies flawed items, items 

contributing most to tests’ reliability, and items that might be placing certain groups at risk of 

being disadvantaged.  The present study formed part of the quantitative stage of the SAPI project 

and involved the conducting of a trial pilot study and the statistical analyses of the collected data.      

 

METHOD 

 

Research design 

The research objectives were approached through means of a cross-sectional survey design.  A 

cross-sectional survey design measures all the variables simultaneously (Blaikie, 2003) and is 

applied in studies occurring at a single point in time (Keppel, Saufley, & Tokunaga, 1992).     

 

Participants and procedure 

The present study aimed to test the reliability and validity of a newly developed instrument and 

thus convenience sampling was used.  According to Van de Vijver and Leung (2000), 

convenience sampling is the sampling type most commonly used in personality research.  The 

present study’s sample consisted of students from tertiary institutions within the North West 

Province and Gauteng Province (RH-1: n = 507; RH-2: n = 475).  
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The proposed research was presented to the Research Committee of the North-West University, 

which granted to commence with the research study providing that the necessary research ethical 

clearance was obtained.  The ethical clearance was granted with the approval of the research 

ethics application (application number: NWU-00001-10-A4).  Faculty heads and senior lecturers 

of tertiary institutions in the Gauteng and North-West provinces were contacted to explain the 

rationale and data collection procedures of the proposed research, and to request permission for 

data collection to occur in their classes.  The lecturers who granted permission based on time 

availability and feasibility were contacted again in order to arrange data collection dates and 

times, as well as to establish the data collection option that best suited the lecturers.  The first 

data collection option involved distributing the questionnaires and answer sheets during a contact 

session allocated by the lecturer.  The students were then asked to complete the questionnaires in 

their own time and bring the questionnaires and completed answer sheets to the next contact 

session.  The second data collection option involved asking the students to complete the 

questionnaires during a contact session allocated by the lecturer and the questionnaires and 

completed answer sheets were collected upon completion.  

 

To ensure standardisation of data collection, care was taken to provide a standard introduction 

and orientation regarding the rationale of the research study.  Participating students received 

paper-and-pencil questionnaires to complete on accompanying answer sheets.  The 

questionnaires and answer sheets were accompanied by an informed consent form explaining the 

rationale of the study, including the research purposes, confidential and ethical handling of data 

and the voluntary nature of participation.  The two versions of the Relationship Harmony 

questionnaire were randomly distributed amongst participants.  If lecturers chose the first data 

collection option the questionnaires, completed answer sheets and informed consent forms were 

personally collected by the researcher from each lecturer’s contact session.  For those lecturers 

who had selected data collection option two the researcher and students doing their honours 

degree in industrial psychology who acted as assistants for the researcher collected the 

questionnaires, completed answer sheets and informed consent forms.   

 

Table 2 presents some of the characteristics of the participants.  
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Table 2 
Background information of the participants (RH-1: n = 507; RH-2: n = 475) 

  RH-1 RH-2 TOTAL 
Item Category Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 
Age 18 140 27.6 138 29.1 278 28.3 
 19 113 22.3 114 24.0 227 23.1 
 20 81 16.0 73 15.4 154 15.7 
 21 57 11.2 47 9.9 104 10.6 
 22 17 3.4 24 5.1 41 4.2 
 Other 99 19.5 79 17.0 178 18.1 
Education Grade 9 10 2.0 18 3.8 28 3.0 
 Grade 12 415 81.9 380 80.0 795 85.2 
 Certificate 20 3.9 15 3.2 35 3.8 
 Diploma 10 2.0 11 2.3 21 2.3 
 Bachelors 9 1.8 14 3.0 23 2.5 
 Honnours 3 0.6 2 0.4 5 0.5 
 Other 15 3.0 11 2.3 26 2.8 
Gender Male 214 42.2 214 45.1 428 44.1 
 Female 286 56.4 257 54.1 543 55.9 
English 
reading ability 

 
Very poor 

 
5 

 
1,0 

 
5 

 
1,1 10 1,0 

 Poor 19 3,8 21 4,4 40 4,2 
 Good 318 62,7 302 63,6 620 64,6 
 Very good 151 29,8 139 29,3 290 30,2 
Language Afrikaans 280 55,2 282 59,4 562 57,8 
 English 20 3,9 18 3,8 38 3,9 
 IsiNdebele 8 1,6 5 1,1 13 1,3 
 IsiXhosa 17 3,4 8 1,7 25 2,6 
 IsiZulu 42 8,3 25 5,3 67 6,9 
 Sepedi 41 8,1 55 11,6 96 9,9 
 Sesotho 35 6,9 37 7,8 72 7,4 
 Setswana 22 4,3 23 4,8 45 4,6 
 SiSwati 9 1,8 8 1,7 17 1,7 
 Tshivenda 13 2,6 5 1,1 18 1,9 
 Xitsonga 11 2,2 5 1,1 16 1,6 
 Other 2 0,4 1 0,2 3 0,3 
Race White 271 53,5 269 56,6 540 56,5 
 Black 203 40,0 177 37,3 380 39,8 
 Indian 2 0,4 3 0,6 5 0,5 
 Coloured 17 3,4 13 2,7 30 3,1 

 

Table 2 shows that the sample for RH-1 consisted mostly of White (53,5%) female students 

(56,4%) aged 18 years old (27,6%) with Grade 12 as the highest educational qualification 

(81,9%).  The sample for RH-2 consisted mainly of 18 year old (29,1%), White (53,5%) female 

students (54,1%) also with Grade 12 as the highest educational qualification (80,0%).  Afrikaans 

was the most prevalent first language for both the RH-1 sample (55,2%) and the RH-2 sample 

(59,4%).  The general English reading ability was good for both the RH-1 sample (62,7%) and 
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the RH-2 sample (63,6%).  Overall the combined sample (RH 1 and RH 2) consisted mostly of 

White (56,5%), female students (55,9%) aged 18 years old (28,3%) with Grade 12 as the highest 

educational qualification (85,2%).  Most of the students reported that they spoke Afrikaans as a 

first language (57,8%) and the English reading ability of the total sample was generally good 

(64,6%). 

 

Measuring battery 

A self-developed questionnaire was used to measure the Relationship Harmony construct in 

terms of the four sub-clusters (indicated in bold in table 3) and their corresponding facets 

(indicated in italics in table 3). 

 

Table 3 
Example Items of the Relationship Harmony Self-developed Questionnaire’s Facets 

Sub-cluster & Facets Example of item 
Approachability   
Accommodating I change to another language when that helps others. 
Approachable I am easy to get along with. 
Arrogant I know better than others what should be done in every situation. 
Flexible I adapt to any situation. 
Humble I am modest about my possessions. 
Open for others I understand the viewpoint of others. 
Proud I am too proud to learn others’ languages. 
Stubborn I do what I want to do, no matter what others tell me. 
Tolerant I am tolerant to the way others behave. 
Welcoming I make others feel welcome in my presence. 
  
Interpersonal Relatedness  
Appeasing I apologise even if it was the other person who started the fight. 
Constructive I talk about things that will be useful to others. 
Co-operative I enjoy working with others. 
Forgiving I forgive people even if they have hurt me very badly. 
Good relations with others I make an effort to have good relationships with others. 
Peaceful I calm people down. 
Peacemaker I help others to make peace with each other. 
Well-mannered I behave in an appropriate manner. 
  
Conflict-seeking  
Argumentative I challenge others’ ideas. 
Provoking I have started conflicts. 
Troublesome I cause trouble where I go. 
  
Meddlesome  
Gossiping I gossip about others. 
Interfering I interfere in the lives of others. 
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As discussed in the preceeding paragraphs, the researcher felt that participants would not be 

willing to complete a voluntary questionnaire for research purposes that contained 400 items.  As 

such, two versions of the Relationship Harmony questionnaire were developed by identifying 

anchor items that would be in both versions, followed by the process of randomly dividing the 

remaining items of the item pool between the two versions.  The two versions were labelled RH-

1 and RH-2, consisted of 242 and 247 items respectively and the items of the two versions were 

rated on a five point Likert type scale. 

 

Biographical information was gathered through generic questions included on the answer sheet.  

These questions referred to participants’ age, education, gender, English reading ability, first 

language and race.  

 

Statistical analysis 

Data preparation 

The data from both questionnaires was inspected for missing values as well as unexpected 

values.  The minimum and maximum values, as well as the means and standard deviations were 

checked to determine the data’s plausibility.  Items lower than 1 or higher than 5 were corrected.  

Next, as can be seen in table 3, the skewness and the kurtosis coefficients of the items from both 

questionnaires were investigated and items with a skewness of > 2 and kurtosis of > 4 were 

identified.  These items were excluded from further analyses as they were deemed unsuitable for 

factor analysis.   

 

Item correlations with total score 

A principle component analysis of both sets of items was performed.  One component was 

requested for each set and the component matrixes were inspected to identify any item with a 

loading of < 0,2.  Loadings of < 0,2 were viewed as indicative of items sharing less than 5% of 

their variance with the total score.  Although more stringent criterion could have been set with 

regards to the component matrix, it was felt that it was best to be over-inclusive at this stage of 

the analyses and then systematically remove the weakest items.  Furthermore, the signs within 

the component loadings indicated which items needed to be reversed scored.   
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Item correlations with facets 

The same procedure used to determine the item correlations with the total score was repeated for 

the items-facet correlations within both questionnaires. During these analyses, only items that 

were intended to represent a particular facet were selected for the principal component analysis.  

One component was retained and the loadings of the items were inspected.  It was expected that 

all the items would have relatively large loadings (> 0,3).  However, items with loadings < 0,2 

were removed since this served as an early indication that the item did not function in accordance 

with expectations.  

 

Reliability 

The descriptive statistics, skewness and kurtosis coefficients, as well as the Cronbach alpha 

coefficients for the 23 facets of the Relationship Harmony construct for both versions of the 

questionnaires were inspected to determine the reliability of the facets. The calculation of a 

reliability coefficient proceeded on the assumption of unidimensionality within each facet.    

 

Factor analysis 

First order unrestricted analysis:  The following techniques were used to determine the number 

of factors:  (a) eigenvalues > 1, (b) the scree plot, and (c) parallel analysis.  The eigenvalue rule, 

also known as Kaiser’s criterion, refers to the amount of variance explained by a particular factor 

(Pallant, 2007).  The Kaiser-Guttman criterion proposes that factors with eigenvalues of 1,0 and 

less should be ignored (Cramer, 2003), and therefore the guideline of retaining factors with 

eigenvalues of 1,0 and larger (Pallant, 2007) was followed in the present study.  The scree plot is 

a graphical illustration of the factors’ eigenvalues, where the point of change in the curve’s 

direction indicates the recommended number of factors to be retained.  Thus, all the factors 

above the point where the curve becomes horizontal should be retained since these factors 

explain most of the variance (Cramer, 2003; Pallant, 2007). Lastly, parallel analysis entails the 

comparison of the factors’ eigenvalues with the eigenvalues of randomly generated data, where 

only those eigenvalues that exceeded the random data are kept (Pallant, 2007).  Only a small 

portion of the common variance of the items will be unaccounted for once a suitable solution has 

been found since such a solution results in both theoretical and psychological sense.  
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An oblique rotation method was employed. The Direct Quartimin is often recommended by 

factor analysis experts and is the rotation obtained in SPSS when a Direct Oblimin rotation is 

requested and the delta value is left unchanged at zero. An oblique rotation produces a factor 

correlation matrix, which in turn can be subjected to a higher order factor analysis. Maximum 

likelihood was used to analyse the factor structure of the Relationship Harmony construct. The 

pattern matrices for both questionnaires were inspected to determine whether each of the facets is 

well defined with loadings > 0,3 and whether each factor corresponds with one of the 

hypothesised facets. The retention of additional factors will subsequently lead to a poor solution 

with ill defined factors that are psychologically trivial. 

 

When inspecting the factor correlation matrix correlations of > 0,2 between all of the factors 

should be expected. Factors that correlate weakly with other factors possibly do not belong in the 

same cluster. This does not mean that the factors should be discarded, but that they could be 

placed in another cluster at a later stage. If all the factors are correlated with one another, the 

presence of a higher order factor is suggested, which allows for a second order factor analysis to 

be conducted (using the factor correlation matrix as input). 

 

Second order factor analysis:  A hierarchical Schmid-Leiman factor solution was used to analyse 

the second order factor structures for both questionnaires. The Schmid-Leiman solution is a 

convenient tool to obtain the independent influence of first-order and higher order factors on a 

set of primary variables and eases the interpretation of factors of differing levels (Wolff & 

Preising, 2005). The input required for this analysis are (a) the obliquely rotated factor pattern 

matrix of the first-order analysis, (b) the second order factor pattern matrix, and (c) a matrix 

containing the square roots of the unique variances of each second-order factor on the diagonal 

and zeros in the off-diagonal cells. A substantive loading on at least one factor is > 0,30 (Wolff 

& Preising, 2005). 

 

The Schmid-Leiman solution was also used to determine the independent total impact of the 

Relationship Harmony factors, in other words the variance explained by each factor. In higher 

order factor analysis, the explanatory power of first-order factors is connected to the 
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intercorrelations of primary variables.  The term explanatory power of higher level factors refers 

to the correlation between factors of the adjacent lower level (Wolff & Preising, 2005). First-

order factors therefore explain x% of the correlations between variables, and second-order 

factors explain y% of the correlations between first-order factors (Wolff & Preising, 2005). 

Additionally, in the Schmid-Leiman solution, the variance explained by different levels is 

partitioned into no-noverlapping contributions.  Therefore in the Schmid-Leiman solution each 

factor explains z% of the correlation between variables, regardless of factor level (Wolff & 

Preising, 2005). 

 

Construct equivalence between the White and African groups 

The factor solutions obtained in the different groups were used to evaluate construct equivalence 

across different race groups. Similar factor structures were taken to mean that the constructs 

measured by the items are equivalent. Firstly, the Tucker’s phi coefficient (which ranges from 

zero to one, where a value of one indicates complete congruence and a value of zero indicate a 

complete lack of congruence) was used to determine the equivalence.  Generally, coefficients of 

congruence > 0,95 point to high levels of construct equivalence, whereas values < 0,9 indicate 

that the construct possibly differs in meaning across the different groups. However, the 

coefficient is insensitive to absolute differences in factor loadings across groups. Hence, a high 

Tucker’s phi can be obtained even if the factor loadings in one group are consistently higher than 

the loadings of the other group(s). Against this background, the factor pattern matrices of the 

different groups were also inspected to learn whether the factor loadings are similar in size 

across the groups. 

  

RESULTS 

 

Descriptive statistics 

Descriptive statistics are statistical procedures that can be applied to summarise data (Gravetter 

& Wallnaue, 2008; Huysamen, 1976).  Descriptive statistics smooth the progress of interpreting 

large quantities of data by condensing the data (Huysamen, 1976).  The condensed data can be 

presented in various ways, such as computed measures of data characteristics, graphics and 
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tables (Huysamen, 1976).  Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics of the 400 items of the 

Relationship Harmony construct. 

 

Item correlations with sub-cluster 

A principal components analysis was conducted on both sets of Relationship Harmony 

questionnaires to determine how well each item represents the content of the Relationship 

Harmony cluster. These results are reported in table 4 (RH-1) and table 5 (RH-2). 
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Table 4 
Descriptive statistics of the 400 items of the Relationship Harmony construct (RH-1: n = 507) 

RH-1 

Item Number Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis Component Matrix 

APPROACHABILITY 
Accommodating 

i001APPaccRH 3,97 0,94 -1,22 1,67 0,10 
i002APPaccRH 3,80 0,85 -0,45 -0,02 0,25 
i003APPaccRH 3,85 0,93 -0,67 0,20 0,18 
i004APPaccRH 4,20 0,78 -0,94 0,92 0,30 
i005APPaccRH 4,24 0,71 -0,91 1,38 0,40 
i006APPaccRH 4,06 0,81 -0,72 0,45 0,29 
i007APPaccRH - - - - - 
i008APPaccRH - - - - - 
i009APPaccRH - - - - - 

 
Approachable 

i001APPappRH 3,94 0,96 -0,80 0,12 0,29 
i002APPappRH 3,08 1,14 -0,20 -0,77 0,11 
i003APPappRH 2,87 1,27 -0,01 -1,12 -0,10 
i004APPappRH 4,03 0,74 -0,64 0,87 0,33 
i005APPappRH 3,68 0,87 -0,64 0,46 0,26 
i006APPappRH 3,81 0,79 -0,59 0,67 0,29 
i007APPappRH 3,89 0,88 -0,78 0,67 0,27 
i008APPappRH 4,16 0,93 -1,18 1,26 0,39 
i009APPappRH 4,22 0,85 -1,21 1,73 0,43 
i010APPappRH 4,35 0,74 -1,10 1,33 0,43 
i011APPappRH 4,04 0,81 -0,78 0,77 0,47 
i012APPappRH 3,96 0,80 -0,79 1,06 0,32 
i013APPappRH 4,00 0,81 -0,43 -0,42 0,41 
i014APPappRH 3,35 1,19 -0,27 -0,84 -0,06 
i015APPappRH 3,75 0,98 -0,56 -0,11 0,22 
i016APPappRH - - - - - 
i017APPappRH - - - - - 
i018APPappRH - - - - - 
i019APPappRH - - - - - 
i020APPappRH - - - - - 
i021APPappRH - - - - - 
i022APPappRH - - - - - 
i023APPappRH - - - - - 
i024APPappRH - - - - - 
i025APPappRH - - - - - 
i026APPappRH - - - - - 
i027APPappRH - - - - - 
      

Arrogant 
i001APParrRH 2,09 1,18 0,81 -0,43 -0,38 
i002APParrRH 2,07 1,15 0,90 -0,10 -0,40 
i003APParrRH 2,49 1,41 0,45 -1,15 -0,27 
i004APParrRH 1,74 0,96 1,41 1,63 -0,49 
i005APParrRH 2,60 1,22 0,33 -0,79 -0,38 
i006APParrRH 2,02 1,15 0,96 0,00 -0,41 
i007APParrRH 2,01 0,97 0,79 0,09 -0,38 
i008APParrRH 2,28 1,08 0,54 -0,48 -0,32 
i009APParrRH 1,86 1,05 1,10 0,38 -0,30 
i010APParrRH 1,93 1,00 0,88 -0,02 -0,37 
i011APParrRH 2,04 1,01 0,87 0,21 -0,32 
i012APParrRH 2,67 1,05 0,36 -0,37 -0,21 
i013APParrRH 3,54 0,98 -0,54 -0,01 -0,02 
i014APParrRH 3,24 1,02 -0,22 -0,50 -0,03 
i015APParrRH 2,92 0,99 -0,18 -0,25 -0,18 
i016APParrRH 1,92 1,04 1,15 0,83 -0,44 
i017APParrRH 3,38 1,12 -0,47 -0,43 0,02 
i018APParrRH 2,80 1,10 0,06 -0,67 -0,26 
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Table 4 continued 
APPROACHABILITY continued 

