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Abstract: 
Industralization in Africa is believed to be marred by certain workplace behaviours that are anti 

productive with a tendency of jeopardizing the economy of a nation and its sustenance, especially in 

Nigeria. This study examines conscientiousness and paranoid ideation as predictors of workplace 

hostility among university non-academic staff. 210 non-academic staff, comprising 98 (47%) males and 

112 (53%) females who were randomly selected through the simple random sampling technique from 

Nnamdi Azikiwe University Awka, Anambra State, were used as participants for the study. The ages of 

the participants ranged between 25 and 61, with the mean age of 35 and standard deviation of 9.56. 

The Symptom Distress Checklist (SCL-90) by L.R. Derogatis, R.S Lipman & L. Covi (1977) and Big 

Five Inventory (BFI) by O.P. John, & R.L. Kentle (1991) were used for data collection. A correlational 

design was adopted and multiple regression analysis was employed to analyze the data collected. Two 

hypotheses were tested in the study. The first hypothesis, which stated that conscientiousness will 

significantly predict workplace hostility among university non-academic staff, was not significant at 

p>.05 and so, was not accepted. The second hypothesis which stated that paranoid ideation will 

significantly predict workplace hostility among university non-academic staff was significant at p<.05 

and so, confirmed. Based on the findings, it is recommended that workplace interventions, in the form 

of ombudsmen or industrial psychologists, be engaged in organizations to mediate workplace 

behaviours that are inimical to organizational well-being, productivity and effectiveness for better 

industrialization in Africa. 

 

Introduction: 

 

Background to the study: 

The most important element in industrial organisation is people, which comprises individuals 

with different backgrounds. The workplace is not immune to aggression since it assembles 

different shades of personalities. Consequently, some bitterness, exchange of words, verbal 

abuse, physical assaults and other forms of human excesses are not strange in such a setting 

(Ayinde, 2012). There is mounting evidence of workplace hostility/aggression in workplaces 

and that the phenomenon rears its ugly head, factually on daily basis, among workers in 

Nigeria, but in reality, only a few cases have been reported or investigated (Ayinde, 2012). The 

present study was motivated by the persistent incidents of work-place aggression as is widely 

reported in many workplaces. This lends credence to the fact that much still needs to be done 

in terms of unearthing the root cause/s of, and what sustains the practice. Thus, it becomes 

pertinent to look at the psycho-social underpinnings of workplace hostility/aggression, 

particularly in Nigeria.  

 

Hostility is a negative behaviour that is characterized by the desire to harm or hurt others. In 

many institutions of learning, hostile tendencies among non-academic staff have caused a lot 

of damage which includes unfriendliness to others, use of abusive words, and unhealthy 
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relationship between non-academic staff and students. To support this, Etim and Okey (2013) 

stated that Nigerian Universities have, for decades, been faced with so many crises which 

include conflict between lecturers and students, conflict among students, and so on. They added 

that such conflicts give rise to hostility. Hostility is a form of emotionally charged aggressive 

behaviour and one of the most pervasive and troubling behaviours in human society.  It may 

also be considered as a negative attitude that combines anger and disgust which is often 

accompanied by feelings of indignation, contempt and resentment towards others; on some 

occasions, it can even degenerate to bitterness and violence.  

 

The terms  ‘hostility’  and  ‘aggression’  are  used  and studied  in  the  psychological  (Ermakov,  

Skirtach  &  Kovsh, 2015;  Ermakov  & Fedotova, 2015),  political (Fedotova,  2013),  

sociological (Abakumova, Ermakov & Kolesina, 2016), ideological (Fedotova &  Chigisheva, 

2015), cultural (Abakumova,  Boguslavskaya & Grishina, 2016),  psychogenetic  (Ermakov  &  

Abakumova,  2016;  Kovsh,  Skirtach  &  Bunyaeva,  2015),  and pedagogical contexts now. 

Hostility is an irregular, emotionally charged shape of behaviour (Bunyaeva, 2015). In the 

world of scientific literature, the term hostility has not received a generally accepted definition. 

