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1 Introduction
After large-scale PPI operations ceased, I transitioned to the DSAR team. Employees needed to acquire new regulatory knowledge and operational skills. The PPI function managed customer remediation and complaint resolution work. This role requires accurate data disclosure within statutory deadlines
The Data Subject Access Request (DSAR) function within Lloyds Banking Group is among the most sensitive and legally significant operations in the wider business environment. As part of the organisation’s compliance with the UK General Data Protection Regulation (UK GDPR) and the Data Protection Act 2018, the DSAR team is responsible for locating, reviewing, redacting, and releasing personal data to customers who exercise their legal rights. This report critically examines how individual beliefs shape responses to organisational change, particularly within regulated environments such as DSAR.
My experience as a case handler has shown that my beliefs influence how I interpret and carry out my professional responsibilities. McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y McGregor (1960) show how management styles affect my motivation and the level of autonomy I experience.
The purpose of the report is to: 
1 Critically assess the impact of beliefs, attitudes, and values on my workplace behaviour within the DSAR team.
2 Identify a management theory relevant to my role and critically assess its impact on my beliefs, attitudes, and values. McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y (McGregor, 1960)
3 This reflection also draws on (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001), to show how my thinking developed from understanding the theory to reflecting more critically on my own workplace experience.
Figure 1: Bloom’s Taxonomy Model
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Note. The image was reprinted from Bloom’s taxonomy levels of learning. From  
Deller, J. (2022). Bloom’s taxonomy levels of learning [Image]. Kodo Survey. https://kodosurvey.com/blog/blooms-taxonomy-levels-learning-complete-post 
The learning framework of Bloom's Taxonomy presents learning as linear, which does not reflect DSAR practice. In my DSAR experience, learning happens in less structured ways because it is determined by the specific conditions of the environment, which regulatory pressure creates, instead of planned learning paths. 
My transition reflects Kolb's (1984) experiential learning cycle because I developed knowledge through experience and reflection, and I applied what I learned. The model requires an ongoing, structured process that the time-pressured DSAR environment cannot provide, as it restricts opportunities for reflection. 
 Beliefs, values, and attitudes can be defined as follows:
     Beliefs are convictions about what is true.
     Values are core principles that guide what is important.
     Attitudes are the resulting evaluations and responses toward things, expressed through behaviour.
Beliefs shape interpretation, values guide ethical judgement, while attitudes determine behavioural responses—meaning that in DSAR, an insight about compliance may lead to a value of accuracy, which then produces a cautious working attitude. 

2 Beliefs, Attitudes and Values in Practice
My decision-making is shaped by the interplay of beliefs, values, and attitudes, making it necessary to distinguish among them for critical analysis.

2.1 Beliefs – Convictions about what is true
While Robbins and Judge (2017) suggest that beliefs create bias, they also argue that the problem extends beyond bias, as assumptions lead to operational issues that affect all three areas: efficiency, accuracy, and risk management. Biases appeared in my DSAR work because I misjudged the complexity, delaying my decision-making. 
The cognitive bias shows how prior knowledge can prevent people from seeing things entirely. People use their past experiences to understand things because they trust their existing beliefs, which leads to decision-making according to cognitive bias. The DSAR system becomes harder to understand because its complexity leads people to take mental shortcuts and make quick judgments. People who have encountered high-risk situations before tend to behave more cautiously by checking everything and delaying their choice of action. The practice leads to better compliance outcomes, but it creates negative effects on operational speed. The research demonstrates that personal beliefs function as active forces which affect organisational behaviour and performance in environments that require regulated judgment.
Processes designed to reduce organisational risk can also reduce efficiency by slowing decision-making and limiting flexibility. This suggests that employees rely on prior beliefs when making operational decisions, which in DSAR can influence how risk and compliance are interpreted.
McKinsey & Company (2018) study demonstrates that different generations hold distinct workplace beliefs about which workers understand organisational rules based on their prior encounters with their work environment. The study also suggests that workplace beliefs vary across individuals based on their experiences and exposure to organisational systems. In a DSAR environment, this means that employees may interpret the same procedures differently, reinforcing the idea that beliefs are not neutral but actively shape behaviour and decision-making within regulated processes.