Arrogant 
i019APParrRH 1,93 1,01 1,03 0,49 -0,36 
i020APParrRH 3,30 1,13 -0,42 -0,48 -0,04 
i021APParrRH 2,06 1,07 0,91 0,11 -0,30 
i022APParrRH - - - - - 
i023APParrRH - - - - - 
i024APParrRH - - - - - 
i025APParrRH - - - - - 
i026APParrRH - - - - - 
i027APParrRH - - - - - 
i028APParrRH - - - - - 
i029APParrRH - - - - - 
i030APParrRH - - - - - 
i031APParrRH - - - - - 
i032APParrRH - - - - - 
i033APParrRH - - - - - 
i034APParrRH - - - - - 
i035APParrRH - - - - - 
i036APParrRH - - - - - 
i037APParrRH - - - - - 
i038APParrRH - - - - - 
i039APParrRH - - - - - 
   

Flexible 
i001APPflxRH 3,70 0,99 -0,79 0,53 0,30 
i002APPflxRH 3,83 0,96 -0,77 0,42 0,32 
i003APPflxRH 3,62 0,94 -0,42 -0,08 0,34 
i004APPflxRH 3,62 0,85 -0,57 0,69 0,23 
i005APPflxRH 3,74 0,98 -0,69 0,22 0,18 
i006APPflxRH 3,65 0,90 -0,38 -0,22 0,24 
i007APPflxRH 3,36 0,98 -0,14 -0,34 0,14 
i008APPflxRH 3,81 0,86 -0,53 0,14 0,30 
i009APPflxRH 3,59 0,87 -0,40 0,13 0,17 
i010APPflxRH - - - - - 
i011APPflxRH - - - - - 
i012APPflxRH - - - - - 
i013APPflxRH - - - - - 
i014APPflxRH - - - - - 
i015APPflxRH - - - - - 
      

Humble 
i001APPhumRH 4,02 0,89 -0,79 0,40 0,34 
i002APPhumRH 3,73 0,86 -0,59 0,44 0,22 
i003APPhumRH 3,82 0,98 -0,80 0,42 0,26 
i004APPhumRH 3,74 0,88 -0,51 0,21 0,24 
i005APPhumRH 3,69 0,87 -0,55 0,36 0,26 
i006APPhumRH 3,86 0,84 -0,85 1,13 0,31 
i007APPhumRH 4,12 0,93 -1,33 1,94 0,38 
i008APPhumRH 4,12 0,93 -1,14 1,10 0,44 
i009APPhumRH 4,10 0,87 -1,06 1,23 0,33 
i010APPhumRH - - - - - 
i011APPhumRH - - - - - 
i012APPhumRH - - - - - 
i013APPhumRH - - - - - 
      

Open for others 
i001APPopoRH 4,07 0,84 -0,86 0,82 0,44 
i002APPopoRH 3,97 0,80 -0,63 0,56 0,41 
i003APPopoRH 3,99 0,83 -0,70 0,34 0,43 
i004APPopoRH 3,97 0,78 -0,74 1,13 0,41 
i005APPopoRH 3,73 0,78 -0,53 0,55 0,34 
i006APPopoRH 3,91 0,73 -0,63 1,14 0,41 
i007APPopoRH 3,95 0,75 -0,39 0,05 0,43 
i008APPopoRH 3,99 0,74 -0,70 1,23 0,48 
i009APPopoRH 3,78 0,89 -0,68 0,40 0,36 
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Table 4 continued 
APPROACHABILITY continued 

Open for others continued 
i010APPopoRH - - - - - 
i011APPopoRH - - - - - 
i012APPopoRH - - - - - 
i013APPopoRH - - - - - 
i014APPopoRH - - - - - 
i015APPopoRH - - - - - 
      

Proud 
i001APPprdRH 4,23 0,80 -0,94 0,81 0,34 
i002APPprdRH 4,07 0,91 -0,93 0,71 0,18 
i003APPprdRH 4,57 0,67 -1,57 2,57 0,41 
i004APPprdRH 4,53 0,70 -1,43 1,81 0,41 
i005APPprdRH 4,59 0,70 -2,00 4,67 0,44 
i006APPprdRH 4,45 0,77 -1,46 2,10 0,38 
i007APPprdRH 4,21 0,85 -1,11 1,35 0,31 
i008APPprdRH 3,96 0,89 -0,83 0,76 0,20 
i009APPprdRH 2,69 1,41 0,28 -1,27 -0,10 
i010APPprdRH 1,96 1,08 1,13 0,59 -0,42 
i011APPprdRH - - - - - 
i012APPprdRH - - - - - 
i013APPprdRH - - - - - 
i014APPprdRH - - - - - 
i015APPprdRH - - - - - 
i016APPprdRH - - - - - 
i017APPprdRH - - - - - 
   

Stubborn 
i001APPstbRH 3,90 0,91 -0,75 0,50 0,19 
i002APPstbRH 3,01 1,11 0,03 -0,61 0,18 
i003APPstbRH 2,81 1,23 0,07 -0,97 0,22 
i004APPstbRH 2,78 1,09 0,08 -0,64 0,36 
i005APPstbRH 2,60 1,18 0,32 -0,82 0,35 
i006APPstbRH 3,21 1,01 -0,08 -0,49 0,13 
i007APPstbRH 1,74 1,06 1,36 0,88 0,52 
i008APPstbRH 2,92 1,20 0,00 -0,87 0,24 
i009APPstbRH 2,07 1,00 0,81 0,07 0,55 
i010APPstbRH 2,83 1,11 0,08 -0,78 0,35 
i011APPstbRH 2,45 1,12 0,47 -0,49 0,39 
i012APPstbRH 2,11 1,01 0,80 0,15 0,51 
i013APPstbRH 2,53 1,09 0,39 -0,51 0,34 
i014APPstbRH - - - - - 
i015APPstbRH - - - - - 
i016APPstbRH - - - - - 
i017APPstbRH - - - - - 
i018APPstbRH - - - - - 
i019APPstbRH - - - - - 
i020APPstbRH - - - - - 
i021APPstbRH - - - - - 
      

Tolerant 
i001APPtolRH 3,47 0,92 -0,75 0,48 0,08 
i002APPtolRH 3,21 0,94 -0,37 -0,01 0,08 
i003APPtolRH 2,53 1,21 0,34 -0,86 -0,13 
i004APPtolRH 3,53 0,96 -0,51 0,11 0,19 
i005APPtolRH 3,25 0,85 -0,17 0,16 0,07 
i006APPtolRH 3,85 0,81 -0,60 0,41 0,36 
i007APPtolRH - - - - - 
i008APPtolRH - - - - - 
i009APPtolRH - - - - - 
      

Welcoming 
i001APPwlcRH 4,14 0,77 -0,74 0,86 0,49 
i002APPwlcRH 4,07 0,83 -0,91 1,12 0,54 
i003APPwlcRH 3,34 1,07 -0,45 -0,20 0,11 
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Table 4 continued 
APPROACHABILITY continued 

Welcoming 
i004APPwlcRH 3,51 1,01 -0,25 -0,43 0,28 
i005APPwlcRH 3,83 0,90 -0,80 0,75 0,30 
i006APPwlcRH 3,79 0,88 -0,60 0,44 0,34 
i007APPwlcRH 4,04 0,79 -0,72 0,78 0,51 
i008APPwlcRH 4,10 0,78 -0,68 0,39 0,53 
i009APPwlcRH - - - - - 
i010APPwlcRH - - - - - 
i011APPwlcRH - - - - - 
i012APPwlcRH - - - - - 
   

INTERPERSONAL RELATEDNESS 
Appeasing 

i001IrappRH 4,16 0,88 -1,35 2,43 0,52 
i002IrappRH 4,29 0,76 -0,95 0,73 0,54 
i003IrappRH 4,05 0,84 -0,70 0,23 0,43 
i004IrappRH 3,38 1,18 -0,44 -0,70 0,20 
i005IrappRH 4,16 0,78 -0,96 1,53 0,53 
i006IrappRH 4,06 0,83 -0,88 1,02 0,47 
i007IrappRH 4,32 0,79 -1,40 2,72 0,54 
i008IrappRH - - - - - 
i009IrappRH - - - - - 
i010IrappRH - - - - - 
      

Constructive 
i001IrconsRH 3,82 0,85 -0,77 0,92 0,33 
i002IrconsRH 3,82 0,76 -0,63 0,79 0,34 
i003IrconsRH 3,94 0,74 -0,40 0,00 0,33 
i004IrconsRH 3,79 0,75 -0,55 0,72 0,33 
i005IrconsRH 4,00 0,75 -0,83 1,58 0,52 
i006IrconsRH 3,63 0,95 -0,33 -0,36 0,27 
i007IrconsRH 3,93 0,78 -0,87 1,79 0,49 
i008IrconsRH 4,11 0,76 -0,73 0,66 0,49 
i009IrconsRH - - - - - 
i010IrconsRH - - - - - 
i011IrconsRH - - - - - 
i012IrconsRH - - - - - 
      

Co-operative 
i001IrcoopRH 3,95 0,82 -0,65 0,47 0,49 
i002IrcoopRH 4,05 0,76 -0,81 1,55 0,44 
i003IrcoopRH 3,56 1,07 -0,50 -0,33 0,22 
i004IrcoopRH 3,89 0,84 -0,68 0,67 0,38 
i005IrcoopRH 3,85 0,86 -0,82 1,14 0,38 
i006IrcoopRH 4,14 0,79 -1,08 1,83 0,46 
i007IrcoopRH 3,94 0,82 -0,94 1,47 0,38 
i008IrcoopRH 3,90 0,83 -0,89 1,43 0,35 
i009IrcoopRH 4,05 0,72 -0,53 0,54 0,47 
i010IrcoopRH - - - - - 
i011IrcoopRH - - - - - 
i012IrcoopRH - - - - - 
i013IrcoopRH - - - - - 
i014IrcoopRH - - - - - 
      

Forgiving 
i001IrforgRH 4,06 0,83 -0,74 0,41 0,46 
i002IrforgRH 4,21 0,77 -1,02 1,65 0,43 
i003IrforgRH 3,55 1,01 -0,50 -0,16 0,20 
i004IrforgRH 3,44 0,99 -0,47 0,00 0,22 
i005IrforgRH 3,80 0,76 -0,65 1,11 0,39 
i006IrforgRH 3,59 0,88 -0,47 0,11 0,21 
i007IrforgRH 2,59 1,14 0,44 -0,61 -0,39 
i008IrforgRH 2,46 1,09 0,51 -0,39 -0,41 
i009IrforgRH 2,68 1,10 0,32 -0,58 -0,38 
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Table 4 continued 
INTERPERSONAL RELATEDNESS continued 

Forgiving 
i010IrforgRH 2,20 1,16 0,87 -0,08 -0,52 
i011IrforgRH - - - - - 
i012IrforgRH - - - - - 
i013IrforgRH - - - - - 
i014IrforgRH - - - - - 
i015IrforgRH - - - - - 
      

Good relations with others 
i001IrgoodrRH 3,93 0,81 -0,96 1,73 0,35 
i002IrgoodrRH 3,83 0,80 -0,79 1,27 0,31 
i003IrgoodrRH 3,88 0,77 -0,67 0,99 0,47 
i004IrgoodrRH 3,92 0,79 -0,99 1,86 0,48 
i005IrgoodrRH 3,89 0,79 -0,99 2,07 0,44 
i006IrgoodrRH 4,07 0,72 -0,96 2,50 0,42 
i007IrgoodrRH 3,76 0,90 -0,55 0,13 0,38 
i008IrgoodrRH 3,87 1,04 -0,81 0,14 0,35 
i009IrgoodrRH 3,89 0,86 -0,64 0,39 0,45 
i010IrgoodrRH 4,05 0,73 -0,69 1,31 0,49 
i011IrgoodrRH 4,07 0,76 -0,79 1,31 0,43 
i012IrgoodrRH 4,02 0,75 -0,83 1,52 0,51 
i013IrgoodrRH 3,93 0,76 -0,64 0,91 0,38 
i014IrgoodrRH 3,68 1,05 -0,59 -0,25 0,17 
i015IrgoodrRH - - - - - 
i016IrgoodrRH - - - - - 
i017IrgoodrRH - - - - - 
i018IrgoodrRH - - - - - 
i019IrgoodrRH - - - - - 
i020IrgoodrRH - - - - - 
i021IrgoodrRH - - - - - 
i022IrgoodrRH - - - - - 
i023IrgoodrRH - - - - - 
i024IrgoodrRH - - - - - 
i025IrgoodrRH - - - - - 
i026IrgoodrRH - - - - - 
      

Peaceful 
i001IrpeaceRH 3,79 0,82 -0,79 1,10 0,26 
i002IrpeaceRH 3,92 0,78 -0,73 0,91 0,44 
i003IrpeaceRH 4,17 0,82 -0,98 1,16 0,48 
i004IrpeaceRH 4,12 0,79 -0,81 0,96 0,46 
i005IrpeaceRH 3,86 0,85 -0,78 0,85 0,35 
i006IrpeaceRH 4,09 0,88 -1,18 1,81 0,45 
i007IrpeaceRH 4,17 0,85 -0,98 0,86 0,49 
i008IrpeaceRH 3,94 0,87 -0,76 0,63 0,41 
i009IrpeaceRH 3,57 1,02 -0,57 -0,06 0,27 
i010IrpeaceRH 3,26 1,17 -0,25 -0,77 0,11 
i011IrpeaceRH 3,20 1,07 -0,20 -0,52 0,14 
i012IrpeaceRH 3,69 0,98 -0,62 -0,03 0,29 
i013IrpeaceRH 3,72 0,93 -0,66 0,28 0,24 
i014IrpeaceRH - - - - - 
i015IrpeaceRH - - - - - 
i016IrpeaceRH - - - - - 
i017IrpeaceRH - - - - - 
i018IrpeaceRH - - - - - 
i019IrpeaceRH - - - - - 
i020IrpeaceRH - - - - - 
i021IrpeaceRH - - - - - 
i022IrpeaceRH - - - - - 
      

Peacemaker 
i001IrpkRH 3,76 0,85 -0,63 0,64 0,40 
i002IrpkRH 3,67 0,83 -0,31 -0,08 0,42 
i003IrpkRH 3,86 0,76 -0,89 1,84 0,40 
i004IrpkRH 3,70 0,85 -0,69 0,70 0,36 
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Table 4 continued 
INTERPERSONAL RELATEDNESS continued 

Peacemaker continued 
i005IrpkRH 3,54 0,90 -0,33 -0,27 0,28 
i006IrpkRH 3,35 1,04 -0,25 -0,53 0,14 
i007IrpkRH 3,65 0,86 -0,54 0,09 0,26 
i008IrpkRH 3,71 0,81 -0,35 -0,05 0,27 
i009IrpkRH 3,67 0,83 -0,46 0,13 0,29 
i010IrpkRH 3,51 0,99 -0,50 -0,12 0,16 
i011IrpkRH 3,64 0,84 -0,68 0,66 0,28 
i012IrpkRH 3,29 0,99 -0,32 -0,31 0,09 
i013IrpkRH 2,91 1,05 0,03 -0,67 -0,21 
i014IrpkRH - - - - - 
i015IrpkRH - - - - - 
i016IrpkRH - - - - - 
i017IrpkRH - - - - - 
i018IrpkRH - - - - - 
i019IrpkRH - - - - - 
i020IrpkRH - - - - - 
i021IrpkRH - - - - - 
      

Well-mannered 
i001IrwmRH 3,93 0,89 -1,13 1,84 0,41 
i002IrwmRH 4,06 0,83 -1,20 2,31 0,43 
i003IrwmRH 4,28 0,72 -1,11 2,30 0,53 
i004IrwmRH 4,28 0,76 -1,15 1,86 0,52 
i005IrwmRH 4,22 0,77 -1,12 2,20 0,54 
i006IrwmRH 4,21 0,86 -1,18 1,58 0,42 
i007IrwmRH 4,16 0,86 -1,28 2,10 0,65 
i008IrwmRH 4,07 0,76 -0,83 1,51 0,45 
i009IrwmRH 4,11 0,71 -0,86 1,83 0,47 
i010IrwmRH 3,94 0,79 -0,75 1,15 0,37 
i011IrwmRH 3,92 0,88 -0,92 1,02 0,35 
i012IrwmRH 4,18 0,82 -1,09 1,73 0,51 
i013IrwmRH 4,03 0,86 -0,99 1,20 0,36 
i014IrwmRH 4,05 0,82 -0,85 0,97 0,48 
i015IrwmRH 3,82 0,86 -0,77 0,81 0,32 
i016IrwmRH - - - - - 
i017IrwmRH - - - - - 
i018IrwmRH - - - - - 
i019IrwmRH - - - - - 
i020IrwmRH - - - - - 
i021IrwmRH - - - - - 
i022IrwmRH - - - - - 
i023IrwmRH - - - - - 
i024IrwmRH - - - - - 
      

CONFLICT-SEEKING 
Argumentative 

i001CSargRH 3,05 1,08 -0,10 -0,57 -0,30 
i002CSargRH 3,23 1,05 -0,16 -0,56 -0,17 
i003CSargRH 2,81 1,02 0,11 -0,45 -0,34 
i004CSargRH 2,66 1,06 0,27 -0,54 -0,39 
i005CSargRH 2,55 1,08 0,30 -0,64 -0,41 
i006CSargRH - - - - - 
i007CSargRH - - - - - 
      

Provoking 
i001CSprovRH 2,30 1,07 0,71 0,03 -0,58 
i002CSprovRH 2,00 1,09 1,07 0,41 -0,61 
i003CSprovRH 2,10 1,11 0,89 0,00 -0,62 
i004CSprovRH 2,08 1,15 0,86 -0,20 -0,61 
i005CSprovRH 2,47 1,21 0,40 -0,86 -0,47 
i006CSprovRH 2,36 1,21 0,53 -0,67 -0,48 
i007CSprovRH - - - - - 
i008CSprovRH - - - - - 
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Table 4 continued 
CONFLICT-SEEKING 

Troublesome 
i001CStrblRH 1,88 1,06 1,24 0,88 -0,61 
i002CStrblRH 2,13 1,06 0,75 -0,12 -0,56 
i003CStrblRH 1,82 1,04 1,33 1,16 -0,66 
i004CStrblRH 1,97 1,05 1,11 0,68 -0,67 
i005CStrblRH 2,06 1,07 0,89 -0,01 -0,62 
i006CStrblRH 1,98 1,02 1,05 0,55 -0,66 
i007CStrblRH 1,99 1,08 1,07 0,45 -0,60 
i008CStrblRH 2,01 1,11 1,07 0,44 -0,65 
i009CStrblRH 1,87 1,08 1,37 1,26 -0,65 
i010CStrblRH 1,86 1,10 1,42 1,38 -0,62 
i011CStrblRH 1,97 1,06 1,15 0,79 -0,59 
i012CStrblRH 2,02 1,10 1,09 0,58 -0,55 
i013CStrblRH - - - - - 
i014CStrblRH - - - - - 
i015CStrblRH - - - - - 
i016CStrblRH - - - - - 
i017CStrblRH - - - - - 
i018CStrblRH - - - - - 
i019CStrblRH - - - - - 
i020CStrblRH - - - - - 
i021CStrblRH - - - - - 
i022CStrblRH - - - - - 
      

