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CHAPTER 1 - Workplace hostility:  Defining and measuring the 

occurrence of hostility in the workplace. 

In recent years, there has been an increased focus on the examination of harmful 

workplace behaviors (Einarsen, Heol, Zapf, & Cooper, 2003; Fox & Spector, 2004).  Harmful 

workplace behavior is a broad field that includes sub-areas such as: workplace aggression 

(Neuman & Baron, 1997; Glomb & Liao, 2003; Bjorkvist, Osterman, & Hjelt-Back, 1994; 

Greenberg & Barling, 1999; Harvey & Keashly, 2003; Schat & Kelloway, 2005), deviant 

workplace behaviors (Robinson & Bennet, 1995), abusive supervision (Zellars, Tepper, & Duffy, 

2002; Tepper, 2000), social undermining (Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002), interpersonal conflict 

(Price Spratlen, 1995), mobbing (Leymann, 1990), workplace violence (Glomb, Steel, & Arvey, 

2003; Barling, 1996), incivility (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001; Pearson, 

Andersson, & Wegner, 2001), bullying (Hoel, Einarsen, & Cooper, 2003; Namie & Namie, 

2003; Hoel, Einarsen, Keashley, Zapf, & Cooper, 2003), antisocial work behavior (O’Leary, 

Duffy, & Griffin, 2000).   Although this research field can be traced back to the mid-1970s 

(Inkson & Simpson, 1975; Spector, 1975), it was not until the early 1990s that it really began to 

gain global importance.  Leyman (1990) published a seminal paper on mobbing in Sweden that 

essentially introduced the new field to Europe.  However, it was not until a few years later, in the 

mid-1990s to early 2000s, that the field began to receive attention in the research literature in 

America.  In fact, according to Fox and Spector (2004), the majority of the papers in the field, 

especially those written and researched in America, have been published after the year 2000.   

In 2003 Keashly and Jagatic published a book containing a review of studies conducted 

by researchers in the United States involving workplace bullying.  They begin the review by 

discussing the increase of research in the field and the potential problems associated with the 

increase.  Keashly and Jagatic (2003) state that in their research efforts they have “found some 

duplication of effort both conceptually and empirically has occurred that may have been 

alleviated by familiarity with each other’s work and thinking” (p. 32).  The purpose of the 

current study is to extend beyond Keashly and Jagatic’s (2003) goal of education and familiarity 

to define a construct that encompasses the many behaviors identified in the workplace aggression 
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fields and develop a scale that adequately measures the construct.  This purpose is rooted in the 

idea that the contextual features that are used to distinguish between current behaviors (namely 

frequency of occurrence, perceived intent of the perpetrator, power differential between 

perpetrator and target, and the extent of the norm violation) serve to differentiate between similar 

behaviors as opposed to completely unique behaviors.  In other words, the narrow definitions of 

each minute behavior impose limitations that exclude acts that may be related.  To better 

understand the field, it is the belief of the current author that a more inclusive construct needs to 

be developed and examined.  

With the rapid rise of a new research area, there are usually problems, ranging from 

minor to major, associated with the growth.  One of the most perilous problems, a problem to 

which the study of harmful work behaviors has fallen prey, is the lack of integrative work that 

can often be attributed to the simultaneous development of similar, although different, 

perspectives.  This particular issue has been acknowledged as a shortcoming by numerous 

researchers within the harmful work behaviors field.  This was illustrated in a 2001 interactive 

paper session at the annual Academy of Management conference (as cited by Fox & Spector, 

2004).  Participants in this session agreed that there was a substantial amount of overlap in the 

constructs being measured and that an effort at integration should be made. 

One of the first steps in a successful integration is a review of the current state of things.  

As such, the current paper aims to present a thorough review of the current literature, 

highlighting previous attempts at integration and definitional dilemmas faced by the field.  

Because the scope of the harmful workplace behaviors field is so large, the current paper will 

develop a new definition that is created by combining ideas within the field.  This definition will 

be comprehensive, combining several smaller concepts into one inclusive measure. 

In a relatively immature field such as harmful workplace behavior, it is paramount to 

have integration.  However, instead of being an integrated field, the harmful workplace behaviors 

field is fragmented, fitting within a number of literatures (i.e., public heath, sociological, legal, 

etc) and employing a variety of terms (Keashly & Jagatic, 2003).  Further, even when common 

terminology is used (i.e., aggression) the meaning and exact operational definitions often vary 

from article to article (Zellars, Tepper, & Duffy, 2002).  A narrow focus on empirical research, 

as opposed to a general examination of a variety of constructs, has lead to a surplus of broadly 

defined concepts that cover numerous negative workplace behaviors.  These concepts, which are 
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often nominally similar, tend to differ in fundamental ways.  Namely, they differ is in terms of 

the central object of study, the actor or the target. 

In an attempt to address the problem of fragmentation, Fox and Spector (2004) edited a 

book with contributions from leading scholars in the harmful workplace behaviors field.  The 

emphasis of this book was to initiate the development of an integrative understanding of a 

complex and splintered field. Acknowledging the strength gained by including different 

perspectives, Fox and Spector (2004) brought together the study of two different central objects, 

the actor and the target.  

In addition to compiling the studies, Fox and Spector introduced a global term, 

“Counterproductive Work Behavior” (CWB).  This umbrella term was loosely defined as study 

of mild forms of workplace violence and encompassed “systematic, openly abusive bullying to 

milder, ambiguous episodes of incivility”  (Fox & Spector, 2004; pg. 3).  Fox and Spector 

believed that CWB was broad enough to include all of the behaviors, which varied from revenge 

in the workplace (Bies & Tripp, 2004) to mobbing (Zapf & Einarsen, 2004), presented in the 

book.  In large part, the authors in the first half, the actor-oriented portion, adopted and/or agreed 

with the CWB term.   The second half, the target-oriented portion, typically retained their 

original terminology.  However, it is worth noting that even in the actor-oriented portion not all 

of the scholars agreed with this terminology.  Most notably, Bies and Trip (2004) expressed a 

preference for the term “workplace aggression.”  According to Bies and Trip (2004) CWB 

contains an implied pro-management bias due to the inclusion of the value-laden use of 

“counterproductive.”  Instead of CWB, Bies and Trip (2004) advocate the use of the more value-

neutral term such as “workplace aggression”.   

Although the dichotomy in the literature discussed by Fox and Spector (2004) is not the 

focus of the current paper, their book is important to the current paper because of its struggle to 

unite the fragmented field.  In their own words, Fox and Spector (2004, p. 5) endeavor to not to 

force every study into predetermined perspective, but instead to “build bridges among the 

different perspectives, showing where they overlap and where they are different.”   They go on to 

note that one of the strengths of CWB is that so many perspectives contribute to the overall 

concept that it leads to an enhanced understanding of the concept.  That is to say, each 

perspective contributes something unique and elaborates on the concept of CWB.  
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The recent effort of collaboration by Fox and Spector (2004) is the exception in the field, 

not the norm.  There have been a few reviews of different studies conducted within the field, one 

of which will be discussed in detail below, but the call for collaboration has been largely ignored 

or overlooked by most researchers.  The struggle the field faces is described in a review chapter 

written by Keashly and Jagatic (2003) and exemplified in a series of papers aiming to define 

aggression.  At the most basic level, the problems associated with defining aggression stems 

from a disagreement about what aggression is.  As will be discussed below, the field has not yet 

developed a commonly accepted construct for aggression. 

Construct Confusion: What is aggression? 
In attempting to define and measure work place hostility, two different research views of 

aggression will be explored.  Before turning to academic research typologies and theories, one 

should have an understanding of what the basic terms involve.  That is to say, before asking how 

aggression can be categorized and documented, it is important to know what researchers and 

non-researchers mean when they use the term “aggression.”  The following is an example of an 

examination into commonly used terminology.  It is also a good illustration of the potential 

downside of a narrowing the focus.   

In an early article, O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, and Glew (1996) took on the task of 

attempting to narrow the focus of the state of the occupational aggression research field.  

Accordingly, they presented a theoretical framework, a typology, and anticipated future research.  

As would become the trend in papers written in the occupational aggression field, prior to 

presenting their definitions, O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, and Glew (1996) lamented the lack of 

consistency and precision in the terminology employed by researchers.  They believed that the 

solution to the lack of precision was to differentiate between two commonly used terms: 

Violence and aggression.  This differentiation proved to be somewhat contentious.   

Using Bandura’s (1973; p.8) definition of aggression, “an injurious and destructive 

behavior that is socially defined as aggressive,” as a starting point O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, and 

Glew (1996) define the construct of aggression as an act that can be potentially destructive.  [It is 

worth noting that while O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, and Glew (1996) presented Bandura’s (1977) 

definition of aggression as “one of the most widely accepted” (p. 227) and used it as a starting 

point when deriving their own definition, Bandura (1977) did not differentiate between 
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aggression and violence.]  Violence, on the other hand, was defined as a consequence.  That is to 

say, aggression was considered a process that is intended to result in an outcome, namely 

violence.  With this distinction, it is possible to have aggression (albeit unsuccessful) without 

violence.  It is not however, possible to have violence without aggression.   

The definitions of aggression and violence put forth by O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, and Glew 

(1996) differ somewhat from the common usage of the words.  This is important to consider 

because modifying a definition of a word can, especially if not adopted by all or even most of the 

researchers in a field, lead to construct/terminology confusion.  

The primary difference in the way O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, and Glew (1996) 

conceptualize aggression when compared to the “common” usage is the narrow scope they have 

adopted.  Even the narrowest “common” usage of aggression includes actions (e.g., hostile) and 

intent (e.g., frustration) that O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, and Glew (1996) would not consider 

necessary for aggression. 

Likewise, the “common” usages for violence fail to completely capture even the 

narrowest “common” usage.  The idea of aggression as a consequence is, to some extent, implied 

in the discussion of injury or abuse.  Defining aggression completely in terms of the outcome of 

aggression effectively ignores all other aspects and oversimplifies the issue. 

Understanding and agreeing with the terms employed is of critical importance to 

construct clarity and an expanded knowledge base.  Without understanding and agreement, it is 

not possible to advance the field beyond what the researcher or set of researchers providing the 

definitions.  Thus, the workplace aggression field has had tremendous trouble arriving at 

accepted terminology to describe phenomenon that occur in the workplace, thereby inhibiting the 

growth of the field.  In many ways, the workplace aggression field has been inhibited in this 

manner.   

A Response to O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, & Glew (1996) 
Shortly after O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, & Glew ‘s (1996) article was published, Howard 

and Voss (1996) published a critique. Although allowing for the possibility of their argument to 

merely be semantics, they support the assignment of the definition of a “potentially destructive 

act” to aggression and openly disagree with the assignment of the definition of “the consequence 

of the act” to violence.  The reason for their disagreement is threefold.   
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First, they disagree on the grounds of the “common” usage differing from the proposed 

“research” usage.  Accordingly, they believe that not having the “research” usage closely align 

with the “common” usage will decrease the effectiveness of communication.  Second, and 

closely related to the first point, the lack of agreement between the “research” and “common” 

usage is likely to not only limit the effectiveness of communication, but also confuse researchers 

thereby potentially limiting the value and utility of future research. Finally, they believe that the 

use of the word violence would be redundant for the subset of the field that already uses the 

“workplace violence” label.  Further, Howard and Voss (1996) believe the redundancy to be 

unnecessary, instead promoting the use of “damages” to refer to the consequences of aggressive 

acts.   

In a response to the critique written by Howard and Voss (1996), O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, 

and Glew (1996b) dismiss the semantics argument saying it is instead an issue of construct 

validity.  The fact that aggression and violence have been treated as interchangeable terms in 

academic and common language, makes their distinction and definition modification imperative.  

That is to say, they believe that without their modifications that the two terms will never be seen 

as distinct and therefore will result in significant construct confusion.  Further, they state that 

even if they were to adopt the suggestions of Howard and Voss (1996) to use “damages” instead 

of “violence” then a major goal of their paper would go unaddressed, namely that the question of 

whether violence and aggression are actually different and if so, how.   

Although published in direct contrast with each other, it would seem that the two sets of 

researchers actually have similar goals.  Both sides want a clear and concise definition of the 

phenomenon surrounding aggression.  While this is certainly an admirable goal neither side was 

able to adequately address the complexity of the construct and offer a reasonable solution.  

For the purposes of the current paper, the definition of aggression put forth by O’Leary, 

Kelly, Griffin, and Glew (1996a, 1996b) is adequate although the idea of violence as the desired 

result of aggression is too prohibitive.  Instead, the current paper will follow the example set by 

Howard and Voss (1996) and support the use of a “potentially destructive act” to broadly define 

aggression and disagree with, and subsequently not support, the assignment of “the consequence 

of the act” to violence.  However, defining aggression is only the first step.  It is also necessary 

to examine some of the current typologies and theories of aggression. 
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Aggressive Behaviors 
Although there are potentially many typologies and/or theories of aggression that could 

relate to the study of harmful workplace behaviors, a commonly cited typology in the field is 

Buss’s typology of aggressive behaviors (Buss, 1961).   

According to Buss (1961), aggression is an instrumental response (or attack) that 

administers punishment (noxious stimuli) to another organism.  More specifically, all aggressive 

responses involve the delivery of (or attempt to deliver) noxious stimuli in an interpersonal 

context.  However, it is possible for the delivery of noxious stimuli to occur without aggression, 

if the noxious stimuli have socially desirable, long-term consequences and they are delivered 

within the context of recognized social role.  For example, one boxer (A) can hit another boxer 

(B) while in the ring and this behavior, although violent is not necessarily aggressive.  On the 

other hand, if the first boxer (A) were to get in a fight with and hit a random stranger (C) on the 

street the behavior would be considered both violent and aggressive. 

An important part of trying to classify a behavior is to attempt to try to understand the 

behavior.  Buss (1961) explained why people engage in aggressive behaviors by offering two 

major classes of reinforcement for aggression.  The first major reinforcement class involves what 

Buss (1961) called “angry aggression.”  In angry aggression, the stimulus of the victim suffering 

injury and/or being in pain serves as reinforcement for an aggressive act, the reward of an angry 

aggression is the pain or suffering inflicted on another person.  In the second major 

reinforcement class, “instrumental aggression,” extrinsic rewards such as food, water, sex, 

money, approval, dominance, removal or escape from aversive stimuli serve as the reinforcement 

for an aggressive act.  With instrumental aggression the victim’s injuries (emotional or 

physiological) are not the crucial consequences.  The two classes of reinforcement, although 

conceptually distinct, are not mutually exclusive in action.  In fact, there are many situations in 

which both angry and instrumental aggression are operating. 

CHAPTER 2 - Workplace Hostility 

The construct to be explored in the current paper will be called workplace hostility (WH).  

WH is different from other constructs in general, and counter productive workplace behavior in 

particular, in that it only includes unambiguous episodes of hostility that occur repeatedly at the 
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hands of the same person or group of people. The intricacies of the definition of WH and the 

behaviors included therein will be explored in detail below.  

WH is a purposeful and persistent set of non-physical behaviors undertaken by an 

individual or group of individuals with an individual in the same organization perceiving these 

behaviors as intending to harm the individual.  There are few key characteristics of WH that 

differentiate it from other behaviors measured in the harmful workplace behaviors field.  The key 

characteristics meriting further examination are as follows: Intentionality, persistence, 

nonphysical nature, organizational affiliation, violation of organizational and/or social norms, 

and perception of the target. 

Intentionality 
For a behavior to be classified as WH, it must be a purposeful act voluntarily undertaken 

by the perpetrator.  If a behavior is mandated by an organization or a person acting as 

representative of an organization (for example, the perpetrator’s supervisor) then it cannot be 

considered WH.  Likewise, if a behavior occurs as a result of an obvious accident (for example, a 

coffee spill resulting from a clearly unintentional stumble) and/or cannot be attributed to one 

person (for example, a printer malfunction) then it cannot considered WH.  This is true 

regardless of the impact the behavior has on the target.  

However, intentionality is, to some extent, contingent upon the perception of the target.  

If the target does not perceive intent, then, for the purposes of WH, there was not intent, 

regardless of the perpetrator’s goal.  The opposite, if the target perceives intent then there was 

intent, is also true except in the most blatantly accidental cases.  In sum, even if a behavior 

results in WH-like consequences (for example, a employee’s progress is greatly slowed or a 

deliverable was not delivered on time) it cannot be considered WH unless the target believes that 

the perpetrator was acting with a clear and voluntary intent to harm.  In other words, WH is 

judged in part by how it is perceived by the target.   

