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University of Washington

Abstract
Self-esteem and Social Influences on Retaliation Behavior
James P. Burton
Chair of the Supervisor Committee:
Professor Terence R. Mitchell

Management and Organization Department
Business School

Two studies were conducted to examine the role of a person’s self-esteem and group
influences in their reactions to a perceived injustice. Study 1, conducted with a sample of
undergraduate business students, indicates that individuals with high self-esteem and
stable self-esteem are most likely to respond negatively to a perceived injustice. Study 2
was modified to include the influences of one’s group members and how self-esteem
interacts with these group influences. This study conducted with current MBA students,
demonstrates that one’s group can have a significant influence on the perceptions of
injustice and one’s subsequent reactions to these injustices. Self-esteem was found to not

interact with one’s group members to predict retaliation behavior.
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INTRODUCTION

Workplace aggression is becoming an increasingly important topic of research in
organizational behavior and in society in general. There is no doubt a person can
remember hearing stories about an employee who enters his/her place of employment and
fatally injures his/her coworkers. While fatal occupational injury from disputes with
coworkers only accounts for four percent of all occupational deaths (Neuman & Baron,
1997), other types of personal injury are more prevalent. Non-fatal injuries such as
physical assaults and verbal assaults, along with sabotage, vandalism, theft, and
harassment are much more common in organizational life (Baron & Neuman, 1996;
1998). The study of workplace aggression is increasingly important because
contemporary organizational changes such as downsizing and pressuring workers for
increased productivity may actually be contributing to the increase in workplace
aggression (Neuman & Baron, 1997; Baron & Neuman, 1998).

This dissertation examines the role that violations of justice play in one’s decision
to engage in aggressive behavior. Specifically, this dissertation will examine the concept
of organizational retaliation behavior (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997) from an individual and
situational perspective. This dissertation hopes to add to the retaliation literature by
exploring the factors that more strongly link perceptions of injustice to retaliation
behavior. I plan to draw upon the literature dealing with workplace aggression, self-
esteem, organizational justice, and social learning to help explain why someone who
experiences a perceived injustice may be more likely to retaliate. While there are many

factors that may influence a person’s retaliatory response to injustice, I will focus this



dissertation on the factors dealing with social influence and affective feelings regarding
oneself. Specifically, this dissertation discusses how a person’s level and stability of self-
esteem, as well as group norms and behaviors make it more likely that a perceived or real

injustice leads to a retaliatory response. The proposed model is presented in Figure 1.
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ORGANIZATIONAL RETALIATION BEHAVIOR

Aggression has been frequently studied in the social psychology literature but is
just beginning to be examined in the realm of organizational behavior. Aggression has
generally been defined as behavior that is performed with the intent to do harm
(Berkowitz, 1993; Tedeschi & Felson, 1994; Lee & Tedeschi, 1996). In other words, one
engages in aggressive behavior in order to physically or psychologically injure another
person. The construct validity of aggression has been demonstrated in a variety of lab
settings (Carlson, Marcus-Newhall, & Miller, 1989).

Fairly recently, the concept of aggression (the intent to do harm) has been applied
to behavior in organizations. Workplace aggression has been defined as any form of
behavior that is intended to harm employees of an organization or the organization itself
(Baron, Neuman, & Geddes, 1999; Baron & Neuman, 1996). In the organizational
behavior field, workplace aggression has begun to take a variety of forms. There have
been studies examining workplace deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 1995), organizational
misbehavior (Vardi & Wiener, 1996), antisocial behavior (Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly,
1998), violence (Folger & Baron, 1996; O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, & Glew, 1996),
incivility (Andersson & Pearson, 1999), and retaliation behavior (Skarlicki & Folger,
1997; Skarlicki, Folger, & Tesluk, 1999). All of these different types of behaviors deal
with the common area of workplace aggression, but differ in their breadth. Andersson
and Pearson (1999), in their study of incivility, distinguished these various types of
aggressive behavior (Figure 2). They state that antisocial behavior is the broadest

measure of workplace aggression and can include any behavior that harms or has the



potential to harm an organization or someone within an organization. Deviant behavior is
a subset of antisocial behavior that includes any behavior that violates some
organizational norm. Aggression is a form of deviant behavior that strictly deals with
intentful behavior. Violence is a subset of aggression that represents the final act of the
increasing escalation of aggressive behavior. Finally, incivility is a subset of both
aggression and deviant behavior because it is ambiguous in regards to intent. Incivility is
considered a subset of aggression because it can escalate into more harmful types of
aggressive behavior.

This paper has chosen to focus on retaliation behavior which can be defined as
any intentful behavior that is designed to harm the organization or persons within the
organization in response to some perceived injustice (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Linking
organizational retaliation behavior to the constructs discussed above, retaliatory behavior
can be considered a subset of aggression because it deals with intentful behavior. The
difference is that retaliatory behavior is in response to some injustice (real or perceived)
while other forms of antisocial behavior are not necessarily in response to some injustice.
Covert vs. Overt Aggression

It is important to note at this point that aggression and/or retaliatory behavior can
be covert or overt in nature. Neuman and Baron (1998; Baron & Neuman, 1998; Baron,
Neuman, & Geddes, 1999) have found three underlying factors that explain aggressive
behavior in the workplace which they call “‘expressions of hostility”, “obstructionism”,
and “overt aggression.” Expressions of hostility are covert forms of aggression that are

primarily verbal or symbolic in nature. Examples of expression of hostility include



talking behind another person’s back or spreading rumors, giving someone the silent
treatment, or belittling someone’s opinion (Neuman & Baron, 1998). Obstructionism is
another covert form of aggression. Obstructionism refers to those types of behaviors that
are designed to interfere with a person’s ability to perform their job or an organization’s
ability to function effectively. Examples of this type of behavior include intentional work
slowdowns and failing to return phone calls or respond to memos (Neuman & Baron,
1998). Overt aggression is a more direct form of aggression than the other forms
discussed. This form of aggression often refers to those types of behaviors where an
individual sabotages company processes, damages materials or steals from the
organization.

Baron and Neuman and their colleagues (e.g., 1996, 1998, 1999) have
consistently found that covert forms of aggression, such as expressions of hostility and
obstructionism, are the most common type of aggression found in workplace settings.
Covert aggression is often more likely in order to disguise one’s intention and to avoid
further retaliation from others. In other words, one finds the technique that is most
effective in getting even and at the same time avoids the likelihood of personal retaliation
(Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Lagerspetz, 1994). In addition, covert aggression is thought to
be more common because of the frequency of contact with the target person in a work
setting and because of the possibility of witnesses which may cause social condemnation

(Baron, Neuman, & Geddes, 1999).



Perceptions of Injustice and Retaliatory Responses

Organizational retaliation behavior is grounded in organizational justice and
explains behavior that is in response to a perceived injustice. Organizational justice
refers to an individual’s perception or evaluation of the appropriateness of some process
or outcome (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997). A perceived injustice can be explained in
terms of distributive, procedural and interactional justice.

Distributive justice (Homans, 1961) relates to the perceived faimess of an
outcome that a person receives. Equity theory (Adams, 1965) built upon the ideas
initially presented by Homans. Equity theory indicates that individuals make fairness
judgments regarding the outcomes they receive by comparing the ratio of their outcomes
to their inputs to some referent comparison. Distributive justice was the dominant focus
of the early research on organizational justice. However, more recently, procedural
justice has become the primary focus of research in organizational justice (Greenberg,
1987, 1990).

Procedural justice (Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 1975) deals with one’s
perception of faimess regarding the procedures used to allocate the outcome(s). Thibaut
and Walker (1975) stated that procedural faimess is enhanced if people are given a
“voice” in the procedures that affect them. Lind and Tyler (1988) argue that voice can be
instrumental or non-instrumental in nature. For example, individuals may perceive a
system to be procedurally fair if they believe they can influence the outcomes that affect
them through voice (instrumental voice). In addition, some individuals will see a system

as procedurally fair simply by being able to express their concerns without any direct



control over the final outcomes (non-instrumental voice). Leventhal (1980) agreed with
Thibaut and Walker’s discussion of voice, but argued there were additional requirements
for a system to be procedurally just. Specifically, he added that procedurally just systems
require consistent application, be free from bias, accurate, correctable, represent all
parties concerned, and be based on ethical standards.

Finally, interactional justice (Bies & Moag, 1986) deals with the perceived
treatment one receives during the period encompassed by the specific process under
review. Interactional justice includes treating people with respect and dignity, as well as
providing them with adequate explanations for decisions that affect them (Cropanzano &
Greenberg, 1997). Interactional justice has been largely overlooked in the justice
literature. However, the few studies that have been conducted have demonstrated its link
to organizational commitment (Naumann, Bennett, Bies, & Martin, 1999), absenteeism
(Gellatly, 1995), and the use of control strategies (Gavin, Green, & Fairhurst, 1995).

One reason why interactional justice may not have received the attention that we
think it deserves is because it is often considered a component of procedural justice. For
example, Cropanzano and Greenberg (1997) state that interactional and procedural justice
are parts of the same construct because 1) both deal with the process leading to some
particular outcome, and 2) the two constructs are highly correlated. Therefore, they state
that most of the present research in justice should view interactional justice as a
component of procedural justice.

However, one could argue that procedural and interactional justice are two

related, but separate constructs on a conceptual and empirical basis. Theoretically,



although there may be some overlap, faimess issues associated with the organization’s
formal procedures are very different than those issues dealing with the personal treatment
of the employees. For example, employees may perceive that the organization’s
procedures are fair, but may perceive they are, or will be, treated with little respect during
the use of these procedures. Empirically, there is numerous support in the literature for
separating the two constructs (Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocel, & Rupp, 2001). First, the
two constructs often load on two separate factors. For example, Moorman (1991) was
able to demonstrate the discriminant validity of distributive, procedural and interactional
justice. Second, interactions have often been found between the two indicating they are
separate constructs (e.g., Skarlicki & Fogler, 1997). Third, both procedural and
interactional justice have been shown to have main effects. Finally, a recent meta-
analysis (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001) finds support for the separation
of procedural and interactional justice.

Violations of distributive, procedural, or interactional justice may be the trigger
that leads to a retaliatory response. When a person faces a perceived injustice, he/she is
likely to seek some sort of remedy to this situation. While it is possible that the employee
will not react to the perceived injustice due to feelings of loyalty to the company
(Hirschman, 1970) or fear of reprisal (Bjorkvist, Osterman & Lagerspetz, 1994), the
research has generally indicated that individuals are more likely to try to take steps to
restore a sense of justice. The research on violations of justice has revealed that
individuals who face a perceived injustice are more likely to engage in overt responses

such as quitting an organization (Folger & Cropanazano, 1998; Olsen-Buchanan, 1996)
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or increasing their level of absenteeism (Gellatly, 1995). More likely, however, is that
individuals will engage in more subtle forms of behavior in order to restore feelings of
justice (Neuman & Baron, 1998). For example, individuals may try to “beat the system™
(Hodson, 1997) by covertly reducing their level of performance (Williams, 1999),
organizational citizenship behaviors (Moorman, 1991), or gossiping about the boss or
company (Baron & Neuman, 1996). Therefore, it is expected that perceptions of
unfairness may lead to a retaliatory response. Skarlicki and his colleagues (1997, 1999)
found that violations of distributive, procedural, and interactional justice interacted with
each other to predict organizational retaliation behavior. In addition, they found that
procedural and interactional justice were especially important in a retaliatory response.
Specifically, they found that fair procedures (procedural justice) or fair interpersonal
treatment (interactional justice) helped limit retaliatory behavior when distributive justice
was low. This is consistent with past work in the justice literature that has demonstrated
that perceptions of fairess of some procedure and treatment during the process are often
more important than the particular outcome a person receives (Folger & Konovsky, 1989;
Cropanzano & Folger, 1991). While we could offer hypotheses regarding how each of
the justice components lead to organizational retaliatory behavior, we are more interested
in the factors that moderate this relationship. However, duplicating what Skarlicki and
his colleagues have found in prior research may support the construct and general validity
of organizational retaliation behavior. Therefore, we offer one hypothesis for perceptions

of injustice and a retaliatory response to provide additional evidence of the possible
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negative consequences of a perceived injustice as indicated by Skarlicki and his

colleagues.

Hypothesis 1: Violations of organizational justice will be positively related to the

frequency of retaliatory behaviors.
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13
INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND RETALIATION

It has been argued in past aggression research that personality characteristics can
have a significant influence on the tendency for a person to engage in aggressive behavior
(Folger & Baron, 1996). When developing a model of organizational retaliation
behavior, one has a number of potential personality variables to choose from.
Specifically, based on past aggression research, researchers should examine those
variables that have been shown to increase feelings of negative affect (Berkowitz, 1993).
For example, it could be argued that personality variables such as hostile attribution bias,
negative affectivity, and Type A personality are related to retaliation in response to a
perceived injustice. Notice, that all of these personality characteristics may be related to
increased feelings of negative affect and therefore the increased probability of aggressive
actions. We should point out at this point that these particular variables will not be
studied in this research. However, it is necessary to discuss these variables to help
establish the nomological net of organizational retaliation behavior. Future research in
this area by myself and others will need to examine these variables more closely.

Hostile attribution bias (Dodge, Price, Bachorowski, & Newman, 1990) is the
tendency for someone to perceive hostile intentions in someone, even when they do not
exist (Folger & Baron, 1996). The perception of hostile intentions in another person has
been shown to be an important contributor to retaliatory behavior (e.g., DeRidder,
Schruijer & Rijsman, 1999). The main idea in this argument that is that when someone
perceives an act as intentional against them, they feel “singled-out” and take the attack
personally (Jones & Davis, 1965) and therefore are more likely to experience feelings of

negative affect and retaliate (Allred, 1999, 2000).
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Someone with high negative affectivity (Watson & Clark, 1984) is characterized
as a person who frequently experiences negative moods and emotions. While feelings of
negative affect may even occur without some stressful event (Watson & Clark, 1984), it
seems likely that negative emotions are especially likely if a person experiences some
negative event, such as a perceived injustice. It has already been stated that when a
person experiences feelings of negative affect, they are more likely to engage in an
aggressive response. In fact, Skarlicki, Folger, and Tesluk (1999) found that a person’s
degree of negative affectivity moderated the fairness/retaliation relationship. In other
words, if someone has the tendency to be distressed, unhappy, or dissatisfied (i.e.,
negative affectivity), they are more likely to perceive an act as unfair and retaliate.

Type A personalities are characterized by high levels of stress, competition, and
time urgency (Caplan & Jones, 1975). Berkowtiz (1993) theorized that someone who has
high levels of Type A personality is more likely to engage in aggressive behavior. He
states that “people who have this type of personality...are especially likely to become
angry and aggressive when they are confronted by a decidedly unpleasant event” (p.
155). Baron, Neuman, and Geedes (1999) found that greater Type A tendencies was
related to increased levels of workplace aggression.

In addition to the variables discussed above, it could be argued that personality
traits such as locus of control, conscientiousness, and agreeableness could also impact
one’s retaliatory response to an injustice. Although in an ideal setting one would
measure all of the potential individual difference variables that may have some impact on

retaliation behavior, the reality is that we need to pick what we believe are the most
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important variables to measure and study. In this dissertation, we want to expand the
study the study of retaliation beyond just a person’s personality by incorporating the role
of the self (i.e., how a person thinks and feels about him/herself) in the decision to engage
in retaliatory behavior.

This leap to the focus on feelings of the self is not that dramatic. In fact, the study
of personality and the study of the self are closely related. An easy way to think about
the relation between personality and the self is that the study of the self deals with
determining how people think and feel about themselves while the study of personality
deals with what people are actually like (Brown, 1998). Feelings about one’s self and
personality are related because what we really are (personality) influences how we feel
about ourselves (McCrae & Costa, 1988). For example, if people have a natural tendency
to be upset or distressed, this may influence how one feels about themselves. It has also
been argued that if one is examining personality or the self, the self may be a better
measure because personality reports are usually seif-reported (Brown, 1998). In other
words, by using self-reports to measure personality, what researchers are really
measuring is how people think and feel about themselves and not their actual personality.
This dissertation has chosen to focus on the role of a person’s level and stability of self-
esteem in relation to retaliatory behavior in organizations.

The research linking seif-esteem and the other individuals difference variables
discussed above has been largely non-existent. For example, there has been no research
linking self-esteem and hostile attribution bias or Type A personality. However, one

could theoretically make a link between these constructs. While it is doubtful that self-
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esteem has a direct effect on hostile attribution bias or Type A, it could be argued that
self-esteem interacts with these variables to influence a person’s behavior. For example,
if someone has a high degree of hostile attribution bias and low self-esteem, this person
may be more likely to respond negatively to feelings of being “singled-out”. In addition,
we have discussed that individuals with Type A personality are more likely to become
aggressive, but perhaps it is even more likely if you combine this with low self-esteem.
While this will not be tested in this dissertation, future research will address these
interrelationships.

Although there has not been a lot of research linking self-esteem and the variables
discussed above, this does not hold true for negative affectivity. Specifically, negative
affectivity is thought to lead to greater levels of negative self-evaluations (Watson &
Clark, 1984). The research in this area has found support for this argument. The
correlation between self-esteem and negative affectivity has been shown to range from a
low of -.24 to a high of -.74 (Stokes & Levin, 1990; Tarlow & Haaga, 1996; Hills &
Argyle, 2001). Negative affectivity will be controlled for in this study.

Self-Esteem and Organizational Retaliation Behavior

In general, people with high self-esteem feel good about themselves and people
with low self-esteem feel poorly about themselves. Brown (1998) has stated self-esteem
can be viewed as a person’s love for him/herself. That is, people with high self-esteem
have a general tendency to love oneself while people with low self-esteem are more
likely to feel bad about themselves. Brown states that self-esteem develops primarily

through feelings of belonging. Belonging is the sense that one is unconditionally loved
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or accepted and is developed through social interactions or experiences. Brown states
that once self-esteem develops, it is a relatively stable phenomenon and influences the
way that we view the world. He says, “once high or low self-esteem develops, it guides
the way we view ourselves, other people, and the experiences and events we confront”
(1998, p. 200). Therefore, a person’s self-esteem may have a significant impact on the
decision to engage in retaliatory behavior because it influences the way that we perceive
another person’s or an organization’s actions. In other words, it may impact our
perceptions of justice in an organization. In partial support of this idea, Wiesenfeld,
Brockner, and Thibault (2000) found that managers’ level of self-esteem was related to
their perception of procedural injustice when dealing with a layoff situation.

Hypothesis 2: The level of a person’s self-esteem will be negatively related to
perceptions of unfairness in organizations. That is, a person with
high self-esteem is less likely to perceive an act as unfair than
someone with low self-esteem.

Not only is it possible that self-esteem influences one’s perceptions of justice in
an organization, it is also expected that a person’s self-esteem will influence the
emotional reaction to a perceived injustice. This reaction is best explained utilizing the
literature on self-esteem and “failure”.

