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This cross-level study of 149 employees from 25 groups demonstrates the impact of
group social context on individual interpersonal aggression. Extending the work of
Robinson and O'Leary-Kelly (1998), results suggest that both being the target of aggres-
sion and the mean level of aggression in a work group (absent the target individual) are
predictors of employees' reports of engaging in aggression. Effects persisted when
individual differences related to aggression, demographics, and situational variables
were controlled. Results suggest individual, reciprocal, and group influences.

In recent years, workplace aggression has gar-
nered increasing attention from researchers, practi-
tioners, the media, and the general public. Al-
though the focus of the populace has been on
extreme violence and physical forms of aggression
(such as homicide and physical attacks), accumu-
lating data on incidence rates suggests that work-
place aggression has crept into organizations in a
variety of insidious ways. Employees frequently
report being the targets of relatively mild manifes-
tations of aggression, including forms of verbal
harm such as talking behind others' backs and in-
terrupting others when they are speaking; among
the least frequently reported forms of aggression are
overt acts of physical aggression such as physical
assault and attack with a weapon (Baron & Neu-
1996, 1998; Glomb, 2002; Greenberg &
Barling, 1999; Neuman & Baron, 1998; Northwest-
ern National Life Employee Benefits Division,

man,

1993). Available information on employees' self-
reports of perpetrating aggression (see Baron, Neu-
man, & Geddes, 1999; Glomb, 2002) suggests con-
sistency with the self-reports of recipients of
aggression; relatively mild aggressive behaviors are
enacted most often. Research on prevalence has
been complemented by empirical and theoretical
work examining the antecedents and outcomes of a
wide array of aggressive behaviors at work (Barling,
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1996; Folger & Baron, 1996; Glomb, 2002; Neuman
& Baron, 1997, 1998; O'Leary-Kelly, Griffin, &
Glew, 1996; Tepper, 2000).

Although a knowledge base is accumulating,
much of the work on aggressive behaviors and
other forms of antisocial behavior at work has been
limited by approaching these behaviors as strictly
individual-level phenomena, thereby ignoring so-
cial and work group factors that may influence
individual employee behavior. One exception is
Robinson and O'Leary-Kelly's 1998 work suggest-
ing the antisocial behavior of work group members
influences an individual employee's antisocial be-
havior. The current work was an attempt to extend
the theoretical and empirical work of Robinson and
O'Leary-Kelly in several ways.

First, we studied a different set of behaviors,
examining interpersonal workplace aggression
rather than antisocial behaviors. In doing so we
examined the extent to which an overlapping but
distinct set of behaviors functions similarly to the
antisocial behaviors investigated in the Robinson
and O'Leary-Kelly work. Second, we assessed the
influence of individual differences variables rele-
vant to aggression. Individual differences anteced-
ents were not accounted for in Robinson and
O'Leary-Kelly's work; these individual differences
may drive the link between individual and work
group levels of aggression. Third, we posited an
additional social or dyadic influence on individual
employee aggression by examining social exchange
or reciprocal explanations in addition to the effects
posited by Robinson and O'Leary-Kelly. The origin
of the positive relationship between group and in-
dividual employee aggression could be multiply
determined. In this study, we posited and tested
multiple individual and group influences using
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data from employees working in 25 health care
homes.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND
HYPOTHESES

Conceptualizing Workplace Aggression

Our conceptualization of workplace aggression is
similar to that of Neuman and Baron, who defined
workplace aggression as "efforts by individuals to
harm others with whom they work, or have
worked, or the organizations in which they are
presently, or were previously, employed" (1998:
395); however, we focus on interpersonal forms of
aggression rather than on aggression directed at an
organization. Following an approach similar to that
taken by previous aggression researchers (Baron &
Neuman, 1998; Folger & Baron, 1996; Neuman &
Baron, 1998), we tried to capture the behavioral
construct space by incorporating the assessment of
low-level, less extreme aggressive behaviors (such
as yelling at another person, talking behind another
person's back, and withholding needed resources
from another) in addition to assessment of the ex-
treme behaviors usually associated with workplace
violence (such as physical assault and threats).