It is also worth noting that the current study is only measuring the intent with regards to 

the perpetrator and target.  That is to say, the current study is not assessing whether a behavior 

(i.e., sabotage) intended to harm the organization as opposed to an individual.  For a behavior to 

be WH the intent needs to be perceived as harmful to the participant. 

Persistence 
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Another important characteristic of WH is the persistence of the behaviors.  Although it 

is not necessary for a specific behavior to be repeated, it is necessary to have repeated poor 

treatment at the hands of the same perpetrator and/or same group of perpetrators.  More 

specifically, a perpetrator and/or a group of perpetrators must perform enough behaviors that fall 

within the scope of WH to create a decipherable pattern of mistreatment from the perspective of 

the target. 

Nonphysical Nature 
Only behaviors that do not involve physical violence can be classified as WH.  Without 

fail, the act of physical violence escalates a behavior and/or a pattern of behaviors to outside the 

scope of WH.  If a pattern of nonphysical mistreatment has been established, the moment it 

advances to physical violence it ceases to be WH.  Additionally, once it has progressed to 

something other than WH due an act of physical violence, it cannot go backward and once again 

become WH when the physical act has stopped.  That is to say, a perpetrator’s use of physical 

behavior always escalates to something beyond WH and, once that escalation has occurred, it 

cannot be undone. 

The decision to exclude physical behaviors limits the WH construct but does so 

constructively.  For example, physical violence, in or out of the workplace, is a legal matter.  

WH type behaviors are rarely a legal matter.  Likewise, physical violence happens relatively 

rarely but receives a large amount of press and research coverage (Schat & Kelloway, 2005).  

WH type behaviors happens quite frequently, with the specific number of occurrence contingent 

upon the specific scale being used.  The exclusion of physical violence from the current 

definition is not meant to downplay the severity of physical violence in the workplace.  Physical 

violence can have extreme effects and merits research attention.  However, it is the belief of the 

current author that it is too extreme to be included in the current study.  

Organizational Affiliation 
If a behavior does not occur between two employees of the same organization, it cannot 

be considered WH.  The specifics of the relationship between the two employees are 

inconsequential, however the relationship itself is paramount.  More specifically, it does not 

matter if the perpetrator is a subordinate, a supervisor, or a CEO of the company.  Likewise, it 
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does not matter if the target is a subordinate, supervisor, or a CEO of the company.  WH is blind 

to hierarchy within an organization, with employees at any level being susceptible to 

experiencing it.  Thus, it is possible for a subordinate to exhibit WH toward a supervisor or a 

coworker.  Likewise, it is possible for a supervisor to exhibit WH toward subordinate or a 

coworker. 

Violation of Organizational and/or Social Norms 
This characteristic is important to consider because although WH is largely something 

that is perceived to occur by the target of the behaviors, it cannot be researched if it does not 

exist outside of the mind of the target and cannot be objectively measured.  Thus, the behaviors 

that are within the scope of WH include behaviors that are violations of social and/or 

organizational norms.  It is important to include both social and organizational norms when 

defining WH because although often if one norm is violated (i.e., social) the other norm (i.e., 

organizational) is also violated, this is not always the case.  For example, there might be a 

company that condones an abusive culture and encourages its “higher-ups” to yell at their 

subordinates in an attempt to motivate them.  Although this does not violate the specific 

organizational norms, it does violate the social norm of how people should treat other people.  

Additionally, organizational norms are not always explicitly stated or conveyed.  

However, in most organizations there are certain acts (for example, intentionally excluding 

someone from work related events) that would most likely be seen as a violation of 

organizational norms in that organization.  To be completely certain for a particular organization, 

it would be necessary to analyze the organizational norms of that organization.   

Perception of the Target 
As discussed previously, the target must feel perceive that he or she was the target of 

mistreatment.  If this condition is not met, then regardless of the perceived intent of the 

perpetrator, WH has not occurred.  This characteristic is somewhat similar to the parameters of 

sexual harassment where a victim must feel as though he/she was a victim for sexual harassment 

to have occurred.   

With the exception of unambiguous characteristics (i.e., physical vs. non-physical and 

occurring between members of the same organization vs. unrelated people) all of the key 
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characteristics are considered from the target’s perspective.  That is to say, the perceived intent 

of the perpetrator is more important than the actual intent of him/her.  Likewise, the perception 

of a behavior being voluntary undertaken is more important than the actual voluntary nature of 

the behavior.  Finally, and perhaps most importantly, if a target feels as though the perpetrator 

intends his/her actions to be harmful, this is more important in defining WH than if the 

perpetrator would classify his/her behaviors in the same manner.  

To better illustrate WH, a few examples will be provided: 

 

Example 1.  John (J) and Adam (A) are coworkers.  John is the unofficial “social chair” 

at the office.  When he/she organizes work-related social events, he/she includes 

everyone but Adam.  Adam feels that John intentionally excludes him/her from these 

activities. 

 

To determine if WH has occurred, it is necessary to look at the key characteristics.  First, 

although Adam feels excluded, John’s actual intention is not clear.  However, since Adam feels 

that John has intentionally excluded him, this is the more important than John’s true intention, 

whether it was to intentionally exclude or not.   

Second, although the specific organizational norms of John and Adam’s organization are 

not explicitly stated, excluding a peer from peer group activities without a reason and/or 

explanation most likely violates an organizational norm and definitely violates a social norm.  

An example of coworker exclusion that would not violate organizational norms would be 

excluding support staff from social events for office professionals.  However, since Adam and 

John are coworkers, it is reasonable to assume that John’s behavior also violates an 

organizational norm.   

Third, it is reasonable to assume that because John’s decision to exclude a coworker 

violates an organizational norm it is a voluntary (i.e., not mandated by the position) behavior.  

That is to say, John most likely made the decision to exclude Adam as opposed to someone 

within the organization requiring him/her to do so. 

Fourth and fifth, it is necessary to look at the actual person who perpetrated the harmful 

behavior.  That is to say, for this act to be considered WH, the perpetrator must perform the 

behavior more than once and must be a member of the same organization as the target.  Both of 
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these conditions are satisfied as John and Adam are coworkers and reference was made to similar 

behaviors over multiple activities.   

Finally, John has excluded Adam from more than one event thereby creating a pattern of 

behaviors and/or indicating the persistence of the behavior in question.  In summation, by 

examining the six key characteristics one comes to the conclusion that John’s behavior is an 

example of workplace hostility enacted against Adam. 

 

Example 2.  Suzy is Rachel’s boss.  Rachel feels Suzy treats her poorly and unfairly by 

doing things like, frequently ignoring her contributions at meetings, yelling at her in the 

office, blaming her for the mistakes of others, and putting her down in front of others. 

 

Example 2 is very similar to example 1.  However, example 2 is important for two 

reasons; it highlights the fact that WH is not limited to incidences that occur between coworkers 

and it emphasizes the need to differentiate between organizational and social norms.  In the 

above example, although not likely, it is possible that Suzy and Rachel’s organization supports 

(explicitly or implicitly) subordinate mistreatment.  If this is the case, then Suzy’s behavior does 

not violate organizational norms.  However, ignoring a person, yelling at her, putting her down 

in public, and blaming her for the mistakes of others clearly violate social norms.  It is not 

socially acceptable to treat another person that way even if a particular company supports, or 

turns a blind eye towards, such behavior.   

 

Example 3. Megan, Chris, and Todd all work under the supervision of Frank.  Together 

the three of them have subjected Frank to a variety of persistent behaviors, ranging from 

spreading malicious rumors about Frank to intentionally sabotaging Frank’s work (i.e., 

interrupting important meetings, deliberately including errors in his presentations, 

removing his items from the printer, etc.).  Frank feels like Megan, Chris, and Todd are 

“out to get him”. 

 

Again, in order to determine if there was WH, the key characteristics should be 

examined.  First, as with the previous examples, the intent of the actors was not clear.  However, 

the important aspect to consider is the fact that Frank feels like a target.  Next, as before, in most 
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companies it would be the case that the group of people was acting voluntarily and violating 

organizational and/or social norms.  Finally, the behaviors were persistent, non-violent, and 

involved employees who worked for the same organization.  Therefore, example 3 does in fact 

demonstrate an instance of WH.  

The three examples, all of which embody WH, differ in two ways.  Namely, the 

organizational level of the target and the perpetrator was different in each of the examples. 

Although, WH can occur at any organizational level and can involve targets or perpetrators at 

any level, research has indicated that it most commonly occurs at the hands of a supervisor/boss 

to a subordinate (Tepper, 2000).  Additionally, the three examples differed in terms of the 

number of people involved in perpetrating the acts.  The final example involved three individuals 

who happened to be a part of the same workgroup and therefore at the same organizational level.  

WH can occur at the hands of only one person or at the hands of a group of people.  The key to 

this distinction is that if WH occurs at the hands of a group of people then the target has to feel 

as though all of the people within the group were involved in the act and acted as a cohesive unit.  

As discussed above, the groups can be composed of people at any organizational level.  That is 

to say, WH can occur at the hands of an individual or a group of people and, if it occurs at the 

hands of a group of people, the members of the group can represent any to all level(s) of the 

organization (i.e., coworker and/or supervisor). 

Although the above establishes a working definition of WH, this is not beneficial without 

a strong operational definition.  As previously discussed, the goal of the current paper is to 

develop, define, and measure a facet of harmful workplace behavior.  Therefore, it is necessary 

to develop a measurement instrument that adequately encompasses the concept of WH.  The 

measurement instrument being developed and used in the current study is the Workplace 

Hostility Inventory (WHI).   

CHAPTER 3 - Developing the Workplace Hostility Inventory 

(WHI) 

The Workplace Hostility Inventory (WHI) was developed after doing an extensive review 

of the literature.  As was mentioned previously, the field examining harmful workplace 
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behaviors, although relatively new, is fragmented.  To combat this fragmentation and produce a 

cohesive scale, Workplace Hostility was defined using a combination of existing variables and 

concepts.  With literally dozens of variables to chose from, seven measures were selected due to 

their prominence in the field and/or their relevance to the operational definition of Workplace 

Hostility.  The following contains a list of the measures selected including the definitions, 

references, and total number of items for each measure: 
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Table 3.1 Measures, Definitions, and References 
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Although the above concepts are similar in many ways, they each represent a slightly 

different concept and inclusion of each enriches the Workplace Hostility Inventory (WHI).  See 

Appendix A for a copy of the complete WHI and see Appendix B for a copy of the source for 

each item selected for the WHI.  Since each of the concepts served as a source and/or an 

inspiration to the development of the WHI, it is important to take a closer look at each of them. 

Workplace Aggression (Neuman & Keashly, 2004) 
Neuman and Keashly (2004) are currently in the process of developing a comprehensive 

questionnaire of workplace aggression (WAR-Q).  Although the questionnaire is still in the 

preliminary stages, Neuman and Keashly (2004) have collected and analyzed a significant 

amount of data.  To test the overall reliability of the questionnaire and the reliability of the 

subscales, data were obtained from a large sample (approximately 8,500) of respondents over a 

three-year period.  In this case, Neuman and Keashly (2004) identified subscales by using Buss’s 

(1960) typology of aggression.  More specifically, each behavior was categorized in each of the 

three dichotomies presented by Buss (1960), passive/active, verbal/physical, and direct/indirect.  

Overall, the reliability alpha and the subscale reliabilities were very high, ranging from .82 to 

.95.   

More than any other instrument, the WAR-Q is represented in the workplace hostility 

questionnaire.  This is in part due to the fact the WAR-Q is one of the more comprehensive 

measures that exists to date.  Additionally, because the WAR-Q is relatively new, Neuman and 

Keashly (2004) had a large body of research from which to draw when creating the items and/or 

deciding on the behaviors to be included than previous studies (i.e., Robinson & Bennet, 1995).   

However, although the WAR-Q is a comprehensive assessment of workplace aggression, it is not 

a comprehensive assessment of workplace hostility.  WH is more targeted than workplace 

aggression, acts that can include physical violence and do not need to originate from one person 

and/or one group of people.  Neuman and Keashly (2004) do not differentiate between acts 

experienced at the hands of the same person (i.e., “bullying”) or acts experienced at the hands of 

many different people acting as individual agents.  Although there may be overlap between the 

occurrence of workplace aggression and workplace hostility, the two constructs are quite 

different and presumably would be experienced in quite different ways.  This idea is represented 

in the fact that many items from the WAR-Q are included, after slight wording modifications, in 
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the WHI.  Of the 40 items in the WHI, 20 can be attributed in someway to the WAR-Q (taken 

from and/or resemble items on the WAR-Q).   The items that were included on WHI from the 

WAR-Q represented the items on the WAR-Q that fit into the definition of WH.  In other words, 

items on the WAR-Q that mentioned physical violence were excluded from the WHI because the 

WH construct did not include physical violence. 

It is worth noting that although the items in the WHI resemble the items listed above 

from the WAR-Q, none of them were used without at least slight modifications.  The most 

important modifications to the items were done in response to the fact that the WAR-Q was 

designed in a way that did not allow a participant to select more than one perpetrator and that 

there was no place to indicate whether the respondent viewed him/her or herself as a target of 

workplace aggression.  The WHI on the other hand asks participants to first identify a person or a 

group of people who has exhibited hostile behaviors in the work place and then, thinking only of 

the person or group of people identified, to indicate whether certain behaviors have occurred.  

When asked to think of the person or the group of people, the participant is given the following 

list from which he/she can choose all that are appropriate: Subordinate, Coworker, Supervisor, or 

Other. 

While developing the WAR-Q, one area Neuman and Keashly (2004) focused on was the 

difference between persistent and less frequent behaviors.  They found that persistent aggression 

is different than aggression that occurs less frequently.  This finding serves to further 

differentiate between similar constructs on the basis of the frequency of the negative behavior.  

Specifically related to persistent behaviors, Neuman and Keashly (2004) looked at a variety of 

variables, ranging from the amount of stress experienced by the target to the intent of the target 

to leave the organization.  Accordingly, they found many significant negative effects of being a 

target of persistent aggression.  Employees who experienced persistent workplace aggression 

experienced higher levels of stress, were more bothered by the general work environment, lower 

levels of job satisfaction, lower levels of organizational satisfaction, and higher intent to leave 

the organization when compared to employees who had experienced no aggression or far less 

frequent aggression. 

In addition to the general negative effects reported by Neuman and Keashly (2004) there 

were two specific relevant findings.  Namely, Neuman and Keashly (2004) found that the 

greatest adverse impact of aggressive behavior comes at the hands of an employee’s supervisor.  
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In other words, participants reported more distress when they were bullied by their supervisor 

than by any other source.  Also, it was found that the effects of aggression are cumulative and 

that participants reported more stress when they were bullied by multiple actors.  This finding is 

relevant to the current study although it is worth noting that Neuman and Keashly (2004) did not 

look into whether the perpetrators acted as a group or acted as an individual.  The potential 

impact of this distinction will be discussed later in the paper. 

Abusive Supervision (Tepper, 2000; Zellars, Tepper, & Duffy, 2002) 
In response to a perceived lack of theory-based studies of abusive supervision, Tepper 

(2000) developed and tested a model of abusive supervision.  Tepper’s (2000) conceptualization 

of abusive supervision is important because, in many ways, workplace hostility resembles it.  

Namely, abusive supervision is characterized by the fact that it involves subjective judgment, 

must be a sustained activity, and does not include physical contact.  More specifically, if the 

“target” does not feel as though he/she is the victim of abusive supervision then for all intents 

and purposes, he/she has not been the victim of abusive supervision.  Likewise, if an abusive act 

has only occurred once or if it involves physical contact then it is not considered abusive 

supervision.    

Six of the items from the Abusive Supervision scale are included in the WHI.  The reason 

for this is due to the fact that the definitional similarities between abusive supervision and 

workplace hostility would indicate a fair amount of construct overlap.  As such it is appropriate 

to include some items from the abusive supervision scale on the workplace hostility inventory.   

