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Abstract 

This study develops and tests a social context model of the victimization of high 

performing employees with a focus on (1) unfavorable social comparison mechanisms 

that occur between high performers and other fellow employees and (2) work group 

contextual factors that may exacerbate or mitigate these social comparison mechanisms. 

Multisource data collected at two time points support the proposition that high performers 

are more likely to be targets of victimization because of unintentional instigations (i.e., 

fellow group members’ envy and competition), but not because of intentional instigations 

(i.e.,  high performers’ condescending behaviors). Next, this study generally supports the 

proposition that collective identity and justice climate mitigate unfavorable social 

comparison mechanisms and high performance victim phenomenon whereas climate of 

concern for employees, social interaction, and transformational leadership did not 

mitigate these phenomena. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

  Do high performers experience more victimization at work? At first glance, this 

question seems unreasonable because high performers are more likely to be recognized as 

talented or as star players and significantly influence group or organizational 

performance (see Cappelli, 2000; Michaels, Handfield-Jones, & Axelrod, 2001; Randall, 

1987; Sturman, Trevor, Boudreau, & Gerhart, 2003). But on second glance, the desirable 

characteristics of high performing employees may precipitate victimization because of 

unfavorable social comparison between high performers and their fellow coworkers (see 

Festinger, 1954). Undoubtedly, an organization must understand victimization that occurs 

to any of its employees. However, one might argue that an organization should be 

particularly interested in the victimization of high performers. Such victimization can be 

especially debilitating to the organization because it hurts the well-being and productivity 

of these high performers, which subsequently results in their higher turnover and lower 

work group and organizational performance (see Aquino & Thau, 2009; Glomb, 2002; 

Sutton, 2007). Furthermore, the existence of high performing victims may undermine the 

very human resource practices (e.g., recruitment and selection, training and development, 

and motivation) that organizations utilize to promote employee task performance, and to 

enhance organizational performance (see Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011). Thus, it is 

important to examine the relationship between task performance and workplace 

victimization.  

 However, this question has received scant research attention. Previous workplace 

victimization literature has examined the person- and situation-based antecedents (e.g., 

negative affectivity, work constraints), the negative psychological and physiological 
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consequences (e.g. depression, physical symptoms), and the prevention and coping 

strategies (e.g., forgiveness, alcohol consumption) of workplace victimization (see 

Chapter 2: Selected literature review of workplace victimization for more information). 

One exception to the lack of research on task performance and workplace victimization is 

a study by Kim and Glomb (2010). They proposed and found support for the idea that 

high-cognitive-ability employees experience more workplace victimization, positing that 

higher victimization occurred because of unintentional (i.e., envy and competition by 

fellow employees) and intentional (i.e., condescending behaviors by high performers) 

instigations. They also suggested that the victim’s personality traits moderate the 

relationship between cognitive ability and victimization; at the individual level, agency 

personality traits (i.e., self-oriented) strengthen the relationship, whereas communion 

personality traits (i.e., group-oriented) weaken the relationship. In a second exception by 

Lam, Van der Vegt, Walter, and Huang (2011) that draws on social comparison theory, 

upward performance comparison was positively related to interpersonal harming 

behaviors against high performers when the perpetrators expected low future 

performance relative to the high performer and when the work group had less cooperative 

goals. Popular press has concurred that high performers are more likely to experience 

victimization because of envy and competition from coworkers, and suggests the high 

performers’ victimization has a negative impact on a number of outcomes including well-

being, productivity, turnover, and organizational performance (see Bruzzese, 2002; 

Namie & Namie, 2002; Sutton, 2007).  

   Building on this body of research and anecdotal evidence which imply high 

performers may be more prone to victimization, I address the victimization of high 
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performers by drawing on the victim precipitation model and social comparison theory. 

In this study, task performance is defined as ―behaviors that contribute to the production 

of a good or the provision of a service‖ (Rotundo & Sackett, 2001, p. 67). Workplace 

victimization is defined as the self-perception of being a target of interpersonal 

aggression from coworkers (see Aquino & Thau, 2009). I use the term ―high performance 

victims‖ to refer to individuals with high task performance who have been the targets of 

harmful behaviors by their coworkers. The objective of this study is, therefore, to 

investigate why and when high performers experience victimization. In doing so, this 

study makes several contributions to our understanding of the victimization of high 

performance employees. 

 First, this study uses a key behavioral outcome—task performance—as the victim 

precipitation factor that instigates unfavorable social comparison. Previous research has 

not explicitly examined the relationship between task performance and victimization. 

Although Kim and Glomb (2010) suggested the possibility of ―smart victims‖ by linking 

cognitive ability and victimization, they argued that the behavioral outcomes of high 

cognitive ability (e.g., high task performance) promote the unfavorable social comparison 

processes between high cognitive ability employees and other coworkers. Lam and her 

colleagues (2011) used subjective perceptions of upward performance comparisons 

toward work group members as the predictor of interpersonal harming behaviors. In this 

study, I use task performance ratings provided by supervisors as the predictor of 

unfavorable social comparison processes that subsequently drive the victimization of high 

performers.  
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 Second, this study examines two types of mediating mechanisms of social 

comparison that underlie the relationship between task performance and victimization—

unintentional (i.e., envy and competition by perpetrators) and intentional instigation 

mechanisms (i.e., condescension by victims). Although Kim and Glomb (2010) suggested 

that social comparison mediating mechanisms (i.e., envy, competition, and 

condescending behaviors) may exist, they did not test any mediating processes that 

explain why high performers experience victimization. Thus, this study contributes to 

understanding (1) the victim precipitation model which suggests that victims (e.g., high 

performers) either intentionally or unintentionally precipitate interpersonal harming 

behaviors from fellow employees (see Aquino, Grover, Bradfield, & Allen, 1 999; Curtis, 

1974; Schafer, 1968) and (2) the social comparison process that occurs between high 

performance employees and their fellow employees (see Festinger, 1954). Understanding 

the process underlying the relationship between task performance and victimization is 

important because it can help develop prevention tactics that protect these highly 

desirable employees and subsequently keep them motivated, productive, and retained.   

 Third, this study examines the moderating roles that work group contextual 

factors play in shaping the relationship between task performance and victimization at the 

individual-level. Because organizations are inherently multilevel structures and work 

groups may be the most direct contextual factors that shape individual-level phenomena 

(see Cappelli & Sherer, 1991; Hackman, 1992; Johns, 2006; Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; 

Kozlowski & Klein, 2000; Mowday & Sutton, 1993), viewing victimization through the 

lens of group-level contextual factors contributes to establishing the boundary conditions 

of the victimization of high performers. In addition, considering contextual issues may 
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make study findings more accessible to practitioners or consumers of management 

research (Bamberger, 2008; Dubin, 1976) who might prefer situation-based (e.g., 

enhancing collective identity, building fair environment, training transformational 

leaders) over person-based interventions (e.g., personality test for selection) in reducing 

the victimization of high performers. Specifically, on the basis of multiple theoretical 

frameworks and empirical findings (e.g., social identity theory, group engagement model, 

and transformational leadership theory), I propose five situational buffers: (1) collective 

identity, (2) overall justice climate, (3) climate of concern for employees, (4) social 

interaction, and (5) transformational leadership.  

 In summary, this study attempts to examine (1) the social comparison-driven 

intentional and unintentional mediating mechanisms underlying the relationship between 

task performance and victimization and (2) the moderating roles that work group 

contextual factors play in shaping the high performance victim phenomenon at the 

individual-level. The model is represented in Figure 1. Investigating these issues is 

important both theoretically and practically. From a theoretical standpoint, this study 

extends the victim precipitation model and social comparison theory by exploring the 

underlying mechanisms of the high performance victimization link and its group-level 

boundary conditions. From a practical standpoint, this study contributes to building a 

healthy workplace that promotes both employee well-being and organizational 

performance by delineating the mechanism through which contextual factors may 

mitigate the high performance victim phenomenon.  
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Chapter 2: Selected Literature Review of Workplace Victimization 

 Given that workplace victimization has been a phenomenon that hurts both 

employee well-being and organizational performance worldwide (see Bruzzese, 2002; 

International Labour Organization, 1998; National Institute for Occupational Safety and 

Health, 1997; Namie & Namie, 2000; Schat, Frone, & Kelloway, 2006; Sutton, 2007), a 

growing body of literature has examined the person- and situation-based antecedents, the 

negative psychological and physiological consequences, and the prevention and coping 

strategies related to workplace victimization (for review, see Aquino & Thau, 2009; 

Bowling & Beehr, 2006). I first define workplace victimization and then discuss the 

previous workplace victimization literature with a focus on its antecedents. This literature 

review notes the research gap, the placement of this study, and the contributions of this 

study within the workplace victimization literature.   

Definition of Workplace Victimization  

 On the basis of workplace victimization literature, I suggest that workplace 

victimization refers to the self-perception of being a target of interpersonal aggression 

from coworkers (see Aquino & Thau, 2009). This definition has three conditions. First, 

workplace victimization is a subjective and perceptual process, which is consistent with 

the original criminology theory of victimization (see Quinney, 1972; Schafer, 1968). 

Second, workplace victimization is a broad construct that includes multiple types of 

nonsexual forms of interpersonal aggressive behaviors (e.g., incivility, undermining, 

aggression/antisocial behaviors, violence). Excluding sexual forms of interpersonal 

aggression is consistent with research which found the experience of sexual harassment 

and nonsexual forms of interpersonal aggression was different (see Hershcovis & Barling, 
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2010a). Third, workplace victimization is limited here to coworker’s aggressive behavior. 

This view is narrower than the view that workplace victimization is driven by broad 

sources such as ―people at work‖ that include supervisors, subordinates, and customers 

aggregated together. This narrow view is consistent with previous studies that specify the 

source of aggressive behaviors to reflect the distinct patterns of aggressive behavior from 

supervisors, coworkers, and customers (see Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002; Grandey, 

Dickter, & Sin, 2004; Hershcovis & Barling, 2010b; Tepper, 2007). 

Antecedents of Workplace Victimization 

 The current body of workplace victimization research has investigated several 

types of predictors. Two key predictor sets can be categorized as person-based predictors 

(e.g., demographics, personality, behaviors, and structural positions) and situation-based 

predictors (e.g., job design, leadership, work group characteristics, organizational climate 

and structure, and industry).  

Person-Based Predictors  

 The victim precipitation model is the main theoretical framework that explains 

why certain individuals are more likely to precipitate victimization (Curtis, 1974; 

Gottfredson, 1981; Schafer, 1968, 1977). The core proposition of the victim precipitation 

model is that at a minimum, victims are unintentionally (or unknowingly) at risk of 

victimization as a result of their individual characteristics and behavioral tendencies; at a 

maximum, victims are intentionally (or knowingly) at risk of victimization as a result of 

their individual characteristics and behavioral tendencies (see Schafer, 1977). Simply put, 

victims may exhibit either unintentional or intentional attitudinal and behavioral 

tendencies that instigate perpetrators to respond to them with aggressive behaviors. 
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Drawing on this model, Olweus (1978, 1993) proposed two types of victims in school 

settings: submissive and proactive victims. Submissive victims are physically weak, 

cautious, sensitive, and quiet; provocative victims are aggressive and hostile. Aquino and 

colleagues (e.g., Aquino & Bradfield, 2002; Aquino et al., 1999) found that the 

submissive-provocative victim typology is generalizable in organizational settings.            

 Drawing on the submissive-provocative victim typology, scholarly literature has 

examined the roles that demographics (e.g., age, gender, and tenure; Aquino & Bradfield, 

2000; Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001), personality traits (e.g. trait 

negative affectivity, Big Five personality traits, and self-esteem; Aquino & Bradfield, 

2000; Aquino et al., 1999; Tepper, Duffy, Henle, & Lambert, 2006; Vartia, 1996), 

behaviors (e.g., dominant behavior, organizational citizenship behavior, and conflict 

management style; Aquino, 2000; Aquino & Bommer, 2003; Aquino & Byron, 2002), 

and structural positions (e.g., supervisor/subordinate; Aquino, 2000; Lamertz & Aquino, 

2004) play in predicting workplace victimization.  

 According to this typology, females, old or young individuals, ethnic minorities, 

individuals low in self-determination, and individuals low in self-esteem are considered 

to be submissive victims because they have the individual characteristics that represent 

weakness (e.g., Aquino et al., 1977; Schafer, 1977; Vartia, 1996). Individuals who are 

dominant and aggressive are considered to be provocative victims because they have 

individual characteristics that elicit retaliatory actions from others (e.g., Aquino & 

Bradfield, 2000; Aquino & Byron, 2002). Individuals high in negative affectivity are 

considered to be either submissive or provocative victims because high negative 

affectivity represents either insecurity or hostility. A meta-analytic review (Bowling & 
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Beehr, 2006) suggested that among these predictors, trait negative affectivity is one of the 

most consistent predictors of workplace victimization (r = .21, Bowling & Beehr, 2006).     

 However, research has not considered how the victim precipitation model can 

explain the role of victim’s task performance in victimization. Recently, Kim and Glomb 

(2010) extended the scope of the victim precipitation model by positing that smart 

employees which is associated with high performance may also either unintentionally 

(i.e., through envy and competition) or intentionally (i.e., through condescending 

behaviors) provoke other fellow employees to react to them with harmful behaviors. 

However, they did not empirically test the two instigation processes. Given the 

importance of the high performance victim phenomenon (see Chapter 1), this literature 

review suggests that research empirically examining the mediating processes (i.e., 

unintentional and intentional instigations) between task performance and victimization is 

necessary to advance our knowledge regarding the high performance victim phenomenon 

and to suggest practical recommendations  to protect high performers from workplace 

victimization.  

Situation-Based Predictors  

 Criminology theories of victimization emphasize the role of situational forces in 

instigating potential perpetrators to engage in interpersonal aggressive behaviors and 

subsequently increase victimization (see Elias, 1986). Elias (1986) suggested that either 

regulatory failure or structural force contribute to victimization. Regulatory failure is 

related to the specific rules and practices that fail to control aggressive behaviors (e.g., 

inadequate law, rules, and practices); structural force is related to a broader social context 

such as economic and social conditions (e.g., economic downturn, oppressive culture). 
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This argument implies that situational forces influence perpetrators to harm others, which 

in turn increase victimization.  

 Situational factors are also investigated for the specific case of workplace 

victimization. These situational factors include job design (e.g., job autonomy, job variety, 

task significance, and work load; Agervold & Mikkelsen, 2004; Einarsen, Raknes, & 

Matthiesen, 1994;Vartia, 1996), conflict (e.g., task and interpersonal conflict; Skogstad, 

Einarsen, Torsheim, Aasland, & Hetland, 2007), leadership (e.g., manager’s intolerance 

for ambiguity, theory X belief, laissez-faire leadership, abusive supervision, and 

supervisor undermining ; Ashforth, 1997; Duffy et al., 2002, Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007; 

Skogstad et al., 2007), work group characteristics (e.g., group-level aggression, and 

diversity; Duffy, Shaw, Scott, & Tepper, 2006; Glomb & Liao, 2003; Robinson & 

O’Leary-Kelly, 1998), and organizational climates, norms, and structure (e.g., 

cooperative team goals, justice climate, oppositional norm, and centralized or formalized 

structure; Aquino, Douglas, & Martinko, 2004; Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2006; Tobin, 

2001; Lam et al., 2011), and industry (e.g., manufacturing vs. service, and public vs. 

private; Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Hubert & Van Veldhoven, 2001; Mikkelsen & 

Einarsen, 2002). 

 Specifically, poor job design is positively related to victimization because it 

produces negative emotional and cognitive states that encourage victimization. A meta-

analytic review by Bowling and Beehr (2006) found that role conflict (r = .35), role 

ambiguity (r = .24), work overload (r = .22), constraints (r = .44), and autonomy (r = -

.20) were consistent predictors of workplace victimization. In terms of poor leadership, 

Mitchell and Ambrose (2007) found that abusive supervision was positively related to 
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interpersonal deviance behaviors among coworkers. They suggested that this relationship 

may be due to displaced aggression mechanisms. Work group characteristics are also 

sources of workplace victimization. Glomb and Liao (2003) found that group-level 

interpersonal aggression was positively related to individual-level interpersonal 

aggression because this work group context communicates to the group members that 

aggressive behaviors are acceptable. With regard to organizational climate and norms, 

Aquino and his colleagues (2004) found that when organization norms were more 

oppositional (e.g., promoting confrontation and negativism), the relationship between 

overt expression of anger and victimization became stronger because of social learning 

processes. Lam and her colleagues (2011) also found that cooperative team goals were 

negatively related to interpersonal harming behaviors toward high performers because 

cooperative team goals reduce the unfavorable social comparison processes between high 

performers and other group members. Other studies examined the role of industry and 

found mixed results. Einarsen and Skogstad (1996) found that victimization was higher in 

the private sector, whereas Hubert and Van Veldhoven (2001) found that victimization 

was higher in the public sector. This body of research has enhanced our understanding of 

the role that situational factors play in predicting victimization.  

 With the exception of a few studies that explore the contextual influence of work 

group characteristics on victimization using group-level assessment (e.g., Duffy et al., 

2006; Glomb & Liao, 2003), most studies have used individual-level assessment of 

group-level contextual factors (i.e., mismatch between construct and measurement level). 

For example, Aquino and colleagues (2006) measured justice climate at the individual-

level. Skogstad and colleagues (2007) measured task and emotional conflict at the 
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individual-level to link this with workplace victimization. Importantly, there is no 

empirical research that examines whether contextual factors assessed at the group-level 

play a buffering or an exacerbating role on the relationship between task performance and 

workplace victimization. Given the importance of group context on individual-level 

psychological states and behaviors (see Kozlowski & Klein, 2000), this literature review 

suggests that further research is necessary to enhance the understanding of the role that 

work group context plays in shaping workplace victimization at the individual level, 

especially, the role that it plays in shaping the relationship between the individual-level 

variables of task performance and victimization. This study answers the important 

question of in which group context high performers are more or less likely to experience 

victimization and subsequently suggests valuable practical implications to managers who 

want to protect high performers.  

 This literature summary clearly suggests that there is a research gap in the high 

performance victim domain. In this study, I attempt to fill the gap by investigating (1) 

both unintentional (i.e., envy and competition) and intentional (i.e., condescension) 

mediating mechanisms that lie between task performance and victimization and (2) the 

moderating roles that group-level contextual factors (i.e., collective identity, overall 

justice climate, climate of concern for employee, social interaction, and transformational 

leadership) play in the relationship between the individual-level variables of task 

performance and victimization.  
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Chapter 3: Mechanisms Linking Task Performance and Victimization 

Unintentional Instigation: Envy and Competition by Perpetrators 

 

 Both the victim precipitation model (Curtis, 1974; Gottfredson, 1981; Schafer, 

1968, 1977) and social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954) support the multiple 

mechanisms that explain the relationship between task performance and victimization. In 

particular, the victim precipitation model—victims either unintentionally or intentionally 

instigate potential perpetrators to react to them with harmful behavior—suggests the 

overarching framework and social comparison theory suggests the specific theoretical 

mechanisms of the proposed relationship.  

            The multiple processes delineated in social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954) 

guide the proposed relationship between task performance and victimization. First, the 

advantageous characteristics of high performance employees may instigate potential 

perpetrators to react to them with harmful behaviors in a more unintentional or passive 

way (i.e., potential perpetrators’ envy and their sense of competition). Across multiple 

organizational settings and jobs, high performers are generally treated as key or star 

players in a work group because of their significant influence on work group or 

organization performance (Cappelli, 2000; Michaels et al., 2001; Randall, 1987; Sturman 

et al., 2003). People who are working smarter and harder are more likely to be high 

performers and achieve career success (see Judge, Klinger, & Simon, 2010; O’Reilly & 

Chatman, 1994; Schmidt & Hunter, 2004). However, these positive characteristics may 

also instigate others to feel envious or experience a sense of competition and may lead 

them to react to high performers with harmful behaviors. 
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            Social comparison theorists argue that in the case of abilities or performance
1
, 

people are generally involved in upward comparison rather than in downward 

comparison (i.e., upward drive; Festinger, 1954). Festinger (1954) proposed that ―given a 

range of possible persons for comparison, someone close to one’s own ability or opinion 

will be chosen for comparison‖ (p. 121). Since most people, however, have more 

favorable views of themselves than objective evidence warrants (Greenwald, 1980; 

Taylor & Brown, 1988), they generally choose high performers as targets of comparison 

(i.e., upward comparison, Lam et al., 2011). Furthermore, individuals are more likely to 

select a ―standard setter‖ who has high levels of competence as the target of comparison 

(Feldman & Ruble, 1981). Similar comparison processes are presented in the self-

evaluation maintenance model (Tesser, 1988) and the relative deprivation model (Crosby, 

1976, 1984) which emphasize the upward social comparison elements of the social 

comparison theory. The self-evaluation model suggests that individuals try to maintain a 

positive self-evaluation and this evaluation is influenced by one’s relationships with 

others—particularly others who are psychologically close to the individual (e.g., family, 

friends, and coworkers). Self-evaluation is influenced by the processes of reflection and 

comparison. Reflection occurs when the successful performance of a close person is 

mirrored in oneself and thus improves one’s self-evaluation; such reflection generally 

occurs when the performance is in a domain not relevant to one’s self-definition. 

However, when successful performance of another is in a domain that is relevant to one’s 

                                                 
1
 The terms ―ability‖ and ―performance‖ are used interchangeably in the literature on social comparison. 

Several experimental studies used an intelligence score to represent the performance level of participants 

(e.g., Brewer & Weber, 1994; Gardner, Gabriel, & Hochschild, 2002; Hoffman, Festinger, & Lawrence, 

1954).    
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self-definition, comparison processes will instead occur and would result in lowered self-

evaluation. High task performance in a work setting is strongly related to competence—a 

fundamental intrinsic motivation of human beings (Deci & Ryan, 2002); thus, 

comparison, instead of reflection, would occur as this is a characteristic relevant to one’s 

self-definition. Relative deprivation has been used as an explanatory mechanism for a 

variety of phenomena in the social and organizational sciences and it shares similar 

theoretical mechanisms with the social comparison model and the self-evaluation model. 