Self-esteem and Failure

In the self-esteem literature, it has been demonstrated that people with low self-

esteem do not cope as well with failure compared to people with high self-esteem

(Brown, 1998; Brown & Smart, 1991). It should be pointed out that the term “failure” is
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used loosely in this literature. The term failure refers to any situation that involves
negative self-relevant feedback (Brown, 1998). For example, failure could involve
interpersonal slights such as having your coworkers leave for lunch without you or failing
to have your proposal at work approved by your boss (Brown, 1998). Brown and Dutton
(1995) found that both high and low self-esteem individuals feel unhappy when they fail,
but only individuals with low self-esteem feel ashamed and humiliated (self-relevant -
emotions). In other words, both people with high and low self-esteem feel bad when they
face failure, however, the difference is that people with low self-esteem feel bad about
themselves while people with high self-esteem just feel unhappy (Brown, 1998). Kemis,
Brockner, and Frankel (1989) also found that people with low self-esteem have a
tendency to have greater levels of negative affect than people with high self-esteem,
especially after negative feedback. They stated that this tendency for people with low
self-esteem to have greater negative affect after failure might be due to a person with low
self-esteem over-generalizing their perceived failure. For example, although failure on
an intellectual task should have no bearing on a person’s self-esteem, someone with low
self-esteem has the tendency to apply their perceived “failure” to their overall feelings
towérd themselves.

A person’s threat to their self-esteem can influence their decision to engage in
aggressive behavior (Baumeister, Smart, & Boden, 1996). Berkowitz (1993) stated that
any kind of negative affect or unpleasant feeling could cause aggressive behavior. He
states that a threat to one’s self-esteem can be viewed in these terms. He writes,

«...challenges to one’s favorable self-image are especially likely to produce aggressive
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reactions because they’re decidedly unpleasant” (p. 56). It has also been demonstrated
that people with low self-esteem experience more “pain” after negative feedback
(Greenier, et al. 1999; Campbell, 1990; Brockner, Derr, & Laing, 1987) and believe
aggression is more justified when they believe their self-identity is threatened or to
restore a sense of justice (Tripp & Bies, 1997).

Merging the psychology and organizational retaliation literatures, it can be
expected that someone with low self-esteem could be more likely to have a negative
reaction to a perceived injustice. Individuals with low self-esteem are more likely to
have negative affect following a perceived injustice not only because they have a natural
tendency for these types of feelings, but also because they have the tendency to over-
generalize any self-relevant “failure”. For example, a person with low self-esteem is
expected to have a stronger reaction to events such as a perceived unfair performance
review or low pay raise (i.e., violation of distributive justice) because they will over-
generalize this negative feedback as a sign they are not a good person and will react ina
manner that restores their self-identity. Therefore, it is expected that someone with low
self-esteem is more likely to engage in organizational retaliation behavior.

Hypothesis 3: A person’s self-esteem moderates the perceived injustice-
organizational retaliation relationship. In other words, a person
with low self-esteem is more likely to react to a perceived injustice
by engaging in retaliatory behavior.

Stability of Self-Esteem
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The previous hypothesis deals with one’s level of self-esteem. This has been the
dominant focus of the research in the self-esteem literature (Kernis, 1993). However,
more recently researchers have explored the effect of stability of self-esteem on various
outcome variables. Stability of self-esteem refers to the magnitude of short-term
fluctuations in a person’s level of self-esteem that are affected by specific events (Kemis,
Paradise, Whitaker, Wheatman, & Goldman, 2000). This differs from a person’s typical
feelings of self-worth that are not dependent on a particular context (Waschull & Kemis,
1996). In addition, individuals with unstable self-esteem perceive that their self-worth is
always *“‘on the line” (Kernis, Comell, Sun, Berry, & Harlow, 1993). Therefore, they are
especially sensitive to social cues and positive or negative contextual events.

Recall that the traditional view is that individuals with low self-esteem respond to
unpleasant events more negatively than high self-esteem individuals (see hypothesis 3).
However, this only accounts for a person’s level of self-esteem rather than the stability of
self-esteem. Baumeister, Smart, and Boden (1996) argue that people with unstable, high
self-esteem are the individuals who are most likely to engage in aggression if their self-
esteem is threatened. Their argument is that people with high self-esteem think they are
good at most things, therefore, there are more possible threats to their self-esteem,
especially if their self-esteem is contingent on contextual factors. The research that has
been done in this area has consistently found that stability of self-esteem, especially for

those with unstable high-self esteem, predicts aggressive behavior better than level of

self-esteem (Kemis, 1993).
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Greenier, Kemis, McNamara, Waschull, Berry, Herlocker, and Abend (1999)
found that negative events were reported as more self-esteem relevant for person’s with
unstable self-esteem than stable self-esteem. Kemnis, Cornell, Sun, Berry, and Harlow
(1993) found that individuals with unstable high self-esteem had the strongest reactions
to negative events. Specifically, these individuals became more defensive than
individuals with unstable low self-esteem and were more likely to derogate the source of
the negative feedback. The authors argued, and subsequently demonstrated (Kemis,
Greenier, Herlocker, Whisenhunt, & Abend, 1997), that individuals with unstable high
self-esteem become more “ego-involved” when experiencing negative feedback while
individuals with unstable low self-esteem are more likely to be more accepting of
negative feedback. This may help explain why it has been shown that individuals with
unstable high self-esteem are more prone to hostility and anger (Kernis, Grannemann, &
Barclay, 1989).

It should be demonstrated that not everyone agrees with the notion of stability of
self-esteem. One argument is that unstable self-esteem is just a disguised form of low
self-esteem. For example, Brown (1998) writes,

Unstable high self-esteem represents a kind of pseudo or defensive high self-

esteem. Rather than being truly secure in their self-love, people with unstable

high self-esteem feel good about themselves only when things are going well. In
this sense, unstable high self-esteem appears to be a disguised form of low self-
esteem—one in which the person’s feelings of self-worth are highly conditional

on recent achievements and events (p. 211).

A second argument against self-esteem stability is the idea that individuals with unstable

self-esteem are simply less reliable in their responses to self-esteem items than

individuals with stable self-esteem. Third, one could argue that self-esteem stability is
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actually representative of a person’s mood variability. While these arguments are
important to address, we believe that it is important to explore the effects of self-esteem
stability on retaliation behavior. If we chose not to include self-esteem stability in this
dissertation, not only would we be ignoring the psychological significance of this
construct, but we also would be ignoring the empirical evidence on this issue.

First, level and stability of self-esteem represent two similar but distinct
dimensions of the self. For example, a variety of studies have demonstrated the low
correlation between these two constructs (e.g., Greenier, Kemis, & Waschull, 1995). In
addition, if stability and level of self-esteem were the same, one would expect that the
instability of self-esteem to be greatest under moderate levels of self-esteem (e.g., high or
low self-esteem would be stable, but moderate levels would be unstable). However, the
research demonstrates that instability is not most extreme for moderate levels of self-
esteem (Greenier, et al., 1995).

Second, self-esteem instability is not simply representative of mood variability.
The research has demonstrated that self-esteem stability and mood variability relate very
differently to aggressive behavior. Specifically, while negative mood stability is
positively related to aggression, self-esteem instability is positively related to acts of
aggression (Kemnis, et al., 1989).

Finally, we also believe it is important to examine one’s stability of self-esteem in
this dissertation because the evidence overwhelmingly suggests that individuals with
unstable high self-esteem are more likely to become aggressive following negative

feedback. In addition, the literature on level of self-esteem has been less than consistent
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in finding results regarding aggression (e.g., Bushman & Baumeister, 1998). We believe
that a person with unstable high self-esteem is more likely to experience negative feelings
following an injustice and therefore are more likely to engage in retaliatory behavior to
restore a sense of justice.

Hypothesis 4a: A person with unstable high self-esteem is more likely to perceive

an event as unfair than someone with stable high self-esteem or a
person with unstable or stable low self-esteem.

Hypothesis 4b: A person with unstable high self-esteem is more likely to retaliate
following the perception of injustice than a person with stable high
self-esteem or a person with unstable or stable low self-esteem.

Self-Esteem vs. Similar Variables

At this point, it is also necessary to differentiate self-esteem from similar
variables discussed in the organizational behavior literature (piease see Brockner, 1988
for an excellent discussion of these differences/similarities for a variety of vanables). For
the purpose of this dissertation, I will focus on three similar constructs that have been
examined in the organizational behavior field, namely self-efficacy, psychological well-
being, and organizational-based self-esteem. First, self-efficacy refers to one’s beliefs
about their ability to perform a specific task (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). While self-efficacy
is situation specific, self-esteem is more general. In addition, self-efficacy refers to one’s
belief about their ability to perform, while self-esteem refers to one’s overall evaluation
of oneself (Mitchell, 1997). This distinction holds even when one considers global, or

general, self-efficacy (a more recent addition to the self-efficacy field). General self-
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efficacy refers to one’s overall belief that they can perform at a competent level on a
variety of tasks (Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001). Some researchers have argued that general
self-efficacy is no different from self-esteem (Stanley & Murphy, 1997) empirically even
though there is a clear conceptual difference. Please note that general self-efficacy does
not include a self-evaluation component, although self-esteem could certainly influence
these beliefs. The correlation between these two constructs has been high, but their
discriminant validity has been established through confirmatory factor analyses (Chen, et
al., 2001).

Psychological well-being refers to one’s subjective evaluation of their satisfaction
with their life (Diener, 2000). Self-esteem and psychological well-being are likely to be
related in the sense that self-esteem is likely to influence one’s satisfaction with their life.
In fact, Diener (2000) states that individual difference variables are one of the best long-
term predictors of life satisfaction. It seems likely that self-esteem can be one such
individual difference variable. For example, Shamir (1986) demonstrated that self-
esteem moderates the relationship between employment status (i.e., layoffs) and
subsequent psychological well-being. Shamir found that lower levels of self-esteem
related to lower levels of psychological well-being following layoffs. Although the two
constructs are related, there is clear support for the discriminant validity of self-esteem
and psychological well-being (Lucas, Diener, & Suh, 1996).

Finally, it is necessary to differentiate self-esteem from the recent concept of
organizational-based self-esteem (Pierce, Gardner, Cummings, & Dunham, 1989).

Organization-based self-esteem (OBSE) is defined as one’s perceived value in an
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organization. Not only are these constructs weakly related (approximately .30) (Pierce, et
al., 1989), but also please note that OBSE is situation specific (i.e., organization specific),
while self-esteem refers to an overall evaluation of one’s worth as a person and is not
dependent on a particular context. In fact, one could argue that a person could have high

self-esteem and low OBSE at the same time.
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SITUATIONAL INFLUENCES ON RETALIATION BEHAVIOR

Not only can one’s individual attributes and perceptions lead to organizational
retaliation behavior, but also one’s social context can have a significant influence on the
decision to engage in retaliatory behavior. Again, there are a variety of potential
situational aspects that may lead to the tendency to engage in retaliatory behavior. For
example, based on past research conducted in the aggression literature one could examine
the likelihood of punishment, the number of injustices, or perceptions of power.

The likelihood of punishment or fear of retaliation has been a common variable
examined in the aggression literature. Bjorkqvist, Osterman, and Lagerspetz (1994)
stated that a person examines the “effect/danger ratio” prior to engaging in an aggressive
act. In other words, a person will not engage in an aggressive behavior if they believe
the risks outweigh the rewards. Therefore, a person calculates the costs of retaliation
prior to the behavior (Allred, 1999) such as social condemnation or counter-retaliation
from the target person (Bies, 1987; Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Lagerspetz, 1994; Baron,
Neuman, & Geddes, 1999). In addition, this effect/danger ratio is one of the frequently
cited reasons why individuals are more likely to engage in covert types of aggressive
rather than overt forms (Baron, Neuman, & Geddes, 1999; Baron & Neuman, 1998).

The number of injustices a person experiences could also be a situational variable
to examine for its role in retaliatory behavior. It is likely that a person may be more
willing to accept a single act or feeling of injustice (depending on the severity of the
issue). However, after a length of time, if a person perceives a series of injustices, the

person may reach their “breaking point” and engage in a retaliatory response. In the
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frustration — aggression literature, Spector (1997a) stated that the number of frustrators
influences a person’s experienced frustration and subsequent behavioral reaction. In
addition, Folger and Baron (1996) and Bies, Tripp, and Kramer (1997) have discussed
how many small events may escalate into a single act of violence.

A person’s perceived status within an organization could also influence their
behavioral response to an injustice. It seems quite likely that a person who perceives
their level of power in an organization as low is less likely to retaliate against authority or
the organization than someone who has a high degree of power since members in high
power positions may not fear retribution (Heider, 1958). Aquino, Grover, Bradfield, and
Allen (1999) demonstrated that a person’s hierarchical status in an organization
influences how they respond to feelings of negative affect. Bies, Tripp, and Kramer
(1997) state that a person considers their power status and influence when making the
decision to engage in aggressive acts. Finally, Kim, Smith, and Brigham (1998) found
that a person with lower levels of power is less likely to retaliate against their superiors or
organization.

While all of these situational variables may influence the degree of retaliation in
an organization, we have chosen to focus on the social or normative influences on a
person’s retaliatory behavior. Similar to our argument regarding the multiple individual
difference variables available for study, it would be extremely difficult to examine all of
the situational factors influence aggression in the workplace in a single study. We are
more interested in examining the role of a person’s coworkers’ behavior and words on the

person’s own level of retaliation behavior. In addition, as will be seen below, we are



28

interested in determining the role that self-esteem plays in the susceptibility to social
influence in terms of retaliation following a perceived injustice. The variables discussed
above, while important, do not necessarily influence one’s susceptibility to the behavior
and norms of their coworkers. Therefore, in this dissertation, we suggest that an
examination of the role of social learning in retaliation behavior is warranted.

Models and Group Norms

Social learning theory states that one’s decision to act in a particular manner is
influenced by the behavior of other people (Bandura, 1973). Bandura stated that
observing influential models often provides appropriate behavioral examples in an
organization. In other words, a person looks to someone they identify with or respect to
determine how to act in a given situation. Therefore, if an influential model (e.g.,
respected coworker, boss, etc.) is observed engaging in a retaliatory response to a
perceived injustice, it may influence a person to adopt a similar approach to dealing with
an injustice.

Bandura (1973) also states that an individual’s aggressive behavior may be
influenced by the consequences of the aggressive acts of the model. He states that
imitation of aggressive behavior is more likely when one notices that the model gains
social or material success for his/her actions or does not get punished. He states this lack
of punishment may cause aggressive type of behavior to be adopted by an increasing
number of employees (collective aggression). Trevino (1992) also discussed how the
failure to punish a person for past aggressive or antisocial behavior can have a significant

impact on the behavior of the larger group. Butterfield, Trevino, and Ball (1996)
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demonstrated that managers often use the punishment of an individual as a method to
influence the behavior of the larger group. They found that managers were aware that if
they were too lenient with disruptive behavior, that this type of behavior would become
more prevalent in their work group. In other words, a norm may develop that encourages
a particular undesirable behavior.

Not only can the actions and consequences of a model’s behavior influence
observer’s behavior, but also the words and suggestions that coworkers give an employee
can also influence behavior. Salancik and Pfeffer’s (1978) social information processing
theory states that information from coworkers, managers, or friends dictate an acceptable
set of behaviors in an organization. If one’s coworkers believe that retaliation is the
appropriate response to a particular injustice, this provides social validation for the act.
Kim, Smith, and Brigham (1998) found that retaliation was more likely if there was the
presence of a third party who shared the beliefs of the person considering the retaliatory
act. In addition, the person may engage in the retaliatory behavior in order to gain social
acceptance of the other group members (Kacmar & Baron, 1999). Therefore, not only
does the behavior of other persons influence one’s behavior (modeling), but also what
one is told about how to perform one’s job, how to act, or how to think in a situation can
have a significant impact on behavior.

Past theoretical models of aggressive behavior have included the role of a model
(social learning) and group norms in the decision to engage in aggressive behavior (e.g.,
Bandura, 1973; O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, & Glew, 1996). Social learning and group norms

have been used to explain specific potentially retaliatory responses such as
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counterproductive employee behavior (Boye & Jones, 1997), absenteeism (Nicholson &
Johns, 1985), and theft (Greenberg, 1997). Recent empirical work on antisocial behavior
(Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998) has also utilized social leaming and social
information processing theory. Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly found that the frequency of
antisocial behavior in the group as a whole predicted individual antisocial behavior.
Although the role of the group has been shown to influence overall antisocial behavior, it
has not been shown to influence retaliatory type behavior. Skarlicki, Folger, and Tesluk
(1999) stated that future research in organizational retaliation behavior should incorporate
the role of group influences.

One could expect that a person’s response to a perceived injustice could be
influenced by their coworkers. For example, if an organization announces plans to layoff
a larger number of employees in a particular department, an employee may observe
his/her coworkers engaging in behavior such as stealing supplies, working less hard,
talking back to the boss, or speaking negatively about the organization to customers. It
could be assumed that the observation of this type of behavior as well as the normative
pressure to conform to the group’s expectations could influence someone to engage in
retaliatory behavior.

Hypothesis 5: Individual ratings of injustice will be influenced by the perceptions

of fairness held by other organizational members. That is, the
more group members indicate a particular act is unfair, the more

likely an individual will perceive a violation of justice.
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Hypothesis 6: The frequency of retaliation behavior within a group will moderate
the relationship between the perceived injustice and individual
retaliatory behavior. That is, the presence of group retaliation will
strengthen the relationship between perceived injustice and
individual retaliation.

Interaction of Individual and Situational Forces

While past research has traditionally examined personal and situational influences
separately, it seems important to examine the interaction between the individual and
situational variables in this dissertation (Pervin, 1989). Specifically, we believe that a
person’s self-esteem will interact with the social cues and behavior of the group to predict
retaliatory responses to injustice.

A person’s self-esteem could be expected to interact with the actions or influence
tactics of a group. Brockner (1983) states that individuals with low self-esteem are more
“behaviorally plastic”. In other words, someone with low self-esteem is more likely to be
influenced by the people around him/her. One reason may be that individuals with low
self-esteem have less well defined self-concepts and therefore need to seek out
information from other sources (Campbell, 1990). In addition, Brown (1998) and
Brockner (1988) state that self-esteem individuals lack confidence in themselves and are
especially sensitive to rejection so are more likely to be influenced by other group
members. Brockner, O’Malley, Hite, and Davies (1987) state that low self-esteem
individuals “tend to be more uncertain than high SEs [high seif-esteem individuals] about

the correct way to think, feel, and act. This uncertainty makes them more apt to scan
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their social environments for cues for appropriate behavior, thus rendering them highly
susceptible to influences by such cues” (p. 845). Therefore, someone with low self-
esteem could be considered as more likely to engage in retaliatory behavior if they
observe their coworkers engaging in similar behavior or if they feel some normative
pressure to conform to the group’s actions.

Hypothesis 7: A person with low self-esteem is more likely to perceive an act as
unfair if they believe their group members also perceive an act as
unfair.

Hypothesis 8: A person with low self-esteem is more likely to engage in
individual retaliation behavior when they experience their group

engaging in similar behavior.
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METHODOLOGY

In this dissertation, we conducted two experiments to measure self-esteem and
organizational retaliation behavior. In the first experiment, we conducted a lab study
measuring level and stability of self-esteem and whether the subjects would be more
likely to perceive a situation as violating justice principles and then engage in a
retaliatory response. Specifically, study 1 examines whether a person “would™ engage in
a variety of forms of retaliation behavior based on a perceived injustice. In addition,
study 1 measures real retaliatory behavior in response to an injustice.

Study 2 extends the first study and helps in the generalizability of the findings by
using MBA students who are currently working in real organizations. In addition, study
2 explores the social context’s influence on retaliatory actions in organizations. Finally,
study 2 examines the interaction of a person’s self-esteem and social context to influence
retaliation.