There exists a degree of overlap between the be-
haviors in our workplace aggression construct and
those in other constructs, including organizational
retaliatory behaviors (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), re-
venge responses (Bies, Tripp, & Kramer, 1997),
workplace deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 1995),
incivility (Andersson & Pearson, 1999), and emo-
tional abuse at work (Keashly & Jagatic, 2003). Most
relevant for the current study is the distinction
between our conceptualization of interpersonal
workplace aggression and Robinson and O'Leary-
Kelly's conceptualization of antisocial behavior,
which they measured using nine items, such as
"damaged property belonging to my employer,"
"criticized people at work," "started an argument
with someone at work," and "did work badly, in-
correctly or slowly on purpose" (Robinson &
O'Leary-Kelly, 1998: 663). Although the authors
provided evidence of the construct validity of the
antisocial behavior construct, the component items
assess several different forms of antisocial behav-
ior. Like Robinson and Bennett's construct of pro-
duction deviance, Robinson and O'Leary-Kelly's
construct includes behaviors directed at organiza-
tions. Robinson and O'Leary-Kelly's construct also
includes behaviors directed at work group mem-
bers. We view the second type of behaviors as more
rightly defined as interpersonal workplace aggres-
sion. The two types of aggression Robinson and

O'Leary-Kelly addressed have different targets and
could have different correlates. Combining them
may obfuscate the functioning of these relations.
Our focus here is on one set of behaviors, interper-
sonal aggressive behaviors directed at other indi-
viduals with the intent of inflicting harm, rather
than on behaviors directed at an organization or
purposeful attempts to impede performance. De-
lineation of the determinants of interpersonal
aggression is important to further researchers'
understanding of the phenomenon and to guide
prevention efforts. We leave investigation of aggres-
sion directed toward organizations for future
research.

Potential Influences on Individual Aggression

Robinson and O'Leary-Kelly used three theoreti-
cal perspectives to explain the potential influence
of groups on individual antisocial behaviors: social
information processing theory (Salancik & Pfeffer,
1978), social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), and
the attraction-selection-attrition perspective (ASA;
Schneider, 1975). We propose two additional de-
terminants of individual interpersonal aggression:
reciprocal aggression and aggression-related indi-
vidual differences variables.

Social Information Processing, Social Learning
Theory, and the ASA Model

Social information processing, social learning
theory, and the attraction-selection-attrition model
all support the proposition that work group aggres-
sion and individual employee aggression should be
positively related, although they imply slightly dif-
ferent mechanisms as driving the relationship. The
social information processing approach (Salancik &
Pfeffer, 1978) suggests that individual employees
use information about values, norms, expectations,
and behavior outcome contingencies gathered from
others in their social environment to guide behav-
ior. For example, employees may receive informa-
tion about the outcomes of different aggressive be-
haviors; a heated disagreement may be tolerated,
wheraas verbally abusive behavior may be grounds
for discipline. Under a social learning framework
(Bandura, 1977), individual behavior is influenced
by role models for behavior: an individual em-
ployee acquires a repertoire of aggressive behaviors
by observing others' behaviors and their conse-
quences. According to the attraction-selection-
attrition model (Schneider, 1975), individuals with
characteristics similar to those of other members of
a work group are attracted to, selected into, and
retained by the group; individuals with aggressive
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tendencies would be more likely to be attracted
to, selected by, and remain in work groups with
similarly aggressive members, resulting in awork
group with relatively homogeneous aggressive
tendencies.

We feel the same processes used to explain the
group effects of antisocial behavior on individual
behavior can also apply to the behavioral construct
of interpersonal aggression. Thus, we propose the
following hypothesis, which is analogous to a hy-
pothesis put forth by Robinson and O'Leary-Kelly:

Hypothesis 1. The level of aggression of afocal
individual in awork group will be positively
related to the aggregate level of aggression of
al other group members.

These group-level influences operate on individ-
ual aggression by providing shared information
about behavioral norms and expectations, exposure
to aggressive role models, and homogeneous ag-
gressive tendencies within a group. Individuals ag-
gress largely because aggression is present in their
social context. A parallel idea has been discussed
in the sexual harassment literature as "ambient sex-
ual harassment” (Glomb et al., 1997), aconcept
based on work by Hackman (1992), in which he
proposed that characteristics of awork environ-
ment may be conceived of as either ambient stimuli
that pervade the group setting and are potentially
available to all group members or discretionary
stimuli that are transmitted to individuals differen-
tially. The operation of work group aggression as an
ambient stimulus would be largely consistent with
explanations offered by Robinson and O'Leary-
Kelly: work group aggression influences individu-
als aggression as a function of their being members
of awork group pervaded by aggression. An addi-
tional effect might result from discretionary stim-
uli, present for an individual in the form of being a
direct target of aggression from another work group
member. There is an important distinction between
being in awork group where people behave
aggressively (ambient) and being in awork group
where people behave aggressively toward you (dis-
cretionary). These discretionary stimuli in awork
group may be captured in the notion of reciprocal
aggression.