Like these models, relative deprivation processes are dependent on a comparison process 

that is focused on what others have (that one does not), the result of which leads to 

behavior engagement to reduce the deprivation. The underlying similarities of these 

theories undergird the idea that upward social comparison on a relevant dimension (e.g., 

task performance) with other employees lowers self-evaluation and heightens the sense of 

relative deprivation.  

            These upward comparison processes that focus on both the self-lacking and the 

other-possessing result in emotional reactions such as envy (DePaola, 2001; Parrott & 

Smith, 1993; Salovey & Rothman, 1991; Smith, 2000; Smith & Kim, 2007), depressive 

feelings (e.g., Beck, 1967; Gilbert, 1992; Smith, Parrot, Ozer, & Moniz, 1994), shame 

(e.g., Gilbert, 1992; Lewis,1992), and hostility (Solomon, 1976). These negative states 

are affective manifestations of unfavorable upward comparison (e.g., Tesser, Millar, & 

Moore, 1988; Tesser, Pilkington, & McIntosh, 1989) and may promote the desire for 

restoration of decreased self-evaluation by enacting aggressive behaviors. In this study, I 

focus on envy—―an unpleasant, often painful emotion characterized by feelings of 

inferiority, hostility, and resentment caused by an awareness of a desired attribute 
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enjoyed by another person‖ (Smith & Kim, 2007, p. 46)—rather than several other 

negative affective states because envy captures both self-lacking emotions (e.g., shame 

and depressed feelings) and other-possessing emotions (e.g., resentment and hostility) 

that come from comparison (Smith, 2000). The envious person can restore their self-

evaluation by altering the envied person’s outcomes; one way to achieve this goal is by 

harming the envied person (Duffy, Shaw, & Schaubroeck, 2008; Vecchio, 1995). 

Previous research has supported the notion that an envious person may harm the envied 

person (e.g., Cohen-Charash & Muller, 2007; Dunn & Schweitzer, 2006; Mouly & 

Sankaran, 2002; Salovey & Rodin, 1984;Vecchio, 2007), and this harm negatively alters 

the envied person’s outcomes including job performance and satisfaction (Duffy & Shaw, 

2000; Exline & Lobel, 1999). Research suggests that harming the envied other decreases 

the envious person’s frustration stemming from his or her sense of inferiority (Fox & 

Spector, 1999; Kulik & Brown, 1979; Smith, 1991; Spector, 1975, 1978) and restores the 

envious person’s damaged self-esteem (Fein & Spencer, 1997). Simply put, high 

performance employees are more likely to be the targets of envy by potential perpetrators 

and, as a result, may be more likely to be victimized.   

Hypothesis 1: High task performance of targets is positively related to their 

victimization, and this relationship is mediated by the perpetrators’ emotion of 

envy toward the targets. 

             Although much of the theorizing above suggests that the social comparison 

processes would occur only for lower performance employees when they compare 

themselves with higher performance employees, this is not the only case in which 

comparison occurs. These social comparison processes may also result in competition 
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(Festinger, 1954; Garcia, Tor, & Gonzalez, 2006; Menon & Thompson, 2007; Tesser, 

1988; Wood, 1989) when the performance of comparison targets is virtually equal or 

slightly superior (Goethals, 1986; Goethals & Darley, 1977). Competition is defined in 

the American Heritage Dictionary (2006) as ―rivalry between two or more persons for an 

object desired in common, usually resulting in a victor and a loser.‖ The competition may 

instigate aggressive or harming behaviors against rivals (Aquino & Thau, 2009; Deutsch, 

1985; Kohn, 1992, 1993) as a way of maintaining and restoring the instigator’s self-

evaluation. Kohn (1992) proposed that intense competition triggers aggressive behavior 

against rivals because it generates the idea of ―win at all costs,‖ a poor relationship, a 

sense of inferiority (i.e., damaged self-evaluation), and hostility. Hence, people maintain 

or restore their self-evaluation when they win even if this is done by ―winning ugly‖ and 

by harming the winners. For example, a classic experiment by Hoffman, Festinger, and 

Lawrence (1954) reported that after a member in a group of three received a higher initial 

performance score (i.e.,  intelligence test score) relative to the other two, the higher scorer 

was harmed by the other two in the subsequent performance tasks (i.e., withholding 

resources and information from a target) and these behavioral trends were strengthened 

when three members in a group had a similar initial intelligence test scores (see also 

Coulomb-Cabagno & Rascle, 2006; Kirkpatrick, Waugh, Valencia, & Webster, 2002; 

O’Moore, 2000; Rocha & Rogers, 1976; Salin, 2003). These harming behaviors against 

rivals reduce the performance gap between the rivals and contribute to maintaining or 

restoring the lower performers’ self-evaluation. Simply put, high performance employees 

are more likely to be the targets of competition by potential perpetrators and, as a result, 

may be more likely to be victimized.   
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Hypothesis 2: High task performance of targets is positively related to their 

victimization, and this relationship is mediated by the perpetrators’ sense of 

competition toward the targets.   

Intentional Instigation: Condescension by Victims  

            Thus far, I have suggested that high performers may unintentionally instigate 

envy and competition from other coworkers and, as a result, may more likely be 

victimized. According to the victim precipitation model, high performers may also 

instigate potential perpetrators in a more intentional or active way (i.e., condescending or 

patronizing behaviors by victims), which results in retaliatory aggressive behaviors (i.e., 

tit for tat; Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Glomb & Liao, 2003). Recently, Menon and 

Thompson (2007) found that individuals who are the targets of upward comparison (i.e., 

engaging in downward comparison) may experience more self-enhancing biases. In other 

words, they may overestimate the comparison threat they pose to others. Due to this 

perceptual bias, they may experience uncomfortable interpersonal relationships as 

―asymmetries in threat appraisal [straining] social interactions during a conflict situation‖ 

(Menon & Thompson, 2007, p. 56). In their experimental study, individuals who viewed 

themselves as threatening provoke unfavorable reactions from their partners. 

Condescending or scorning attitudes and behaviors—manifestations of the self-enhancing 

bias (Duffy et al., 2008)—may elicit unfavorable reactions from the downward 

comparison targets (Menon & Thompson, 2007). In an organizational context, high 

performers are more likely to achieve favorable work outcomes (e.g., higher status and 

salary), which may result in condescending behaviors because of a self-enhancing bias 

after comparing themselves against their coworkers. These condescending attitudes and 
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behaviors may instigate other employees to respond to high performers with aggressive 

behaviors to retaliate against these low-intensity harming behaviors of condescension 

from high performers (see Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Glomb & Liao, 2003). Drawing 

on social exchange theory, Glomb and her colleagues (e.g., Glomb, 2002; Glomb & Liao, 

2003) provided empirical support for the idea of reciprocal aggression. Simply put, high 

performance employees may be more likely to show condescending attitudes and 

behaviors toward other employees and, as a result, may be more likely to be victimized in 

retaliation.   

Hypothesis 3: High task performance of targets is positively related to their 

victimization, and this relationship is mediated by the victims’ condescension 

toward the potential perpetrators. 
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Chapter 4: Contextual Moderators 

            As discussed, the first purpose of this study is to examine both unintentional (i.e., 

envy and competition) and intentional instigation mechanisms (i.e., condescension) 

underlying the relationship between task performance and victimization. Due to the 

multilevel nature of organizations, the second purpose of this study is to examine the 

moderating role that work group contextual factors play in shaping the high performance 

victim phenomenon at the individual level.  

            In this study, drawing on the psychological literature, I propose that (1) collective 

identity, (2) overall justice climate, (3) climate of concern for employees, (4) social 

interaction, and (5) transformational leadership may serve as situational minimizers of the 

high performance victim phenomenon. The central argument is that these work group 

contextual factors decrease the likelihood that social-comparison-driven unintentional 

(i.e., envy and competition) and intentional (i.e., condescension) instigations between 

high performers and their group members occur, which subsequently decreases the 

likelihood that high performers are victimized.  

 One might argue that there is construct overlap between the five positive 

contextual factors; prior research shows moderate to high correlations (e.g., r = .26 ~.70) 

between them. Furthermore, the four work group contextual factors may mitigate the 

unfavorable social comparison between high performers and their group members all by 

working through the promotion of the collective identity. However, these work group 

contextual factors also influence the social comparison mechanisms in a unique way. I 

address both the theoretical distinctiveness as well as the theoretical overlap of these 

ideas.      
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Collective Identity  

            Collective identity is defined as shared perceptions among group members of the 

degree to which people merge their sense of self with the group (Ashmore, Deaux, & 

McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004; Pratt, 2003) and is usually operatioanalized with items such as 

―The successes of the people in the work group are my successes‖ and ―When someone 

praise the work group, it feels like a personal compliment‖ (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). In 

this study, following the recommendation of Ashmore and colleagues (2004), I use the 

term collective identity rather than social identity to represent work group identity. 

Ashmore and colleagues (2004) suggested that social identity is broader and less clear 

than collective identity because all forms of identity are inherently socially influenced 

and the meanings of social identity are numerous.  

            Collective identity moderates the positive relationship between task performance 

and victimization because it alters the social comparison processes and outcomes among 

work group members. Collective identity changes (1) the targets of comparison from 

fellow high performers to other groups, (2) the source of self-evaluation from personal 

capability (e.g., high individual task performance) to group capability, and (3) the 

perceptions toward other group members from ―they‖ to ―we‖ (see Brewer & Gardner, 

1996; Flynn, 2005; Hogg, 2000; Smith, Coats, & Walling, 1999). An experimental study 

by Brewer and Weber (1994) found that participants in a low collective identity condition 

were more negative in their self-evaluation after they compared themselves with high-

performing individuals (i.e., those with high cognitive ability test scores) in their group, 

but they were not affected by intergroup comparison. In contrast, participants in a high 

collective identity condition were more positive in their self-evaluation after they 
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compared themselves with high-performing individuals in their group; they were more 

negative in their self-evaluation after they compared themselves with high performing 

individuals outside of their group (i.e., intergroup comparison). Another experimental 

study by Gardner, Gabriel, and Hochschild (2002) found a moderating role of self-

expansion in social comparison. When one’s self-view expands to include group 

memberships, group members’ successes (e.g., ability test similar to the Graduate Record 

Examination), even in self-relevant domains, promote self-evaluation rather than threaten 

it.   

 Given that collective identity alters social comparison processes and outcomes 

(i.e., the frame of reference, source of self-evaluation, and perceptions toward fellow 

members in the group; Brewer & Gardner, 1996), collective identity may prevent 

unfavorable interpersonal social comparison between high performance employees and 

their work group members. In particular, when collective identity is high, high 

performance coworkers are not the targets of envy and competition but are the pride of 

the group. High performance coworkers contribute to the increase in the fellow group 

members’ self-evaluation (i.e., reflection) because high performance employees more 

significantly contribute to group and organizational performance than do other group 

members (see Cappelli, 2000; Devine & Philips, 2001; Heslin, 1964; LePine, 2003; 

LePine, Hanson, Borman, & Motowidlo, 2000; Steiner, 1972; Michaels et al., 2001; 

Sturman et al., 2003); when group members share a strong collective identity, they are 

more proud when their group performs better than other groups and consider this as 

source of  positive self-evaluation (see Brewer & Weber, 1994). In other words, fellow 

group members perceive that group success is equivalent to their own success because 
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they integrate the work group into their self-concepts (see Ashforth & Mael, 1989; 

Dukerich, Golden, & Shortell, 2002; Gardner et al., 2002; Kramer, Hanna, Su, & Wei, 

2001) and are more likely to compare their own group with other groups using their 

group characteristics (i.e., intergroup social comparison). 

 In addition, when collective identity is high, high performance group members are 

more likely to respect other group members’ roles in the work group rather than express 

condescending behaviors toward them. In this case, high performance group members 

would perceive that group success is not only driven by their own performance but is also 

driven by the integration and cooperation of all team members’ unique capabilities (i.e., 

―We did it‖ rather than ―I did it‖).  

Hypothesis 4: Collective identity moderates the relationship between task 

performance and victimization, such that when collective identity is high, the 

positive relationship between task performance and victimization is weaker than 

when collective identity is low. 

Overall Justice Climate            

            Overall justice climate refers to shared perceptions of overall fair treatment 

among group members (see Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Li & Cropanzano, 2009). Most 

justice research has utilized three  (i.e., distributive, procedural, and interactional justice; 

Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001) or four facets of justice climate (i.e., distributive, 

procedural, interpersonal, and informational justice; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & 

Ng, 2001) in testing nomological networks of organizational justice climate (e.g., 

Colquitt, Noe, & Jackson, 2002; Ehrhart, 2004; Mossholder, Bennett, & Martin, 1998; 

Naumann & Bennett, 2000; Liao & Rupp, 2005; Simons & Roberson, 2003; Walumbwa, 
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Hartnell, & Oke, 2010) instead of using the concept of an overall justice climate. 

However, Rupp and Paddock (2010) suggested that overall justice climate mediates the 

relationship between specific justice climate and individual and group level outcomes. 

These findings suggest that overall justice climate may work as a more proximal and 

direct contextual condition that shapes individual-level phenomena instead of the three or 

four facets of organizational justice climate taken separately. More importantly, there is 

no clear theoretical ground for making distinct predictions across three or four facets of 

justice climate on the high performance victim phenomenon. For example, distributive 

justice climate (i.e., fair outcomes), procedural justice climate (i.e., fair process to decide 

the outcomes), and interpersonal justice climate (i.e., fair interpersonal treatment people 

received during the implementation of the process) can simultaneously cultivate the 

context that prevents unfavorable social comparison between high performance 

employees and fellow employees in a group and subsequently decreases the high 

performance victim phenomenon (see Duffy et al., 2008; Vecchio, 2000). Therefore, in 

this study, I use the overall justice climate construct rather than the specific justice 

climate construct (i.e., parsimonious approach, Whetten, 1989). This approach is also 

consistent with monistic approach which suggests that all three or four facets of justice 

perceptions occur simultaneously (e.g., Cropanzano and Ambrose, 2001, Greenberg, 

2001; Lind, 2001; Shapiro, 2001).  

            Several prominent justice theories support the moderating role that overall justice 

climate plays in the relationship between task performance and victimization. First, 

according to the justice literature, overall justice climate may mitigate the negative 

consequences of upward social comparison toward high performers (i.e., envy, 
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competition, and interpersonal aggression) because justice signals to the group members 

that they are valued and respected (see Blader & Tyler, 2005; Colquitt, Greenberg, & 

Zapata-Phelan, 2005). Duffy and her colleagues (2008) posited that justice climate may 

weaken the feeling of envy; justice-related workplace norms prevent unfavorable social 

comparisons from taking place but even if they do take place, these norms reduce the 

negative emotional response following such unfavorable social comparison. Tai, 

Narayanan, and McAliister (2012) suggested that fair treatment activates a challenge-

oriented action tendency (e.g., increasing task performance) and deactivates threat-

oriented action tendencies (e.g., harming behavior toward high performers) when envy 

occurs; fellow employees view the higher status of the high performer as justified and 

understand that they can also be high performers if they work hard because all employees 

experience fair and equitable treatment from organizations (e.g., fair performance 

appraisal system; Greenberg, 2000). Consistent with these theoretical propositions, Smith, 

Parrott, Ozer, and Moniz (1994) found that justice is negatively related to hostile aspects 

of envy, which, in turn, reduces harming behaviors toward the envied other. Drawing on 

the social exchange model of harming reaction to envy, Cohen-Charash and Mueller 

(2007) found that fair situations prevent the interpersonal aggression of envious people 

from taking place by restoring their self-evaluation and deactivating their need to harm 

others. In addition, justice promotes cooperation rather than competition (Tyler, 2008) 

and results in more constructive rather than destructive competition among employees 

(Johnson & Johnson, 1989) that would drive employees to work harder rather than to 

harm the high performing rivals.  
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             Second, uncertainty management theory (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002) suggests 

that justice reduces people’s perception of uncertainty and subsequently influences their 

psychological states and behaviors. Overall justice climate contributes to the reduction of 

uncertainty because justice prevents the fear of being exploited or excluded and promotes 

trustworthiness in a social exchange relationship (see Lind & Van den Bos, 2002). 

Uncertainty is one of the key driving forces of social comparison (Festinger, 1954, 

Gibbons & Buunk, 1999; Taylor, Buunk, & Aspinwall, 1990). Festinger (1954) suggested 

that when the environment is uncertain, people are more likely to compare themselves to 

others to reduce the discomfort related to the uncertainty (see Buunk, Schaufeli, Ybema, 

1994; Gerad, 1963; Molleman, Pruyn, van Knippenberg, 1986, for empirical evidence). 

In organization settings, when work group members perceive high levels of uncertainty, 

they are more likely to compare themselves with fellow group members (e.g., high 

performance workers) when evaluating their performance. This body of research implies 

that by reducing uncertainty, overall justice climate may weaken the social-comparison-

induced unintentional (i.e., envy and a sense of competition) and intentional (i.e., 

condescending behaviors) instigations and may subsequently decrease the likelihood that 

the high performance employees are victimized. 

 Third, the group engagement model suggests that justice activates people’s 

collective identity within groups and subsequently influences their psychological states 

and behaviors (Tyler & Blader, 2000, 2003). According to this model, overall justice 

climate may make it less likely for unfavorable social comparison processes and high 

performer victimization in a work group from taking place by promoting collective 

identity (see collective identity section above for more information).  
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 In summary, this body of research implies that overall justice climate may weaken 

the social-comparison-induced unintentional (i.e., envy and competition) and intentional 

(i.e., condescending behaviors) instigations and may subsequently decrease the likelihood 

that the high performance employees are victimized.  

Hypothesis 5:  Overall justice climate moderates the relationship between task 

performance and victimization, such that when overall justice climate is high, the 

positive relationship between task performance and victimization is weaker than 

when overall justice climate is low.  

Climate of Concern for Employees 

           Climate of concern for employees refers to the shared perceptions among work 

group members of the extent to which the work group values its members’ contributions 

and cares about its members’ well-being (Borucki & Burke, 1999; Chuang & Liao, 2010; 

Takeuchi, Chen, & Lepak, 2009). This group-level climate construct is rooted in the 

degree to which individuals perceive their work environment to value its members’ 

contributions and cares about its employees’ well-being (i.e., perceived organizational 

support; see Burke, Borucki, & Hurley, 1992; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).  

            Multiple theoretical frameworks and empirical findings support the moderating 

role that the climate of concern for employees might play on the relationship between 

task performance and victimization. First, according to the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 

1960), individuals feel obligated to respond to positive behaviors with other positive 

behaviors, and become unwilling to break this circle because it hurts their reputation (e.g., 

untrustworthy and unkind). In a work group, this norm of positive reciprocity manifests 

attitudes and behaviors that acknowledge the members’ contributions and promote their 
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well-being. A high level of climate of concern for employees implies that work groups 

have already established such norms of positive reciprocity among group members. In 

this work group context, high performers may be less likely to be victims because this 

context sends signals to fellow employees about the importance of acknowledging high 

performers’ contributions and caring for high performers’ well-being rather than feeling 

negative emotions such as envy or perceiving the sense of competition toward high 

performers. Furthermore, high performers may also perceive that their accomplishment is 

not solely due to their own ability or motivation but also due to their cooperation with 

fellow employees. A work group where the climate of concern is prevalent shapes high 

performers’ attitudes and behaviors to value fellow workers’ contributions and caring for 

their well-being. Thus, high performers are more likely to appreciate fellow work group 

members’ work rather than to express condescending behavior toward the work group 

members. Subsequently, high performers may be less likely to be victims. 

 Beyond the theory of reciprocity, Ashforth and Mael (1989) suggested that the 

group and organization’s concern for employees' well-being improves the members’ self-

evaluation (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchinson, & Sowa, 1986) and promotes group or 

organizational identity (i.e., collective identity; see also Sluss, Klimchak, & Holmes, 

2008 for empirical evidence). By promoting members’ self-evaluation and by fostering 

collective identity, the climate of concern for employees may make it less likely for 

unfavorable social comparison processes and high performer victimization in a work 

group (see collective identity section above for more information).  

In summary, this body of research implies that climate of concern for employees 

may weaken the social-comparison-induced unintentional (i.e., envy and competition) 
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and intentional (i.e., condescending behaviors) instigations and may subsequently 

decrease the likelihood that high performance employees are victimized.  

Hypothesis 6: The climate of concern for employees moderates the relationship 

between task performance and victimization, such that when the climate of 

concern for employees is high, the positive relationship between task performance 

and victimization is weaker than when the climate of concern for employees is 

low. 

Social Interaction  

 

           Social interaction refers to the extent to which work group members interact with 

each other as friends (see Klein, Conn, Smith, & Sorra, 2001). It reflects beneficial, 

friendly, and high quality interpersonal relationships among work group members 

(Dutton & Ragins, 2007; Heaphy & Dutton, 2008). Recently, Grant and Parker (2009) 

posited the relational job design model that reemphasized the importance of embedding 

(positive) interpersonal relationships at work—an idea that was neglected in the classic 

job design model (see also Grant 2007; Grant, Fried, & Juillerat, 2010). Oldham and 

Hackman (2010) replied that ―circumstances change, and the time is now right for 

research that focuses squarely on the social aspect of the work itself. The reason … is that 

social interaction is now much more pervasive and prominent in contemporary work 

organizations than previously was the case‖ (p. 467). This trend is consistent with the 

need to belong theory which suggests that building positive interpersonal relationships is 

a fundamental intrinsic motivation of human beings (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). In this 

study, consistent with Klein and her colleagues (2001) who used social interaction as a 

group-level construct, I also conceptualize social interaction as a group-level concept (i.e., 
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contextual drivers that influence the work group as a whole) because this study examines 

the cross-level moderating role that social interaction plays on predicting individual-level 

victimization. This group-level conceptualization complements a popular individual- and 

job-level conceptualization of job characteristics in the job design literature (see 

Morgeson & Campion, 2003).        