2.2 Beliefs in Compliance and Procedural Accuracy
How people believe work should be completed influences the decisions they make and the standards used to measure performance (Robbins & Judge, 2017). According to Robbins & Judge (2017) an employee who believes that following rules keeps everyone safe will likely double-check redactions and seek clarification, reducing organisational risk. Individual actions and team collaboration both play vital roles in determining the quality of organisational processes (Robbins & Judge, 2017).

Argyris (1991) has also suggested that an overabundance of rules can stifle learning, which is certainly an issue that I have seen. While rules are essential for maintaining information security, they can also bog down decision-making or erode confidence when they are unclear. The researchers believe that an employee who thinks rule enforcement protects others will check redacted information twice and ask for an explanation, thereby helping the organisation minimise its risks. Employees learn about organisational standards through their experience with organisational culture, which demonstrates to them both proper behaviour and the current organisational rules according to Schein (2010). Robbins and Judge state that both individual actions and team collaborative work function as essential factors which determine how well organisational processes operate. Unconscious bias operates as an invisible force which influences how people perform their work tasks, according to (Mullins & Christy, 2016).



2.3 Belief in Fairness and Ethical Responsibility
Treviño and Nelson (2021) demonstrate in their research that ethical principles lead to increased trustworthiness, yet my experience with DSAR showed that maintaining ethical standards became unworkable under urgent time constraints. The time I spent in the PPI department examined how financial services operations bring about ethical challenges. The industry failed to deliver effective customer solutions because it incorrectly assumed customers' needs. The study showed that organisational stress affects employees' behaviour and their ability to participate in ethical decision-making, according to (Mullins & Christy2016). My past experiences have shaped my current understanding of fairness and accountability, as reflected in my recognition of their impact on me then.
This is because everything comes from perspective and experience that shapes our view of work (Robbins & Judge, 2017). It is important to respect customer rights, but there are situations in which legal, operational, and privacy issues affect the decisions we can make.

2.4 Belief in Professional Identity and Stability
After PPI ended, I had to reconsider my perception of role stability. A change in a company’s structure is a major factor that can disrupt a psychological contract between an employee and an organisation (Rousseau, 1995). As I settled into DSAR, I experienced initial self-doubt. I was unsure if I had the skills required for the new role. However, I was able to turn things around and make a positive change. I realised that my interpretations are not fixed and that I can adapt and develop.
This experience showed me how my insight about compliance and risk influences the way I approach decisions and interpret organisational processes

3 Attitudes and Behaviour in the Workplace
 The way I think and behave at work comes from a mix of the organisation I am part of, my personality, and the people I work with (Buchanan & Huczynski, 2019). I appreciate performance monitoring because it provides clear expectations. However, excessive monitoring can feel like a lack of trust. 
The move to working from home during COVID taught me that I can overcome the challenges and still get things done. I perform most effectively in structured environments, demonstrating how attitudes toward structure directly influence performance. 
Previously, I had not considered emotional intelligence the way Goleman (1995) describes it. However, on reflection, I can see how those ideas show up in my day-to-day work. Self-awareness, for example, is something I have had to develop—often the hard way. There have been instances where complex cases have challenged my confidence. In terms of self-regulation, I have learned to take little pauses, even if it is just a few seconds, to relax or step away for a break. While not a complete solution, it helps manage pressure
Motivation is personal for me. Of course, there are targets, but I also want to feel good about the work I hand in. I want to know I did it right, not just that I did it fast.
Empathy is not always about grand gestures. Sometimes it is just noticing when a colleague is quiet on Teams or dropping them a message to check in. Having experienced pressure myself, I try to be the sort of teammate I would want on a tough day.
And as for social skills - I sometimes find it challenging to navigate differing opinions on complex cases; however, active listening helps me manage disagreements constructively.
Goleman makes emotional intelligence sound neat and tidy, but bringing a bit of humanity to the job, even when the pressure’s on, is effective.
Looking ahead, I can see how emotional intelligence will matter if I move into a leadership role. In a setting like DSAR, you need to support people, but you also cannot lose sight of the rules we have to follow.
Figure 2: Emotional Intelligence Model
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Note. Reprinted from Emotional Intelligence. From Key to stress management (SlideToDoc, n.d.), https://slidetodoc.com/emotional-intelligence-key-to-stress-management-emotional-intelligence/