In Tepper’s (2000) initial study of abusive supervision, it was found that subordinates 

who were subjected to abusive behavior from their supervisors were more likely to quit their jobs 

than those who were not subjected to the same behavior.  For the abused subordinates who did 

not leave their positions, there were many negative effects of remaining with an abusive 

supervisor.  Namely, these employees were found to have lower job satisfaction and life 

satisfaction levels, conflict between work and family life, and to suffer from psychological 

distress.   

According to Tepper (2000), employers should view abusive supervision as a threat to the 

organization. He/she attributes this to the fact the employees’ view of abusive supervision can 

effect their attitudes and overall well-being, resulting in poor morale.  Poor morale has been 
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show to be linked to higher rates of absenteeism, turnover, and reduced organizational 

citizenship behaviors (Tepper, 2000; Zellars, Tepper, & Duffy, 2002).  The reduction in OCBs 

by abused subordinates when compared to their non-abused counterparts is believed to be a 

deliberate effort to “even the score” and achieve what Bies, Tripp, and Kramer (1997) refer to as 

type of low intensity revenge.  The implication of this finding is that an abused subordinate holds 

the organization at least partly responsible for the abusive behavior and acts accordingly.   

Workplace Deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Bennett & Robinson, 2000) 
Forerunners in the study of harmful workplace behaviors, Robinson and Bennett (1995) 

developed a typology of deviant behavior in the mid-1990s.  Their typology was one of the early 

studies of harmful workplace behaviors conducted in the United States and was undertaken in 

response to a lack of research attention being paid to the nature of deviant workplace behaviors.  

Prior to the development of their typology, the research within the field had a tendency to be 

isolated attempts to explain specific phenomenon and/or answer specific questions.   

Robinson and Bennett (1995) defined employee deviance as a behavior undertaken 

voluntarily that violates organizational norms and poses a threat to the organization, its members, 

or both.  A behavior that does not violate organizational norms but that is threatening is not 

considered to be deviant.  If, for example, an organization condones extreme verbal reprimands, 

then yelling at a subordinate would not represent employee deviance within an organization.  

This is important because it means the occurrence of employee deviance is completely reliant 

upon and unique to the organization in which it occurs.  In other words, a behavior seen as 

deviant in one organization may not be deviant in a different organization.  Robinson and 

Bennett (1995) address this issue citing the need to avoid defining employee deviance in absolute 

moral standards.    

The individualized nature of employee deviance can present operational definition and 

measurement difficulties.  To combat this weakness, WH expands the norm violation to include 

social as well as organizational norms.  Expanding the concept in this manner reduces the 

subjectivity and individuality of the construct.  Additionally, in the development process of the 

WHI there will be verification of the fact that all of the included behaviors actually represent a 

violation of a social or organizational norm.  This will further reduce the subjectivity and 

individuality of the construct.   
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Because employee deviance is a broader concept than WH, many of the behaviors 

included in the typology were not appropriate to include in the WHI.  In fact, only one subset of 

the behaviors, those directed towards an employee within the organization as opposed to the 

organization itself, related to the current scale.  There were only 3 items from the typology 

included in the WHI.  Even these behaviors that were included, the subset that related to the 

current study, needed to be significantly revised.  More specifically, the behaviors listed by 

Robinson and Bennett (1995) were written from the perspective of the company (i.e., “Employee 

blaming co-worker for mistakes” or “Employee sabotaging equipment”) as opposed to the 

perspective of the target (i.e., “The perpetrators sabotaged equipment that you needed to do your 

job” or “The perpetrator intentionally made errors that affected your job”). 

It is worth noting that Bennett and Robinson (2000) later published a scale of workplace 

deviance.  This scale was developed using many of the behaviors examined when developing the 

typology. Each behavior was placed into one of two categories, interpersonal deviance and 

organizational deviance.  As noted previously, the concept of organizational deviance is only 

slightly related to the current study.  However, the concept of interpersonal deviance, or deviance 

directed at members of the organization, is far more relevant and therefore better represented on 

the workplace hostility inventory. 

Social Undermining (Duffy, Ganster & Pagon, 2003) 
According to Duffy, Ganster, and Pagon (2003), social undermining is a series of work 

related behaviors designed to hinder the target’s ability to maintain a positive standing within 

his/her work environment.  More specifically, social undermining is designed to interfere with 

the target’s reputation, chances for success, and interpersonal relationships.  There are three key 

dimensions to social undermining.  First, as with workplace hostility, there must be malicious 

intent from the perpetrator.  Second, social undermining is designed to weaken by degrees.  In 

fact, when looked at out of context, the individual acts that make up social undermining are 

usually not too insidious, it is only when looked at in sum that the acts begin to have the desired 

effect on the target.  The repeated nature of each act contributes greatly to its impact.  Third, the 

target must perceive the actions of the perpetrator to be malicious.  It is not enough that the target 

intends to act maliciously the perpetrator must also feel that there was malicious intent.  The idea 
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of perceived intent is present in a lot of harassment research (i.e., sexual harassment) and is also 

a key component of workplace hostility. 

In their research, Duffy, Ganster, and Pagon (2003) found that social undermining had a 

negative effect on many individual and organizational variables, with a more pronounced 

negative effect when the undermining occurred at the hands of a supervisor.  More specifically, 

there was a significant relationship between the presence of undermining at any level and both 

active and passive counterproductive behaviors.  However, there were also significant negative 

relationships between undermining and both self-efficacy and organizational commitment when 

the undermining was acted out by a supervisor against a subordinate.  Looking at the three 

findings together, it would be logical to assume that undermining is a negative event to 

experience but the negative experience is exacerbated when the undermining occurs at the hands 

of someone who has (organizational) power over the target. 

On the surface, social undermining is quite similar to workplace hostility.  That is to say, 

the three primary components of social undermining are all components of workplace hostility.   

However, the focus of workplace hostility is in the persistent nature of the acts by the same 

person and/or group of people.  As discussed above, social undermining is defined in part by its 

ability to weaken by degrees.  This is similar to the idea of persistent behavior enacted by one 

person and/or a group of people but is not necessarily assigned to one person and/or groups of 

people.  However, the fact that social undermining does not differentiate between different 

perpetrators, instead lumping all negative acts into the same “malicious acts” category means 

that there can be no “bullying” aspect.  With workplace hostility a target will most likely feel as 

though an individual or a group of people is out to get them.  With social undermining a target 

will most likely feel as thought they are in an unsupportive work environment or that they are 

universally disliked.  Because of the differences between the two measures, only 4 items from 

the Social Undermining Scale were included in the WHI.  

Workplace Incivility (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001) 
Although perhaps not as seemingly devastating as some of the harmful workplace 

behaviors being discussed, workplace incivility can still have a negative impact on the workplace 

environment (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001, Pearson, Andersson, & Wegner, 

2001).  Incivility is a low intensity behavior with ambiguous intent.  However, it is often viewed 
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as somewhat immoral, connoting breaches of both personal and professional etiquette (Pearson, 

Anderson, & Wegner, 2001).  It also conspicuously violates formal and informal cooperation and 

norms.  That is to say, although there is not a universal civil principle, we hold a common 

understanding that the type of behaviors that typify workplace incivility are disruptive and 

undermine mutual respect in the workforce (Pearson, Anderson, & Wegner, 2001).  There were 2 

items from this scale included in the WHI. 

There are numerous potential negative consequences to workplace incivility but perhaps 

the most detrimental are the effects it can have on a target.  Namely, workplace incivility can 

intimidate a target, isolating him/her by making him/her feel ashamed and responsible.  Cortina, 

Magley, Williams, and Langhout (2001) found that uncivil acts occurred at even the higher 

levels of an organization and that they had a negative effect on job satisfaction, job withdrawal, 

and career salience.  Although the potential ramifications of the negative effect uncivil behaviors 

can have on the target is self-evident, it is possible to overlook the potential negative effect that 

this could have on the organization as a whole, the most obvious of which are the loss of 

collaborative effort and sharing of others’ creativity, ideas, and participation.  It can also cause 

negative sentiments about the environment, something that is undoubtedly going to have a 

negative effect on many individual’s productivity level.  

Workplace Incivility is seen as a similar but yet distinct form of harmful workplace 

behavior.  It can be conceptualized as a specific form of employee deviance (Robinson & 

Bennett, 1995).  As with all of the other harmful behaviors discussed, workplace incivility is a 

voluntary behavior that violates some kind of norm, in this case organizational norms.  However, 

workplace incivility is unique in that it is a low intensity behavior and ambiguous in its intent to 

harm.  It is possible for the perpetrator, the target, or an external observer to be confused about 

the intent of the incivility.  An uncivil behavior may be a reflection of an individual’s intent to 

harm either the organization or an individual in the organization, an individual’s desire to benefit 

directly from the act, or of a lack of intent.  

Perceptions of Fair Interpersonal Treatment (Donovan, Drasgoa, & Munson, 

1998) 
Donovan, Drasgow, and Munson (1998) created a scale designed to assess how an 

employee viewed interpersonal treatment in the workforce.  The scale and accompanying study 
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are slightly different than the previously discussed studies.  The Perceptions of Fair Interpersonal 

Treatment (PFIT) scale was a broad scale that assessed two perceptions of a work environment, 

supervisor treatment and coworker treatment.  Unlike the previous measures, these perceptions 

were assessed at the organizational level, not the individual level.  That is to say, the PFIT 

measured an individual’s perception of his workforce climate, not his perception of how he, as 

an individual, was treated by his supervisor and/or coworkers. Due to the global, as opposed to 

the individual, focus of the PFIT the items selected from it to be included as part of the WHI had 

to be modified to reflect the focus of the Inventory.  Identifiers such as “employees” and 

“supervisors” were changed to personal identifiers such as “me” or “I”.  There were 4 items from 

the PFIT scale included on the WHI. 

When investigated, there is evidence that indicates that interpersonal treatment in the 

workforce is related to critical attitudes including job satisfaction.  For example, according to 

Keashly et al. (1994) the experience of hostile interpersonal treatment was related to lower levels 

of job satisfaction.  Looking at it in a different way, it has been shown that positive interpersonal 

treatment is related to lower level of turnover intentions (Keashly et al., 1994) and actual 

turnover (Dittrich & Carrell, 1979).  Finally, Donovan, Drasgow, and Munson (1998) found 

strong correlations between the PFIT scale and work and job withdrawal behaviors.   

Negative Social Exchange (Ruehlman & Karoly, 1991) 
Unlike the previous studies discussed, the Test of Negative Social Exchange (TENSE) 

was not designed to be used exclusively in the workforce.  Instead, it was designed to assess 

potential negative interpersonal interactions wherever they may occur.  However, the items taken 

from the TENSE are as appropriate and relevant as the other items.  As with the PFIT though, 

items taken from the tense required modification to fit into the WHI.  Three items from TENSE 

was included in the WHI. 

It is important to include items from the TENSE because research related to negative 

social relationships suggests that they can act as a direct source of stress, potentially leading to 

numerous negative consequences (Fontana, Dowds, Marcus, and Eisenstadt, 1980).  More 

importantly, negative social exchanges can interfere with goal-oriented activities, diminish one’s 

self-efficacy, and threaten one’s self esteem.  Looking at the larger picture, a small number of 

studies have shown that there is a “significant inverse relationship between negative social 
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exchange and well-being, life satisfaction, personal mastery, and self-esteem, as well significant 

positive associations between negative social exchange and distress, depression, and anxiety” 

(Ruehlman & Karoly, 1991, p. 97).   

When looked at in relation to the current study, negative social interactions can be seen as 

the umbrella under which WH resides.  That is to say, WH is a specific subset of behaviors that, 

when looked at individually, fit within the parameters defined by negative social interactions.  

However, when looked at together, the behaviors that make up WH are more specialized than the 

broad categorization of negative social interactions.   

As mentioned previously, the WHI scale is designed to differentiate between people who 

have experienced hostility in the workplace and those who have not and to explore the 

potentially negative consequences associated with experiencing WH.  To adequately do this the 

WHI must effectively gather information related to the 6 key characteristics that make it a unique 

construct and examine how each relates to areas previously proven to have an effect on an 

employees perceptions and beliefs regarding themselves or their company after experiencing 

harmful workplace behaviors.  As such, many of the variables discussed above and researched by 

previous research in the harmful workplace behavior field will be examined in relation to an 

individual’s experience with WH.   

CHAPTER 4 - Hypotheses 

There is a plethora of evidence that indicates that people experience hostile behavior in 

the workplace.  It is expected that this will be the case with the current study.  However, based 

off of a review of the literature, it is expected that not all of the behaviors will contribute equally 

to predicting the occurrence of WH.  That is to say, it is believed that the current study will aid in 

the identification of factors to which the experience of WH can be attributed.  It is further 

believed that theses factors will differ in the role that they play and the impact that they have on 

an individual’s experience with WH.  The first hypothesis is as follows: 

 

Hypothesis 1: The construct of WH can be divided into subscales.  These subscales will 

each make contribution to understanding a target’s level of upset associated with the 
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experience of WH, with some of the subscales making a larger contribution to 

understanding said level than others. 

 

Based off of the findings presented by Tepper (2000), Zellars, Tepper, & Duffy (2002), 

and Duffy, Ganster, and Pagon (2003), and Neuman & Keashly (2004) indicating both that abuse 

at the hands of a supervisor occurs more frequently than abuse at the hands of a coworker but 

also that the negative effect of the abuse is worse when enacted by a supervisor instead of a 

coworker, it is expected that the WH will occur more often from the top down (i.e., a supervisor 

to a subordinate).  It is also believed that the target’s level of upset will be greater when the WH 

occurs from the top down.  This belief is primarily derived from the research of Duffy, Ganster, 

and Pagon (2003) and Neuman and Keashly (2004), where it was found that social undermining 

and aggression had a more pronounced negative effect when they occurred at the hands of a 

supervisor than when it occurred at the hands of a coworker.  As such, the following two 

hypotheses were formulated: 

 

Hypothesis 2: WH is more likely to occur from the top down.  Namely, a subordinate or 

coworker is more likely to be a target than a supervisor within the organization in which 

the acts occur. 

 

Hypothesis 2a: When the perpetrator of WH is in a position of power over the target, the 

target will express being more upset with WH than when the perpetrator is not in a 

position of power over the target.  

 

Finally, in their research into power differentials between the target and the perpetrator, 

Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon (2003) and Donovan, Drasgow, & Numson (1998) found negative 

relationships between the treatment by supervisors and a variety of personal and organizational 

variables, including a significant negative relationship between organizational commitment and a 

positive correlation between job withdrawal behaviors.  Additionally, Neuman and Keashly 

(2004) found that employees who experienced persistent workplace aggression were more 

bothered by the general work environment, had lower levels of job satisfaction and 

organizational satisfaction, and higher intent to leave the organization when compared to 
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employees who had experienced no aggression or far less frequent aggression.  Thus, the 

following is believed to be true:   

 

Hypothesis 2b: When the perpetrator of WH is in a position of power over the target, the 

likelihood of the target expressing a desire to the leave the organization and disliking the 

job is greater than when the perpetrator is not in a position of power over the target.  

 

Although there is a not a lot of theoretical support for the next hypothesis, it merits 

examination due to the widely held stereotypical beliefs that males and females behave quite 

differently in the workplace and display anger and aggression differently.  While there are not 

that many studies that have found (or examined) gender differences in hostile behaviors, Namie 

(2003) found that men and women were likely to commit different kinds of behaviors.  For 

example, Namie (2003) found that men were likely to commit the following behaviors: 

screaming in public, intentional sabotage, withholding resources, and name calling.  On the other 

hand, women were more likely to use the silent treatment and encourage other people to also turn 

against the target.  Thus, based off of previous research and commonly held beliefs, it is believed 

that there will be differences between the type of behaviors enacted by males and females in the 

workplace.  

 

Hypothesis 3:  Males and females will instigate different hostile behaviors and this will 

be magnified when there is a power differential between the target and perpetrator.  That 

is to say, the target will report experiencing different behaviors if the perpetrator is male 

than if the perpetrator is female.   

 

Neuman and Keashly (2004) found that the effects of aggression were cumulative and 

that participants reported higher stress levels when bullied by multiple actors.  Although Neuman 

and Keashly (2004) did not look into whether the perpetrators acted as a group or acted as an 

individual when bullying the target, they did find that numerous people bullying a target was 

viewed as worse than a lone bully.  Unfortunately, there is paucity of based off of the findings by 

Neuman and Keashly (2004), it is the belief of the current author that the negative effects of WH 
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will be more pronounced when the WH occurs at the hands of multiple perpetrators instead of at 

the hands of a single perpetrator. 

