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Abstract

The program of research presented herein investigates some fundaaspatafof the
relationship betweenntearmpernsdnaex prirgd temeatsn
identities.Extending ideas from Identity Theorlypropose and test a perceptual control

system model of the interpersonal mistreatmeantity-outcome relationship in which |

argue (i) that different acts of interpersonal mistreatment activate the different bases o
targetsdéd identities: the person, soci al,
mistreatment results in the newrificationT a form of identity threait of these activated
identities. Furthermore, I S i d@subath as ah ar get
outcome of the perceived naner i f i cati on of targetsdé iden
relationship between identity neaner i f i cat i on and targetso
responses. | examine three behavioral responses: avoidance, retaliation,
reconciliation. Additionall vy, | -adentity or e h
centrality-i nf l uences targetsoé negative affectiwv
discrete emotions evoked by such experiencéso different kinds of eperimental

techniques a vignette study and an experiential sampling method (ESNMBre used to

testthe varioushypothesizedelationships. Findings from the present research reveal that
interpersonal mistreatmemtctivates and threatens eachtloé three identity bases that

f orm t arcgoentcsedptselafnd as such, poses a var

identities, emotions and behaviors.

Keywords Interpersonal mistreatment, Identity, Identity na@rification, Emotions,

Behavioral responses
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction
In the past two decaddisere has beean increase in research investigating the

occurrence of wrkplace interpersonal mistreatment in the workplace, due largely to the

growing awareness of both the prevalence of such behaviors, and their associated costs to

individuals and organizations (Peten, 2002). Workplaceterpersonal mistreatmeéris
defined as fispecific, antisocial variety
which at least one organizational member takes cowmatenative negative actio@s or
terminates normativegsitive actiond agai nst anot her member 0
2003; p. 247).

In light of costqe.g.,psychological distress, reduced emotional wellbeing, and
negativework behaviorsfound to be associated with experiethagerpersonal
mistreatmentreseach hassought to better understand this phenomenon, wijority of
studiesexamining itsvariousantecedents and consequengesreviews see Bartlett &
Bartlett, 2011;; Hershcovis, 2011; Mackey, Frieder, Brees & Martinko, 2017; Schilpzand,
De Pater &rez, 2016 Williams, 2007.

Previousresearch indicatihata variety of individual andituationalfactors
influencethe impacts of interpersonal mistreatmieictuding characteristics of the
mistreatment experienced.§.,the intent, intensitandfrequency of the mistreatmeént
characteristics dboththe perpetrator and the targand situational factors such as the
perpetratdrvictim relationship €.g9., Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2001; Bradfield & Aquino,

1999;Benson, 2013Nixon, 2011 for reviews see Bartlett & Bartlett, 2011; Bowling &

! Subsequently referred to as interpersonal mistreatment.

o

(C



Beehr, 2006; Cortina et al., 2017; Hershcovis, 2011; Mackey et al., 2017; Schilpzand et
al., 2016 Williams, 2007).

Overallcurrent researchas done much to advance our understanding of
interpersonal mistreatmemMieverthelessgesearch gaps remai@f particular relevance
to my researcls the fact thaalthough we now know a lot about differdattorsthat
mayinfluencethe experience of interpersonal mistreatmeunt understanding ohany
of these factors rematimited.

In thisdissertation, | investigatene such factort he i ndi viidamd!|l 6s i d
examine some fundamental aspects of the ro
interpersonal mistreatmentfocus ecifically on identity threat arising from
interpersonal mistreatmer@ndinvestigate howhis identity procesmay predicthe

i ndi v endotioadl andbehavioredsponses

|l dentity is defined as fia set pyfn meanin
the social structureé (role identities), g
identities), and unique ways in which they

Serpe, 2013p8).l dent ity threat i s defined as fnexpe

potential harm to the value, meanings, ofr
p.644). That i s, experiences involving the
verification of i ndi vidual s6 identitiesd meani ngs

abilities to enact a chosen identity are described as identity threatening in nature.



Why investigate the role of identities in the experience of interpersonal

mistreatment?