            Several theories support the contextual influence of social interaction on the high 

performance victim phenomenon. Barerra and Ainley (1983) posited that social 

interaction among group members is one facet of social support in everyday situations 

that contributes to maintaining a positive self-evaluation. Kahn (1990) also found that 

social interaction (i.e., meaningful interaction) promoted self-appreciation, dignity, and a 

sense of worthwhileness (see also Roberts, 2007). In other words, social interaction 

buffers the negative influence of unfavorable social comparison in a work group by 

allowing the work group members to regain their positive self-evaluation. Furthermore, 

social interaction decreases the hostile and depressive feelings associated with envy, 

promotes cooperation rather than competition, and decreases interpersonal aggression 

such as condescending and retaliatory behaviors (see Dutton & Ragins, 2007). In addition, 

the need to belong theory (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) suggests that in positive 

interpersonal relationships, the self merges with others and this merging causes the 

increased use of group-serving attributions. The relational capital model (Blatt, 2009) 

suggested that social interaction contributes to building a sense of community at work, 

and this sense of community strengthens collective identity by promoting self-disclosure 

and emotional expression. According to this theory, social interaction may make it less 

likely for unfavorable social comparison processes and high performer victimization in a 
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work group from taking place by promoting collective identity (see collective identity 

section above for more information).In summary, social interaction may prevent both 

unintentional (i.e., envy, competition) and intentional (i.e., condescension) instigations 

between high performance employees and their work group members and may 

subsequently decrease the likelihood that the high performance employees are victimized.  

Hypothesis 7:  Social interaction moderates the relationship between task 

performance and victimization, such that when social interaction is high, the 

positive relationship between task performance and victimization is weaker than 

when social interaction is low. 

Transformational Leadership 

            Transformational leadership refers to the general style of leadership behaviors 

presented to the work group that drive followers to selflessly perform beyond work 

expectation and is a shared contextual stimulus that permeates throughout the work group 

(see Bono & Judge, 2003; Kark, Shamir, & Chen, 2003; Liao & Chuang, 2007). In this 

study, I consider perceptions of group-level transformational leadership behaviors rather 

than perceptions of individual-level transformational leadership behaviors to investigate 

the cross-level moderating role that transformational leadership plays on the high 

performance victim phenomenon. Shamir and his colleagues (1998) proposed that 

transformational leadership behaviors ―are ambient behaviors that are either directed at 

the unit as a whole (for instance, emphasizing the collective identity) or at no one in 

particular (for instance, leader's self-sacrifice). Individual followers may perceive these 

behaviors differently and react to them differently, but the behaviors themselves are 

assumed to be homogenous with respect to an entire unit.‖ (p. 392). This group-level 
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leadership construct is also supported in prior research in leadership (e.g., Bono & Judge, 

2003; Ehrhart, 2004; Kark et al., 2003; Kirkman et al., 2009; Liao & Chuang, 2007; 

Shamir, Zakay, Breinin, & Popper, 1998; Walumbwa et al., 2010). 

            Bass (1985) suggested four types of transformational leadership behaviors 

including idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 

individual consideration that drive followers to perform beyond expectations. Specifically, 

idealized influence involves the leader’s demonstration of high standards of moral and 

ethical behaviors that drives followers to respect and emulate the leader; inspirational 

motivation involves the leader motivating and inspiring followers by providing a 

compelling vision of the future that drives a group forward; intellectual stimulation 

involves the leader reframing problems and questioning basic assumptions that encourage 

followers to be innovative and creative; and individualized consideration involves the 

leader showing attention to each follower’s need for achievement and growth 

opportunities and respecting individual differences that enhance the followers’ aspiration 

for their tasks. In other words, transformational leadership constitutes a broad range of 

leadership styles (i.e., a full range theory of leadership, Bass & Avolio, 1997) that 

captures ethical (see Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 2005) as well as motivational, 

intellectual, and interpersonal dimensions.  

            Multiple theoretical frameworks and empirical findings support the moderating 

role that transformational leadership plays on the relationship between task performance 

and victimization. First, according to the transformational leadership literature, 

transformational leadership may decrease the negative consequences of envy, 

competition, and condescending behaviors. Transformational leadership can be construed 
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as a form of social support from supervisors. In particular, the leader’s individualized 

consideration—one dimension of transformational leadership—works as social support 

and helps the followers maintain a positive self-evaluation. In other words, followers 

perceive individualized consideration as a form of social support from supervisors that 

enables them to cope better after upward comparisons and instigations by regaining their 

positive self-evaluation in a work group. Also, transformational leadership may prevent 

the destructive consequence of envy and competition that may result in interpersonal 

harming behaviors. Higher levels of moral standards and group-oriented inspirational 

motivation with a deeper appreciation for intellectual stimulation may drive group 

members to value and achieve high performance without sacrificing their ethical 

standards in a work group. That is, when transformational leadership is high, fellow 

group members’ envy and their sense of competition are less likely to trigger aggressive 

behaviors against high performers because these bad behaviors violates the ethical 

standards in a work group (i.e., "winning ugly‖ is not acceptable).              

 Second, according to self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000), 

transformational leadership influences followers’ psychological states and behaviors by 

promoting autonomous or internalized motivation in them (see Sheldon, Turban, Brown, 

Barrick, & Judge, 2003). Neighbors and Knee (2003) found that self-determination 

buffered the negative consequence of unfavorable social comparison. Using autonomy as 

an indicator of self-determination, their experimental study found that individuals with 

low autonomy experienced more negative changes in affect (i.e., positive to negative) and 

self-esteem after upward comparison, but individuals with high autonomy maintained 

their positive affect and self-esteem after upward comparison. Similarity, Testa and 
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Major (1990) found that participants in high perceived control condition (i.e., high 

autonomy) were less likely to feel envy after upward comparison. This body of research 

implies that by promoting a sense of autonomy, transformational leadership may reduce 

the negative consequences of social comparison (i.e., envy, competition, and 

condescending behaviors) between high performance members and their group members, 

and may subsequently decrease the likelihood that the high performance employees are 

victimized. Third, the self-concept-based theory of transformational leadership (Shamir, 

House, & Arthur, 1993) suggests that transformational leadership promotes followers’ 

collective identity which results in collective efficacy, group cohesiveness, and 

cooperation among group members (see also Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Kark & Shamir, 

2002; Kark et al., 2003; van Knippenberg, van Knippenberg,  De Cremer, & Hogg, 2004; 

Wu, Tsui, & Kinicki, 2010). According to this theory, transformational leadership may 

make it less likely for unfavorable social comparison processes and high performer 

victimization in a work group from taking place by promoting collective identity (see 

collective identity section above for more information).  

 In summary, this body of research implies that transformational leadership may 

decrease the likelihood that unintentional (i.e., envy and competition) and intentional (i.e., 

condescending behaviors) instigations occur, and may subsequently decrease the 

likelihood that the high performance employees are victimized.  

Hypothesis 8: Transformational leadership moderates the relationship between 

task performance and victimization, such that when transformational leadership is 

high, the positive relationship between task performance and victimization is 

weaker than when transformational leadership is low. 
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Chapter 5: Method 

 

Procedures and Participants  

 

Participants were drawn from three organizations (one government agency, two 

small advertising agencies) in South Korea. The government agency provides public 

service (e.g., public transportation management, public health management, and business 

support) in one of the largest metropolitan areas in Korea. Regarding organizational 

structure, a work group (or team) is the smallest core entity in this organization and there 

are three higher entities (i.e., unit, department, and division) as well as a top management 

team. The two small advertising agencies provide advertising related service (e.g., 

copywriting and production) for their clients. Regarding organizational structure, it is flat 

and a work group (or team) is the smallest core entity of work; a work group is consisted 

of its members and a leader, and it reports to a chief director.        

I contacted a senior organizational leader within each of these organizations (i.e., 

the human resource officers in a government agency, the chief directors of advertising 

agencies) and invited them to participate in the study in exchange for an extensive 

feedback report on employee well-being. I explained the objectives of the study, the 

survey procedure and compensation, and sought support from the senior leaders. The 

senior leaders sent flyers to work groups or teams via company-wide emails or team 

manager meetings. Confidentiality was assured. Consistent with previous research (e.g., 

George, 1990; Liao & Rupp, 2005; Walumbwa et al., 2010), I considered employees to 

be members of a work group when they had the same supervisor. Because the work group 

is the official entity in these organizations and the formal ranks of work group supervisor 
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and members are ―team manager‖ and ―team members‖, participants easily understood 

the meaning of work group (or team) in this study.           

At time 1, supervisors filled out a survey about the study participants’ task 

performance and work group members filled out a survey about collective identity, 

overall justice climate, climate of concern for employees, social interaction, 

transformational leadership, and other control variables (e.g., demographic information, 

personality). At time 2, work group members filled out a social network survey regarding 

envy, competition, condescending behaviors, and workplace victimization using the 

sociomatrix that lists all work group members’ names (see Marsden, 1990) and a survey 

regarding workplace victimization (i.e., 8-item scale). Data were collected via the 

Internet. The interval between each survey ranged from 3 to 5 weeks. Work group 

members were paid $30 USD (i.e., $10 USD for the first survey, $20 USD for the second 

survey) and supervisors were paid $10 USD.  

Table 1 shows sample characteristics (e.g., company size, response rates) for each 

organization. One hundred ninety three work groups consisting of 957 members were 

invited to participate in this study; ninety five work groups consisting of 342 members 

expressed interest in this study. Work group size was limited to 2 to 10 members because 

this survey required social network surveys as well as supervisor performance ratings. 

Ninety three work groups consisting of 305 members met this condition; eighty five work 

groups consisting of 266 members completed the first survey. Because network data 

require a high response rate (e.g., 80% of all members in a work group, see Sparrowe, 

Liden, Wayne, & Kraimer, 2001) to represent an accurate depiction of the network in a 

work group, I excluded work groups with less than 80 percent participation at time 1. I 
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invited 74 work groups consisting of 237 members to the second survey. This process 

resulted in a final usable sample of 67 work groups consisting of 217 members, yielding 

an average response rate of 23% at the individual level and 35% at the group-level. These 

67 work groups had an average 98% response rate on the questions about social networks.  

I compared the final usable sample to the sample from time 1 with insufficient 

response rates. I found no significant differences between the included and the excluded 

employees. I conducted a one-way analysis of variance to compare mean-levels across 

three organizations, and the results indicated that there were mean-level differences 

between organizations on two variables (age and competition). A government agency 

showed higher age levels than two advertising agencies, and an advertising agency 

showed higher competition levels than other two organizations (p < .05; competition is 

not significantly different between organizations when using  p < .01 as a criterion). 

Therefore, it was deemed appropriate to use the combined final data set. Work group 

sizes ranged from 2 to 7 (M = 3.67, SD = 1.35). The average age of work group members 

was 38.18 years (SD = 8.64); forty nine percent were female. Most (63.59%) had a 

bachelor’s degree, 14.75% completed high school, 15.67% completed a two-year college 

degree, and 5.99% had graduate degrees (i.e., master’s or doctorate degree). Average 

tenures at the organization and the work group were 9.97 (SD = 8.68) and 2.02 (SD = 

1.85) years, respectively. The average age of the work group supervisor was 48.81 years 

(SD = 7.63); 30% were female. Most (61.64%) had a bachelor’s degree, 13.7% 

completed only high school, 6.85% completed a two-year college degree, and 16.44% 

had graduate degrees (i.e., master’s or doctorate degree). Average tenures at the 

organization and the work group were 16.82 (SD = 10.85) and 2.69 (SD = 2.44) years, 
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respectively. Table 1 shows demographic information for the study participants for each 

organization.     

Measures 

 

 Following Brislin’s (1980) method, some scales were translated from English into 

Korean (for a similar approach, see Takeuchi et al., 2009). First, the items were translated 

from English into Korean by two individuals who are proficient in both languages (i.e., 

the author and a bilingual individual who is not familiar with the study). Next, two 

individuals who are proficient in both languages (i.e., two bilingual individuals who are 

not familiar with the study) conducted back-translation, checked translation accuracy, 

identified areas of concerns, and modified the questions. Third, the author and another 

management scholar then compared the survey documents and made changes until no 

further modifications were necessary. Finally, the senior organizational leaders confirmed 

the clarity of the survey items. The full survey is presented in Appendix III. 

Independent Variables  

 Task Performance. Task performance was assessed using the 4-item task 

performance scale (Welbourne, Johnson, & Erez, 1998). Supervisors evaluated the work 

group members’ job performance specifically related to one’s job description. Items were 

―Compared to other employees in this work group, this subordinate’s quantity of work 

output is…,‖ ―Compared to other employees in this work group, this subordinate’s 

quality of work output is…,‖ ―Compared to other employees in this work group, this 

subordinate’s accuracy of work is…, ―Compared to other employees in this work group, 

this subordinate’s customer service provided (internal and external) is…‖ The supervisor 

of the participants responded to a 5-point scale from 1 (at a very low level compared to 
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other work group members) to 5 (at a very high level compared to other work group 

members). The coefficient alpha of the task performance scale was .92. 

Mediators  

 

 Envy. Envy was measured using in-degree envy centrality. In-degree envy 

centrality counts the envy relationships with a focal actor (i.e., a high performance 

employee) reported by other actors (i.e., fellow work group members) in the work group 

network. In other words, it implies that the focal actor is the envy of other actors in a 

work group. Participants were asked a single-item network question. I provided a detailed 

explanation with examples by using established scales to reduce the ambiguity and to 

make the single-item network measure more appropriate (see Ferrin, Dirks, & Shah, 2006, 

for a same approach). Participants were asked the following single-item network question 

with examples: ―I envy this person’s task performance. For example, (1) it is so 

frustrating to see this person succeed so easily; (2) feelings of envy toward this person 

constantly torment me; (3) I generally feel inferior to this person’s success; or (4) this 

person’s success makes me resent this person.‖ The wording of these examples was from 

Schaubroeck and Lam (2004). Participants responded to a 5-point scale from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). I calculated an envy-centrality score by the following 

formula: the sum of all respondents’ responses toward a focal actor divided by the 

number of respondents in a work group excluding the focal individual (see Wasserman & 

Faust, 1994). 

 Competition. Competition was measured using in-degree competition centrality. 

It indicates that the focal actor (i.e., a high performance employee) is reported as the 

target of competition by other actors. Participants were asked the following single-item 
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network question with examples: ―I compete with this person for performance 

achievement, promotion, and recognition at work. For example, (1) It is important to me 

to perform better than this person on a task; (2) I feel that winning against this person is 

important at work, or (3) I try harder when I am in competition with this person.‖ The 

wording of these examples was modified from Brown, Cron, and Slocum (1998) so that 

the employees can rate their sense of competition against a specific coworker (i.e., add 

the phrase ―this person‖ into the examples). Participants responded to a 5-point scale 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) and I calculated a competition-centrality 

score by the following formula: the sum of all participants’ responses toward a focal actor 

divided by the number of participants in a work group excluding the focal individual (see 

Wasserman & Faust, 1994). 

 Condescension. Condescension was measured using in-degree condescending 

behaviors centrality. It captures the focal actor’s condescending behaviors toward other 

group members using other-ratings. Participants were asked the following question with 

examples: ―How frequently has this person acted in a condescending manner toward you? 

For example, this person has (1) put you down or patronized you; (2) belittled you or you 

ideas; or (3) ignored you.‖ The wording of these examples was from Cortina et al. (2001) 

and Duffy, Ganster, and Pagon (2002). Participants responded to a 5-point scale from 1 

(never) to 5 (very often) and I calculated a condescending-centrality score by the 

following formula: the sum of all participants’ responses toward a focal actor divided by 

the number of participants in a work group excluding the focal individual (see 

Wasserman & Faust, 1994). 

Moderators  
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 Collective Identity. Collective identity was assessed using 5 items from the 6-

item scale of Mael and Ashforth (1992). The scale was modified to reflect the work group 

context (i.e., change the target of identification from school to work group) and one 

item—―If a story in the media criticized the school, I would feel embarrassed‖—is 

deleted because it was deemed inappropriate in the work group context. Items were 

―When someone criticizes this work group, it feels like a personal insult,‖ ―I am very 

interested in what others think about this work group,‖ ―When I talk about other people in 

this work group, I usually say ―we‖ rather than ―they,‖ ―The successes of the people in 

this work group are my successes,‖ and ―When someone praises this work group, it feels 

like a personal compliment.‖ Participants responded to a 5-point scale from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The coefficient alpha of the collective identity scale 

was .90. Aggregation was justified by rwg(j) = .88, the reliability of individual assessment 

of the group mean (ICC(1) = .46), and the group mean (ICC(2) = .73). F-test results also 

supported aggregation (see Bliese, 2000). Overall, rwg(j), ICC(1), and ICC(2) values were 

comparable to the values in the broader organizational behavior literature. Specifically, 

rwg(j) values were above the .60 cutoff (James, 1982); ICC(1) values were within the range 

of the broader organizational behavior literature (Bliese, 2000); and ICC(2) values were 

above the .60 cutoff (Glick, 1985).  

 Overall Justice Climate. Overall justice climate was accessed using the 3-item 

overall justice climate scale that was modified from Ambrose and Schminke’s (2009) 

individual-level overall justice perception scale. The scale was re-worded to capture how 

fairly members are treated as a whole in their work groups. In other words, the referent 
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point was the work group.  Items were ―Overall, members are treated fairly in this work 

group,‖ ―In general, members can count on this work group to be fair,‖ and ―In general, 

the treatment members receive in this work group is fair.‖ Participants responded to a 7-

point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The coefficient alpha of the 

overall justice climate scale was .97. Aggregation was justified by rwg(j) = .84, the 

reliability of individual assessment of the group mean (ICC(1) = .45), and the group mean 

(ICC(2) = .73). F-test results also supported aggregation (see Bliese, 2000).  

 Climate of Concern for Employees. Climate of concern for employees was 

assessed using the 8-item climate of concern for employee scale (Chuang & Liao, 2010). 

Chuang and Liao (2010) modified the original scale of Eisenberger et al. (1986) to 

measure the climate of concern for employees at the group (i.e., unit)-level. Items were  

―Our group cares about members’ opinions,‖ ―Our group shows very little concern for 

members (R),‖ ―Our group would forgive members’ honest mistakes,‖ ―Our group really 

cares about members’ well-being,‖ ―Our group is willing to help if members need a 

special favor,‖ ―Our group strongly considers members’ goals and values,‖ ―Help is 

available from our group when members have a problem,‖ and ―If given the opportunity, 

our group would take advantage of members (R).‖ Participants responded to a 5-point 

scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The coefficient alpha of the 

climate of concern for employees scale was .83. Aggregation was justified by rwg(j) = .89, 

the reliability of individual assessment of the group mean (ICC(1) = .37), and the group 

mean (ICC(2) = .65). F-test results also supported aggregation (see Bliese, 2000).  

 Social Interaction. Social interaction was assessed using 4 items adapted from 

Klein et al.’s (2001) 9-item scale that captures group-level social interaction. The shorter 
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form of this measure was used by Kim, Bhave, and Glomb (2010). They shortened it 

because of organizational constraints on survey length and content redundancy. Items 

were ―How often do members of your work group spend breaks or lunches socializing 

with each other?‖ ―How often do members of your work group get together with one 

another outside of work?‖ ―How much do members of your work group take a personal 

interest in one another‖ and ―Are the members of your work group good friends with one 

another?‖ Participants used a five-point scale from 1 (never) to 5 (always) for the first 

two items and 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much) for the last two items. The coefficient alpha 

of the social interaction scale was .85. Aggregation was justified by rwg(j) = .79, the 

reliability of individual assessment of the group mean (ICC(1) = .16), and the group mean 

(ICC(2) = .42). F-test results also supported aggregation. Although the ICC(2) value is 

somewhat low (i.e., cut-off is .60), several researchers suggested that lower ICC(2) 

values do not prevent aggregation, if theory supports the aggregation and other statistics 

(e.g.,  rwg(j), and F-statistics) justify the aggregation (see Bliese, 2000; Liao & Chuang, 

2007). 

 Transformational Leadership. Transformation leadership was assessed using 

the 20-item Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ, Form 5x-Short; Bass & Avolio, 

2000; Copyright © 1995 Bernard Bass and Bruce Avolio. All Rights Reserved. Published 

by Mind Garden, Inc.). Sample items were ―Talk about their most important values and 

beliefs,‖ ―Goes beyond self-interest for the good of the group,‖ ―Treats me as an 

individual rather than just as a member of a group,‖ ―Acts in ways that builds my 

respect,‖ and ―Emphasizes the importance of having a collective sense of mission.‖ 

Participants responded to a 5-point scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (frequently, if not 
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always). Because the MLQ is originally on a scale of 0 ~ 4, mean levels comparison with 

other studies is not appropriate. To create the group-level transformation leadership scale, 

I averaged each work group member’s score for his or her leader. Principal factor 

analysis confirmed a single factor structure and the coefficient alpha of the 

transformational leadership scale was .97. Aggregation was justified by rwg(j) = .88, the 

reliability of individual assessment of the group mean (ICC(1) = .35), and the group mean 

(ICC(2) = .64). F-test results also supported aggregation (see Bliese, 2000).                      

Dependent Variables  

 

 Victimization. Victimization was assessed using an 8-item victimization scale 

(Aquino et al., 1999). Items were ―How often has a team member said bad things about 

you to your coworkers?‖ ―How often has a team member sabotaged your work?‖ ―How 

often has your team member done something to make you look bad?‖ ―How often has a 

team member lied to you in trouble?‖ ―How often has a team member made an offensive 

slur toward you?‖ ―How often has a team member made an obscene comment or gesture 

in front of you?‖ ―How often has a team member threatened you with physical harm?‖ 

and ―How often has a team member cursed at you?‖ Participants indicated the frequency 

of their victimization using a 5-point scale from 1 (never) to 5 (very often). The 

coefficient alpha of the victimization scale was .86.  

 Victimization was also assessed using a 1-item network survey (Venkataramani & 

Dalal, 2007) to compare the results using a single-item network question with a multiple-

item scale. Participants were asked the following network question: ―How frequently do 

you think this person has engaged in activities against your legitimate interest (e.g., 

spreading rumors, gossiping behinds your back, being rude to you, interfering your 
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work)?‖ Victimization was measured using out-degree victimization centrality (i.e., self-

reports). Participants responded to a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (very often). 

I calculated the out-degree victimization-centrality score by the following formula: the 

sum of the participant’s self-reported responses divided by the number of participants in a 

work group excluding the focal individual (see Wasserman & Faust, 1994).  