3.1 Attitude Regarding Change
People showed more doubt about the change than excitement. Oreg (2006) explains that people prefer to stick with their existing habits because they fear the unknown consequences of change.
The process of reflection helped me understand my resistance to change by showing that my confidence issues, not my unwillingness, were the cause. People use Gibbs' Reflective Cycle, (1988) to study the reflection process because it requires them to examine their experiences through its four steps of description, emotion, assessment, and knowledge acquisition. My time at PPI established a safe space, which prevented me from developing the ability to accept new things. People developed dependency on known systems because their comfort zones created barriers which prevented them from adjusting to new situations.
 This reflects a familiarity bias, where I tend to hold on to what I know because it feels comfortable. Sometimes that feeling made me hesitate, and I would second-guess situations that did not require it. I have realised that when I feel unsure, I lean on structure to feel in control, which affects how I see myself and approach change. This also reflects Schön’s idea of reflection-in-action, in which professionals learn and adapt as they perform their roles (Schön, 1983).
 4 Values and Ethical Decision-Making
At work, I value being honest, responsible, maintaining confidentiality, and being professional. I now understand that these principles exist beyond their documented form. 
DSAR requires privacy protection as a crucial element, which I consider essential for my duty to manage sensitive personal data responsibly. When I have ownership of cases assigned to me, I want to make sure they are done right.
Values shape how people make decisions and deal with moral problems at work (Treviño & Nelson, 2021).
Professionalism isn’t just about how I interact with others; it’s how I act under pressure. Evaluating my values occurs during periods of heavy workload because that time is most difficult for me to maintain my ethical, responsible, and accurate standards. The organisation and our data subjects both require me to remain dedicated to honesty, responsibility, and professionalism. The values of McGregor's Theory Y show that employees require both trust and work independence to make their own decisions and control their work progress (McGregor, 1960).

5 McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y (McGregor, 1960)

Figure 3: McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y (McGregor, 1960)
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Note. Reprinted from McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y. From 
Note.Thomas, K. (2024). McGregor Theory of Motivation- Theory X & Theory Y Explained. [online] Unstop.com. Available at: https://unstop.com/blog/theory-x-and-theory-y?ref=blogs 

The McGregor Theory X and Theory Y framework helps managers understand employee motivation but fails to explain behaviour in environments that operate under strict regulations, such as DSAR. The system prevents employees from acting freely because their actions depend on both their ability to comply with legal obligations and organisational control systems.
Figure 4: Adaptation from McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y

Comparison of Theory X and Theory Y Tendencies in DSAR Roles
    Theory X               			Theory Y  
            		

High Compliance Need	       Autonomy of Work
              	            

Preference for Clear                         Self-motivation
Guidance and Rules                          Quality Focus
                  	

Risk-Adverse                                         Uses Judgment and 
Behaviour	                                       Problem Solving   
Note. Adapted from McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y

This section will examine McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y to highlight how managerial assumptions influence workplace behaviour. Theory X assumes employees require control, often leading to close monitoring, whereas Theory Y assumes employees are initiative-taking and capable of autonomy. 
McGregor’s framework has been criticised for being overly simplistic, but it has influenced managerial approaches to employee motivation.
Multiple factors influence behaviour, including the current situation, the existing company culture, and the distinct personality traits of each person. People are more likely to be in the middle than to fit completely into either group.
Even so, the theory remains useful because it shows how a manager’s perception of employees can affect how they manage people and the workplace culture.
However, in DSAR, behaviour is shaped not only by cognitive biases but also by legal and regulatory requirements.

6 Applying McGregor’s Theory in the DSAR Environment
This section applies McGregor’s theory to the operational realities of the DSAR environment.
Controls need to be in place because personal data must be managed carefully and protected properly. When procedures are unclear, I must decide for myself what stays confidential and what can be shared with the customer. In DSAR, compliance requires structured processes, while experience supports decision-making in unclear cases.
For example, an employee who prioritises risk avoidance may interpret Theory X positively, viewing control as necessary for compliance, whereas someone who values autonomy may perceive the same controls as restrictive and demotivating.