Reciprocal Aggression and Social Exchange
Theory

Bandura (1973) suggested that the most reliable
way of eliciting aggression is by assaulting or
threatening another. Researchers have long sug-
gested that aggression isreciprocal in nature, in
that if one individual engagesin an aggressive be-

havior, he or she islikely to become the target of
aggression from the person against whom he or she
aggressed; adyadic process is suggested. However,
despite the notion that being the target of aggres-
sion may elicit alike or a more serious response,
thereislittle empirical evidence accounting for the
influence of reciprocal processesin research on
workplace aggression. Andersson and Pearson
(1999) provided atheoretical explication of the "in-
civility spiral” in which atit-for-tat pattern creates
an escalatory series of uncivil behaviors. Glomb's
(2002) empirical examination of the patterning of
aggressive behaviors within a specific incident of
workplace aggression also suggests an escal atory
pattern.

Ideas of reciprocal aggression have their under-
pinningsin social exchange theory, which suggests
social exchange relationships develop between two
parties through a series of mutual exchanges that
yield reciprocal activities from each party (Blau,
1964); for example, an employee may reciprocate
unfair or adverse treatment from work group mem-
bers. A reciprocal or social exchange explanation is
not proposed as an explicit influence in the Robin-
son and O'Leary-Kelly work, although it is not at
odds with group-level explanations; aggression be-
gets aggression among members of awaork group.
We explicitly tested the influence of the reciprocal
explanation using the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2. Employees reports of being the
targets of aggression will be positively related
to reports of engaging in aggression.

Individual Differences |nfluences

AsBarling noted, "Aggression is a highly stable
behavior" (1996: 34). Extensive empirical and the-
oretical work suggeststhat individual characteris-
ticsarerelated to the likelihood of engaging in
aggression; characteristics identified as related to
this likelihood include a hostile attribution bias, in
which individuals perpetually attribute hostile in-
tentions to others (Neuman & Baron, 1998); the type
A behavior pattern (Baron et al., 1999; Neuman &
Baron, 1998); state anger (Chen & Spector, 1992);
lack of self monitoring (Neuman & Baron, 1998);
and a personal history of aggression (Greenberg &
Barling, 1999). Thiswork suggestsindividual dif-
ferences account for variance in engaging in aggres-
sion; thus, it may be that employees aggressive
characteristics drive awork group effect. Although
Robinson and O'Leary-Kelly included demo-
graphic variablesin their analysis, they stated the
following: "ldeally we would have more directly
measured and controlled for antisocial disposi-
tions' (1998: 670). By including individual differ-



2003 Glomb and Liao 489

ences variables, one can determine the group and
dyadic impact on aggression over and above the
effects of individual differences. We propose that
reactions to anger, negative affectivity, and self-
monitoring are related to engaging in aggression.

Reactionsto anger. Trait anger, "the disposition
to perceive awide range of situations as annoying
or frustrating, and the tendency to respond to such
situations with more frequent elevations in state
anger" (Spielberger, 1991: 1), isreflected in indi-
viduals reactions to anger. We assessed these rel-
atively stable individual differencesin the manner
in which individuals react to anger in general by
assessing whether angry feelings are generally sup-
pressed or outwardly expressed toward other peo-
ple or toward objects.

Negative affectivity. Negative affectivity is con-
ceptualized here as a stable, dispositional trait re-
sulting in atendency to view things negatively
(Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Negative affect,
as a negative emotional state, has been associated
with increased aggression (Berkowitz, 1993). If a
transitory negative affective state isrelated to ag-
gression, then, by extension, those who possess a
more permanent negative disposition experience
negative affect more often, increasing the likeli-
hood of the individual's engaging in aggression.

Self-monitoring. Self-monitoring refersto a pro-
cess of "self-observation and self-control guided by
situational cuesto social appropriateness’ (Snyder,
1974. 526). People who score high on measures of
self-monitoring ("high self-monitors') regulate
their expressive self-presentation and are respon-
siveto social and situational cues about desired or
appropriate behavior (Snyder & Gangestad, 1986).
"Low self-monitors' do not regulate their expres-
sive self-presentation and instead base responses
oninternal states, attitudes, and feelings (Snyder &
Gangestad, 1986). Neuman and Baron (1998) sug-
gested that low self-monitors are more likely to
behave provocatively in conflict situations and
more likely to misinterpret others' motives because
they have low social sensitivity; empirical results
have supported this proposition. We propose the
following regarding the influence of individual
differences:

Hypothesis 3. Individual differences will be re-
lated to employees reports of engaging in ag-
gression; the frequency with which angry feel-
ings are expressed and negative affectivity will
be positively related to reports of engaging in
aggression, and the frequency with which an-
gry feelings are suppressed and self-monitor-
ing will be negatively related to reports of en-

gaging in aggression.