MEDDLESOME 
Gossiping 

i001MEDgosRH 2,14 1,09 0,74 -0,23 0,56 
i002MEDgosRH 2,01 1,08 0,96 0,17 0,53 
i003MEDgosRH 2,25 1,09 0,53 -0,54 0,51 
i004MEDgosRH 2,23 1,10 0,68 -0,30 0,53 
i005MEDgosRH 2,01 1,06 1,00 0,37 0,61 
i006MEDgosRH 2,13 1,11 0,89 0,04 0,57 
i007MEDgosRH 2,21 1,13 0,73 -0,26 0,54 
i008MEDgosRH 1,77 0,98 1,41 1,67 0,63 
i009MEDgosRH 1,86 1,02 1,27 1,15 0,59 
i010MEDgosRH 1,87 0,98 1,12 0,72 0,65 
i011MEDgosRH 1,88 1,03 1,27 1,14 0,63 
i012MEDgosRH 2,36 1,11 0,48 -0,54 0,46 
i013MEDgosRH 2,08 1,07 0,89 0,14 0,62 
i014MEDgosRH 1,99 1,02 1,05 0,62 0,57 
i015MEDgosRH 2,09 1,08 0,81 -0,12 0,49 
i016MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i017MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i018MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i019MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i020MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i021MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i022MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i023MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i024MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i025MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i026MEDgosRH - - - - - 
      

Interfering 
      
i001MEDintfRH 1,90 1,01 1,29 1,36 -0,62 
i002MEDintfRH 1,87 0,97 1,12 0,80 -0,62 
i003MEDintfRH 1,95 0,99 1,03 0,58 -0,60 
i004MEDintfRH 1,94 1,02 1,21 1,17 -0,61 
i005MEDintfRH 1,84 0,95 1,27 1,40 -0,60 
i006MEDintfRH 1,81 0,99 1,33 1,46 -0,55 
i007MEDintfRH 1,80 0,98 1,20 0,91 -0,54 
i008MEDintfRH 2,41 1,12 0,46 -0,55 -0,40 
i009MEDintfRH 2,13 1,11 0,85 0,06 -0,39 
i010MEDintfRH - - - - - 
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Table 5 
Descriptive statistics of the 400 items of the Relationship Harmony construct (RH-2: n = 475) 
 

RH-2 

Item Number Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis Component Matrix 

APPROACHABILITY  
Accommodating  

i001APPaccRH 3,99 0,91 -0,91 0,89 0,32 
i002APPaccRH 3,81 0,92 -0,59 0,25 0,34 
i003APPaccRH 3,83 0,91 -0,62 0,12 0,30 
i004APPaccRH - - - - - 
i005APPaccRH 4,12 0,80 -1,00 1,51 0,47 
i006APPaccRH - - - - - 
i007APPaccRH 4,23 0,82 -1,47 3,27 0,40 
i008APPaccRH 4,22 0,74 -1,05 2,01   0,48 
i009APPaccRH 4,12 0,84 -0,95 1,26 0,41 

 
Approachability 

i001APPappRH 3,93 0,96 -0,97 0,77 0,34 
i002APPappRH 3,39 1,07 -0,52 -0,21 0,23 
i003APPappRH - - - - - 
i004APPappRH - - - - - 
i005APPappRH - - - - - 
i006APPappRH 3,76 0,80 -0,74 1,31 0,45 
i007APPappRH - - - - - 
i008APPappRH - - - - - 
i009APPappRH - - - - - 
i010APPappRH - - - - - 
i011APPappRH - - - - - 
i012APPappRH 3,77 0,95 -1,08 1,25 0,36 
i013APPappRH - - - - - 
i014APPappRH - - - - - 
i015APPappRH - - - - - 
i016APPappRH 3,19 1,10 -0,17 -0,65 0,21 
i017APPappRH 3,27 1,03 -0,26 -0,55 0,19 
i018APPappRH 4,07 0,81 -1,05 1,85 0,42 
i019APPappRH 3,17 1,12 -0,05 -0,77 0,23 
i020APPappRH 3,80 0,85 -0,39 -0,18 0,32 
i021APPappRH 3,74 0,96 -0,76 0,53 0,36 
i022APPappRH 4,10 0,84 -1,24 2,33 0,36 
i023APPappRH 4,23 0,88 -1,37 2,20 0,47 
i024APPappRH 3,56 1,05 -0,44 -0,39 0,27 
i025APPappRH 4,00 0,85 -0,99 1,50 0,44 
i026APPappRH 3,68 0,92 -0,78 0,67 0,31 
i027APPappRH 3,96 0,91 -0,95 0,90 0,40 
      

Arrogant 
i001APParrRH 2.05 1.18 0.98 0.01 -0.24 
i002APParrRH 1.77 1.05 1.48 1.57 -0.44 
i003APParrRH - - - - - 
i004APParrRH - - - - - 
i005APParrRH - - - - - 

Table 4 continued 
MEDDLESOME continued 

Gossiping continued 
Interfering 

i011MEDintfRH - - - - - 
i012MEDintfRH - - - - - 
i013MEDintfRH - - - - - 
i014MEDintfRH - - - - - 
i015MEDintfRH - - - - - 
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Table 5 continued 
APPROACHABILITY continued 

Arrogant continued 
i006APParrRH 1.92 1.07 1.04 0.26 -0.42 
i007APParrRH - - - - - 
i008APParrRH - - - - - 
i009APParrRH - - - - - 
i010APParrRH - - - - - 
i011APParrRH 1.93 1.03 1.08 0.62 -0.42 
i012APParrRH - - - - - 
i013APParrRH - - - - - 
i014APParrRH - - - - - 
i015APParrRH - - - - - 
i016APParrRH - - - - - 
i017APParrRH - - - - - 
i018APParrRH - - - - - 
i019APParrRH - - - - - 
i020APParrRH - - - - - 
i021APParrRH - - - - - 
i022APParrRH 2.21 1.21 0.68 -0.56 -0.21 
i023APParrRH 2.93 1.21 -0.05 -0.93 -0.18 
i024APParrRH 2.70 1.28 0.22 -1.08 -0.21 
i025APParrRH 1.67 0.91 1.40 1.56 -0.42 
i026APParrRH 2.85 1.12 0.11 -0.68 -0.05 
i029APParrRH 2.34 1.10 0.50 -0.57 -0.19 
i030APParrRH 2.39 1.11 0.46 -0.58 -0.25 
i031APParrRH 1.96 1.02 1.11 0.81 -0.48 
i032APParrRH 2.15 1.21 0.93 -0.12 -0.36 
i033APParrRH 1.60 0.90 1.66 2.45 -0.43 
i034APParrRH 1.85 1.02 1.14 0.56 -0.46 
i035APParrRH 2.40 1.12 0.38 -0.71 -0.36 
i036APParrRH 1.86 1.01 1.22 1.11 -0.56 
i037APParrRH 1.62 0.97 1.70 2.35 -0.48 
i038APParrRH 1.76 0.95 1.32 1.29 -0.43 
i039APParrRH 1.71 0.97 1.49 1.77 -0.50 
i001APPflxRH 3,62 1,04 -0,61 -0,05 0,29 
i002APPflxRH 3,78 0,98 -0,72 0,25 0,37 
i003APPflxRH 3,50 1,01 -0,39 -0,29 0,26 
i004APPflxRH - - - - - 
i005APPflxRH - - - - - 
i006APPflxRH - - - - - 
i007APPflxRH - - - - - 
      

Flexible 
i008APPflxRH 3,78 0,83 -0,57 0,42 0,40 
i009APPflxRH - - - - - 
i010APPflxRH 2,54 1,12 0,46 -0,50 -0,29 
i011APPflxRH 3,34 1,09 -0,36 -0,41 0,14 
i012APPflxRH 3,81 0,94 -0,83 0,68 0,36 
i013APPflxRH 3,48 1,02 -0,23 -0,53 0,28 
i014APPflxRH 3,28 0,93 -0,06 -0,20 0,07 
i015APPflxRH 2,93 1,07 0,22 -0,56 -0,08 
      

Humble 
i001APPhumRH 3,90 0,88 -0,70 0,40 0,39 
i002APPhumRH 3,64 0,89 -0,59 0,31 0,26 
i003APPhumRH - - - - - 
i004APPhumRH 3,62 0,90 -0,44 0,09 0,25 
i005APPhumRH - - - - - 
i006APPhumRH 3,73 0,93 -0,69 0,45 0,28 
i007APPhumRH - - - - - 
i008APPhumRH - - - - - 
i009APPhumRH - - - - - 
i010APPhumRH 3,75 0,85 -0,53 0,20 0,32 
i011APPhumRH 3,62 0,92 -0,54 -0,03 0,19 
i012APPhumRH 4,11 0,98 -1,02 0,50 0,40 
i013APPhumRH 3,10 1,14 -0,15 -0,61 0,09 
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Table 5 continued 
APPROACHABILITY continued 

Open for others continued 
i001APPopoRH 3,81 1,01 -0,82 0,40 0,44 
i002APPopoRH 3,85 0,82 -0,64 0,93 0,45 
i003APPopoRH 4,04 0,94 -1,03 1,01 0,46 
i004APPopoRH - - - - - 
i005APPopoRH - - - - - 
i006APPopoRH - - - - - 
i007APPopoRH - - - - - 
i008APPopoRH 4,13 0,79 -0,84 0,82 0,50 
i009APPopoRH - - - - - 
i010APPopoRH 3,80 0,90 -0,71 0,49 0,47 
i011APPopoRH 4,00 0,85 -0,97 1,39 0,52 
i012APPopoRH 3,25 1,15 -0,40 -0,59 0,11 
i013APPopoRH 3,96 0,84 -0,86 1,11 0,46 
i014APPopoRH 4,08 0,89 -1,13 1,68 0,53 
i015APPopoRH 4,11 0,93 -1,23 1,61 0,48 
      

Proud 
i001APPprdRH 4,33 0,84 -1,40 2,18 0,46 
i002APPprdRH 3,93 0,98 -0,79 0,28 0,19 
i003APPprdRH 4,45 0,86 -1,77 3,12 0,32 
i004APPprdRH - - - - - 
i005APPprdRH - - - - - 
i006APPprdRH - - - - - 
i007APPprdRH - - - - - 
i008APPprdRH - - - - - 
i009APPprdRH 2,72 1,47 0,32 -1,31 -0,13 
i010APPprdRH - - - - - 
i011APPprdRH 4,31 0,99 -1,54 1,90 0,34 
i012APPprdRH 4,60 0,84 -2,47 5,96 0,45 
i013APPprdRH 4,49 0,80 -1,64 2,23 0,42 
i014APPprdRH 4,43 0,79 -1,64 3,24 0,47 
i015APPprdRH 3,79 1,06 -0,64 -0,16 0,13 
i016APPprdRH 2,96 1,25 0,10 -1,04 -0,13 
i017APPprdRH 2,48 1,36 0,53 -1,00 -0,18 
      

Stubborn 
i001APPstbRH 4,11 0,88 -0,98 0,78 0,36 
i002APPstbRH 3,01 1,15 0,11 -0,70 -0,14 
i003APPstbRH 2,56 1,26 0,39 -0,91 -0,33 
i004APPstbRH 2,57 1,11 0,36 -0,59 -0,38 
i005APPstbRH - - - - - 
i006APPstbRH - - - - - 
i007APPstbRH - - - - - 
i008APPstbRH - - - - - 
i009APPstbRH - - - - - 
i010APPstbRH - - - - - 
i011APPstbRH - - - - - 
i012APPstbRH - - - - - 
i013APPstbRH - - - - - 
i014APPstbRH 2,27 0,99 0,75 0,26 -0,41 
i015APPstbRH 2,24 0,98 0,72 0,30 -0,33 
i016APPstbRH 2,65 0,99 0,23 -0,36 -0,25 
i017APPstbRH 2,61 0,98 0,22 -0,33 -0,33 
i018APPstbRH 2,58 1,15 0,35 -0,71 -0,36 
i019APPstbRH 2,42 1,05 0,51 -0,25 -0,45 
i020APPstbRH 2,28 0,97 0,70 0,19 -0,48 
i021APPstbRH 2,03 0,99 0,94 0,55 -0,50 
      

Tolerant 
i001APPtolRH 3,37 0,95 -0,48 0,17 0,24 
i002APPtolRH 3,24 0,89 -0,15 0,12 0,14 
i003APPtolRH - - - - - 
i004APPtolRH 3,64 0,95 -0,63 0,30 0,29 
i005APPtolRH 3,39 0,89 -0,20 0,21 0,22 
i006APPtolRH - - - - - 
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Table 5 continued 
APPROACHABILITY continued 

Tolerant  continued 
i007APPtolRH 2,34 1,08 0,42 -0,69 -0,18 
i008APPtolRH 3,69 0,90 -0,54 0,34 0,38 
i009APPtolRH 3,07 1,01 -0,12 -0,27 0,01 
      

Welcoming 
i001APPwlcRH 4,11 0,85 -1,06 1,47 0,58 
i002APPwlcRH 4,09 0,80 -1,14 2,27 0,58 
i003APPwlcRH - - - - - 
i004APPwlcRH - - - - - 
i005APPwlcRH - - - - - 
i006APPwlcRH 4,08 0,82 -0,99 1,41 0,56 
i007APPwlcRH - - - - - 
i008APPwlcRH 4,13 0,77 -1,05 2,11 0,61 
i009APPwlcRH 4,18 0,75 -0,91 1,71 0,56 
i010APPwlcRH 3,97 0,97 -0,88 0,46 0,46 
i011APPwlcRH 3,98 0,92 -0,94 0,94 0,45 
i012APPwlcRH 3,92 0,89 -0,91 1,12 0,51 
      

INTERPERSONAL RELATEDNESS 
Appeasing 

i001IRappRH - - - - - 
i002IRappRH 4,18 0,85 -1,37 2,51 0,55 
i003IRappRH - - - - - 
i004IRappRH - - - - - 
i005IRappRH 4,17 0,85 -1,09 1,29 0,57 
i006IRappRH - - - - - 
i007IRappRH 4,26 0,85 -1,32 1,98 0,59 
i008IRappRH 4,19 0,85 -1,06 1,24 0,53 
i009IRappRH 3,15 1,26 -0,13 -1,00 0,20 
i010IRappRH 4,14 0,77 -0,96 1,66 0,54 
      

Constructive 
i001IRconsRH 3,89 0,90 -0,88 0,95 0,51 
i002IRconsRH 3,88 0,78 -0,56 0,72 0,42 
i003IRconsRH - - - - - 
i004IRconsRH - - - - - 
i005IRconsRH - - - - - 
i006IRconsRH 3,53 0,93 -0,30 -0,15 0,32 
i007IRconsRH 3,86 0,80 -0,63 0,74 0,50 
i008IRconsRH - - - - - 
i009IRconsRH 3,96 0,78 -0,93 1,97 0,54 
i010IRconsRH 3,80 0,84 -0,65 0,73 0,49 
i011IRconsRH 3,77 0,83 -0,62 0,78 0,45 
i012IRconsRH 3,60 0,92 -0,49 0,06 0,33 
      

Co-operative 
i001IRcoopRH 3,87 0,88 -0,85 0,83 0,49 
i002IRcoopRH 4,03 0,88 -0,88 0,78 0,56 
i003IRcoopRH - - - - - 
i004IRcoopRH 4,03 0,84 -1,16 2,09 0,57 
i005IRcoopRH - - - - - 
i006IRcoopRH - - - - - 
i007IRcoopRH - - - - - 
i008IRcoopRH - - - - - 
i009IRcoopRH - - - - - 
i010IRcoopRH 3,84 1,02 -0,84 0,26 0,44 
i011IRcoopRH 3,92 0,89 -0,80 0,64 0,51 
i012IRcoopRH 3,92 0,83 -0,72 0,65 0,60 
i013IRcoopRH 4,09 0,77 -1,01 1,92 0,61 
i014IRcoopRH 4,04 0,84 -0,99 1,40 0,61 
      

Forgiving 
i001IRforgRH 4,09 0,81 -0,89 1,12 0,51 
i002IRforgRH 4,16 0,78 -0,79 0,73 0,57 
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Table 5 continued 
INTERPERSONAL RELATEDNESS continued 

Forgiving continued 
i003IRforgRH 3,49 1,07 -0,34 -0,57 0,32 
i004IRforgRH - - - - - 
i005IRforgRH - - - - - 
i006IRforgRH - - - - - 
i007IRforgRH - - - - - 
i008IRforgRH - - - - - 
i009IRforgRH 3,41 1,13 -0,35 -0,70 0,40 
i010IRforgRH - - - - - 
i011IRforgRH 4,00 0,81 -0,86 1,39 0,54 
i012IRforgRH 3,68 0,97 -0,53 -0,12 0,35 
i013IRforgRH 3,45 1,17 -0,39 -0,72 0,30 
i014IRforgRH 3,57 1,13 -0,49 -0,54 0,39 
i015IRforgRH 3,57 1,14 -0,64 -0,35 0,44 
   

Good relations with others 
i001IRgoodrRH 3,99 0,84 -1,15 2,17 0,54 
i002IRgoodrRH 3,89 0,84 -0,72 0,82 0,48 
i003IRgoodrRH - - - - - 
i004IRgoodrRH - - - - - 
i005IRgoodrRH - - - - - 
i006IRgoodrRH 4,01 0,89 -1,09 1,36 0,54 
i007IRgoodrRH - - - - - 
i008IRgoodrRH - - - - - 
i009IRgoodrRH - - - - - 
i010IRgoodrRH - - - - - 
i011IRgoodrRH 3,95 0,92 -1,01 1,08 0,40 
i012IRgoodrRH - - - - - 
i013IRgoodrRH - - - - - 
i014IRgoodrRH - - - - - 
i015IRgoodrRH 3,90 0,85 -0,81 0,88 0,59 
i016IRgoodrRH 4,13 0,86 -1,22 2,14 0,59 
i017IRgoodrRH 3,73 0,99 -0,54 -0,17 0,47 
i018IRgoodrRH 4,08 0,91 -0,98 0,89 0,47 
i019IRgoodrRH 3,75 1,15 -0,72 -0,27 0,31 
i020IRgoodrRH 3,81 0,98 -0,69 0,02 0,37 
i021IRgoodrRH 3,68 0,91 -0,54 0,18 0,44 
i022IRgoodrRH 3,93 0,82 -0,89 1,23 0,51 
i023IRgoodrRH 3,20 1,01 -0,16 -0,35 0,20 
i024IRgoodrRH 3,84 0,82 -0,73 0,83 0,44 
i025IRgoodrRH 3,68 0,96 -0,69 0,37 0,40 
i026IRgoodrRH 2,44 1,16 0,59 -0,45 -0,31 
      

Peaceful 
i001IRpeaceRH 3,84 0,85 -0,59 0,39 0,44 
i002IRpeaceRH 3,87 0,93 -0,70 0,20 0,49 
i003IRpeaceRH - - - - - 
i004IRpeaceRH 4,07 0,87 -1,14 1,68 0,60 
i005IRpeaceRH - - - - - 
i006IRpeaceRH - - - - - 
i007IRpeaceRH - - - - - 
i008IRpeaceRH - - - - - 
i009IRpeaceRH - - - - - 
i010IRpeaceRH - - - - - 
i011IRpeaceRH 3,35 1,08 -0,32 -0,50 0,19 
i012IRpeaceRH - - - - - 
i013IRpeaceRH - - - - - 
i014IRpeaceRH 3,69 0,89 -0,60 0,40 0,42 
i015IRpeaceRH 4,19 0,82 -1,10 1,69 0,64 
i016IRpeaceRH 4,25 0,79 -1,07 1,39 0,59 
i017IRpeaceRH 4,00 0,91 -0,89 0,77 0,62 
i018IRpeaceRH 3,83 0,92 -0,64 0,27 0,49 
i019IRpeaceRH 3,67 1,20 -0,83 -0,16 0,31 
i020IRpeaceRH 3,64 1,11 -0,62 -0,31 0,40 
i021IRpeaceRH 3,85 1,05 -0,99 0,57 0,41 
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Table 5 continued 
INTERPERSONAL RELATEDNESS continued 