Control Variables  

 

 Guided by previous workplace victimization literature (e.g., Aquino & Thau, 

1999; Bowling & Beehr, 2006), I controlled for demographics (i.e., age, gender, and 

tenure), personality traits (i.e., positive and negative affectivity), and stress. Specifically, 

early research by Hentig (1948) and Schafer (1968) suggested that older individuals and 

females are more likely to be victims. However, recent empirical evidence on the 

relationship between employee demographics and victimization showed mixed findings 

and fairly small correlations (Bowling & Beehr, 2006). For example, some researchers 

found no significant correlations between demographics and victimization (e.g., Vartia, 

1996), whereas others have found significant relationships (e.g., Aquino & Bradfield, 

2000; Einarsen & Raknes, 1997). In this study, I controlled for an employee’s age, sex, 

and tenure. Personality traits such as negative affectivity generally show consistent links 

with victimization (r =. 21, Bowling & Beehr, 2006). Thus, I used the short-form of the 

positive and negative affect scale (α = .74 & .87 respectively, 1 = very slightly or not at 

all ~ 5 = very much, Thompson, 2007; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) to control for 

positive and negative affectivity. Stress is related to victimization because stress may 

generate negative affective and behavioral responses that spark victimization. Also, the 

high level of stress reported by victims may imply the presence of ambient stressors 
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experienced by work group members (Bowling & Beehr, 2006). I controlled for stress 

using a 4-item subjective stress scale (α = .85, 1 = strongly disagree ~ 5 = strongly agree, 

Motowidlo, Packard, & Manning, 1986).  
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Chapter 6: Results 

The descriptive statistics and correlations for the study variables are presented in 

Table 2. Task performance was significantly correlated with victimization (r = .15, p 

< .05). Three mediators--envy (r = .26, p < .01), competition (r = .30, p < .01), and 

condescension (r = .32, p < .01)--were significantly correlated with victimization, but 

were not significantly correlated with task performance (r = .12, -03, .03, n.s. 

respectively). Several control variables such as negative affectivity (r = .29, p < .01) and 

job stress (r = .17, p < .01) were also significantly correlated with victimization. This 

pattern is consistent with the Bowling and Beehr’s (2006) meta-analytic review (r = .21 

for negative affectivity, r = .22 ~ .44 for job stress related variables).   

Mediation Tests 

Hypotheses 1 through 3 predicted that task performance was positively related to 

victimization through both unintentional (e.g., envy and competition) and intentional  

(e.g., condescending behaviors) mechanisms. Following Baron and Kenny (1986), I 

tested the mediating mechanisms of envy (H1), competition (H2), and condescending 

behaviors (H3). Although there are different statistical methods for testing mediation (see 

Lebreton, Wu, & Bing, 2009), several studies have suggested Baron and Kenny’s method 

to be one of the most conservative tests of mediation (see MacKinnon, 2008; MacKinnon, 

Fairchild, & Fritz, 2007). To test these mediating mechanisms, I conducted random 

coefficient modeling (RCM) analyses with group-mean centering level-1 predictors (i.e., 

each person’s data are centered around the group mean) to capture the relative position of 

the group member in the group. Specifically, using xtmixed command in STATA 11.0, I 

first estimated a model where victimization was regressed on task performance with no 
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predictors at level 2. This RCM method accounts for the nested structure of data (i.e., 

employees within a work group). Next, I estimated models where task performance was 

related to mediators. In the final step, I included task performance and the mediators 

together in predicting victimization.  

 Tables 3 and 4 present the mediation results. As shown in Model 2 in Table 4, 

task performance was positively related to victimization (γ = .15, p < .01). To test the 

Hypothesis 1 regarding the role of envy as a mediator, I examined whether task 

performance is positively related to envy. As shown in Model 2 in Table 3, task 

performance was positively related to envy (γ = .16, p < .01). Finally, as shown in Model 

3 in Table 4, task performance was still significant with decreased coefficient size, and 

envy was significantly related to victimization (γ = .12, p < .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 

was supported (i.e., partial mediation). The Sobel (1982) test confirmed that envy 

significantly reduced the significance of task performance in predicting victimization (z = 

2.54, p < .05).   

            To test Hypothesis 2 regarding the role of competition as a mediator, I followed 

same steps. As reported in Model 4 in Table 3, task performance was positively related to 

competition (γ = .16, p < .05). Next, as shown in Model 4 in Table 4, task performance 

was still significant with decreased coefficient size, and competition was significantly 

related to victimization (γ = .14, p < .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was supported (i.e., 

partial mediation). The Sobel (1982) test confirmed that competition significantly 

reduced the significance of task performance in predicting victimization (z = 2.66, p 

< .01).   
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            To test Hypothesis 3 regarding the role of condescension as a mediator, I tested 

whether task performance was positively related to condescension. As reported in Model 

6 in Table 3, task performance was not significantly related to condescending behaviors 

(γ = .06, n.s.) although victimization is predicted by condescending behavior (γ = .25, p 

< .01, Model 5 in Table 4). Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was not supported.  

            In Model 6 of Table 4, I simultaneously tested the combined role of all of the 

mediators on victimization. The results suggested that competition, but not envy, partially 

mediated the relationship between task performance and victimization. The high 

correlation between competition and envy (r = .50) may cause the insignificant finding of 

envy. The Sobel (1982) test confirmed that competition reduced the significance of task 

performance in predicting victimization (z = 1.93, p = .053).   

 In summary, the relationship between task performance and victimization was 

mediated by envy and competition but not condescension.      

Moderated-Mediation Tests  

 Hypotheses 4 through 8 predicted that the relationship between task 

performance and victimization was moderated by several work group contextual factors 

including collective identity (H4), overall justice climate (H5), climate of concern for 

employees (H6), social interaction (H7), and transformational leadership (H8). Following 

the method suggested by Edwards and Lambert (2007), I tested the moderated-mediation 

model that integrates the moderation and mediation processes. This analysis tested 

whether or not the strengths of the mediated relationships (i.e., envy, competition, and 

condescension) between task performance and victimization are dependent on work 

group contextual factors (i.e., collective identity, overall justice climate, climate of 
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concern of employees, social interaction, and transformational leadership) such that the 

direct and indirect effects of task performance would be weaker when work groups are 

higher in these five contextual factors (see Duffy, Ganster, Shaw, Johnson, & Pagon, 

2006; Duffy, Scott, Shaw, Tepper, & Aquino, in press, for empirical examples of 

moderated-mediation in multilevel models).  

 To test these cross-level moderated-mediation effects, I conducted RCM analysis. 

First, using xtmixed command in STATA 11.0, I estimated a null model that has no 

predictors at either the individual- or the group-level to confirm between-group variations 

in victimization (τ00 = .15, p < .01, ICC(1) = τ00 /(τ00 + σ
2
) = .10). It implied that the 

group-level residual variance of the intercept was significant and 10 percent of variance 

in victimization resided between work groups, and 90 percent of variance resided within 

work groups. Next, I estimated the cross-level moderated-mediation models by adding 

individual- and group-level predictors with interaction terms. Kreft and de Leeuw (1998) 

recommended using a simple model that includes each cross-level interaction separately 

because  the complexity of the cross-level model may cause the incorrect conclusion that 

there is no interaction effect when, in fact, there is an interaction effect (i.e., Type II 

error). Thus, I tested the cross-level moderated-mediation models separately rather than 

simultaneously (see Wilk & Moynihan, 2005 for a similar approach). However, I 

provided the results using simultaneous model for comparison. Following the 

recommendation of Hofmann and Gavin (1998), I also grand-mean centered the level-2 

predictors to lessen the effects of multicollinearity. Following the simulation study results 

of LaHuis and Ferguson (2009), I interpreted RCM coefficients at p < .10 level of 

significance (i.e., p < .05 if one-tailed). They recommended that when sample size is 
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smaller than 500 participants and 100 groups, p < .10 is a reasonable cut-off standard to 

achieve the best balance between low statistical power (i.e., higher Type II error rates) 

and Type 1 errors in the case of cross-level moderation tests (see also Bliese, 2010; Liao 

& Rupp, 2005).  

  For each work group contextual factor, I discuss the moderated-meditation results 

in several steps. First, I discuss two tables which present the moderating effects of work 

group contextual factors on the relationship between an independent variable and 

mediators (i.e., first stage), the relationship between mediators and a dependent variable 

(i.e., second stage), and the relationship between an independent variable and a dependent 

variable (i.e., direct effect). The first stage interaction terms (e.g., task performance x 

collective identity  envy in Model 2 of Table 5) can be interpreted as the coefficients 

which are related to the slopes for the relationship between an independent variable and 

mediators; the second stage interaction terms (e.g., envy x collective identity  

victimization in Model 3 of Table 6) can be interpreted as the coefficients which are 

related to the slopes for the relationship between mediators and a dependent variable; the 

direct effect interaction terms (e.g., task performance x collective identity  

victimization in Model 3 of Table 6) can be interpreted as the coefficients which are 

related to the slopes for the relationship between an independent variable and  

a dependent variable (see Bliese, 2010). An example of predicted equations is presented 

in Appendix II. To be conservative, I interpret all three effects together (i.e., total effects) 

to determine the statistical significance of moderated-mediation effects. I also interpret 

each effect separately to provide more detailed information. Next, I discuss the table 

which presents the results for the slope difference test between high and low levels of 
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each contextual factor. Finally, I explain the figures which illustrate the moderating 

effects of contextual factors. The summary of the moderated-mediation results is 

illustrated in Figure 2.  

Results for Collective Identity Moderation   

           Hypothesis 4 proposes a buffering role of collective identity on the relationship 

between task performance and victimization. First, as reported in Model 2 of Table 5, 

collective identity moderated the relationship between task performance and envy (first 

stage, γ = -.15, p < .10); however, as reported in Model 3 of Table 6, collective identity 

neither moderated the relationship between envy and victimization (second stage, γ = -.05, 

n.s.) nor the relationship between task performance and victimization (direct effect, γ = -

.03, n.s.). Table 7 shows the analysis of simple effects for victimization split by high and 

low collective identity in the case of envy as a mediator. Simply put, Table 7 shows 

whether slopes differed significantly at high and low levels of collective identity (i.e., 

slope difference test). Following recommendations from Edwards and Lambert (2007), I 

used bootstrapping methods to construct bias-corrected confidence intervals on the basis 

of 1,000 random samples for the significance tests of indirect and total effects. The 

differences in the effects for high and low collective identity show that the first stage of 

the indirect effect (task performance—envy) was weaker for high collective identity (.06 

- .20 = -.14, p < .10) and the total effect was also weaker for high collective identity (.06 -

.10 = -.04, p < .10). The second stage, direct, and indirect effects did not differ for high 

and low collective identity. Figure 3 illustrates differences in simple slope for high and 

low collective identity in predicting envy and victimization. Figure 3a shows that, for the 

first stage of the indirect effect, the relationship between task performance and envy was 
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steeper for low collective identity. Figure 3b also shows that, for the total effect, the 

relationship between task performance and victimization was steeper for low collective 

identity.      

            Next, as reported in Model 4 of Table 5, collective identity moderated the 

relationship between task performance and competition (first stage, γ = -.12, p < .10). As 

reported in Model 4 of Table 6, collective identity moderated the relationship between 

competition and victimization (second stage, γ = -.18, p < .01), and the relationship 

between task performance and victimization (direct effect, γ = -.04, p < .10). Table 7 

shows the analysis of simple effects for victimization split by high and low collective 

identity in the case of competition as a mediator. The differences in the effects for high 

and low collective identity show that the first stage of the indirect effect (task 

performance—competition) was weaker for high collective identity (.04 - .16 = -.12, p 

< .10) and the second stage of the indirect effect (competition—victimization) was also 

weaker for high collective identity (-.01 - .13 = -.14, p < .01). These differences resulted 

in a significantly weaker indirect effect for high collective identity (.00 - .02 = -.02, p 

< .05). The direct effect was also weaker for high collective identity (.06 - .12 = -.06, p 

< .10). Thus, the total effect (the sum of direct and indirect effects) was also weaker for 

high collective identity (.06 - .14 = -.08, p < .10). Figure 4 illustrates differences in 

simple slope for high and low collective identity in predicting competition and 

victimization. Figure 4a shows that, for the first stage of the indirect effect, the 

relationship between task performance and competition was steeper for low collective 

identity. The similar pattern (i.e., the buffering role of collective identity) held for the 

second stage of indirect, direct, and total effects in Figure 4b, 4c, and 4d, respectively.         
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            Finally, as reported in Model 6 of Table 5, collective identity moderated the 

relationship between task performance and condescension (first stage, γ = -.16, p < .01); 

as reported in Model 5 of Table 6, collective identity moderated the relationship between 

condescension and victimization (second stage, γ = -.16, p < .01), but not the relationship 

between task performance and victimization (direct effect, γ = -.02, n.s.). Table 7 shows 

the analysis of the simple effects for victimization split by high and low collective 

identity in the case of condescension as a mediator. The differences in the effects for high 

and low collective identity show that the first stage of the indirect effect (task 

performance—condescension) was weaker for high collective identity (-.05 - .09 = -.14, p 

< .01) and the second stage of the indirect effect (condescension—victimization) was 

weaker for high collective identity (-.01 - .09 = -.10, p < .01). The direct, indirect, and 

total effects did not differ for high and low collective identity. Figure 5 illustrates the 

differences in simple slope for high and low collective identity in predicting 

condescension and victimization. Figure 5a shows that, for the first stage of the indirect 

effect, the relationship between task performance and condescension was steeper for low 

collective identity. Figure 5b also shows that, for the second stage of the indirect effect, 

the relationship between condescension and victimization was steeper for low collective 

identity.   

              In summary, the relationships between task performance and the three 

mediators--envy, competition, and condescension (i.e., the first stage)--were consistently 

moderated by collective identity. In addition, the total effect was significant when envy 

and competition were mediators. Thus, Hypothesis 4 was generally supported.  

Results for Overall Justice Climate Moderation   
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            Hypothesis 5 proposes a buffering role of overall justice climate on the 

relationship between task performance and victimization. First, as reported in Model 2 of 

Table 8, overall justice climate moderated the relationship between task performance and 

envy (first stage, γ = -.09, p < .05); as reported in Model 3 of Table 9, overall justice 

climate moderated the relationship between envy and victimization (second stage, γ = -

.05, p < .10), but not the relationship between task performance and victimization (direct 

effect, γ = -.03, n.s.). Table 10 shows the analysis of simple effects for victimization split 

by high and low overall justice climate in the case of envy as a mediator. The differences 

in the effects for high and low overall justice climate show that the first stage of the 

indirect effect (task performance—envy) was weaker for high overall justice climate (.07 

- .21 = -.14, p < .05) and the second stage of the indirect effect (envy—victimization) was 

weaker for high overall justice climate (.00 - .10 = -.10, p < .10). The total effect was also 

weaker for high overall justice climate (.06 - .14 = -.08, p < .10). The direct and indirect 

effects did not differ for high and low overall justice climate. Figure 6 illustrates 

differences in simple slope for high and low overall justice climate in predicting envy and 

victimization. Figure 6a shows that, for the first stage of the indirect effect, the 

relationship between task performance and envy was steeper for low overall justice 

climate. The similar pattern (i.e., the buffering role of overall justice) held for the second 

stage of indirect and total effects in Figure 6b, 6c, respectively.         

            Next, as reported in Model 4 of Table 8, overall justice climate did not moderate 

the relationship between task performance and competition (first stage, γ = -.04, n.s.); as 

reported in Model 4 of Table 9, overall justice climate moderated the relationship 

between competition and victimization (second stage, γ = -.08, p < .01), but not the 
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relationship between task performance and victimization (direct effect, γ = -.04, n.s.). 

Table 10 shows the analysis of simple effects for victimization split by high and low 

overall justice climate in the case of competition as a mediator. The differences in the 

effects for high and low overall justice climate show that the second stage of the indirect 

effect (competition—victimization) was weaker for high overall justice climate (.02 - .14 

= -.12, p < .01) and the indirect effect was weaker for high overall justice climate (.00 -

 .02 = -.02, p < .05). The total effect was also weaker for high overall justice climate (.06 

-.14 = -.08, p < .10). The first stage of indirect and direct effects did not differ for high 

and low overall justice climate. Figure 7 illustrates differences in simple slope for high 

and low overall justice in predicting competition and victimization. Figure 7a shows that, 

for the second stage of the indirect effect, the relationship between competition and 

victimization was steeper for low overall justice climate. The similar pattern (i.e., the 

buffering role of overall justice) held for the total effect in Figure 7b.          

            Finally, as reported in Model 6 of Table 8, overall justice climate moderated the 

relationship between task performance and condescension (first stage, γ = -.09, p < .01); 

furthermore, as noted in Model 5 of Table 9, overall justice climate moderated the 

relationship between condescension to victimization (second stage, γ = -.08, p < .01), but 

not the relationship between task performance and victimization (direct effect, γ = -.04, 

n.s.). Table 10 shows the analysis of simple effects for victimization split by high and low 

overall justice climate in the case of condescension as a mediator. The differences in the 

effects for high and low overall justice climate show that the first stage of the indirect 

effect (task performance—condescension) was weaker for high overall justice climate (-

.02 - .12 = -.14, p < .01) and the second stage of the indirect effect (condescension—
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victimization) was weaker for high overall justice climate (.00 - .08 = -.08, p < .01). 

These differences resulted in a significantly weaker indirect effect for high overall justice 

climate (.00 - .01 = -.01, p < .05). The total effect (the sum of direct and indirect effects) 

was also weaker for high overall justice climate (.05 - .12 = -.07, p < .01). The direct 

effect, however, did not differ for high and low overall justice climate. Figure 8 illustrates 

differences in simple slope for high and low overall justice climate in predicting 

condescension and victimization. Figure 8a shows that, for the first stage of the indirect 

effect, the relationship between task performance and condescension was steeper for low 

overall justice climate. A similar pattern (i.e., the buffering role of overall justice) held 

for the second stage of indirect and total effects in Figure 8b and 8c, respectively.         

              In summary, the relationship between task performance and victimization was 

consistently moderated by overall justice climate. Specifically, the results show the 

significant total effects in all three cases of mediation. Thus, Hypothesis 5 was fully 

supported.  

Results for Climate of Concern for Employees Moderation   

 Hypothesis 6 proposes a buffering role of climate of concern for employees on the 

relationship between task performance and victimization. First, as reported in Model 2 of 

Table 11, climate of concern for employees moderated the relationship between task 

performance and envy (first stage, γ = -.20, p < .10); however, as reported in Model 3 of 

Table 12, climate of concern neither moderated the relationship between envy and 

victimization (second stage, γ = -.06, n.s.) nor the relationship between task performance 

and victimization (direct effect, γ = -.08, n.s.). Table 13 shows the analysis of simple 

effects for victimization split by high and low climate of concern for employees in the 
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case of envy as a mediator. The differences in the effects for high and low climate of 

concern for employees show that the first stage of indirect effect (task performance—

envy) was weaker for high climate of concern for employees (.06 - .20 = -.14, p < .10). 

However, the second stage, direct, indirect, and total effects did not differ for high and 

low climate of concern for employees. Figure 9 illustrates differences in simple slope for 

high and low climate of concern for employees in predicting envy and victimization. 

Figure 9a shows that, for the first stage of the indirect effect, the relationship between 

task performance and envy was steeper for low climate of concern for employees.  

Next, as reported in Model 4 of Table 11, climate of concern for employees did 

not moderate the relationship between task performance and competition (first stage, γ = -

.07, n.s.); however, as reported in Model 4 of Table 12, climate of concern for employees 

moderated the relationship between competition to victimization (second stage, γ = -.15, 

p < .05) and the relationship between task performance and victimization (direct effect, γ 

= -.09, p < .10). Table 13 shows the analysis of simple effects for victimization split by 

high and low climate of concern for employees in the case of competition as a mediator. 

The differences in the effects for high and low climate of concern for employees show 

that the second stage of the indirect effect (competition—victimization) was weaker for 

high climate of concern for employees (.02 - .14 = -.12, p < .05). Both direct and indirect 

effects were weaker for high climate of concern for employees than were low climate of 

concern for employees, respectively (.05 - .11 = -.06, p < .10; .00 - .02 = -.02, p < .10). 

The first stage indirect effect and the total effect did not differ for high and low climate of 

concern for employees. Figure 10 illustrates differences in simple slope for high and low 

climate of concern for employees in predicting competition and victimization. Figure 10a 
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shows that, for the second stage of the indirect effect, the relationship between 

competition and victimization was steeper for low climate of concern for employees. A 

similar pattern (i.e., the buffering role of climate of concern for employees) held for the 

direct effect in Figure 10b.         

 Finally, as reported in Model 6 of Table 11, climate of concern for employees 

moderated the relationship between task performance and condescension (first stage, γ = 

-.17, p < .05); as reported in Model 5 of Table 12, climate of concern for employees 

moderated the relationship between condescension to victimization (second stage, γ = -

.16, p < .05), but not the relationship between task performance and victimization (direct 

effect, γ = -.08, n.s.). Table 13 shows the analysis of simple effects for victimization split 

by high and low climate of concern for employees in the case of condescension as a 

mediator. The differences in the effects for high and low climate of concern for 

employees show that the first stage of the indirect effect (task performance—

condescension) was weaker for high climate of concern for employees (-.02 - .10 = -.12, 

p < .05) and the second stage of the indirect effect (condescension—victimization) was 

weaker for high climate of concern for employees (-.00 - .08 = -.08, p < .05). These 

differences resulted in a significantly weaker indirect effect for high climate of concern 

for employees (.00 - .01 = -.01, p < .10). The total effect (the sum of direct and indirect 

effects) was also weaker for high climate of concern for employees (.05 -.12 = -.07, p 

< .10). The direct effect, however, did not differ for high and low climate of concern for 

employees. Figure 11 illustrates differences in simple slope for high and low climate of 

concern for employees in predicting condescension and victimization. Figure 11a shows 

that, for the first stage of the indirect effect, the relationship between task performance 



 

60 

 

and condescension was steeper for low climate of concern for employees. Similar 

patterns (i.e., the buffering role of climate of concern form employees) held for the 

second stage of indirect and total effects in Figure 11b and 11c.          

 In summary, the relationship between task performance and victimization was 

moderated by climate of concern for employees when condescension is a mediator (i.e., 

significant total effect). Thus, Hypothesis 6 was partially supported.  The results show 

inconsistent patterns and non-significant total effects when envy and competition were 

mediators. For example, climate of concern for employees moderated the relationship 

between task performance and envy (i.e., the first stage) and the relationship between 

competition and victimization (i.e., the second stage), but not the other relationships.  