Controlling for Perceptions of Job and
Organizational Features

We controlled for employee perceptions of job-
and organization-related factors so that we could be
more confident about capturing variance accounted
for by social influences over and above that ac-
counted for by contextual factors that may result in
aggression (and may be shared by group members).
Guided by previous research, we included percep-
tions of organizational justice, stress, and work sat-
isfaction as controlsin our analyses.

Theoretical and anecdotal evidence for a rela-
tionship between organizational justice and aggres-
sion (Barling, 7996, Folger & Baron, 7996, Neuman
& Baron, 7998) is only somewhat supported by
empirical research, which suggests mixed findings.
Empirical results typically show a restricted set of
relations, often suggesting links between a subset
of the justice components (that is, procedural, dis-
tributive, interactional justice) and aggression or
suggesting links only for particular targets of
aggression (Baron et al.,, 7999; Folger et al., 7998,
Greenberg & Barling, 7999).

Research has suggested a relationship between
stress and aggression (Chen & Spector, 1992; North-
western National Life Employee Benefits Division,
1993). However, the causal direction of the rela-
tionship remains ambiguous,; data suggest that
stress can be both a cause and an outcome of ag-
gression (Northwestern National Life Employee
Benefits Division, 1993). We used stress as a con-
trol to account for this potential influence on em-
ployees aggressive behavior.

Like stress, job satisfaction has been proposed as
both an antecedent and an outcome of workplace
aggression (Chen & Spector, 1992; Glomb, 2002;
Tepper, 2000). Here, we controlled for an individ-
ual's attitudes about work, given the evidence that
satisfaction with one'swork is more closely related
to overall assessments of satisfaction than are other
facets of job attitudes.

Note that these job characteristics could be con-
sidered ambient stimuli that pervade a group set-
ting and are potentially shared phenomena. How-
ever, we employed these measures at an individual
level of analysis because they are perceptions of job
features that are likely to exist and operate differ-
ently for different group members.

METHODS
Participants and Procedures

Two-hundred-seventeen employees of an organi-
zation that operates assisted-living group health
care homes for individuals with disabilities com-
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pleted paper-and-pencil surveys viaon-site admin-
istration in conjunction with monthly staff meet-

ings. (Twelve employees who were present at these
staff meetings declined to participate, primarily be-
cause they were engaged in work tasks.) Participa-
tion in the study was voluntary, and participants
were ensured confidentiality. Thirty-eight percent
of the sample's members were employed full-time,
90 percent were Caucasian, and 77 percent were
women; the average tenure was 22 months, and the
average age was 24 years.

To enable work group analyses, we grouped re-
spondents on the basis of the health care homein
which they were employed. Employees within a
home worked closely with one another to provide
effective and coordinated care for the residents.
Homes were dispersed throughout a metropolitan
region and were relatively decentralized, character-
istics allowing for readily identifiable work groups.
Thirty participants did not provide home informa-
tion and were eliminated from analyses. Eight work
groups had data from fewer than three employees
and were eliminated from analyses because mean
work group scores could not be computed reliably.
For the remaining respondents, we imputed miss-
ing values and rounded them to the nearest re-
sponse option using the two-way imputation
method (Bernaards & Sijtsma, 2000) applied on a
scale-by-scale basis; no more than two missing val-
ues were imputed for scales with more than nine
items and no more than one missing value was
imputed for scales with fewer than nine items. Af-
ter "listwise" deletion of individuals with incom-
plete information, the final sample consisted of 149
participants. Work group size ranged from 3 to 12
members, with a mean of 6. T-tests of sample
means for the 149 usable cases and 68 dropped
cases revead ed that age was the only variable with a
statistically significant difference; the dropped
respondents were 3.84 years older on average
(p < .05).