7 Critical Evaluation of McGregor’s Theory in DSAR
Personally, my motivation comes from within. This is why I agree with the core idea of Theory Y, which holds that employees want to feel their work has purpose and value. People do their best work when they know what is right and wrong; this will keep standards high. 
Therefore, McGregor’s theory lacks explanatory power in highly regulated environments because employee behaviour is not primarily driven by managerial assumptions but by externally imposed compliance frameworks.
I achieve better engagement through my control over decision-making in demanding situations because it leads to my taking responsibility for results.

7.1 Personal Alignment with Theory Y

Performance metrics help me stay focused, but if I put too much weight on the numbers, I can feel conflicted and less happy with my work.
This reflects how performance metrics can sometimes restrict the extent of professional judgement I feel able to use in practice.
When I double-check a sensitive case because of performance metrics, I feel both reassured and pressured. In practice, this demonstrates how performance systems can create tension between efficiency and professional judgement.

7.2 Limitations of McGregor’s Theory in the DSAR Context
McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y are often presented in theoretical contexts, but in DSAR, the reality is more complex.
This creates conditions that resemble Theory X assumptions, where oversight and verification are prioritised over autonomy, limiting the extent to which trust-based approaches can operate. 
McGregor’s theory does not fully capture the realities of working in a highly regulated environment. It focuses a lot on what is going on inside the team or what the manager thinks, but it underemphasises the impact of external regulatory constraints. For me, what really keeps me going is not just what a manager expects or what a theory says—I’m motivated by wanting to do right by the customer, support my teammates, and feel okay with my decisions, especially when I’m under pressure or do not have many choices. 
7.3 TKI Application
The Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument helps individuals understand different conflict-handling styles (Nesbit, 2026).
The Thomas Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument identifies five conflict styles: competing, collaborating, compromising, avoiding, and accommodating.
Upon completing the TKI test, I tend to avoid—passive, unassertive, and not very cooperative. I can sometimes avoid demanding situations, but my awareness of this situation helps me to open up and work closely with others on sensitive cases. The team began working together more effectively while maintaining our shared goals. I know that I will improve my ability to deal with DSAR problems if I reduce my distractions, but I need to maintain my support for others during their most challenging workflows. The potential impact of a situation enables me to apply Theory Y concepts of cooperation and shared responsibility to resolve existing conflict constructively. Thinking about my beliefs, attitudes, and how I manage people through McGregor's framework helps me understand how I deal with interpersonal conflict using the TKI test. By balancing caution with initiative-taking communication, I can ensure conflicts are resolved constructively, supporting both team performance and regulatory compliance.
A copy of the results from my own TKI test can be found in Appendix 1

Figure 5. Adaptation based on TKI Conflict Modes in DSAR
	TKI Mode
	Assertiveness
	Cooperativeness
	Reflection in DSAR Role

	Avoiding
	Low
	Low
	Sometimes sidestep conflicts to focus on sensitive cases

	Competing
	High
	Low
	Rarely used; may risk compliance if overly assertive

	Collaborating
	High
	High
	Ideal for resolving data or process disagreements

	Accommodating
	Low
	High
	Supportive approach, helps maintain harmony under pressure

	Compromising
	Medium
	Medium
	Useful when deadlines and quality both need balancing



By combining my understanding of TKI-type behaviours with Theory Y, I hope to resolve conflicts more easily and foster an environment of collaboration, precision, and compliance within the DSAR group.




8 Impact on My Workplace Behaviour and Leadership Development

This section reflects on how greater self-awareness can influence my future leadership development.
I recognise that:
• My focus on compliance helps ensure quality, though it can sometimes slow me down.
• My fairness orientation strengthens ethics but can conflict with throughput metrics. 
• The structured oversight system keeps me disciplined, but it creates situations which restrict my ability to work independently. 
This shows leadership requires balancing control with professional judgement. I aim to enhance performance through structured systems which maintain trust in my future work. I would aim to use Theory Y by giving team members more autonomy. 
My knowledge enables me to build a workspace which uses structured work methods to enhance performance while maintaining all existing trust relationships.
Compliance frameworks are there for a reason—they keep things steady and make sure everyone’s working safely. But when organisations lean on them too heavily, the whole place can start to feel a bit tense. People end up feeling like they’re being watched all the time, and that takes away their confidence to just perform effectively. I’ve seen how that kind of atmosphere can make people second‑guess themselves, even when they know exactly what they’re doing.
When I think about how I’d want to lead in the future, I don’t want that kind of environment at all. I’d rather have clear guidance in place, so people know what’s expected, but still give them enough room to make their own decisions. Most people don’t need micromanaging—they just need to feel trusted.
And for that trust to grow, the culture must feel open. People should be able to speak up, share ideas, or admit when something hasn’t gone quite right without feeling judged for it. Reflective practice can really help with that when it’s done in a supportive way. Mistakes will still happen, of course, but if they’re treated as part of learning rather than something to fear.
Leaders need to use their situational leadership skills to manage their teams according to risk and task difficulty in regulated environments. In high-risk scenarios, a more structured and directive approach may be necessary, whereas in routine tasks, greater autonomy can enhance motivation and performance. The study demonstrates that leadership needs to maintain flexible practices instead of sticking to one theoretical framework.