Results for Social Interaction Moderation   

          Hypothesis 7 proposes a buffering role of social interaction on the relationship 

between task performance and victimization. First, as reported in Model 2 of Table 14, 

social interaction did not moderated the relationship between task performance and envy 

(first stage, γ = -.13, n.s.); also, as reported in Model 3 of Table 15, social interaction 

neither moderated the relationship between envy and victimization (second stage, γ = -.08, 

n.s.) nor the relationship between task performance and victimization (direct effect, γ = -

.01, n.s.). Table 16 shows the analysis of simple effects for victimization split by high and 

low social interaction in the case of envy as a mediator. The differences in the effects for 

high and low social interaction show that the first and second stage, direct, indirect, and 

total effects did not differ for high and low social interaction.  

            Next, as reported in Model 4 of Table 14, social interaction did not moderate the 

relationship between task performance and competition (first stage, γ = -.02, n.s.); as 
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reported in Model 4 of Table 15, social interaction moderated the relationship between 

competition and victimization (second stage, γ = -.21, p < .01), but not the relationship 

between task performance and victimization (direct effect, γ = -.04, n.s.). Table 16 shows 

the analysis of simple effects for victimization split by high and low social interaction in 

the case of competition as a mediator. The differences in the effects for high and low 

social interaction show that the second stage of the indirect effect (competition—

victimization) was weaker for high social interaction (.00 - .18 = -.18, p < .01). The 

indirect effect was also weaker for high social interaction (.00 - .02 = -.02, p < .10). The 

first stage, direct, and total effects did not differ for high and low social interaction. 

Figure 12 illustrates differences in simple slope for high and low social interaction in 

predicting competition and victimization. Figure 12a shows that, for the second stage of 

the indirect effect, the relationship between competition and victimization was steeper for 

low social interaction.  

            Finally, as reported in Model 6 of Table 14, social interaction moderated the 

relationship between task performance and condescension (first stage, γ = -.10, p < .10); 

as reported in Model 5 of Table 15, social interaction moderated the relationship between 

condescension to victimization (second stage, γ = -.15, p < .05), but not the relationship 

between task performance and victimization (direct effect, γ = -.01, n.s.). Table 16 shows 

the analysis of simple effects for victimization split by high and low social interaction in 

the case of condescension as a mediator. The differences in the effects for high and low 

social interaction show that the first stage of the indirect effect (task performance—

condescension) was weaker for high transformational leadership (.00 - .08 = -.08, p < .10) 

and the second stage of the indirect effect (condescension—victimization) was weaker 
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for high social interaction (.01 - .09 = -.08, p < .05). These differences resulted in a 

significantly weaker indirect effect for high social interaction (.00 - .01 = -.01, p < .10). 

The direct and total effect, however, did not differ for high and low social interaction. 

Figure 13 illustrates differences in simple slope for high and low social interaction in 

predicting condescending and victimization. Figure 13a shows that, for the first stage of 

the indirect effect, the relationship between task performance and condescension was 

steeper for low social interaction. A similar pattern (i.e., the buffering role of social 

interaction) held for the second stage of indirect effect in Figure 13b.  

 In summary, results show inconsistent moderation patterns of social interaction 

and non-significant total effects in all three cases of mediation. Thus, Hypothesis 7 was 

not supported.  

Results for Transformational Leadership Moderation   

 Hypothesis 8 proposes a buffering role of transformational leadership on the 

relationship between task performance and victimization. First, as reported in Model 2 of 

Table 17, transformational leadership moderated the relationship between task 

performance and envy (first stage, γ = -.14, p < .10); however, as noted in Model 3 of 

Table 18, transformational leadership neither moderated the relationship between envy 

and victimization (second stage, γ = -.05, n.s.) nor the relationship between task 

performance and victimization (direct effect, γ = -.02, n.s.). Table 19 shows the analysis 

of simple effects for victimization split by high and low transformational leadership in 

the case of envy as a mediator. The differences in the effects for high and low 

transformational leadership show that the first stage of the indirect effect (task 

performance—envy) was weaker for high transformational leadership (.06 - .20 = -.14, p 
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< .10). The second stage, direct, indirect, and total effects did not differ for high and low 

transformational leadership. Figure 14 illustrates differences in simple slope for high and 

low transformational leadership in predicting envy and victimization. Figure 14a shows 

that, for the first stage of the indirect effect, the relationship between task performance 

and envy was steeper for low transformational leadership.  

 Next, as reported in Model 4 of Table 17, transformational leadership did not 

moderate the relationship between task performance and competition (first stage, γ = -.02, 

n.s.); as reported in Model 4 of Table 18, transformational leadership moderated the 

relationship between competition and victimization (second stage, γ = -.16, p < .01), but 

not the relationship between task performance and competition (direct effect, γ = -.03, 

n.s.). Table 19 shows the analysis of simple effects for victimization split by high and low 

transformational leadership in the case of competition as a mediator. The differences in 

the effects for high and low transformational leadership show that the second stage of the 

indirect effect (competition—victimization) was weaker for high transformational 

leadership (.03 - .17 = -.14, p < .01). The indirect effect was also weaker for high 

transformational leadership (.00 - .02 = -.02, p < .10). The total effect was also weaker 

for high transformational leadership (.07 - .11 = -.04, p < .10). The first stage and the 

direct effects did not differ for high and low transformational leadership. Figure 15 

illustrates differences in simple slope for high and low transformational leadership in 

predicting competition and victimization. Figure 15a shows that, for the second stage of 

the indirect effect, the relationship between competition and victimization was steeper for 

low transformation leadership. A similar pattern (i.e., the buffering role of 

transformational leadership) held for the total effect in Figure 15b. 
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            Finally, as reported in Model 6 of Table 17, transformational leadership 

moderated the relationship between task performance and condescension (first stage, γ = 

-.11, p < .01); as reported in Model 5 of Table 18, transformational leadership moderated 

the relationship between condescension and victimization (second stage, γ = -.13, p < .05), 

but not the relationship between task performance and victimization (direct effect, γ = -

.04, n.s.). Table 19 shows the analysis of simple effects for victimization split by high and 

low transformational leadership in the case of condescension as a mediator. The 

differences in the effects for high and low transformational leadership show that the first 

stage of the indirect effect (task performance—condescension) was weaker for high 

transformational leadership (-.01 - .09 = -.10, p < .01) and the second stage of the indirect 

effect (condescension—victimization) was weaker for high transformational leadership (-

.01 - .09 = -.08, p < .05). The direct, indirect, and total effect, however, did not differ for 

high and low transformational leadership. Figure 16 illustrates the differences in simple 

slope for high and low transformational leadership in predicting condescension and 

victimization. Figure 16a shows that, for the first stage of the indirect effect, the 

relationship between task performance and condescension was steeper for low 

transformational leadership. Figure 16b also shows that, for the second stage of the 

indirect effect, the relationship between condescension and victimization was steeper for 

low transformation leadership.      

In summary, the relationship between task performance and victimization was 

moderated by transformational leadership when competition is a mediator (i.e., 

significant total effect). Thus, Hypothesis 8 was partially supported. The results show 

inconsistent patterns and non-significant total effects when envy and condescension were 
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mediators. For example, transformational leadership moderated the relationship between 

task performance and envy/condescension (i.e., the first stage) and the relationship 

between condescension and victimization (i.e., the second stage), but not the other 

relationships. 

Supplemental Tests 

 I tested the same regression models using the three victimization-network 

measures (i.e., continuous, dichotomous, and maximum values) for comparison with 

victimization scale. In particular, a continuous network measure can capture the intensity, 

a dichotomous network measure can capture the frequency, and a maximum network 

measure can capture the power of negative ties. The correlations among these three 

measures range from .78 to .91 (i.e., r = .91 for victimization-network [continuous] and 

victimization network [dichotomous], r = .88 for victimization network [continuous] and 

victimization network [maximum], and r = .78 for victimization network [dichotomous] 

and victimization network [maximum]). 

  I found consistent pattern of results for the mediation models across all three 

victimization-network measures and the victimization scale; envy and competition 

mediated the relationship between task performance and victimization. The mediation 

results are reported in Appendix I. However, I did not find consistent pattern of results 

for moderated-mediation models across all three victimization-network measures and the 

victimization scale; the moderating effects of work group contextual factors were mostly 

insignificant when using victimization-network measures. The summary figures of the 

moderated-mediation results and RCM regression results are reported in Appendix I, and 

the potential reasons for insignificant findings are noted in the Discussion section.     
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                                                  Chapter 7: Discussion 

A Brief Recap of Study Findings  

 I developed and tested a social context model that addressed the victimization of 

high performing employees with a special focus on (1) the unfavorable social comparison 

mechanisms that occur between high performers and other fellow employees and (2) the 

work group contextual factors in order to determine whether certain features may 

exacerbate or mitigate the social comparison mechanism and the high performance victim 

effect. This study supported the proposition that high performers are more likely to be 

targets of victimization because of unintentional instigations—fellow group members’ 

envy and competition. However, this study did not support the proposition that high 

performers are more likely to be targets of victimization because of intentional 

instigations—high performers’ condescending behaviors. Next, this study generally 

supported the proposition that collective identity and justice climate mitigate unfavorable 

social comparison mechanisms and high performance victim phenomenon from taking 

place. However, this study did not fully support the proposition that climate of concern 

for employees, social interaction, and transformational leadership, mitigate the 

victimization of high performers. Below, I elaborate on the theoretical implications of the 

study findings, offer some practical implications, and discuss study limitations and future 

directions.   

Theoretical Implications  

 A key contribution of this study is the introduction of a social context model that 

explains why and under what circumstances high performers experience victimization. 

First, although anecdotal evidence implied that high performers may be more prone to 
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victimization, we still have a dearth of theoretical and empirical evidence that tests 

whether or not unfavorable social comparison serves as a key mechanism that explains 

the victimization of high performers. Integrating the dispersed theory and research on 

victim precipitation and social comparison, I introduced envy, competition, and 

condescending behaviors as intervening mechanisms of victimization of high performers. 

The significant results of envy and competition suggest that unfavorable social 

comparison toward high performers plays an important role in shaping high performance 

victim phenomenon in the workplace. Although envy and competition may result in 

positive organizational outcomes, envy and competition may also result in deleterious 

organizational outcomes such as victimization against envied coworkers or rivals (see 

Johnson & Johnson, 1989; Tai et al., 2012). In particular, to reduce or remove the 

advantages higher performers enjoy at work compared with them, employees may engage 

in harming behaviors toward the high performers. The insignificant results of 

condescending suggest that high performing victims fall under what Schafer (1977) 

categorized as an ―innocent victim‖ in his victim precipitation model. As such, we should 

be cautious in casting blame on high performance victims while curtailing perpetrators’ 

responsibility. However, we should be cautious in interpreting this result because (1) 

there may be intentional competition- or envy-provoking events by high performers or 

(2) unintentional condescending behaviors by high performers. In the victimization 

literature, there has been some discussion on whether antisocial behaviors should be 

considered as intentional or unintentional behaviors (see O’Leary-Kelly, Duffy, & Griffin, 

2000). In this study, I include both intentional and unintentional components, but 
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acknowledge that we need more research to clearly distinguish between the intentional 

and unintentional components in victimization.   

 A possible reason for this insignificant finding of intentional instigations (i.e., 

condescending behaviors by high performers) is that high performers may more likely be 

concerned about other group members’ self-evaluations or reactions, which lead to the 

high performers displaying self-effacing behaviors rather than condescending behaviors 

toward their group members (e.g., ―playing dumb‖ phenomenon, Exline & Lobel, 1999). 

For example, in the school context, research found that gifted students were more like to 

engage in ―camouflaging‖ behaviors to hide their superior performance from peers (e.g., 

Cross, Coleman, & Stewart, 1993). The null findings and alternative explanations suggest 

that sensitivity about being the target of a threatening upward comparison (STTUC, 

Exline & Lobel, 1999) may serve as a boundary condition of the links between task 

performance and condescending or self-effacing behaviors, such that when high 

performers are high in STTUC, they are less (more) likely to show condescending (self-

effacing) behaviors than those low in STTUC.             

Next, this study further introduces several group-level contextual factors as 

boundary conditions of the unfavorable social comparison mechanisms and the 

victimization of high performers. Integrating several group context (e.g., collective 

identity, justice climate, and transformational leadership) theories and research into the 

social comparison-based instigation model, I proposed that work group contextual factors 

(i.e., collective identity, justice climate, transformational leadership, climate of concern 

of employees, and social interaction) tempers the victimization of high performers by 

reducing the unfavorable social comparison mechanisms. The significant results of 
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collective identity and justice climate illuminate the essential role that work group 

context plays in shaping social comparison mechanisms and high performance victim 

phenomenon at the individual-level. Investigating the troubling and important 

phenomenon—workplace victimization—through the lens of multilevel perspective 

contributes to understanding the importance of work group context as a situational buffer 

of high performer victimization. This finding extends the previous understanding of the 

role that collective identity and justice climate play in the workplace. Not only are 

collective identity and justice climate positively related to organizational outcomes (see 

Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley, 2008; Greenberg & Colquitt, 2005), but these are also 

important situational buffers of high performer victimization. Regarding collective 

identity, this result is consistent with Brewer and Gardner’s (1996) research that 

collective identity alters social comparison processes and outcomes (e.g., basis of self-

evaluation, frame of reference, and basic social motivation). Thus, employees view the 

high performers as the pride of the group rather than as the targets of envy, competition, 

or interpersonal aggression. Regarding justice climate, this result is consistent with Duffy 

and colleagues’ (2008) assertion that justice climate may serve as an antidote to the 

negative interpersonal effects of esteem-damaging social comparisons (see also Cohen-

Charash & Muller, 2007); it is also consistent with justice theories including uncertainty 

management theory and the group engagement model. Simply put, when justice climate 

is high, employees are able to maintain or restore their self-esteem and view as justified 

the advantages and benefits high performers enjoy.  

    A possible reason for the insignificant moderating roles of transformational 

leadership, climate of concern for employees, and social interaction may be the low 
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statistical power in detecting the interactions. A pilot test that I conducted prior this study 

using 2563 employees in 234 work groups with a large Midwest university found the 

significant moderating roles of climate of concern for employees and social interaction on 

the relationship between self-reported task performance and victimization. Thus, the 

insignificant interaction may be driven by low power from the small sample size of this 

study (McClelland & Judd, 1993). Another explanation for the insignificant interaction 

regarding transformational leadership is that the effects of transformational leadership are 

two-pronged: one toward the individual and another toward the group. Wu and his 

colleagues (2010) suggested that two facets of transformational leadership—

individualized consideration and intellectual stimulation—are categorized as individual-

focused leadership and two other facets of transformational leadership—inspirational 

motivation and idealized influence—are categorized as group-focused leadership. They 

further argued and found that individual-focused leadership reduced collective efficacy 

and group effectiveness, but group-focused leadership increased collective identity, 

collective efficacy, and group effectiveness. This finding provides support for the 

distinctiveness of individual- and group-focused leadership foci and their unique effects 

on social comparison mechanisms in work groups. Although group-focused leadership 

may temper the victimization of high performer by buffering the unfavorable social 

comparison between high performers and other group members, individual-focused 

leadership may not buffer the social comparison mechanisms and may even trigger these 

social comparison mechanisms.  
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 I did not find a consistent pattern of results when using victimization-network 

items (i.e., continuous, dichotomous, and maximum values); the moderating effects of 

work group contextual factors are mostly insignificant. This inconsistent finding may be 

explained by potential measurement errors of victimization-network. Although the survey 

clearly indicated that confidentiality is guaranteed and emphasized the importance of 

candid answers, it may be possible that the participants were reluctant to report their 

victimization experience when using a network survey questionnaire that lists all the 

names of the work group members. The participants may have different perceptions 

regarding survey questions directed at specific individual (i.e., dyadic perceptions) 

compared to question directed at work group as a whole (i.e., holistic perceptions). In 

addition, Rogers (2002) reported that moderating effects are less likely to be detected 

when main effects are small (small effect size = .02, medium effect size = .15, large 

effect size = .35) because they place a mathematical constraint on the significant 

moderating effects. In this study, the correlations between task performance and 

victimization-network range from .03 to .08 (compared to r =.15 for the task 

performance-victimization-scale). Thus, it may be that this small effect size constrains 

the detection of significant moderating effects. More studies are necessary to clarify the 

difference between dyadic and holistic measures in this domain.  

   Overall, this study takes an important first step in developing and testing the 

social context model of the victimization of high performers. One of the critical 

contributions of this model is that it integrates the disconnected theories surrounding 

victim precipitation, social comparison, and group context. This integrated model differs 

from theories of victim precipitation and social comparison in that it suggests that the 
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mechanisms leading from high task performance to victimization depends on fellow 

employees’ unfavorable social comparison such as envy and competition toward high 

performers. To the best of my knowledge, no previous theories have introduced envy and 

competition as intervening mechanisms of the victimization of high performers. This 

integrated model goes even further by proposing that the unfavorable social comparison 

mechanisms can be mitigated by work group contextual factors including collective 

identity and overall justice climate. The product of this theoretical integration paints a 

fuller picture of the victimization of high performers in the workplace. Furthermore, this 

study suggests promising avenues for future research that could help us better understand 

the critical role that social context plays on the interpersonal relationship between high, 

average, and poor performers in the workplace.     

Practical Implications 

 Workplace victimization causes severe costs to individuals, organizations, and 

societies worldwide. According to the International Labor Organization (ILO), the cost 

estimates of workplace victimization have ranged from $3 billion to $35.4 billion in a 

year (Hoel, Sparks, & Cooper, 2001). Although it is difficult and sometimes unnecessary 

to eliminate social comparison among work group members altogether (see Goodman, 

1977), managers may mitigate the negative outcomes of social comparison by providing 

interpersonal relationship training sessions for employees to reduce the feeling of envy 

and the sense of destructive competition toward high performers and to avoid partaking 

in condescending behaviors toward lower performers. Manager can also prevent the 

threat to employees’ self-evaluations by providing sufficient resources and opportunities 

to improve their confidence and task performance. Beyond the above practices, this study 
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suggests that managers can reduce the likelihood of unfavorable social comparisons (e.g., 

envy and competition) that increase the victimization of high performers from taking 

place by promoting group identity and a fair environment. To increase group identity, 

managers can provide team-building training sessions and team-based compensation as 

well as organize frequent social gatherings. To promote a fair environment, managers can 

develop a consistent and unbiased performance evaluation system, treat employees with 

respect, and maintain communication with employees in a candid manner. In summary, 

from a practical standpoint, this study suggests guidelines to build a better workplace that 

promotes both employee well-being and organizational performance by illustrating the 

unfavorable social comparison mechanisms through which work group context mitigates 

the high performance victim phenomenon.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

 This study has some limitations. First, the external validity of these findings may 

be limited because these data were collected from three organizations in South Korea. 

Korean culture is considered to be high in collectivism and interdependence (Heine & 

Buchtel, 2009; Hofstede, 1991). However, one advantage is that this study hints at the 

generalizability of the social context model of victimization across cultures. Despite 

being derived from the victimization and social comparison literature based on 

individualist cultures, the model was supported in a collectivist culture (see Aquino & 

Thau, 2009), suggesting the theoretical model is not culturally bounded. In addition, it is 

possible that organization- or industry-level factors affect the study findings. I controlled 

for these higher-level factors using alternative techniques (e.g., organization and industry 

dummy) to account for the nested structure; the pattern of results was virtually the same. 
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Future studies that constructively replicate these results in other cultural, industrial, 

organizational, and team context will be necessary.    

Second, this study used single-item network-based measures to assess envy, 

competition, and condescension networks. Using multi-item questions is an ideal way of 

assessing these networks, but it may cause extreme fatigue and low response rates. As 

such, social network researchers, having faced such dilemma, have widely used single-

item measures to assess networks (e.g., Baldwin, Bedell, & Johnson, 1997; Klein, Lim, 

Saltz, & Mayer, 2004; Sparrowe, et al., 2001; see Kilduff and Brass, 2010 for a review). 

Wanous, Reichers, and Hudy (1997) demonstrated that single-item measures can be 

reliable when the construct is unambiguous and narrow to the study participants. 

Following this suggestion, I provided specific explanation with examples by using 

reliable scales to reduce vagueness of study participants (see Ferrin et al., 2006, for a 

same approach). Furthermore, although network-based measures are single-item, they are 

also multi-source ratings. Performance feedback literature found that multi-source ratings 

comprehensively captured the theoretical constructs above and beyond the single-source 

ratings (e.g., Oh & Berry, 2009; Oh, Wang, & Mount, 2011). Thus, being based on multi-

source ratings alleviates the concerns in regards to using single-item network measures.              

 Third, this study focused on the most basic measure of social networks in work 

groups; it limited the use of network matrices to independent, mediator, and dependent 

variables. Specifically, although I used sociomatrix that lists all work group members’ 

names in data collection, I did not analyze the complex forms of dyadic networks; instead 

I analyzed the most basic network measure (i.e., in-degree centrality) which is consistent 

with the study hypotheses. It also did not capture the victimization phenomenon from 
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outside of the work group. Future studies that use organization-level networks will be 

necessary to analyze the dyadic relationship between two actors by creating a task 

performance matrix (i.e., difference score between two actors) and by using Quadratic 

Assignment Procedure (QAP) multiple regression. In addition, it may be fruitful to 

replicate the social comparison mechanisms at the work group-level (i.e., intergroup 

networks) or at the organization-level (i.e., inter-firm networks). 

 Fourth, there was a tradeoff between high within-group response rate (98%) and 

low total response rate (23%). Because network methods generally require high response 

rate, I excluded work groups with less than 80 percent participation at time 1 and at time 

2 surveys. Although this approach contributed to the formation of robust group-level 

variables, it decreased the total response rate compared with other studies in top tier 

journals (e.g., the average response rate = 52.7 percent; Baruch & Holtom, 2008). To 

reduce this concern, I compared the final sample to the sample with insufficient response 

rates, and found no significant differences between these two samples. As such, low total 

response rate would not necessarily invalidate our study results (see Newman, 2009).  