 

Hypothesis 4:  WH that occurs at the hands of multiple individuals (i.e., a group) will be 

perceived as more upsetting than WH that occurs at the hands of a lone perpetrator. 

CHAPTER 5 - Method 

The hypotheses were tested using data collected at three points in time from three 

samples.  The first two data collections were pilot samples used to refine the measurement 

instrument being developed and will be called the “Norm Pilot Study” and the “Measurement 

Pilot Study”, respectively.   The final data collection occurred after changes were made to the 

instrument based off of the results of the pilot studies and will be called the “Main Study.” 

Norm Pilot Study 
Forty-two participants participated in the norm pilot study.  The participants came from 

three different locations.  The first location was a community college in Northern Virginia.  

Students enrolled in an introductory Psychology class were asked to complete the survey.  

Although the students were informed that participation was not compulsory and that there was no 

penalty for choosing to not participate, all of the students in attendance opted to complete the 

survey.  There were sixteen students, approximately half of all of the students enrolled in this 

particular section of introductory psychology, who participated from this location.  In return for 

their time, students were given three bonus points that were applied to the next exam.  

The second location was a large state school in Maryland.  Students enrolled in a social 

science statistics evening course were asked to complete the survey.   Again, students were asked 

to complete the survey but were informed that participation was not compulsory and that there 

would be no penalty for those who chose not to participate.  As with the introductory class, all of 

the students in attendance chose to complete the survey.  There were thirteen students, 100% of 

those enrolled, who participated from this location. In return for their time, students were given 

three bonus points that were applied to the next exam. 
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The third location was a non-profit organization located in the Midwest.  Unlike the 

previous two locations, the third location did not contain students, instead being composed of 

people out in the workforce.  A letter written by the researchers but sent on company letterhead 

and officially coming from the President of the organization was sent to the employees soliciting 

participation (See Appendix C for a copy of the letter).  The letter informed the employees that 

participation was completely voluntary and that survey was only concerned thoughts about 

behaviors that occur in the workplace.  Thirteen employees of the non-profit organization, 

approximately half of those who received the letter, decided to participate in the study. 

All three locations were informed of the general purpose of the study, were ensured 

complete anonymity, and told that the responses to the questions would only be analyzed as part 

of group data.  Additionally, all of the participants were given the researcher’s contact 

information in case any questions/problems arose or if the were interested in seeing the results of 

the study.  Since three different locations were used, it was important to test for any differences 

between the locations.  Testing was conducted and it was determined that the three samples were 

similar enough to combine into one larger sample.  The tests performed and the conclusions 

drawn will be discussed in more detail in the results section of this paper. 

The norm pilot study participants were asked to complete a survey that contained four 

main parts.  First, participants were asked to think about how he/she would feel if a person (or a 

group of people) at his work performed a variety of behaviors, all of which were directed toward 

the participant.  For example, participants were asked to indicate on a Likert-type scale (1 = Not 

at all and 5 = Very) how they would feel if a person or a group of people “defaced, damaged, or 

stole your personal property.”  There were forty behaviors included on the survey. 

Second and third, after indicating how they would personally feel if a particular act was 

enacted against themselves, participants were asked to indicate whether they believed each act 

was a violation of social norms and organizational norms.  Social norms were defined as 

“public/community” norms and organizational norms were defined as general “workplace” 

norms.  Detailed and elaborate definitions of types of norms were intentionally excluded from 

the survey because the idea of norms is easily understood and too much detail had the potential 

to alter the participants’ beliefs.    

Finally, participants were asked to answer a series of basic demographic questions.  Prior 

to completing the demographic section, participants were reminded that the information they 
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provided would not be used to identify participants; instead it would only be used for making 

statistical comparisons.  (See Appendix D for a complete copy of the norms pilot survey.) 

This norm pilot study was important to conduct prior to the other two surveys because the 

definition of WH specifically excludes behaviors that are not violations of organizational or 

social norms.  Thus, it was necessary to collect the data and ensure that there was no subjectivity 

in this parameter.  Behaviors in which less than 50% of the participants indicate are violations of 

organizational or social norms were excluded from further study.   The liberal cut-off value of 

50% was selected for a few reasons.  First, since this is a preliminary study, it was important to 

include as many behaviors as possible.   Second, the sample was very diverse, representing very 

different work experiences.  Thus, it was possible that those in management viewed violations 

different than those in facilities.  A relatively liberal cut-off allow for these differences.  Third, 

the norm definitions were intentionally ambiguous so as to encompass numerous social and 

organizational settings.  In other words, some ambiguity was to be expected.  Finally, the 

behaviors were, for the most part, violations of both social and organization norms.  Usually if a 

behavior was not viewed as a violation of one norm then it was viewed as a violation of the other 

norm.  For example, preventing you from expressing yourself was seen as a clear violation of an 

organizational norm but not as clearly a violation of a social norm.  

Instrument Pilot Study 
The instrument pilot study was conducted at a small non-profit organization in northern 

Virginia.  The data was collected at an all-hands meeting/retreat.  Due to the fact that the survey 

was administered at an all-hands activity where everyone, from all levels, of the organization 

would be present, the participants ranged from the Executive Director to the more traditional 

“working class” positions such as staff electrician or cook.  In other words, the participants were 

varied in their work experiences as well as their standing within the organization.   

Approximately an hour of the meeting/retreat was set-aside for the researcher to come 

and solicit participation.  Employees of the non-profit organization were told that there 

participation was voluntary but that in exchange for the willingness to complete the survey, the 

employees were offered a chance to enter a drawing to win one of four gift certificates (worth 

$25, $25, $50, and $75 respectively) to Target.  The drawing was held directly after the surveys 

were completed and everyone who completed a survey had an equal chance of being selected.  
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As with the norm pilot study, everyone present decided to participate.  There were 35 

participants for the instrument pilot study. 

As was mentioned previously, the instrument pilot study sample was drawn from all 

ranks of the organization.  This meant that there was not a consistent education level and there 

were some concerns about the ability of everyone present to be able to complete the survey 

without help.  (The point of contact in the organization knew of at least one participant who did 

not have the level of literacy required to complete the survey on his own.)  To ensure that 

everyone could participate and that the administration was fair, the researcher read the survey 

aloud to the participants, asking them to fill out the survey as a group.  Although this method 

required more time, it was the only way to ensure that everyone could participate without having 

to reveal his or her literacy status, a potentially difficult and embarrassing thing to do.  It took 

approximately 45 minutes to complete the survey.   

The instrument pilot survey participants were asked to complete the workplace hostility 

inventory as revised from the norm pilot sample. (For a complete copy of the survey, see 

Appendix E.)  Prior to participating, participants were informed that their anonymity would be 

ensured and the nothing they personally said would be reported back to the leaders of their 

company.  This was particularly important because the data had the potential to contain volatile 

or incriminating data. 

The purpose of the instrument pilot survey was twofold.  First, the survey assessed 

whether a participant who experienced the behaviors on the inventories felt as though he/she was 

a victim of a damaging act.  That is to say, previous research has more or less assumed that the 

acts themselves were damaging.  Very little attention has been paid to whether the participant 

feels the acts were damaging.  For example, Neuman & Keashly (2004) ask participants only if 

they have experienced any of a series of behavior.  There is no assessment of whether the 

participant felt as though the acts he/she experienced were harmful.  Second, it was necessary is 

to ensure that WHI is a balanced measure of the construct.  If, for example, a behavior received 

little to no support in this instrument pilot survey, it will be excluded from the main survey. The 

results of these two items will be explored in the results section of this paper.  
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Main Study 
The data for the main study was collected using an alternative method.  The method 

chosen is an established method within the workplace bullying field, with the some of the 

frontrunners (Namie & Namie, 2003; Namie, 2001; Namie, 2003; Namie, 1998) in the field 

having used it.  The data for the main study was collected from and anonymous and confidential 

online survey posted at workplacehostility.org.  Although somewhat unorthodox, this data 

collection method was deemed to be appropriate for a variety or reasons which will discussed 

further in the discussion section of this paper.   

A website was created (www.workplacehostility.org) and participants were solicited.  

The existence of the survey was spread by word of mouth.  Additionally, the survey could be 

located through a variety of search engines.  The first page of the website was titles “Have you 

experienced workplace hostility?” and contained the following information: 

 

If you have been a victim of non-physical hostility at work, I want to know about your 

experience.  I need your help!  Please take 5 - 10 minutes and complete the following 

survey. Your responses will be completely confidential. Beyond general demographics, 

you will not be asked to provide any personal details.   

 

Additionally, people were informed that after completing the survey they would have a 

chance to enter a random drawing for a 1 gig iPod Nano.   

There were 438, 401 of which were received in time to be included in subsequent 

analyses, volunteer respondents.  For the purposes of this study, a respondent was defined as 

someone who completed the survey.  If a person started the survey and did not finish the survey 

his answers were not included and he/she was not considered a participant.  The survey was 

“live” online for approximately 3 weeks. After the number of respondents tapered off, a drawing 

for an iPod was held.  A random number generator was used to select a participant based off of 

his placement within the sample. 

The main survey was the identical to the instrument survey with the exception of 

upgrades based off of the method of administration discussed above and the addition of outcome 

measures.  (Appendix E contains a complete copy of the survey.)   
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CHAPTER 6 - Results 

Norm Pilot Study 
The first study, the norm pilot study, was conducted to ensure that measurement 

instrument met the definition of WH which specifies that the behaviors being measured need to 

be a violation of organizational or social norms.  Previously, it has been assumed that behavior, 

which seems to violate norms, do in fact violate norms.  To ensure that all of the behaviors being 

measured do violate a social norm, an organizational norm, or both, the norm pilot study was 

conducted.    

Due to the fact that the norm pilot study data was collected in multiple locations, it was 

first necessary to test the different locations to ensure that they were not significantly different 

from each other.  To that end, two ANOVAs were run examining group views on the violation of 

social and organizational norms respectively.   

The first test examined the social norms differences between the three locations. For this 

test, the dependent variable was a composite score composed of the number of hostile behaviors 

each respondent believed was a violation of a social norm.  In other words, each participant 

could receive a score between 0 and 40, with 0 indicating that they believed none of the 

behaviors were violations of social norms and 40 indicating that they believed all of the 

behaviors were violations of social norms.  The average overall social norm composite score was 

25.60 with a SD = 10.94.  The independent variable was the location of the data collection, with 

three possible locations; the community college, the state college, and the non-profit 

organization.  The results revealed that the locations were not significantly different in their 

social norms composite ratings of the behaviors, F (2, 39) = .118, p > .05.  Put a different way, 

the groups’ composite ratings with respect to violation of social norms were similar enough to 

support treating them as one larger sample. 

The second test was very similar to the first test except that the dependent variable 

composite score was composed of an individual’s response with regards to whether the behavior 

was a violation of organizational norms.  As with the first test, the independent variable was the 

participants’ location, again with three possible locations.  The average overall organizational 

norm composite was 25.81 with a SD = 11.50.  The results again revealed that the locations were 

not significantly different in their organizational composite ratings of the behaviors, F(2, 39) = 
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.478, p > .05.  Put a different way, the group composite ratings with respect to violation of 

organizational norms were similar enough to support the combing the three groups thereby 

treating them as one larger sample. 

  In addition to examining the norm ratings, two key demographic variables were 

examined; the amount of work experience the participants had and whether the liked or disliked 

the current job.  Due to the inherent differences between the locations (i.e., school setting and 

workforce setting), a difference between the amounts of work experience was expected.  The 

expected difference was found, F(2, 38) = 20.40, p < .05, η2 = .52.  To examine the main effect, 

a Tukey HSD post hoc test was run.  The results from this test indicated that the community 

college (M = 3.53, SD = .915) and the state school (M = 4.46, SD = .88) were not significantly 

different from each other but that both were significantly different from the nonprofit 

organization (M = 6.38, SD = 1.67).  (Work experience was measured on a discrete Likert-type 

scale.  The response options were grouped into categories that reflected, on average, three years 

time.  Thus, the mean score for the non-profit organization, 6.38, indicated an average of 11 to 

15 years of work experience and the mean scores for the two colleges, 3.53 and 4.46, indicated 

an average of 3 to 5 years and 5 to 7 years for the community and state college, respectively in 

the workforce.) Again, this difference is essentially a difference between people functioning 

within the full-time workforce and those who were, for the most part, preparing to enter the full-

time workforce.  As such, this difference is neither surprising nor especially noteworthy. 

The second key demographic variable that was examined was how much each participant 

liked his current job.  It is important to note that this analysis only included individuals who 

indicated that they currently held a job.  Thus, four participants were excluded from the 

community college sample and two participants were excluded from the state college sample.  

Unlike with the previous demographic variable, there is no inherent reason to believe that one 

sample should be different from the other samples.  And, a lack of difference between the three 

samples was exactly what was found, F(2, 33) = .586, p > .05.  The three samples were similar in 

their feelings about their current position.  When looked at as one sample, the overwhelming 

majority of the participants (N = 27 or 75%) indicated that they liked their current job.  The 

remaining 25% of participants indicated that they either did not like their current job (N = 5 or 

13.9%) or that they were unsure how they felt about their current job (N = 4 or 11.1%).  The 
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following table contains means and standard deviations by data collection location for the 

demographic variables discussed above. 

Table 6.1 Norm Pilot Survey, Demographic Variables 

 
 

Therefore the data will be treated (and discussed) as one sample for the remainder of the 

paper.  Thus, although the data was collected at three separate times and at three separate 

locations; there is enough evidence to support combining the data into one larger sample. 

The purpose of the norm pilot survey was to determine if the behaviors included in the 

WHI all violated a social or organizational norm.  Prior to administering the survey, it was 

decided that a behavior would be viewed as a violation of a social norm if at least half of the 

respondents indicated that they believed that it was a violation of social norms.  The same was 

true for organizational norms.  To be included on the WHI an act only needed to violate a social 

or an organizational norm.  However, thirty-five of the forty behaviors were found to be 

considered violations of both social and organizational norms.  Thirty-nine behaviors were 

judged to violate organizational norms (the exception being “…refused your requests for 

assistance”).  Thirty-six behaviors were judged to violate social norms (the exceptions being the 

following: “…broke promises he/she/they made to you,” “prevented you from expressing 

yourself,” “did not defend you when people spoke poorly of you,” and “excluded you from 

work-related social gatherings”).  
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Thus, every behavior was found to either violate a social norm, an organizational norm, 

or (as in most cases) both kinds of norms.  That is to say, every behavior satisfied the condition 

of norm violation stipulated in the definition of WHI and will therefore be included in the WHI. 

For a complete break down of how participants judged each of the behaviors, see Tables below 

for social norms judgments and organizational norms respectively. 

 

Table 6.2  Norms Pilot Survey; Counts and percentages of response to whether each 

behavior is a violation of a social norm 
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Table 6.3 Norms Pilot Survey; Counts and percentages of response to whether each 

behavior is a violation of a organizational norm 
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Instrument Pilot Study 
As was mentioned previously, the point of the instrument pilot study was to determine if 

the instrument had any errors and was ready to be administered to the main study group.  As 

such, the analyses conducted on the data collected from the instrument pilot study dealt primarily 

with examining the demographics of the sample and testing the soundness of the measures.   

The first step in the analyses of the instrument pilot study was to determine the make-up 

of the group. The instrument pilot study participants had more general work experience (M = 

6.31, SD = 1.69) than specific work experience (M = 4.66, SD = 2.014) where specific work 

experience was experience in their current position.  See Tables below for the frequencies related 

to overall work experience and job specific work experience respectively. 

 

Table 6.4 Instrument Pilot Study, Overall Work Experience 
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Table 6.5 Instrument Pilot Study, Specific Work Experience 

 
 

For both general and specific work experience, the sample was relatively diverse, with 

participants spread throughout the possible range.  The same was also true for the ages of the 

participant.  The mean age was 39.23, with a range of 22 to 66 years and SD = 12.29.  There 

were almost twice as many female respondents (N=23) as male respondents (N=12). 