9 Conclusion
This report has demonstrated my understanding of the differences between beliefs, values, and attitudes, and assessed how they influence workplace behaviour. It also used McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y to examine how managerial assumptions shape employee motivation and behaviour. 
The work environment includes monitoring that resembles Theory X, but employees can show their responsibility through their work which aligns with Theory Y. However, McGregor’s framework does not fully explain the complexities of operating within highly regulated environments.
The development of my understanding has become clear through the application of Bloom's Taxonomy. The process of critical thinking requires me to evaluate my personal beliefs and existing knowledge, which Paul and Elder (2008) described. My decision-making capabilities have improved through this reflection process, which will help me develop my future leadership skills by teaching me to manage flexibility with regulatory standards in DSAR.
McGregor's theories provide a basic framework for motivation research, but they do not encompass all the restrictions which apply to highly controlled environments. The experience has taught me that effective leadership requires leaders to maintain their ability to adapt while creating organised systems that allow professionals to exercise their discretion. My ability to make better decisions improves when I critically evaluate my personal beliefs about life.

References
Anderson, L. W., & Krathwohl, D. R. (Eds.). (2001). A taxonomy for learning, teaching, and assessing: A revision of Bloom’s taxonomy of educational objectives. Longman.
Argyris, C. (1991). Teaching smart people how to learn. Harvard Business Review.
Buchanan, D., & Huczynski, A. (2019). Organisational behaviour (9th ed.). Pearson.
Deller, J. (2022). Bloom’s taxonomy levels of learning [Image]. Kodo Survey. https://kodosurvey.com/blog/blooms-taxonomy-levels-learning-complete-post [Accessed 20 March 2026].
Gibbs, G. (1988). Learning by doing: A guide to teaching and learning methods. Oxford Polytechnic.
Goleman, D. (1995). Emotional intelligence: Why it can matter more than IQ. Bantam Books.
Kolb, D. A. (1984). Experiential learning: Experience as the source of learning and development. Prentice-Hall.
McGregor, D. (1960). The human side of enterprise. McGraw-Hill.
McKinsey & Company. (2018). ‘True Gen’: Generation Z and its implications for companies. https://www.mckinsey.com [Accessed 5 January 2025].
Mullins, L. J., & Christy, G. (2016). Management and organisational behaviour (11th ed.). Pearson.
Nesbit, K. (2026). Thomas-Kilmann conflict mode instrument [Video]. Bing. https://www.bing.com/videos/riverview/relatedvideo?q=thomas-kilmann+conflict+mode+instrument+free [Accessed 15 March 2026].
Oreg, S. (2006). Personality, context, and resistance to organisational change. European Journal of Work and Organisational Psychology, 15(1), 73–101.
Paul, R., & Elder, L. (2008). The miniature guide to critical thinking concepts and tools. Foundation for Critical Thinking.
Robbins, S. P., & Judge, T. A. (2017). Organisational behaviour (17th ed.). Pearson.
Rousseau, D. M. (1995). Psychological contracts in organisations: Understanding written and unwritten agreements. Sage Publications.
Schein, E. H. (2010). Organisational culture and leadership (4th ed.). Jossey-Bass.
SlideToDoc. (n.d.). Emotional intelligence: Key to stress management. https://slidetodoc.com/emotional-intelligence-key-to-stress-management-emotional-intelligence/ (Accessed 20 March 2026).
Thomas, K. (2024). McGregor theory of motivation: Theory X & Theory Y explained. Unstop. https://unstop.com/blog/theory-x-and-theory-y (Accessed 20 March 2026).
Treviño, L. K., & Nelson, K. A. (2021). Managing business ethics: Straight talk about how to do it right (8th ed.). Wiley.