So far, it has been treated by various authors differently.  In most works the term ‘hostility’ is 

used, as a rule, along with other words closely related in meaning such as dislike, aggression 

and anger. 

 

The standard definition of hostility is often credited to Buss (1961) who regarded the construct 

as an attitude that involves the dislike and negative evaluation of others. “Hostility is  a negative 

evaluation of  persons  and things  (Buss,  1961),  often accompanied  by  a clear  desire to do  

harm” (Kaufmann, 1970). 

 

Plutchik (1980) considered it as a negative attitude that combines  anger  with disgust,  and it  

is  accompanied  by  feelings  of  indignation,  ,  contempt  and resentment  towards  others;  

on  some occasions,  it  can even  become bitterness  leading to violence.  This cluster of 

negative  feelings  towards  others  known as  ‘hostile attribution’  is  its  subjective component  

(Barefoot,  1992)  being  reflected  in  a disfavourable judgement  on them,  perceived as  

antagonistic  and threatening (Berkowitz,  1994).  Hostility is expressed when we say we don’t 

like somebody, especially if  we  wish him  ill.  A hostile person is somebody that usually does  

negative evaluations  of  and towards  others,  showing  an overall dislike and contempt for 

others. This attitude of resentment and suspicion can be reflected in verbal  and  motor 

responses,  such as  the aggressive ones  (Bushman  &  Anderson,  2001).  Others have used  

the  term  ‘hostility’  to describe the broad  construct  involving  affect,  cognition and  

behaviour,  but  this  term  has  a  more  specific  meaning  involving  cognitive factors (Miller, 

Smith, Turner, Guijarro, & Hallet, 1996).  

 

Social psychologists define hostility as behaviour that is intended to harm another individual 

who does not wish to be harmed (Baron & Richardson, 1994). Baron & Richardson (1994) 

stated that, because it involves the perception of intent, what looks like aggression from one 

point of view may not look so from another, and the same harmful behaviour may or may not 

be aggressive depending on its intent. 

 

Workplace hostility is a pattern of persistent, malicious, insulting, or exclusionary, intentional 

or non-intentional behaviours that a target perceives as intentional efforts to harm or control a 

co-worker or drive him from the workplace (Lutgen-Sandvik, 2005). Workplace hostility is a 

purposeful and persistent set of non-physical behaviours undertaken by an individual or group 



 

 

28 

 

Oguegbe, Okeke & Dibia 

of individuals with an individual in the same organization perceiving these behaviours as 

intending to harm the individual (Meridith, 2002).  

 

Workplace aggression or hostility (both used interchangeably) includes a variety of behaviours 

ranging from psychological acts (eg. shouting) to physical assault (Dupre & Barling, 2003). 

Baron, Neuman & Geddes (1999) proposed that aggressive workplace behaviours can be 

grouped into three different categories: expression of hostility (i.e hostile verbal or symbolic 

behaviours such as “the silent treatment”), observation (i.e behaviours that are designed to 

hamper the target’s performance such as refusing to provide needed resources), and overt 

aggression (eg. assaults and destruction of property).  

 

Workplace hostility is another dimension to violence in organisations and is assuming an 

alarming rate which portends danger for the generality of people in Nigeria (Ayinde 2012). 

There are few key characteristics of workplace hostility that differentiate it from other 

behaviours measured in the harmful workplace behaviours field and they are as follows:  

Intentionality, persistence, non-physical nature, organizational affiliation, violation of 

organizational and/or social norms, and perception of the target (Namie & Namie, 2003). 

 

Hostility in the workplace is becoming a prevalent problem in organisations. It is estimated 

that between 33 and 75 percent of all employees have engaged in some form of hostile 

behaviour in the workplace such as antisocial behaviour, deviance, aggression, and violence 

(Harper, 1990). Less prevalent, yet still harmful, are aggressive behaviours such as lying 

(DePaulo & DePaulo, 1989), spreading rumours (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; Fox & Spector, 

1999), withholding effort (Kidwell & Bennett, 1993), and absenteeism (Johns, 1997). These 

attitudes violate workplace norms and, therefore, are considered to be an antisocial type of 

behaviour (Robinson & Bennett, 1995).  