M easures

Workplace aggression. The Aggressive Experi-
ences Scale (AES), which was developed by the
first author (Glomb, 1998) assesses the frequency
with which respondents engage in and are the tar-
gets of aggressive behaviors at work. Development
of the scalerelied on interview data, on Buss's
(1961) framework classifying behavioral forms of
aggression (as direct and indirect, active and pas-
sive, and verbal and physical), and on the work of
Baron and his colleagues (e.g., Folger & Baron,
1996; Neuman & Baron, 1997). Scale validity evi-
dence suggested considerable conceptual overlap

and convergent validity with alternative measures
of aggression (e.g., Baron & Neuman, 1996; Neuman

& Baron, 1998), and factor analyses supported a
unidimensional solution. The scale consists of two
separate 20-item subscales, one in which a respon-

dent indicates whether he or she has engaged in the
aggressive behavior described (AES-engaged in)

and one in which the respondent indicates whether
he or she has been the target of the aggressive
behavior (AES-target). Respondents are asked to
report how often each of the 20 behaviors (for in-
stance, yelling or raising your voice, swearing at
another person, damaging another person's prop-
erty, spreading rumors) occurred using a five-point
scale (1, "never," to 5, "once aweek or more™). In

the current study, we removed three items (physi-
cal assault, sabotaging another's work, and with-

holding resources needed to do one's job) when
scoring the scale because of alack of variance; all

employees responded they had never engaged in or
been the target of these behaviors.

Scores on the AES were used in the analyses at
the work group level in two ways. First, we deter-
mined an individual's work group aggression score
by computing the average AES-engaged in subscale
score for all employeesin her or hiswork group,
excluding the focal individual's score. This proce-
dure provides an estimate of work group scores,
uncontaminated by the problem of common
method variance inherent in using self-report, sin-
gle-source data. Second, individuals AES-target
scores were used to test for reciprocal or social
exchange effects.

Individual differences antecedents. Negative
affectivity was assessed via the Positive Affect Neg-
ative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al.,
1988). Respondents indicate the degree to which
each of a series of ten descriptors of negative emo-
tions (such as "distressed," "hostile," and "irrita-
ble") describes how they generally feel on afive-
point scale (1, "very slightly or not at all," 5,
"extremely").

Self-monitoring was assessed via items from the
Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974; Snyder &
Gangestad, 1986). The original 18-item scale was
shortened to 9 items after consultation with the
original author. Respondents indicated whether or
not each of the 9 items described them ("yes" or
"no"); example items are "l have trouble changing
my behavior to suit different people and different
situations” and "'l find it hard to imitate the behav-
ior of other people.”

To assess anger expression, we used two eight-
item scales from the State-Trait Anger Inventory
(STAXI; Spielberger, 1991) to assess the frequency
with which respondents generally suppressed or
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expressed angry feelings toward other people or
objects in the environment. The suppressing anger
subscale is called anger-in, and the expressing an-
ger subscaleiscalled anger-out. Using a four-point
scale, respondents indicated how often they engage
in anger-in behaviors (such as withdrawing from
people) or anger-out behaviors (such as arguing
with others) when they are angry or furious (1,
"almost never," to 4, "almost always").

Per ceptions of job and organizational features.
The Stress Diagnostic Survey (Matteson & lvance-
vich, 1982) was used to assess the degree of stress
respondents experienced from organizational,
group-related, and job-related stressors. There were
ten items on organizational stress (examples: struc-
ture, change, and leadership); nine items on group-
related stress (examples: norm pressures, lack of
group cohesiveness, and inadequate group sup-
port); and ten items on job stressors (examples: role
conflict and ambiguity, work overload, time pres-
sures, and working conditions). Respondents indi-
cated the frequency with which each condition was
asource of stressusing afive-point scale (1, "never
asource of stress,” to 5, "always a source of stress").

We adapted an organizational justice scale from
Moorman (1991) to assess general perceptions of
distributive, procedural, and interpersonal justice.
The ten modified items asked about the organiza-
tion in general (example: "At this organization, su-
pervisors consider employees viewpoints') rather
than about an employee's specific experience
("Y our supervisor considered your viewpoint").
Response options were "yes," "?," and "no."

Glomb and Liao
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Work satisfaction was assessed using the work
scale of the job Descriptive Index (JDI; Smith, Ken-
dall, & Hulin [1969]; revised by Roznowski [1989]).
Using item response theory parameters obtained
from prior research, we shortened the 18-item scale
to 9 itemsfor the current research. Participants
responded "yes," "no," or "?' to adjectives describ-
ing work characteristics.

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics, scale reliabilities, and in-
tercorrelations are reported in Table 1. In general,
the bivariate correlations reflect expected relations
and provide confidence that the measures func-
tioned properly at the individual level of analysis.