Organizational behavior scholars have long theorized that identities play a
significant role in the experience of interpersonal mistreatment (e.g., Andersson &
Pearson, 199Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Bies, 1999; Lind, 1997; Leiter, 2013; Lind &
Tyler, 198). Within this literature, itisargugdh at 1 ndi vi dual s6 i dent
depends on the treatment they receive from their social interactions (Aquino & Douglas,
2003) and thaindividuals monitor different social interactions for cues regardingh e r s 6
perceptions of their identities (Leiter, 201Bhus when acts of interpersonal
mistreatment occur in these social relationships, individuals may perceive such behaviors
as disrespectful and as conveying the inherent message that the actoit dees the
them as deserving of fairness, consideration, and respect, and/or as a valued member of
the organization (Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Bies, 1999; Lind, 1997; Lind & Tyler, 1988).

Drawing from the above theoretical understanding, existing researttie o
interpersonal mistreatmemdentityrelationshiphas focused on understanding the
linkages betweerninterpersonamistreatment anthe experiencef identity threat, and
how these relate totheroutcomege.g., Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Chen, Ferrisydn,

Yan, Zhou & Hong, 2013; Leary, Twenge & Quinlivan, 2006; Lut§amdvik, 2008;
Miller, 2001; Tedeschi & Felson, 1994; Thau, Aquino & Poortvliet, 20Bindings from
this body of researcbuggests thahterpersonal mistreatment is a threatto thg &art 6 s
identity that results in other undesirable outcomes (e.g., Andersson & Pearson, 1999;
Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Bies, Tripp & Kramer, 1997; Caza & Cortina, 2007; Lutgen

Sandvik, 2008).



Althoughcurrent researchelped extend our understanding of sarhthe
identity processes involved in the experience of interpersonal mistreatmsifiers from
certain limitations. First, althoughe theorized identity threatening effect of
interpersonal mistreatment enjoys general popularity in the literatudies examining
the posited identity threat effect have not directly assessed its occurrence; rather the
identity threat effect was assumed in the analysis linking it to criteria outdemnges
Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Chen et al., 2013)

Second, aeview of the few studies examining the relationship between
interpersonal mi streatment and individuals
i nvestigating how such experiences devalue
influence their behaviolaeactions (e.g., Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Lutggandvik,

2008). Although findings from this body of research is enlightening, it is limited in that it

has largely ignored other identity threat processes involved in the experience of

interpersonal mistréanent. As indicated in the definition of identity threat provided

earlier identity threat may also occur when situations harm or threaten to harm (i) the
individual 6s identity-vmeamhiocagsi Oin. of, tthiler ¢
and/or( i i) the indivi dual Beseammhthatl ekamiypes how otken a c t
identity threat processes operate in the context of experienced interpersonal mistreatment
can serve to further inform our understanding ofititberpersonal mistreatmerdentity

relationship.

Third, althoughidentity is conceptualized @®mprisng three main identity bases
T the person, social, and role identitiethat together, define the individuagindicated

in the definition of identity provided earliemesearch has yet to investigateether

(



interpersonal mistreatment impactseach oftheseidentity basesind if so, whethesuch
effectsdifferentially predict orinfluence subsequent target outcomes.

Fourth,it has been suggested timggative emotins result from identity threat
following experienced interpersonal mistreatmantdmay alscserve as mediats ofthe
relatiorship betweerexperienceddentity threain this contexand engagement in
subsequent negative behaviors (e.g., Leiter, 2013; Ltfigenvik, 2008)Although these
propositions are generally accepted, no empirical tests of these proposed arguments have
been conducted wate

My main goal inthis dissertatioris to contribute to the above literatumethe
interpersonal mistreatmerdentity relationshifgy addresmg theresearcHimitations
discussed abovédo this through an investigation of four key relationships, each of
whichis discusgdbelow. These relationships are all derived from theoretical
propositions from Identity theory (Burl& Stets 2009).

First, | investigate how interpersonal mistreatment relates to the different identity
bases that f or rcoricdpethe parsbn, social and rolé identidasot f
research on identity processes (e.g., Aquino, Freeman, Reed, Felps & Lim, 2009; Carte
2013) suggest that cues inherent in social exchanges can activate different identities, and
in doing so, motivate individuals6 reactio