Study 1

In the first experiment, we used a combination of a short video and written
scenarios to manipulate a situation that could occur in the workplace that should cause
perceptions of injustice and subsequent retaliatory behavior. When reading and watching
the scenario, subjects were instructed to *“take the part” of the person in the scenario.
Greenberg and Eskew (1993) state that this is an effective method for gauging how
someone would react to a similar situation in an organization. In addition, this has been
an effective method of studying other socially unacceptable behaviors such as envy (e.g.,

Vecchio, 1997).
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Procedures

Prior to approaching subjects for study 1, I received permission from the Human
Subjects Committee at the University of Washington. Subjects for study 1 were recruited
from introductory management classes (HRMOB 300) in the Business School. Using
subjects from the Business School is important because this allowed me to have access to
subjects (most are juniors and seniors) who are more likely to have real-world experience
than some other departments on campus. In addition, by using this introductory
management class, it allowed us a greater degree of control over the collection of some of
our measures since we could enter the classroom on multiple occasions.

Phase 1: During phase 1, the experimenter went to each HRMOB 300 section
that was offering extra credit for their students’ participation in this study to explain the
process and the study. The potential subjects were told that the researchers were
interested in how a person’s mood influences their behavior in work settings. In addition,
all subjects were guaranteed that the information I received from them was completely
anonymous and that there were no right or wrong answers. For those students who
agreed to participate, they immediately completed a consent form and a global self-
esteem measure. At this time, students also completed various demographic measures
and signed up for a lab session scheduled during phase 3.

In order to ensure the confidentiality and anonymity of the subjects’ answers,
subjects were not asked to report their names or student [D numbers. While this may
appear to cause a problem in terms of matching the surveys from the three different time

periods, I adopted the approach used by Fedor and his colleagues (2001). A series of
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“identifier” questions were used to match the various surveys. Specifically, subjects were
asked to " pick a random number (maximum of 4 digits) that only they would know, *
give the first letter of their mother’s maiden name, 3 add up the last 2 numbers of their
house or apartment’s street address (e.g., 4679 Howell Ave = 16), and *) add up the
numbers of the month and date that mark their birthday (e.g., December 3P 12+3=
15). This method was very successful in this study. Out of the 201 participants in the
study, only 4 responses were unable to be matched to a specific person.

When the subjects completed the consent form and first set of measures, they
separated the consent form from the first survey and returned both copies to the
experimenter. When all the subjects had completed their surveys, the experimenter
reminded them that he would be back the following week with the second set of surveys
and left the classroom.

Phase 2: During the week immediately after subjects completed the measure of
their level of self-esteem, the experimenter returned to each classroom and distributed the
stability measures of self-esteem. For a total of four days, subjects completed a series of
surveys designed to measure changes in their self-esteem. During the initial visit to the
class, students were given enough forms to last two days. At the end of the 2™ day, the
students were required to return the completed sheets to me in their HRMOB 300 class
and pick up forms for the last two days. After the final two days, the subjects returned
the forms directly to the experimenter. Kernis and his colleagues have utilized this

measure with success.
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Phase 3: During the week after the subjects completed the stability measure of
self-esteem, they participated in a brief lab session to gage their reaction to a scenario
involving a supervisor — subordinate interaction.

When the subjects entered the room, they received a booklet with a cover sheet
titled “Supervisor — Subordinate Relations in Organizational Settings”. The subjects
were asked to complete the four “identifier” questions and to not open the booklet until
instructed by the experimenter. When everyone in the room had completed the identifier
questions, they were instructed to open the booklet to the first page. At this point, the
subjects were instructed to read along as the experimenter read the instructions out loud.
Specifically, the subjects read and heard

This investigation is concerned with supervisor — subordinate relationships

in organizational settings. There are no right or wrong answers. We

guarantee your personally anonymity. This research is being conducted to

advance knowledge about how people in organizations really operate.

Instructions: In the following scenario, please play the role of the

subordinate discussed in the text (i.e., assume you are the subordinate).

Afier reading the scenario, please answer the questions that follow.

At this point, subjects read and heard the experimenter read the first part of the
scenario. Specifically, they read

You have worked in your current position at the UW for the past 2 years.

Specifically, you work for one of the cafés located throughout campus in

academic buildings where students, faculty, and administrators can grab a

quick bite to eat, get something to drink, or simply meet and chat. Your

duties include serving customers a variety of food and drinks (e.g.. coffee,

soup, sandwiches, etc.) and collecting payment for these items. Your café

has a suggestions-award program. The café encourages its student
employees 1o submit suggestions to improve workplace procedures.



37

The subjects were then told to stop reading and to watch a short video that depicts
the job described in the written scenario. The purpose of the video is not for
manipulation purposes, but rather to make the job seem as “real” as possible to the
subjects. Following the video, subjects were instructed to turn to the next page of the
booklet and to continue reading the scenario and to answer the questions that follow. In
addition, they were reminded that they were to assume the role of the subordinate
depicted in the video and written scenario.

The subjects were randomly assigned to one of two scenarios. In one scenario,
subjects read a situation that depicted a potentially unfair response of a manager to a
suggestion by the employee. In the other scenario, the supervisor reacts positively to the
suggestion by the employee. The scenario read as follows:

Currently, your café maintains a separate office where it stores the

materials it needs to serve its customers (e.g., coffee cups, soup bowls,

napkins, etc.). Recently, you submitted a suggestion to your supervisor

that may reduce the current level of supplies on hand in your café.

Specifically, you recommend that the department adopt a just-in-time

delivery schedule for its inventory. Your suggestion could save your

business a lot of money by cutting the cost of maintaining inventory. You

went out of your way and checked with suppliers and were assured by

them that they could supply the necessary materials to the café within 48

hours of an order.

In the injustice condition, students read a scenario and a written “transcript” of a

conversation where they are reprimanded for making a suggestion. It read as follows:
Upon reading your suggestions, your boss becomes angry. In front of your
coworkers and visibly upset, he asks to speak to you in private. Once you enter his
office, he severely criticizes you. The following transcript involves the

conversation you had with your supervisor:

“I just looked at the recommendation you want me to send to my superiors. I
don’t know what you are thinking. IfI send this suggestion to my supervisors,
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it will make me look bad in front of them. People at this organization expect
supervisors to think of these things and not a simple counter clerk.”

You try to make a comment, but the boss cuts you off.

He says “Any type of this behavior in the future will be severely reprimanded.
In fact, you may lose your job.”

You again try to make your point, but again are interrupted.

Your boss says, “Stop acting iike a supervisor and focus on your own job.
Now, get back to work.”

To make matters worse, two weeks after your “conversation” with your boss, you
learn that he has taken your idea and presented it to his superiors as “‘his own idea.”
Your boss is now receiving praise from his superiors regarding his bright ideas and
contribution to the café and the UW. You learn that the idea will save the café
thousands of dollars per month.
In the control condition, subjects simply read that their suggestion was approved for
implementation. It read as follows:

Two weeks after you make your suggestions to your supervisor, you learn that

your idea has been approved for implementation. Your boss thanks you for your

suggestion.

Following the subject’s reading of the scenario, they were instructed to answer a
series of questionnaires examining their reaction to the particular scenario they have been
exposed to. Specifically, subjects were asked items designed to measure their expected
retaliation to the situation in the “near future”. In addition, the subjects were asked to
complete some rating scales regarding their opinion of the organization and the
supervisor. In the instructions, subjects were told that that these ratings would be shown
to prospective employees. It is expected, since these measures will be shown to a

prospective employee, that lower levels of satisfaction with the organization or supervisor

represent retaliation against the organization (i.e., they want to make sure the new
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employee does not work for the company). Following their completion of this activity,
subjects were debriefed and excused.
Subjects

One hundred ninety-six individuals agreed to participate in the study and
completed the first measure of self-esteem and various demographic variables. Of these
individuals, 49.2 % (n = 97) are female and 49.7% (n = 98) are male. The subjects’
average age is 22.14 (SD = 4.74). Ninety-six percent of the subjects were business
school students, while the remaining 7 subjects had majors outside the business school
(e.g., psychology, engineering, etc.). Ninety-seven percent of the subjects were juniors or
seniors and the subjects averaged 5.6 years of work experience.

The study was completely voluntary and some subjects decided to remove
themselves from the remaining segments of the study or inadvertently missed the lab
section of the study. A total of 44 subjects were unable to complete all three phases of
the study, yielding a sample size of 152. To test for differences between those subjects
who remained in the study and those that left, t-tests were performed on self-esteem level,
self-esteem stability, and the various demographic variables. There were no significant
mean or variance differences between those subjects who completed the entire study and
those who did not (p > .10) for any of the vanables.

Measures

Self-Esteem Level. Subjects’ level of self-esteem (or global self-esteem) was

measured using a scale developed by Rosenberg (1965). This scale is one of the most

frequently used instruments for measuring a person’s self-esteem (Brown, 1998) and has
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consistently exhibited strong internal consistency and stability in past research (e.g.,
Kernis, Brockner, & Frankel, 1989). In addition, this scale was adopted because it
measures a person’s global self-esteem rather than a person’s perceptions of their specific
qualities. Accordingly, it is the most appropriate scale for this research purpose.
Respondents answered 10 items measuring self-esteem on a 7-point scale
(1=strongly disagree, 7 =strongly agree). [In addition, they were instructed to answer the
question based on how they feel “in general”. A factor analysis with Varimax rotation
reveled 2-factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. However, the scree plot indicated one
clearly dominant factor (please see Figure 3). Although one would expect a single factor
when conducting these analyses, it has been very common in past research to find two
factors when using Rosenberg’s scale (Hensley & Roberts, 1976). Often the positively
worded items load on one factor and the negatively worded items fall on the second
factor. This is what occurred in this particular sample. Please see Table 1. Hensley and
Roberts (1976) recommend that although two factors emerge, the factors still represent
the underlying concept of global self-esteem and therefore researchers should use this
scale as if it were unidimensional. Consistent with this logic, I summed the 10 items to
form the measure of global self-esteem (Mean = 57.90, SD = 8.23). I believe using a
single factor to measure self-esteem is the correct approach for two reasons. First, this
measure of global self-esteem is the most well documented scale in the self-esteem
literature and using a unidimensional scale is consistent with past research. Second, the

scale demonstrates high internal consistency (alpha = .85) in this sample.
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The mean and standard deviation of the self-esteem scale is consistent with past
research in the field. For example, three studies by Kernis and his colleagues (2000,
1999, 1997) used this scale and found that the mean was approximately 79-81% of the
total possible summation of the scale. In this dissertation, the mean (57.90) is 82% of the
total possible score (70, i.e., 7 x 10 items).

Self-Esteem Stability. In order to measure self-esteem stability, subjects were
instructed to complete a modified Rosenberg’s (1965) scale twice daily (e.g., 10:00 a.m.
and 10:00 p.m., or approximately 10 — 12 hours apart) for a period of four days (Monday
— Thursday, or Tuesday — Friday). In addition, students were instructed to answer the
questions based on how they felt “at that moment”. Students were given each question
followed by 10 dots anchored by “strongly agree™ and “strongly disagree™. Subjects were
instructed to circle the appropriate “dot”. Kernis and his colleagues have consistently
used this approach in measuring self-esteem stability. In addition, this method has been
found to be superior to measuring self-esteem stability than other methods (Kernis,
Grannemann, & Barclay, 1989; Marsh, 1993).

Consistent with Kernis and his colleagues, only individuals who completed 6 or
more of the stability measures (i.e., at least 6 of 8) were used in the analysis. One
hundred sixty-eight individuals completed the stability measures and, of these, only 7
individuals failed to complete more than 6 of the measures. To check for bias among the
primary variables in the sample for those who completed 6 or more and those that did

not, t-tests were performed. There were no significant differences (p > .10) among these
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individuals in terms of their general level of self-esteem, self-esteem stability, or the
various demographic variables (e.g., gender, age, etc.).

I also checked to see how conscientious the subjects were in completing the
stability measures as described. A random sample of 28 subjects was asked to indicate
the degree to which they followed the appropriate protocol for filling out the stability
measures of self-esteem. Of these 28 individuals, 96.4% indicated that they almost
always were able to complete the stability measures approximately 10 — 12 hours apart.

In order to measure the stability of self-esteem, a standard deviation measure was
used. In other words, the greater the standard deviation in the person’s self-esteem at the
various measure points, the greater their instability in their feelings regarding self-esteem.
The lower the standard deviation, the more stable the person’s self-esteem. Kemis and
his colleagues have used this method in past research. In this sample, self-esteem
stability averaged 5.67 (SD = 3.97). This mean and standard deviation is consistent with
the work that has been conducted by Kemis in past research.

Expected Retaliation. After reading the scenario in the lab and watching the
video, the degree that subjects expected they would take action against the organization
and/or supervisor was measured with a scale adapted from Skarlicki and Folger (1997).
Subjects were asked to indicate “how likely” it was that they would engage in a list of 15
activities in the “near future” (1 = never; 5 = highly likely). Sample items include
“Waste company material” and “Disobey a supervisor’s instructions”. Please see

appendix for items of all scales.
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Skarlicki and Folger (1997) found one factor best explained their list of retaliation
type behaviors. In addition, their one factor explained approximately 55% of the
variance in the construct. In this study, factor analyses with Varimax rotation revealed
three underlying factors based on eigenvalues greater than one. However, one factor
appeared dominant according to the scree plot and explained approximately 53% of the
variance (Please see Figure 4). Therefore, [ decided to create a composite measure of
overall retaliation by averaging the 15 items (mean = 2.64, SD = .83). Coefficient alpha
for this scale reached .93.

However, as stated earlier, there is also a theoretical reason to explore the
underlying factor structure of the retaliation measure. Past research in workplace
aggression has found consistent support for three types of workplace aggression; overt
aggression, obstructionism, and expressions of hostility (Neuman & Baron, 1998). The
factor structure in this dissertation indicates some support for these three factors. Please
see table 1 for the factor loadings and items associated with this scale. From the table, it
appears that items loading on factor 1 represent behaviors designed to impede the
effectiveness of the organization by limiting the employee’s output. Therefore, these
items were combined to represent obstructionism (mean = 2.87, SD = 1.00, alpha = .90).
Items loading on factor 2 all appear to be associated with verbal abuse of one’s
supervisor or organization and were classified as expressions of hostility (mean = 2.85,
SD = 1.09, alpha = .87). Finally, items loading on factor 3 appear to represent direct
forms of retaliation against the company and therefore were classified as overt aggression

(mean = 2.07, SD = .85, alpha =.78).
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Satisfaction (actual retaliation). Recall that we also attempted to measure actual
retaliation in the study by asking subjects to rate their satisfaction with their job and
supervisor. The subjects were told that they were to assume that their responses would be
shown to a prospective employee of the organization. Therefore, anything they said
about their job and supervisor would have a significant influence on the potential
employee’s decision to work at the company. “Actual” retaliation was measured with 9
items (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) that represented a combination of
general satisfaction questions and items developed by Spector (1997b). Sample items
include “All in all, I am satisfied with my job” and *I like my supervisor”. It was
expected that lower levels of reported satisfaction indicated actual retaliation because the
subjects were to assume that these responses would be shown to a “prospective”
employee. Therefore, subjects had a chance to actually retaliate against the supervisor
and/or organization by indicating their feelings about the company to the prospective
employee. Factor analyses with Varimax rotation yielded one underlying factor
explaining 66% of the variance. In addition, the scree plot clearly indicates one factor.
Items were averaged to form our measure of actual retaliation (mean = 2.96, SD = 1.05,
alpha = .93).

Organizational Justice. In order to check that we accurately manipulated faimess
perceptions in the different scenarios in this study, subjects also completed a measure of
distributive (5 items: 1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) and interactional justice

(6 items: 1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) developed by Moorman (1991). Both
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the distributive (alpha = .96) and the interactional justice (alpha = 95) scale had clean
factor structures.
Control Varnables.

Negative Affect. A person’s negative reaction to the scenario was measured to
help control for alternative explanations to my findings. Skarlicki, Folger, and Tesluk
(1999) found that negative affectivity moderates the relationship between perceived
justice and retaliation. Negative affect was measured in this study using a scale
developed by Watson, Clark, and Tellegen (1988). Respondents were instructed to
indicate how they feel in response to the scenario, at that moment, to 10 adjectives (e.g.,
scared, distressed, etc.) on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all; 5 = very much). The 10 items
were averaged to form the composite of negative affect (mean = 1.94, SD = .81, alpha =
.87).

Gender. It is also necessary to control for gender in this study because it has been
demonstrated that men and women have different preferences for the kinds of aggression
they pursue in the workplace (Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Lagerspetz, 1994). It has also
been demonstrated that men are, in general, more aggressive under neutral conditions
(Bettencourt & Miller, 1996).

RESULTS'

The means, standard deviations, and correlation matrix for the variables in this
study are presented in Table 3.

Discriminant/Convergent Validity Issues. While the factor analyses discussed

above begin to establish the construct validity of the measures, the correlation matrix and
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some additional factor analyses yield additional information and support for the validity
of the self-esteem and retaliation measures. First, it is expected that the correlation
between one’s level of self-esteem and stability of self-esteem to be inversely related and
significant, but minimal. As seen in the correlation matrix, level and stability of self-
esteem are indeed related (r = -.30, p <.001). This is consistent with past research in this
area (e.g., Kemis, et al., 2000, 1997) that has found correlations between level and
stability to range from the high .20s to the low .40s. In addition, one would expect a
significant but minimal relationship between negative affect (a mood measure) and self-
esteem stability. As expected, self-esteem stability and negative affect are weakly
correlated (r = .19, p <.05). Global self-esteem and negative affect should also be
weakly related. As expected, the correlation between these two constructs is weakly
related (r = -.19, p <.05). In addition, a factor analysis with Varimax rotation
demonstrates that the items measuring global self-esteem and negative affect load cleanly
on two separate factors. These analyses lend additional support for the discriminant and
convergent validity of the self-esteem measures.

Next, I ran a factor analysis with Varimax rotation for all of the predictor
variables. There were no cross-loadings among the various predictor variables. The
items for self-esteem, organizational justice, and negative affect all loaded on separate
factors. Please see Table 4.

It would also be expected that our two different measures of retaliation (i.e.,
expected retaliation and satisfaction) should be significantly and strongly correlated. As

expected, our measure of overall expected retaliation behavior and actual retaliation
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behavior (i.e., satisfaction) were strongly related (r = -.74, p < .001). In addition, all of
the sub-components of retaliation (i.e., expressions of hostility, obstructionism, overt
aggression) were significantly related to the satisfaction measure, thereby lending support
for the convergent validity of the measure. To assist in the discriminant validity of the
retaliation measures, I also had a random sample (n = 35) of the subjects complete a 5-
item measure of organizational citizenship behavior (Posdakoff & Mackenzie, 1994) after
reading the scenario (mean = 3.70, SD = .97, alpha = .89). In all cases, the correlations
were significant and in the expected direction (inverse relationship). In addition, factor
analyses conducted on the overall retaliation measure and the items representing OCBs

demonstrated that the items load cleanly on separate factors.

Manipulation checks. In order to check that our scenario manipulated perceptions
of justice and resulted in increased levels of retaliation behavior, independent-sample t-
tests were performed. As expected, perceptions of distributive (t = 18.58, p = .000) and
interactional justice (t = 37.90, p = .000) were lower in the experimental condition than in
the control condition. In addition, the level of expected retaliation was significantly
higher in the experimental (MEAN = 3.16) condition than the control (MEAN = 2.05)
condition (t = -11.10, p = .000).