Appendix 1
[image: ]

[image: ]
[image: ]
[image: ]
[image: ]
[image: ]
[image: ]
[image: ]
[image: ]



















image4.png
McGregdor's Theory X & Theory Y Explained

Theory X Assumptions

)

Negative Autocratic Employee
Assumptions Management Motivation
Positive
Assumptions
Theory ¥ Participative
Assumptions Management

Self-Motivated
Employees




image5.png




image6.png
THOMAS-KILMANN
CONFLICT MODE INSTRUMENT

L There are times when 1t otherstake responsiblity for solving the problem.
Rather than negotiate the things on which we disagree, 1 ry tostrss those things

upon which we both sgree.

2 @mywm- compromise soluion.
Tatempt 0 deal with al ofhi her and my concers.

ER O —
'B. I'might ry to soothe the other'sfeelings and preserve our relationship.

a Ty to find a compromise solution.
I Sometimes sacrifice my own wishes for the wishes of the other person.

B 1 consistently seck the other's help in working out a soluton.
Lty 10 do what is necessary to avoid useless tensions

6 1y to avoid creating unpleasantness for myself.
Tuy 10 win my position.

7. @y topostpone the sue unil 1 ave b somo et it e
5 give up some poins inexchan forothrs.

8. A Tamusually firm in pursuing my goals.
L attempt to get all concens and issues immediately out n the open.




image7.png
THOMAS-KILMANN
(CONFLICT MODE INSTRUMENT

feel thatdifferences are not always worth worrying about.
1 make some cffort (o get my way.

10 A Tam fim in pusing my gos.
1 iy o fnd 3 compromise solion

11 GO Tattempt to get all concens and issues immediately out i the open.
'B. Tmight try to soothe the other’s fclings and preserve our rlationship.

12 A Tsometimos void akingposions which would ceste comroversy.
Ll Tt he e perso hav some of ishes positons e It me have

some of mine.

13, @lmlmﬂdﬂhymmﬂ,
X pres o get my poinis made

14. GA). Ttellthe other person my ideas and ask for his/hers
'B. Tiry to show the other person the logic and benefits of my position.

15 @ ‘might try to soothe the other’sfeelings and preserve our relationship.
7 1 ry to do what is necessary o avoid tensions.

16. (A try notto hurt the other's feclings.
Ly to convince the other person of the merits of my position.




image8.png
THOMAS-KILMANN
CONFLICT MODE INSTRUMENT

17, A Tam wually fim in pusingmy o
(Bt s s o sl crn

16 A 1fitmakes othe peope happy,  might e them mantin heir v
(6wl et oo e e e posion 0y e e of
e,

19, A Lanmpt o gt llconcems and s immedisily out o
(B o s o s ave b e e ik 7%

20, ()1 attempt to immediately work through our differences.
iyt find  fircombination of gainsand losss or both of

21, A Inapproaching egotiaions,Lry o b considerae ofhe thr persn's wishes.
T siways lean toward a irectdiscussion of the problern-

22 ) liry o finda posiion tht s intemedit between Highers and minc:
B. Lassertmy wishes.

25, A Lam very ofcn concemed withsatsyingall ou wishcs
(BT s whn 1t s ke sponsiity o st e v




image9.png
THOMAS-KILMANN
CONFLICT MODE INSTRUMENT

2 the other's position seems very important o him/her, | would ry to meet
his/her wishes.
B. Tiry to get the other person to setle for a compromisc.

25. () Iiry to show the other person the Iogic and benefits of my position.
. In approaching negotiations, I ry to be considerate of the other person's wishes

26, (&)1 propose amiddle ground.
'L am nearly always concerned with satisfying all our wishes.

27, A Lsometims avidnin posions that wold cetcontrovrsy
(B) It ke e peaple by g o s i i s,

28 A. Yam usually firm in pursuing my goals.
Tusually seek the other's help in working out a solution.

2. A 1propoe s middle grund.
(T e ————

30, iy not to hurt the other's feelings.
(B,)1 always share the problem with the other person 5o that we can work it out.




image10.png
GRAPHING YOUR
PROFILE SCORES

‘Your profile of scores indicates the repertoire of conflct-handling skills which you, as an
individual, use in the kinds of conflictsitations you face. Your score profi can be graphed on
the next page entitled, "Your Scores on the Thomas-Kilmann Conflct Mode Instrument.”