Second, Examinehow interpersonal mistreatmerglates ta yet unexplored
form of identity threat: identity nowerification. Identity norverification is said to occur
when individuals perceive that others do not see them in a situation in the same way they
see themselves (Stets & Serpe, 20Mg8). For

may include the perception of oneds self a



herself in a given situation. However, as a target of an abusive supervisor (who has
control over needed resources) the individual may perceive the abusive sifigatio
adding meanings contrary to his or her identity (e.g., as a weak person who cannot defend
himself or herse)f Some theoretical support for tlasgument has been provided in the
literature. For instancégllowinga st udy t hat ergspdnsestetde i ndi vi c
trauma and stigma of workplace bullyihgtgenSandvik (2008suggestdthat
experienced interpersonal mistreatment (bellying)c hal | enges i ndi vi dua
narratives because it results in incongruence between the currentigdmlty meanings
and the identity meanings suggested in the bullying situation.
Third, | investigatethe relationship between identity noarification and
i ndi vi dual s & ePRnortesearcivalicates thainterpenssnal snistreatment
predids emotional respons€s.g., Bunk & Magley, 2013 rossley, 2008Porath &
Pearson, 20)2Past researchnidentity nonverificationindicates that this form of
identity threat idinked to a variety of emotional consequences (e.g., angerséehress
Stets, 200p In addition to examining how identity naerification given interpersonal
mi streat ment i mpacts on individual sé gener
on specific discrete emotions to better provide a more nuanced perspéthgaedentity
threatemotions relationshipMoreover,| examinewhether the centrality of an activated
identity (.e., the degree to which an identity is important the individual; Stets & Serpe,
2013)influences the extent to which the individual experiences particular emotions
Applying propositions from identity theofurke and Stets 2009)) expect that the more
central a nofverified identity, the stronger the negative emotional reactions faipwi

interpersonal mistreatment experiences



Fourth and finally, | investigate the relationship between identityweoification
and individual s dyteseng anvdiiovriadl u arl essép obnesheasvi or s
thatmayresult from emotional respses to identity nomerification. Research on
interpersonal mistreatmehasfound that n d i v endotioadl responses mediate the
relationships betweesuch experienceandt h e i n dbehaviothlueadtiéns (e.g.,

Bunk & Magley, 2013Crossley2008 Porath & Pearson, 2012; Sakurai & Jex, 2012).
Similarly, past research on identity neerificationindicates that emotional responses to
identity nonverificationareassociated witBubsequent behavioral outcomes (e.g.,
aggression; Stets & BurkeQ@5a; Stets & Tsushima, 200Within the literature on the
interpersonal mistreatmerdentity threat relationship it hadsobeen theorizede(g.,
Andersson & Pearson, 1999; tai, 2013; LutgerSandvik, 2008that emotional
responses to interpersonailstneatment mediate the relationship betwsech
experienceand i ndi vidual s& b e hhispropositianhashelpeglct i on s
elucidate the role of emotions in the noted relationshim@stfocused mainly on
explaininghow such emotionsesultin negative behavisr(e.g., revenge and aggression)
and does not consider the possibibfyotherbehavioral outcomes.

However, Whereas in some situations individuals may respond to interpersonal
mistreatment with harmful behaviors such as revenge and aggression, in other situations,
they may choose nemarmful behavioral responses to their experiences of interpersonal
mistreatmente.g., forgiveness, reconciliation, avoidance; Aquino et al., 2001, 2006;
Bradfield & Aquino, 1999; Cox, Bennett, Tripp & Aquino, 20L2pssley, 2008 |
investigate howdentity nonverification in the context of interpersonal mistreatment

predics threebehavioraloutcomegd retaliation, reconciliation and avoidanicéhathave



emerged in the literature psssiblealternatives thandividualsmay choose to engage in
following the experience of interpersonal mistreatment

| conductedhreestudies irthis program of research. In the first study (Study 1) |
developed three identity meanings scales which are used in subsequent studies to measure
the meanings respondents attach to theiri®@slbect person identity, Team member
social identity, and Workewple identity

In the second study (Study 2) | used stddyeloped vignette® examine the
effects of interpersonal mistreatment on the three identities under study. In this study, |
tested he activation of the ditedfappramsaist i dent i t i
emotional responses and behavioral intentions. | also examined the moderating role
played by the centrality of the naserified identity.

| designed the third study to replicate and extend upon Study 2. One potential
limitation in Study 2s that in using vignettes to examine emotional and behavioral
outcomes, | could only measure respondents
In Study 3, | addressed this limitation by using an Experiential Sampling Method (ESM)
to test my hypothes. ESM is a research method allowing for the random sampling of
individuals' thoughts, feelings, and experiences as they go about their daily activities.
ESM allowed me to collect data with respondentsitu; thus mitigating the potential
limitation noted abovel employedmixed model multilevel analyses to test the various
relationships hypothesized in this dissertation.