Checks for normal regression model. All analyses were checked for violations of
the assumptions of the normal error regression model (e.g., linear function, homogeneity
of variance, etc.). While [ will not go into explicit detail at this point, the following
analyses were conducted. I first examined a scatter plot of the variables in my study

against the dependent variables. This may give me some insight into the linearity of the
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data. There were no clear violations of linearity present. I also examined histograms of
all major variables in my study and found no problems.

A more thorough analysis was also conducted for all of the analyses described in
the sections below. First, I examined the plot of the studentized deleted residuals against
the predictor variables in the study. This plot allowed me to examine the linearity of my
data, homogeneity of variance violations, and see potential outliers. There were no
problems with any of the analyses, even after correcting the data using a Bonferonni
correction. In addition, I conducted a Modified Levene Test for each analysis. Again,
there were no problems present in terms of homogeneity of variance violations. Finally,
to check for potential outliers (and their potential effects on my analyses), I not only
checked the studentized residuals, but I also conducted a Cook’s Distance test to
determine if these data points are influential for my results. The Cook’s Distance test
measures the influence of a particular data point on the predicted values of all of the
observations. None of the analyses indicated an outlier with a Cook’s distance value
greater than the 50" percentile of the F distribution for the data set thereby indicating no
points had a strong influence on my analyses. Finally, I also utilized the DFFITS and
DFBETA tests to further examine the effects of a potential outlier on my analysis.
Again, there appear to be no large outliers in the study.

Method of analysis. Normally in the self-esteem literature, researchers use a
series of ANOV As to test for effects in their model. They accomplish this by artificially
splitting the self-esteem variables into their high and low components using a median

split. In order to avoid eliminating useful variance, I will first conduct a series of
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moderated multiple regression analyses that allow me to examine the self-esteem
variables (global self-esteem, self-esteem stability) as continuous variables. In addition, I
will be controlling for other important variables to help eliminate alternative explanations
to my findings. IfI find a significant interaction as predicted by the model, [ will then
run a series of ANCOV As controlling for the same variables in order to get a clearer
picture of the interaction (Nunnally & Bemstein, 1994).

In addition, rather than ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, a weighted least
squares (WLS) approach to regression will be used for the analyses that follow. Ordinary
least squares regression was not conducted because there has been increasing concems in
the research community about the inaccuracy of using this method when conducting
moderated regression analyses (e.g., Overton, 2001; Aguinis & Pierce, {998). The
argument is that when testing for interactions (such as [ am in this dissertation),
heterogeneity in the error variances will bias the results. Error variance heterogeneity can
increase the probability of a Type II error occurring. WLS will restore the homogeneity
of the error variances therefore increasing the likelihood of finding true interaction effects
in the model and controiling Type I error rates. Please refer to Overton (2001) for a
complete discussion of this issue. In fact, Overton (2001) argues that OLS should not
be performed under any condition when testing between two-groups because it does not
offer any greater statistical accuracy and by using WLS, one avoids any concerns about
heterogeneity of error variance.

In support of using weighted least squares approach to moderated regression

analysis, the mean square error or residual was approximately two times higher in the
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experimental condition than in the control condition for the majority of my analyses.
This exceeds the 1.5:1.0 ratio that has been suggested as a criterion for evaluating
heterogeneity of error variance (DeShon & Alexander, 1996).
Tests of Hypotheses

Study 1 allows us to examine hypotheses 1 through 4a. Hypothesis | examined
the relationship between injustice and retaliation behavior. It was expected that lower
levels of perceived faimess will be associated with higher levels of retaliation behavior.
A perusal of the correlation matrix lends initial support for this hypothesis. Distributive
justice perceptions were negatively related to overall expected retaliation behavior (r = -
.61, p <.001), overt aggression (r = -.28, p < .001), expressions of hostility (r = - .65, p <
.001), obstructionism (r = -.52, p <.001), and satisfaction (r = .81, p <.001).
Interactional justice was significantly related as well to overall expected retaliation
behavior (r = -.66, p <.001), overt aggression (r = -.34, p <.001), expressions of hostility
(r=- .74, p <.001), obstructionism (r = -.53, p <.001), and satisfaction (r = .84, p <
.001). Hypothesis 1 gains additional support when examining the analyses that follow
(please see tables 5-7). Even after controlling for negative affect and gender, the
experimental condition was significantly related to the majority of measures of
retaliation. In addition, the experimental condition explained significant amounts of
variance in these outcome variables. Finally, recall that the manipulation checks
demonstrated higher levels of all types of retaliation in the experimental condition.

Therefore, hypothesis 1 is supported.
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Hypothesis 2 stated that a person’s level of self-esteem will be negatively related
to perceptions of unfairness. The correlations between global self-esteem and distributive
(r = -.08) and interactional justice (r = .01) were not significant. In addition, independent
sample t-tests showed no significant differences among low and high self-esteem for
perceptions of distributive (t = .92, n.s.) or interactional justice (t = .67, n.s.).

To further test this hypothesis, moderated regression analyses were conducted
using the weighted least squares approach as suggested by Overton (2001). The WLS
approach to moderated regression analyses is conducted identical to the OLS approach
but includes a weight term that is calculated for each condition using the formula W; =
(df; — 2) / SSRESID;. To get this weight term, I first regressed the particular justice
variable onto global self-esteem for individuals in each condition (control vs.
experimental). The statistical output gives the residual terms for each group. Next, [
created a single weight term using the equation above where W, was assigned to all
subjects in group 1 (i.e., control group) and W was assigned to all members of group 2
(i.e., experimental group).

After calculating the weight terms as suggested by Overton (2001), in step 1 the
particular condition the subject was assigned to was entered. In step 2, the person’s level
of self-esteem was entered. Finally, in step 3 the interaction between the condition and
self-esteem was entered into the regression equation. For both distributive and
interactional justice, none of the interactions became significant. Therefore, hypothesis

2 is not supported.
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Hypothesis 3 indicated that self-esteem moderates the relationship between a
perceived injustice and subsequent retaliation behavior. The following analyses were
done for all forms of retaliation behavior (i.e., overall expected retaliation, overt
aggression, expressions of hostility, obstructionism, satisfaction), but only the resuits for
expressions of hostility will be reported since none of the other variables yielded
significant findings (with the exception of self-esteem stability and overall expected
retaliation). Please see table 5 for a description of the analyses for the other retaliation
variables.

Although there were not significant findings for overall retaliation (for all but one
of the analyses), results were found as expected for one of its sub-dimensions,
specifically expressions of hostility. To test this hypothesis, I first conducted a
moderated regression analysis (again using the weighted least squares approach). To
control for alternative explanations to my findings, I entered the various control variables
into the regression equation in step 1 (i.e., gender, negative affect, and one’s self-esteem
stability). In step 2, a dummy variable representing the experimental condition was
entered (i.e., injustice vs. justice). In step 3, the potential moderating variable (self-
esteem) was entered. Finally, in step 4 the interaction term between condition and self-
esteem level was entered. A significant interaction indicates a moderating effect.
Consistent with hypothesis 3, the interaction term becomes significant in step 4 (F = 4.57,
p <.05) and explains an additional 1.3% of the variance in expressions of hostility.’

Please see table 6 for a complete description of the results.
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After finding a significant interaction among self-esteem and the experimental
condition, a median split was conducted on self-esteem level in order to gain a clearer
picture of the interaction (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). I should point out that almost all
of the studies in self-esteem examine the variables initially using ANOVA or ANCOVA,
however I started with regression in order to avoid eliminating unnecessary variance by
artificially splitting a continuous variable (self-esteem). The ANCOV As conducted in
this study were only used for descriptive purposes to gain a clear picture of the
interactions.

Using ANCOVA, controlling for gender, negative affect, and one’s stability of
self-esteem, and using the same weighting term as discussed above, the results indicate
that one’s level of self-esteem moderates the relationship between an injustice and
subsequent retaliation behavior. An examination of the plot of the interaction indicates
support for the idea that self-esteem moderates the relationship between an injustice and
retaliation behavior, but not in the expected direction. Specifically, individuals with high
self-esteem were the ones most likely to be responsive to a perceived injustice by
engaging in a retaliatory response (please see figure 5). Finally, the same analyses above
were conducted by entering the subject’s perceptions of justice in the regression
equations and the ANCOV A rather than experimental condition. In all cases, similar
results were found. Hypothesis 3 is supported.

Hypotheses 4a and 4b deal with the relationship between stability and reactions to
injustice. Hypothesis 4a states that individuals with unstable high self-esteem are the

individuals most likely to perceive sometking as unfair. The correlation matrix shows



54

insignificant relationships between self-esteem stability and interactional (r = -.02) and
distributive justice (r =.02). In addition, an independent sample t-tests shows no
difference in perceptions of interaction (t = .27, n.s.) or distributive justice (t = -.59, n.s.)
between those individuals with stable versus unstable self-esteem. To further test this
hypothesis, a moderated regression analysis was conducted by regressing self-esteem
stability onto both distributive and interactional justice. For both justice variables, none
of the interactions between self-esteem stability and condition became significant.
Therefore hypothesis 4a is not supported.

Hypothesis 4b examined the moderating effect of stability on the relationship
between injustice and retaliation. As a first step, the same analyses as discussed above in
hypothesis 3 were run using one’s stability of self-esteem as the moderator vanable.
Significant interactions were found (change in R?=.02, F=7.54, p <.01) even after

controlling for gender, negative affect, and one’s level of self-esteem.’

When a median
split is conducted on self-esteem stability and using ANCOVA, it is individuals with
stable self-esteem that are the ones most likely to react to a perceived injustice (please see
figure 6). Please see table 7 for the analysis.

Although there appears to be an interaction between stability and justice in
predicting retaliation type behavior, further analyses need to be conducted to see whether
it the individuals with high unstable self-esteem that are the ones most likely to retaliate
in the face of an injustice as hypothesis 4b suggests. In order to conduct these analyses, 1

first split the stability measure into 1) high unstable self-esteem, 2) high stable self-

esteem, 3) low stable self-esteem, and 4) low unstable self-esteem (e.g., individuals
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above the median for level of self-esteem are classified as “high”; individuals above the
median for stability are classified as “unstable™; therefore these individuals would be
classified as “unstable high self-esteem™). I then conducted an ANCOVA looking for
differences among the four sub-sets of self-esteem (i.e., unstable high, unstable low,
stable high, and stable low) across conditions controlling for negative affect and g,ender.5
The interaction between the condition and self-esteem variables reached significance (F =
3.27, p < .05) indicating that there are significant differences between the various types of
self-esteem and their reaction to injustice (Please see Figure 7). To specifically test
hypothesis 4b, a set of contrasts were conducted using expressions of hostility as the
dependent variable. Using weighted ANCOVA, controlling for negative affect and
gender, the three contrasts involved unstable high self-esteem being tested against stable
high self-esteem (F = .01, n.s.), unstable low self-esteem (F = 3.82, n.s.), and stable low
self-esteem (F = 1.02, n.s.). Hypothesis 4b is not supported.
General Discussion Study 1

The analyses in study 1 lent some additional support for some of the hypotheses
proposed in this study. First, we found additional support that individuals are more
likely to engage in aggressive behavior in the workplace if they experience a perceived
injustice (hypothesis 1). In addition, we found support for the idea that one’s global level
of self-esteem moderates the injustice — retaliation relationship (hypothesis 3). We also
found that individuals with stable self-esteem are more likely to retaliate if they
experience an injustice. Unfortunately, this particular study failed to find support for the

idea that a person’s self-esteem (both level and stability) influences their perceptions of
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injustice (hypotheses 2 and 4a). Finally, study 1 failed to find support for the hypothesis
that individuals with high, unstable self-esteem were the ones most likely to respond
negatively to a perceived injustice.

Study 1 offers some interesting findings and implications for the self-esteem and
retaliation literatures. First, the results indicate that both one’s level and stability of self-
esteem are a potentially important variable in the study of reactions to injustice and
subsequent retaliation behavior. However, counter to our hypotheses, the results indicate
that it is individuals with high or stable self-esteem that are most likely to engage in
retaliatory behavior following a perceived injustice. Although this is not what we
predicted, it is not unexpected or unusual in the self-esteem literature. As stated earlier,
there are competing theoretical arguments in the field regarding whether it is individuals
with high or low self-esteem that are more likely to engage in aggressive behavior. The
traditional view is that it is more likely for individuals with low self-esteem to engage in
this type of behavior. This is the theoretical argument that [ adopted for the purposes of
this dissertation. However, there is a more recent argument that it is actually individuals
with high self-esteem that are more likely to be aggressive. The findings in study 1
support the more recent arguments regarding self-esteem and aggression and can be
explained using behavioral plasticity theory, as well as self-enhancement and self-
verification theory. The main argument [ adopt in this section is that individuals with low
self-esteem or unstable self-esteem may feel more pain following negative feedback, but

that does not necessarily mean they will be more reactive to these events because they
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over-generalize this feedback as “correct” and they are not confident in the appropriate
course of action following some negative event.

According to behavioral plasticity, individuals with low self-esteem are more
likely to feel uncertain about the appropriate way to act or respond to some situation
(Brockner, 1988). Therefore, individuals with low self-esteem are often more cautious in
their response to some event (Campbell & Lavallee, 1993). Since individuals with low
self-esteem are risk averse, they are unlikely to engage in an aggressive act since this can
be a risky proposition (Baumeister, Bushman, & Campbell, 2000). In addition, negative
feedback or events may influence the self-feelings of individuals with low or unstable
self-esteem because they have the tendency to over-generalize these events as
representative of something they are or did (Brockner, 1988). Therefore, although
individuals with low or unstable self-esteem may feel ““bad” following some negative
event, they are more likely to accept this negative feedback as “correct” and therefore not
take any action (e.g., Campbell, 1990; Greenier, et al., 1999; Brockner, et al, 1987;
Kemis, et al., 2000; Kemis, et al, 1993).

It may be the individuals with high or stable self-esteem that have the most to lose
and therefore be more likely to retaliate in the face of injustice. According to self-
enhancement theory, individuals have a desire to promote a self-image. Individuals with
high self-esteem think they are good at most things and therefore may have more to lose
(Brockner, 1988). In addition, individuals with high self-esteem have the desire to
protect their positive views of themselves according to self-verification theory (Swann,

1996). Brockner (1988) states that when individuals with high self-esteem face a threat
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to their positive self-image, this causes arousal and action since this is inconsistent with
their own positive self-views. Individuals with low self-esteem, on the other hand, do not
experience any feelings of dissonance because the feedback is not inconsistent with their
self-views. Therefore, individuals with high or stable self-esteem may have the strongest
reactions to negative events because they feel good about themselves and have a strong
desire to maintain these feelings (Baumeister, Smart, & Boden, 1996). In fact, research
in the field has found evidence that individuals with high self-esteem have the greatest
desire to restore a sense of inequity (Brockner, 1985) and are more reactive to negative
self-relevant feedback (Brockner & Chen, 1996). In addition, individuals with high or
stable self-esteem are much more likely to be confident in their actions and feel
comfortable engaging in behavior that may be contradictory to the negative feedback they
have received compared to individuals with low or unstable self-esteem (e.g.,
Baumeister, 1982). Finally, individuals are more likely to become aggressive to defend a
strongly held belief about themselves (Baumeister, et al., 2000). Therefore, it makes
sense that individuals with high and stable self-esteem are the ones most likely to react
negatively to an injustice in this study.

[ was also a little surprised by the lack of effects for seif-esteem found in study 1.
Pilot tests conducted with a similar, although weaker, scenario found much stronger
predictive power than the current study for both the perceptions of justice and subsequent
retaliation behavior. One reason that appears likely is the scenario used in this study was
created to have a powerful impact on perceptions of injustice and to manipulate

subsequent retaliation behavior. Many researchers have argued that when the situation is
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very strong, individual difference variables effects are less likely to appear (Davis-Balke
& Pfeffer, 1989; Mischel, 1973). In fact, Brockner (1988) has argued that when one does
not find effects for self-esteem, it may be that the situation is so strong that it is not
possible for self-esteem effects to emerge. In the current study, for almost every analysis
the condition (justice vs. injustice) was the most dominant predictor of subsequent
retaliation behavior or perceptions of justice. It may be that we made the scenario too
strong in study 1 where self-esteem effects could not appear.

To address some of the concerns with Study 1 and to further generalize our
results, Study 2 will be conducted with some slight changes. First, study 2 will be
conducted with current MBA students with real-world experience. Second, study 2 will
modify the scenario to lessen the impact of the situation on retaliation behavior and
hopefully allow self-esteem differences to emerge. Third, the retaliation measure will be
expanded in study 2 to further test the 3 component model of aggression of Baron and
Neuman that was supported in Study 1. Finally, we will add to the model presented in
this dissertation by incorporating the role of one’s group members in the decision to

engage in retaliation type behavior.
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Table 1: Global Self-Esteem Factor Analysis (Study 1)*

Item : Factor 1° Factor 2°
At times, I think I am no good at all. 38 75
I take a positive view of myself. .63 .16
Allin all, I am inclined to feel that [ am a failure. A3 .79
I wish I could have more respect for myself. 35 62
[ certainly feel useless at times. A2 .79

I feel that [ am a person of worth, at least on an

equal plan with others. 7 27
On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. .65 .39
I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 58 46
I feel that [ have a number of good qualities. 74 20
I am able to do things as well as most other people. .76 .09

? Varimax Rotation
® Factor 1 Eigenvalue = 4.59; Percent of Variance Explained = 45.86%
° Factor 2 Eigenvalue = 1.15; Percent of Variance Explained = 11.50%
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Table 2: Retaliation Factor Analysis (Study 1)*

63

Item Factor 1™ Factor 2°_ Factor 3*
On purpose, damage equipment or work processes. A1 .30 82
Take supplies home without permission 33 .01 .76
Waste company materials. 34 .26 g
Call in sick when not ill.* 54 .28 42
Speak poorly about the company to others. 37 73 12
Refuse to work weekends or overtime when asked.® 46 63 15
Leave a mess unnecessarily (do not clean up).* 51 37 43
Disobey a supervisor’s instructions. .10 .78 41
*Talk back™ to boss. .18 81 .18
Gossip about your boss. .36 .78 .07
Try to look busy while wasting time. .86 .20 22
Take an extended coffee or lunch break. 77 .26 .29
Intentionally work slower. .76 32 21
Deliberately bend or break a rule(s).* 49 48 40
Spend time on personal matters while at work. a7 .30 .20

* Varimax Rotation

® Factor 1 = Obstructionism; Factor 2 = Expression of Hostility; Factor 3 = Overt

Aggression

© Factor 1 Eigenvalue = 7.94; Percent of Variance Explained = 52.95%
¢ Factor 2 Eigenvalue = 1.37; Percent of Variance Explained = 9.15%
¢ Factor 3 Eigenvalue = 1.11; Percent of Variance Explained = 7.42%
* [tem dropped from sub-dimension analyses due to significant cross-loadings (These are

included in overall retaliation measure).
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Table 4: Overall Factor Analysis (Study 1)*