 

Cognitive Neoassociation Theory: 

A lot of theories have been used to study hostility but the present study was supported by the 

Cognitive Neoassociation Theory by Berkowitz (1990). Berkowitz (1989, 1990, & 1993) 

proposed that aversive events such as frustrations, provocations, loud noises, uncomfortable 

temperatures, and unpleasant odours produce negative affect. Negative affect produced by 

unpleasant experiences automatically stimulates various thoughts, memories, expressive motor 

reactions, and physiological responses associated with both fight and flight tendencies. The 

fight associations give rise to rudimentary feelings of anger, whereas the flight associations 

give rise to rudimentary feelings of fear. Furthermore, cognitive neoassociation theory assumes 

that cues present during an aversive event become associated with the event and with the 

cognitive and emotional responses triggered off by the event.  In cognitive neoassociation 

theory, aggressive thoughts, emotions, and behavioural tendencies are all linked in the memory 

(Collins & Loftus 1975).  

 

The Cognitive neoassociation theory also includes higher-order cognitive processes, such as 

appraisals and attributions. If people are motivated to do so, they might think about how they 

feel, make causal attributions for what led them to feel this way, and consider the consequences 

of acting on their feelings. Such deliberate thought produces more clearly differentiated 

feelings of anger, fear, or both. It can also suppress or enhance the action tendencies associated 

with these feelings. Cognitive neoassociation theory not only subsumes the earlier frustration 

aggression hypothesis (Dollard et al. 1939), but it also provides a causal mechanism for 

explaining why aversive events increase aggressive inclinations, i.e., through negative affect 
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(Berkowitz 1989). This model is particularly suited to explaining hostile aggression, but the 

same priming and spreading activation processes are also relevant to other types of aggression.  

 

It is therefore not surprising that organizational scholars have focused, with vigour, on various 

forms of negative behaviour in the workplace in recent times (Fox & Spector, 1999; Fisher, 

2003; Griffin & Lopez, 2005). Employee deviance, aggression, antisocial behaviour, violence, 

as well as playing mean pranks, acting rudely, and arguing have been suspected to be the fastest 

growing hostile workplace behaviours among Nigerian work groups in recent times.  

 

Because of the harmful effects of hostility in organisations, a lot of studies have attempted to 

determine its likely predictors. This attempt has met a paucity of research to determine the 

psychological predictors of workplace hostility within the Nigerian context, as much of the 

studies centered on environmental and situational factors which were mostly conducted outside 

Nigeria. Hence, the present study attempts to examine conscientiousness and paranoid ideation 

as likely psychological predictors of workplace hostility. 

 

Conscientiousness is defined as individual differences in the propensity to follow socially 

prescribed norms for impulse control, to be goal-directed, planful, able to delay gratification, 

and to follow norms and rules (Roberts, Jackson, Fayard, Edmonds, & Meints, 2009). It is the 

personality trait that has been defined as being thorough, careful, or vigilant; it implies a desire 

to do tasks well. 

 

Conscientiousness is a broad domain of traits that subsume multiple lower-order facets. 

Presently, at least five facets can be thought of as components of conscientiousness: 

industriousness, orderliness, impulse control; reliability, and conventionality (Jackson, Bogg, 

Walter, Wood, Harms, et al., 2009; Roberts, Chernyshenko, Stark, & Goldberg, 2005; Roberts, 

2004). Additional facets may also be part of conscientiousness such as virtue and decisiveness 

(Hough & Ones, 2001; Roberts et al., 2005) but have yet to be confirmed in subsequent 

research. 

 

It is one of the most reliable predictors of work outcomes, including job performance (Dudley, 

Orvis, Lebiecki, & Cortina, 2006), leadership (Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002), income 

(Moffitt, Arseneault, Belsky et al., 2011), and occupational attainment (Roberts et al., 2007). 