 There are additional avenues for extending this research. I encourage future 

research to consider organization-level human resource management (HRM) systems or 

practices as boundary conditions of high performance victim phenomenon. For example, 

what types of HRM systems exacerbate or buffer this phenomenon? According to the 

social exchange theoretical perspective on the employee-organization relationship (Blau, 

1964; Tsui, Pearce, Porter, & Hite, 1995), (1) HRM inducement and investment and (2) 

HRM expectation-enhancing systems may differentially influence the victimization of 

high performers (see Shaw, Dineen, Fang, & Vellella, 2009). HRM inducement and 
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investment (e.g., high levels of pay and benefits level, job security, training, and 

procedural justice) may buffer this relationship because it enhances mutual trust and 

considerations of coworkers’ well-being beyond employees’ self-interest. For example, if 

low performers are rewarded well for high performers’ successes, it may mitigate the 

victimization of high performers. However, HRM expectation-enhancing (e.g., pay for 

performance, frequent performance appraisal, and monitoring) practices may exacerbate 

this relationship because it triggers the employees’ self-interest and makes it more likely 

for unfavorable social comparison toward high performers to take place. For example, 

pay-for-performance system may exacerbate the victimization of high performers 

because the zero-sum nature of this reward system increases the chance that high 

performers will receive the larger portion of reward than fellow coworkers, thus, 

lowering fellow coworkers’ self-evaluation and heightening their sense of relative 

deprivation.  

 It is also important to examine the individual characteristics of high performance 

victims as these may affect the degree to which the victims rebound from victimization 

and return to their previous high levels of performance. This can be done using 

organization records of performance rating and surveys. In particular, individual 

difference variables including core self-evaluation (Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 

2002), resilience (Block & Kremen, 1996) or psychological capital (Luthans, Avolio, 

Avey, & Norman, 2007) may serve as boundary conditions of the performance trajectory 

of high performance victims; after being victimized, individuals high in core self-

evaluation, resilience, or psychological capital may recover their high performance levels 

more quickly than those low in these characteristics because individuals high in these 
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characteristics have more personal resources to cope with and bounce back from 

victimization.   

 Although this study focused on the negative outcomes of envy, it may also be 

interesting to examine both positive and negative outcomes of envy simultaneously. Tai 

and his colleagues (2012) provided a conceptual model wherein envy would activate 

challenge- and treat-oriented action tendencies, which would, in turn, result in positive 

and negative organizational outcomes (e.g., task performance, prosocial behavior, and 

social undermining), respectively. They further argued that the degree to which envy 

positively and negatively affects organizational outcomes is shaped by envious 

individuals’ core self-evaluation, referent cognitions including warmth and competence, 

and group-level contextual factors including organizational support and justice climate. It 

is necessary to empirically demonstrate this model.     

 In conclusion, this study makes a contribution to the investigation of the 

mechanisms and work group context in the victimization of high performers by 

integrating various theoretical perspectives and using a rigorous research design. The 

results highlight social comparison-driven psychological states and behaviors in 

predicting the victimization of high performers and the role that work group context plays 

in this relationship. Given these findings, future research on workplace victimization 

using multilevel perspective is necessary.    
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Table 1 

Sample Characteristics 

Organization  1 2 3 

Industry 

 

Government  

 

Advertising  

Agency 1 

Advertising  

Agency 2 

Total number of employees/teams 902/178
 

21/5 34/10 

Total number of participants/teams 167/53 21/5 29/9 

Response Rate  

(Individual- and Team-level) 19/30% 100/100% 85/90% 

Gender(female proportion) 47% 43% 66% 

Organization Tenure (year) 12.20 2.57 2.55 

Team Tenure(years) 1.95 2.14 2.31 

Age(years) 41 30 28 

Education 2.6 2.8 2.5 

 Note. Education (1 = high school, 2 = 2-year college, 3 = bachelor’s degree, 4= master’s or doctorate degree).  
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Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations  

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

 

12 

 

13 

Individual-level variables                

1. Age (years) 38.18 8.64              

2. Gender 0.49 0.50 -0.33             

3. Workgroup tenure (years) 2.02 1.85 0.04 -0.02            

4. Job stress 3.36 0.78 -0.05 0.09 -0.05           

5. Positive affectivity 3.02 0.70 0.09 -0.09 -0.01 0.04          

6. Negative affectivity 2.20 0.78 0.05 0.01 -0.04 0.57 0.06         

7. Envy 1.81 0.81 -0.01 0.06 -0.07 0.03 -0.02 -0.01        

8. Competition 1.80 0.78 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 0.04 -0.02 0.06 0.50       

9. Condescension 1.27 0.48 0.04 -0.12 0.04 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.17 0.26      

10. Task performance 4.09 0.72 0.18 0.03 0.11 -0.08 0.23 -0.06 0.12 -0.03 0.03     

11. Victimization (scale) 1.28 0.41 0.02 -0.09 0.01 0.17 -0.06 0.29 0.26 0.30 0.32 0.15    

12. Victimization(network: continuous)  1.20   0.44 0.01 -0.07 0.06 0.03 -0.10 0.14 0.29 0.31 0.45 0.08 0.62   

13. Victimization(network: dichotomous)  .14   .14 0.02 -0.05 0.04 0.02 -0.07 0.10 0.24 0.29 0.38 0.08 0.53 0.91  

14. Victimization(network: maximum)  1.38   0.77 0.02 -0.02 0.09 0.07 -0.12 0.14 0.26 0.27 0.46 0.03 0.56 0.88 0.78 

 

Group-level variables              

  

1. Collective identity 3.57 0.64     0.50    0.47    0.53    0.60                 

2. Overall justice climate 5.42 1.11 0.62     0.68    0.50    0.56         

3. Climate of concern for employees 3.85 0.47 0.57 0.79     0.58    0.64         

4. Social interaction 3.50 0.55 0.56 0.55 0.62     0.61         

5. Transformational leadership  3.67 0.64 0.68 0.64 0.76 0.69                 

Note.  At the individual-level, correlations greater than .14 are significant at p < .05; those greater than .17 are significant at p < .01. At the group-level, 

correlations greater than .24 are significant at p < .05; those greater than .31 are significant at p < .01. Within group-level variables block, individual-level 

correlations are above the diagonal. Gender: female =1, male=0. 
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Table 3  

Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Mediators  

Variable Model 6

Intercept 1.63 ** 1.82 ** 1.93 ** 1.35 ** 1.03 ** 1.09 **

Age 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gender 0.16 0.12 -0.11 -0.14 -0.05 -0.06

Tenure -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 0.00 -0.01

Job stress 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01

Positive affectivity 0.00 -0.04 0.00 -0.03 0.05 0.04

Negative affectivity -0.14 -0.13 -0.02 -0.01 0.00 0.00

Task performance 0.16 ** 0.16 * 0.06

Model deviance 494.24 487.56 452.86 447.78 268.34 266.54

Pseudo R-squared 0.07 0.11 0.03 0.06 0.01 0.06

Envy Competition Condescension

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

 
Note.  N = 217. Values are unstandardized RCM coefficients. Model deviance (-2 x log-

likelihood of the full maximum-likelihood estimate) is an indicator of model fit; the 

smaller the deviance, the better the model fit. Pseudo R-Squared values were calculated 

on the basis of the formula ((unrestricted error – restricted error) / unrestricted error) from 

Kreft and de Leeuw (1998).     

* p < .05, ** p <  .01 (two-tailed test).  
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Table 4  

Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Victimization 

Variable

Intercept 1.12 ** 1.27 ** 1.04 ** 0.95 ** 0.98 ** 0.73 **

Age 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gender -0.09 -0.12 * -0.13 * -0.08 -0.09 -0.08

Tenure 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Job stress 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02

Positive affectivity -0.04 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.08 * -0.08 *

Negative affectivity 0.14 ** 0.15 ** 0.15 ** 0.14 ** 0.15 ** 0.15 **

Task performance 0.15 ** 0.12 ** 0.14 ** 0.12 ** 0.11 **

Envy 0.12 ** 0.06

Competition 0.14 ** 0.08 *

Condescension 0.25 ** 0.20 **

Model deviance 199.50 185.48 171.90 167.86 165.92 150.62

Pseudo R-squared 0.05 0.16 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.22

Victimization

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

 
Note.  N = 217. Values are unstandardized RCM coefficients. Model deviance (-2 x log-

likelihood of the full maximum-likelihood estimate) is an indicator of model fit; the 

smaller the deviance, the better the model fit. Pseudo R-Squared values were calculated 

on the basis of the formula ((unrestricted error – restricted error) / unrestricted error) from 

Kreft and de Leeuw (1998).     

* p < .05, ** p <  .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 5  

Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Mediators with 

Collective Identity as the Moderator   

Variable Model 6

Intercept 1.80 ** 1.80 ** 2.03 ** 2.04 ** 1.03 ** 1.03 **

Age 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gender 0.12 0.13 -0.14 † -0.14 -0.08 -0.07

Tenure -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 † -0.05 † 0.00 -0.01

Job stress 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03

Positive affectivity -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 0.06 0.06

Negative affectivity -0.14 -0.14 † -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01

Task performance 0.20 ** 0.18 ** 0.15 ** 0.13 * 0.05 0.03

Collective identity -0.12 -0.13 -0.18 † -0.19 † -0.26 ** -0.27 **

Task performance x  -0.15 † -0.12 † -0.16 **

    Collective identity 

Model deviance 486.66 483.66 445.86 443.30 250.16 241.58

Pseudo R-squared 0.12 0.14 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.11

Envy Competition Condescension

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

 
Note.  For Level 1, N = 217; for Level 2, N = 67. Values are unstandardized RCM 

coefficients. Model deviance (-2 x log-likelihood of the full maximum-likelihood 

estimate) is an indicator of model fit; the smaller the deviance, the better the model fit. 

Pseudo R-Squared values were calculated on the basis of the formula ((unrestricted error 

– restricted error) / unrestricted error) from Kreft and de Leeuw (1998).     

† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 6 

Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Victimization with 

Collective Identity as the Moderator   

Variable

Intercept 1.15 ** 1.15 ** 1.12 ** 1.09 ** 1.04 ** 1.09 **

Age 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gender -0.10 * -0.10 * -0.10 * -0.11 * -0.10 * -0.10 *

Tenure 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Job stress 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03

Positive affectivity -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03

Negative affectivity 0.14 ** 0.14 ** 0.13 ** 0.13 ** 0.14 ** 0.14 **

Task performance 0.11 ** 0.11 ** 0.10 ** 0.10 ** 0.09 ** 0.09 **

Envy 0.06 † 0.06 † 0.06 † 0.05 0.06 † 0.04

Competition 0.07 * 0.07 * 0.07 * 0.09 ** 0.06 † 0.09 *

Condescension 0.14 * 0.13 * 0.12 * 0.08 0.09 0.07

Collective identity -0.13 ** -0.15 ** -0.15 ** -0.13 ** -0.13 ** -0.12 **

Task performance x Collective identity 0.05 -0.03 -0.04 † -0.02 -0.06 *

Envy x Collective identity -0.05 0.07

Competition x Collective identity -0.18 ** -0.20 **

Condescension x Collective identity -0.16 ** -0.08

Model deviance 137.74 136.54 135.42 122.06 128.88 119.44

Pseudo R-squared 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.29 0.27 0.31

Victimization

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

 
Note.  For Level 1, N = 217; for Level 2, N = 67. Values are unstandardized RCM 

coefficients. Model deviance (-2 x log-likelihood of the full maximum-likelihood 

estimate) is an indicator of model fit; the smaller the deviance, the better the model fit. 

Pseudo R-Squared values were calculated on the basis of the formula ((unrestricted error 

– restricted error) / unrestricted error) from Kreft and de Leeuw (1998).     

† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 7 

Analysis of Simple Effects with Collective Identity (CI) as the Moderator 

Envy

High CI 0.06 0.02 0.06 * 0.00 0.06

Low CI 0.20 ** 0.08 0.08 * 0.02 0.10 **

Differences -0.14 † -0.06 -0.02 -0.02 -0.04 †

Competition

High CI 0.04 -0.01 0.06 * 0.00 0.06

Low CI 0.16 * 0.13 ** 0.12 ** 0.02 * 0.14 *

Differences -0.12 † -0.14 ** -0.06 † -0.02 * -0.08 †

Condescension

High CI -0.05 -0.01 0.06 * 0.00 0.06

Low CI 0.09 * 0.09 * 0.08 * 0.01 0.09 **

Differences -0.14 ** -0.10 ** -0.02 -0.01 -0.03

Stage Effect

First Second Direct Indirect Total

 
Note. Significance tests for the indirect, total, and differences in these effects were based 

on bias-corrected confidence intervals derived from 1,000 bootstrap estimates.  

† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 8  

Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Mediators with Overall 

Justice Climate as the Moderator   

Variable Model 6

Intercept 1.81 ** 1.87 ** 2.06 ** 2.09 ** 1.09 ** 1.15 **

Age 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gender 0.12 0.12 -0.14 -0.13 -0.08 -0.07

Tenure -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 † -0.04 † 0.00 0.00

Job stress 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00

Positive affectivity -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 0.06 0.06

Negative affectivity -0.14 † -0.14 † -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01

Task performance 0.23 ** 0.19 ** 0.17 ** 0.15 * 0.09 * 0.09

Overall justice climate -0.14 ** -0.14 ** -0.18 ** -0.18 ** -0.19 ** -0.19 **

Task performance x  -0.09 * -0.04 -0.09 **

   Overall justice climate 

Model deviance 483.74 481.18 442.04 441.26 239.20 231.86

Pseudo R-squared 0.12 0.13 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.10

Envy Competition Condescension

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

 
Note.  For Level 1, N = 217; for Level 2, N = 67. Values are unstandardized RCM 

coefficients. Model deviance (-2 x log-likelihood of the full maximum-likelihood 

estimate) is an indicator of model fit; the smaller the deviance, the better the model fit. 

Pseudo R-Squared values were calculated on the basis of the formula ((unrestricted error 

– restricted error) / unrestricted error) from Kreft and de Leeuw (1998).     

† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 9 

Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Victimization with 

Overall Justice Climate as the Moderator   

Variable

Intercept 1.21 ** 1.24 ** 1.19 ** 1.17 ** 1.14 ** 1.14 **

Age 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gender -0.09 † -0.08 † -0.08 † -0.08 † -0.09 † -0.08 †

Tenure 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Job stress 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03

Positive affectivity -0.06 † -0.06 † -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05

Negative affectivity 0.14 ** 0.14 ** 0.13 ** 0.14 ** 0.14 ** 0.14 **

Task performance 0.14 ** 0.13 ** 0.12 ** 0.12 ** 0.12 ** 0.12 **

Envy 0.05 0.05 0.06 † 0.05 0.05 0.05

Competition 0.07 * 0.07 * 0.06 † 0.08 * 0.06 † 0.08 *

Condescension 0.13 * 0.12 * 0.10 † 0.09 0.08 0.07

Overall justice climate -0.08 ** -0.08 ** -0.09 ** -0.08 ** -0.07 * -0.07 **

Task performance x Overall justice climate -0.04 -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.03

Envy x Overall justice climate -0.05 † -0.01

Competition x Overall justice climate -0.08 ** -0.06

Condescension x Overall justice climate -0.08 ** -0.03

Model deviance 140.38 137.94 134.76 131.32 134.26 130.84

Pseudo R-squared 0.24 0.25 0.26 0.27 0.27 0.27

Victimization

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

 
Note.  For Level 1, N = 217; for Level 2, N = 67. Values are unstandardized RCM 

coefficients. Model deviance (-2 x log-likelihood of the full maximum-likelihood 

estimate) is an indicator of model fit; the smaller the deviance, the better the model fit. 

Pseudo R-Squared values were calculated on the basis of the formula ((unrestricted error 

– restricted error) / unrestricted error)  from Kreft and de Leeuw (1998).     

† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 10 

Analysis of Simple Effects with Overall Justice Climate (OJC) as the Moderator 

Envy

High OJC 0.07 * 0.00 0.06 * 0.00 0.06

Low OJC 0.21 ** 0.10 * 0.12 ** 0.02 † 0.14 **

Differences -0.14 * -0.10 † -0.06 -0.02 -0.08 †

Competition

High OJC 0.07 0.02 0.06 * 0.00 0.06

Low OJC 0.15 ** 0.14 ** 0.12 ** 0.02 * 0.14 **

Differences -0.08 -0.12 ** -0.06 -0.02 * -0.08 †

Condescension

High OJC -0.02 0.00 0.05 ** 0.00 * 0.05

Low OJC -0.12 ** 0.08 † 0.11 ** 0.01 * 0.12 **

Differences -0.14 ** -0.08 ** -0.06 -0.01 * -0.07 **

Stage Effect

First Second Direct Indirect Total

 
Note. Significance tests for the indirect, total, and differences in these effects were based 

on bias-corrected confidence intervals derived from 1,000 bootstrap estimates.  

† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 11  

Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Mediators with Climate 

of Concern for Employees as the Moderator   

Variable Model 6

Intercept 1.80 ** 1.82 ** 2.04 ** 2.04 ** 1.03 ** 1.06 **

Age 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gender 0.13 0.14 -0.13 -0.13 -0.07 -0.06

Tenure -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 † -0.04 † -0.01 -0.01

Job stress 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

Positive affectivity -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 0.09 0.08

Negative affectivity -0.14 † -0.13 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02

Task performance 0.22 ** 0.18 * 0.16 * 0.15 * 0.08 * 0.06

Climate of concern for employees -0.24 † -0.25 † -0.19 -0.20 -0.46 ** -0.48 **

Task performance x  -0.20 † -0.07 -0.17 *

   Climate of concern for employees 

Model deviance 485.78 483.32 446.70 446.34 239.78 234.90

Pseudo R-squared 0.12 0.12 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.11

Envy Competition Condescension

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

 
Note.  For Level 1, N = 217; for Level 2, N = 67. Values are unstandardized RCM 

coefficients. Model deviance (-2 x log-likelihood of the full maximum-likelihood 

estimate) is an indicator of model fit; the smaller the deviance, the better the model fit. 

Pseudo R-Squared values were calculated on the basis of the formula ((unrestricted error 

– restricted error) / unrestricted error) from Kreft and de Leeuw (1998).     

 † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 12 

Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Victimization with 

Climate of Concern for Employees as the Moderator  

Variable

Intercept 1.17 ** 1.19 ** 1.17 ** 1.14 ** 1.11 ** 1.13 **

Age 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gender -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.08

Tenure 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

Job stress 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02

Positive affectivity -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03

Negative affectivity 0.13 ** 0.13 ** 0.13 ** 0.14 ** 0.13 ** 0.14 **

Task performance 0.13 ** 0.12 ** 0.13 ** 0.12 ** 0.12 ** 0.12 **

Envy 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04

Competition 0.09 * 0.09 * 0.09 ** 0.10 ** 0.09 * 0.10 **

Condescension 0.12 * 0.12 * 0.11 † 0.09 0.07 0.08

Climate of concern for employees -0.17 ** -0.19 ** -0.19 ** -0.18 ** -0.17 ** -0.17 **

Task performance x Climiate of concern for employees -0.09 † -0.08 -0.09 † -0.08 -0.10

Envy x Climate of concern for employees -0.06 0.08

Competition x Climate of concern for employees -0.15 * -0.17

Condescension x Climate of concern for employees -0.16 * -0.08

Model deviance 141.94 139.60 138.86 134.96 136.30 133.82

Pseudo R-squared 0.24 0.25 0.26 0.27 0.27 0.28

Victimization

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

 
Note.  For Level 1, N = 217; for Level 2, N = 67. Values are unstandardized RCM 

coefficients. Model deviance (-2 x log-likelihood of the full maximum-likelihood 

estimate) is an indicator of model fit; the smaller the deviance, the better the model fit. 

Pseudo R-Squared values were calculated on the basis of the formula ((unrestricted error 

– restricted error) / unrestricted error) from Kreft and de Leeuw (1998).     

† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 13 

 Analysis of Simple Effects with Climate of Concern for Employees (CCE) as the 

Moderator 

Envy

High CCE 0.06 0.02 0.06 0.00 0.06

Low CCE 0.20 ** 0.06 0.12 ** 0.01 0.13 **

Differences -0.14 † -0.04 -0.06 -0.01 -0.07

Competition

High CCE 0.09 0.02 0.05 * 0.00 † 0.05

Low CCE 0.13 * 0.14 ** 0.11 ** 0.02 * 0.13 **

Differences -0.04 -0.12 * -0.06 † -0.02 † -0.08

Condescension

High CCE -0.02 0.00 0.05 * 0.00 † 0.05

Low CCE 0.10 * 0.08 * 0.11 ** 0.01 † 0.12 **

Differences -0.12 * -0.08 * -0.06 -0.01 † -0.07 †

Stage Effect

First Second Direct Indirect Total

 
Note. Significance tests for the indirect, total, and differences in these effects were based 

on bias-corrected confidence intervals derived from 1,000 bootstrap estimates.  

† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 14 

Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Mediators with Social 

Interaction as the Moderator   

Variable Model 6

Intercept 1.86 ** 1.87 ** 2.05 ** 2.06 ** 1.16 ** 1.16 **

Age 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gender 0.13 0.13 -0.14 -0.14 -0.07 -0.07

Tenure -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 † -0.04 † -0.01 -0.01

Job stress 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00 -0.01

Positive affectivity -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 0.06 0.07

Negative affectivity -0.14 -0.14 * -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01

Task performance 0.21 ** 0.20 ** 0.16 ** 0.16 ** 0.05 0.05

Social interaction -0.22 -0.22 -0.01 -0.06 -0.28 * -0.28 *

Task performance x  -0.13 -0.02 -0.10 †

  Social interaction

Model deviance 485.16 484.00 447.66 447.62 252.40 250.22

Pseudo R-squared 0.11 0.12 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07

Envy Competition Condescension

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

 
Note.  For Level 1, N = 217; for Level 2, N = 67. Values are unstandardized RCM 

coefficients. Model deviance (-2 x log-likelihood of the full maximum-likelihood 

estimate) is an indicator of model fit; the smaller the deviance, the better the model fit. 

Pseudo R-Squared values were calculated on the basis of the formula ((unrestricted error 

– restricted error) / unrestricted error) from Kreft and de Leeuw (1998).     

 † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 15 

Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Victimization with Social 

Interaction as the Moderator   

Variable

Intercept 1.26 ** 1.27 ** 1.23 ** 1.14 ** 1.21 ** 1.12 **

Age 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gender -0.08 † -0.08 -0.08 0.07 -0.08 † -0.07

Tenure 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Job stress 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02

Positive affectivity -0.04 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.03

Negative affectivity 0.13 ** 0.13 ** 0.13 ** 0.12 ** 0.13 ** 0.12 **

Task performance 0.11 ** 0.11 ** 0.11 ** 0.11 ** 0.11 ** 0.11 **

Envy 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.02

Competition 0.09 * 0.09 ** 0.09 ** 0.11 ** 0.09 * 0.11 **

Condescension 0.15 ** 0.15 ** 0.13 ** 0.09 0.10 † 0.08

Social interaction -0.15 ** -0.15 ** -0.16 ** -0.17 ** -0.13 ** -0.16 **

Task performance x Social interaction -0.02 -0.01 -0.04 -0.01 -0.04

Envy x Social interaction -0.08 0.05

Competition x Social interaction -0.21 ** -0.21 *

Condescension x Social interaction -0.15 * -0.07

Model deviance 141.26 141.14 139.26 129.28 137.08 128.2

Pseudo R-squared 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.27 0.26 0.28

Victimization

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

 
Note.  For Level 1, N = 217; for Level 2, N = 67. Values are unstandardized RCM 

coefficients. Model deviance (-2 x log-likelihood of the full maximum-likelihood 

estimate) is an indicator of model fit; the smaller the deviance, the better the model fit. 

Pseudo R-Squared values were calculated on the basis of the formula ((unrestricted error 

– restricted error) / unrestricted error) from Kreft and de Leeuw (1998).     

† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 16 

Analysis of Simple Effects with Social Interaction (SI) as the Moderator 

Envy

High SI 0.09 * -0.01 0.08 * 0.00 0.08 **

Low SI 0.19 * 0.07 0.08 * 0.01 0.10 **

Differences -0.10 -0.08 0.00 -0.01 -0.02

Competition

High SI 0.10 † 0.00 0.06 * 0.00 † 0.06 **

Low SI 0.12 * 0.18 ** 0.10 ** 0.02 † 0.12 **

Differences -0.02 -0.18 ** -0.04 -0.02 † -0.06

Condescension

High SI 0.00 0.01 0.08 ** 0.00 0.08 **

Low SI 0.08 * 0.09 * 0.08 * 0.01 0.09 *

Differences -0.08 † -0.08 * 0.00 -0.01 † 0.01

Stage Effect

First Second Direct Indirect Total

 
Note. Significance tests for the indirect, total, and differences in these effects were based 

on bias-corrected confidence intervals derived from 1,000 bootstrap estimates.  

† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 17 

Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Mediators with 

Transformational Leadership as the Moderator   

Variable Model 6

Intercept 1.82 ** 1.82 ** 2.05 ** 2.05 ** 1.10 ** 1.10 **

Age 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gender 0.12 0.13 -0.14 -0.13 -0.08 -0.06

Tenure -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 † -0.04 † -0.01 -0.01

Job stress 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

Positive affectivity -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 0.06 0.06

Negative affectivity -0.13 -0.13 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 0.00

Task performance 0.21 ** 0.19 ** 0.16 * 0.15 * 0.07 0.05

Transformational leadership -0.15 -0.15 0.04 0.04 -0.22 ** -0.21 *

Task performance x  -0.14 † -0.02 -0.11 **

  Transformational leadership 

Model deviance 486.04 483.62 447.70 447.60 255.74 252.18

Pseudo R-squared 0.11 0.13 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.08

Envy Competition Condescension

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

 
Note.  For Level 1, N = 217; for Level 2, N = 67. Values are unstandardized RCM 

coefficients. Model deviance (-2 x log-likelihood of the full maximum-likelihood 

estimate) is an indicator of model fit; the smaller the deviance, the better the model fit. 

Pseudo R-Squared values were calculated on the basis of the formula ((unrestricted error 

– restricted error) / unrestricted error) from Kreft and de Leeuw (1998).     

 † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 18 

Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Victimization with 

Transformational Leadership as the Moderator   

Variable

Intercept 1.20 ** 1.20 ** 1.18 ** 1.11 ** 1.11 ** 1.11 **

Age 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gender -0.09 † -0.09 † -0.09 † -0.09 † -0.09 * -0.09 †

Tenure 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01

Job stress 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03

Positive affectivity -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -0.03 -0.04 -0.03

Negative affectivity 0.14 ** 0.14 ** 0.14 ** 0.14 ** 0.15 ** 0.14 **

Task performance 0.12 ** 0.12 ** 0.12 ** 0.12 ** 0.11 ** 0.12 **

Envy 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.04

Competition 0.10 ** 0.10 ** 0.10 ** 0.12 ** 0.09 * 0.12 *

Condescension 0.15 ** 0.15 ** 0.14 ** 0.10 0.11 * 0.10

Transformational leadership -0.12 ** -0.12 ** -0.13 ** -0.12 ** -0.10 ** -0.11 **

Task performance x Transformational leadership -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.04 -0.04

Envy x Transformational leadership -0.05 0.06

Competition x Transformational leadership -0.16 ** -0.18 **

Condescension x Transformational leadership -0.13 * -0.03

Model deviance 141.80 141.52 140.30 127.66 132.64 130.42

Pseudo R-squared 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.28 0.27 0.28

Victimization

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

 
Note.  For Level 1, N = 217; for Level 2, N = 67. Values are unstandardized RCM 

coefficients. Model deviance (-2 x log-likelihood of the full maximum-likelihood 

estimate) is an indicator of model fit; the smaller the deviance, the better the model fit. 

Pseudo R-Squared values were calculated on the basis of the formula ((unrestricted error 

– restricted error) / unrestricted error) from Kreft and de Leeuw (1998).     

 † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Table 19 

Analysis of Simple Effects with Transformational Leadership (TFL) as the Moderator 

Envy

High TFL 0.06 0.00 0.07 * 0.00 0.07 †

Low TFL 0.20 ** 0.06 0.09 * 0.01 0.10 **

Differences -0.14 † -0.06 -0.02 -0.01 -0.03

Competition

High TFL 0.10 0.03 0.07 ** 0.00 † 0.07 †

Low TFL 0.12 * 0.17 ** 0.09 ** 0.02 ** 0.11 **

Differences -0.02 -0.14 ** -0.02 -0.02 † -0.04 †

Condescension

High TFL -0.01 0.01 0.08 ** 0.00 0.08 **

Low TFL 0.09 * 0.09 * 0.08 ** 0.01 0.09 **

Differences -0.10 ** -0.08 * 0.00 -0.01 -0.01

Stage Effect

First Second Direct Indirect Total

 
Note. Significance tests for the indirect, total, and differences in these effects were based 

on bias-corrected confidence intervals derived from 1,000 bootstrap estimates.  

† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Figure 1 

Research Model 
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Figure 2 

Summary of Moderated-Mediation Results 
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Note. Arrows and letters in bold represent significant relationships. X: task performance, Y: 

victimization. The path from Z to XM is the first stage of indirect effect. The path from Z to 

MY is the second stage of indirect effect. The path from Z to XY is the direct effect. Total 

effects are the sum of the first, second, and direct effects.  
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Figure 3  

Moderating Role of Collective Identity on the Relationship between Task Performance 

and Victimization with Envy as the Mediator 
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Figure 4  

Moderating Role of Collective Identity on the Relationship between Task Performance 

and Victimization with Competition as the Mediator 

 

a. First Stage of the Indirect Effect  

1.20

1.40

1.60

1.80

2.00

2.20

Low High

C
o
m

p
et

it
io

n

Task Performance

High Collective

Identity

Low Collective

Identity

 

b. Second Stage of the Indirect Effect 

0.80

1.00

1.20

1.40

1.60

1.80

Low High

V
ic

ti
m

iz
a
ti

o
n

Competition

High Collective

Identity

Low Collective

Identity

 

 

 

 



 

101 

 

c. Direct Effect 
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Figure 5 

Moderating Role of Collective Identity on the Relationship between Task Performance 

and Victimization with Condescension as the Mediator 
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Figure 6 

Moderating Role of Overall Justice Climate on the Relationship between Task 

Performance and Victimization with Envy as the Mediator 
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c. Total Effect  
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Figure 7 

Moderating Role of Overall Justice Climate on the Relationship between Task 

Performance and Victimization with Competition as the Mediator 
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Figure 8 

Moderating Role of Overall Justice Climate on the Relationship between Task 

Performance and Victimization with Condescension as the Mediator 
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c. Total Effect  
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Figure 9 

Moderating Role of Climate of Concern for Employees on the Relationship between Task 

Performance and Victimization with Envy as the Mediator 
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Figure 10 

Moderating Role of Climate of Concern for Employees on the Relationship between Task 

Performance and Victimization with Competition as the Mediator 
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Figure 11 

Moderating Role of Climate of Concern for Employees on the Relationship between Task 

Performance and Victimization with Condescension as the Mediator 
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c. Total Effect  
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Figure 12 

Moderating Role of Social Interaction on the Relationship between Task Performance 

and Victimization with Competition as the Mediator 
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Figure 13 

Moderating Role of Social Interaction on the Relationship between Task Performance 

and Victimization with Condescension as the Mediator 
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Figure 14 

Moderating Role of Transformational Leadership on the Relationship between Task 

Performance and Victimization with Envy as the Mediator 
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Figure 15 

Moderating Role of Transformational Leadership on the Relationship between Task 

Performance and Victimization with Competition as the Mediator 
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Figure 16 

Moderating Role of Transformational Leadership on the Relationship between Task 

Performance and Victimization with Condescension as the Mediator 
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Appendix I: Supplemental Results  

Mediation Tests 

Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Victimization (see Table 4 for comparison)  

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.10 * 0.07 0.08 * 0.07 0.05

Envy 0.16 ** 0.09 *

Competition 0.17 ** 0.07

Condescension 0.40 ** 0.35 **

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.06 * 0.04 0.05 * 0.04 0.04

Envy 0.09 ** 0.04

Competition 0.10 ** 0.05 *

Condescension 0.21 ** 0.17 **

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.11 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.03

Envy 0.21 ** 0.13 **

Competition 0.25 ** 0.11

Condescension 0.62 ** 0.54 **

Model 6aModel 1a Model 2a Model 3a Model 4a Model 5a

Victimization(network:continous)

Victimization(network:dichotomous)

Model 1b Model 2b Model 3b Model 4b Model 5b Model 6b

Victimization(network:maximum)

Model 1c Model 2c Model 3c Model 4c Model 5c Model 6c

 
Note.  N = 217. Values are unstandardized RCM coefficients.  

* p < .05, ** p <  .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Summary of Moderated-Mediation Results with Victimization Network (Continuous) 
            Mediators (M) 

 

 

Moderators (Z)  

 

Envy 

 

Competition 

 

Condescension 

 

 

 

Collective Identity 

(Hypothesis 4) 

                           Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                                Y 

               

                 Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

                

             Total 

                   Z   

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

 

 

 

Justice Climate 

(Hypothesis 5) 

               Total 
                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

              Total 

                   Z   
 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

                 

              Total 

                   Z   
 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

                    

 

 

 

Climate of Concern 

for Employees 

(Hypothesis 6) 

               Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                                Y 

               

               

                Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                                Y 

               

                Total 
                   Z   
 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

 

 

 

Social Interaction 

(Hypothesis 7) 

                Total 

                   Z   

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

            Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

               

                Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

 

 

 

Transformational 

Leadership 

(Hypothesis 8)  

                Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

               Total 

                   Z  
 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

                Total 

                  Z   

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

Note. Arrows and letters in bold represent significant relationships. X: task performance, Y: 

victimization. The path from Z to XM is the first stage of indirect effect. The path from Z to 

MY is the second stage of indirect effect. The path from Z to XY is the direct effect. Total 

effects are the sum of the first, second, and direct effects.   
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Summary of Moderated-Mediation Results with Victimization Network (Dichotomous) 
            Mediators (M) 

 

 

Moderators (Z)  

 

Envy 

 

Competition 

 

Condescension 

 

 

 

Collective Identity 

(Hypothesis 4) 

                           Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                                Y 

               

                 Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

                

             Total 

                   Z   

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

 

 

 

Justice Climate 

(Hypothesis 5) 

               Total 
                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

              Total 

                   Z   
 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

                 

              Total 

                   Z   
 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

                    

 

 

 

Climate of Concern 

for Employees 

(Hypothesis 6) 

               Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                                Y 

               

               

                Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                                Y 

               

                Total 
                   Z   
 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

 

 

 

Social Interaction 

(Hypothesis 7) 

                Total 

                   Z   

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

            Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

               

                Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

 

 

 

Transformational 

Leadership 

(Hypothesis 8)  

                Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

               Total 

                   Z  
 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

                Total 

                  Z   

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

Note. Arrows and letters in bold represent significant relationships. X: task performance, Y: 

victimization. The path from Z to XM is the first stage of indirect effect. The path from Z to 

MY is the second stage of indirect effect. The path from Z to XY is the direct effect. Total 

effects are the sum of the first, second, and direct effects 
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Summary of Moderated-Mediation Results with Victimization Network (Maximum) 
            Mediators (M) 

 

 

Moderators (Z)  

 

Envy 

 

Competition 

 

Condescension 

 

 

 

Collective Identity 

(Hypothesis 4) 

                           Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                                Y 

               

                 Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

                

             Total 

                   Z   

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

 

 

 

Justice Climate 

(Hypothesis 5) 

               Total 
                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

              Total 

                   Z   
 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

                 

              Total 

                   Z   
 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

                    

 

 

 

Climate of Concern 

for Employees 

(Hypothesis 6) 

               Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                                Y 

               

               

                Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                                Y 

               

                Total 
                   Z   
 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

 

 

 

Social Interaction 

(Hypothesis 7) 

                Total 

                   Z   

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

            Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

               

                Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

 

 

 

Transformational 

Leadership 

(Hypothesis 8)  

                Total 

                   Z  

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

               Total 

                   Z  
 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

                Total 

                  Z   

 

 

                 M   

 

 X                               Y 

               

Note. Arrows and letters in bold represent significant relationships. X: task performance, Y: 

victimization. The path from Z to XM is the first stage of indirect effect. The path from Z to 

MY is the second stage of indirect effect. The path from Z to XY is the direct effect. Total 

effects are the sum of the first, second, and direct effects 
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Moderated-Mediation Tests 

 

Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Victimization with 

Collective Identity as the Moderator (see Table 6 for comparison)  

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05

Envy 0.09 * 0.09 * 0.09 * 0.08 * 0.09 * 0.08 *

Competition 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.08

Condescension 0.29 ** 0.28 ** 0.28 ** 0.26 ** 0.28 ** 0.27 **

Collective identity -0.13 ** -0.13 ** -0.13 ** -0.13 ** -0.14 ** -0.12 **

Task performance x Collective identity -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.03

Envy x Collective identity 0.00 0.06

Competition x Collective identity -0.08 -0.14 *

Condescension x Collective identity 0.00 0.06

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03

Envy 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04

Competition 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.05

Condescension 0.14 ** 0.12 ** 0.14 ** 0.12 ** 0.13 ** 0.13 **

Collective identity -0.12 ** -0.12 ** -0.12 ** -0.11 ** -0.12 ** -0.11 **

Task performance x Collective identity -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02

Envy x Collective identity 0.01 0.03

Competition x Collective identity -0.04 -0.07

Condescension x Collective identity 0.00 0.03

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03

Envy 0.13 * 0.13 * 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.11

Competition 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.09 0.12

Condescension 0.47 ** 0.47 ** 0.47 ** 0.44 ** 0.47 ** 0.45 **

Collective identity -0.24 ** -0.24 ** -0.24 ** -0.23 ** -0.24 ** -0.23 **

Task performance x Collective identity -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 -0.07

Envy x Collective identity 0.02 0.11

Competition x Collective identity -0.11 -0.20

Condescension x Collective identity -0.03 0.04

Victimization(network: continous)

Model 1a Model 2a Model 3a Model 4a Model 5a Model 6a

Victimization(network: dichotomous)

Model 1b Model 2b Model 3b Model 4b Model 5b Model 6b

Victimization(network: maximum)

Model 1c Model 2c Model 3c Model 4c Model 5c Model 6c

 
Note.  N = 217. Values are unstandardized RCM coefficients.  

* p < .05, ** p <  .01 (two-tailed test)  
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 Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Victimization with 

Overall Justice Climate as the Moderator (see Table 9 for comparison)  

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.07 * 0.07 * 0.08 * 0.08 *

Envy 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.09 * 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.08 *

Competition 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.07

Condescension 0.27 ** 0.27 ** 0.26 ** 0.26 ** 0.28 ** 0.27 **

Overall justice climate -0.07 ** -0.08 ** -0.08 ** -0.08 ** -0.08 ** -0.09 **

Task performance x Overall justice climate -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01

Envy x Overall justice climate -0.04 -0.04

Competition x Overall justice climate -0.03 -0.03

Condescension x Overall justice climate 0.01 0.06

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.05

Envy 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03

Competition 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04

Condescension 0.13 ** 0.13 ** 0.13 ** 0.13 ** 0.13 ** 0.14 **

Overall justice climate -0.06 ** -0.06 ** -0.06 ** -0.06 ** -0.06 ** -0.07 **

Task performance x Overall justice climate 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 0.00

Envy x Overall justice climate -0.01 -0.02

Competition x Overall justice climate 0.00 0.00

Condescension x Overall justice climate 0.01 0.02

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08

Envy 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.11 0.12 0.12

Competition 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.10 0.08 0.10

Condescension 0.45 ** 0.45 ** 0.42 ** 0.41 ** 0.45 ** 0.44 **

Overall justice climate -0.16 ** -0.16 ** -0.17 ** -0.16 ** -0.17 ** -0.18 **

Task performance x Overall justice climate -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.04 -0.03

Envy x Overall justice climate -0.07 -0.07

Competition x Overall justice climate -0.07 0.11

Condescension x Overall justice climate 0.02 0.09

Victimization(network: continous)

Model 6aModel 1a Model 2a Model 3a Model 4a Model 5a

Victimization(network: dichotomous)

Model 1b Model 2b Model 3b Model 4b Model 5b Model 6b

Victimization(network: maximum)

Model 1c Model 2c Model 3c Model 4c Model 5c Model 6c

 
Note.  N = 217. Values are unstandardized RCM coefficients.  

* p < .05, ** p <  .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Victimization with 

Climate of Concern for Employees as the Moderator (see Table 12 for comparison)  

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.07 0.07 * 0.07 0.07 0.07 * 0.07

Envy 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.08 *

Competition 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.08 *

Condescension 0.29 ** 0.29 ** 0.29 ** 0.29 ** 0.31 ** 0.31 **

Climate of concern for employees -0.14 * -0.13 * -0.13 * -0.01 * -0.14 * -0.13 *

Task performance x Climiate of concern for employees 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04

Envy x Climate of concern for employees -0.01 0.01

Competition x Climate of concern for employees -0.02 -0.07

Condescension x Climate of concern for employees 0.03 0.08

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.05 * 0.05 * 0.05 * 0.05 * 0.05 * 0.05 *

Envy 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04

Competition 0.06 * 0.06 * 0.06 * 0.05 * 0.06 * 0.05 *

Condescension 0.12 ** 0.14 ** 0.14 ** 0.15 ** 0.14 ** 0.15 **

Climate of concern for employees -0.13 ** -0.12 ** -0.12 ** -0.13 ** -0.13 ** -0.13 **

Task performance x Climiate of concern for employees 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.05

Envy x Climate of concern for employees 0.01 -0.03

Competition x Climate of concern for employees 0.04 0.06

Condescension x Climate of concern for employees 0.05 0.01

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07

Envy 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12

Competition 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12

Condescension 0.46 ** 0.46 ** 0.45 ** 0.44 ** 0.46 ** 0.47 **

Climate of concern for employees -0.34 ** -0.34 ** -0.34 ** -0.34 ** -0.34 ** -0.34 **

Task performance x Climiate of concern for employees 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.00

Envy x Climate of concern for employees -0.04 0.00

Competition x Climate of concern for employees -0.07 -0.14

Condescension x Climate of concern for employees 0.02 0.13

Victimization(network: continous)

Model 1a 

Victimization(network: dichotomous)

Model 1b Model 2b Model 3b Model 4b Model 5b Model 6b

Victimization(network: maximum)

Model 1c Model 2c Model 3c Model 4c Model 5c Model 6c

Model 2a Model 3a Model 4a Model 5a Model 6a

 
Note.  N = 217. Values are unstandardized RCM coefficients.  

* p < .05, ** p <  .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Victimization with Social 

Interaction as the Moderator (see Table 15 for comparison)  

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06

Envy 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.06

Competition 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.09 * 0.08 * 0.08 *

Condescension 0.28 ** 0.28 ** 0.25 ** 0.25 ** 0.28 ** 0.25 **

Social interaction -0.17 * -0.17 * -0.20 * -0.18 * -0.17 * -0.20 *

Task performance x Social interaction 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.05 0.04

Envy x Social interaction -0.14 * -0.11

Competition x Social interaction -0.12 * -0.07

Condescension x Social interaction -0.05 0.02

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04

Envy 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02

Competition 0.06 * 0.06 * 0.06 * 0.06 * 0.06 * 0.06 *

Condescension 0.14 ** 0.14 ** 0.11 ** 0.13 ** 0.14 ** 0.14 **

Social interaction -0.13 ** -0.13 ** -0.14 ** -0.14 ** -0.13 ** -0.15 **

Task performance x Social interaction 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.03

Envy x Social interaction -0.08 -0.08

Competition x Social interaction -0.04 -0.01

Condescension x Social interaction 0.00 0.03

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04

Envy 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.07 0.11 0.07

Competition 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.15 * 0.12 0.15 *

Condescension 0.49 ** 0.49 ** 0.45 ** 0.40 ** 0.48 ** 0.43 **

Social interaction -0.28 ** -0.28 ** -0.32 ** -0.32 ** -0.27 ** -0.35 **

Task performance x Social interaction 0.02 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.01

Envy x Social interaction -0.27 * -0.14

Competition x Social interaction -0.34 ** -0.30 *

Condescension x Social interaction -0.04 0.13

Model 3b Model 4b Model 5b Model 6b

Victimization(network: maximum)

Model 6c

Victimization(network: continous)

Model 1a Model 2a Model 3a Model 4a Model 5a Model 6a

Model 1c Model 2c Model 3c Model 4c Model 5c

Victimization(network: dichotomous)

Model 1b Model 2b

 
Note.  N = 217. Values are unstandardized RCM coefficients.  