Results for the regression analysis of employee
aggression are presented in Table 2. Since individ-
ualsin agroup are exposed to similar stimuli, the
assumption of independent observations that un-
derlies traditional ordinary least squares (OLYS)
regression analysis was violated in the current
sample. Asaresult, traditional OL S regressions
generated biased estimates of the standard errors
and invalid test statistics. Therefore, we estimated
avariance-covariance matrix that allows interde-
pendent error terms within groups but indepen-
dence across groups, as well as accounting for het-
erogeneous errors across groups (Rogers, 1993). To
construct this matrix, the conventional variance-
covariance matrix is weighted by using contribu-
tions (to the score function) of each group, instead

TABLE 1
Descriptive Statistics, Alpha Coefficients, and Correlation'
Variable Meansd. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1. Tenure 2194 2637
2. Gender® 077 043 -.16
3. Age 2362 746 .34 .00
4, Negative affectivity 1883 512 -.02 -.04 -.16 (.85
5. Anger-out 1332 307 .00 .02 -19 .34 (72
6. Anger-in 1528 385 .05 -.07 -.04 45 .16 (.77)
7. Self-monitoring 505 243 -11 -09 -31 .17 36 -.06 (.74)
8. Job stress 1165 381 .25 -04 .24 .06 -01 .05 -.07 (79
9. Work group stress 943 35 .19 -.11 .22 14 -03 .04 -14 42 (89
10. Organizational stress 1454 494 39 -17 20 .00 -04 .03 -17 .58 .46 (.87
11. Organizational injustice 1539 497 .33 -11 07 -05 -03 07 -11 .2 .27 60 (89
12. Work satisfaction 2138 629 -.08 .21 -05 -.01 .15 04 01 -08 -35 -26 -.26 (,85)
13. Target of aggression 2351 618 20 -08 .18 02 12 05 11 40 20 43 36 -.07 (86
14. Work group aggression’ 21.14 280 12 -11 01 .04 10 .09 .04 04 21 15 20 -12 19
15. Engaginginaggression 2136 525 29 -.17 02 21 .32 13 10 .26 .20 .27 .21 -.02 .52 .36 (.80)

an = 149. Alpha coefficients appear on the diagonal in parentheses. Correlations greater than .16 are (in absolute value) significant at

p < .05; those greater than .21 are significant at p < .01.
b Tenure = months. Female = 1, male = 0.

¢ Significance designations do not apply to the work group aggression variable because of nonindependence in the data; the point

estimate is accurate.
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TABLE 2
Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysison Individual Aggressive Behaviors
Ordinary
Step 2: Individual Step 3: Reciprocal Step 4: Social L east Squares

Variableb Step 1: Controls Differences Effects Influencesc Results
Tenure! 0.04** 0.04** 0.04** 0.04*** 0.04**
Gender® -1.55 -1.46 -1.45 -1.28 -1.31
Age -0.09* -0.02 -0.08 -0.07 -0.07
Work satisfaction 0.09 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.04
Organizational injustice 0.06 0.07 -0.02 -0.06 -0.05
Job stress 0.20 0.18 0.05 0.10 0.09
Work group stress 0.16 0.11 0.12 0.04 0.06
Organizational stress 0.05 0.07 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04
Negative affectivity 0.09 0.11 0.12 0.12
Anger-out 0.47** 0.39** 0.36** 0.36**
Anger-in 0.01 -0.01 -0.04 -0.03
Self-monitoring 0.06 -0.15 -0.16 -0.16
Target of aggression 0.40** 0.36*** 0.37%*
Work group aggression 0.51* 0.43*
R? .16 .26 41 .46 .46
AR? .09 .15 .05 .05
F 9.53** 9.09** 15.65%** 81.69*** 47.36***
df 8,24 12,24 13,24 14,24 14,24

a n = 149. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients. In all regressions, we adjusted the variance and covariance matrixes using
the cluster option in STATA 6.0 to account for interdependent errors within groups and heterogeneous errors across groups. Adjusted R?
and standardized coefficients are invalid in regressions with the cluster option; therefore, only regular R? and unstandardized coefficients

are reported.

b All regressions included an intercept, which was omitted from this table.

Estimated using atwo-stage |least-squares (2SLS) regression.
4 Tenure = months. Female = 1, male = 0.
*p<.05
**p<.01
* %k ok p<_001

Two-tailed tests.

of each individual. Analyses were performed with
STATA 6.0.

As ablock, the control variables explained 16
percent of the variance in aggressive behaviors, and
tenure and age were significantly related to engag-
ing in aggression. Y ounger employees and employ-
ees with longer tenure engaged in more aggressive
behavior.