The survey contained a total of 39 hostile behaviors.  Thus, each participant could report 

that he/she had been a victim of any (or all) of the 39 behaviors.  The behaviors were intended to 

encompass a variety of non-physical aggressive behaviors.  Participants were asked to answer 3 

questions about each behavior.  First, each participant was asked to indicate whether he/she was 

a victim of each of the specific behaviors listed.  If the participant indicated that the behavior had 

not occurred then he/she was instructed not to answer the remaining 2 questions.  On the other 

hand, if  participants indicated that the behavior had occurred then they were instructed to rate 

their personal level of upset and the perceived intent of the perpetrator. 

First, of the thirty-five respondents, thirty-two (91%) of the respondents indicated that 

they had experienced hostile behavior in the workplace.  The following Table  contains the 

frequency of “yes” responses from participants when asked if a behavior included on WHI had 

occurred to them. 
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Table 6.6 Instrument Pilot Survey, Overall Frequency of Hostile behaviors 
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The frequency of “yeses” for the behaviors ranged from only three (or 9% of the people 

who reported experiencing any hostility) participants reporting having experienced the behavior 

to 29 (or 91% of the people who reported any hostility).  The average number of participants 

who reported experiencing a particular behavior was 17.84, SD = 6.26. 

Next, participants were asked to indicate how upset they were when the behavior 

occurred.  Only participants who reported experiencing a behavior were asked to respond to this 

question.  In other words, the number responding for each behavior was different from the next 

behavior, contingent upon the participant’s particular experiences.  The Table below contains the 

average upset rating scores for each of the behaviors.  The higher the mean value for a behavior, 

the higher the level of upset reported by participants.   
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Table 6.7 Instrument Pilot Study, Level of Upset at the Hostile Behaviors 
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Finally, participants were asked to indicate the perceived intent of the person who 

perpetrated the behavior.  As with the previous question, only those who experienced a behavior 

were asked to complete this question.  The following Table contains the intent frequencies for 

each of the behaviors.  The table contains three columns, the first of which contains the number 

of people indicating that they thought the behavior was intended to be hostile.  The second 

column contains the count of everyone who experienced the behavior.  The third column 

contains the percent of the participants experiencing the behavior that found it be harmful.  

Participants’ experience related to the behaviors varied, with the values in column three ranging 

from 13% to 94%, M = 53% and SD = 17.98%. 
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Table 6.8 Instrument Pilot Survey, Intent of the Perpetrator 
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When asked about their current job, participants indicated that, for the most part, they 

liked their job (“Do you like your current job?” Yes N = 29 or 83%) and either intended to stay 

at their current job (N = 17 or 49%) or had no plans to leave (N = 14 or 40%).  In others words, 

in spite of a relatively high amount of reported experience with hostile behaviors, the majority of 

the participants reported being relatively satisfied in their current position with no clear intent to 

leave. 

Main Study 
As with the previous two samples, it is important to first examine the make-up of the 

current sample before discussing the results of the analyses.  The ages of the main sample were  

roughly equivalent to the ages in the instrument pilot study sample, with M = 36.51 and SD = 

12.39.   As with the instrument pilot study sample, the main sample was composed of far more 

female respondents (N = 275 or 70%) than male respondents (N = 118 or 30%).  The general and 

specific experience level of the respondents was varied as can be seen below.   

 

Table 6.9 Main Study, How many years of experience do you have in the workforce? 
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Table 6.10 Main Study, How many years of experience do you have at your current job? 

 
 

It is worth noting that one participant indicated that he/she had not worked at all.  Due to 

the nature of the data collection method, it was possible to get a respondent who had not worked 

at all.  However, his experiences are not really relevant to the current study and he/she was not 

included in any subsequent analyses.  In addition to being diverse in terms of the amount of work 

experience each participant possessed, the sample was diverse in terms of the field of 

employment. 
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Table 6.11 Main Study, Into which of the following categories does your current job best 

fit? 
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Of the 393 respondents in the main study sample, 309 (or 78.6%) reported experiencing 

hostile behaviors at work.  This particular study is interested in the experiences of those who 

have experienced hostility in the workplace, not those that have not.  For that reason, except 

when specifically noted, the subsequent analyses will only include the participants who reported 

experiencing hostility.  In other words, the N for most of the remaining analyses was 309, not 

393.  The remaining results will relate specifically to the goals and hypotheses of the current 

study and will be presented accordingly. 

Factor Analysis 
The first analysis that was conducted was an exploratory factor analysis.  For this factor 

analysis, the forty behaviors were examined on the basis of the upset score (i.e., How upset were 

you when the event occurred?) for each behavior provided by the participant. Prior to running the 

analyses, two things were done:  first some behaviors were excluded and the remaining variables 

were recoded.  First, the individual N for each question varied greatly.  Some of the questions 

had fewer than 90 respondents (i.e., less than 30% of the people who reported experiencing 

WH).  Using questions that were so poorly represented was not deemed prudent and 10 questions 

(all of which had Ns less than 90) were excluded from factor analysis.  The excluded behaviors 

can be seen in the table below. 

 

Table 6.12 Main Survey; Items removed from the Factor Analysis 
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Second, any participant who did not experience the behavior was assigned a value of one, 

a value that indicated that there was no level of upset associated with a particular behavior.  

Thus, the range of possible responses for the level of upset associated with a behavior included 1 

= Not at all to 6 = Very upset.  The higher a score was, the more upsetting it was reported to 

have been.  See the following Table for the mean upset scores for each behavior. 
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Table 6.13 Main Study, Mean upset score for behaviors included in the Factor Analysis 
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It was expected that the factors identified by the factor analysis would be correlated, 

therefore Principle Axis Factoring (PAF) with Promax (oblique) rotation was used.  Examining 

the pattern matrix indicated that there were three clear factors.  Ito be included in the final 

subscales, an item needed a loading of at least .3.  Additionally, if an item was cross-loaded, it 

was included only in scale on which it most highly loaded.  See below for the pattern matrix and 

loading for each variable.   
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Table 6.14 Main Study, Pattern Matrix for the Promax PAF 
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The three factors were identified and labeled as follows: interference with work, 

exclusion, and denigration.  The coefficient alphas for each scale are interference with work .83, 

. exclusion 77, and denigration .57.  The summated items scores for three factors identified in the 

above factor analysis will be used in subsequent analyses. 

Hypothesis 1 
This hypothesis will assess the subscales identified in the exploratory factor analysis.  

This was accomplished using a regression analysis where the scores on the WH subscales were 

be the predictors and the occurrence of hostile behaviors (i.e., Have you been subject to hostile 

behaviors at work?) will be the criterion.  The criterion variable was recoded to ease in 

interpretation and understanding.  After the recode, the higher value (2) indicated the occurrence 

of hostility in the workplace, whereas the lower value (1) indicated that hostility had not 

occurred.  The Table below contains the condition means and standard deviations. 

 

Table 6.15 Main Study, Means and Standard Deviations for WH by Level of the 

Perpetrator 

 
 

Standard multiple regression was conducted to determine the accuracy of the factors 

identified in the previous factor analysis (interference with work, denigration, and exclusion) in 

predicting the occurrence of hostility in the workplace.  Regression results indicate that the 

overall model significantly predicts the occurrence of hostility in the workplace, R2 = .42, F (3, 

387) = 94.68, p < .05.  This model accounts for 42% of the variance in the occurrence of hostility 

in the workplace. 
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Table 6.16 Main Study,  Coefficients for Denigration, Exclusion, & Interference Predicting 

the Occurrence of WH 

 
 

An examination of the regression coefficients indicates that two of the factors, 

interference with work and exclusion, significantly contributed to the model.  Denigration did 

not make a significant contribution to the overall model. 

Hypothesis 2a 
The possibility of a power differential between the targets and perpetrators was first 

examined using a MANOVA where the WH subscales were the dependent variables and the 

perpetrator’s level within the organization (Non-Supervisory, Supervisory, Mixed) was the 

Independent variable. See the Table below for the means and standard deviations for each 

condition. 

 

Table 6.17 Main Study, Means and Standard Deviations for WH by Level of the 

Perpetrator 

 
 

The results of the MANOVA indicated that the perpetrators level within the organization 

significantly affect the combined dependent variable of the WH subscales, Wilks’ Δ = .837, F(6, 

304) = 9.6, p<.05, η2 = .085.  Of the three subscales, two were found to be significant in 

differentiating between the levels of the perpetrators, namely interference and denigration.  In 

other words, participants with a combination of high denigration and high interference scores are 
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more likely to be classified as having experienced hostility at the hands of a supervisor than 

those without high scores in the two areas. 

Although only two of the three subscales were found to be significantly related to the 

perpetrator’s level, it is worth noting that the subscales were related to each other in this analysis.  

Examining the pooled within-group correlations among the predictors indicates that even though 

exclusion was not found to significantly contribute to identifying the perpetrator’s level, that it 

was related to both interference and denigration.  In other words, there is some redundancy in the 

predictors and the fact that the explained variance has been assigned to one variable does not 

mean that other variables do not also explain some of the same variance.    

Hypothesis 2b 
The targets’ desire to leave the organization and their level of dislike for the position was 

assessed by conducting two regressions, one where the criterion is target’s expressed desire to 

leave and the other where the criterion is the target’s expressed dislike for the position.  For both 

of the regression equations, the WH subscale scores were the predictors.   

The first regression analysis was a stepwise regression and it examined the participant’s 

expressed desire to leave.  The desire to leave was measured based off of the participant’s 

response to the following question: “Do you intend to stay at you current job?”  Participants 

could respond to the question with “Yes,” (N = 113) “No,” (N = 86) “Not sure, no plans to 

leave,” (N = 66) and “Not sure, tentative plans to leave” (N = 44).   For this analysis, “Yes” and 

“Not sure, no plans to leave” were combined into one category that represented at the very least a 

willingness (as opposed to the intent) to stay at their current job.  Thus, it was judged that lacking 

a plan to leaving indicated, on some level, a desire to stay.  After the categories were combined, 

the Ns were as follows: N = 179, 86, and 44 for “Yes/No plans to leave,” “Tentative plans to 

leave”, and “No” respectively.  Additionally, the intent to stay variable was recoded so that the 

lower the value, the less likely it was that a person wanted to leave.  Therefore, 1 = “Yes/No 

plans to leave,” 2 = “Tentative plans to leave,” and 3 = “No.”   

Prior to running the regression, a chi-square test was conducted to verify if there was a 

difference between the responses based on the perpetrator’s level (non-supervisory or non-

supervisory).  A difference was found, χ2 (2, N = 256) =6.15, p<.05.  Participants who were 
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subjected to hostility at the hands of supervisor were more likely to indicate that they planned to 

leave their current job or had tentative plans to leave. 

Regression results indicate that the stepwise model significantly predicts a participant’s 

desire to leave, R2 = .05, F (1, 307) = 14.60, p<.05.  Only one of the three subscales, interference 

with work, significantly contributed to the model which accounts for 5% of the variance in the 

desire to leave the current job.  The remaining two subscales, denigration and exclusion, did not 

significantly account for any of the variance in a participant’s desire to leave.  See below for the 

complete regression results.  

 

Table 6.18 Main Sample - Stepwise Regression Coefficients for Denigration, Exclusion, & 

Interference Predicting the Intent to Stay at Current Job (N = 309) 

 
 

The second regression analysis was also a stepwise regression and it examined the 

participant’s dislike for their current position.  The dislike of the current position was measured 

using the response to the following question: “Do you like your current job?”  As with the 

previous regression, this variable was recoded so that the lower a value, the more the participant 

liked their position.  That is to say, 1 = “Yes” (N = 109), 2 = “Not sure” (N = 44), and 3 = “No” 

(N = 66).   

As with the previous regression, prior to running it, a chi-square test was conducted to 

verify if there was a difference between the responses based on the perpetrator’s level (non-

supervisory or non-supervisory).  A difference was found, χ2 (2, N = 256) = 7.4, p<.05.  

Participants who were subjected to hostility at the hands of supervisor were more likely to 

indicate that they disliked their current job or were not sure if they liked their current job. 

The regression results indicate that the stepwise model significantly predicts a 

participant’s desire to leave, R2 = .02, F (1, 307) = 7.65, p<.05.  Again, only one of the three 

subscales, interference with work, significantly contributed to the model that accounted for 2% 

of the variance in satisfaction with the current job.  The remaining two subscales, denigration 
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and exclusion, did not significantly account for any of the variance in a participant’s desire to 

leave.  See the Table below for the complete regression results. 

 

Table 6.19 Main Study - Stepwise Regression Coefficients for Denigration, Exclusion, & 

Interference Predicting the Satisfaction with Current Job 

 

Hypothesis 3 
To determine if the instigation of certain behaviors varied by the gender of the perpetrator 

and the level of a perpetrator, a MANOVA was conducted.  See below for the mean breakdown 

by gender and rank within the organization. 

 

Table 6.20 Main study - Means and Standard Deviations for WH by Level of the 

Perpetrator & Gender of the Perpetrator 
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This MANOVA included gender (male, female, or mixed) and level of the perpetrator 

(supervisory, non-supervisory, mixed) as the independent variables and the WH subscale scores 

as the dependent variables.  The results of the MANOVA indicated that the perpetrator’s gender 

within the organization significantly affected the combined dependent variable of the WH 

subscales, Wilks’ Δ = .96, F (6, 600) = 2.32, p<.05, η2 = .02 and the same was true for the 

perpetrator’s level within the organization, Wilks’ Δ = .88, F (6, 600) = 6.83, p<.05, η2 = .02.   

Both the perpetrator’s gender and the level were found to be related to at least one subscale.  

However, the combination of the two independent variables was not related to any of the 

subscales (See table below). 



 58 

Table 6.21 Main Study - MANOVA & Discriminant Function Analysis for WH by Gender  of the Perpetrator 
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With regards to the perpetrator’s gender, of the three subscales, two subscales were found 

to be related to gender of the perpetrator, exclusion and denigration.  There was a stronger 

relationship between exclusion and the perpetrator’s gender than with denigration and the 

perpetrator’s gender.  Thus, two scales were related in such a way so that participants with low 

denigration ratings and also with low exclusion ratings were most likely to have been classified 

as having experienced hostility at the hands of a man.   

Due to the fact that the perpetrator’s level was previously discussed and did not 

significantly interact with the perpetrator’s gender, this analysis will not be discussed again.   

However, as with the previous MANOVA, it is worth noting that the pooled within group 

correlations were relatively high and therefore it is possible that the individual scales accounted 

for redundant variance.  

Hypothesis 4 
To examine the effects of multiple perpetrators when compared to a lone perpetrator, a 

MANOVA was conducted where the number of perpetrators (one versus more than one) was the 

independent variable and the WH subscale scores will be the dependent variable.  The results of 

the MANOVA indicated that the number of perpetrators significantly affected the combined 

dependent variable of the WH subscales, Wilks’ Δ = .85, F (3, 305) = 17.83, p<.05, η2 = .149. 

Thus, participants with high Exclusion ratings, high Denigration ratings, and lower Interference 

with work scores are most likely to be classified as having experienced hostility at the hands of a 

group of perpetrators as opposed to at the hands of a lone perpetrator.  (See Table below). 
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Table 6.22 Main Study. MANOVA & Discriminant Function Analysis for WH by Number of Perpetrators 
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Testing the Model 
In addition to the previous analyses, a preliminary model was tested using hierarchical 

regression.  Two hierarchical regressions were run, both of which used job satisfaction as the 

criterion measure. This study defined job satisfaction as a combination of independent outcome 

measures related to a participants’ intent to leave (long and short term), and desire to continue 

employment.  The Table below contains the means and standard deviations of the individual 

items combined to create the job satisfaction measure.  The coefficient alpha of the job 

satisfaction measure was .84.   

 

Table 6.23 Main Study - Outcome variable "Job Satisfaction/Intent to Leave"* 

 
 

The first regression included three steps and five predictor variables.  In the first step, the 

three WH scales were entered.  In the second step, two measures related to the participants’ 

feelings about their coworkers and supervisors respectively.  As with the job satisfaction 

measure, the measures related to feelings about coworkers and supervisors were created by 

combining a number of individual items related to the measure.   

With regard to the feelings about supervisors, participants responded to a series of 

questions about how they felt about the supervisory (i.e., “I have a helpful supervisor”) and how 

they perceived their supervisor to feel about them (i.e., “My supervisor is concerned about me”).  