Peaceful continued 
i022IRpeaceRH 3,96 1,05 -1,06 0,65 0,48 
      

Peacemaker 
i001IRpkRH 3,83 0,83 -0,61 0,32 0,51 
i002IRpkRH 3,77 0,87 -0,45 0,14 0,51 
i003IRpkRH - - - - - 
i004IRpkRH 3,73 0,83 -0,69 0,91 0,47 
i005IRpkRH - - - - - 
i006IRpkRH 3,32 1,00 -0,14 -0,40 0,29 
i007IRpkRH - - - - - 
i008IRpkRH - - - - - 
i009IRpkRH - - - - - 
i010IRpkRH - - - - - 
i011IRpkRH - - - - - 
i012IRpkRH - - - - - 
i013IRpkRH - - - - - 
i014IRpkRH 3,78 0,82 -0,55 0,29 0,44 
i015IRpkRH 3,96 0,81 -0,70 0,68 0,56 
i016IRpkRH 3,77 0,84 -0,37 -0,06 0,51 
i017IRpkRH 4,05 0,73 -0,98 2,29 0,64 
i018IRpkRH 3,75 0,92 -0,51 0,05 0,44 
i019IRpkRH 3,80 0,87 -0,70 0,68 0,39 
i020IRpkRH 3,92 0,82 -0,78 1,03 0,53 
i021IRpkRH 3,70 0,92 -0,60 0,31 0,40 
   

Well-mannered 
i001IRwmRH 4,16 0,84 -1,35 2,64 0,61 
i002IRwmRH 4,11 0,89 -1,12 1,46 0,51 
i003IRwmRH 4,20 0,82 -1,24 2,10 0,60 
i004IRwmRH - - - - - 
i005IRwmRH 4,12 0,88 -1,25 1,94 0,58 
i006IRwmRH - - - - - 
i007IRwmRH - - - - - 
i008IRwmRH - - - - - 
i009IRwmRH - - - - - 
i010IRwmRH - - - - - 
i011IRwmRH - - - - - 
i012IRwmRH - - - - - 
i013IRwmRH - - - - - 
i014IRwmRH - - - - - 
i015IRwmRH - - - - - 
i016IRwmRH 3,97 0,85 -0,79 0,75 0,57 
i017IRwmRH 4,14 0,81 -0,95 1,14 0,60 
i018IRwmRH 4,20 0,79 -1,17 2,19 0,61 
i019IRwmRH 4,44 0,76 -1,54 2,61 0,54 
i016IRwmRH 3,97 0,85 -0,79 0,75 0,57 
i017IRwmRH 4,14 0,81 -0,95 1,14 0,60 
i018IRwmRH 4,20 0,79 -1,17 2,19 0,61 
i019IRwmRH 4,44 0,76 -1,54 2,61 0,54 
i020IRwmRH 4,01 0,87 -0,92 1,02 0,46 
i021IrwmRH 4,01 0,80 -0,77 0,88 0,57 
i022IrwmRH 4,09 0,82 -0,93 0,93 0,60 
i023IrwmRH 3,74 0,85 -0,62 0,58 0,37 
i024IrwmRH 3,57 1,09 -0,50 -0,37 0,30 
i025IrwmRH 3,92 0,90 -0,86 0,95 0,53 
      

CONFLICT-SEEKING 
Argumentative 

i001CsargRH 2,73 1,13 0,25 -0,71 -0,25 
i002CsargRH 3,32 0,98 -0,32 -0,27 0,06 
i003CsargRH - - - - - 
i004CsargRH 2,64 1,07 0,27 -0,59 -0,29 
i005CsargRH 2,54 1,10 0,42 -0,52 -0,34 
i006CsargRH 2,89 1,10 0,03 -0,68 -0,25 
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Table 5 continued 
CONFLICT SEEKING continued 

Argumentative  continued 
i007CsargRH 3,47 1,02 -0,32 -0,49 0,14 
      

Provoking 
i001CsprovRH 2,22 1,03 0,64 -0,15 -0,50 
i002CsprovRH 1,92 1,06 1,22 0,92 -0,56 
i003CsprovRH 2,07 1,11 0,94 0,16 -0,52 
i004CsprovRH - - - - - 
i005CsprovRH 2,40 1,13 0,43 -0,73 -0,41 
i006CsprovRH - - - - - 
i007CsprovRH 2,08 1,09 0,96 0,32 -0,53 
i008CsprovRH 1,82 1,02 1,21 0,85 -0,54 
   

Troublesome 
i001CStrblRH 1,83 1,00 1,26 1,02 0,60 
i002CStrblRH 2,16 1,06 0,68 -0,34 0,54 
i003CStrblRH - - - - - 
i004CStrblRH - - - - - 
i005CStrblRH - - - - - 
i006CStrblRH - - - - - 
i007CStrblRH - - - - - 
i008CStrblRH - - - - - 
i009CStrblRH - - - - - 
i010CStrblRH 1,89 1,01 1,09 0,57 -0,59 
i011CStrblRH - - - - - 
i012CStrblRH - - - - - 
i013CStrblRH 1,97 1,07 1,25 1,03 -0,55 
i014CStrblRH 2,09 1,09 1,00 0,42 -0,55 
i015CStrblRH 2,24 1,10 0,68 -0,23 -0,50 
i016CStrblRH 2,10 1,15 0,90 -0,05 -0,54 
i017CStrblRH 1,96 1,02 0,99 0,44 -0,59 
i018CStrblRH 1,94 1,05 0,96 0,12 -0,52 
i019CStrblRH 2,32 1,12 0,48 -0,69 -0,36 
i020CStrblRH 1,94 0,98 0,99 0,41 -0,56 
i021CStrblRH 2,04 1,05 0,90 0,14 -0,54 
i022CStrblRH 2,07 1,09 0,91 0,07 -0,53 
      

MEDDLESOME 
Gossiping 

i001MEDgosRH 2,05 1,01 0,87 0,27 -0,47 
i002MEDgosRH 1,94 1,02 1,07 0,56 -0,46 
i003MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i004MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i005MEDgosRH 1,87 0,99 1,18 1,05 -0,56 
i006MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i007MEDgosRH 2,03 1,03 0,88 0,23 -0,46 
i008MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i009MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i010MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i011MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i012MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i013MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i014MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i015MEDgosRH - - - - - 
i016MEDgosRH 2,01 1,08 0,96 0,23 -0,57 
i017MEDgosRH 2,06 1,02 0,80 0,05 -0,51 
i018MEDgosRH 2,56 1,10 0,24 -0,66 -0,30 
i019MEDgosRH 2,08 1,04 0,91 0,42 -0,52 
i020MEDgosRH 2,11 1,04 0,79 0,09 -0,49 
i021MEDgosRH 1,78 0,93 1,42 2,04 -0,52 
i022MEDgosRH 2,14 1,15 0,76 -0,41 -0,43 
i023MEDgosRH 3,47 1,14 -0,76 -0,19 0,13 
i024MEDgosRH 2,46 1,15 0,46 -0,61 -0,37 
i025MEDgosRH 2,07 0,95 0,79 0,37 -0,57 
i026MEDgosRH 2,00 1,02 0,94 0,29 -0,55 
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Items with a skewness > 2 and a kurtosis > 4 were identified and excluded from further analyses 

due to their unsuitability for factor analysis.  According to Table 3, two items (“I am proud of my 

values” from RH-1 with a kurtosis of 4,67 and “I am proud of my family” from RH-2, with a 

kurtosis of 5,96 and a skewness of -2,47) from the Proud facet showed unacceptable kurtosis. 

 

For the component matrix for RH-1, 31 items shared less than 5% of their variance with the total 

score.  These items included items from the Accommodating facet (e.g. “I change to another 

language when that helps others”); the Approachability facet (e.g. “I accept being interrupted by 

others who need to talk with me”); the Arrogant facet (e.g. “I behave in a conceited manner”); 

the Flexible facet (e.g. “I adjust my behaviour to the level of the people I am dealing with”); the 

Proud facet (e.g. “I am too proud to learn others’ languages”); the Stubborn facet (e.g. “I always 

stick to my opinions”); the Tolerant facet (e.g. “I am tolerant to people who do bad things”); the 

Welcoming facet (e.g. “I welcome strangers”); the Good Relations facet (e.g. “I ignore people 

who try to cause problems in relationships”); the Peaceful facet (e.g. “I remain peaceful when 

people do things I do not like”); the Peacemaker facet (e.g. “I learn others’ traditional activities 

to keep the peace”); and the Argumentative facet (e.g. “I challenge others’ ideas”).  

 

The component matrix for RH-2 indicated that 24 items with a loading lower than 0.2 on their 

component matrices shared less than 5% of their variance with the total score.  These items were 

situated in the Approachability (e.g. “I share my thoughts with ease”); Arrogant (e.g. “I show 

others that I am the best”); Flexible (e.g. “I adapt to the level of others”); Humble (e.g. “I do 

what others expect without expressing my opinion”); Open for Others (e.g. “I am open to 

Table 5 continued 
MEDDLESOME continued 

Interfering 
i001MEDintfRH 1,89 0,93 1,17 1,33 -0,55 
i002MEDintfRH 1,87 0,96 1,25 1,43 -0,54 
i003MEDintfRH - - - - - 
i004MEDintfRH 1,97 0,97 1,08 1,04 -0,55 
i005MEDintfRH - - - - - 
i006MEDintfRH - - - - - 
i007MEDintfRH - - - - - 
i008MEDintfRH 2,34 1,12 0,51 -0,55 -0,27 
i009MEDintfRH - - - - - 
i010MEDintfRH 1,90 0,94 1,08 0,97 -0,54 
i011MEDintfRH 2,13 0,97 0,77 0,32 -0,56 
i012MEDintfRH 2,25 1,04 0,59 -0,31 -0,45 
i013MEDintfRH 2,15 0,98 0,71 0,06 -0,48 
i014MEDintfRH 2,24 1,08 0,64 -0,26 -0,46 
i015MEDintfRH 2,38 1,10 0,43 -0,67 -0,25 
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criticism”); Proud (e.g. “I expect others to learn my language in order to talk with me”); 

Stubborn (e.g. “I do what I want to do, no matter what others tell me”); Tolerant (e.g. “I accept 

others’ bad behaviour”); Peaceful (e.g. “I remain peaceful when people do things I do not like”); 

Argumentative (e.g. “I confront others when I have a problem”); and Gossiping facets (e.g. “I 

discuss positive things about others”). All of these items (from both questionnaire versions) were 

excluded from the subsequent analyses. 

The principal components analysis was repeated for each of the 23 facets of both the 

Relationship Harmony questionnaires to determine the correlations between the 23 facets and 

their relating items (see table 6). 

 

Table 6 
Item correlations with facets (RH-1:n = 507; RH-2:n = 475) 

 Component Matrix 
Item number RH-1 RH-2 

APPROACHABILITY 
   
i001APPaccRH ** 0,57 
i002APPaccRH 0,48 0,55 
i003APPaccRH ** 0,52 
i004APPaccRH 0,68 - 
i005APPaccRH 0,74 0,69 
i006APPaccRH 0,68 - 
i007APPaccRH - 0,67 
i008APPaccRH - 0,69 
i009APPaccRGH - 0,64 
  

Approachable 
i001APPappRH 0,59 0,48 
i002APPappRH ** 0,52 
i004APPappRH 0,53 - 
i005APPappRH 0,46 - 
i006APPappRH 0,58 0,69 
i007APPappRH 0,59 - 
i008APPappRH 0,68 - 
i009APPappRH 0,73 - 
i010APPappRH 0,62 - 
i011APPappRH 0,69 - 
i012APPappRH 0,66 0,63 
i013APPappRH 0,60 - 
i015APPappRH 0,36 - 
i016APPappRH - 0,41 
i018APPappRH - 0,54 
i019APPappRH - 0,45 
i020APPappRH - 0,55 
i021APPappRH - 0,61 
i022APPappRH - 0,58 
i023APPappRH - 0,58 
i024APPappRH - 0,42 
i025APPappRH - 0,66 
i026APPappRH - 0,61 
i027APPappRH - 0,55 
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Table 6 continued 
APPROACHABILITY continued 

Arrogant 
i001APParrRH 0,73 0,62 
i002APParrRH 0,65 0,74 
i003APParrRH 0,62 - 
i004APParrRH 0,69 - 
i005APParrRH 0,49 - 
i006APParrRH 0,61 0,66 
i007APParrRH 0,61 - 
i008APParrRH 0,70 - 
i009APParrRH 0,71 - 
i010APParrRH 0,73 - 
i011APParrRH 0,65 0,62 
i012APParrRH 0,50 - 
i016APParrRH 0,58 - 
i018APParrRH 0,43 - 
i019APParrRH 0,51 - 
i021APParrRH 0,66 - 
i022APParrRH - 0,62 
i024APParrRH - 0,50 
i025APParrRH - 0,63 
i028APParrRH - 0,58 
i030APParrRH - 0,56 
i031APParrRH - 0,65 
i032APParrRH - 0,56 
i033APParrRH - 0,71 
i034APParrRH - 0,74 
i035APParrRH - 0,57 
i036APParrRH - 0,65 
i037APParrRH - 0,78 
i038APParrRH - 0,66 
i039APParrRH - 0,78 
   

Flexible 
i001APPflxRH 0,57 0,41 
i002APPflxRH 0,73 0,78 
i003APPflxRH 0,76 0,61 
i004APPflxRH 0,62 - 
i006APPflxRH 0,63 - 
i008APPflxRH 0,52 0,58 
i010APPflxRH - 0,01 
i012APPflxRH - 0,80 
i013APPflxRH - 0,65 
   

Humble 
i001APPhumRH 0,65 0,60 
i002APPhumRH 0,60 0,82 
i003APPhumRH 0,56 - 
i004APPhumRH 0,69 0,78 
i005APPhumRH 0,67 - 
i006APPhumRH 0,72 0,80 
i007APPhumRH 0,70 - 
i008APPhumRH 0,72 - 
i009APPhumRH 0,64 - 
i010APPhumRH 0,65 0,80 
i012APPhumRH - 0,37 
   

Open for others 
i001APPopoRH 0,68 0,64 
i002APPopoRH 0,67 0,68 
i003APPopoRH 0,68 0,73 
i004APPopoRH 0,71 - 
i005APPopoRH 0,54 - 
i006APPopoRH 0,70 - 
i007APPopoRH 0,67 - 
i008APPopoRH 0,67 0,62 
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Table 6 continued 
APPROACHABILITY continued 

Open for others continued 
i009APPopoRH 0,49 - 
i010APPopoRH - 0,68 
i011APPopoRH - 0,68 
i013APPopoRH - 0,68 
i014APPopoRH - 0,73 
i015APPopoRH - 0,62 
   

Proud 
i001APPprdRH 0,59 0,77 
i003APPprdRH 0,80 0,62 
i004APPprdRH 0,81 - 
i006APPprdRH 0,70 - 
i007APPprdRH 0,61 - 
i008APPprdRH 0,41 - 
i010APPprdRH 0,31 - 
i011APPprdRH - 0,64 
i013APPprdRH - 0,68 
i014APPprdRH - 0,71 
   

Stubborn 
i001APPstbRH ** -0,14 
i003APPstbRH 0,48 0,57 
i004APPstbRH 0,60 0,66 
i005APPstbRH 0,57 - 
i007APPstbRH 0,65 - 
i008APPstbRH 0,50 - 
i009APPstbRH 0,75 - 
i010APPstbRH 0,60 - 
i011APPstbRH 0,66 - 
i012APPstbRH 0,73 - 
i013APPstbRH 0,53 - 
i014APPstbRH - 0,73 
i015APPstbRH - 0,73 
i016APPstbRH - 0,52 
i017APPstbRH - 0,65 
i018APPstbRH - 0,56 
i019APPstbRH - 0,67 
i020APPstbRH - 0,75 
i021APPstbRH - 0,73 
   

Tolerant* 
i001APPtolRH ** 0,65 
i004APPtolRH ** 0,74 
i005APPtolRH ** 0,78 
i008APPtolRH ** 0,67 
   

Welcoming 
i001APPwlcRH 0,69 0,74 
i002APPwlcRH 0,74 0,76 
i004APPwlcRH 0,58 - 
i005APPwlcRH 0,57 - 
i006APPwlcRH 0,74 0,83 
i007APPwlcRH 0,83 - 
i008APPwlcRH 0,78 0,79 
i009APPwlcRH - 0,65 
i010APPwlcRH - 0,76 
i011APPwlcRH - 0,73 
i012APPwlcRH - 0,77 
   

INTERPERSONAL RELATEDNESS 
Appeasing 

i001IrappRH 0,80 - 
i002IrappRH 0,81 0,74 
i003IrappRH 0,66 - 
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Table 6 continued 
INTERPERSONAL RELATEDNESS continued 

Appeasing 
i004IrappRH 0,51 - 
i005IrappRH 0,76 0,82 
i006IrappRH 0,71 - 
i007IrappRH 0,70 0,76 
i008IrappRH - 0,77 
i009IrappRH - 0,38 
i010IrappRH - 0,78 
   

Constructive 
i001IrconsRH 0,61 0,73 
i002IrconsRH 0,68 0,64 
i003IrconsRH 0,70 - 
i004IrconsRH 0,70 - 
i005IrconsRH 0,75 - 
i006IrconsRH 0,69 0,63 
i007IrconsRH 0,70 0,69 
i008IrconsRH 0,66 - 
i009IrconsRH - 0,75 
i010IrconsRH - 0,72 
i011IrconsRH - 0,73 
i012IrconsRH - 0,58 
   

Co-operative 
i001IrcoopRH 0,71 0,70 
i002IrcoopRH 0,52 0,72 
i003IrcoopRH 0,68 - 
i004IrcoopRH 0,76 0,78 
i005IrcoopRH 0,73 - 
i006IrcoopRH 0,60 - 
i007IrcoopRH 0,54 - 
i008IrcoopRH 0,44 - 
i009IrcoopRH 0,60 - 
i010IrcoopRH - 0,65 
i011IrcoopRH - 0,69 
i012IrcoopRH - 0,70 
i013IrcoopRH - 0,70 
i014IrcoopRH - 0,80 
   

Forgiving 
i001IrforgRH 0,58 0,67 
i002IrforgRH 0,61 0,68 
i003IrforgRH 0,63 0,62 
i004IrforgRH 0,65 - 
i005IrforgRH 0,49 - 
i006IrforgRH 0,43 - 
ri007IrforgRH 0,42 - 
ri008IrforgRH 0,69 - 
ri009IrforgRH 0,68 0,66 
ri010IrforgRH 0,60 - 
i011IrforgRH - 0,55 
i012IrforgRH - 0,60 
i013IrforgRH - 0,57 
i014IrforgRH - 0,67 
i015IrforgRH - 0,54 
   