Item | Factorl® Factor 2° Factor 3° Factor 4* Factor 8'
SE1® 50 66 .05 -.05 -.14
SE2 69 07 01 .06 12
SE3 23 .78 04 222 -09
SE4 42 47 02 -09 =22
SES 29 73 -.04 -.06 -.16
SE6 .68 28 -.02 -.06 .03
SE7 72 29 -.08 02 -02
SE8 53 50 -.08 -12 -22
SE9 .76 .10 .01 -11 .06
SE10 75 05 -.09 -07 -.15
m* -.01 .05 84 -17 .05
1J2 .05 -07 82 13 .10
3 -.06 17 .83 -.10 05
1J4 -.04 .03 95 -.09 -03
s -.06 03 93 -.08 -.04
1J6 -.06 13 87 01 -02
DIt -.07 -.02 84 -.04 -.06
DJ2 -.08 .06 83 -.04 -07
DI3 -.06 -.04 77 01 -04
DJ4 -02 -.05 82 .03 -.05
DJ5 -.08 07 80 -.09 -.09
NAY -.03 -17 -.09 .85 08
NA2 -.01 -.10 -.07 .85 .09
NA3 -.10 .10 -.85 .16 .18
NA4 -20 07 -.61 43 22
NAS -22 -.04 -.29 .74 .13
NAG6 .05 -.05 -.05 84 .18
NA7 -12 -.16 =20 27 .80
NAS 05 -.18 -12 22 82
NA9 -.06 .08 -.82 .14 .26
NA10 -07 .06 -79 .18 23

* Varimax Rotation
® Factor 1 Eigenvalue = 5.46; Percent of Variance Explained = 17.61%
€ Factor 2 Eigenvalue = 1.28; Percent of Variance Explained = 4.14%

4 Factor 3 Eigenvalue = 11.16; Percent of Variance Explained = 36.00%
¢ Factor 4 Eigenvalue = 2.78; Percent of Variance Explained = 8.97%

f Factor 5 Eigenvalue = 1.07; Percent of Variance Explained = 3.44%

% SE = Global Self-Esteem
® [J = Interactional Justice

' DJ = Distributive Justice

I NA = Negative Affect

65
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Table 5: Non-Significant Retaliation Analyses: Global Self-Esteem™™*

Overall Expected Retaliation

Step 1
Variable Std. Beta _R2 Change in R?
Negative Affect 24**
Gender .01
Self-esteem Stability -.02
37
Step 2
Condition 23
.49 J2%%*
Step 3
Global Self-esteem -.04
.49 .00
Step 4
Global S.E. x Condition 29
.49 .00

* Standardized betas from final regression equation are reported.
®*p<.05, **p<.0l,***p<.001
¢ Weighted Least Squares Regression used

Expected Overt Aggression

Step 1
Variable Std. Beta _R* Change in R®
Negative Affect 24*
Gender .03
Self-esteem Stability -.01
. 1 5 L2 % J
Step 2
Condition -41
17 .02
Step 3
Global Self-esteem -15
18 01
Step 4

Global S.E. x Condition .62
.18 .01
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Expected Obstructionism
Step 1
Variable Std. Beta _R* Change in R?
Negative Affect 30%*
Gender -.04
Self-esteem Stability -.03
.29*t$
Step 2
Condition .39
34 05***
Step 3
Global Self-esteem .04
34 .00
Step 4
Global S.E. x Condition -.07
35 .00
Satisfaction (Actual Retaliation)
Step 1
Variable Std. Beta RY Change in R*
Negative Affect -23%*
Gender -.02
Self-esteem Stability -.02
49F**
Step 2
Condition -.30
.73 24%**
Step 3
Global Self-esteem .03
.73 .00
Step 4
Global S.E. x Condition -39
.74 .00
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Table S (cont.): Non-Significant Retaliation Analyses: Self-Esteem Stability

Overall Expected Retaliation

Step 1
Variable Std. Beta R’ Change in R?
Negative Affect 24%*
Gender .02
Global S.E. .00
.36***
Step 2
Condition .68%**
.49 N K s
Step 3
Self-esteem Stability .08
.49 .00
Step 4
Stability x Condition' -.24*
.50 .02*
Expected Overt Aggression
Step 1
Variable Std. Beta R’ Change in R’
Negative Affect 23*
Gender .04
Global S.E. -.09
. 1 5***
Step 2
Condition 27
.18 02*
Step 3
Self-esteem Stability 02
.18 .00
Step 4
Stability x Condition -.07

.18 .00




Expected Obstructionism

69

Step 1
Variable Std. Beta _R* Change in R?
Negative Affect 2%
Gender -.04
Global S.E. .03
_29***
Step 2
Condition 44%**
34 QT***
Step 3
Self-esteem Stability .03
34 .00
Step 4
Stability x Condition -.16
35 .01
Satisfaction (Actual Retaliation)
Step 1
Variable Std. Beta R* Change in R?
Negative Affect =23
Gender -.02
Global S.E. -.04
.50***
Step 2
Condition -.74%**
.73 23%**
Step 3
Self-esteem Stability -.07
73 .00
Step 4
Stability x Condition .08
.73 .00
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Table 6: Expression of Hostility Analyses: Global Self-Esteem™”

Regression Analysis

Step 1
Variable Std. Beta R? Change in R?
Negative Affect 13
Gender .05
Self-esteem Stability -.04
J7**
Step 2
Condition -.20
.59 22%%*
Step 3
Global Self-esteem -.14
.59 .00
Step 4
Global S.E. x Condition 90*
.60 01*

* Standardized betas from final regression equation are reported.
b#p<.05 **p<.01,***p<.00l
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Figure 5: Plot of Median Split of Global Self-Esteem and Expressions of Hostility™"
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Table 7: Expression of Hostility Analyses: Self-Esteem Stability

Regression Analysis™®

Step 1
Variable Std. Beta R Change in R’
Negative Affect 13
Gender .06
Global S.E. -.02
36%**
Step 2
Condition R.1 g
.59 23>
Step 3
Self-esteem Stability .10*
.59 .00
Step 4
Stability x Condition -.29%*
61 02%*

* Standardized betas from final regression equation are reported.
b ‘P<-05' ttp<.01‘ tt-p<.001
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STUDY 2

Procedures

Subjects for study 2 were recruited from the day and evening MBA programs in
the Business School at the University of Washington and a large, public university in the
Midwest. Using subjects from this population allowed me to enhance the external
validity of the results of the study since it is expected that these individuals have
extensive work experience and more than likely have experienced injustices in the
workplace and subsequent reactions from their coworkers. In addition, the samples are
geographically different which may lend some external validity to the results.

During this study, in order to obtain the greatest number of respondents, [ adopted
the approach suggested by Luong and Rogelberg (1998). All potential participants were
sent an initial email explaining the study and notifying them that a survey will be
forthcoming. Therefore, they did not just receive a survey in their email without notice.
The potential subjects were told that the research was conceming how a person’s mood
influences their behavior in the workplace. Two days later, subjects received an email
reminding them about the study and included a link to a web page providing a detailed
description of the study. After reading the information provided on the web page, if they
agreed to continue with the study, they clicked a link to the first survey. The potential
subjects were asked to complete the study within a week. In addition, during the next
week the experimenter sent a reminder notice to the potential subjects to remind them of
the end date of the study. A web-survey was used in order to increase the likelihood of
responses by the subjects. It was expected that MBA students would value their time and

would be more likely to respond to a survey request if it was made as user-friendly as
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possible. In this case, all the subjects had to do was click on a link to a web page from
their initial email and complete the study.

The initial survey the subjects completed included measures of the person’s
global self-esteem, self-esteem stability, negative affect, and various demographic data
(i.e., age, gender, etc.). When the subjects completed the items on the survey, they
clicked on a “submit” button and all results were sent directly to the experimenter at the
University of Washington. All responses were anonymous. When the subjects hit the
submit button, they were taken to a written scenario and they were instructed to play the
part of the employee discussed in the text. The scenarios were designed to accurately
manipulate or duplicate group social pressures or information that occurs in the
workplace. All subjects read the following situation.

Instructions: In the following scenario, please play the role of the
employee discussed in the text (i.e., assume you are the employee).
After reading the scenario, please answer the questions that follow
assuming you are the employee. We are interested in your perceptions
and expected behavior if you were the employee discussed in the text.

You have worked in your current position for the past 2 years.
Specifically, you are an entry-level manager at one of the biggest retail
outlets in the Northwest (Midwest). Currently, there are 5 other
managers at your level in your branch division and you each supervise
approximately 10 to 15 employees. Your organization has a suggestions-
award program. The organization encourages its employees (including
managers) to submit suggestions to improve workplace procedures.
Employees receive a lump-sum bonus for successfully implemented
suggestions.

Currently, your branch division has a large stock room where it stores the
materials it needs to serve its customers. Recently, you submitted a
suggestion to your immediate supervisor (one of the assistant managers)
that may reduce the current level of supplies on hand in your
organization. Specifically, you recommend that the branch division adopt
a just-in-time delivery schedule for its inventory. Your suggestion could
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save your business a lot of money by cutting the cost of maintaining
inventory. You went out of your way and checked with suppliers and were
assured by them that they could supply the necessary materials to the
organization within 48 hours of an order.

Upon reading your suggestions, your boss becomes angry. In front of
your coworkers and visibly upset, he asks to speak to you in private. Once
you enter his office, he severely criticizes you. He states to you that if he
were to send this type of suggestion to his superiors, that you would be
making him look bad. He says that his bosses expect him to come up with
a suggestion like this, not his employees.

After your interaction with your supervisor, you share your feelings with
some of your coworkers. The following transcript involves the
conversation you had with three (two) of your coworkers:

Please note that subjects in Study 2 initially received an almost identical scenario
as was depicted in Study 1. Based on the results of Study 1, we attempted to lessen the
effects of perceived injustice by eliminating the section of the scenario that indicated the
supervisor stole the employee’s idea. Study 2 builds on Study 1 by integrating the role of
group influences in the retaliation process.

Following the subjects reading this scenario, the subjects were randomly assigned
to one of two conditions. The first condition involved the scenario depicting coworkers

encouraging the employee to work things out with the manager. It read as follows:

You tell your coworkers what happened and that you are fairly upset.

Jane: "I can't believe the boss said that. I guess he was having a bad day.
Occasionally people in this company have problems with each other, but it
always seems to work out in the end.”

Bob: "Yeah, I think it is just part of the type of business we are in.
Sometimes our jobs can be stressful and we take it out on each other.

However, most of us realize this and try to work things out with the people
that upset us.”

You ask what they think you should do.
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Jane: "You'll have to figure that out for yourself. However, like Bob
said, the normal approach in this company is to try to work things out.
Perhaps you could just let him know how you are feeling. He could then
explain why he was acting that way. I did this in the past and it was pretty
effective.”

In the second condition, subjects were encouraged by their coworkers to “get

even” with their boss. It read as follows:

You tell your coworkers what happened and that you are fairly upset.

Jane: "I can't believe he did that! He did the same thing to me last year.
Since then I haven't bothered giving any other suggestions on how to
improve this place.”

Bob: "I also had the same kind of thing happen. The guy is a jerk. You
aren't just going to take it, are you?"

Jane: "Yeah, like [ said, I stopped giving suggestions to him since [ had
the same problem. However, that isn't the only thing I have been doing
since that time."

You ask Jane what she means.

Jane: "Well, do you remember hearing about the customer who
complained about our boss? That wasn't true. [ started that rumor to make
him look bad. It was pretty effective! A few times, I also failed to let him
know supplies were getting low so that we would run out of something
and it would make him look bad. I even take a few packets of coffee
home every once in a while when my supplies get low at home. There are
a lot of things you could do to get even with him."

Pat: "I remember hearing that story. That was a good one! After [ had
problems with the boss, I simply tried to avoid him whenever I could. I
didn't want anything to do with him. Ifhe entered the room, I left!"

You ask your coworkers about possibly getting in trouble for these types of
behaviors.

Bob: "No one ever gets in trouble for this kind of thing. I've worked here
for 5 years and cannot think of anyone getting in trouble. In fact, [ think a
lot of people working here, both employees and entry-level managers,
have engaged in these types of behavior at one point or another in
response to something the boss did."
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You state that you didn't realize it was so wide spread.

Jane: "Yeah, that's right. You can't let the boss get away with what he
did. We just wanted to let you know that you're not the only one who has
had a problem with the boss and that a lot of us here get back at him in one
way or another."”

A pilot test with 18 graduate student volunteers (from the University of
Washington’s Ph.D. Program) demonstrated that the differences in the scenario correctly
manipulated the desired behavior. While statistically not significant due to power issues,
the mean differences were in the expected direction. Specifically, subjects in the
situation involving group retaliation were more likely to engage in a similar behavior.
Subjects in the control condition were more likely to accept the outburst of their manager.

Following the reading of the scenario, subjects completed the second part of the
study. Specifically, were instructed to answer a series of questions based on the scenario
(i.e., how they would react assuming they are the employee discussed in the text).
Subjects completed measures of retaliation behavior, OCBs, satisfaction, likelihood of
punishment, and interactional justice.

Subjects

One hundred seventeen individuals agreed to participate in the study and
completed the first measure of self-esteem and various demographic variables. Of these
individuals, 44.4 % (n = 52) are female and 55.6% (n = 65) are male. The subjects’
average age is 29.13 (SD =5.10). The subjects were employed with their current
employer an average of 3.11 years (SD = 3.51) and averaged a total of 8.01 years (SD =
5.60) of work experience. Fifty-one percent (n = 63) of the subjects were current MBA

students at the University of Washington and the remaining 48.4 % (n =59) were MBA
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students at a large, public university in the Midwest. There are no significant mean
differences between the two universities across any of the demographic variables (p >
.10). In addition, there are no significant mean or variance differences between the two
universities on any of the independent variables (p > .05). However, there was a
significant difference between the two samples in terms of the level of reported
satisfaction they experienced during the scenarios (t = -2.57, p < .05) and therefore will
be controlled for in any analyses using the satisfaction variable.

The study was completely voluntary and some subjects decided not to continue
with the remaining segments of the study after completing the first set of questionnaire
items. A total of 10 subjects were unable to complete all the phases of the study, yielding
a sample size of 107. To test for differences between those subjects who remained in the
study and those that left, t-tests were performed on self-esteem level, self-esteem
stability, and the various demographic variables. There were no significant mean or
variance differences between those subjects who completed the entire study and those
who did not (p > .10) for any of the vanables.

Measures

Global Self-Esteem. As in study 1, subjects’ general level of self-esteem was
measured using Rosenberg’s (1965) self-esteem scale. Respondents answered 10 items
measuring self-esteem on a 7-point scale (1=strongly disagree, 7 =strongly agree). In
addition, they were instructed to answer the question based on how they feel “in general™.
As in study 1, a factor analysis with Varimax rotation reveled 2-factors with eigenvalues

greater than 1. However, the scree plot indicated one clearly dominant factor. Due to the
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extensive reported validity of this measure of self-esteem and the high internal
consistency of the measure (alpha = .87), [ summed the 10 items to form the measure of
global seif-esteem (Mean = 57.04, SD = 8.75). Notice that the level and dispersion of the
self-esteem measure is almost identical to the subjects used in study 1 (i.e., Mean =
57.90, SD = 8.23).

Self-Esteem Stability. Due to the nature of this sample and the difficulty in
gathering data at multiple times, a single time measure of self-esteem stability had to be
utilized. In this study, I used a 5-item (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree) stability
scale developed and validated by Rosenberg (1986). Although this measure has been
shown to be weakly correlated (e.g., r = -.15) with the stability measure used in study 1
(Kemis, et al., 1989), it had to be used since it would be unlikely that MBA students
would agree to participate in a study that required multiple measures twice a day for four
days. A factor analysis with Varimax rotation yielded one factor with eigenvalues greater
than 1. This factor explains approximately 66% of the variance in the construct. The
scree plot also clearly indicates 1 dominant factor. A composite was created by summing
the five items (Mean = 22.56, SD = 7.03, Alpha = .86).

Interactional Justice. As in study 1, interactional justice was measured using a
scale developed by Moorman (1991). Consistent with the findings in study 1, the
interactional justice scale demonstrated strong internal consistency (alpha = .86) and all
items loaded as expected on one factor.

Expected Retaliation Behavior. Based on the findings of Study 1 and concemns

over survey length, a slight modification was made to the expected retaliation scale.
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First, we reduced the 15 items found in study 1 to 7. Based on the sample and lack of
expected findings for the overt aggression dimension (similar to study 1), we focused our
attention on items designed to measure expressions of hostility and obstructionism.
Recall that these covert forms of aggressive behavior are far more likely than overt types
of aggression. In addition, we added 3 items from Baron and Neuman (1996, 1998) that
were specifically designed to measure expressions of hostility and obstructionism.

After reading the particular scenario, subjects were instructed to indicate how
likely it would be for them to engage in a list of behaviors (10 items; 1 = never; 5 =
highly likely) in the near future if they were the employee discussed in the text. A factor
analysis with Varimax rotation failed to yield two factors as expected (Please see table 8).
In fact, the factor analysis revealed four factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.
However, the scree plot still indicates one dominant factor emerging (Please see figure
8). In addition, the first factor explained approximately 31% of the variance in the
construct. Based on the limited evidence of two underlying factors and the evidence of
one dominant factor, I created a composite for overall expected retaliation by averaging
the 10 items (Mean = 2.56, SD = .54, alpha = .72).

Satisfaction (actual retaliation). As in study 1, we also wanted to attempt to get
the subjects’ “actual” level of retaliation to the scenario. Subjects were given the
following instructions

Please assume that a potential employee has contacted you regarding

your opinion about working for the company depicted in the scenario.

He/she has asked you to give an honest representation of “life as an

employee” at your company. He/she has asked you the following

questions. Please check the box that best represents how you feel about
your organization.
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Subjects responded to these instructions by answering a set of 8 items (1 = strongly
disagree; 5 = strongly agree) representing overall satisfaction as well as satisfaction with
one’s job and supervisor (Spector, 1997b). As in study 1, factor analysis with Varimax
rotation yielded a 1-factor solution explaining approximately 66% of the variance in the
construct. Therefore, I created an overall measure of satisfaction (i.e., actual retaliation)
by averaging the 8 items (Mean = 2.78, SD = .76, alpha = .92) Lower levels of
satisfaction represent greater levels of retaliation for the perceived injustice.

Control Variables

Gender. As in study 1, gender will be included as a control variable since it has
been demonstrated to effect one’s level of aggressive behavior. This helps allow me to
control for alternative explanations to my findings (Mitchell, 1985).

Likelihood of Punishment.  The perceived likelihood of punishment is
necessary to control for because it has shown to impact the decision to engage in
aggressive behavior (Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998; Bettencourt & Miller, 1996).
Bjorkqvist, Osterman, and Lagerspetz (1994) indicate that the decision to engage in
aggressive behavior in the workplace is determined by an “effect/danger ratio™. A person
finds the best technique to retaliate that has the lowest possibility of punishment.
Therefore, if the likelihood of punishment is high, a person may feel that it is too
dangerous to engage in retaliatory behavior. To measure the likelihood of punishment, I
presented three behaviors that could be considered aggressive and then ask the
respondents to indicate the degree they think they would be punished in the scenario (1 =

strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). Borrowing from Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly
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(1998), the three items are “engaging in destructive activities such as stealing or
damaging property belonging to our employer,” “doing things that could hurt the
department or the organization,” and “doing work badly, slowly or incorrectly on
purpose.” Factor analysis indicated one dominant factor (alpha = .85).