| structure this dissertation as follows. In the first secti@onduct a review of
the literature on interpersonal mistreatméfext, | review the theoretical background

from which | draw to develop the various hypothesized relationsinipise following



sectiond review the three studies conducted in this research pragmdprovidea
discussion of each studys f i, idedtfyingjimitations,and boththeoretical and

practical implicationsln thelast sectionl presensummary discussions of the findings
from all three studies, overall research limitations, theoretical and practical implications,

and a final conclusion on the research conducted.



CHAPTER TWO
Reviewof the Current Literature on Interpersonal Mistreatment

Defining Interpersonal Mistreatment

A number of highly related constructs argued to describe interpersonal
mistreatment in the workplace have been proffered in the literiatlteling (but are not
limited to) workplace incivility (e.g., Andersson & Pearson, 1999), bullying (dag| &
Cooper (200}, social undermining (e.g., Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002), workplace
aggression (e.g., Neuman & Baron, 1998), abusive supervisionTgpger, 2000),
emotional abuse (e.g., Keashly, Hunter, & Harvey, 198YJsexual harassment
(Fitzgerald et al., 1988

Two perspectives regarding this proliferation of overlapgimgstructs have
emerged in the literature. In the first perspective aeters advocate the need to
recognize the distinctiveness of specific constructs based on certain key characteristics
(i.e., perpetrator intent, intensity, and frequency of the mistreatment; e.g., Cortina, et al.,
2001, Einarsen, et al., 2009; Lim & Caordi, 2005; Mikkelsen & Einarsen, 2001; Pearson,
Andersson, & Wegner, 2001; Tepper, 2000, 2007).

However, in the second perspective, scholars argue that the sugmestdct
differencesdo not justify the separation exigj among these literatures; iead, the
current fragmentation into distinct ssbts of aggressive workplace behaviors limits the
comparability of findings and hinders the assessment of interpersonal mistreatment as a
whole (e.g., Barclay & Aquino, 201 Crawshaw, 2009; Hershcovis, 2010ne key
advantage of studying interpersonal mistreatment as an integrated construct is that doing

SO presents an opportunity to synthesize findings across the various literakileestill
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differentiating between behaviors intended to cause psydbaldgrm versus physical
harm to the target (Aquino & Thau, 2Q0@%ershcovis, 2011; Schat & Kelloway, 2005).

Notwithstanding the construct differentiation presently found in the literature,
there is a growing consensus among many organizational behavior scholars regarding the
integration of the various ngphysical suksets of aggressive workplace behaviors into
one general construct. Consistent with this perspective and research that has done so (e.g.,
Cortina & Magley, 2003; Tepper & Henle, 2011), | adopt the -@vehing umbrella term
T interpersonal mistreatmento represent the various constructs.
Outcomesof Interpersonal Mistreatment

A number of conceptual models describing the nature of interpersonal
mistreatment and why it poses such deleterious consequenaadi@ualshave been
advanced in the literature (e.g., Lehal.,2008; Zapf & Einarsen,d@5). A common
theme in each of these models is the conceptualization of interpersonal mistreatment as a
highly negative workplace stressor that results in various forms of stress outcomes for the
individual. For instance, Barling (1996) ubthe stressosstressstrain model to elucidate
how the experience of interpersonal mistreatment leads to stress responses (e.g., fear and
cognitive distraction) that contribute to longer term physical, psychological, or
behavioural strains for the target. Similarly, Reypnand Spector (2005) found that
interpersonal mistreatment, which they conceptualized as a social job stressor, negatively
affected targetso6 | ordividuascoustérgadacive n, and r

workplace behaviors (CWB)
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A review of researcindicates three major categories of outcomes of interpersonal
mistreatment for thandividual: attitudinal, wellbeing outcomes and behavioral
outcomes. | examine each of these below.
Individualsd At ti tudes

Attitudes ref er tieithdr positvd on reegaiivigabouts t at e me n
obj ect s, p e bapgtor, Rabbins & yudge,t2@ld 88]. Empiricatesearch
demonstratethe negative relationship between interpersonal treatment and attitudes
(e.g.,Cortina et al., 2001Duffy et al., 2006ferris, Brown, Berry, & Lian, 2008;
Schilpzancet al., 2016Tepper, 200¥. See BRble 1belowfor a summary of sample
supportive empirical studies linking specific interpersonal mistreatment constructs to
attitudes.