Good relations with others 
i001IRgoodrRH 0,59 0,71 
i002IRgoodrRH 0,61 0,65 
i003IRgoodrRH 0,74 - 
i004IRgoodrRH 0,73 - 
i005IRgoodrRH 0,60 - 
i006IRgoodrRH 0,59 0,62 
i007IRgoodrRH 0,61 - 
i008IRgoodrRH 0,48 - 
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Table 6 continued 
INTERPERSONAL RELATEDNESS continued 

Good relations with others continued 
i009IRgoodrRH 0,61 - 
i010IRgoodrRH 0,65 - 
i011IRgoodrRH 0,53 0,51 
i012IRgoodrRH 0,67 - 
i013IRgoodrRH 0,55 - 
i015IRgoodrRH - 0,72 
i016IRgoodrRH - 0,67 
i017IRgoodrRH - 0,58 
i018IRgoodrRH - 0,55 
i019IRgoodrRH - 0,43 
i020IRgoodrRH - 0,51 
i021IRgoodrRH - 0,59 
i022IRgoodrRH - 0,70 
i023IRgoodrRH - 0,39 
i024IRgoodrRH - 0,64 
i025IRgoodrRH - 0,48 
i026IRgoodrRH - -0,15 
   

Peaceful 
i001IrpeaceRH 0,46 0,59 
i002IrpeaceRH 0,67 0,72 
i003IrpeaceRH 0,73 - 
i004IrpeaceRH 0,74 0,70 
i005IrpeaceRH 0,64 - 
i006IrpeaceRH 0,51 - 
i007IrpeaceRH 0,68 - 
i008IrpeaceRH 0,69 - 
i009IrpeaceRH 0,53 - 
i012IrpeaceRH 0,58 - 
i013IrpeaceRH 0,57 - 
i014IrpeaceRH - 0,56 
i015IrpeaceRH - 0,72 
i016IrpeaceRH - 0,70 
i017IrpeaceRH - 0,78 
i018IrpeaceRH - 0,71 
i019IrpeaceRH - 0,48 
i020IrpeaceRH - 0,63 
i021IrpeaceRH - 0,61 
i022IrpeaceRH - 0,64 
   

Peacemaker 
i001IrpkRH 0,71 0,72 
i002IrpkRH 0,69 0,77 
i003IrpkRH 0,64 - 
i004IrpkRH 0,79 0,72 
i005IrpkRH 0,75 - 
i006IrpkRH ** 0,61 
i007IrpkRH 0,66 - 
i008IrpkRH 0,67 - 
i009IrpkRH 0,71 - 
i011IrpkRH 0,37 - 
i013IrpkRH 0,07 - 
i014IrpkRH - 0,62 
i015IrpkRH - 0,66 
i016IrpkRH - 0,76 
i017IrpkRH - 0,68 
i018IrpkRH - 0,67 
i019IrpkRH - 0,55 
i020IrpkRH - 0,69 
i021IrpkRH - 0,59 
   

Well-mannered 
i001IrwmRH 0,50 0,77 
i002IrwmRH 0,59 0,65 
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Table 6 continued 
INTERPERSONAL RELATEDNESS continued 

Well-mannered 
i003IrwmRH 0,69 0,76 
i004IrwmRH 0,70 - 
i005IrwmRH 0,75 0,74 
i006IrwmRH 0,61 - 
i007IrwmRH 0,75 - 
i008IrwmRH 0,70 - 
i009IrwmRH 0,71 - 
i010IrwmRH 0,61 - 
i011IrwmRH 0,64 - 
i012IrwmRH 0,68 - 
i013IrwmRH 0,56 - 
i014IrwmRH 0,55 - 
i015IrwmRH 0,44 - 
i016IrwmRH - 0,68 
i017IrwmRH - 0,69 
i018IrwmRH - 0,73 
i019IrwmRH - 0,66 
i020IrwmRH - 0,57 
i021IrwmRH - 0,74 
i022IrwmRH - 0,72 
i023IrwmRH - 0,44 
i024IrwmRH - 0,40 
i025IrwmRH - 0,62 
   

CONFLICT-SEEKING 
Argumentative 

i001CsargRH 0,76 0,85 
i003CsargRH 0,80 - 
i004CsargRH 0,84 0,85 
i005CsargRH 0,70 0,61 
i006CsargRH - 0,84 
   

Provoking 
i001CsprovRH 0,80 0,75 
i002CsprovRH 0,86 0,78 
i003CsprovRH 0,86 0,85 
i004CsprovRH 0,85 - 
i005CsprovRH 0,71 0,67 
i006CsprovRH 0,73 - 
i007CsprovRH - 0,81 
i008CsprovRH - 0,83 
   

Troublesome 
i001CStrblRH 0,81 0,81 
i002CStrblRH 0,72 0,80 
i003CStrblRH 0,84 - 
i004CStrblRH 0,84 - 
i005CStrblRH 0,80 - 
i006CStrblRH 0,84 - 
i007CStrblRH 0,83 - 
i008CStrblRH 0,82 - 
i009CStrblRH 0,84 - 
i010CStrblRH 0,84 0,73 
i011CStrblRH 0,82 - 
i012CStrblRH 0,75 - 
i013CStrblRH - 0,79 
i014CStrblRH - 0,75 
i015CStrblRH - 0,73 
i016CStrblRH - 0,80 
i017CStrblRH - 0,83 
i018CStrblRH - 0,79 
i019CStrblRH - 0,62 
i020CStrblRH - 0,77 
i021CStrblRH - 0,75 
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Table 6 continued 
CONFLICT SEEKING 
Troublesome continued 

i022CStrblRH - 0,78 
   

MEDDLESOME 
Gossiping 

i001MEDgosRH 0,77 0,75 
i002MEDgosRH 0,71 0,68 
i003MEDgosRH 0,72 - 
i004MEDgosRH 0,77 - 
i005MEDgosRH 0,79 0,79 
i006MEDgosRH 0,82 - 
i007MEDgosRH 0,77 0,73 
i008MEDgosRH 0,79 - 
i009MEDgosRH 0,76 - 
i010MEDgosRH 0,82 - 
i011MEDgosRH 0,77 - 
i012MEDgosRH 0,68 - 
i013MEDgosRH 0,79 - 
i014MEDgosRH 0,79 - 
i015MEDgosRH 0,66 - 
i016MEDgosRH - 0,76 
i017MEDgosRH - 0,78 
i018MEDgosRH - 0,59 
i019MEDgosRH - 0,76 
i020MEDgosRH - 0,76 
i021MEDgosRH - 0,74 
i022MEDgosRH - 0,59 
i024MEDgosRH - 0,62 
i025MEDgosRH - 0,73 
i026MEDgosRH - 0,76 
   

Interfering 
i001MEDintfRH 0,82 0,70 
i002MEDintfRH 0,85 0,76 
i003MEDintfRH 0,83 - 
i004MEDintfRH 0,86 0,79 
i005MEDintfRH 0,85 - 
i006MEDintfRH 0,82 - 
i007MEDintfRH 0,73 - 
i008MEDintfRH 0,60 0,66 
i009MEDintfRH 0,67 - 
i010MEDintfRH - 0,72 
i011MEDintfRH - 0,79 
i012MEDintfRH - 0,79 
i013MEDintfRH - 0,78 
i014MEDintfRH - 0,73 
i014MEDintfRH - 0,64 
Component matrixes < 0.2 are underlined and in bold. 
*There are fewer than two cases, at least one of the variables has zero variance, there is only one variable in the analysis, or correlation 
   coefficients could not be computed for all pairs of variables. 
**This item was deleted due to poor correlations with the total score. 
- This item was not included in this version of the questionnaire. 

 

Table 6 indicated that one (1) item within the RH-1 questionnaire (“I get involved in 

disagreements”) and two (2) items within the RH-2 questionnaire (“I have a strong will”; “I 

constantly argue with others”) had loadings < 0,20.  This indicates that these items did not 

correlate acceptably with the corresponding facets and were therefore excluded from further 

analyses. 
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Reliability 
The internal consistency coefficients were calculated for each facet of the two versions of the 

Relationship Harmony cluster.  Uni-dimensionality was assumed and the calculation of the 

facets’ reliability coefficients followed.  The results are presented in table 7. 

 

Table 7 

Descriptive statistics, skewness, kurtosis and Cronbach alpha coefficients (RH-1: n = 507;    
RH-2: n = 475) 

 

 RH-1 RH-2 

Item Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis αααα Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis αααα 

Approachability           

Accommodating 16,31 2,04 -0,46 0,19 0,53 28,31 3,67 -1,00 3,52 0,73 

Approachable 47,83 5,99 -0,50 0,26 0,83 56,35 7,72 -0,54 1,19 0,83 

Arrogant 34,51 10,77 0,74 0,03 0,89 36,11 12,30 0,98 0,80 0,91 

Flexible 22,23 3,53 -0,34 -0,03 0,71 21,97 3,74 -0,36 0,60 0,71 

Humble 35,20 5,32 -0,68 0,93 0,84 22,75 3,78 -0,35 0,39 0,79 

Open for others 35,36 4,59 -0,30 0,18 0,82 35,77 5,36 -0,67 1,72 0,85 

Proud 29,98 3,45 -0,78 0,57 0,69 22,01 2,93 -1,17 1,10 0,71 

Stubborn 24,85 6,70 0,33 -0,13 0,81 24,22 6,85 0,40 0,18 0,85 

Tolerant 3,85 0,81 -0,60 0,41 -* 14,08 2,62 -0,15 0,71 0,67 

Welcoming 27,49 4,18 -0,28 0,44 0,83 32,46 5,11 -0,72 1,24 0,89 

Interpersonal Relatedness          

Appeasing 28,41 4,25 -0,53 0,10 0,82 24,08 3,79 -0,58 0,74 0,78 

Constructive 31,05 4,35 -0,11 0,10 0,84 30,29 4,64 -0,20 0,80 0,84 

Co-operative 35,35 4,70 -0,29 0,12 0,80 31,75 4,98 -0,60 1,05 0,86 

Forgiving 36,70 5,69 -0,08 -0,22 0,78 33,41 5,57 0,01 -0,48 0,79 

Good relations with 

others 

 

51,11 

 

6,40 

 

-0,11 

 

0,08 

 

0,86 

 

57,59 

 

7,95 

 

-0,42 

 

1,48 

 

0,86 

Peaceful 43,04 5,94 -0,54 0,51 0,84 50,22 7,80 -0,26 0,27 0,87 

Peacemaker 33,21 5,04 -0,02 -0,18 0,85 45,38 6,88 -0,20 0,79 0,89 

Well-mannered 61,26 7,68 -0,55 0,75 0,89 56,70 7,79 -0,68 1,14 0,89 

Conflict Seeking           

Argumentative 11,07 3,29 0,10 -0,23 0,78 10,80 3,48 0,18 -0,30 0,80 

Provoking 13,32 5,49 0,70 -0,05 0,89 12,50 5,05 0,91 0,57 0,87 

Troublesome 23,55 10,43 1,02 0,47 0,95 26,55 10,56 0,79 0,17 0,94 

Meddlesome           

Gossiping 30,88 12,11 0,89 0,47 0,95 29,15 10,39 0,66 0,26 0,93 

Interfering 17,66 7,11 1,05 0,85 0,92 21,11 7,41 0,60 0,50 0,90 

*There are too few component variables in the scale for the analysis. 
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Table 7 indicates that all the facets of both versions of the questionnaire were normally 

distributed and that most of the Cronbach alpha coefficients showed acceptable levels of 

reliability with scores varying from 0,71 to 0,95.  These reliability scores are within the 

guidelines provided by Nunnally and Bernstein (1994), which suggest that when essential 

decisions are based on individuals’ test scores, a reliability score of 0,95 is sufficient. The 

Accommodating (RH-1: α = 0,53), Proud (RH-1: α = 0,69) and Tolerant (RH-2: α = 0,67) facets 

had unsatisfactorily low Cronbach alpha coefficients. In addition to the low reliability coefficient 

for the Tolerant facet within the RH-2 questionnaire, no reliability coefficient could be computed 

for this facet within the RH-1 questionnaire since the component matrix for RH-1 indicated that 

five of the six Tolerant items shared less than 5% of their variance with the facet’s total score.  

This indicates that the five items did not represent the facet’s content well. 

 

Factor analysis 
Principal axis factor analysis with a Direct Quartimin rotation was performed.  The following 

techniques were used to determine the number of factors to be extracted: (a) eigenvalues (>1), 

(b) the scree plot and (c) parallel analysis.  Maximum likelihood was used to analyse the factor 

structure of the two versions of the Relationship Harmony questionnaire. The results based on 

the eigenvalues of the intercorrelation matrix are presented in table 8.   
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Table 8 

Eigenvalues of the intercorrelation matrix for the Relationship Harmony construct (RH-1: n = 
507; RH-2:n = 475) 

Factor 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Rotation 

Sums of 

Squared 

Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total 

RH-1        

1 8,68 37,75 37,75 7,10 30,87 30,87 5,12 
2 3,48 15,14 52,89 4,21 18,30 49,17 6,28 
3 1,29 5,62 58,51 0,83 3,59 52,76 6,43 
4 1,00 4,37 62,88 0,51 2,22 54,99 1,77 
5 0,91 3,94 66,82     
6 0,84 3,64 70,46     
7 0,69 3,02 73,48     
8 0,65 2,82 76,30     
9 0,59 2,55 78,85     
10 0,53 2,31 81,16     
11 0,51 2,23 83,39     
12 0,48 2,09 85,48     
13 0,45 1,97 87,45     
14 0,44 1,90 89,35     
15 0,40 1,73 91,08     
16 0,35 1,54 92,62     
17 0,33 1,44 94,06     
18 0,31 1,35 95,41     
19 0,30 1,28 96,70     
20 0,27 1,16 97,86     
21 0,23 1,01 98,86     
22 0,15 0,67 99,53     
23 0,11 0,47 100,00     

RH-2        

1 9,65 41,94 41,94 9,07 39,42 39,42 8,58 
2 2,96 12,86 54,80 2,68 11,65 51,06 5,50 
3 1,24 5,38 60,18 0,83 3,61 54,68 1,02 
4 0,98 4,26 64,44     
5 0,86 3,76 68,20     
6 0,75 3,27 71,47     
7 0,74 3,21 74,68     
8 0,61 2,64 77,32     
9 0,58 2,51 79,83     
10 0,51 2,23 82,06     
11 0,48 2,07 84,13     
12 0,44 1,93 86,06     
13 0,44 1,91 87,97     
14 0,40 1,74 89,71     
15 0,37 1,61 91,33     
16 0,32 1,38 92,71     
17 0,31 1,35 94,06     
18 0,29 1,25 95,31     
19 0,27 1,16 96,47     
20 0,24 1,06 97,54     
21 0,22 0,97 98,51     
22 0,20 0,89 99,40     
23 0,14 0,60 100,00     
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Table 8 indicates that for RH-1, four eigenvalues were greater than 1.  These factors declared 

62,88% of the variance.  This suggested that four factors should be retained.  However, the 

results of the parallel analysis of the reduced intercorrelation matrix for RH-1 showed that only 

three eigenvalues of the sample data were greater than the eigenvalues of the parallel random 

data, suggesting that only three factors should be retained (see figure 1).  Furthermore, figure 1 

also revealed a clear break after the forth root of the sample data; therefore the scree plot also 

suggested that only three factors should be retained. 

 

Figure 1.  Scree plot and parallel analysis for the Relationship Harmony cluster, RH-1 

 

Table 8 further indicated that for RH-2, three eigenvalues were greater than 1, declaring 60,18% 

of the variance.  This suggested that three factors should be retained.  However, the results of the 

parallel analysis of the reduced intercorrelation matrix for RH-2 suggested that only two factors 

should be retained since only two eigenvalues of the sample data were greater than the 

eigenvalues of the parallel random data (see figure 2).  The scree plot also suggested that two 

factors should be retained since there was a clear break after the third root of the sample data. 
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Figure 2.  Scree plot and parallel analysis for the Relationship Harmony cluster, RH-2 

Although the eigenvalues technique indicated that four factors should be retained for RH-1 and 

three factors for RH-2, both the scree plot and the parallel analysis indicated that three factors 

should be retained for RH-1 and two factors for RH-2.  In addition to these findings the content 

of the facets was also investigated and based on the theoretical significance of the item content, 

three factors were retained for RH-1 and two factors for RH-2.  A maximum likelihood factor 

analysis was then performed on the data.  The factor pattern matrix results for RH-1 (see table 9) 

and for RH-2 (see table 10) indicated that each of the factors within the RH-1 and the RH-2 

questionnaires was well determined with at least three factor pattern coefficients that were 

greater than 0,30. 

 

The oblique factor pattern matrices of the two versions are presented in table 9 and table 10. 
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Table 9 

Oblique factor pattern matrix of the 23 facets of the Relationship Harmony cluster from RH-1 (n 

= 507) 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Accommodating -0,04 0,20 0,50 

Approachable -0,03 0,23 0,57 

Arrogant -0,46 0,22 -0,42 

Flexible -0,08 0,21 0,49 

Humble -0,02 -0,01 0,62 

Open for others 0,00 0,28 0,59 

Proud 0,17 0,04 0,55 

Stubborn -0,45 -0,01 -0,30 

Tolerant 0,00 0,22 0,28 

Welcoming 0,00 0,47 0,32 

Appeasing 0,12 0,48 0,22 

Constructive 0,00 0,59 0,17 

Cooperative 0,03 0,66 0,15 

Forgiving 0,26 0,41 0,12 

Good relations with others 0,03 0,75 0,14 

Peaceful 0,09 0,81 -0,10 

Peacemaker -0,07 0,80 -0,06 

Well-mannered 0,25 0,41 0,23 

Argumentative -0,64 0,00 0,06 

Provoking -0,82 0,02 -0,08 

Troublesome -0,94 -0,05 0,03 

Gossiping -0,92 -0,16 0,15 

Interfering -0,89 -0,08 0,10 

Factor pattern coefficients > .30 are in bold and underlined. 

 

Table 9 shows that three factors were retained with facets >0,30 representing the various factors.  

Only the Tolerant facet did not load on any of the identified factors.  The first factor consists of 

the Arrogant, Stubborn, Argumentative, Provoking, Troublesome, Gossiping and Interfering 

facets.  The second factor includes the Welcoming, Appeasing, Constructive, Cooperative, 

Forgiving, Good relations with others, Peaceful, Peacemaker and Well-mannered facets.  Finally, 

the third factor consists of the Accommodating, Approachable, Flexible, Humble, Open for 

others and Proud facets. 
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Closer investigation of the first factor’s facets revealed that there were items with either similar 

or opposite meaning in different facets, for example:  The Arrogant item, “I know everything 

there is to know”, is similar to the Stubborn item “I believe that there is nothing to learn from 

other people”, just as the Arrogant item, “I only follow my own opinions” is like the Stubborn 

item, “I always stick to my opinions”.  Another similarity between Arrogant and Stubborn items 

is:  “I refuse accepting corrections from others” (Stubborn) and “I am always right” (Arrogant).  

The Argumentative item, “I challenge others’ ideas” is comparable to the Arrogant item “I 

challenge others”, whereas the Argumentative item “I argue with others” is similar to the 

Provoking item “I have provoked people with the intention to have an argument with them”.  