Conscientious people tend to be very careful about their future planning (Burch & Anderson 

2008), they are cautious about their surroundings, compact and fully scheduled (Cattell & Mead 

2008). Conscientiousness is most often thought of as a personality trait, which reflects the 

relatively enduring, automatic patterns of thought, feeling, and behaviour that differentiate 

people from one another and that are elicited in trait-evoking situations (Roberts, 2009; Roberts 

& Jackson, 2008). Conscientious people are efficient and organized as opposed to easy-going 

and disorderly people. They exhibit a tendency to show self-discipline to be generally 

organized, dependable, and goal oriented; to act dutifully and aim for achievement. It is 

manifested in characteristic behaviours such as being neat and systematic; also including such 

elements as carefulness, thoroughness and deliberation (the tendency to think carefully before 

acting). Conscientious individuals are generally hard-working and reliable. When taken to an 

extreme they may become workaholics, perfectionists and compulsive in their behaviour. 

People who score low on conscientiousness tend to be more laid back, less goal oriented and 

less driven by success; they are more likely to engage in antisocial and criminal behaviours  

like workplace hostility (Ozer & Benet-Martinz, 2006) whereas people who score high on the 
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trait of conscientiousness tend to be more organized and less clustered in their homes and 

offices unlike those who score low in this trait (Gosling, 2008).  

 

Finally, conscientiousness is an independent predictor of major depression above and beyond 

other personality traits, such as neuroticism (Kendler & Myers, 2010). Most researchers are 

familiar with the term conscientiousness because of its inclusion in the Big Five taxonomy of 

personality traits: Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, and 

Openness/Intellect (Goldberg, 1993). Conscientiousness has been shown to be the most 

consistent, significant predictor of workplace performance. (Barrick, & Mount, 1991; Behling, 

1998; Dudley, Orvis, Lebiecki, & Cortina, 2006; Hogan, Holland, 2003; Hurtz, & Donovan, 

2000). For example, meta-analyses on the prediction of job performance from personality 

dimensions have demonstrated that broad measures of Conscientiousness predict overall job 

performance, (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, (2001); Hurtz, & Donovan, (2000) even controlling 

for cognitive ability (Hough, & Oswald, (2008). Schmidt, & Hunter, (1998) in addition to 

overall job performance, broad measures of Conscientiousness have been shown to predict a 

number of other valued workplace behaviour, such as organizational citizenship (Borman, 

Penner,  & Motowidlo (2001); Sackett, Berry, Wiemann,  & Laczo, (2006) and leadership 

(Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002) as well as undesirable behaviors such as procrastination,  

(Judge,  & Ilies, 2002) .  

 

H1.  Conscientiousness will significantly predict hostility among university non-academic 

staff. 

 

Paranoid ideation is another likely predictor of workplace hostility as captured in the present 

study. Derogatise, Lima & Covi (1977) saw paranoid ideation as the act of suspiciousness, 

distrustfulness and blaming others. Paranoid ideation, according to DSM-5, is characterized by 

a pervasive distrust and suspiciousness of others such that their motives are interpreted as 

malevolent, beginning in early adulthood and present in a variety of contexts as indicated by 

these behavioural symptoms: suspects, without sufficient basis, that others are exploiting, 

harming, or deceiving him; is preoccupied with unjustified doubts about the loyalty or 

trustworthiness of friends or associates; is reluctant to confide in others because of unwarranted 

fear that the information will be used maliciously against him; persistently bears grudges, (i.e. 

is unforgiving of insults, injuries, or slights), perceives attacks on his character or reputation 

that are not apparent to others and is quick to react angrily or to counter-attack.  