Negative Affectivity. As in study 1, a person’s natural disposition for negativity
was measured to help control for alternative explanations to my findings. Negative
affectivity was measured in this study using a scale developed by Watson, Clark, and
Tellegen (1988). Respondents were instructed to indicate how they feel, in general, to
items such as being upset, irritable, or distressed. In study 2, we focused on those items
designed to measure how “upset” or ““angry” a person naturally is (Please see appendix).
This was done in order to reduce the number of items we needed to ask this particular
population and because this subset of negative affectivity appears to be most relevant to
our research purposes. Factor analysis clearly indicated one factor (alpha = .73).

RESULTS

The means, standard deviations, and correlation matrix for the variables in this
study are presented in Table 9.

Discriminant/Convergent Validity Issues. While the factor analyses discussed
above begin to establish the construct validity of the measures, the correlation matrix and
some additional factor analyses yield additional information and support for the validity
of the self-esteem and retaliation measures. First, although the two scales designed to
measure global self-esteem and self-esteem stability are expected to be highly correlated,

they should load on separate factors. As expected, the two scales in this study were
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highly correlated (r = .66, p < .001) which is consistent with past research in this area
(Rosenberg, 1986; Kemis, et al., 1989). However, the items representing stability and
global self-esteem load on different factors although there is some small cross loadings
(Please see Table 10). Past research using these two scales has also demonstrated the
discriminant validity of the global and stability scale (Marsh, 1993; Rosenberg, 1986). In
addition, one would expect a significant relationship between negative affect (a mood
measure) and self-esteem stability. As expected, self-esteem stability and negative affect
are significantly correlated (r = -.40, p < .05). Global self-esteem and negative affect
should also be significantly related. As expected, the correlation between these two
constructs is significant (r = -.34, p <.05) and is consistent with past research in the area
(e.g., Tarlow & Haaga, 1996). In addition, a factor analysis with Varimax rotation
demonstrates that the items measuring global self-esteem and negative affect load cleanly
on two separate factors and items measures self-esteem stability and negative affect also
load on separate factors. These analyses lend additional support for the discriminant and
convergent validity of the self-esteem measures.

As in study 1, it is also expected that our two different measures of retaliation
(i.e., expected retaliation and satisfaction) should be significantly correlated. As
expected, our measure of overall expected retaliation behavior and actual retaliation
behavior (i.e., satisfaction) were significantly related (r =-.47, p <.001). A factor
analysis with Varimax rotation was also conducted to help establish the discriminant
validity of the retaliation measures from items measuring OCBs. [ included 6 items

designed to measure of organizational citizenship behavior (Mean = 3.96, SD = .61, alpha
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= 81) within the retaliation items in the survey (i.e., subjects indicated how likely it
would be that they would engage in these behaviors after reading the scenario). Factor
analysis with the items representing OCBs, expected retaliation, and satisfaction all
loaded on different factors. Please see table 11 and figure 9.

Checks for normal regression model. All analyses were checked for violations of

the assumptions of the normal error regression model (e.g., linear function, homogeneity
of variance, etc.). The same analyses that were conducted in study 1 were also conducted
in study 2. These analyses did yield 5 points that were considered influential data points
according to DFFITS, DFBETAS, and the studentized deleted residuals. The analyses
discussed below were run with and without these data points included with no significant
differences emerging in the results. Therefore, in order to maintain the greatest “n”, the
analyses below represent all data points included.
Tests of Hypotheses®

Hypothesis 1 indicates that perceptions of injustice will be significantly related to
the frequency of a retaliatory response. The correlation matrix reveals that perceptions of
interactional justice are indeed significantly related to one’s expectations for retaliation (r
=-.33, p <.001) and the actual level of retaliation (i.e., satisfaction) (r = .58, p <.001).
Therefore, greater levels of injustice lead to greater levels of retaliation. Hypothesis 1 is
supported.

Hypothesis 2 indicates that a person’s self-esteem will be negatively related to
perceptions of faimess. The correlation between global self-esteem and interactional

justice (r = -.06) was not significant. In addition, I conducted a linear regression
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controlling for the effects of self-esteem stability. There is no significant effect of self-
esteem on perceptions of interactional justice (F = .27, n.s.). Finally, independent sample
t-tests conducted after a median split of global self-esteem indicate no significant
differences in the perceptions of interactional justice between those individuals with low
and high self-esteem (t = -.36, n.s.). Hypothesis 2 is not supported. It should be noted
that it would be very difficult to find significance for this analysis because the scenario
was designed to manipulate perceptions of injustice. Although there is not significant
difference between those individuals with high and low self-esteem, individuals with low
self-esteem did report lower levels of interactional justice in the scenario (Mean 2.09 vs.
Mean = 2.15).

Hypothesis 4a examines the effects of self-esteem stability on perceptions of
justice. According to hypothesis 4a, individuals with high unstable self-esteem are more
likely to perceive an event as unfair. The correlation between self-esteem stability and
interactional justice (r = -.01) is not significant. In addition, independent sample t-tests
demonstrate that there is no significant difference between those individuals with stable
or unstable self-esteem (t = -.47, n.s.). Hypothesis 4a is not supported.

Study 2 was specifically designed to measure the effects of group influences on
individual perceptions and behavior and how a person’s self-esteem interacts with these
group influences. Hypotheses 5, 6, 7, and 8 address these issues. Hypothesis 5 states that
a person’s group can significantly effect the individual’s perceptions of justice.
Independent sample t-tests indicate a significant difference between those individuals in

the control (mean = 2.34) and the experimental (mean = 1.86) group (t =3.07, p <.001).
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Specifically, individuals who are encouraged to work things out with their supervisor
report higher levels of perceived interactional justice than individuals who are told that
the boss is unfair and that they should get even. To further test this hypothesis, a
ordinary least squares regression analysis was conducted controlling for the subjects’
level of negative affectivity. Entering a dummy variable (i.e., 0 and 1) representing the
condition (group influences) in the regression equation explains an additional 7.6 % of
the variance in the subjects’ perceptions of justice (F = 8.61, p <.001). Please see Table
12. Hypothesis 5 is supported.

Hypothesis 6 stated that the presence of an employee’s fellow organizational
members engaging in retaliation-type behavior will be positively associated with that
employee’s own retaliation behavior. T-tests indicate that individuals in the experimental
condition (mean = 2.65) had a significantly greater likelihood of expected retaliation than
those in the control (mean = 2.48) group (t =-1.65, p < .05 in a one-tail test). In addition,
individuals in the experimental condition (mean = 2.47) had lower levels of reported
satisfaction than those individuals in the control (mean = 3.04) condition (t =4.18, p <
.001). To further test this hypothesis, ordinary least squares regression was conducted
controlling for the effects of the subjects’ gender, level of negative affectivity, and
expected punishment (school was also controlled for in the satisfaction analyses). The
regression for expected retaliation behavior failed to gain significance (F = 1.37, n.s.), but
the results demonstrate that the condition explains an additional 11.9% of the variance in
the subjects’ actual level of retaliation (i.e., satisfaction ) (F = 15.33, p <.001).

Hypothesis 6 is supported.
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Hypothesis 7 and 8 state that it is those individuals with low self-esteem that are
most likely to be influenced by their group member’s actions and words. As in study 1,
since [ am exploring interaction effects with a dichotomous variable, I utilized weighted
least squares regression controlling for the many of the variables discussed above. For all
of the dependent variables (i.e., interactional justice, expected retaliation, satisfaction),
none of the regressions demonstrated significant interactions for level or stability of self-
esteem (Please see Table 13). Hypothesis 7 and 8 are not supported.
General Discussion Study 2

The analyses in the second study lend some additional support for some of the
hypotheses presented in this study. First, as in study 1, we found support for the idea
that individuals who experience a perceived injustice are more likely to engage in
aggressive behavior in the workplace (hypothesis 1). In addition, we found strong
support for the ideas that a person’s group can have a significant influence on individual
perceptions of justice (hypothesis 5) and subsequent retaliation behavior (hypothesis 6).
However, as in study 1, we failed to find support for the idea that a person’s level and
stability of self-esteem is related to perceptions of justice (hypotheses 2 and 4a). In
addition, support for the behavioral plasticity of self-esteem was not found in this study
(hypotheses 7 and 8). Finally, please note that study 2 was not designed to directly test
hypothesis 3 (or 4b) involving self-esteem acting as a moderating force on perceptions of
injustice. While the first experiment included both a fair and an unfair condition, study 2
only involved conditions of injustice. Future research will need to be conducted that

combines these two studies.
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Study 2 extends study 1 by incorporating the role of group influences in the
retaliation process. In this study, the results demonstrate that a person’s group members
can have a dramatic influence on perceptions of justice and subsequent retaliation
behavior. While both scenarios in this study included the same injustice situation (i.e.,
negative interaction with one’s boss), individuals in the condition where their coworkers
suggested the employee try to work things out had much higher perceptions of justice and
lower levels of retaliation than those individuals assigned to the condition where their
coworkers suggest they get even. Therefore, the results demonstrate that one’s group
members can have both positive and negative influences on the retaliation process even
though individuals in both conditions experienced the same injustice.

Study 2 also extends study 1 by utilizing a different sample that included
individuals from day and evening MBA programs that are currently working or have
many more years of real world work experience. Therefore, they may have been more
likely to have experienced an injustice in the workplace and the subsequent group
interactions/influences that are depicted in the scenario. The use of this sample helps
extend the external validity of the findings.

Unexpectedly, I did not find a significant interaction between self-esteem and the
conditions involving group influences. This is somewhat troubling since the ideas of
behavioral plasticity have generally been supported in the literature (Brockner, 1988;
Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001). However, even Brockner (1988) admits that there are
situations where the plasticity hypothesis is limited, although that does not mean the

argument is irrelevant. Brockner indicates there the plasticity argument is limited when
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1) self-esteem is theoretically irrelevant to external influences, and 2) the situation is so
strong that individual forces, such as self-esteem, cannot emerge.

Brockner’s (1988) first limiting factor seems unlikely based on the results of
study 1 and the fact that self-esteem is only theoretically irrelevant if the situation does
not involve uncertainty. Recall that one of the main arguments of behavioral plasticity is
that individuals with low self-esteem are more likely to be influenced by extemnal cues
because they are uncertain about the correct course of action and therefore search the
external environment for appropriate behavioral cues. Both scenarios presented in study
2 involved situations of uncertainty. Specifically, the employee in the situation did not
know what to do and consulted with their coworkers. While the first limiting factor may
not be useful to explain the results of study 2, the second limiting factor may be more
applicable to this study. It may have been that the situational forces were so strong that
individual differences may not have easily emerged. In all of the analyses, the condition
was the dominant factor in explaining the variance in the dependent variables.

Support for the behavioral plasticity hypotheses may also not have been found
because it may be extremely difficult to find an interaction between self-esteem and
group influences using a scenario format with approximately 100 volunteers. In fact,
Brockner (1988) states that in almost every case where behavioral plasticity has not been
supported, lab studies have been used. Perhaps in a field setting with more natural group

settings, the interaction would emerge.



Table 8: Expected Retaliation Behavior (Study 2)*
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Item Factor 1" |- Factor 2° | Factor3® | Factor4*
Speak poorly about the company to others. 41 A1 -.16 41
Give your supervisor the “silent treatment.™ -.04 78 .09 34
Disobey a supervisor’s instructions. .03 .29 .68 =22
Spend time on personal matters while at 82 19 28 12
work.
Intentionally work slower. .66 59 .09 -.08
“Talk back™ to your supervisor. .05 -02 .80 .24
Fail to return phone calls or respond to
memos from my supervisor when in need of 21 69 34 -.24
my help.
Criticize people at work. .14 .05 07 85
Deliberately waste company materials 45 .39 .02 .10
Try to look busy while wasting time. .78 17 -.05 11

? Varimax Rotation

® Factor 1 Eigenvalue = 3.10; Percent of Variance Explained = 30.97%
¢ Factor 2 Eigenvalue = 1.37; Percent of Variance Explained = 13.74%
¢ Factor 3 Eigenvalue = 1.10; Percent of Variance Explained = 11.02%
® Factor 4 Eigenvalue = 1.04; Percent of Variance Explained = 10.42%
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Table 10: Global Self-Esteem and Self-Esteem Stability (Study 2)
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- Item™™* Factor1° | Factor2®* | Factor3”
1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 72 22 .26
2. I wish I could have more respect for myself.* .60 .19 31
3.1 feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with 43 47 04
others.
4. At times [ think [ am no good at all.* .65 .16 38
5. I take a positive view of myself. .75 .26 .27
6. I am able to do things as well as most other people. .06 87 17
7. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 31 .67 02
8. I certainly feel useless at times.* .78 .02 .18
9. All in all, [ am inclined to feel that [ am a failure.* )| A1 .08
10. I feel that I do not have much to be proud of.* .64 22 .14
11. My opinion of myself tends to change a good deal instead of
iy 18 A2 .80
always remaining the same.*
12. I find that on one day I have one opinion of myself and on 44 .06 79
another day [ have a different opinion.* . ’ :
13. Some days I have a very good opinion of myself: other days I
L .61 01 .62
have a very poor opinion of myself.*
14. I have noticed that my ideas about myself seem to change very 05
quickly.® 51 . .68
15. I feel that nothing, or almost nothing, can change the opinion I 03 17 n

currently hold of myself.

3% = reverse coded

® Items 1 — 10 = global self-esteem; Items 11 — 15 = self-esteem stability
© Items are listed in table grouped by self-esteem level and stability for readability. In the

survey they were mixed together.

¢ Factor 1 Eigenvalue = 6.80; Percent of Variance Explained = 45.32%

® Factor 2 Eigenvalue = 1.01; Percent of Variance Explained = 6.75%

' Factor 3 Eigenvalue = 1.61; Percent of Variance Explained = 10.70%
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Table 11: Discriminant Validity of Retaliation, OCBs, and Satisfaction (Study 2)

Item® Factor I° | Factor 2° | Factor3® | Factor4® | Factor 8’ | Factor 6 | Factor 7°
Rl -378 -.205 350 116 302 -.087 519
R2 -217 -.170 -030 550 544 .078 .168
R3 -010 .106 103 458 -123 480 -392
R4 -234 -.183 718 -.152 -.048 283 -.043
RS -131 -.154 .649 517 013 -.046 .194
R6 -.175 -014 .054 .109 095 .802 144
R7 -.145 -.052 197 .857 -.058 068 -.025
RS -.038 .060 282 -.120 .806 018 -.042
R9 026 .000 564 290 285 .039 -.021
R10 -.058 .006 .793 .086 .141 -.102 -.078
OCBI .029 857 .086 026 -.040 -.238 023
oCB2 046 854 -.086 -.019 .095 -.121 .007
OCB3 115 596 -.029 =257 -021 422 -.044
0OoCB4 .156 618 -.066 -.120 013 210 -077
OCB5 211 651 -283 135 -131 105 259
OCB6 .026 A50 -.168 -.008 -177 283 .660
SATI! 852 .047 -.150 020 014 -.107 -.158
SAT2 800 141 -.069 .098 .047 -.041 -.102
SAT3 757 -.062 .054 -.179 -.205 .015 258
SAT4 879 127 -.161 -071 073 -.048 -075
SATS 733 -.051 .033 -.143 -.407 =131 137
SAT6 586 .126 -472 -.034 .060 -.062 -.136
SAT? 802 057 -.007 =251 -.285 -.004 .109
SATS .8369 167 -.086 -.089 .104 012 -.053

3 R = Expected Retaliation; OCB = Organizational Citizenship Behaviors; SAT =
Satisfaction (Actual Retaliation)
® Factor 1 Eigenvalue = 6.78; Percent of Variance Explained = 28.25%
® Factor 2 Eigenvalue = 2.84; Percent of Variance Explained = 11.81%
¢ Factor 3 Eigenvalue = 2.28; Percent of Variance Explained = 9.50%

° Factor 4 Eigenvalue = 1.50; Percent of Variance Explained = 6.26%

f Factor 5 Eigenvalue = 1.41; Percent of Variance Explained = 5.89%

g Factor 6 Eigenvalue = 1.18; Percent of Variance Explained = 4.93%
P Factor 7 Eigenvalue = 1.08; Percent of Variance Explained = 4.49%
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Figure 9: Scree Plot of Retaliation, OCBs, and Satisfaction Items (Study 2)
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Table 12: Condition Effects on DVs

Regression Analyses™”

Variable A Retal. Sat.
Step |
Negative Affect -.07 33 -.02
Expected Punishment -.07 -.09
Gender -.09 21*
School .20*
Step 2
Condition - 28%** A1 - 35%*=*
Total R? .09 .14 23
Change in R* 08** ) 12%n*

? Standardized betas from final regression equation are reported.
bsp<.05 **p<.0l, ***p<.001

© IJ = Interactional Justice, Retal. = Expected Retaliation, Sat. = Overall Satisfaction
(actual retaliation)

¢ Change in R’ reported for addition of Condition to regression equation
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Table 13: Behavioral Plasticity Hypotheses (Study 2)

Regression Analyses™®

Variable 1° Retal. Sat.
Step 1
Negative Affect -.10 .20* .02
Self-Esteem Stability .03 =22 .18
Expected Punishment -.08 -.08
Gender -.04 .18*
School 21*
Step 2
Condition -.53 .02 -.85
Step 3
Self-Esteem -.16 -.10 -.10
Step 4
SE x Condition 25 .10 Sl
Total R? .10 20 28
Change in R* .00 .00 01

* Standardized betas from final regression equation are reported.

btp<_05‘ ttp<.01' t‘tp<_00[

° [J = Interactional Justice, Retal. = Expected Retaliation, Sat. = Overall Satisfaction
(actual retaliation); SE = Global Self-Esteem

¢ Change in R’ reported for addition of the self-esteem x condition interaction.



Table 13: Behavioral Plasticity Hypotheses (Study 2) (Cont.)

Regression Analyses™”

100

Variable A Retal.
Step 1
Negative Affect -.10 21*
Global Self-Esteem -.10 -.08
Expected Punishment -.06
Gender -.04
School
Step 2
Condition -.37 .29
Step 3
Self-Esteem Stability -.02 -.18
Step 4
ST x Condition .10 -.18
Total R* .10 21
Change in R* .00 .00

Sat.

02
.02
-.09
.19*
.20*

-.64*

05

2 Standardized betas from final regression equation are reported.
b p<.05 **p<.0l, ***p<.001

© IJ = Interactional Justice, Retal. = Expected Retaliation, Sat. = Overall Satisfaction

(actual retaliation); ST = Self-Esteem Stability

4 Change in R? reported for addition of self-esteem stability x condition interaction.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION

A summary of the findings across study 1 and study 2 is provided in Table 14.
The results support the notion that retaliation is one possible negative consequence to
perceptions of justice. While retaliation may occur for other reasons (e.g., hostile
attribution bias, etc.), the direction of the relation between injustice and retaliation is as
expected. In addition, study 1 lends greater support for the idea that a perceived injustice
leads to a retaliatory response since it was conducted in a lab setting where expected
retaliation was measured following the manipulation of perceived justice. The studies in
this dissertation also increase the external validity of the retaliation results. In both
studies, using two different samples, support was found for the idea that increased
violations of justice lead to increased retaliation behaviors. Overall, the results of these
studies lend additional support for the construct validity of the Skarlicki and Folger’s idea
of retaliation in the workplace.