See the Table below for the means and standard deviations of the individual items combined to 

make the feelings about coworkers scale.  The coefficient alpha of the feelings about supervisor 

scale was .85.   
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Table 6.24 Main Study- Outcome variable "Feelings about Supervisor" 

 
 

The feelings about coworkers scale was similar to the feelings about supervisor scale in 

that participants responded to questions about how they felt about their coworkers (i.e., “My 

coworkers are competent” and “My coworkers are helpful”) and how they perceived their 

coworkers to feel about them (i.e., “My workers are interested in me” and “I have hostile 

coworkers”).  See the table below for the means and standard deviations of the individual items 

combined to make the feelings about coworkers scale. As with the previous two scales, there was 

high coefficient alpha, α=.84.   

 

Table 6.25 Main Study- Outcome variable "Feelings about Supervisor" 

 
 

In the final step, a measure related to the participant’s job clarity was entered.  This 

measurement was compiled using individual items related to participants’ feeling about their 

goals and objectives, what people expect of them, and their level of certainty about their 

authority.  See below for the means and standard deviations of the individual items combined to 

make the job clarity scale. The coefficient alpha for the job clarity scale was .85.  
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Table 6.26 Main Study -  Outcome variable "Job Clarity"* 

  

The results of this regression indicated that in the first step interference with work, 

exclusion, and denigration did significantly predict WH, with interference with work explaining 

the bulk of the variance.  Based off of the results of previous analyses, this was the expected 

result.  However, in the second step this changed.  When the feelings about coworkers and 

feelings about supervisor were entered, the three WH scales changed to non-significant.  

Feelings about supervisor explained the largest part of the variance but feelings about coworkers 

was also significant.  In the final step, the WH scales remained non-significant while the feelings 

scales remained significant.  The addition of job clarity, explained additional variance and 

significantly enhanced the model. 
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Table 6.27 Main Study - Hierarchical Regression Coefficients for  Predicting the 

Satisfaction with Current Job 

 
The second regression was very similar to the first regression however there was one 

additional step.  This step was the second step and it included an item assessing the type of 

perpetrator, an individual or a group.  The addition of this item did not significantly enhance the 

model.  In other words, whether the person was subjected to WH at the hands of a group or 

individual did not significantly affect his job satisfaction ratings. 
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Table 6.28 Main Study - Hierarchical Regression Coefficients for  Predicting the 

Satisfaction with Current Job 

 
 

CHAPTER 7 - Discussion 

The first two studies, the norm pilot study and the instrument pilot study, were both 

conducted to ensure that the instrument being developed possessed the desired characteristics.  

To that end, the norm pilot study was designed to assess each behavior and determine if it was a 

violation of an organizational norm, a social norm, or both norms.  Every behavior included on 

the WHI violated either an organizational norm or a social norm, and most of the behaviors 

violated both behaviors.  Thus, there was ample evidence to support the assertion that the 

behaviors being included were norm violations.  Additionally, the fact that the sample data was 
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collected from three distinct populations at three separate locations and members of all of the 

locations were found to hold similar beliefs about whether behaviors were violations or not, 

lends support to the idea of the norms being generally held by most people.  All of the behaviors 

included in the norm pilot study were also included in the instrument pilot study. 

The instrument pilot study was a preliminary version of the main study.  The one 

exception to this was the fact that the pilot study included an open-ended question asking the 

participants to list any behaviors that he/she thought might be missing from the WHI.  Very few 

participants chose to complete this section, and the participants who did all included physical 

aggressive behaviors.  Since the WHI intentionally excluded physical acts due to the relatively 

rarity of the acts and the profound difference between physical and non-physical acts, none of the 

behaviors listed by the participants in the instrument pilot study were included in the main study. 

The first issue examined in the pilot study was whether people were experiencing the 

behaviors included, or not.  Previous research (Namie, 2003; Neuman & Baron, 1997; Neuman 

& Keashly, 2004; Namie & Namie, 2003) has indicated that people experience a large amount of 

hostile behavior in the workforce, but it was still important to determine if people experience the 

variety of hostile behaviors included on the WHI.  More than 90% of the participants responded 

affirmatively when asked if they had experienced workplace hostility.  When looking at the 

behaviors separately, every behavior was experienced by at least one respondent, with 19 of the 

39 behaviors being experienced by more than half of the people (most of whom had experienced 

some hostility).  In other words, not only were people experiencing hostility, but they were 

experiencing a large number of the listed events.  The average number of “yeses” (i.e., a 

participant indicating that he/she had experience a particular behavior) for the behaviors was 

almost 18, more than half of the sample.   

The next two issues examined were whether the behaviors being included were viewed as 

upsetting to the participants and viewed as intentionally harmful.  The participants who 

responded affirmatively to the question about experiencing a specific behavior were also asked 

to indicate how upsetting they found the event.  All of the behaviors were found to be upsetting, 

ranging from “somewhat upsetting” to “very upsetting.” The final issue was related to the 

perceived intent of the perpetrators.  Most definitions of WH include reference to the perceived 

intent of the perpetrator, therefore making intent an important construct to measure.  Without 

fail, every behavior included on the WHI was perceived as harmful by at least one person, with 



 67 

on average more than half of the people who experienced the behavior reporting that it was 

perceived as intending to be harmful.   

However, it is interesting to note that a few behaviors were found to be harmful but the 

intent was somewhat ambiguous.  For example, sabotage was found to harmful but almost no 

one found that there was purposeful harm.  One possible explanation for this is the fact that the 

current study only measured intent as it was directed at the target.  It is possible that the intent 

was to slow down or damage the organization, as opposed to an individual.  Likewise, it is 

possible that perpetrator sabotaged equipment for his/her own gain (i.e., to have an afternoon off) 

and therefore the behavior was viewed as harmful but the intent was not to specifically harm the 

target (even if it did end up harming the target). 

Based on the examination of the three issues discussed above, it was decided that all of 

the behaviors possessed the desired characteristics.  Therefore all items were included in the 

main analysis. 

Data collection for the main study was conducted online.  This untraditional method of 

data collection was chosen for a variety of reasons.  First, there were tremendous difficulties 

locating a large company that would allow research on such a potentially volatile topic and with 

the perceived possibility of harm to the organization.  Numerous companies and labor unions 

were approached by the researcher.  In order to make participation in the study seem more 

attractive to the companies being approached, the researcher offered the following incentives: 

allowing the company to include five of their own questions, providing the company an 

opportunity to obtain an executive report tailored to the results of their organization (in the case 

of the inclusion of multiple organizations), and leaving open the option of conducting a follow-

up study if there was a need for one.  Despite a few of the companies approached initially 

expressing an interest, all of the companies eventually declined to participate. 

Second, the nature of the current study required a large number of respondents who have 

experienced hostility in the workplace.  That is to say, the current study is less interested in those 

who have not experienced hostility when compared to those who have.  Therefore, an unknown, 

but certainly significant, percentage of respondents would have been automatically excluded 

from the analyses since they did not experience WH.  The decision to solicit participation from 

people who have experienced hostility in the workplace made sense from this perspective.  



 68 

Third, during the instrument pilot study, it was discovered that the way the survey was set 

up was redundant.  If, for example, a participant said he/she had not experienced a behavior, 

he/she still encountered subsequent questions about how he/she felt about the behavior.  Because 

it was not possible to know ahead of time which behaviors an individual had experienced, it was 

not possible to tailor a paper copy of the survey to each individual.  This was not the case with an 

online survey.  With an online survey, conditional branching could be used.  In other words, if a 

person said he/she had not experienced a certain behavior then he/she would not be presented 

any more questions about that behavior.  With an online survey, it was possible to tailor the 

survey to the specific respondent’s answers.  This decreased the amount of redundancy 

experienced by participants. 

Finally, there is a precedent within the field to use an open call on the Internet to solicit 

participants.  Dr.s Namies, from The Workplace Bullying & Trauma Institute, have used this 

method in their research numerous times (Namie & Namie, 2003; Namie, 2001; Namie, 2003; 

Namie, 1998).  The research conducted by them is well-respected both within the academic and 

non-academic circles, and has been presented at a NIOSH/APA conference (1999). 

After the data from the main study were collected, they were examined to determine the 

make-up of the sample.  Of the 393 participants selected for inclusion in this study (i.e., those not 

eliminated due to incomplete and/or inconsistent data), exactly 30% (or 118) were men and 70% 

(or 275) women.  The discrepancy between the number of women and men respondent is 

interesting due to the fact that the survey was open to anyone was not designed to specifically 

attract females.  The fact that there was such a marked difference between the number of women 

and men who responded lends validity to the idea that gender differences in the workplace 

experiences should be explored.  Without further exploration, it is not possible to say if there 

were more women than men because women are more likely to fill out online surveys; search 

online for items related to workplace hostility; or experience workplace hostility.  The difference 

between the women and men who chose to respond will be explored later, but it is important to 

note that it is not possible to examine the people who chose not answer the survey or the people 

who never even saw the survey.  

The sample was composed of a relatively experienced group of working individuals, with 

almost 30% of the sample (N = 114) reported being in the workforce for more than 20 years.  

Only slightly less than 2% (N = 7) reported being in the workforce for less than 1 year.  There 
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was one participant who reported never having had a job so he/she was excluded from all of the 

analyses.  When participants were asked to report their tenure in their current job, the amount of 

experience decreased greatly, with almost 50% (N = 187) of the participants reporting being in 

their current position for 1 to 5 years. An interesting issue is if the shorter tenure in their current 

positions was related to workplace hostility factors in prior jobs. 

Participants were also asked to indicate the job category into which they best fit, selecting 

the best option from a list of 32 standard job categories.  The responses were extremely varied, 

with only 7 categories having 25 or more respondents.  In order of frequency, the most 

commonly selected categories were; education/training, other, government/military, technology, 

clerical/administrative, human resources, and healthcare.  In terms of job category, the sample 

was diverse, including people from almost every possible job category. The variety of positions 

represented in this sample suggests that workplace hostility is not related to any specific type of 

work. Rather, it did or can occur in most situations. 

When asked if they felt mistreated at their current and/or previous jobs, many participants 

indicated that they had been mistreated.  One hundred and forty, or 36%, of all of the 

respondents indicated that they felt they had been mistreated in their current job.  Of those 140 

respondents, 56, or 40%, indicated that they felt they had also been mistreated at previous jobs.  

Looking at the entire sample, more than 50%, or 198 participants, indicated that they had been 

mistreated at a previous job. 

Interestingly, when asked if they had ever experienced workplace hostility (i.e., “Have 

you been subject to hostile behaviors at work?” 309 of the 393 participants responded 

affirmatively. However, when looking only at those who reported experiencing hostile behaviors 

at work, 34 (11% of those who reported experiencing hostility) reported that they had not been 

mistreated at a previous or current job.  This discrepancy is unexpected and merits attention in a 

later study.  It is possible that some people feel hostile behavior is such a normal part of their 

work day that they no longer consider it mistreatment.  It is also possible some people do not 

view hostile behaviors and mistreatment as comparable experiences.   

When the discrepancy is looked at from the other direction, examining those who 

indicated that they had not experienced hostile behaviors at work, only one person reported being 

mistreated at his current and previous jobs.  However, 17 (20% of those who reported not 

experiencing hostility) participants indicated that they had been mistreated at a previous job.  
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This discrepancy is also intriguing but perhaps may be due to the fact that the participants were 

thinking about their current job when they started the survey.  The survey did not indicate that 

participants should only consider their current position when answering the questions, but it may 

have occurred due to the fact that their current job is the first thing that comes to mind.  This 

explanation is supported by the availability heuristic which states that people will overestimate 

or overvalue events that are easily recalled, or “available.”  Accordingly, a person’s thoughts 

about his current job would be more easily recalled than thoughts about previous positions 

(Tversky & Kahneman, 1973). 

Also, it is worth noting that despite a relatively large number of respondents indicating 

that they had been mistreated at work, the current sample reported, for the most part, enjoying 

their job.  266, or 68%, of the respondents said “Yes” when asked if they liked their current job. 

The disconnect between mistreatment and how people feel about their jobs will be further 

explored later in the discussion.  

The first step in the analysis process was to examine if the WH construct could be 

divided into coherent subsets of items.  It was believed that dividing WH into subscales would 

help to better understand the experience associated with WH.  An exploratory factor analysis was 

run and three subscales were identified.  All of the subscales were found to be reliable and the 

validity of each one is supported by the overall validity of the WHI.   

It is important to note that the subscales were created using only the participants who 

responded affirmatively to the question about whether they had been subject to hostile behaviors 

or not.  That is to say, there were 309 participants included in the initial subscale analyses.  

Additionally, the subscales were created by examining the participant’s responses to the level of 

upset they experience as a result of each hostile behavior.  Thus, there had to be a decipherable 

pattern of responses related to the level of upset for a scale to emerge. 

The first subscale, interference with work, included a variety of behaviors ranging from 

active betrayal (i.e., lying) to more passive actions (i.e., did not defend you when others spoke 

poorly of you).  Some of the acts included in the interference subscale could result in public 

embarrassment such as, spread rumors about you or unnecessarily transmitted damaging 

information about you to higher levels in the organization.  On the other hand, some of the acts 

included in the interference with work subscale could, without a previous pattern of behavior, be 

brushed off as accidental, such as showed favoritism to other employees, or refused your 
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requests for assistance.  However, when looked at together, as a subscale, the individual acts all 

encompass behaviors that were perceived to substantially reduced the abilities of individuals to 

effective perform or be seen as performing their jobs. Thus, endangering a person’s continued 

employment. This outcome can be potentially tied to the prior finding of short job tenure for 

many of the participants. 

The second subscale, exclusion, was more targeted than the first subscale, including 

slightly fewer hostile behaviors.  Of the behaviors that were included, there were two types of 

behaviors, ostracism and belittling, both of which resulted in exclusion.  For example, ostracism 

was behaviors including being prevented from expressing themselves, contributions being 

ignored, and being reprimanded in front of others.  On the other hand, the belittling behaviors 

included the belittling of the person or the person’s ideas, being subjected to negative comments 

about the person’s intelligence or competence, and being talked down to.  When looked at 

together, all of the acts included in the exclusion scale had the same goal of exclusion, either by 

purposely failing to include them or by belittling to the point that they would neither seek to be 

included nor would others include them in normal work or social activities. This social isolation 

would be likely to also result in perceptions of lower job performance. 

The third subscale, denigration, included the fewest number of items, 5.  However, all 

five were clearly denigrating behaviors.  The subscale included items such as ridicule, 

derogatory name calling, laughed in your face, and swore at you.  When looked at together, the 5 

behaviors definitely had the common goal of denigration. The most likely result would be a 

lowering of self concept and self-efficacy. Again, the potential connection to job performance is 

unavoidable and has already been addressed in previous studies. 

It is interesting to note that the three factors discovered in this study do not map on to the 

scales used to develop the WHI.  In other words, since the WHI was created using separate and 

established scales, it would be expected that the factor analysis would create subscales that 

closely align with the original scales.  However, that was not the case. Instead, the factor analysis 

identified three subscales that had not been identified in the literature.  These subscales represent 

a significant new finding in the field and represent one of the first times that a scale examining 

hostile workplace behaviors has been broken out into subscales.  

Research has established a link between positive self-concept and job performance 

(Judge, Frez, & Bono, 1998).  More specifically, in a meta-analysis, Judge, Frez, and Bono 
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(1998) found that the four specific traits of positive self-concept, self-esteem, generalized self-

efficacy, locus of control, and (low) neuroticism or emotional stability, were all linked to job 

performance.  Using motivation theory, they argued that employees with a positive self-concept 

were more motivated to perform their jobs. It is also argued that, in some jobs, positive self-

concept may be an ability factor.  Likewise, the link between social isolation (or a lack of social 

isolation) and reduced job performance has also been previously established (Shanock & 

Eisenberger, 2006; Osca, Urien, Gonzalez-Camino, Martinez-Perez, & Martinez-Perez, 2005).  

Accordingly, social support, the opposite of social isolation, was found to be an important 

component positively related to in-role and extra-role performance (Shanock & Eisenberger, 

2006), job involvement, and job satisfaction (Osca et al., 2005).   Thus, the higher the amounts of 

social support, the more satisfied and more productive employees tend to be. 