 

It is not surprising that the term ‘paranoia’ has migrated from the clinical literature into the 

popular lexicon (Freeman & Freeman, 2008). Although paranoia originally signified 

psychopathology or madness (Lewis, 1970), the word, now more broadly, denotes “a tendency 

on the part of an individual or group for excessive or irrational suspiciousness and 

distrustfulness of others” (Merriam-Webster, 2012). For many individuals, beliefs that appear 

paranoid stem from real life experiences and may constitute rational responses to threatening 

environments. Discrimination and micro-aggression (Rippy & Newman, 2006; Sue, 

Capodilupo, & Holder, 2008), economic inequity, peer rejection and bullying (Campbell & 

Morrison, 2007; Schreier et al., 2009), and childhood abuse and neglect (De Loore et al., 2007; 

Lataster, Van, Drukker, Henquet, et al., 2006; Natsuaki, Cicchetti, & Rogosch, 2009; Price & 

Glad, 2003) all predict biases in or proclivities for anticipating physical or psychological 

aggression from others. As each of the studies cited above also illustrated, however, the 

correspondence between negative life experiences and paranoid thinking is far from perfect. 

Many individuals who experience mistreatment never develop paranoid ideas or conceptualize 
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ostensibly benign others as sources of danger; conversely, not all individuals who hold such 

beliefs show clear histories of having been aggression targets.  

 

H2: Paranoid Ideation will significantly predict hostility among university non-academic staff. 

 

Methodology: 

 

Population and sample size: 

Data was obtained from Two hundred and ten (210) non-academic staff of a University. These 

participants were randomly selected from the different structures of the non-academic staff arm 

in the administrative section of the university. Systematic sampling was used in selecting the 

participants for the study. The total sample consisted of 98 (47%) males and 112 (53%) 

females. The ages of the participants ranged between 25 and 61, with a mean age of 35years 

and standard deviation of 9.56. 

 

Instrumentation: 

Two instruments were used for data collection namely; The Symptom Distress Checklist (SCL-

90) and The Big Five Inventory. The sub scales of hostility, paranoid ideation and 

conscientiousness were adopted for the study. 

 

Hostility scale: 

This is a subscale of symptom distress checklist (SCL-90) developed by L.R. Derogatis, R.S 

Lipman & L. Covi (1977). It is a 90-item inventory designed to assess 10 primary categories 

of symptoms associated with distress among psychiatric outpatients and with the experience of 

anguish arising from the problems of living among people in the general population. It is a 

short 6 (six) item questionnaire with responses to each item on a five-point likert scale 

numbered 0, 1, 2, 3, & 4. It measured hostility and consisted of questions about how much a 

person is bothered or distressed in the recent past and present. The scoring was done on a 5-

point likert format thus: 0- Not at all, 1- A little bit, 2- Moderately, 3- Quite a bit, 4- Extremely. 

 

Derogatis et. al. (1977) reports an alpha coefficient which ranged from .77 for psychoticism to 

.90 for depression. The one-week interval test retest reliability coefficients ranged from .80 for 

hostility to .90 for phobic anxiety. However, through pilot study a Cronbach’s alpha of .91 was 

obtained. 

 

Paranoid ideation scale: 

This is a subscale of symptom distress checklist (SCL-90) developed by L.R. Derogatis, R.S 

Lipman & L. Covi (1977). It is a 90-item inventory designed to assess 10 primary categories 

of symptoms associated with distress among psychiatric outpatients and with the experience of 

anguish arising from the problems of living among people in the general population. It is a 

short 6 (six) item questionnaire with responses to each item on a five-point likert scale 

numbered 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4. It measures paranoid ideation and consisted of questions about how 

much a person is bothered or distressed in the recent past and present. The scoring was done 

on a 5-point likert format thus: 0- Not at all, 1- A little bit, 2- Moderately, 3- Quite a bit, 4- 

Extremely. 

 

Derogatis et. al. (1977) reports an alpha coefficient which ranged from .77 for psychoticism to 

.90 for depression. The one-week interval test retest reliability coefficients ranged from .80 for 
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hostility to .90 for phobic anxiety. However, through pilot study a Cronbach’s alpha of .88 was 

obtained. 

 

Conscientiousness scale: 

This is a subscale of the Big Five Inventory (BFI) developed by O.P. John, E.M. Donahue & 

R.L. Kentle (1991). This is a 44-item inventory designed to measure personality. The inventory 

was on conscientiousness and the scales were presented from positive to negative for the items. 