In addition, the studies in this dissertation measured both “intended” retaliation
and actual retaliation. One of the criticisms of the literature on workplace aggression is
that it is hard to measure a person’s intention for harm (recall that aggression and
retaliation are defined as the intent to harm). While one way to address this criticism, as
stated above, is to state that the relationship between injustice and retaliation is consistent
with what is expected or to discuss causal relations using lab studies, another way may be
to ask subjects what they intend to do. In both of these studies, subjects were asked how

likely it was that they would engage in retaliatory-type behaviors in the near future. In
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addition, we also collected data on actual retaliation in this study. Therefore, the methods
used in this dissertation may have greater face validity.

This dissertation also adds to the literature because it examined the moderating
influences on the perceived injustice — retaliation relationship. To my knowledge, only
one other study has examined the moderating influences on this relationship, and it
explored the effects of negative affectivity (Skarlicki, et al., 1999). In study 1, we found
that both a person’s level and stability of self-esteem moderated the effects of injustice on
subsequent retaliation. Specifically, individuals who have high or stable self-esteem are
more likely to react to a perceived injustice in a negative manner. This is an interesting
finding because self-esteem was not directly related to perceptions of justice or
retaliation. Therefore, the effects we found were not caused by individuals with high
self-esteem noticing more injustice or just being more likely to engage in aggressive
behavior without provocation. It was only when individuals experienced an injustice that
they responded in an aggressive manner. In addition, the interactive effects for self-
esteem were found over and above the effects for negative affectivity and other control
variables that have been demonstrated to influence aggressive behavior. Therefore, even
when taking a conservative approach, self-esteem appears to be an important variable to
explore in a person’s reactions to injustice. This is an important contribution to the field
and future research should examine other potential moderating influences on reactions to
injustice.

Another important contribution to this literature is the incorporation of group

influence processes in retaliation behavior. While this has been explored in other
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aggression research, it has not been explored in retaliation behavior. Study 2 in this
dissertation found that group members can have a positive or negative influence on a
person’s perceptions of justice and subsequent retaliation behavior. Specifically,
individuals who experienced an unfair situation involving their supervisor and then
received information from coworkers that “there are ways to get even” with the boss were
much more likely to perceive the interaction with the boss as unfair and then retaliate
compared to subjects who received information from their coworkers that “they should
try to work things out™. This is interesting considering both conditions involved the exact
same unfair situation. In addition, the effects for the condition were found over and
above the subjects’ level of negative affectivity, the perceived likelihood of punishment,
and other control variables demonstrated in past research to be important in aggressive
behavior. Future research should explore other situational factors that may influence
one’s reactions to a perceived injustice.
Limitations

There are several limitations to these studies that must be addressed. First, both
studies may suffer from common method variance problems. In study 1 and study 2,
both the independent and dependent variables were assessed using the same method from
the same source. However, steps were taken to control for any possible bias in the
results. Podsakoff and Organ (1986), as well as Mitchell (1985), recommend that the
independent and dependent variables be collected at different times. In fact, they
recommend this is one of the best ways to avoid common method problems. In study 1,

the various measures were collected over three different time periods separated by one
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week or more. In study 2, although not separated by a long time period, the collection of
the independent and dependent variables was separated by the particular scenario.
Finally, Podsakoff and Organ also recommend some post-hoc remedies using factor
analysis techniques to control for common method variance problems. In both studies 1
and 2, [ ran factor analyses with all the variables entered and did not find one overriding
factor (i.e., indicating common method variance). More specifically, the first factor in
each case was representative of one of the main variables in our studies. Therefore,
controlling for this factor would not be appropriate to control common method problems
and [ would be eliminating good variance.

A second limitation to these studies is the use of a student population. Sackett
and Larson (1990) state that the use of lab studies with student populations weakens the
generalizability of the results. However, this argument has been met with some criticism
(Dipboye & Flanagan, 1979). More specifically, it has been argued that field studies are
no more generalizable than lab studies due to the narrow range of subjects in field studies
(just like labs) and because of the over-reliance on convenience samples (Mitchell, 1985).
In this study, generalizability may not be a large problem since we found similar results
among undergraduate and graduate students with real-world experience. In addition, the
results achieved in this dissertation may be even more accurate because all subjects were
anonymous and had no concerns about their retaliation behavior becoming public
knowledge in their organizations. Therefore, we may have received a more realistic

response from our subjects regarding their intended response to feelings of inj ustice.
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A third limitation to this study could be the exclusive use of scenarios. A critic of
these studies could argue that they lack realism because we are asking the subjects how
they would react to a hypothetical situation. However, Greenberg and Eskew (1993)
state “the value of role playing studies lies not in assuming the people really would do
what they say, but in learning what they say they would do” (p. 225). Specifically, this
type of methodology allows researchers to leam about basic psychological processes. In
addition, this methodology was used for another reason. Since the study of retaliation in
the organizational behavior field is fairly new, lab studies that have a high degree of
internal validity and that allow causal inferences to be made are desirable (McGrath,
1964). In this particular study, this was important because we were able to demonstrate
that retaliation behavior does follow perceptions of injustice, even after controlling for
other important factors.

Finally, the measurement of self-esteem stability at one time in study 2 is a
limitation in this dissertation. Our preference would have been to measure stability, as in
study 1, over multiple days. However, our sample in study 2 did not allow this type of
measurement. It would have been highly unlikely that a voluntary sample of MBA
students would agree to complete measures of their self-esteem twice a day, for a period
of four days. Therefore, we chose to utilize a well-validated scale developed by
Rosenberg.

Future Research Directions
There are several areas that future research needs to address. First, do individual

difference variables such as self-esteem interact with perceptions of injustice consistent
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with the relational or instrumental model of justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Brockner,
2002)? The instrumental view of justice states that individuals are concerned with the
fairness of the procedures that effect them to the degree that the procedures have an effect
on the outcomes they receive. The relational view states that individuals desire fair
procedures because it provides information to them about their value as a group member
and has implications for their own feelings of self-worth. It may be that different levels
of self-esteem may react differently to perceptions of injustice depending on what the
underlying motive for justice is present. For example, it may be that individuals with
high self-esteem may be more likely to respond in accordance with an instrumental view,
while individuals with low self-esteem may be more responsive to a relational model of
justice.

A second area that should be examined is the role of self-control/regulation in the
retaliation process. Baumeister and his colleagues have demonstrated that self-control
acts in a manner similar to “will-power” (Baumeister, 2001). Specifically, they view
self-control as a “muscle” that becomes tired and less effective for subsequent needs. It
may be that individuals may be able to control their initial reactions to a perceived
injustice, but as they face additional injustices, their ability to control their negative
reactions are diminished. On a related note, future research should also examine the
number of injustices and subsequent retaliation behavior. It may be that individuals are
likely to accept several injustices and then reach a “breaking point” where they no longer

accept these injustice and seek to restore a sense of faimess through retaliatory behavior.



107

In addition, future research should examine the role of one’s personal morality
(Batson, Bowers, Leonard, & Smith, 2000) in the decision to respond to a perceived
injustice. Batson and colleagues demonstrated restrained the desire for revenge, but only
looked at perceptions of distributive justice. What effect does personal morality have on
reactions to perceived violations of interactional justice? What about the moral intensity
(Jones, 1991) of the injustice? If the perceived injustice is considered very strong, it is
self-relevant, and there is social consensus, this may be more likely to cause someone to
react to the injustice by retaliation.

Finally, a person’s self-esteem could be examined in relation to its influence on
the tendency to be victimized by the retaliatory acts of others. Aquino, Grover,
Bradfield, and Allen (1999) recently found that certain personality characteristics such as
negative affectivity are related to the frequency of being victimized by aggressive
behavior. It may be the case that someone with low self-esteem, especially if this is
perceived by a third party, may be more susceptible to retaliatory acts because they may
be seen as weak. Therefore, even if they were not the cause of the initial action, a person
with low self-esteem could become a target of another person’s retaliatory action.
Implications for Practice

This dissertation also has implications for managers in organizations. The
research on workplace aggression has demonstrated that many of the current practices of
organizations (i.e., increased downsizing, increased pressures for productivity, etc.) are
actually leading to increases in aggressive acts (Baron & Neuman, 1998). In addition,

this dissertation has demonstrated that individuals can engage in subtle forms of
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aggression in response to perceptions of injustice when dealing with one’s supervisor.
Therefore, managers in organizations must be aware that not everyone will react the same
way to these activities and interactions. This does not mean that organizations should
implement staffing policies that measure self-esteem (although Judge and Bono (2001)
have recently suggested this since self-esteem was shown to be an important variable in
work performance in a recent meta-analysis). Limiting employment based on self-esteem
is ethically problematic and wrong. Instead, managers must simply be aware that when
interacting with their employees, some employees may be more likely to retaliate if they
face and injustice. If a manager suspects one of their employees has high self-esteem,
they may approach the situation a little more carefully than if they were dealing with
someone who they perceived to have low self-esteem.

More importantly, the studies in this dissertation make it clear that managers have
to be especially careful when designing or modifying organizational groups. The results
in this dissertation indicate that the subjects were influenced by their group members,
both positively and negatively, in their perceptions of injustice and their subsequent
decision to engage in retaliation type behavior. Therefore, if managers suspect they have
a number of members engaging in retaliatory type behavior, they must be careful who
these individuals are put with since they could have a negative impact on the group. In
addition, when assigning new recruits to existing teams, special care must be taken since

these individuals will be especially susceptible to these group influences.
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Table 14: Summary of Findings Across Studies

Hypothesis "~ Study 1 Study 2.
C o . . Supported Supported
2 ;/elolat{OFS ;’f orlgan:izatlt(i)lnayusuce w'l:. - IJ & DJ negatively - 1J negatively associated
pl?snnveb);;: ated to the frequency o associated with Expected and | with Expected and Actual
retaliatory vior. Actual Retaliation Retaliation
2. The level of a person’s self-esteem will
be negatively related to perceptions of Not Supported Not Supported
unfairness.
Supported
3. Self-esteem moderates the perceived ;:;‘:‘:g::m::& glh ts:lf- N/A
injustice — retaliation relationship. respond 0 a perceivecl:l{
injustice by engaging in a
retaliatory response.
4a. A person with unstable HSE is more
likely to perceive an act as unfair than Not Supported Not Supported
someone with stable HSE or a person
with unstable or stable LSE.
Supported
. . - Stability acts as a moderator
4b. A person with unstable HSE is more of the injyustice _ retaliation
likely to retaliate following the perception relationship. but it is N/A
of injustice than a person with stable HSE indivi dual: ;vith stable self-
or a person with unstable or stabie LSE. esteem that are most likely to
react to an injustice.
5. Individual ratings of injustice will be Supported

influenced by the perceptions of fairness
held by other organizational members.

6. The frequency of retaliation behavior
within a group will moderate the
relationship between the perceived
injustice and individual retaliation
behavior.

7. A person with LSE is more likely to
perceive an act as unfair if their group
members indicate it is unfair.

8. A person with LSE is more likely to
engage in retaliation behavior when they
experience their group members engaging
in similar behavior.

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

- Group influence explains
additional variance in 1J

Supported
- Group influences explain

additional variance in
retaliation

Not Supported

Not Supported
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CONCLUSION

Given that instances of workplace aggression have been increasing in recent years
due to the potentially unfair actions of managers (Baron & Neuman, 1998), this
dissertation adds to the literature and provides practical information for managers
engaging in activities that may be considered unfair by their workforce (i.e., downsizing,
increased pressure for productivity, etc.). This dissertation examined how individual
differences and social processes affect the negative reactions individuals may have to
perceptions of injustice. Specifically, we examined how self-esteem and social influence
processes interacted with perceptions of injustice to predict retaliatory responses.
Considering the importance of one’s self-esteem to positive work behaviors such as
increased work performance and OCBs (Judge & Bono, 2001), it is important to examine
how self-esteem relates to “negative” behaviors in organizations. The results indicate
that individuals with high or stable self-esteem are more likely to react negatively to
unfair situations. In addition, the results indicate that one’s group members can have a
significant influence on retaliation behavior. Implications for theory and directions for

future research were discussed.
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End Notes

! All of the following analyses were also conducting using standardized values for the
predictor and dependent variables. This was done to correct for possible bias in the
results given the different response formats (i.e., 7 vs. 5 — point scales). The data
analysis revealed almost identical results to the non-standardized analyses. Therefore,

the non-standardized analyses are reported.

~

After finding the significant interaction among the experimental condition and global
self-esteem, I also re-ran the weighted least squares analysis controlling for the
squared terms of condition and self-esteem to control for any potential non-linear
effects. With these items included with the other control variables, similar results

were found (Change in R* =.014, F = 4.96, p <.05).

After finding significant interactions among the experimental condition and self-esteem
stability, I also re-ran the weighted least squares analysis controlling for the squared
terms of condition and stability. With these items included with the other control

variables, similar results were found (Change in R?=.022,F = 7.83,p <.0l).

All of the following analyses were also conducting using standardized values for the
predictor and dependent variables. This was done to correct for possible bias in the
results given the different response formats (i.e., 7 vs. 5 — point scales). The data
analysis revealed almost identical results to the non-standardized analyses. Therefore,

the non-standardized analyses are reported.

Prior to conducting the ANCOVA, I checked for violations of homogeneity in the
slopes of the regression lines since ANCOV A cannot be run without meeting this
requirement (Neter, et. al, 1996). Tests indicate the regression lines have the same
slope (F = 1.00, n.s.).



112

List of References

Adams, J.S. (1965). Inequity in social exchange. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in

experimental social psychology (Vol. 2), (pp. 267-299). New York: Academic
Press.

Aguinis, H. & Pierce, C.A. (1998). Heterogeneity of error variance and the assessment of
moderating effects of categorical variables: A conceptual review. Organizational
Research Methods, 1: 296-314.

Allred, K.G. (1999). Anger and retaliation: Toward an understanding of impassioned
conflict in organizations. In R.J. Bies, R.J. Lewicki, & B.H. Sheppard (eds).

Research on Negotiation in Organizations, vol. 7 (pp. 27-58). Stamford, CT: JAI
Press.

Allred, K.G. (2000). Anger and retaliation in conflict: The role of attribution. In M.

Deutsch & P.T. Coleman (eds.) The Handbook of Conflict Resolution: Theory
and Practice (pp. 236-255). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Andersson, L.M. & Pearson, C.M. (1999). Tit for tat? The spiraling effect of incivility in
the workplace. Academy of Management Review, 24: 452-471.

Aquino, K., Grover, S.L., Bradfield, M., & Allen, D.G. (1999). The effects of negative
affectivity, hierarchical status, and self-determination on workplace victimization.
Academy of Management Journal, 42: 260-272.

Bandura, A. (1973). Aggression: A social learning analysis. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall, Inc.

Baron, R.A. & Neuman, J.H. (1996). Workplace violence and workplace aggression:
Evidence on their relative frequency and potential causes. Aggressive Behavior,
22:161-173.

Baron, R.A. & Neuman, J.H. (1998). Workplace aggression—The iceberg beneath the tip
of workplace violence: Evidence on its forms, frequency, and targets. Public

Administration Quarterly, 21: 446-464.

Baron, R.A., Neuman, J.H., & Geddes, D. (1999). Social and personal determinants of
workplace aggression: Evidence for the impact of perceived injustice and the
Type A behavior pattern. Aggressive Behavior, 25: 281-296.



113

Batson, C.D., Bowers, M.J., Leonard, E.A., & Smith, E.C. (2000). Does personal
mortality exacerbate or restrain retaliation after being harmed? Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 26: 35-45.

Baumeister, R.F. (1982). Self-esteem, self-presentation, and future interaction: A
dilemma of reputation. Journal of Personality, 50: 29-45.

Baumeister, R.F. (2001). Ego depletion, the executive function, and self-control: An
energy model of the self in personality. In B.W. Roberts & R. Hogan (Eds.)

Personality psychology in the workplace. (pp. 299-316). Washington, DC:
American Psychological Association.

Baumeister, R.F, Bushman, B.J., & Campbell, W K. (2000). Self-esteem, narcissism, and
aggression: Does violence result from low self-esteem or from threatened
egotism? Current Directions in Psychological Science, 9: 26-29.

Baumeister, R.F., Smart, L., & Boden, J.M. (1996). Relation of threatened egotism to

violence and aggression: The dark side of high self-esteem. Psychological
Review, 103: 5-33.

Berkowitz, L. (1993). Aggression: Its causes, consequences, and control. Philadelphia:
Temple University Press.

Bettencourt, B.A. & Miller, N. (1996). Gender differences in aggression as a function of
provocation: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 119: 422-447.

Bies, R.J. (1987). The predicament of injustice: The management of moral outrage. In

L.L. Cummings & B.M. Staw (eds.) Research in organizational behavior (Vol. 9,
pp- 289-319). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Bies, R.J. & Moag, J.S. (1986). Interactional justice: Communications criteria of fairness.
In R.J. Lewicki, B.H. Sheppard, & M.H. Bazerman (Eds.), Research on
negotiation in organizations (Vol. 1), (pp. 43-55). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Bies, R.J., Tripp, T.M., & Kramer, R.M. (1997). At the breaking point: Cognitive and
social dynamics of revenge in organizations. In R.A. Giacalone & J. Greenberg
(Eds.), Antisocial behavior in organizations (pp. 18-36). Thousand Oaks, CA:
SAGE Publications, Inc.

Bjorkqvist, K., Osterman, K., & Lagerspetz, K.M.J. (1994). Sex differences in covert
aggression among adults. Aggressive Behavior, 20: 27-33.



114

Boye, M.W. & Jones, J.W. (1997). Organizational culture and employee
counterproductivity. In R.A. Giacalone & J. Greenberg (Eds.), Antisocial

behavior in organizations (pp. 172-184). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications, Inc.

Brockner, J. (1983). Low self-esteem and behavioral plasticity: Some implications. In L.

Wheeler & P. Shaver (Eds.), Review of personality and social psychology (Vol. 4,
pp- 237-271). Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE.

Brockner, J. (1985). The relation of trait self-esteem and positive inequity to
productivity. Journal of Personality, 53: 517-529.

Brockner, J. (1988). Self-esteem at work: Research, theory, and practice. Lexington,
Massachusetts: Lexington Books.

Bockner, J. (2002). Making sense of procedural faimess: How high procedural fairness
can reduce or heighten the influence of outcome favorability. Academy of
Management Review, 27: 58-76.

Brockner, J. & Chen, Y.R. (1996). The moderating roles of self-esteem and self-
construal in reaction to a threat in the self: Evidence from the People’s Republic

of China and the United States. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71:
603-615.

Brockner, J., Derr, W.R., & Laing, W.N. (1987). Self-esteem and reactions to negative

feedback: Toward greater generalizability. Journal of Research in Personality, 21:
318-333.

Brockner, J., O’Malley, M.N., Hite, T., & Davies, D.K. (1987). Reward allocation and
self-esteem: The roles of modeling and equity restoration. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 52: 844-850.

Brown, J.D. (1998). The Self. San Francisco: McGraw Hill.

Brown, J.D. & Dutton, K.A. (1995). The thrill of victory, the complexity of defeat: Self-
esteem and people’s emotional reactions to success and failure. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 68: 712-722.

Brown, J.D. & Smart, S.A. (1991). The self and social conduct: Linking self-

representations to prosocial behavior. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 60: 368-375.



115

Bushman, B.J. & Baumeister, R.F. (1998). Threatened egotism, narcissism, self-esteem,
and direct and displaced aggression: Does self-love or self-hate lead to violence?
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75: 219-229.