The relations between mistreatment atttudinaloutcomes have also been
confirmed in various metanalytic studies (e.g., Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Hershcovis,
2011 Mackeyet al.,2017). For instance, Bowling and Beehr (2006) found that

interpersonal mistreatment was negatively associatedwétlr get s6 j o sat i sf

.32), organizational commitment£-. 30) , and positively to tar
(r=.29).
|l ndi vidual s6 Well being Outcomes

Research investigating the relationship between interpersonal mistreatment and
wellbeing has examined both psychological and physiological outcomes and results
suggest a negative relationship (e.g., Duffy et al., 2006; Ferris et al., 2008; Schilpzand et
al., 2016;). See Table 2 for a summary of sample supportive empirical studies linking

specific interpersonal mi streat ment constr
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Metaanalytic data also show the presumed negative impact of interpersonal
mistreatment on thtargets psychological and physiological wellbeing (e.g., Bowling &
Beehr, 2006; Hershcovis, 2012hang & Liao, 2015)For exampleBowling and Beehr
(2006) found that such experiences were positively related to anxet2®),
depressionr(=.28), frustration/irritation  =.30), and selfeported physical symptoms (
=.25).
|l ndi vidual s6 Behaviors

A review of the literature indicates the emergence ofwti@a/son the
relationship between interpersonal @i strea
direct, and an indirect mediated relationship. Research on the effects of interpersonal
mistreatment typicallynvestigatests direct impacts on a variety of negative target
outcomes. Empirical findings from this stream of research provide suppthefdirect
relationship between interpersonal mistreatment and a variety of negative behavioral
outcomes including antisocial behaviors (Aquino & Douglas, 2003), revenge (e.g., Kim,
Shapiro, Aquino, Lim, & Bennett, 2008), retaliation (e.g., Skarlicki 8geg 1997), and
aggression (e.g., Greenberg & Barling, 1999). Researchers have also examined the direct
relationship between interpersonal mistreatment anehaomful outcomes such as
reconciliation and avoidance (e.g., Aquino, Tripp & Bies, 2001, 2RD6;et al., 2008).

Findings from metanalytic studies also provide support for the relationship
bet ween the experience of interpersonal mi
behaviors (e.g., Bowling & Beehr, 2006; Hershcovis, 2011). For exaBmding and

Beehr found that such experiences were positively related to engagement in ICWBs (
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.30), and absenteeism= .06), and negatively related to engagement in organizational
citizenship behaviorg E .02).
Mediators and Moderators of the Outcanes of Interpersonal Mistreatment

More recently, researchers have begun to pay increasing attention to the indirect
effects of interpersonal mistreatment on behavieirsdings from research in the area
suggest variety of individual and organizatiorfactorsthat mediate the relationships
between such experiences and other outcanotsdingi ndi vi dual sé6 (i) at
blame attributions; Aquino, Tripp & Bies, 2001), (ii) attitudes (e.g., Taylor, Bedeian &
Kluemper, 201p and(iii) likablenes of the offender (e.gBradfield & Aquino, 1999)

In addition, researcimdicates that negative affective responses to interpersonal
mistreatmenserve as mediators: Thaye associated with negative outcomes such as
decreased job satisfaction (e.g.hB& Magley, 2013), increased turnover intentions and
absenteeism (e.g3lasg, Vie, Holmdal & Einarsen, 201 Indirect aggression against
instigators (Porath & Pearson, 2012), engagement in behaviors such as revenge,
avoidance, and reconciliation (e.grossley, 2008 and CWB (Sakurai & Jex, 2012).