Comparabilities with the Provoking item “I have started conflicts” are “I seek confrontation” 

(Argumentative), “I have caused conflicts amongst people” (Troublesome), “I cause arguments 

between others” (Troublesome), and “I have used lies to cause arguments between others” 

(Troublesome).  The latter Troublesome item seems to be analogous to the Gossiping item “I 

communicate incorrect information about others”.  Further similarities are “I get involved in 

others’ affairs” (Interfering) and “I get involved in other people’s affairs even if it is not 

necessary” (Interfering) with the Gossiping item “I talk about others’ affairs”.  It thus seems as if 

the loading of the Arrogant, Stubborn, Argumentative, Provoking, Troublesome, Gossiping and 

Interfering facets on the first factor, might be the result of items with similar content.  

 

The second factors’ facets were inspected and revealed similar results as the first factors’ facets, 

i.e. items with similar content in different facets, thereby raising the possibility of these facets 

grouping together due to similar items.  The similar content items are: “I admit when I have been 

wrong” From Appeasing is similar to “I admit when I have made a mistake” from the Well-

mannered facet; “I have good working relationships with my colleagues” from Co-operative is 

comparable to “I form good relationships with others” from Good relations with others; “I talk to 

others to resolve differences” from Forgiving is like “I work out my differences with others” 

from Good relations with others; and “I want people to get along well with each other” from 

Peaceful is similar to “I take care that there are good relationships between people” from 

Peacemaker.  In addition to items of similar content across the facets, there were also items with 

opposing meaning across the facets, e.g: “I intervene in conflicts to help people solve them” and 



90 

 

“I get involved in disagreements” from Peacemaker are opposites of “I avoid conflicts” and “I 

stay away from conflict situations”, both from Peaceful.   

 

The items of the facets in the third factor were no exception:  “I am open to others’ opinions” 

from Accommodating is similar to “I am open to people with different opinions” from Open for 

others; “I welcome questions from others” from Approachable is comparable to “I am accepting 

of questions” from Open for others, “I adapt to others with viewpoints that are different from 

mine” from Flexible seems to be closely related to “I understand the viewpoints of others” from 

Open for others.  Furthermore, “I am too proud to learn others’ langauges” (Proud) is the 

opposite of “I change to another langauge when that helps others” and “I talk to others in a 

language they understand”, both from Accommodating, just as “I accept others without having 

any specific expectations of them” (Open for others) is the opposite of “I have so much pride that 

I find it difficult to accept others” (Proud).  
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Table 10 
Oblique factor pattern matrix of the 23 facets of the Relationship Harmony cluster from RH-2 (n 

= 475) 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 

Accommodating 0,54 -0,15 

Approachable 0,68 0,04 

Arrogant -0,13 0,52 

Flexible 0,54 -0,01 

Humble 0,44 -0,04 

Open for others 0,71 -0,06 

Proud 0,50 -0,14 

Stubborn -0,21 0,45 

Tolerant 0,54 0,13 

Welcoming 0,77 0,02 

Appeasing 0,71 -0,02 

Constructive 0,79 0,10 

Co-operative 0,85 0,02 

Forgiving 0,52 -0,23 

Good relations with others 0,84 0,00 

Peaceful 0,70 -0,11 

Peacemaker 0,85 0,11 

Well-mannered 0,70 -0,20 

Argumentative 0,15 0,64 

Provoking 0,01 0,88 

Troublesome -0,01 0,92 

Gossiping -0,08 0,78 

Interfering -0,07 0,71 

Factor pattern coefficients > .30 are in bold and underlined. 

 

Table 10 indicates the retention of two factors with facets >0,30 representing the various factors.  

All of the facets loaded on either factor 1 or factor 2.  The Accommodating, Approachable, 

Flexible, Humble, Open for others, Proud, Tolerant, Welcoming, Appeasing, Constructive, Co-

operative, Forgiving, Good relations with others, Peaceful, Peacemaker and Well-mannered 

facets loaded on factor 1.  The Arrogant, Stubborn, Argumentative, Provoking, Troublesome, 

Gossiping and Interfering facets loaded on factor 2. 

 

Closer investigation of the items in RH-2 revealed similar results as the closer investigation of 

RH-1’s items, i.e. items with similar meanings were found across the facets that loaded on RH-
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2’s factor 1, e.g:  “I have good relationships at work” (Good relations with others) is similar to “I 

have good working relationships with people in lower positions” and “I have good working 

relationships with others” from Co-operative; and “I maintain relations with others for a long 

time” (Good relations with others) is comparable to “I maintain good relations” from the facet 

Peacemaker.  The facets of facter 2 also shared items of similar content, e.g: “I ignore others’ 

opinions” (Arrogant) is similar to “I only accept my own opinions” (Stubborn), “I am a 

troublemaker” (Provoking) is comparable to “I make trouble for others” (Troublesome) and “I 

have started conflicts” (Provoking) is analogous to “I have caused conflicts among people” 

(Troublesome).   

 

The factor correlation matrix (see table 11) indicated that all the factors for both RH-1 and RH-2 

are correlated with one another (with effect sizes varying from small to large).   

 

Table 11 
Intercorrelations of the first order factors of the Relationship Harmony cluster (RH-1: n = 507; 
RH-2: n = 475) 

 
RH-1 

   

Factor 1 2 3 

1 1,00 0,22+ 0,35++ 

2 0,22+ 1,00 0,60+++ 

3 0,35++ 0,60+++ 1,00 

 
RH-2    

Factor 1 2  

1 1,00 -0,43++  

2 -0,43++ 1,00  

+  Correlation is practically significant, r >0,10 (small effect) 
++  Correlation is practically significant, r > 0,30 (medium effect) 
+++ Correlation is practically significant, r > 0,50 (large effect) 

 

The correlations found in table 11 suggested the presence of a higher order factor, which was an 

expected finding.  Based on these results, it is deemed justifiable to conduct a second order factor 

analysis with the factor correlation matrix as the analysis input. 
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The transformation of a first order factor solution to an orthogonal Schmid and Leiman  (1957) 

hierarchical factor solution resulted in uncorrelated factors at all hierarchical levels with a single 

order factor and three primary (group) factors (refer to table 12).   

 

Table 12 

Hierarchical Schmid-Leiman factor solution for the 23 facets of the Relationship Harmony 

cluster for RH-1 (n = 507) 

Sub-cluster Relationship 

Harmony 

(higher order 

factor) 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 h2 

Troublesome -0,58 -0,75 -0,03 0,01 0,46 
Gossiping -0,56 -0,73 -0,09 0,07 0,47 
Provoking -0,55 -0,65 0,01 -0,04 0,35 
Stubborn -0,54 -0,36 0,00 -0,15 0,20 
Interfering -0,51 -0,71 -0,04 0,05 0,39 
Arrogant -0,46 -0,37 0,13 -0,20 0,10 
Argumentative -0,33 -0,51 0,00 0,03 0,17 
Tolerant 0,42 0,00 0,12 0,14 0,02 
Humble 0,52 -0,01 -0,01 0,30 -0,01 
Flexible 0,55 -0,07 0,12 0,24 -0,02 
Accommodating 0,57 -0,03 0,11 0,24 0,01 
Peacemaker 0,57 -0,05 0,46 -0,03 -0,07 
Forgiving 0,60 0,21 0,24 0,06 0,19 
Proud 0,62 0,13 0,02 0,27 0,09 
Constructive 0,63 0,00 0,34 0,08 0,03 
Peaceful 0,63 0,07 0,47 -0,05 0,05 
Appeasing 0,65 0,10 0,27 0,10 0,12 
Approachable 0,67 -0,03 0,13 0,28 0,02 
Welcoming 0,67 0,00 0,27 0,16 0,04 
Cooperative 0,69 0,02 0,38 0,07 0,05 
Well-mannered 0,69 0,20 0,24 0,11 0,21 
Open for others 0,74 0,00 0,16 0,28 0,04 
Good relations with others 0,75 0,03 0,43 0,07 0,06 

% shared variance 64% 21% 10% 5%  

Factor pattern coefficients that define the factor corresponding to a particular column are underlined. 

 

Table 12 shows that the Schmid and Leiman (1957) transformation resulted in one well-defined 

higher order factor (i.e. second order factor), which is referred to as Relationship Harmony, and 

three moderately weakly defined group factors.  With the exception of the Troublesome, 

Gossiping, Provoking, Interfering, Argumentative, Humble, Peacemaker and Peaceful facets, all 

the other facets had their highest factor pattern coefficients on the higher order factor.  These 
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coefficients were all strong.  Although the first group factor appeared to be rather well defined, 

the group factors were generally less clearly defined than the higher order factor.  Closer 

investigation of the facets loading on the three group factors suggested that factor 1 can be 

labelled Negative Relational Behaviour, consisting of the Arrogant, Stubborn, Argumentative, 

Provoking, Troublesome, Gossiping and Interfering facets.  Factor 2 can be labelled Positive 

Relational Behaviour and includes the Welcoming, Appeasing, Constructive, Cooperative, 

Forgiving, Good relations with others, Peaceful, Peacemaker and Well-mannered facets.  Factor 

3, which consists of the Accommodating, Approachable, Flexible, Humble, Open for others and 

Proud facets, can be labelled Approachability.  

 

Inspection of the higher order factor’s factor pattern coefficients indicates that a person obtaining 

a low score on the RH-1 scale would be likely to display Troublesome (-0,58), Gossiping (-0,56) 

or Provoking (-0,55) personality traits.  In contrast, a person who obtains a high score on this 

scale might display characteristics such as having Good relations with others (0,75), being Open 

for others (0,74) and Well-mannered (0,69).  

 

The higher order factor accounted for 64% of the 23 facets’ shared variance whereas the group 

factors accounted for only 21%, 10% and 5% respectively.  These findings indicate that 

responses to the RH-1 questionnaire are dominated by the higher order factor and that the three 

group factors’ influences are relatively insignificant. 

 

The first order loadings of the Schmid-Leiman transformation are less for all the facets than for 

the first order factor analysis’ loadings due to the fact that the first order loadings were reduced 

to partial correlations.  The Flexible, Accommodating, Forgiving, Proud, Appeasing, 

Approachable, Welcoming, Well-mannered and Open for others facets’ first order loadings were 

less than 0,3 in the Schmid-Leiman transformation but above 0,3 in the first order factor analysis.  

This implies that these facets reflect the higher order factor to such an extent that they should not 

be considered good measures of their respective first order factors.  Thus, interpretations of the 

higher order factor should rely on the other facets. 
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The effect of the Schmid and Leiman (1957) transformation for the RH-2 questionnaire is shown 

in table 13 and discussed in the following section. 

Table 13 

Hierarchical Schmid-Leiman factor solution for the 23 facets of the Relationship Harmony 

cluster RH-2 (n = 475) 

Sub-cluster Relationship 

Harmony 

(higher order factor) 

Factor 1 Factor 2 h2 

Troublesome -0,79 -0,01 0,49 0,86 
Provoking -0,74 0,00 0,47 0,77 
Gossiping -0,72 -0,04 0,42 0,70 
Interfering -0,66 -0,04 0,38 0,59 
Stubborn -0,56 -0,11 0,24 0,38 
Arrogant -0,55 -0,07 0,28 0,38 
Argumentative -0,42 0,08 0,34 0,30 
Tolerant 0,35 0,29 0,07 0,21 
Humble 0,40 0,24 -0,02 0,22 
Flexible 0,47 0,29 -0,01 0,30 
Proud 0,53 0,27 -0,07 0,36 
Approachable 0,55 0,37 0,02 0,43 
Accommodating 0,58 0,29 -0,08 0,43 
Constructive 0,58 0,42 0,05 0,52 
Appeasing 0,62 0,38 -0,01 0,53 
Welcoming 0,63 0,41 0,01 0,57 
Forgiving 0,63 0,28 -0,12 0,49 
Peacemaker 0,63 0,46 0,06 0,61 
Open for others 0,65 0,38 -0,03 0,56 
Peaceful 0,68 0,38 -0,06 0,61 
Co-operative 0,70 0,45 0,01 0,69 
Good relations with others 0,71 0,45 0,00 0,70 
Well-mannered 0,76 0,37 -0,11 0,72 
% shared variance 73% 18% 9%  

Factor pattern coefficients that define the factor corresponding to a particular column are underlined. 

 

Table 13 shows that the Schmid and Leiman (1957) transformation resulted in a single well-

defined higher order factor (i.e. second order factor) for RH-2, which is referred to as 

Relationship Harmony.  The Schmid and Leiman (1957) transformation for RH-2 differed from 

the transformation for RH-1 in the sense that only two moderately weakly defined group factors 

were obtained.  Only the Stubborn, Arrogant, Proud, Accommodating, Forgiving and Well-

mannered facets had their highest factor pattern coefficients on the higher order factor, the rest of 

the facets’ highest factor pattern coefficients loaded on the first order factors.  Regardless of the 
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order facet on which the facets loaded all factor pattern coefficients ranged from moderately 

strong to strong.  Both group factors were less clearly defined than the higher order factor.  

Closer investigation of the facets loading on the two group factors suggested that factor 1 be 

labelled Positive Relational Behaviour (including the facets Tolerant, Flexible, Proud, 

Approachable, Accommodating, Constructive, Appeasing, Welcoming, Forgiving, Peacemaker, 

Open for others, Peaceful, Co-operative, Good relations with others and Well-mannered) and 

factor 2 be labelled Negative Relational Behaviour (including the facets Troublesome, 

Provoking, Gossiping, Interfering, Arrogant and Argumentative). 

 

Inspection of the higher order factor’s factor pattern coefficients indicates that a person obtaining 

a low score on the RH-2 scale would be likely to display Troublesome (-0,79), Provoking (-0,74) 

or Gossiping (-0,72) personality traits.  In contrast, a person who obtains a high score on this 

scale might display characteristics such as having Good relations with others (0,71), being Well-

mannered (0,76) and Co-operative (0,70).  

 

The higher order factor accounted for 73% of the 23 facets’ shared variance whereas the group 

factors accounted for only 18% and 9% respectively.  This indicates that the responses to the 

RH-2 questionnaire are dominated by the higher order factor and that the two group factors’ 

influences are relatively insignificant. 

 

The first order factor loadings of the Schmid-Leiman transformation are less than the original 

first order factor analysis’ loadings for all the facets due to the fact that the first order loadings 

were reduced to partial correlations. The Stubborn, Arrogant, Tolerant, Humble, Flexible, Proud, 

Accommodating and Forgiving facets’ first order loadings were less than 0,3 in the Schmid-

Leiman transformation solution but more than 0,3 in the original first order factor analysis.  This 

implies that these facets reflect the higher order factor to such an extent that they should not be 

considered good measures of the respective first order factors.  The interpretations of the 

respective factors should therefore rely on the other facets.  
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According to Van de Vijver and Leung (1997) construct equivalence across cultures can be 

established through different statistical techniques such as exploratory factor analysis, rotations 

and an estimated degree of factorial agreement through Tucker’s Phi. 

Table 14 
Tucker’s phi results for the Relationship Harmony cluster 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

RH-1 0,93 0,99 0,91 

RH-2 0,98 0,97 - 

 

The results for RH-1 in table 14 indicate that the comparison of the two groups’ factor structures 

for the first factor produced a Tucker’s phi of 0,93, which indicates good similarity (MacCallum, 

Widaman, Zhang, & Hong, 1999).  The second factor indicated a Tucker’s phi of 0,99, which 

indicates excellent factor similarity (MacCallum et al., 1999).  The Tucker’s phi for the third 

factor was 0,91, which indicates borderline similarity (MacCallum et al., 1999).  RH-2 produced 

only two factors, both of which yielded Tucker’s phi values indicative of good similarity (Factor 

1 = 0,98; Factor 2 = 0,97).  

 

The construct equivalence across different race groups was evaluated by comparing the factor 

pattern matrices of the three factors obtained for the different groups.  The RH-1 data is 

displayed in table 15. 
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Table 15 
Factor pattern matrices for the White (n =271) and African groups (n=203) for the three factors 

in RH-1 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

 White African White African White African 

Accommodating 0,04 0,00 0,25 0,12 0,50 0,47 
Approachable -0,02 0,03 0,40 0,18 0,44 0,62 
Arrogant 0,57 0,44 0,12 0,21 -0,35 -0,35 
Flexible 0,05 0,06 0,25 0,14 0,44 0,52 
Humble -0,07 0,07 0,01 0,07 0,70 0,50 
Open for others -0,03 0,01 0,25 0,34 0,63 0,49 
Proud -0,16 -0,26 0,09 -0,02 0,52 0,53 
Stubborn 0,48 0,47 -0,01 -0,08 -0,26 -0,23 
Tolerant -0,09 0,02 0,45 -0,03 0,03 0,42 
Welcoming -0,01 0,02 0,60 0,41 0,19 0,33 
Appeasing -0,17 -0,07 0,47 0,62 0,22 0,04 
Constructive 0,05 0,04 0,57 0,56 0,22 0,13 
Co-operative 0,01 -0,01 0,63 0,74 0,17 0,10 
Forgiving -0,24 -0,27 0,55 0,35 0,02 0,11 
Good relations 
with others 

 
-0,05 

 
0,01 

 
0,83 

 
0,75 

 
0,07 

 
0,09 

Peaceful -0,04 -0,11 0,89 0,78 -0,17 -0,10 
Peacemaker 0,15 0,09 0,78 0,76 0,00 -0,04 
Well-mannered -0,29 -0,19 0,39 0,54 0,25 0,13 
Argumentative 0,66 0,61 -0,13 0,05 0,15 0,06 
Provoking 0,85 0,80 -0,01 0,02 -0,01 -0,11 
Troublesome 0,96 0,93 0,00 -0,09 0,02 0,07 
Gossiping 0,89 0,94 -0,05 -0,16 0,06 0,17 
Interfering 0,86 0,90 0,05 -0,16 -0,04 0,18 
Factor pattern coefficients > .30 are in bold and underlined. 

 

Table 15 indicates that for RH-1, with the exception of the Tolerant facet, all the facets loaded on 

the same factors for the different groups.  The Tolerant facet loaded on factor 1 for the White 

group and on factor 3 for the African group.  

 

The evaluation of the construct equivalence of RH-2’s data across different race groups was 

conducted by comparing the factor pattern matrices of the three factors obtained.  The results are 

displayed in table 16. 
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Table 16 

Factor pattern matrices for the White (n =269) and African groups  (n=177) for the two factor 
solution of RH-2 

 Factor 1 Factor 2 

 White African White African 

Accommodating 0,70 0,35 -0,03 -0,33 
Approachable 0,79 0,58 0,06 -0,05 
Arrogant -0,10 -0,11 0,59 0,48 
Flexible 0,60 0,44 0,00 -0,06 
Humble 0,49 0,40 0,01 -0,18 
Open for others 0,77 0,62 -0,02 -0,12 
Proud 0,53 0,48 -0,12 -0,16 
Stubborn -0,18 -0,25 0,52 0,43 
Tolerant 0,61 0,46 0,12 0,13 
Welcoming 0,78 0,73 0,02 0,01 
Appeasing 0,70 0,76 -0,08 0,07 
Constructive 0,78 0,80 0,11 0,09 
Co-operative 0,84 0,83 -0,02 0,04 
Forgiving 0,44 0,61 -0,30 -0,20 
Good relations with 
others 0,84 0,80 -0,04 0,01 
Peaceful 0,68 0,71 -0,14 -0,08 
Peacemaker 0,83 0,86 0,06 0,17 
Well-mannered 0,64 0,75 -0,27 -0,13 

Argumentative 0,13 0,17 0,70 0,61 

Provoking 0,00 0,03 0,90 0,88 
Troublesome -0,02 -0,01 0,91 0,92 
Gossiping -0,02 -0,11 0,84 0,73 
Interfering -0,02 -0,11 0,78 0,65 
Factor pattern coefficients > .30 are in bold and underlined. 