Individual differences variables explained an ad-
ditional 10 percent of the variance in aggressive
behavior. As expected, anger-out positively pre-
dicted aggressive behavior (b = 0.47, p < .01).
However, anger-in, negative affectivity, and self-
monitoring were not significantly related to em-
ployee aggression. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was only
partially supported.

Hypothesis 2 predicts areciprocal effect, which
was supported by the results; being the target of
work group members aggression had a positive
relationship with engaging in aggressive behavior
(b=0.40, p <.001) and accounted for an addi-
tional 15 percent of the variance.

The next step in the analysisinvolved testing the

influence of work group members' aggression on
individual aggression. To justify using a group-
level measure of aggression, we first conducted a
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to test be-
tween-group variance. Results indicate significant
between-group differences for aggressive behaviors
(F24.124 = 2.70, p <.001). We then computed with-
in-group agreement (asr,,g) using a uniform null
distribution (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984) for the
aggression scale and obtained values ranging from
.94 to .99, with amedian of .98. Although the use of
uniform distribution tends to lead to overestima-
tion of within-group agreement (James et al., 1984),
the ruq Values we obtained in this sample were well
above the conventionally acceptable value of . 70.
To test Hypothesis 1, we entered the mean level
of work group members' aggression, computed ex-
cluding the focal individual, as a predictor in the
regression. However, in doing so we encountered
an endogeneity problem, since work group mem-
bers' aggressive behavior was likely to correlate
with the error terms in the regression. Unmeasured
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factors (for instance, an ambient group characteris-
tic such as a supervisor's punishment policies) as-
sociated with higher (or lower) levels of aggression
for both afocal employee and members of his or her
work group become included in the focal employ-
ee's error term, creating a correlation between the
predictor and error term. This situation violates the
OL S assumption that each explanatory variable
must be independent of the error term and will
result in biased and inconsistent estimates of the
coefficients. Thus, we conducted two-stage |east
sguares (2SL S) regression, a procedure that em-
ploysinstrumental variablesto "replace" endoge-
nous variables where they appear as predictors (see
Johnston & DiNardo, 1997). A valid instrumental
variable should be: (1) agood proxy for the endog-
enous variable (in this case, work group aggression)
and (2) uncorrelated with the error term. We con-
structed four instrumental variables for work group
aggression-work group members' average tenure,
average age, average anger-out scores, and the per-
centage of women in the work group, which ex-
plained a significant portion of variance in work
group aggression (R? = .30) and thus offered area-
sonably good proxy for this endogenous variable.
We then conducted an overidentification test
(Johnston & DiNardo, 1997) by regressing the 2SL S
residuals on the four instrumental variables; results
indicated they were not correlated with the error
terms. Therefore, in the following step, which in-
cluded work group aggression as a predictor, we
conducted 2SL S analyses with cluster adjustment
for within-group interdependence, using these four
instrumental variables. Results estimated by tradi-
tional OLS coupled with cluster adjustment are
also reported. As evident from Table 2, these alter-
native methods yield highly consistent results.

Consistent with Hypothesis 1, work group ag-
gression significantly predicted individual aggres-
sive behavior (b = 0.51, p < .05), explaining 5
percent additional variance in employee aggression
beyond what was accounted for by the control vari-
ables, individual differences, and by the reciprocal
effect. Overall the model explained 46 percent of
the variance in employee aggression.

DISCUSSION

Our study extends Robinson and O'Leary-Kelly's
(1998) work on antisocial behavior by examining a
different construct-interpersonal aggression-and
by including two additional determinants of indi-
vidual behavior: areciprocal or social exchange
effect and individual differences effects. Consistent
with Robinson and O'L eary-Kelly's findings about
antisocial behavior (1998), our data suggest that

aggressive behavior exhibited by other members of
an individual's work group is a significant predic-
tor of the individual's interpersonal aggressive
behavior.

We also account for the role of individual differ-
ences in explaining aggressive behavior. While
Robinson and O'Leary-Kelly included demo-
graphic characteristics as proxies for predisposi-
tions, our results suggest the individual differences
variable anger-out had a significant relation with
aggression. One can have additional confidencein
the group and social effects after aggression-related
individual differences have been accounted for.