Additional studies have begun to considessible moderators of the outcomes of
interpersonal mistreatment. Empirical stud
() personality (e.g.MorencJiménez, Rodriguekiufioz, Moreno & Garrosa, 2007;

Penney & Spector, 2005), (ii) sadfficacy (e.g., Mikkelsen & Einarsen, 2002), negative
affectivity (Penney & Spector, 2005), (iii) status difference between target and
perpetrator (e.g., Porath &Rrson, 2012), (iv) general emotional and organizational
support (e.g., Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002; Miner, Settles-Ryaitt & Brady, 2012;

Schat & Kelloway, 2003), (v) family support (Lim & Lee, 2011), (vi) supervisor support
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(e.g., Sakurai & Jex,2), (vii) leadetmember exchange (Lian et al., 2012), and (viii)
psychological safety climate (Law, Dollard, Tuckey, & Dormann, 2011) all can moderate
the relationship between interpersonal mistreatment on job related outcomes.

More recently, researchehave begun to study how certain overlapping construct
features normally adopted in the literature as the defining characteristics of different
interpersonal mistreatment constructs (i.e., the intent, intensity, frequency, and perceived
invisibility of the mistreatment, and the perpetratactim relationship) may moderate
the interpersonal mistreatmentitcome relationship (e.g., Benson, 2013; Nixon, 2011).
Although only a limited number of empirical studies have tested the suggested
moderating effects,caumulating empirical evidence indicate that these factors do
influence the outcomes of interpersonal mistreatment; however, the moderating effect
may be dependent on the outcome variable examined (e.g., Benson, 2013; Nixon, 2011).
For example, Nixon (203¥ound that mistreatment intensity moderated the relationship
between experienced interpersonal mistreatment and outcomes slagnession,
anxiety, irritation, physical symptoms, job satisfaction organizational commitment, and
turnover intentions sudinat higher intensity led to more negative outcomes. However,
intensity did not moderate the relationship between interpersonal mistreatment and

contagious disease exposure.
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Table 1 Summary of sample supportive empirical studies linkirgep f i ¢ i nt er per sonal mi strea

Outcomes of Interpersonal

Mistreatment Interpersonal Mistreatment Construct Sample Supportive empirical studies
Bulutlar & Oz, 2009; Matthiesen, Raknes, ¢
Rokkum, 1989; Djurkovic, McCormack, &
Casimir, 2004; McCormack, Casimir,
Targets' Attitudes Bullying Djurkovic, & Yang, 2006

(e.g., Job satisfaction, Organizational
commitment, Turnover intentions) Workplace incivility

Abusive Supervision

Social undermining

Workplace aggression and violence

WorkplaceOstracism

Cortina et al., 2001; Griffin, 2010; Lim et al
2008; Pearso& Porath, 2001; Lim & Teo,
2009;Sakurai & Jex, 2012.

Aryee, Chen, Sun, & Debrah, 2007;
Bamberger & Bacharach, 2006; Bowling &
Michel, 2011; Breaux, Perrewe, Hall, Frink.
& Hochwarter, 2008; Detert, Trevino, Burrit
& Andiappan,2007; Duffy & Ferrier, 2003;
Harvey, Stoner, Hochwarter, & Kacmar,
2007; Hobman, Restubog, Bordia, & Tang,
2009; Kernan, Watson, Chen, & Kim, 2011
Tepper, 2000; Tepper, Henle, Lambert,
Giacalone, & Duffy, 2008

Duffy et al., 2006

Kessler, Spector, Chang, & Parr, 2008;
Marrs, 1999; Synder, Chen, & Vachtaase,
2007; Yang, 2009

Ferris et al., 2008
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Table 2 Summary of sample supportive empirisat udi es | i nki ng

outcomes

specific interperson

Outcomes of Interpersonal Mistreatment

Interpersonal Mistreatment
Construct

Sample Supportive empirical studies

Targets' Psychological and
Physiologicalwellbeing

Bullying

Workplace incivility

Abusive Supervision

Social undermining

Workplace aggression and violence

Workplace ostracism

Agervold & Mikkelsen, 2004; Djurkovic,
McCormack, & Casimir, 2006, 2004; Fox
& Stallworth, 2005; Lee & Brotheridge,
2006; Matthiesen & Einarsen, 2001, 200
Mikkelsen & Einarsen, 2001, 2002; Varti
2001

Cortina et al., 2001; Lim & Cortina, 2005
Lim et al., 2008

Alexander, 2012; Bamberger & Bacharau
2006; Harvey et al., 2007; Rafferty,
Restubog, &

Jimmieson, 2010; Tepper, 2000.

Duffy et al., 2006; Hepburn &nns, 2013.