 

Table 16 shows that each of the facets had relatively similar loadings on their posited factors for 

both groups and that the factors were represented by the same facets irrespective of the race 

group. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

The overall guiding objective of the present study was to develop a valid and reliable measuring 

instrument to scientifically assess the Relationship Harmony cluster of the South African 

Personality Inventory (SAPI).  The supporting objectives involved developing valid and reliable 
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items for the Relationship Harmony scale, investigating the factor solutions of the Relationship 

Harmony scale, comparing the factor solutions of the White and African race groups and making 

recommendations for future research and practice. 

 

In relation to the first supporting objective, precautions were taken to ensure that the 

Relationship Harmony questionnaire was developed in a scientific manner through defining the 

purpose of the questionnaire; establishing the operational definitions of the cluster, sub-cluster 

and facets; selecting an item format that enabled the most accurate expression of the self; 

developing items from a standardised framework; and conducting a structured pilot by collecting 

data for the present study.  Although the purpose of the questionnaire remained the same 

throughout the study, the operational definitions were revised during the course of the study.  

Although Relationship Harmony is still regarded as the state in which an individual believes in 

keeping and maintaining good relationships with others, being open for understanding, being 

tolerant and keeping the peace (Nel, 2008), the original sub-clusters did not manifest within the 

present study.  This is discussed in more detail below.  

 

The second supporting objective was to determine a factor structure for the Relationship 

Harmony cluster by confirming the sub-clusters and facets.  The factor structure of the 

Relationship Harmony cluster proposed by Nel (2008) is depicted in figure 3. 
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Figure 3.  Initial proposed factor structure for Relationship Harmony 
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However, the statistical analyses of the collected data yielded rather different factor structures for 

both the RH-1 (refer to figure 4) and RH-2 (refer to figure 5) questionnaires.  

 

Figure 4.  Proposed factor structure for RH-1 
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In RH-1 the Negative Relational Behaviour sub-cluster is a combination of the original Conflict-

seeking (i.e. Troublesome, Provoking and Argumentative facets) and Meddlesome (i.e. 

Interfering and Gossiping facets) sub-clusters.  The sub-cluster also includes two facets 

(Arrogant and Stubborn) from the initial Approachability sub-cluster.  The items in these facets 

are generally related to behaviours that may cause relationships to deteriorate and the sub-cluster 

was therefore labelled Negative Relational Behaviour.  Sample items from this sub-cluster 

include: “I create tension between others”, “I make things difficult for others”, “I cause 

arguments between others” (Troublesome); “I challenge people in front of others”, “I am a 

troublemaker” (Provoking); “I quarrel with others”, “I take part in confrontations” 

(Argumentative); “I get involved in other people’s affairs even if it is not necessary”, “I spy on 

others”, “I poke around in others’ belongings”, “I occupy myself with other people’s lives” 

(Interfering); “I spread rumours about others”, “I talk badly about others”, “I disclose secrets 

about people without permission (Gossiping); “I think highly of myself”, “I abuse my authority 

positions”, “I think I am more competent”, “I only follow my own opinions (Arrogant); “I want 

the things that I want, no matter what the circumstances are”, “I believe that there is nothing to 

learn from other people”, “I only accept my own point of view” (Stubborn).   

 

A comparison of the present study’s findings with some of the constructs in existing personality 

measurements, are discussed in the subsequent paragraphs.  The Independent minded global 

factor of the 15FQ+ includes Dominant (factor E) and Suspicious (factor L) sub-factors, i.e. 

factors E and L (Psytech, 2002).  These factors are typically associated with behaviours such as 

being strong-willed, aggressive and determined to get one’s own way; being confrontational and 

generating conflict; being overly controlling and dominating; being disinclined to listen to 

other’s views; taking charge of situations; and being reluctant to trust others (Psytech, 2002).  In 

a similar manner, the Assertive factor of the Accommodating-Assertive scale in the Occupational 

Personality Profile (Psytech, 2002) may result in behaviours such as being confrontational; 

speaking one’s mind regardless of whether it upsets others or not; striving to get one’s own way 

despite upsetting others while doing so; and being assured of one’s own opinions and pushing 

others to agree with these opinion.  The components of these factors thus confirm the clustering 

of RH-1’s Negative Relational Behaviour facets.  The only other facet that might have been 
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expected to cluster with this sub-cluster was the Proud facet from the original Approachability 

sub-cluster.  The original facet definition for Proud included looking down on others and 

thinking better of oneself, but also included being proud of one’s heritage (see Appendix A).  

Closer investigation of the items in RH-1’s Proud facet revealed 5 items relating to being proud 

of one’s heritage and being proud of oneself.  Only one of the items in the Proud facet in RH-1 

referred to having so much pride that it would be difficult to accept others.  Thus, the original 

facet definition for Proud should be changed in order to better reflect the items in the Proud facet 

of RH-1. 

 

The second sub-cluster identified in this study was labelled Positive Relational Behaviour. The 

facets’ items in this sub-cluster relate to typical behaviours that may serve to establish, maintain 

and/or enhance interpersonal relationships.  Examples of these items include: “I am hospitable”, 

“I make others feel comfortable” (Welcoming); “I apologise even if it was the other person who 

started the fight”, “I want to make things better after I have done wrong” (Appeasing); “I talk 

about things that will be useful to others”, “I deal with things in a helpful manner” 

(Constructive); “I co-operate by giving what is expected of me”, “I have good working 

relationships with my colleagues” (Co-operative); “I forgive others when they have hurt me by 

mistake”, “I let go of problems that I experienced with others”, “I want to resolve differences” 

(Forgiving); “I get along well with people”, “I make peace with others after an argument”, “I 

form good relationships with others” (Good relationships with others); “I want to sort things out 

in a peaceful manner”, “I step back when someone hurts me”, “I avoid conflicts” (Peaceful); “I 

help others to make peace with each other”, “I create a peaceful atmosphere in tense situations” 

(Peacemaker); and “I behave in an appropriate manner”, “I have good manners” (Well-

mannered).   

 

Individuals who score high on the Agreeable global factor of the 15FQ+ (indicated by low scores 

on Factors B, E, L and Q1) tend to be accommodating, inclined to stand back for others, helpful 

and co-operative and quick to comply with the wishes of others (Psytech, 2002).  Individuals 

who score low on Factor E (Accommodating) are characterised as humble and mild-mannered 

(i.e. good-natured and easygoing).  These individuals dislike conflicts and arguments and 
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generally avoid upsetting other people.  Individuals who score low on Factor L generally take 

others at face value, and as such believe that people are trustworthy, dependable, kind and 

thoughtful.  The factor definitions for this global cluster therefore relate to behaviours that may 

generally enhance and/or improve interpersonal relationships.  This serves to confirm the present 

study’s clustering of RH-1 facets into a sub-cluster referring to behaviours that may serve to 

establish, maintain and/or enhance interpersonal relationships. 

 

The third sub-cluster of RH-1 consists of the Accommodating, Approachability, Flexible, 

Humble, Open for others and Proud facets.  The items in these facets indicate typical behaviours 

that may cause individuals to be perceived as being accommodating and easy engage in 

conversation.  Examples of items from this sub-cluster include: “I change to another language 

when that helps others” (Accommodating); “I am approachable when others want to talk about 

their problems”, “I am easy to talk to”, “I am easy to get along with” (Approachable); “I adapt to 

others with viewpoints that are different from mine”, “I accept compromises” (Flexible); “I am 

humble”, “I am humble even with people of lower status” (Humble); “I am open to others”, “I 

am open to people with different opinions”, “I accept others without having any specific 

expectations of them” (Open for others); and “I am proud of my heritage”, “I am proud of 

myself”, “I am proud of my culture” (Proud).  When the definition of approachable is taken into 

consideration (i.e. being friendly and easy to talk to) this clustering of facets appears to be 

appropriate.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



106 

 

 

Figure 5.  Proposed factor structure for RH-2 
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The Positive Relational Behaviour sub-cluster of RH-2 consists of the original Interpersonal 

Relatedness sub-cluster as well as seven of the original Approachability sub-cluster’s facets 

(Tolerant, Flexible, Proud, Approachable, Accommodating, Welcoming and Open for others).  A 

proposed correlation between the facets of RH-2 and the factors of the FFM (McCrae & Costa, 

1987) is presented in table 16.  The combination of facets from the original Interpersonal 

Relatedness and original Approachability sub-clusters is of particular importance in this 

proposed correlation.  It is recommended that further research be conducted to investigate the 

relationship between the Agreeableness factor in the FFM and the Positive Relational Behaviour 

sub-cluster of RH-2. 

 

Table 17 

Correlation between the FFM factors and RH-2 facets 

FFM factors RH-2 facets 

Good-natured 
Well-mannered, Good relations with others, Approachable, 
Accommodating, Welcoming 

Helpful Constructive, Co-operative 
Lenient Tolerant 
Forgiving Forgiving 
Open-minded Open for others 
Flexible Flexible 
 

The remaining facets of RH-2 (all the Conflict-seeking facets, all the Meddlesome facets, and the 

Arrogant facet from the original Approachability sub-cluster) all refer to behaviours that may 

adversely impact interpersonal relationships. 

 

In the results section, the similarities of items across the facets were depicted for both RH-1 and 

RH-2, thereby indicating that the facets might have loaded on the same factors due to the similar 

items.  It is recommended that the item-generating and as such questionnaire development step 

be revisited and careful attention be paid to the meaning of items so that there are not similar 

items in more than one facet.   

 

Other considerations that might explain why the original factor structure was not obtained in 

either RH-1 or RH-2 are:  1) the original factor structure was compiled during the qualitative 
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phase of project in which the participating language groups were much more equally 

representative, i.e. ranging from 95 Xhosa-speaking participants to 141 Zulu-speaking 

participants; whereas the present study’s majority participants were Afrikaans-speaking (280 in 

RH-1 and 282 in RH-2), compared to the African language groups’ representative participants 

ranging from 8 to 42 people in RH-1 and 5 to 55 people in RH-2.  It seems as if the present study 

was not a true reflection of all 11 language groups, but rather a reflection of the Afrikaans group;  

and 2)  The original African responses included acts of behaviours whereas the Afrikaans and 

English groups refered to personality traits.  In the present study it was decided to remove 

contextualization of items, which could possibly have had an adverse impact on the African 

language participants’ responses.  It is recommended that another pilot study be conducted with 

the Relationship Harmony items on a more representative sample group, and more 

contextualization of items. 

 

The third supporting objective of this study was to evaluate the construct equivalence of the 

Relationship Harmony cluster across the White and African race groups.  This objective was met 

by comparing the factor matrices of the three factors from RH-1 and the two factors from RH-2.  

Both comparisons were conducted for the White and African groups of the RH-1 and RH-2 

samples.  The comparison of the factor solutions yielded similar factor structures for both 

questionnaires for both the White and African groups.  The only exception to this similarity was 

the Tolerant facet in RH-1, which loaded on the Positive Relational Behaviour sub-cluster for the 

White group, and on the Approachability sub-cluster for the African group.  The Oxford 

dictionary (Kavanagh, Mantzel, Van Niekerk, Wolvaardt, & Wright, 2009; Waite & Walker, 

2009) defines tolerance as the ability and the willingness to accept things with which one does 

not agree.  Kavanagh et al. (2009) further defined the act of tolerating as the endurance of 

someone and/or something that is unpleasant.  Synonyms of tolerance include acceptance, open-

mindedness, understanding, unprejudiced, lenient, and patience (Waite & Walker, 2009).  It is 

therefore possible that the participants’ interpretation of the items containing the word ‘tolerant’ 

differed.  For example, “I am tolerant with others” could easily have been interpreted as either “I 

am lenient with others” or “I am patient with others”.  Similarly the item “I am tolerant to the 

way others behave” could have been interpreted as “I accept the way others behave”, “I am 
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open-minded to the way others behave”, “I am understanding to the way others behave”, “I am 

unprejudiced to the way others behave”, “I am lenient to the way others behave”, or “I am 

patient with the way others behave”.   

 

In relation to home language, the participants who completed the RH-1 questionnaire were 

55,2% Afrikaans, 8,3% IsiZulu, 8,1% Sepedi and 6,9% Sesotho.  The rest of the language groups 

were represented by less than 5% of the sample group.  In the first, qualitative phase of the SAPI 

project, the original Afrikaans responses related to either being tolerant or intolerant.  The 

present study indicated that the Afrikaans speaking group regarded acceptance and tolerance of 

others as behaviours that enhance and/or maintain positive interpersonal relationships.  The first 

phase of the SAPI projected reported no original responses regarding tolerance for the three 

African language groups (IsiZulu, Sepedi and Sesotho) that were most represented in the present 

study’s sample group.  This implies that tolerance may not form part of the personality structure 

for the IsiZulu, Sepedi and Sesotho groups.  It is recommended that further research be 

undertaken to investigate this hypothesis.    

 

The present study had several limitations. Firstly, because the study was a pilot study 

convenience sampling was used.  This resulted in a study population consisting predominantly of 

students in the North-West province.  The sample was thus not representative of the South 

African population.  An additional limitation is related to the fact that the sample included 

mostly White students (540 students), compared to the 380 African students.  In addition, 

Afrikaans was the most common home language and IsiNdebele, IsiXhosa, SiSwati, Tshivenda 

and Xitsonga were underrepresented.  The third limitation of this study involves possible 

researcher subjectivity in relation to item selection.  An attempt was made to counteract this 

limitation through ensuring that the item selection was evaluated by the quality control groups of 

the SAPI project (which consisted of various subject experts).  Finally, researcher subjectivity 

may have played a role in the clustering of the items into the two questionnaire versions, RH-1 

and RH-2. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Future research should include a more representative sample from all nine provinces in South 

Africa.  Particular attention should be paid to including more African language speaking 

participants.  In addition, future studies should include participants from other South African 

racial groupings, such as Indians and coloureds.   

 

It is further recommended that future studies investigate the content validity of the two versions 

of the Relationship Harmony questionnaire.  This may result in the items in the questionnaires 

being grouped differently.  

 

Finally, based on the indigenous nature of the Relationship Harmony cluster, it is highly 

recommended that comparative studies be conducted between the Relationship Harmony cluster 

of the SAPI and the Interpersonal Relatedness cluster of the CPAI.  It is further recommended 

that comparative studies be conducted between the Relationship Harmony cluster of the SAPI 

and the FFM.  These studies should aim to determine whether the Relationship Harmony cluster 

is unique or whether its sub-clusters and facets are accounted for by the FFM. 
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Appendix A 
Response derived definitions of the 23 facets of the Relationship Harmony construct 

Sub-construct Facet Definition 
Approachability  Accommodating The facet accommodating is about knowing how to deal with others, making others feel at home and explaining things 

when others do not understand them. 

 Approachable The facet approachable refers to being easily accessible to others, being open to others, being socially easygoing, 

making others feel at ease, the willingness to be talked to, and the willingness to help solve problems. 

 Arrogant The facet arrogant involves regarding oneself as being superior by looking down on others, thinking one knows best 

and showing others that one is the best, being opinionated and disregarding others’ opinions, wanting one’s own way, 

needing to prove oneself and being full of self-praise. 

 Flexible 
 

The facet flexible can be defined as accepting change, being adaptable to situations, being unconventional and being 

open to different ways of doing things. 

 Humble The facet humble relates to regarding oneself as being equal to others, being modest, being genuine and being meek. 

 Open for others The facet open for others involves being accepting of others’ ideas and opinions. 

 Proud The facet proud can be seen as looking down on others, being proud of one’s heritage (nationality, culture and 

ethnicity), thinking better of oneself and praising oneself. 

 Stubborn 

 

The facet stubborn refers to being strong-willed, not changing one’s own opinions or accepting others’ opinions, not 

admitting when one has made mistakes, not admitting defeat, not asking for assistance and not being open to criticism. 

 Tolerant The facet tolerant can be defined as tolerating others who misbehave, tolerating the mistakes of others and not 

becoming overly frustrated with others. 

 Welcoming 
 

The facet welcoming is about being receptive, hospitable and accepting of others, and making others feel comfortable 

and at home. 

   

Interpersonal 
Relatedness 

Appeasing The facet appeasing relates to apologising to others, asking for forgiveness from others, attempting to make up for 

wrongdoings and wanting to make others happy. 

 Constructive The facet constructive refers to helping others in such a manner that they gain something positive, as well as taking 

part in conversations about inspiring things from which others can benefit. 

 Co-operative The facet co-operative can be seen as working well with others, having good working relationships with others, being a 

good team player and liking to help others. 
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Sub-construct Facet Definition 
 Forgiving The facet forgiving can be defined as accepting apologies from others, not holding grudges, not taking revenge and 

preferring to make peace by talking about things. 

 Good relations with others The facet good relations is about initiating and maintaining good relationships with others, being on good terms with 

others, getting along well with others, relating well with others and living well, harmoniously, happily and peacefully 

with others. 

 Peaceful The facet peaceful relates to disliking and avoiding conflicts, preferring to resolve issues in a peaceful manner, wanting 

unity and peace amongst people and not wanting to hurt others. 

 Peacekeeping The facet peacekeeping refers to reconciling and mediating people with differences, solving problems and resolving 

arguments, making peace and creating harmony amongst others. 

 Well-mannered The facet well-mannered can be defined as having good behaviour, being decent, being polite, striving towards socially 

acceptable behaviour, avoiding doing things others disapprove of, respecting oneself and others, and revealing good 

upbringing and good manners. 

   

Conflict-seeking Argumentative The facet argumentative can be seen as being involved in arguments and challenging others’ ideas and perspectives. 

 Provoking The facet provoking refers to starting conflict by harassing, insulting, embarrassing and teasing others, and being 

spiteful towards people. 

 Troublesome The facet troublesome is about causing trouble, arguments, fights and conflict between people. 

   

Meddlesome Gossiping The facet gossiping relates to discussing others’ personal affairs and disclosing information one is entrusted with to 

third persons, discussing the mistakes and shortcomings of others in their absence rather than criticizing openly in 

person, spreading rumours, incorrect and harmful information about others, talking about people with friends and also 

discussing positive things about others and making jokes about them. 

 Interfering The facet interfering can be defined as meddling and getting involved in other people’s affairs when one’s involvement 

is not needed, collecting information about others people’s affairs that do not concern oneself, intruding and telling 

others what to do when it is none of one’s business, invading others’ privacy and prying into their affairs. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

In this chapter, conclusions relating to the literature review and the empirical study are drawn in 

relation to the specific objectives.  The limitations of the present study are discussed and 

recommendations are made for future research. 