Thus, there are previously established links between the negative treatment included in 

the three WH scales and decreased job performance is clear.  When exploring this phenomenon, 

it is important to also look at the relationship between the three scales.  It was hypothesized that 

the three subscales would be related, and that was the case.  The correlations between the 

subscales ranged from .54 to .60. When the three scales are thought of as catalysts leading to 

decreased job performance, it is not surprising that the three scales are related.  That is to say, the 

behaviors included in the WHI encompassed negative behaviors that either directly reduced a 

person’s ability to maintain continued employment, as is the case with the interference with work 

behaviors, or indirectly threaten job performance by removing or reducing components 

previously found to be related to job performance.  Therefore, although the three scales refer to 

separate issues, there is a large amount of overlap in the outcome of the issues, with all three 

leading to a decreased likelihood of positive job performance. 

Additionally, due to the fact that the all three scales were creating using a participant’s 

level of upset and the fact that the all of the behaviors being examined dealt with hostile 

behaviors, it is not surprising that the scales would be related.  The three concepts represented in 

the three subscales, interference with work, exclusion, and denigration, are closely related and 

where one occurs, it is quite likely that the other occurs. 

The subscales were created to be used to assess the main hypotheses of the study.  As 

such, they were used in all of the subsequent analyses. After creating the subscales, Hypothesis 1 

addressed if the subscales could be used to predict the occurrence of WH.  Hypothesis 1 was 
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partly supported in that it was found that both interference with work and exclusion were 

positively related to the occurrence of WH.  In other words, the more upset a person was at the 

work interference, the more likely he/she was to say that he/she had been a victim of WH.  Also 

true, but to a lesser extent, the more a upset a person was with behaviors related to exclusion, the 

more likely he/she was to report experiencing hostility.  In both cases, the opposite is also true, 

thus the lower the upset associated with interference and exclusion, the less likely the person is 

to report having experienced WH.  The significant combination of the interference and exclusion 

explained slightly more than 40% of the variance in the responses to whether a person reported 

experiencing hostility in the workplace.  Although this means that they are other factors at work 

besides interference and exclusion, knowing whether a person has experienced either behavior 

would allow for a more accurate prediction of whether he/she feels he/she has been the victim of 

WH.   

Denigration did not significantly contribute to the overall prediction of whether a person 

experienced WH or not.  However, denigration had a significant zero order correlation with 

experienced WH. Clearly, the overlapping nature of the three subscales suggests the fact that 

denigration pays a slightly lesser role in perception of WH than interference and exclusion. 

There are many possible reasons why this is the case.  It is possible that people who are prone to 

behaving in a denigrating manner do so to everyone thereby leading people to not internalize the 

other person’s actions (i.e., he/she did not treat just me poorly, he/she treats everyone that way). 

The next hypothesis (Hypothesis 2) examined the possibility of a power differential 

existing between the target and the perpetrator.  More specifically, the power differential was 

explored in relation to level of upset felt by the target (Hypothesis 2A), the level of like/dislike 

for the target’s current position (Hypothesis 2B), and the target’s expressed desire to leave his 

current organization (Hypothesis 2B).   

Hypothesis 2A was examined by looking at the level of the perpetrator as reported by the 

participant (i.e., the target of the behavior).  A power differential was found such that higher 

denigration upset scores and higher interference upset scores were more likely to occur if the 

perpetrator(s) was someone who had power over the target.  In other words, the average amount 

of distress with regards to denigration and interference experienced by a person who was abused 

by a supervisor was greater than the average amount of distress experienced by a person who 

was abused by coworker.  Thus, Hypothesis 2A was supported. 
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Hypothesis 2B was examined by conducting four separate tests, the first two of which 

looked at the level of the perpetrator as reported by the participant and the participant’s 

expressed intent to stay in his current position.  It was found that the perpetrator’s level 

(supervisory or non-supervisory) affected the participant’s desire to leave or remain in the 

current organization.  If a participant experienced WH at the hands of a supervisor he/she was 

more likely to express a desire to leave or indicate that he/she had at least tentative plans to 

leave.  This issue will be more fully explored later.  This analysis indicated that the interference 

with work behaviors were related to the desire to leave an organization such that the higher the 

level of upset associated with the interference behaviors, the more likely the participant was to 

express a desire to leave the organization. 

The second two tests examined a participant’s like/dislike for his current position.  

Results from these two test indicated that people who experienced WH at the hands of a 

supervisor were more likely to express a dislike for their current position.  It was also found that 

the type of hostility a participant was exposed to affected whether he/she reported liking or 

disliking his position.  Again, participants who experienced interference behaviors were more 

likely to indicate that they disliked their job. 

The two sets of analyses support Hypothesis 2B. The initial test indicate that there was a 

difference in what the participant expressed about his job based off of who treated him/her 

poorly.  The secondary tests began to explore what type of behavior was most likely to predict 

the negative feelings expressed.  The finding that WH at the hands of a supervisor is more 

damaging than WH at the hands of a coworker is something of which every supervisor should be 

aware. Additionally, the fact that the interference with work behaviors is the only significant 

predictors of a target’s feeling about his current position is an important finding.  Finding the 

behaviors that are most likely to lead to dissatisfaction and/or a desire to leave the organization is 

the first step in determining how to discourage dissatisfaction and high turnover.  Due to the fact 

that the WH scales are correlated and therefore explain a lot the same things, it is hard to say 

exactly what minimizing one of the scales will do to the ratings of the remaining scales.  That is 

to say, if the amount of interference with work an individual receives is minimized, that does not 

mean that overall ratings of WH from that person will decrease.  Because the scales share a large 

amount of variance, minimizing one of the scales gives the remaining scales a chance to account 

for some of the now free variance.  That is to say, some of the negative feelings that were 
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attributed to interference with work may transfer to denigration or exclusion as opposed to going 

away.   

Therefore, it would appear that efforts should be made to first ensure that the treatment at 

the hands of a supervisor is minimized and then efforts should be made to ensure that all of the 

WH behaviors are minimized.  Unfortunately, there is no quick fix to the problem of WH and 

minimizing the most “important” (i.e. statistically speaking) type of WH behaviors does not 

ensure that the other types will remain less “important.”     

Hypothesis 3 received partial support.  First, the idea that men and women would 

instigate different behaviors was explored.  The results of this analysis indicated that men and 

women did instigate different behaviors.   More specifically, women were found to have had 

more of an effect than men when they engaged in denigration and exclusion.  That is to say, the 

difference in the amount of upset experienced by a target at the hands of women was 

significantly greater than the amount of upset experienced by target at the hands of a male.  This 

finding supports previous findings (Namie, 2003) that indicate that men and women often chose 

different behaviors when bullying.  For example, Namie (2003) found that women perpetrators 

were more likely than men to use the silent treatment.  On the other hand, it was found that men 

were more likely to scream in public, intentionally sabotage another’s contribution, withhold 

resources and blame the target, and use name calling.  These behaviors do not clearly fit into 

only one WH scale.  However, looked at together they would appear to be a mix of denigration 

and interference with work.   

It is interesting to note that while Namie (2003) found differences between the genders, 

they were not always the same differences as the current study found.  For example, Namie 

(2003) found that women were more likely to use the silent treatment, an individual item that 

goes into the interference with work subscale.  The interference with work subscale is the one 

subscale that women were not more likely than men to use.  However, the difference in the 

current findings and previous finding can be attributed in part to the different analysis tactics.  

Namely, the current study created subscales and analyzed them while the previous study treated 

as individual items.  The fact that the results in two different analyses do not perfectly match is 

not cause for concern but does merit closer examination in subsequent studies. 

The idea that this gender difference would be magnified when the perpetrator was a 

supervisor (as opposed to a coworker) was not supported.   There was not a significant 
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interaction between the gender and the level of the perpetrator.  In other words, women 

supervisors and women coworkers were not found to upset their target’s any more or less than 

their male counterparts. 

Additionally, while there is not a plethora of research on gender differences in hostile 

workplace behaviors, there is some research pertaining to gender differences in support seeking 

behavior (Reevy & Maslach, 2001).  According to this research, femininity is associated with 

seeking (and receiving) emotional support, and more specifically, receiving support from 

women.   For all intents and purposes, denigration is the opposite of support and exclusion is 

opposite of receiving support.  Based off of the gender differences between support seeking and 

receiving behaviors, it is not all that surprising to find WH differences in women and men.  It is 

interesting to note that, if looked at together, the previous research and the current research 

indicate that women are more likely to give and to take away support.   

The final hypothesis, Hypothesis 4, was supported.  This hypothesis stated that WH 

hostility would be more upsetting if it occurred at the hands of a group of people than if it 

occurred a the hands of an individual perpetrator.  The results of the analyses related to this 

hypothesis indicated that denigration and exclusion that occurred as the result of the actions of a 

group of perpetrators was more upsetting than when it occurred as the result of a single 

perpetrator.  However, interference with work was more upsetting when it occurred due to one 

person than when it occurred due to a group of people.  In other words, when a group decides to 

treat another person poorly by verbally denigrating him/her and purposively excluding him, this 

will be seen as more upsetting than if only one person decided to treat a person the same way.  

The opposite was true for interference with work which was found to be more upsetting when it 

occurred due to the actions of one person. This issue merits closer examination in future studies.  

Currently, there is not a lot of research pertaining to the difference between experiencing 

negative workplace behaviors at the hands of a group of individuals as opposed to at the hands of 

a group.  The fact that a difference is noted here indicates that it is a potentially important area 

that should be further investigated. 

The final analysis run was a preliminary test of a model of WH using hierarchical 

regression.  This analysis indicated, as was expected, that initially the WH scales were 

significant predictors of an individual’s job satisfaction level.  However, it is interesting to note 

that the addition of the feelings about supervisors and coworkers completely removed this 
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significant effect, indicating that the experience of WH only contributes a minor amount of 

understanding to a person’s level of job satisfaction.  In other words, adding feelings about 

others completely altered the relationship between job satisfaction and the experience of WH.   

This is finding is important because it indicates that feelings about other people in the 

workplace have an effect on an individual’s satisfaction.  In fact, according to this model, 

feelings about others are the core factors in predicting job satisfaction.  What this model cannot 

measure and therefore merits closer examination is the relationship between one’s feelings about 

others and his experience of WH.  With this current data, it is not possible to assess if 

participants who are indicating that they have negative feelings about others have those feelings 

due to being mistreated or if they are mistreated due to these negative feelings they posses.  In 

other words, it is possible that individuals who report having negative feelings about others 

display those negative feelings in the workplace eliciting poor treatment in response.  However, 

it is also possible that the negative feelings are developed as a result of mistreatment (perceived 

or real) at the hands of others.  We know how people treat you is related to how you treat them.  

What we do not know is what the cause is and what the effect in the relationship.  This issue of 

cause and effect between hostility and feelings about others is important and should be explored 

in future studies. 

Also, as has been discussed previously, the current model reinforces the idea that the WH 

scales are not only related to each other but also related to other job related variables.  More 

specifically, the model clearly demonstrates the overlap between WH and feelings about others 

(and to some degree job clarity).  Much of the variance that had originally been allocated to the 

interference with work scale was reallocated to feelings about supervisors, and to a lesser extent 

feelings about coworkers, when they were entered into the equation.  This means that there is a 

large amount of overlap between WH and feelings about supervisors, with the two concepts 

measuring at least some of the same things.  By delving into the cause and effect relationship 

discussed above, it will become easier to decipher between the feelings measures and WH 

measures.  That is to say, determining the cause and effect relationship will enable one to 

differentiate between what relates only to the feelings about supervisors and what relates only to 

the experience of WH. 

The current study supports and extends many previous findings in the field of workplace 

mistreatment.  For example, Neuman and Keashly (2004) found that employees who experienced 
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persistent workplace aggression were more bothered by the general work environment, had 

lower levels of job satisfaction and organizational satisfaction, and higher intent to leave the 

organization when compared to employees who had experienced no aggression or far less 

frequent aggression.  This also relates to the findings of the current study.  However, like the 

current study Neuman and Keashly (2004) did not explore the cause and effect relationship 

between the work environment and a variety of outcome variables.  The direction of causality 

was assumed.  The current study highlights the need to explore this further as it is possible that 

the people are experiencing hostility due to the negative work environment they have created for 

themselves (and others) as opposed to the other way around. 

On the other hand, Duffy, Ganster, and Pagon (2003) and Neuman and Keashly (2004), 

found that social undermining and aggression had a more pronounced negative effect when they 

occurred at the hands of a supervisor than when it occurred at the hands of a coworker. The 

current study supported this finding.  WH was found to have been more upsetting when it 

occurred at the hands of supervisor than when it occurred at the hands of subordinate or 

coworker.  However, this finding does not mean that WH is not upsetting when it occurs at the 

hands of a coworker or subordinate, only that it was found to be more upsetting when it occurred 

at the hands a supervisor. 

Finally, research into power a differential between the target and the perpetrator (Duffy, 

Ganster, & Pagon, 2003; Donovan, Drasgow, & Numson, 1998) indicated that poor treatment by 

a supervisor can be very damaging, negatively affecting many different personal and 

organizational variables.  This finding was supported.  However, it was also found that there was 

a relationship between an individual’s feeling about his supervisor and his upset with WH.  This 

is a significant extension on the existing beliefs.  It indicates that treatment by a supervisor may 

be even more important than was previously believed.  It also implies that feelings about 

management may be at the root of many judgments made in regard to the workplace.  Thus, the 

key to reducing hostility in the workplace may be in the determining how to mitigate feelings 

about others in the workplace.   

Practical Implications 
There are numerous practical implications to the current study.  The first and most 

obvious is the potential to use the scale and the subscales to further explore the role that 
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managers/supervisors play in their employee’s satisfaction with work.  There is still work that 

needs to be done in regard to link between feelings about supervisors and job satisfaction but the 

potential ramifications of the findings can be applied to numerous workplace settings.  If, for 

example, future research indicates that feelings about a supervisor causes an individual to feel as 

though he/she is working in a hostile workplace, then there can be training to help supervisors 

avoid “creating” a hostile workplace.  On the other hand, if a hostile workplace leads to bad 

feelings about a supervisor, this scale can be used to determine if there is hostility in the 

workplace thereby allowing a supervisor to take corrective actions before the issue spreads and 

causes more damage. 

Second, the identification of the interference subscale as the subscale that accounts for 

the most variance in the upset scores implies that people are particularly upset by other’s taking 

actions that impeded their behaviors in the workplace.  Knowing this allows 

managers/supervisors to take preventative steps to ensure that people’s day-to-day progress is not 

impeded.  This could presumably be accomplished many different ways, but perhaps the easiest 

would be one-to-one attention from the manager to the subordinate.  (That is of course, if the 

supervisor is not the one doing the impeding.) 

Finally, the practical implications of having a global scale that can be easily administered 

and measures whether the work environment is hostile or not is invaluable.  The WHI removes 

the “gray” area in defining a hostile workplace and, if administered to an entire company, could 

be used to objectively assess whether a specific workplace is hostile or not.  The determination 

of hostile versus not hostile workplaces could potentially be used by either company’s or their 

employees in legal cases involving alleged hostile work environments.   

Study Limitations 
As with every study, there were some limitations with the current study.  These 

limitations do not invalidate the results but are important to mention and address in subsequent 

studies. 

First of all, the data collection method is a potential limitation.  It is not known exactly 

what differences exist between a person who would seek out a website about WH as opposed to 

someone to sits back and passively experiences it.  Likewise, it is not known if the gender gap in 

the respondents is due to an actual gender difference in the experience of WH or if it can be 
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attributed to some other factor.  In subsequent studies, the difference between the current sample 

and other samples collected in a workplace setting should be compared. 

Second, the results of this study are preliminary.  The measurement instrument was 

developed and tested in the same sample.  Subsequent studies should be conducted to ensure that 

the measurement instrument structure and reliability can be replicated. 

Third, the current study took into account the perceptions of the target about the 

perpetrators intent but did not actually measure the perpetrator’s intent.  Therefore, targets may 

have been the victims of unintentional hostility that was perceived as intentional hostility.  

Although it would be difficult, it would be beneficial to conduct a 360 degree assessment where 

the target’s perceptions of intent are measured and compared to the perpetrator’s expressed intent 

and the intent perceived by others in the workplace.  A 360 approach would highlight 

discrepancies, if there are any, between what is perceived and what is intended.  It is possible 

that they are not the same thing.   