Our data also suggest a social exchange or recip-
rocal process as a determinant of individual aggres-
sion. Results suggest that being the target of aggres-
sion isrelated to engaging in aggression, thus
providing support for a social exchange or reciproc-
ity effect. Thisreciprocal effect is also consistent
with the literature on injustice; employees who
perceive that they have been wronged may retaliate
through aggression, using it as a mechanism to
restore justice (Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2001; Bies et
a., 1997; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Although the
reciprocal process may be considered to be "re-
venge," we did not restrict the behaviors to those
having aretaliatory intent (Bies & Tripp, 1996; Bies
et a., 1997; Tripp & Bies, 1997). Had we the ability
to identify targets and aggressors in our data, we
might have been able go beyond speculating that
our reciprocal processis akin to that at work in
retaliation and revenge. However, our data are
limited, showing only the correlational relation-
ship between being the target of and engaging in
aggression.

Overall, our model explained alarge amount (46
percent) of the variance in individual aggression
and suggests that individual aggression is multiply
determined.

Managerial Implications

Our results underscore the importance of reduc-
ing aggression in organizations, given the evidence
that aggression may be "contagious,” a view echoed
by Robinson and O'Leary-Kelly (1998). The mech-
anisms through which a group influences individ-
ual behavior are multifold, suggesting the value of a
multipronged approach to preventing and reducing
aggression. Managers may take preventative action
by altering the social information disseminated by
communicating strong behavior-outcome contin-
gencies (for instance, having and enforcing a zero-
tolerance approach, and communicating serious
consequences for aggressive employees), eliminat-
ing aggressive role models, and intervening when
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aggressive behavior islikely to be reciprocated or to
escalate. Results suggesting the influence of indi-

vidual differences provide an additional aggression
reduction strategy, namely, selection processes
whereby aggression-prone individuals could be
identified and screened out. However, selection ef-

forts may have problems (including faking, adverse
impact, and negative applicant reactions) and tar-
get only one category of precursors of aggression, a
category that may address a small amount of vari-

ance (10 percent in this study). Training in conflict
management techniques and self-management
strategies may prove beneficial in their own right
and also as asignal; allocating resources to training
provides social information signaling the impor-

tance of aggression prevention. Given that the ex-
planations for aggression are dynamic, the solu-
tions are likely to be dynamic as well and will work
collectively over time to reduce aggression.

Limitations and Future Directions

Our analyses were based on a sample of health
care workers present at staff meetings, a character-
istic that limits the generalizability of results. How-
ever, one could argue that this sample produced
attenuated results since health care workers are
expected to be caring and empathetic to those they
care for and, perhaps by extension, to one another.
Additionally, consistency Wwith Robinson and
O'Leary-Kelly's study and previous research pro-
vides confidence that the current results are not
sample-specific.

The cross-sectional design makes causal infer-
ences impossible. Future research should examine
how these dynamic effects unfold over time via
longitudinal designs. Many of the effects are by
their nature dynamic and require longitudinal
methods to assess the operation of the role model-
ing, reciprocity, and attraction-sel ection-attrition
processes.

These data are not immune to the possibility of
common method bias-always a concern when
single-source, self-report data are used. However, a
key predictor of work group aggression did not
include information from the focal individual. In
addition, the differential relations are counter to
what might be generated by common method bias.
Further, many of the relationships are consistent
with prior empirical and theoretical work on
aggression.

Exploration of work group effectsis limited by
the accuracy with which one can define work
groups. In this study, groups were defined by the
homes in which employees worked, making them
better defined than groups in organizationsin

which relationships are more fluid and different
teams, departments, and so forth may intermingle.

However, such factors as fluctuations in schedules,
roles and tasks assigned within the homes, and the
level of care required by residents may be sources
of variability in the amounts of exposure the mem-
bers of awork group had with one another. Future
research might use alternative methodologies, in
particular network analysis, to determine the pat-
tern of interactions within awork group.

In the current study, we were unable to deter-
mine the sources and targets of aggression; we did
not know who was aggressing against whom. Ad-
ditional consideration of the dynamics of work-
place aggression in awork group may reveal that
the experience of aggression may be unduly dis-
persed to specific individuals, as in instances of
workplace bullying (Keashly & Jagatic, 2003). Con-
sideration of workplace bullying may inform the
relationship between work group and individual
aggression; if bullying occurs, we might expect to
see group members more likely to engage in aggres-
sion toward easy targets. Future research might il-
luminate this potential work group effect.

Conclusion

This study demonstrates that even after individ-
ual predispositions are accounted for, dyadic and
workgroup factors influence individual member
behaviors. To the best of our knowledge, this was
the first study to combine individual and social
characteristics in explaining interpersonal aggres-
sive behavior. Research on workplace aggression
should acknowledge the importance of individual
differences and social and group factors on individ-
ual behavior.
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