It is a 9-point inventory designed to measure an individual’s conscientiousness that is based on 

personality traits. It is a direct scoring item. The scoring was done on a 5-point likert format as 

follows: 1-Disagree strongly, 2- Disagree a little, 3-Neither agree nor disagree, 4-Agree a little, 

5- Agree strongly. John et al (1991) reported a Cronbach’s alpha score of .80 and 3 months 

test-retest of .85, validity coefficients of .75 and .85. However, through pilot study a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .90 was obtained. 

 

Procedure: 

The researchers, with the help of two research assistants administered the copies of the 

questionnaires to the staff that were randomly selected through the use of systematic sampling. 

The units of non-academic staff domiciled in the administrative block were listed and selected 

using an Nth case of 1. Thereafter the members of the selected units were conveniently used as 

participants of the study.  

 

Out of 250 copies of the questionnaire administered, 210 were completely filled and returned 

hence, used for data analysis. 

 

Design and Statistics: 

The design used for this study is correlational design which was used because it is a predictive 

study. The statistical tool for this study is multiple regression. 

 

The Results: 
 

Table 1: 

Descriptive statistics 
VARIABLES CONSCIENTIOUSNESS PARANOID IDEATION HOSTILITY 

GENDER 

MALE       Mean 

                 N 

Std. Deviation                  

 

3.9773 

98 

.72483 

 

1.8946 

98 

.91331 

 

1.3061 

98 

.86404 

 

FEMALE   Mean 

                 N 

 Std. Deviation 

4.1548 

112 

.63774 

1.8140 

112 

.70878 

.9946 

112 

.85127 

 

MARITAL STATUS 

SINGLE    Mean 

                 N 

Std. Deviation 

 

3.9928 

124 

.66452 

 

1.9543 

124 

.79216 

 

1.1677 

124 

.80985 

 

MARRIED  Mean 

                  N 

Std. Deviation 

4.1860 

86 

.69909 

1.7035 

86 

.81626 

1.1000 

86 

.95190 

 

TOTAL      Mean 

                  N 

Std. Deviation 

4.0720 

210 

.68390 

1.8516 

210 

.80967 

1.1400 

210 

.86926 



 

33 

 

UNIZIK JOURNAL OF BUSINESS 

 

Table 1: indicates that females have higher mean (4.1548) than males (3.9773) on 

conscientiousness, but males (1.8946) scored higher than females (1.8140) on paranoid 

ideation; also, males (1.3061) scored higher than females (.9946) on hostility.  

 

Males have higher standard deviation (.72483) than females (.63774) on conscientiousness; 

males (.91331) scored higher than females (.70878) on paranoid ideation; and also males 

(.86404) scored higher than females (.85127) on hostility. The females (112) are higher in 

number than the males (98) are in number. 

 

The table also indicates that married participants (4.1860) have higher mean than single 

participants (3.9928) on conscientiousness, but singles (1.9543) have higher standard deviation 

than married (1.7035) whereas singles (124) are higher in number than married ones (86).  

 

Table 2: A table showing result of the hypothesis tested on the predictability of 

conscientiousness and paranoid ideation on hostility. 
Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

95.0% Confidence Interval 

for β 

β Std. Error Beta (β) 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 (Constant) 1.740 .380  4.582 .000 .991 2.488 

CONSCIENTIOUSN

ESS 
-.286 .082 -.225 -3.470 .431 -.448 -.123 

PARANOID 

IDEATION 
.304 .070 .283 4.375 .001 .167 .441 

a. Dependent Variable: HOSTILITY 

 

Table 2 indicates that the first hypothesis which stated that conscientiousness will significantly 

predict hostility was rejected at β (-.225) = -3.470, P>.05 level of significance. Therefore, 

conscientiousness will not predict hostility. 

 

The second hypothesis which stated that paranoid ideation will significantly predict hostility 

was confirmed at β (.283) = 4.375, p<0.05 level of significance. Therefore, paranoid ideation 

will predict hostility. 