If a 360 degree approach is used, inclusion of attribution theory (Weiner 1974; 1986) 

would be appropriate.  Attribution theory examines how individual interpret events and how this 

interpretation has an effect on their thinking and behavior.  Thus, a person seeking to understand 

why the perpetrator mistreated them may make certain attributions.  According to Heider (1958) 

the target is likely to make one of two attributions: An internal attribution (i.e., the perpetrator is 

behaving a certain way due to an internal trait, such as attitude, character or personality) or an 

external attribution (i.e., the perpetrator is behaving a certain way due to the situation or some 

other circumstance).  The attribution a target makes would be particularly valuable to know 

considering the relationship discovered between feelings about others and the experience of WH.  

Inclusion of the attribution theory in future studies will most certainly help clarify and 

understand this relationship. 

Finally, the model needs to be explored further.  More specifically, the model needs to be 

fit to additional samples to ensure that it is reliable.  Additionally, the cause and effect 

relationship between WH and feelings about others needs to be measured in subsequent studies.  

This relationship appears to be at the root of an individual’s job satisfaction but cannot 

adequately be assessed with the current sample. 

The results of the current study are important and represent a significant advancement in 

the field of negative workplace behaviors.  This is true for several reasons.  First, the current 
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study replicated many previous findings, lending overall validity to the field.  This is especially 

noteworthy considering the non-traditional method of data collection.  The fact that many of the 

same issues are present in a self-selected sample as are present in a “normal” workplace sample 

indicates that, at least for studies of negative workplace behaviors, looking at a self-selected 

sample yields important and relevant results. 

Second, the current study discovered a previously overlooked link between feelings about 

the workplace and the experience of WH.  Further research into this finding will indicate how 

important this relationship actually is, but have the empirical evidence showing that the causality 

between the variables needs to be examined is a large step in the right direction.   

Finally, the development of the WHI represents a collaboration of ideas from many 

respected constructs that had previously been treated as separate constructs (Neuman & Keashly, 

2004; Tepper, 2000; Bennett & Robinson; 1995; 2000; Duffy, Ganster & Pagon  2003; Cortina, 

Magley, Williams, & Langhout; 2001; Donovan, Drasgoa, & Munson 1998; Ruehlman & 

Karoly; 1991). As was discussed previously, a narrow focus on empirical research within the 

field has lead to a surplus of broadly defined concepts that cover numerous negative workplace 

behaviors.  These concepts, which are often nominally similar, tend to differ slightly.  The WHI 

is an inclusive scale, representing concepts from numerous negative workplace behaviors thereby 

creating a global term that includes many of the previous unique and narrowly defined terms.  

Previously there was an overlap in ideas but not an overlap in terminology.  Now, with the WHI, 

there is a comprehensive and global measure that encompasses the overlap in ideas in previous 

research. 
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Appendix B - WHI Items 
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The perpetrators…

doubted your judgment on a matter over which you have responsibility Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001

excluded you from professional camraderie Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001

belittled you or your ideas Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002

delayed work to make you look bad or slow you down Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002

did not defend you when people spoke poorly of you Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002

talked down to you Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002

consistently showed up late to meetings you hosted Neuman & Baron, 2005

unnecessarily transmitted damaging information to higher levels in the organization Neuman & Baron, 2005

excluded you from work-related social gatherings Neuman & Keashly, 2004

stormed out of a public work area when you entered Neuman & Keashly, 2004

swore at you in a hostile manner Neuman & Keashly, 2004

gave you the "silent treatment" Neuman & Keashly, 2004

defaced, damaged, or stole your personal property Neuman & Keashly, 2004

subjected you to obscene or inappropriate gestures Neuman & Keashly, 2004

refused your requests for assistance Neuman & Keashly, 2004

yelled or shouted at you
Neuman & Keashly, 2004

Donovan, Drasgoa, & Munson, 1998

subjected you to negative comments about your intelligence or competence Neuman & Keashly, 2004

ignored your contributions or suggestions
Neuman & Keashly, 2004

Donovan, Drasgoa, & Munson, 1998

interfered with your work activities Neuman & Keashly, 2004

lied to you
Neuman & Keashly, 2004

Donovan, Drasgoa, & Munson, 1998

subjected you to derogatory name calling Neuman & Keashly, 2004

blamed you for other peoples' mistakes Neuman & Keashly, 2004

spread rumors or gossiped about you Neuman & Keashly, 2004

attempted to turn other employees against you Neuman & Keashly, 2004

subjected you to excessively harsh criticism about your work Neuman & Keashly, 2004

took credit for your work or ideas Neuman & Keashly, 2004

reprimanded you in front of others Neuman & Keashly, 2004

prevented you from expressing yourself Neuman & Keashly, 2004

sabotaged equipment you needed to do your job Bennett & Robinson, 1995

intentionally made errors that affected your job Bennett & Robinson, 1996

showed favoritism to other employees Bennett & Robinson, 1997

deliberately invaded your privacy Ruehlman & Karoly, 1991

laughed in your face Ruehlman & Karoly, 1991

took advantage of you Ruehlman & Karoly, 1991

ridiculed you Tepper, 2000

put you down in front of others
Tepper, 2000

Donovan, Drasgoa, & Munson, 1998

deliberately invaded your privacy Tepper, 2000

broke promises he/she/they made to you Tepper, 2000

prevented you from interacting with your (other) coworkers Tepper, 2000

undermined your effort to be successful on the job Tepper, 2000
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Appendix C - Letter Soliciting Participation 

Dear ___________, 

 

The Crisis Center has been asked to assist a graduate student at K-State who is 

conducting a study of people’s perceptions of behaviors in the workplace. The study involves a 

short survey that asks your perceptions of certain behaviors.  The survey is not measuring what 

has or is happening in our organization.  It is only concerned with your thoughts and feelings 

about behaviors that occur in the workplace. 

    

As someone with work experience, your opinions are extremely valuable and would be 

very helpful in understanding the nature of workplace behaviors.  As such, I’m asking that you 

take 5 – 10 minutes to complete the included short survey, consisting of six pages.  The first four 

pages ask for your thoughts about a series of workplace behaviors, and the final two ask for basic 

demographic data. The demographic questions you are being asked to answer are important for 

making group comparisons.  Your responses to these questions will only be analyzed as part of 

group data. 

 

Although your participation would be greatly appreciate, it is completely voluntary.  

However, should you choose to participate, you are guaranteed complete anonymity of your 

responses.  Nowhere on the questionnaire itself are you asked to provide any information that 

could be used to identify you.   

 

If you have any questions, comments, or concerns, please do not hesitate to call (703 627-

9139)/email (mpease@ksu.edu) Mrs. Meridith Pease or to call (785 532-5712)/email 

(downey@ksu.edu) Dr. Ronald G. Downey.   

 

Thank you in advance for your time and consideration. 
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Appendix D - Norms Survey 
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1

Yes

2

No

3

Not Sure

1

Yes

2

No

3

Not Sure

excluded you from work-related social gatherings 1 2 3 1 2 3

stormed out of a public work area when you entered 1 2 3 1 2 3

swore at you in a hostile manner 1 2 3 1 2 3

gave you the "silent treatment" 1 2 3 1 2 3

defaced, damaged, or stole your personal property 1 2 3 1 2 3

subjected you to obscene or inappropriate gestures 1 2 3 1 2 3

refused your requests for assistance 1 2 3 1 2 3

yelled or shouted at you 1 2 3 1 2 3

subjected you to negative comments about your intelligence or 

competence
1 2 3 1 2 3

ignored your contributions 1 2 3 1 2 3

interfered with your work activities 1 2 3 1 2 3

lied to you 1 2 3 1 2 3

subjected you to derogatory name calling 1 2 3 1 2 3

blamed you for other peoples' mistakes 1 2 3 1 2 3

spread rumors or gossiped about you 1 2 3 1 2 3

attempted to turn other employees against you 1 2 3 1 2 3

subjected you to excessively harsh criticism about your work 1 2 3 1 2 3

took credit for your work or ideas 1 2 3 1 2 3

reprimanded you in front of others 1 2 3 1 2 3

ridiculed you 1 2 3 1 2 3

put you down" in front of others 1 2 3 1 2 3

deliberately invaded your privacy 1 2 3 1 2 3

broke promises he/she/they made to you 1 2 3 1 2 3

prevented you from interacting with your (other) coworkers 1 2 3 1 2 3

sabotaged equipment you needed to do your job 1 2 3 1 2 3

intentionally made errors that affected your job 1 2 3 1 2 3

showed favoritism to other employees 1 2 3 1 2 3

Do you think the 

behavior violates 

SOCIAL norm s of 

behavior?

Do you think the 

behavior violates 

ORGANIZATIONAL 

norm s of behavior?

A person or group of people…

Answer the following two questions  for each of the behaviors by circling the appropriate numbers.    

When answering the  questions , think about general organizational (i.e., workplace) and social (i.e., public/community) norms 

of behavior.
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doubted your judgment on a matter over which you have responsibility 1 2 3 1 2 3

deliberately invaded your privacy 1 2 3 1 2 3

belittled you or your ideas 1 2 3 1 2 3

delayed work to make you look bad or slow you down 1 2 3 1 2 3

did not defend you when people spoke poorly of you 1 2 3 1 2 3

talked down to you 1 2 3 1 2 3

consistently showed up late to meetings you hosted 1 2 3 1 2 3

took advantage of you 1 2 3 1 2 3

prevented you from expressing yourself 1 2 3 1 2 3

laughed in your face 1 2 3 1 2 3

excluded you from professional camraderie 1 2 3 1 2 3

held or attended meetings about your work without your presence 1 2 3 1 2 3

unnecessarily transmitted damaging information to higher levels in the 

organization 
1 2 3 1 2 3

 
 



 100 

Appendix E - Instrument & Main Survey 

Yes No

Who subjected you to the hostile behaviors?

One 

person

A group of 

people

Subordinate Coworker Supervisor

Male Female

Circle as many as appropriate

Subordinate Coworker Supervisor

Male Female

Was there an identifiable leader of the group?

Yes No

Which of the following was the leader?

Male Female

Subordinate Coworker Supervisor

Have you been subject to hostile behaviors at work?

Other ________________

Other ________________

Other ________________

Only answer the following if you HAVE been subjected to hostile behavior by a group 

of people (i.e., you answered "Yes" to the first question).

If a group of people subjected you to hostile behavior, which of the following was the group of people?

If one person subjected you to hostile behavior, which of the following was the person?
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1

Yes

2

No

3

NA

1

Not at 

all

2

A little

3

Some-

what

4

A lot

5

Very

1

Yes

2

No

3

Not Sure

The perpetrators…

excluded you from work-related social 

gatherings
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

stormed out of a public work area when 

you entered
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

swore at you in a hostile manner 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

gave you the "silent treatment" 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

defaced, damaged, or stole your personal 

property
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

subjected you to obscene or inappropriate 

gestures
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

refused your requests for assistance 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

yelled or shouted at you 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

subjected you to negative comments 

about your intelligence or competence
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

ignored your contributions 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

interfered with your work activities 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

lied to you 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

subjected you to derogatory name calling 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

blamed you for other peoples' mistakes 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

spread rumors or gossiped about you 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

attempted to turn other employees 

against you
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

subjected you to excessively harsh 

criticism about your work
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

took credit for your work or ideas 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

reprimanded you in front of others 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

ridiculed you 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

put you down" in front of others 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

deliberately invaded your privacy 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

broke promises he/she/they made to you 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

prevented you from interacting with your 

(other) coworkers
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

sabotaged equipment you needed to do 

your job
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

intentionally made errors that affected 

your job
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

showed favoritism to other employees 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

Answer the following three questions for each of the behaviors by circling the answer for each question.  

If you answer "No" [2] or "NA" [3] for the first question (i.e., the question in the gray box), you do NOT have to answer the remaining 

two questions.  If you answer "Yes" [1], please answer all of the questions for that behavior. 

How upset were you when the event 

occurred?

Have the following behaviors 

occurred to you at the hands of 

the previously identified 

perpetrator(s)?

Do you think the intent of the 

behavior was to harm you?
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doubted your judgment on a matter over 

which you have responsibility
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

deliberately invaded your privacy 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

belittled you or your ideas 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

delayed work to make you look bad or 

slow you down
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

did not defend you when people spoke 

poorly of you
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

talked down to you 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

consistently showed up late to meetings 

you hosted
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

took advantage of you 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

prevented you from expressing yourself 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

laughed in your face 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

excluded you from professional 

camraderie
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

held or attended meetings about your 

work without your presence
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

unnecessarily transmitted damaging 

information to higher levels in the 

organization

1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
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People in my work group generally stick together.

1

Never

2

Rarely

3

Some of the time

4

Often

5

All of the time

People in my work group are expected to behave in a similar way

1

Never

2

Rarely

3

Some of the time

4

Often

5

All of the time

When people in my work group act as they are expect to do, they are rewarded

1

Never

2

Rarely

3

Some of the time

4

Often

5

All of the time

I want to feel accepted by members of my work group 

1

Never

2

Rarely

3

Some of the time

4

Often

5

All of the time

Not following the rules is punished in my work group 

1

Never

2

Rarely

3

Some of the time

4

Often

5

All of the time

New employees are expected to conform to the work groups’ norms 

1

Never

2

Rarely

3

Some of the time

4

Often

5

All of the time

Are you unsure about what people expect of you? 

1

Never

2

Rarely

3

Some of the time

4

Often

5

All of the time

Are you confused about exactly what you are supposed to do? 

1

Never

2

Rarely

3

Some of the time

4

Often

5

All of the time

Do clear, planned goals and objectives exist for your job? 

1

Never

2

Rarely

3

Some of the time

4

Often

5

All of the time

Are you clear about what needs to be done on your job?

1

Never

2

Rarely

3

Some of the time

4

Often

5

All of the time

Do you know exactly what is expected of you? 

1

Never

2

Rarely

3

Some of the time

4

Often

5

All of the time

Do you feel certain about how much or how little authority you have?

1

Never

2

Rarely

3

Some of the time

4

Often

5

All of the time

Please take a few minutes to provide some background information about your job.  

Remember, this information will in no way be used to identify you personally.  

This data will be used for making statistical comparisons only.  For each of the 

questions below, circle your chosen response.

Think about your current job as you answer the following questions:
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My supervisor is concerned about me

1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Disagree 

Nor Agree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

My supervisor pays attention to me

1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Disagree 

Nor Agree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

I have a hostile supervisor

1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Disagree 

Nor Agree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

I have a helpful supervisor

1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Disagree 

Nor Agree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

My supervisor is a good organizer

1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Disagree 

Nor Agree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

My coworkers are competent

1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Disagree 

Nor Agree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

My coworkers are interested in me

1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Disagree 

Nor Agree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

I have hostile coworkers

1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Disagree 

Nor Agree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

I have friendly coworkers

1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Disagree 

Nor Agree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

My coworkers and I work together

1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Disagree 

Nor Agree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

My coworkers are helpful

1

Strongly Disagree

2

Disagree

3

Neither Disagree 

Nor Agree

4

Agree

5

Strongly Agree

Think about your coworkers at your current job as you answer the following questions:

Think about your supervisor at your current job as you answer the following questions:
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I am _________ years old.

I am: Male Female

How many years of experience do you have in the workforce?

I have never had a job 6 to 10 years

Less than one year 11 to 15 years

1 to 2 years 16 to 20 years

3 to 5 years More than 20 years

How many years of experience do you have at your current job?

I have never had a job 3 to 5 years

Less than one year 6 to 10 years

1 year 11 to 15 years

2 years More than 16 years

Do you feel like you have been mistreated at your current job?

Yes No Not Sure

Do you feel like you have been mistreated at your previous jobs?

Yes No Not Sure

Have you mistreated someone else at your current job?

Yes No Not Sure

Have you mistreated someone else at your previous jobs?

Yes No Not Sure

Do you like your current job?

Yes No Not Sure

Do you intend to stay at you current job?

Yes No
Not Sure

Although no plan to leave

Not Sure

Tentative 

plans to leave

Please take a few more moments to provide some demographic information.  

Remember, this information will in no way be used to identify you personally.  This 

demographic data will be used for making statistical comparisons only.  For each of the 

questions below, fill in the blank provided or circle your chosen response.

 
 