Barling, Rogers, & Kelloway, 2001,
Kessler, et al., 2008; LeBlanc & Kellowa’
2002; Needham, Abderhalden, Halfens,
Fischer, & Dassen, 2005; Schat &
Kelloway, 2002, 2003; Spector, Coulter,
Stockwell, & Matz,2007; Yang, 2009

Ferris et al., 2008; Wu, Yim, Kwan, &
Zhang, 2012.
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CHAPTER THREE
Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development
Key definitions

Before undertaking a discussion of the
experience of interpersonal mistreatment, it is useful to examimeoncepts that are
central to research on identity: identigdidentity threatl review each in turn below.

| dentity. Research suggests that to function effectively, individuals require a
reasonably secure and constant sense of who they are (i-defg@tion) within a
particular situation (Erez & Earley, 1993t8valbe & MasorSchrock, 1996), and that
peopletend to positively value their identities (Hogg & Terry, 2000) and strive to
maintain positive identities (Aquino & Douglas, 200Bhis dissertatiordraws from
identity theory Burke & Stets 200Pwhich conceptualizes identity in terms of three
interrelaed bases: the person, social and role identities.

Person IdentityPerson identities encompass the meanings that the individual has

that distinguish him or her from others, a
goals (Stets & Serpe, 2013). Ben identity is experienced by individuals as "core" or
"unique” to themselves and is usually referred to as a set of idiosyncratic attributes that
differentiate the individual from others (Hitlin, 2003; Stets & Burke, 2000; Tajfel &
Turner 1986; Thoits &/irshup 1997). Person identity motivates behavior in line with the
individual 6s own goals and values rather t
a group or category (Stets & Burke, 2000).

Social IdentitySo c i a l identity refers -dorwepfit hat p

which derives from his knowledge of his membership of a social group (or groups)
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together with the value and emotional sign
1978; p.63)Soca | identities encompass the meaning:
identification with a sociajroup(Hogg, 2006; Hogg & Abrams, 198&spousing a
given social identity involves being at one with a particular group, being like others in the
group, andseeing things from the group's point of view (Stets & Burke, 2000).
Role identity A role identity refers to the meanings an individual attaches to
himself or herself while enacting a role (Stets, 20B@)es are defined as the shared
expectations assa@ted with social positions in society (e.g., teacher, parent, and student;
Stets & Serpe, 20)3When individuals take on a role identity, they first assume self
meanings and expectations associated with the role and then behave in ways that
symbolize angreserve these meanings and expectations (Stets & Burke, 2000; Thoits &
Virshup 1997)Individuals have multiple role identities (e.g., gender, spouse, task leader)
that can be activated in various social contexts.
Identity Threat.Althoughvarious definitions of identity threat abound in the
literature (Petriglieri, 2011), a common understanding in each is that certain experiences
or factors can pose hartheprésentrésbaech,idefthe vi du al
identi ty eribnces appraisedas indicatipg potential harm to the value,
meanings, or enactment of an identityo (Pe
Research examimg identity threat and its associated processayg be classified
into three stream@etriglieri, 2011). Inhe first research stream, the effect of identity
threat is examined as the devaluation of t
i ndi vi dwoaHwhish osgamatds from the threatened identity; e.g., Ashforth,

Kreiner, Clark, & Fugate, 2007;dRerts, 2005).
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In the second perspective, identity threat impact is viewed in terms of the
proscription of the free and consistent expression of an identity as was previously
possible (e.g., Kreiner, Hollensbe & Sheep, 2006b; Shepherd & Haynie, 200&jefy v
of factors have been found to influence the perceived threat to the enactment of an
identity including traumatic experiences such as the death of a spouse (Neimeyer,
Prigerson & Davis, 2002), chronic illness (Breakwell, 1983) and perceptionstikes ot
have rejected an enacted identity (Stets & Serpe, 2013).

In the third stream of research, identity threat impact is proposed as the negative

effects on the meanings an individual attaches to an identity (e.g., Anteby, 2008; Burke,

1991d).Accordingb t hi s stream of research, each
accompanied by a notion of what is means to be that given identity (Petriglieri, 2011).
For example, a teacher may associate the

with his/her professinal identity and may attach these meanings to how he/she views
himself/herself. Experiences may threaten these identity meanings by suggesting that the
identity may not be associated with these meanings in the {ireteglieri, 2011).