* p < .05, ** p <  .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Moderated-Mediation Random Coefficient Modeling Results for Victimization with 

Transformational Leadership as the Moderator (see Table 18 for comparison)  

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07 * 0.07 0.08 *

Envy 0.07 * 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.08 *

Competition 0.09 * 0.08 * 0.08 * 0.09 * 0.08 * 0.10 *

Condescension 0.30 ** 0.30 ** 0.30 ** 0.28 ** 0.30 ** 0.29 **

Transformational leadership -0.12 ** -0.11 ** -0.11 ** -0.11 ** -0.11 ** -0.11 **

Task performance x Transformational leadership 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.06

Envy x Transformational leadership -0.02 0.04

Competition x Transformational leadership -0.08 -0.14

Condescension x Transformational leadership -0.02 0.07

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05 * 0.05 * 0.05

Envy 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03

Competition 0.07 ** 0.06 ** 0.06 ** 0.07 ** 0.06 ** 0.07 **

Condescension 0.14 ** 0.15 ** 0.13 ** 0.14 ** 0.14 ** 0.14 **

Transformational leadership -0.10 ** -0.10 ** -0.10 ** -0.10 ** -0.10 ** -0.10 **

Task performance x Transformational leadership 0.06 * 0.06 0.06 0.06 * 0.05

Envy x Transformational leadership -0.01 0.01

Competition x Transformational leadership -0.03 -0.05

Condescension x Transformational leadership -0.02 0.00

Variable

Intercept       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Controls       -       -       -       -       -       - 

Task performance 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.07

Envy 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.12

Competition 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.15 0.12 0.16 *

Condescension 0.49 ** 0.51 ** 0.51 ** 0.46 ** 0.50 ** 0.49 **

Transformational leadership -0.20 * -0.19 * -0.19 * -0.19 * -0.19 * -0.19 *

Task performance x Transformational leadership 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.06

Envy x Transformational leadership -0.01 0.12

Competition x Transformational leadership -0.18 -0.30 *

Condescension x Transformational leadership -0.04 0.11

Victimization(network: continous)

Model 1a Model 2a Model 3a Model 4a Model 5a Model 6a

Victimization(network: dichotomous)

Model 1b Model 2b Model 3b Model 4b Model 5b Model 6b

Victimization(network: maximum)

Model 1c Model 2c Model 3c Model 4c Model 5c Model 6c

 
Note.  N = 217. Values are unstandardized RCM coefficients.  

* p < .05, ** p <  .01 (two-tailed test)  
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Appendix II: A Moderated-Mediation Equation  

 

 

Model 2 in Table 5 (the first stage model) 

 

Level 1 Model 

 

Envyij = 0j + 1j(Controlsij)+ 2j(Task Performanceij) + rij. 

 

 

Level 2 Model 

 

0j = 00 + 01(Collective Identityj) + u0j 

1j = 10 

2j = 20 +21(Collective Identityj)  

 

Complete Model 

Envyij = 00 + 10(Controlsij) + 20(Task Performanceij) + 01(Collective Identityj) +   

              21(Task Performanceij * Collective Identityj) + u0j + rij. 

 

 

 

Model 3 in Table 6 (the second stage and direct effect model) 

 

Level 1 Model 

 

Victimizationij = 0j + 1j(Controlsij)+ 2j(Task Performanceij) + 3j(Envyij)+ rij. 

 

Level 2 Model 

 

0j = 00 + 01(Collective Identityj) + u0j 

1j = 10 

2j = 20 +21(Collective Identityj)  
3j = 30 +31(Collective Identityj) 

 

Complete Model 

 

Victimizationij = 00 + 10(Controlsij) + 20(Task Performanceij) + + 30(Envyij) +  

   01(Collective Identityj) + 21(Task Performanceij * Collective Identityj)   

   31(Envyij * Collective Identityj) + u0j + rij. 
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Appendix III: Surveys  

 

Employee Well-being Survey 

 
 

Welcome to the employee well-being survey!  

 

I appreciate your participation and hope that you will find the survey interesting. The 

purpose of this study is to help our work in building a better workplace. You will be 

asked a variety of questions about your work group environment, your job satisfaction 

and stress, and your personal characteristics. Please consider your experiences over the 

past six months, unless otherwise stated. 

  

As you know, this study has two surveys. This is the first survey for this study. It should 

take about 12~15 minutes to complete. Once you fill out the first survey, I will invite you 

to fill out the second survey (5~7 minutes to complete) after three weeks via e-mail. 

Payment for this study is 30,000 Korean won if you completed both surveys. Payment for 

the first survey will be 10,000 Korean won.        

 

Reminder: Before you begin, you should know that…  

 

Your answers are confidential. All information that you provide will be kept strictly 

confidential and any report of the study will not identify you personally in any way. Only 

the researcher will have access to your individual records, which will be identified with a 

randomly assigned ID number. Under no circumstances will anyone else at the University 

or your organization have access to your data. 

 

Participation in this study is voluntary. You have the right not to participate or to stop 

participating at any time. Your decision will not affect your current or future relations 

with the University of Minnesota, or with the researcher, or with your employer.   

 

The researcher conducting this study is: Eugene Kim, a PhD student at the University of 

Minnesota. If you have any questions about this study, you are encouraged to contact me 

by email kimx906@gmail.com.  

 

Thank you for your help with this important study! 

 

You will not be allowed to leave and re-enter this survey, so please complete the survey 

at a time when you have 15 minutes available. 

mailto:kimx906@gmail.com
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Background Information 

 

Team Name 

_________________________________ 

 

Name 

_________________________________ 

 

E-Mail Address (for 2
nd

 survey and payment notice) 

_________________________________ 

 

Gender 

( ) Male 

( ) Female 

 

Rank 

( ) Team Manager 

( ) Team Member 

 

Age (Years)  

_________________________________  

 

Education  

( ) High School 

( ) Two-Year Degree or some college courses  

( ) Bachelor’s Degree 

( ) Master’s Degree or Doctorate Degree  

 

Organization Tenure 

 

How long have you been employed at your current workplace?   

_____years _____ months 

 

Work Group Tenure  

 

How long have you been employed at your current work group?   

_____years _____ months 
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SECTION I:  About work group environment. This section includes questions about 

your feelings, experiences, and attitudes about your group environment. Please 

answer the following questions as honestly as possible.  

 

Justice 

 

This set of questions is about overall justice in your work group. Please indicate whether 

you agree or disagree with each statement. 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Slightly 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree or 

Disagree 

Slightly 

Agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Overall, members are treated 

fairly in this work group 

       

In general, members can 

count on this work group to 

be fair 

       

In general, the treatment 

members receive in this 

work group is fair 

       

 

This set of questions is about procedural justice in your work group. Please indicate 

whether you agree or disagree with each statement. 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Slightly 

Disagree 

Neither 

Agree or 

Disagree 

Slightly 

Agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

This work group makes 

decisions in fair ways 

       

The procedures used to 

handle work group issues are 

fair 

       

The rules and procedures to 

make decisions are fair 
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Leadership 

 

This questionnaire is to describe the leadership style of your team manager as you 

perceive it. Twenty descriptive statements are listed on the following two pages. Judge 

how frequently each statement fits the person you are describing. 

 

Team manger’s name  

 

_________________ 

 

My team manger… 

 

 

Not at 

all 

Once in 

a while 
Sometimes 

Fairly 

Often 

Frequently, 

if not 

always 

Re-examines critical assumptions to 

question whether they are appropriate 

     

Talks about their most important 

values and beliefs 

     

Seeks differing perspectives when 

solving problems 

     

Goes beyond self-interest for the good 

of the group 

     

Treats me as an individual rather than 

just as a member of a group 

     

 

MLQ, ©  1995 Bruce Avolio and Bernard Bass. All Rights Reserved. Published by Mind 

Garden, Inc., www.mindgarden.com 
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Concern for Employees  

 

This set of questions is about concern for employees in your work group. Please indicate 

whether you agree or disagree with each statement. 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

Agree or 

Disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

Our group cares about members’ 

opinions 

     

Our group shows very little concern for 

members 

     

Our group would forgive members’ 

honest mistakes 

     

Our group really cares about members’ 

well-being 

     

Our group is willing to help if members 

need a special favor 

     

Our group strongly considers members’ 

goals and values 

     

Help is available from our group when 

members have a problem 

     

If given the opportunity, our group 

would take advantage of members. 
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Work and Social Interactions 

 

This set of questions is about work and social interaction in your work group. Please 

indicate the extent to which these statements describe your work group.  

 

 

Not at 

all 
A little Some  A lot 

Very 

much 

How much is the work of members of 

your work group affected by the work of 

other work group members? 

     

How much do members of your 

workgroup depend on other workgroup 

members for help or assistance to do their 

work?  

     

How much must members of your 

workgroup coordinate their work 

activities with other workgroup members 

to get their job done? 

     

How much do members of your work 

group take a personal interest in one 

another?  

     

Are the members of your work group 

good friends with one another? 

     

 

 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

How often do members of your work 

group spend breaks or lunches socializing 

with each other?  

     

How often do members of your work 

group get together with one another 

outside of work? 
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Work Group Identity 

 

This set of questions is about your work group identity. Please indicate whether you 

agree or disagree with each statement. 

 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

Agree or 

Disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

When someone criticizes this work 

group, it feels like a personal insult 

     

I am very interested in what others 

think about this work group 

     

When I talk about other people in this 

work group, I usually say ―we‖ rather 

than ―they 

     

The successes of the people in this 

work group are my successes 

     

When someone praises this work 

group, it feels like a personal 

compliment 
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SECTION II—Some Questions about You.  The following questions relate to your 

personal attitudes, feelings, and beliefs at work.  Please answer the following 

questions as honestly as possible. 

Feelings 

 

The following words describe different feelings and emotions that people have. Indicate 

to what 

extent you generally feel this way—that is, how you feel on average. 

 

Job Satisfaction and Stress 

 

This set of questions is about your job stress. Please indicate whether you agree or 

disagree with each statement. 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

Agree or 

Disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 

I feel a great deal of stress because 

of my job 

     

Very few stressful things happens 

to me at work 

     

My job is extremely stressful      

I almost never feel stressed at 

work  

     

 

This set of questions is about your job satisfaction. Please indicate whether you agree or 

disagree with each statement. 

 

Very slightly 

or not at all A little Moderately Quite a bit Very much 
 

Upset      

Hostile      

Alert      

Ashamed      

Inspired      

Nervous      

Determined      

Attentive      

Active      

Afraid      
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Strongly 

Disagree 

 

 

Disagree 
Neither 

Agree or 

Disagree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

Overall, I am satisfied with my job       

 

Social Comparison 

 

This set of questions is about your social comparison traits. Please indicate whether you 

agree or disagree with each statement. 

 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 

Disagree 

 

Neither 

Agree or 

Disagree 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly 

Agree 

I often compare how my loved ones (boy 

or girlfriend, family members, etc.) are 

doing with how others are doing 

     

I always pay a lot of attention to how I 

do things compared with how others do 

things 

     

If I want to find out how well I have 

done something, I compare what I have 

done with how others have done 

     

I often compare how I am doing socially 

(e.g., social skills, popularity) with other 

people 

     

I am not the type of person who 

compares often with others  

     

I often compare myself with others with 

respect to what I have accomplished in 

life 
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Personality 

 

The items below inquire about what kind of person you think you are. Each item consists 

of a PAIR of characteristics, with the letters A-E in between. For example, 

 

Not at all artistic  A......B......C......D......E  Very artistic 

 

Each pair describes contradictory characteristics - that is, you cannot be both at the same 

time, such as very artistic and not at all artistic. The letters form a scale between the 

two extremes.  You are to choose a letter which describes where YOU fall on the scale.  

For example, if you think that you have no artistic ability, you would choose A.  If you 

think that you are pretty good, you might choose D.  If you are only medium, you might 

choose C, and so forth. 
     

  Not at all independent A.......B.......C.......D.......E Very independent 

  Not at all emotional A.......B.......C.......D.......E Very emotional 

  Very passive A.......B.......C.......D.......E Very active 

  Not at all able to devote self 

completely to others 
A.......B.......C.......D.......E 

Able to devote self 

completely to others 

  Very rough A.......B.......C.......D.......E Very gentle 

  Not at all helpful to others A.......B.......C.......D.......E Very helpful to others 

  Not at all competitive A.......B.......C.......D.......E Very competitive 

  Not at all kind A.......B.......C.......D.......E Very kind 

  Not at all aware of feelings 

of others 
A.......B.......C.......D.......E 

Very aware of feelings 

of others 

  
Can make decisions easily A.......B.......C.......D.......E 

Have difficulty making 

decisions 

  Give up very easily A.......B.......C.......D.......E Never give up easily 

  Not at all self-confident A.......B.......C.......D.......E Very self-confident 

  Feel very inferior A.......B.......C.......D.......E Feel very superior 

  Not at all understanding of 

others 
A.......B.......C.......D.......E 

Very understanding of 

others 

  Very cold in relations with 

others 
A.......B.......C.......D.......E 

Very warm in relations 

with others 

  
Go to pieces under pressure A.......B.......C.......D.......E 

Stand up well under 

pressure 
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Thank you for completing the survey.  

I will send you information about 2
nd

 survey after 3 weeks via e-mail. 

2
nd

 Employee Well-being Survey 

 
 

Welcome back to the employee well-being survey!  

 

Thank you for completing the first survey. This is the second survey for this study. You 

will be asked a variety of questions about your interpersonal networks and your negative 

experiences in your work group. Please consider your experiences over the past six 

months, unless otherwise stated.  

 

It should take about 5 minutes to complete (team size: 5 members). If you fill out this 

second survey, you will receive 30,000 Korean won.      

 

Reminder: Before you begin, you should know that…  

 

Your answers are confidential. All information that you provide will be kept strictly 

confidential and any report of the study will not identify you personally in any way. Only 

the researcher will have access to your individual records, which will be identified with a 

randomly assigned ID number. Under no circumstances will anyone else at the University 

or your organization have access to your data. 

 

Participation in this study is voluntary. You have the right not to participate or to stop 

participating at any time. Your decision will not affect your current or future relations 

with the University of Minnesota, or with the researcher, or with your employer.   

 

The researcher conducting this study is: Eugene Kim, a PhD student at the University of 

Minnesota. If you have any questions about this study, you are encouraged to contact me 

by email kimx906@gmail.com.   

 

Thank you for your help with this important study! 

 

You will not be allowed to leave and re-enter this survey, so please complete the survey 

at a time when you have 5 minutes available. 

mailto:kimx906@gmail.com


 

171 

 

Background Information 

 

Name 

_________________________________ 

 

E-Mail Address (for payment notice) 

_________________________________ 
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Workplace Victimization 

 

The following questions ask about certain unfavorable experiences you may have had at 

work. Please indicate how often your team member has directed the following behaviors 

toward you. I understand how sensitive the following negative items may be to you; 

however, I ask for you to answer each item as openly and candidly as possible in order 

for me to adequately diagnose the situations within your workplace. Remember that all 

of your responses will be kept completely confidential.  

 

How often has a team member… 

 
Never 

Rarely: 

1 or 2 times 

a year 

Sometimes: 

1 or 2 times 

a month 

Often: 

 1 or 2 times 

a week 

Very often: 

almost 

everyday 

said bad things about you to 

your coworkers?  

     

sabotaged your work?      

done something to make you 

look bad? 

     

lied to you in trouble?      

made an offensive slur toward 

you? 

     

made an obscene comment or 

gesture in front of you? 

     

threatened you with physical 

harm? 

     

cursed at you?       

How often has a team member intentionally… 

 
Never 

Rarely: 

1 or 2 times 

a year 

Sometimes: 

1 or 2 times 

a month 

Often: 

 1 or 2 times 

a week 

Very often: 

almost 

everyday 

criticized you in front of other 

members? 

     

ignored you?      

talked down to you?      

went back on your word       

gave you the silent treatment?      

belittled you or your ideas?      

didn’t listen to you?      
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Abusive Supervision 

 

The following questions ask about certain unfavorable experiences you may have had at 

work. Please indicate how often your team manager has directed the following behaviors 

toward you. I understand how sensitive the following negative items may be to you; 

however, I ask for you to answer each item as openly and candidly as possible in order 

for me to adequately diagnose the situations within your workplace. Remember that all 

of your responses will be kept completely confidential.  

How often has your team manager … 

 
Never 

Rarely: 

1 or 2 times 

a year 

Sometimes: 

1 or 2 times 

a month 

Often: 

 1 or 2 times 

a week 

Very often: 

almost 

everyday 

ridiculed me?      

told me my thoughts or feelings 

are stupid? 

     

made negative comments about 

me to others? 

     

put me down in front of others?      

told me I’m incompetent?      
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Interpersonal Networks 

 

Each of the following pages has a single question that we would like you to answer for 

each person in your work group.  

 

For research purposes only. No one in your work group and organization will ever see 

your responses to these questions.  

 

For each person on this list, please use the scale below in order to answer the following 

question. Check the final column for your own name.  

 

Advice Network 

How frequently do you go to this person for work-related advice?  

 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very 

often 

Check this column for 

your own name 

Person A       

Person B       

Person C       

Person D       

Person E       

….       

 

Friendship Network 

This person is a good friend of yours. 

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Check this column 

for your own name 

Person A       

Person B       

Person C       

Person D       

Person E       

….       
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Adversarial Network  

I have a difficult relationship with this person. 

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Check this column 

for your own name 

Person A       

Person B       

Person C       

Person D       

Person E       

….       

 

Competition  

I compete with this person for performance achievement, promotion, and recognition at 

work. For example, (1) It is important to me to perform better than this person on a task; 

(2) I feel that winning against this person is important at work, or (3) I try harder when I 

am in competition with this person. 

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Check this column 

for your own name 

Person A       

Person B       

Person C       

Person D       

Person E       

….       

 

Envy  

I envy this person’s task performance. For example, (1) it is so frustrating to see this 

person succeed so easily; (2) feelings of envy toward this person constantly torment me; 

(3) I generally feel inferior to this person’s success; or (4) this person’s success makes me 

resent this person. 

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Check this column 

for your own name 

Person A       

Person B       

Person C       

Person D       

Person E       
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….       

 

Condescension 

How frequently has this person acted in a condescending manner toward you? For 

example, this person has (1) put you down or patronized you; (2) belittled you or you 

ideas; or (3) ignored you. 

 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very 

often 

Check this column for 

your own name 

Person A       

Person B       

Person C       

Person D       

Person E       

….       

 

Victimization 

How frequently do you think this person has engaged in activities against your legitimate 

interest (e.g., spreading rumors, gossiping behinds your back, being rude to you, 

interfering your work)? 

 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very 

often 

Check this column for 

your own name 

Person A       

Person B       

Person C       

Person D       

Person E       

….       

 

Thank you for completing the survey.  

I will send you information about payment as soon as possible. 
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Employee Well-being Survey (for Team Managers) 

 
 

Welcome to the employee well-being survey!  
 

I appreciate your participation. The purpose of this study is to help our work in building a 

better workplace. You will be asked a set of questions about your background and your 

team members’ job performance (minimum 2 to maximum 10 members). For example, if 

your team size is 3 members, you can fill out the three members’ job performance and 

leave others (e.g., employee #4 ~ employee #10) as blank. Please answer candidly. Please 

consider your assessment over the past six months.  

 

It should take about 5 minutes to complete (team size: 5 members). If you fill out this 

survey, you will receive 10,000 Korean won.      

 

Reminder: Before you begin, you should know that… 

 

Your answers are confidential. All information that you provide will be kept strictly 

confidential and any report of the study will not identify you personally in any way. Only 

the researcher will have access to your individual records, which will be identified with a 

randomly assigned ID number. Under no circumstances will anyone else at the University 

or your organization have access to your data. 

 

Participation in this study is voluntary. You have the right not to participate or to stop 

participating at any time. Your decision will not affect your current or future relations 

with the University of Minnesota, or with the researcher, or with your employer.  

  

The researcher conducting this study is: Eugene Kim, a PhD student at the University of 

Minnesota. If you have any questions about this study, you are encouraged to contact me 

by email kimx906@gmail.com 

  

Thank you for your help with this important study! 

 

You will not be allowed to leave and re-enter this survey, so please complete the survey 

at a time when you have 5 minutes available. 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:kimx906@gmail.com
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Team Name 

_________________________________ 

 

Team Size (don’t count yourself)  

_________________________________ 

 

Job Performance 

 

Subordinate 1 Name (one for each subordinate) 

________________ 

 

Task Performance (Doing things specifically related to one’s job description)  

 

Compared to other employees in this work group, this subordinate’s 
 

 
At a very 
low level 

At a low 
level 

At about 

the same 

level 

At a high 
level 

At a very 
high level 

quantity of work output 

is… 

     

quality of work output is…      

accuracy of work is…      

customer service provided 

(internal and external) is… 

     

 

Organizational Citizenship and Counterproductive Work Behaviors  

 

How often this team member has engaged in specific behaviors on the job?  

 

 
Never 

Rarely: 
1 or 2 

times a 

year 

Sometime

s: 

1 or 2 
times 

a month 

Often: 
 1 or 2 

times a 

week 

Very 
often: 

almost 

everyday 

helps work group members 

when they have  heavy 

work loads or are absent 

     

volunteers for things that 

are not required  

     

makes helpful suggestions 

to improve work group    

     

makes it difficult for other 

work group members to do 

their work well 

     

acts like s/he dislikes or 

disapproves of other work 

group members 
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Background Information 

 

Name 

_________________________________ 

 

E-Mail Address (for payment notice)  

_________________________________ 

 

Gender 

( ) Male 

( ) Female 

 

Age (Years)  

_________________________________  

 

Education  

( ) High School 

( ) Two-Year Degree or some college courses  

( ) Bachelor’s Degree 

( ) Master’s Degree or Doctorate Degree  

 

Organization Tenure 

 

How long have you been employed at your current workplace?   

 

_____years _____ months 

 

Work Group Tenure  

 

How long have you been employed at your current work group?   

 

_____years _____ months 

 

 