 

3.1. CONCLUSIONS  

 

The overall objective of the present study was to develop a valid and reliable measuring 

instrument for the Relationship Harmony personality cluster of the SAPI as part of the SAPI 

project.  Based on research findings (Abrahams & Mauer, 1999a; Abrahams & Mauer, 1999b; 

Bedell, Van Eeden, & Van Staden, 1999; Laher, 2008; Meiring, Van de Vijver, Rothmann, & 

Barrick, 2005; Taylor & Boeyens, 1991; Van Eeden & Mantsha, 2007) and guided by 

legislation, i.e. the Employment Equity Act No.5 of 1998 (Government Gazette, 1998), the 

overall objective of the study was specifically to develop a measuring instrument for the 

Relationship Harmony personality cluster that can be applied within the South African context 

without being unfair or biased towards any culture and/or language group.   

 

According to McIntire & Miller (2007), a test’s validity is dependent on factors such as its 

purpose, its appropriateness for a particular group, and whether it contains a sufficient sample of 

behaviours from particular fields.  Bedell et al. (1999) found that psychological tests used in 

South Africa are only valid and reliable for the groups for which they were developed and 

standardised.  With the exception of the SAPQ, an objective, trait-based instrument, the 

development of objective personality instruments for all cultural groups in South Africa has been 

neglected.  However, the SAPQ was developed specifically for White people (Taylor & 

Boeyens, 1991).  Due to the lack of appropriate instruments practitioners in South Africa have 

been forced to make use of personality assessments primarily designed for the White culture 

groups (Taylor & Boeyens, 1991).  Various researchers have reported on the biased effect of 
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using such instruments.  Research has shown that people from different cultures interpret 

psychometric test items differently due to cultural influences (Abrahams & Mauer, 1999a; 

Retief, 1992).  Personality is regarded as the result of lifelong interactions between an individual 

and his/her cultural environment (Berry, Poortinga, Segall, & Dasen, 2002) and it can therefore 

be concluded that current personality measures are not appropriate for all language/culture 

groups in South Africa.  The existing measures do not accommodate sufficient behaviour 

samples from interest fields relevant to the specific language/cultural groups. 

 

The first objective of this study involved the development of valid and reliable items for a 

Relationship Harmony scale that will eventually form part of a larger personality inventory. The 

first step in achieving this objective involved using the data from the qualitative phase of the 

SAPI project to write items.  In developing the item stems for each personality cluster’s facets, 

the SAPI project team applied the item guidelines put forward by Hendriks, Hofstee and De 

Raad (1999).  For the Relationship Harmony cluster this process resulted in the generation of an 

item pool of 400 items, with 177 items for Approachability, 37 items for Conflict-seeking, 145 

items for Interpersonal Relatedness and 41 items for Meddlesome.  Due to the large number of 

items the researcher chose to develop two versions of the Relationship Harmony questionnaire.  

These questionnaries were labelled RH-1 and RH-2.  Anchor items were chosen to appear in 

both versions of the questionnaire and the remaining items were randomly divided between the 

two versions.  RH-1 consisted of 242 items (including the anchor items) and RH-2 consisted of 

247 items (including the anchor items).  Participants were asked to rate items on a five-point 

Likert-type scale, with responses ranging from “1” (Strongly Disagree) to “5” (Strongly Agree). 

 

Following the development of the items and the administration of the questionnaires the items 

were analysed through statistical analyses.  The statistical analyses used included data 

preparation, item correlations (with total scores and with the facets), and reliability. Qualifying 

criteria were established in the data preparation phase, namely the items had to have a skewness 

of < 2 and kurtosis of < 4.  Only items that met these criteria were considered suitable for factor 

analysis.  The application of these criteria revealed that two items from the Proud facet were 

unsuitable for factor analysis.  In RH-1 the item from the Proud facet that showed unacceptable 
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kurtosis was, “I am proud of my values”.  According to The Oxford Dictionary of Psychology 

culture is a combination of, amongst others, the particular group’s values (Colman, 2009).  It is 

therefore possible that this item performed poorly because other items in the facet already assess 

individuals’ pride regarding their culture/heritage/ethnicity.  In RH-2 the item of the Proud facet 

that showed both unacceptable kurtosis and skewness was, “I am proud of my family”.  It is 

possible that the participants found it very easy to agree with this item and the item is therefore 

redundant.  

 

During the item correlation phase a qualifying criterion was also applied to the item correlations 

in order to identify items that should be excluded from further analyses.  The qualifying criterion 

applied was that items had to share more than 5% of their variance, as indicated by a loading > 

0,2.  Although a more stringent criterion could have been applied the researcher felt that as this 

was a pilot study it was best to be over-inclusive during this phase. For the component matrix for 

RH-1, 31 items shared less than 5% of their variance with the total score, while 24 items in RH-2 

shared less than 5% of their variance with the total score.  The items sharing less than 5% of their 

variance with the total score were identified by a component matrix loading < 0,2.  The 

problematic items in RH-1 belong to the following facets: Accommodating, Approachability, 

Arrogant, Flexible, Proud, Stubborn, Tolerant, Welcoming, Good relations with others, Peaceful, 

Peacemaker and Argumentative.  The problematic items in RH-2 relate to the Approachability, 

Arrogant, Flexible, Humble, Open for Others, Proud, Stubborn, Tolerant, Peaceful, 

Argumentative and Gossiping facets.  These items were subsequently excluded from further 

analyses.   

 

Principal components analysis was used to determine the item correlations with the total score, 

as well as the correlations between the items within the facets. One component was retained for 

each analysis and it was expected that all items would have relatively large loadings (i.e. > 0,30).  

Only one item “I get involved in disagreements” (Peacemaker) was excluded from the RH-1 

questionnaire, while two items, “I have a strong will” (Stubborn) and “I constantly argue with 

others” (Good relations with others) were excluded from the RH-2 questionnaire.  These items 

were excluded because they did not correlate acceptably with the corresponding facets at face 
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value.  The item “I get involved in disagreements” in RH-1 appears to be the direct opposite of 

the rest of the Peacemaker facet’s items, which all refer to the active pursuit of peace (e.g. “I 

help others to make peace with each other”; “I help people to solve their arguments”; “I 

overcome conflict situations”).  Even the item most closely related to the item “I get involved in 

disagreements”, namely “I get involved in tense situations to keep the peace”, is connected to the 

act of establishing peace.    

 

The broader content of the Stubborn facet in RH-2 seems to relate to aspects of wanting one’s 

own way (e.g. “I want things done my way”), doing things in one’s own way (e.g. “I do things 

my way even if people give me different advice”; “I refuse help from others”) and believing in 

one’s own opinions only (e.g. “I only accept my own opinions”; “I am indifferent to what others 

have to say”).  Some respondents may have interpreted the item “I have a strong will” as 

reflecting strength of character and motivation, rather than as reflecting refusal to accept help 

from others.  In the Good relations with others facet, the item “I constantly argue with others” in 

RH-2, resulted in a loading < 0,20 and appears to directly contradict the rest of the items in the 

facet.  Most of the items in this facet refer to getting along well with others and avoiding conflict.  

All three items (from both RH-1 and RH-2) that were excluded following the item correlations 

appear to reflect the opposite pole of the facet.   

 

The internal consistency coefficients of each facet in both versions (RH-1 and RH-2) indicated 

that the facets were normally distributed. With the exception of the Accommodating, Proud and 

Tolerant facets the the Cronbach alpha coefficients for the facets showed acceptable levels of 

reliability.  

 

The study’s second objective was the investigation of the factor structure of the Relationship 

Harmony cluster.  The (a) eigenvalues (>1), (b) the scree plot and (c) parallel analysis techniques 

were used to determine the factor structure of the Relationship Harmony cluster.  These 

techniques, particularly the eigenvalues and scree plot techniques, indicated that three factors 

should be retained for RH-1, and two factors should be retained for RH-2.  For RH-1 the first 

factor was labelled Negative Relational Behaviour and was defined as disruptive behaviours that 
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adversely affect the forming and maintaining of relationships.  The second factor was labelled 

Positive Relational Behaviour and was defined as conciliatory behaviours that actively enhance 

good relations with others.  The third factor was labelled Approachability and was defined as 

being approachable and accessible for others on an interpersonal level.   

 

The factors of RH-2 are similar to the factors of RH-1, with the exception of the Approachability 

facets of RH-1, which loaded on RH-2’s first factor (i.e. Positive Relational Behaviour).  The 

Positive Relational Behaviour factor in RH-2 was therefore defined as being approachable while 

actively enhancing good relations with others through conciliatory behaviours.  The second 

factor of RH-2 was labelled Negative Relational Behaviour and was defined as disruptive 

behaviours adversely affecting the forming and maintaining of relationships.  The different factor 

structures in the two versions of the Relationship Harmony questionnaire may be a result of the 

subjective grouping of items.  During questionnaire development the researcher identified anchor 

items in the final item pool and included these items in both versions of the RH questionnaire.  

The remaining items in the pool were divided in two sets of items for the two versions of the RH 

questionnaire.  In order to divide the items between the two questionnaires the researcher first 

listed the items according to content similarity, and then used every alternate item for the RH-1 

questionnaire.  The remaining items were then grouped together in the RH-2 questionnaire.  

 

The factor structure of RH-1 differs significantly from the initial structure proposed by Nel 

(2008).  The most significant difference relates to the absence of the Tolerant facet.  Throughout 

the statistical analyses the Tolerant facet performed unsatisfactorily.  During the data preparation 

phase, 5 of the 6 items were found unsuitable for factor analyses.  However, 4 items were 

included in the item-facet correlations.  The results of the correlation showed that all 4 items in 

the Tolerant facet were unsuitable for factor analysis.  There are various possible explanations 

for why the Tolerant facet did not form part of the factor structure.  Firstly, the Tolerant items in 

RH-1 generally referred to tolerating others and their behaviour (including bad behaviour and 

behaviour resulting in mistakes); whereas literature on tolerance as a psychological construct 

typically taps into constructs such as Tolerance of Ambiguity (Martin & Westie, 1959; 

Sutherland, 1995) and Political Tolerance (Sullivan, Marcus, Feldman, & Piereson, 1981).  Thus, 
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the Tolerant facet measured in RH-1 may be different to the concept of tolerance described in the 

literature.  Secondly, tolerance is regarded as an attitude rather than a personality construct 

(Reber & Reber, 2001; Scanlon, 2003). Another noteworthy difference between this factor 

structure and the initial structure proposed by Nel (2008) is the renaming of the Peacekeeping 

facet to the Peacemaker facet.  The name change was suggested during the quality control phases 

when a closer investigation of the items revealed an underlying theme of actively making peace 

between others rather than passively keeping the peace.   

 

With the exception of the Welcoming facet, the Positive Relational Behaviour sub-cluster seems 

to correspond to the initial Interpersonal Relatedness sub-cluster.  The Approachability sub-

cluster seems to encompass most of the initial Approachability sub-cluster, with the exception of 

the Welcoming (which moved to the Positive Relational Behaviour sub-cluster), Tolerant (which 

did not perform satisfactorily during the statistical analyses), Arrogant and Stubborn facets.  In 

the new factor structure of RH-1 the Arrogant and Stubborn facets, together with the facets of the 

initial Conflict-seeking sub-cluster (i.e. Argumentative, Provoking and Troublesome) and the 

facets of the initial Meddlesome sub-cluster (i.e. Gossiping and Interfering), combined to form 

the Negative Relational Behaviour sub-cluster.  Closer investigation of the items in facets of the 

Negative Relational Behaviour sub-cluster suggests that these items refer to behaviours 

(resulting from personality traits) that adversely affect the building and maintaining of 

constructive relationships.  In contrast, the items in the facets of the Positive Relational 

Behaviour sub-cluster refer to behaviours contributing to the building and maintaining of 

constructive relationships.  Finally, the new Approachability sub-cluster seems to consist of 

typical behaviours associated with coming across as approachable to others.  Thus, the facets 

seem to have been grouped according to approachable characteristics, behaviours contributing to 

relationship building and behaviours adversely affecting the building of relationships.  However, 

it is recommended that the dividing of items in questionnaire versions be revisited. 

 

The proposed factor structure for RH-2 is significantly different from the initial factor structure 

proposed by Nel (2008).  The most significant difference relates to the grouping together of the 

initial Conflict-seeking and Meddlesome facets into the Negative Relational Behaviour sub-
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cluster.  As in the RH-1 factor structure, the Arrogant facet (i.e. a facet adversely affecting the 

building and maintaining of relationships) moved from the initial Approachability sub-cluster to 

the Negative Relational Behaviour.  Similarly, the facets of the initial Approachability and 

Interpersonal Relatedness sub-clusters grouped together, with the exception of the Humble and 

Stubborn facets (both from the initial Approachability sub-cluster).  In RH-2 Nel’s (2008) initial 

Peacekeeping facet was also relabelled as the Peacemaker facet.  This change occurred during 

the quality control phase.  

 

A noteworthy difference between the factor structures proposed for RH-1 and RH-2 is the 

exclusion of the Tolerant facet from the RH-1 factor structure, and its inclusion in the RH-2 

factor structure.  Closer investigation of the items in the two questionnaires revealed that the 5 

items of RH-1 which performed unsatisfactorily related to tolerance of others and their 

behaviours (including bad behaviour and mistakes).  Although this facet would be expected to 

load on the Positive Relational Behaviour sub-cluster due to the fact that it includes acceptance 

of others, the lack of contextualisation regarding the types of behaviours and severity of the 

behaviours might have been problematic.  The 3 items of the RH-2 questionnaire that performed 

unsatisfactorily also relate to tolerance of others’ behaviours and of non-ideal situations.  It is 

possible that the lack of contextualisation made it difficult for participants to answer the item 

truthfully.  In addition to the lack of contextualisation, the view that tolerance is an attitude rather 

than a personality trait may also have contributed to the items’ poor performance.  Closer 

investigation of the 4 items in RH-2 that performed satisfactorily revealed that some of the items 

are rather similar in content to the items in other facets.  For example, “I am tolerant with others” 

is similar to “I take others the way they are” (Open for others), “I accept the strengths and 

weaknesses of others” (Open for others), “I accept the mistakes made by others (Forgiving) and 

“I can forget about others’ wrongdoings” (Forgiving).  It is therefore possible that participants’ 

responses to these items might tap into facets other than Tolerant. 

 

In order to determine the construct validity of the Relationship Harmony cluster, it was necessary 

to determine whether the items represent a general Relationship Harmony cluster.  The Schmid 

and Leiman solution was used to determine the independent total impact of the Relationship 
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Harmony factors, i.e. the variance explained by each factor.  The analyses conducted included (a) 

the obliquely rotated factor pattern matrix of the first-order analysis, (b) the second order factor 

pattern matrix, and (c) a matrix containing the square roots of the unique variances of each 

second-order factor on the diagonal and zeros in the off-diagonal cells (Wolff & Preising, 2005).  

The Schmid and Leiman (1957) transformation of RH-1 resulted in one well-defined higher 

order factor (i.e. second order factor), which is referred to as Relationship Harmony, and three 

moderately weakly defined group factors.  These group factors were discussed in the preceding 

paragraphs.  For RH-2, the Schmid and Leiman (1957) transformation also resulted in one well-

defined higher order factor (i.e. second order factor), which is referred to as Relationship 

Harmony, and two moderately weakly defined group factors (discussed in previous paragraphs). 

 

The development of the SAPI is directly related to the multi-lingual and multi-cultural context of 

South Africa and therefore the finding of Palk (1983), namely the relationship between ethnicity 

and personality was considered as part of this study.  The final objective of this study was 

therefore to examine the construct equivalence across the White and African race groups by 

comparing the factor matrices of both RH-1 and RH-2 for the White and African groups.  The 

comparisons of the factor solutions yielded similar factor structures for both RH-1 and RH-2 

across both race groups.  The only exception was the Tolerant facet in RH-1, which loaded on 

the Positive Relational Behaviour sub-cluster for the White group and on the Approachability 

sub-cluster for the African group.  However, for RH-2 the Tolerant facet loaded on the Positive 

Relational Behaviour sub-cluster for both racial groups.  In order to interpret this finding 

appropriately future research needs to focus on the grouping of the items in the Tolerant facet. In 

addition, future research should include a more representative sample.  

 

3.2. LIMITATIONS 

 

The present study had several limitations.  These limitations are discussed below.  

The present study was a pilot study aimed at testing the reliability and validity of a newly 

developed personality measuring instrument and therefore convenience sampling was used.  

According to Van de Vijver and Leung (2000) convenience sampling is commonly used in 
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personality research.  The use of convenience sampling resulted in a total sample group (for both 

RH-1 and RH-2) consisting of tertiary (university and college) students mainly from the North-

West province.  The majority of the respondents were therefore White, Afrikaans speaking 

students.  More specifically, the sample group for RH-1 consisted of 271 White students and 203 

African students and the sample group for RH-2 consisted of 269 White students and 177 

African students.  According to the mid-year population estimates for 2011, 79,4% of the South 

African population is African (Statistics South Africa, 2011). Thus, Africans were 

underrepresented in the sample.   

 

Furthermore, Statistics South Africa (2011) indicates that only 6,4% of the South African 

population is based in the North West province.  Thus, the sample group was not representative 

of the geographical location of the South African population.  In addition, 55% of the 

respondents indicated that they spoke Afrikaans as a native language.  This suggests that African 

language speakers, particularly IsiNdebele, IsiXhosa, SiSwati, Tshivenda and Xitsonga language 

speakers were under represented in the current sample.   

 

3.3. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The following recommendations are made for future research within the SAPI project: 

 

A more representative sample of the South African population should be drawn by selecting 

proportionally equivalent numbers of participants from all nine provinces, as well as from all 

eleven official languages.  Many more African participants should be included in future samples 

since psychological tests have mostly been developed and standardised for the White population 

group.  

 

The items developed in the present study were evaluated by quality control groups for 

investigation and adaptation where necessary.  The researcher felt that the completion of 400 

items might be a laborious task for participants and would discourage participants from 

completing a questionnaire for research purposes.  Two versions of the Relationship Harmony 
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questionnaire were therefore developed to assist with the data collection.  These questionnaires 

were labelled RH-1 and RH-2.  It is possible that the clustering of the facets might have been 

influenced by the subjective grouping of the items.  Future research should therefore re-evaluate 

the content of the items selected for RH-1 and RH-2 and should also consider regrouping the 400 

items. 

 

In this study construct equivalence were only evaluated for the White and African groups.  It is 

therefore recommended that construct equivalence be evaluated for all the main population 

groups in South Africa.    

 

The following recommendations are made for future research: 

 

Another pilot study is recommended, provided that the item-generating phase be revisited, items 

be more contextualized and all the items should be compiled in one questionnaire. 

 

The approach followed in the development of the SAPI is closely related to the approach that 

was followed by Cheung et al. (1996) in the development of the CPAI.  The emergence of 

Relationship Harmony as an indigenous personality construct in the South African context is 

similar to the emergence of Interpersonal Relatedness as an indigenous personality construct in 

the Chinese context.  It would therefore be valuable to compare the Relationship Harmony 

cluster and the Interpersonal Relatedness construct to determine whether any correlations exist 

between the two constructs.  If correlations are found this may indicate that the social and 

relational aspects of personality are universal personality dimensions rather than indigenous 

dimensions.  It is further recommended that comparative studies be conducted between the 

Relationship Harmony cluster of the SAPI and the FFM to determine whether the Relationship 

Harmony cluster is unique, or whether its sub-clusters and facets are accounted for by the FFM. 
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