 

Discussion: 

The study aims at investigating conscientiousness and paranoid ideation as predictors of 

workplace hostility among university non-academic staff. Two hypotheses were tested; age, 

gender and marital status were used in the study as control variables.  

 

The result of the study shows that conscientiousness is not a significant predictor of workplace 

hostility among university non-academic staff. It indicates that conscientiousness does not 

contribute to workplace hostility among university non-academic staff. Thus, hypothesis 1, 

which states that conscientiousness will significantly predict workplace hostility among 

university non-academic staff, was rejected. This is in line with the findings of Agọha, Benedict 

C. E. & Igbokwe, David O. (2014) who investigated the big-five as predictors of maladjustment 

among University Undergraduate students. Participants were 164 students from a private 

University. The big five personality inventory developed by John & Srivastsva, and the 

University Maladjustment Scale (UMS) were used for the study. It was hypothesised that the 
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Big Five measures of personality would predict maladjustment among University 

undergraduates. The findings of the study indicated that conscientiousness, and openness 

cannot predict academic maladjustment. 

 

Secondly, hypothesis II, which stated that paranoid ideation will significantly predict hostility 

among non-academic staff was accepted. This is in line with the findings of Anwar, Sarwar, 

Awan and Aif (2013) who investigated gender differences in workplace hostile behaviour 

among fifty lecturers of post-graduate level. They were selected randomly as the sample. Of 

these respondents 26 were males and 24 were females. The results of the study revealed that 

the ratio of organizational hostility in the university’s workplace is more dominant in male 

teaching staff than in female teaching staff. It agrees with the findings of Combs et al (2009) 

who examined the perception of hostility by persons with and without persecutory delusions. 

The sample comprised 32 persons with PD, 28 persons without PD (psychotic controls) and 50 

healthy participants (non psychotic controls). Participants completed the Ambiguous Intentions 

Hostility Questionnaire along with measures of paranoia, attribution style, depression, anxiety, 

self-esteem and public self-consciousness. Results showed that the group with PD showed 

greater perception of hostility, blame and aggression scores for most ambiguous situations on 

the AIHQ. Also, the AIHQ hostility bias score was predictive of paranoid ideation. In 

conclusion persons with PD showed a social-cognitive bias for perceiving hostility in 

ambiguous situations. Moreso, the findings of Browning (2009) who conducted an exploratory 

study on hostile behaviour among service encounter front-line employees indicated that the 

customer’s attitude and behaviour are key factors that influence front-line employees to engage 

in acts of hostility. 

 

Suggestions for Further Studies: 

Researchers in their subsequent studies should endeavour to use larger sample size in order to 

improve generalization and applicability of the findings. Meanwhile more studies should be 

conducted using sample from different institutions as it will help to provide clear insight and 

understanding of workplace hostility and better psychological interventions that may be 

appropriate in handling workplace hostility. On the other hand, researchers in future should 

also try to include other variables like, socio economic status, locality, and level in their study 

to ascertain their influence in manifestation of workplace hostility.  

 

Recommendations: 

Psychologists should help provide better psychological interventions that will be appropriate 

in handling workplace hostility. 

 

On the other hand, more studies should be focused on other variables like; socio economic 

status, locality, family relationship, level of employment etc which may as well be predictive 

factors of workplace hostility. 

Finally, future studies should try to replicate this study with other tertiary institution’s non-

academic staff. This would increase the generalization of the result. 

 

Conclusion: 

Workplace hostility is common in most institutions today, especially with the presence of a  

diverse  workforce.  In developing countries like Nigeria, it is common for non-academic staff 

to experience and exhibit hostile behaviour at work on a daily basis.  Irrespective of the form 

or dimension, aggressive behaviour affects staff well-being and performance at work and  must  

be  discouraged in  order  to  achieve  organizational  effectiveness. Organizations in Nigeria 
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must, therefore, develop policies that depict zero tolerance for hostility or aggressive behaviour 

in the workplace.  This may likely reduce the negative consequences of workplace hostility for 

organizational/ institutional effectiveness and harmony.  
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