Butterfield, K.D., Trevino, L.K., & Ball, G.A. (1996). Punishment from the manager’s
perspective: A grounded investigation and inductive model. Academy of
Management Journal, 29: 1479-1512.

Campbell, J.D. (1990). Self-esteem and clarity of the self-concept. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 59: 538-549.

Campbell, J.D. & Lavallee, L.F. (1993). Who am I? The role of self-concept confusion
in understanding the behavior of people with low self-esteem. In R.F. Baumeister
(ed.) Self-esteem: The puzzle of low self-regard (pp. 3-20). New York, NY:
Plenum Press.

Caplan, R.J. & Jones, K.W. (1975). Effects of work load, role ambiguity, and personality

Type A on anxiety, depression, and heart rate. Journal of Applied Psychology,
60: 713-719.

Carlson, M., Marcus-Newhall, A., & Miller, N. (1989). Evidence for a general construct
of aggression. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 15: 377-389.

Chen, G., Gully, S.M., & Eden, D. (2001). Validation of a new general self-efficacy
scale. Organizational Research Methods, 4: 62-83.

Colquitt, J.A., Conlon, D.E., Wesson, M.J., Porter, C.O.L.H., & Ng, K.Y. (2001). Justice
at the millennium: A meta-analytic review of 25 years of organizational justice
research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86: 425-445.

Cropanzano, R., Byme, Z.S., Bobocel, D.R., & Rupp, D.E. (2001). Moral virtues,
faimess heuristics, social entities, and other denizens of organizational justice.
Joumal of Vocational Behavior, 58: 164-209.

Cropanzano, R. & Folger, R. (1991). Procedural justice and worker motivation. [n RM.
Steers & L.W. Porter (Eds.), Motivation and work behavior (pp. 72-83). New
York: McGraw Hill.

Cropanzano, R. & Greenberg, J. (1997). Progress in organizational justice: Tunneling
through the maze. In C.L. Cooper & L.T. Robertson (Eds.), International review
of industrial and organizational psychology. New York: Wiley Publishers.



116

Davis-Blake, A. & Pfeffer, J. (1989). Just a mirage: The search for dispositional effects
in organizational research. Academy of Management Review, 14: 385-400.

DeRidder, R., Schruijer, S.G.L., & Rijsman, J.B. (1999). Retaliation to personalistic
attack. Aggressive Behavior, 25: 91-96.

DeShon, N.R. & Alexander, R.A. (1996). Alternative procedures for testing regression

slope homogeneity when group error variances are unequal. Psychological
Methods, 1: 261-277.

Diener, E. (2000). Subjective well-being: The science of happiness and a proposal for a
national index. American Psychologist, 55: 34-43.

Dipboye, R.L. & Flanagan, M.F. (1979). Research settings in industrial and
organizational psychology: Are findings in the field more generalizable than in
the laboratory? American Psychologist, 34: 141-150.

Dodge, K.A., Price, J.M, Bachorowski, J.A., & Newman, J.P. (1990). Hostile
attributional biases in severely aggressive adolescents. Journal of Abnormal
Psychology, 99: 385-292.

Fedor, D.B., Davis, W.D., Maslyn, J.M., & Mathieson, K. (2001). Performance
improvement efforts in response to negative feedback: The roles of source power
and recipient self-esteem. Journal of Management, 27: 79-97.

Folger, R. & Baron, R.A. (1996). Violence and hostility at work: A model of reactions to
perceived injustice. In G.R. VandenBos & E.Q. Bolatao (Eds.), Violence on the

job: Identifying risks and developing solutions (pp. 51-85). Washington, D.C.:
American Psychological Association.

Folger, R. & Cropanzano, R. (1998). Organizational justice and human resource
management. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Folger, R. & Konovsky, M.A. (1989). Effects of procedural justice and distributive

justice on reactions to pay raise decisions. Academy of Management Journal, 32:
115-130.

Gavin, M.B., Green, S.G., & Fairhurst, G.T. (1995). Managerial control strategies for
poor performance over time and the impact on subordinate reactions.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 63: 207-221.

Gellatly, LR. (1995). Individual and group determinants of employee absenteeism: Test
of a causal model. Joumal of Organizational Behavior, 16: 469-485.



117

Gist, M.E. & Mitchell, T.R. (1992). Self-efficacy: A theoretical analysis of its
determinants and malleability. Academy of Management Review, 17: 183-211.

Greenberg, J. (1987). Reactions to procedural injustice in payment distributions: Do the
means justify the ends? Journal of Applied Psychology, 72: 55-61.

Greenberg, J. (1990). Organizational justice: Yesterday, today, and tomorrow. Journal
of Management, 16: 399-432.

Greenberg, J. (1997). The STEAL motive: Managing the social determinants of
employee theft. In R.A. Giacalone & J. Greenberg (Eds.), Antisocial behavior in
organizations (pp. 85-108). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc.

Greenberg, J. & Eskew, D.E. (1993). The role of role playing in organizational research.
Journal of Management, 19: 221-241.

Greenier, K.D., Kemis, M.H., McNamara, C.W., Waschull, S.B., Berry, A.J., Herlocker,
C.E., & Abend, T.A. (1999). Individual differences in reactivity to daily events:

Examining the roles of stability and level of self-esteem. Journal of Personality,
67: 185-208.

Greenier, K.D., Kemis, M.H., & Waschull, S.B. (1995). Not all high (or low) self-esteem
people are the same: Theory and research on stability of self-esteem. In M.H.

Kemis (ed.) Efficacy, agency, and self-esteem (pp. 51-71). New York, NY:
Plenum Press.

Heider, F. (1958). The psychology of interpersonal relations. New York: John Wiley &
Sons.

Hensley, W.E. & Roberts, M.K. (1976). Dimensions of Rosenberg’s self-esteem scale.
Psychological Reports, 38: 583-584.

Hills, P. & Argyle, M. (2001). Emotional stability as a major dimension of happiness.
Personality and Individual Differences, 31: 1357- 1364.

Hirschman, A.O. (1970). Exit, voice, and loyalty: Responses to decline in firms,
organizations, and states. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Hodson, R. (1997). Individual voice on the shop floor: The role of unions. Social
Forces, 75: 1183-1212.

Homans, G.C. (1961). Social behavior. New York: Harcourt, Brace, & World.



118

Jones, E.E. & Davis, K.E. (1965). From acts to dispositions: The attribution process in

person perception. In L. Berkowitz (ed.) Advances in experimental social
psychology, 2 (pp- 220-266). New York: Academic Press.

Judge, T.A. & Bono, J.E. (2001). Relationships of core self-evaluations traits — self-
esteem, general self-efficacy, locus of control, and emotional stability — with job

satisfaction and job performance: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 86: 80-92.

Kacmar, K.M. & Baron, R.A. (1999). Organizational politics: The state of the field, links
to related processes, and an agenda for future research. In G.R. Ferris (ed.)

Research in Personnel and Human Resource Management, vol. 17 (pp. 1-39).
Stamford, CT: JAI Press.

Kernis, M.H. (1993). The roles of stability ad level of self-esteem in psychological
functioning. In R.F. Baumeister (ed.) Self-esteem: The puzzle of low self-regard
(pp. 167-182). New York, NY: Plenum Press.

Kernis, M.H., Brockner, J., & Frankel, B.S. (1989). Self-esteem and reactions to failure:

The mediating role of overgeneralization. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 57: 707-714.

Kemis, M.H., Comell, D.P., Sun, C.R., Berry, A., & Harlow, T. (1993). There’s more to
self-esteem than whether it is high or low: The importance of stability of self-
esteem. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65: 1190-1204.

Kemis, M.H., Grannemann, B.D., & Barclay, L.C. (1989). Stability and level of self-
esteem as predictors of anger arousal and hostility. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 56: 1013-1023.

Kemis, M.H., Greenier, K.D., Herlocker, C.E., Whisenhunt, C.R., & Abend, T.A. (1997).
Self-perceptions of reactions to doing well or poorly: The roles of stability and
level of self-esteem. Personality and Individual Differences, 22: 845-854.

Kemis, M.H., Paradise, A.W., Whitaker, D.J., Wheatman, S.R., & Goldman, B.N.
(2000). Master of one’s psychological domain? Not likely if one’s self-esteem is
unstable. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26: 1297-1305.

Kim, S.H., Smith, R.H., & Brigham, N.L. (1998). Effects of power imbalance and the
presence of third parties on reactions to harm: Upward and downward revenge.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24: 353-361.



119

Lee, S.J. & Tedeschi, J.T. (1996). Effects of norms and norm-violations on inhibition
and instigation of aggression. Aggressive Behavior, 22: 17-25.

Leventhal, G.S. (1980). What should be done with equity theory? New approaches to
the study of fairness in social relationships. In K. Gergen, M. Greenberg, & R.

Willis (Eds.), Social exchange: Advances in theory and research (pp. 27-55).
New York: Plenum.

Lind, E.A. & Tyler, T.R. (1988). The social psychology of procedural justice. New
York: Plenum.

Lucas, R.E., Diener, E., Suh, E. (1996). Discriminant validity of well-being measures.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71: 616-628.

Luong, A. & Rogelberg, S.G. (1998). How to increase your survey response rate. The
Industrial Organizational Psychologists (TIP), October, 61 -65.

Marsh, H.W. (1993). Self-esteem stability and responses to the stability of self scale.
Journal of Research in Personality, 27: 253-269.

McCrae, R.R. & Costa, P.T., Jr. (1988). Age, personality, and the spontaneous self-
concept. Journal of Gerontology, 43: S177-S185.

McGrath, J.E. (1964). Toward a ‘theory of method’ for research on organizations. In W.

Cooper, H. Leavitt, & M. Shelly (eds.) New perspectives in organizational
research (pp. 533-556). New York: Wiley.

Mischel, W. (1973). Toward a cognitive social learning reconceptualization of
personality. Psychological Review, 80: 252-283.

Mitchell, T.R. (1985). An evaluation of the validity of correlation research conducted in
organizations. Academy of Management Review, 10: 192-205.

Mitchell, T.R. (1997). Matching motivational strategies with organizational contexts. In

L.L. Cummings & B.M. Staw (eds). Research in organizational behavior, Vol. 19
(pp- 57-149). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Moorman, R.H. (1991). Relationship between organizational justice and organizational
citizenship behaviors: Do fairness perceptions influence employee citizenship.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 76: 845-855.



120

Naumann, S.E., Bennett, N., Bies, R.J., & Martin, C.L. (1999). Laid off, but still loyal:
The influence of perceived justice and organizational support. International
Joumnal of Conflict Management, 9: 356-368.

Nicholson, N. & Johns, G. (1985). The absence culture and the psychological contract:
Who's in control of absence? Academy of Management Review, 10: 397-407.

Neter, J., Kutner, M.H., Nachtsheim, C.J., & Wasserman, W. (1996). Applied linear
statistical models (4™ ed.). Chicago, IL: Irwin.

Neuman, J.H. & Baron, R.A. (1997). Aggression in the workplace. In R.A. Giacalone &

J. Greenberg (Eds.), Antisocial behavior in organizations (pp. 37-67). Thousand
Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc.

Neuman, J.H. & Baron, R.A. (1998). Workplace violence and workplace aggression:
Evidence concerning specific forms, potential causes, and preferred targets.
Journal of Management, 24: 391-419.

Nunnally, J.C. & Bernstein, L.H. (1994). Psychometric Theory (3" ed.). New York:
McGraw-Hill.

O’Leary-Kelly, A.M., Griffin, R.W., & Glew, D.J. (1996). Organization-motivated

aggression: A research framework. Academy of Management Review, 21: 225-
253.

Olsen-Buchanan, J.B. (1996). Voicing discontent: what happens to the grievance filer
after the grievance? Joumnal of Applied Psychology, 81: 52-63.

Overton, R.C. (2001). Moderated multiple regression for interactions involving
categorical variables: A statistical control for heterogeneous variance across two
groups. Psychological Methods, 6: 218-233.

Pervin, L.A. (1989). Persons, situations, interactions: The history of a controversy and a

discussion of theoretical models. Academy of Management Review, 14: 350-
360.

Pierce, J.L., Gardner, D.G., Cummings, L.L., & Dunham, R.B. (1989). Organizational-
based self-esteem: Construct definition, measurement, and validation. Academy
of Management Journal, 32: 622-648.

Podsakoff, P.M. & MacKenzie, S.B. (1994). Organizational citizenship behaviors and
sales unit effectiveness. Journal of Marketing Research, 31: 351-363.



121

Podsakoff, P.M. & Organ, D.W. (1986). Self-reports in organizational research:
Problems and prospects. Journal of Management, 12: 531-544.

Robinson, S.L. & Bennett, R.J. (1995). A typology of deviant workplace behaviors: A
multidimensional scaling study. Academy of Management Journal, 38: 555-572.

Robinson, S.L. & O’Leary-Kelly, A.M. (1998). Monkey see, monkey do: The influence
of work groups on the antisocial behavior of employees. Academy of
Management Journal, 41: 658-672.

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the Adolescent Self-Image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Rosenberg, M. (1986). Conceiving the Self. Malabar, Florida: Robert E. Krieger
Publishing Company.

Sackett, P.R. & Larson, J.R. (1990). Research strategies and tactics in industrial and
organizational psychology. In M.D. Dunnette & L.M. Hough (eds.). Handbook

of industrial and organizational psychology, Vol. 1 (2™ ed, pp- 419-489). Palo
Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.

Salancik, G.R. & Pfeffer, J. (1978). A social information processing approach to job
attitudes and task design. Administrative Science Quarterly, 23: 224-253.

Shamir, B. (1986). Self-esteem and the psychological impact of unemployment. Social
Psychology Quarterly, 49: 61-72.

Skarlicki, D.P. & Folger, R.(1997). Retaliation in the workplace: The roles of

distributive, procedural, and interactional justice. Journal of Applied Psychology,
82: 434-443.

Skarlicki, D.P., Folger, R. & Tesluk, P. (1999). Personality as a moderator in the

relationship between fairness and retaliation. Academy of Management Joumnal,
42: 100-108.

Spector, P.E. (1997a). The role of frustration in antisocial behavior at work. InR.A.

Giacalone & J. Greenberg (eds.) Antisocial Behavior in Organizations (pp. 1-17).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Spector, P.E. (1997b). Job satisfaction: Application, assessment, causes, and
consequences. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.



122

Stanley, K.D. & Murphy, M.R. (1997). A comparison of general self-efficacy with self-
esteem. Genetic, Social, and General Psychology Monographs, 123: 79-100.

Stokes, J.P. & Levin, LM. (1990). The development and validation of a measure of
negative affect. Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 5: 173-186.

Swann, W.B., Jr. (1996). Self-traps: The elusive quest for higher self-esteem. New York:
W.H. Freeman.

Tarlow, E.M. & Haaga, D.A.F. (1996). Negative self-concept: Specificity to depressive
symptoms and relation to positive and negative affectivity. Journal of Research in
Personality, 30: 120-127.

Tedeschi, J.T. & Felson, R.B. (1994). Violence, aggression, and coercive actions.
Washington, D.C.: American Psychological Association.

Thibaut, J. & Walker, J. (1975). Procedural justice: A psychological analysis. Hillsdale,
NJ: Erlbaum.

Trevino, L.K. (1992). The social effects of punishment in organizations: a justice
perspective. Academy of Management Review, 17: 647-676.

Tripp, T.M. & Bies, R.J. (1997). What’s good about revenge? The avenger’s perspective.
In R.J. Lewicki, R.J. Bies, & B.H. Sheppard (eds.). Research on Negotiation in
Organizations, vol. 6 (pp. 145-160). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Vardi, Y. & Wiener, Y. (1996). Misbehavior in organizations: A motivational
framework. Organization Science, 7: 151-165.

Waschull, S.B. & Kemis, M.H. (1996). Level and stability of self-esteem as predictors of
children’s intrinsic motivation and reasons for anger. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 22: 4-13.

Watson, D. & Clark, L.A. (1984). Negative affectivity: The disposition to experience
aversive emotional states. Psychological Bulletin, 96: 465-490.

Watson, D., Clark, L.A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief
measures of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 54: 1063-1070.

Wiesenfeld, B.M., Brockner, J., & Thibault, V. (2000). Procedural faimess, managers’
self-esteem, and managerial behavior following a layoff. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 83: 1-32.



123

Williams, S. (1999). The effects of distributive and procedural justice on performance.
Joumal of Psychology, 133: 183-193.

Vecchio, R.P. (1997). Categorizing coping responses for envy: A multidimensional
analysis of workplace perceptions. Psychological Reports, 81: 137-138.



124
Appendix: List of Additional Items

STUDY 1

Interactional Justice:

Based on the scenario, please check the box that best represents how you feel you have
been treated by your supervisor.

1. Your supervisor considers your viewpoint.

2. Your supervisor is able to suppress personal biases.

3. Your supervisor provides you with timely feedback about decisions and their

implications.

4. Your supervisor treats you with kindness and consideration.

5. Your supervisor shows concern for your rights as an employee.

6. Your supervisor takes steps to deal with you in a truthful manner.
Distributive Justice:

Based on the scenario, please check the box that best represents how you feel you have
been rewarded.

o

Fairly rewarded considering your responsibilities.

Fairly rewarded in view of the amount of experience you have.
Fairly rewarded for the amount of effort you put forth.

Fairly rewarded for the work you have done well.

Fairly rewarded for the stresses and strains of your job.

Negative Affect:

Based on the scenario, please check the box that best represents how you feel at this
moment.

1. scared
2. afraid
3. upset
4. distressed
5. jittery
6.
2
8
9
1

nervous

. ashamed
. guilty

irritable

0. hostile
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Actual Retaliation (i.e., Satisfaction):

Based on the scenario, please check the box that best represents how you feel about your
organization and supervisor.

All in all, [ am satisfied with my job.

In general, I don’t like my job.

My supervisor shows too little interest in the feelings of subordinates.
My job is enjoyable.

My supervisor is unfair to me.

My supervisor is quite competent in doing his job.*

[ sometimes feel my job is meaningless.

I like my supervisor.

In general, [ like working here.

WONAWLRWN—

*dropped in Study 2
OCBs:

Based on the scenario, please check the box that best represents how likely it is that you
would engage in the following behaviors in the near future.

Willingly give my time to help other employees who have work-related problems.
Willingly take time out of my busy schedule to help other employees.

Encourage other employees when they are down.

Attend functions that are not required by help the café.

Attend and actively participate in the café’s meetings.

b ol

STUDY 2 (ITEMS CHANGED OR ADDED)
Self-Esteem Stability:
Please check the box that best represents how you generally feel.

1. My opinion of myself tends to change a good deal instead of always remaining
the same.

2. 1 find that one day I have one opinion of myself and on another day I have a
different opinion.

3. Some days I have a very good opinion of myself; other days [ have a very poor

opinion of myself.

I have noticed that my ideas about myself seem to change very quickly.

I feel that nothing, or almost nothing, can change the opinion I currently hold of

myself.

we
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Negative Affectivity:

Please check the box that best represents how you feel in general, that is, on the
average.

NA:

1. upset

2. distressed
3. imritable
4. hostile

Expected Punishment:

Based on the scenario, please indicate the extent to which you believe the following
behaviors would be punished by the supervisor and/or organization.

1. Engaging in destructive activities such as stealing or damaging property
belonging to the employer.

2. Doing things that could hurt the department or the organization.

3. Doing work badly, slowly, or incorrectly on purpose.
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