“The five modes are represented by the five columns abeled "competing,” “collaborating.” snd
500 In the column under each model s the range of possible scores on that mode—from 0 (for
Very low use) to 12 (for very high use). Circle your own scores on cach of the five modes

Each possible score i graphed in elation to the scores of managers who have already taken the
‘Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument. The horizontal lines represent percentiles—the
percentage of people who have scored at or below a given number. If you had scored some
‘number above the "80%" line on competing, for example, that would mean that you had scored
higherthan 80% of the people who'have taken the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument—

that you were in the top 20% on competition.

The double lines (at the 25th and 75th percentiles) separate the middle S0% of the scores on each
‘mode from the top 25% and the bottom 25%. In general, if your score falls somewhere within the:
‘middle 50% on a given mode, you are close {0 the average in your use of that mode. f your score
fall outside that range, then your use of that mode is somewhat higher or lower than most of the
‘people who have taken the Instrument. Remember tha extreme scores are it necessarily bad,
‘however, since your situation may require high or low use of a given conflct-handling mode.




image11.png
SCORING THE THOMAS KILMANN
‘CONFLICT MODE INSTRUMENT

Circle the letters below which you circled on each item of the questionnaie.
Accommodting

Coupting _ Callsborating  Compromising_ Avos
) ot hiney "moating
L B =
H 5 —
H
< A
5 X
£
b &
T ®
G
Ty @
. ©
iz &
1w B &
14 B (O]
.
e i
S
18. &) A
1. A ® i
20. &) B =
21 ) X
S (9) ® =
2. X D
2. 5 o
= —@&)
26 B )
. 5 A ®)
28 A (O
2. A ®)
s0. Q) Ay
Total mumber of ems circed i cach clumn:
Dot 3 9 Y4
Fooding Asommdating

Competing  Collaborating  Compromising.




image12.png
YOUR SCORES ON THE THOMAS-KILMANN
CONFLICT MODE INSTRUMENT

Colsb Compro. Awid  Accom
Compatin mine ing__ modating
100% T
T = e T
i i
1 1 n i i
i i i 5

“Scores are graphed In reltn (o the scores f
e oes of o wnd gernmcn rganztos.




image13.png
K

10

Competing isassertive and uncooperative—an individual pursucs their own concemsat the other
person's expense. This is  power-oriented mode, in which one uses whatever power seems
‘appropriato to win one’s own position—one’s abiliy to argue, one’s rank, economic sanctions
Competing might mean "standing up for yourrights," defending  position which you believe is

correct, or simply trying to win.

Accommodating is unassertive and cooperative—the opposite of competing. When accommo-
dating, anindividualneglects their own concens tosatisfy the concerns of the other person; there
is an element of sclf-sacrifice in this mode. Accommodating might take the form of selfless

_ generosity or charity, obeying another person's order when one would prefer not to, o yielding
10 another's point of view.

Avoiding is unassertive and uncooperative—the individual does not immediately pursue their
‘own concems or those of the other person. They donot address the conflict. Avoiding migh take
the form of iplomatically sidestepping anissue, postponing anissue until abetter time, or simply
‘withdrawing from a threatening situation.

Collaborating i both assertive and cooperative—the opposite of avoiding. Collaborating
TvoIves an attempt to work with the other person to find some solution which fully satisfies the

concerns of both persons. It means digging into an issue to identify the underlying concerns of
the two individuals and to find an alternative which meets both sets of concems. Collaborating,
between two persons might take the form of exploring a disagreement o learn from each other's
insights, concluding to resolve some condition which would otherwise have them competing for
resources, or confronting and trying to find a creative solution to an interpersonal problem.

Compromisingisintermediate in both assertiveness and cooperativeness. The objectiveis o find
some expedient, mutually acceptable solution which partially satisfies both parties. It falls on
a middle ground between competing and accommodating. Compromising gives up more than
competing but less than accommodating. Likewise, it addresses an issue more directly than
avoiding, but doesn't explore it in as much depth as collaborating. Compromising might mean
splitting the difference, exchanging concessions, or seeking a quick middle-ground position.
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