Research indicasethat both individuals themselves and others with whom they interact
can threaten identities in this wdpdividuals can threaten their identities by behaving
inconsistent with the meanings they attach to the identities (Stets & Serpe,| 2@t

thisthird conceptualization of identity threat in my dissertation.
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Identity Theory

Over the past decades identity theory has developed as a robust theory of the self

(Burke & Stets, 2009 central goal of identity theory is to specify how the meanings

attached to different identities are negotiated and managed in social interactions (Stets &

Serpe, 2013)n its specification of these relationships, several theoretical arguments are

propo®d by identity theory, threaf which are germane to my research.

First, identity theory proposes that individuals hold multiple identities, each of
which vary in terms of the extent to
core sense ofedf (Ashforth, 2001; Petriglieri, 2011). These identities are likely to be
activated in a given context (Stets & Burke, 2000).

Second, identity theory posits that individuals have specific sets of meanings

whi ch

attached to each of their identities. Thesemeans r ef er t o i ndi vi dual

they reflect upon themselves in a person, social or role identity (Burke & Stets, 2009;

Stets & Serpe, 2013). For instance, an individual may think of himself as a
compassionate person when he thinks of himselffathar, and as a hard worker when
he thinks of himself as a worker

Third, identity theory proposes that identity processes occur in the social
environmen{e.g., Burke & Franzoi, 1988; Carter, 2010; Serpe 19B7e social

environment i s defined as the fAsoci al

behaviors of ot her Resear¢hBndicaleethadividdads hehotiate .

and manage their identities within social relationships andtieae interactions in turn,
ascribe value to identities, define and shape their meanings, and impute (or refute)

identities (Petriglieri, 2011; White, 1992
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Several research perspectiwsidentity processdsgave emerged fromesearch
onidentity theory including thenteractionaMcCall & Simmons, 1978)structural
(Serpe & Stryker, 2011), and perceptual conBairke & Stets, 2009 erspectivesfor a
review see Stets, 2006; Stets & Serpe, 20ABhough each perspective presents
differentpropositions on how identities function to influencen d i v bethaviar) sy 6
research draws from thperceptual contradystemperspectiveWith its consideration of
the three bases of identity, and its proposition regarding identity activatididentity
nontverification and related consequendd® perceptual contrglystemperspective of
identity theoryprovides me witta broadcomprehensivéheoretical framework that
facilitates theexplicaion of the dynamics involved in the interpersbmistreatment
identity relationshishypothesized in this dissertatidioreover muchof the
theoretical and empirical research on identity theelgvant to my researaraws from
the perceptual control systgmarspectivgStets, 2006; Stets &erpe, 2013).
The Perceptual ControBystemPerspective of Identity theory

According to identity theorywhen an identity is activated, a control system is
also activated to match perceptions of thesethes i t uat i on wi th oneods
standard (i.ei n d i v pedcapadnsobwho they are; Stets & Serpe, 208 entral
notion behind the perceptual contsystemperspective is that individuals control their
perceptions of themselves in situations such that these perceptions match the identity
standard that they have of themselves, and in turn, determine their bglsagier 2006).
Theperceptual contradystemperspective of identity theofpcuses on the internal
dynamics that operate for any one identity (Stets, 2006). These internal dynamics involve

a feedback loop which is established when an identity is activated in a social situation
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(Stets & Serpe. 2013). This feedback loop compfigeskey componentsSeeFigurel

for a graphical illustration of this feedback loop.

Identity

Esteem

Emotion

Perceptions

Environment

Reflected
Appraisals

Disturbances /

Figurel. Identity Control System (Stets & Burka011)

Social
Behavior

Situational
Meanings

The first component of the feedback loop is the identity standard (i.setloé
meanings an individual attaches to an identity he or she holds; Burke, 1996a; Stets,
2006). Individuals bring these identity meanings into their social interactions. The second
element is th@erceptual input (i.e., the reflected appraisals), wretérs to how
individuals see themselvesflectedin a situation $tets, 2006)and the feedback that
they received from others in the social interaction. The third component péibeptual
control system ishe comparator, which refers to the proaesshich the individual

compares the perceptual input meanings with his or her identity standard meanings. The
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fourth elemeni emotioni is the immediate outcome of the comparator and indicates the
degree of correspondence between input meanings andyidtandard meanings.

When there is congruence between the input perceptions and identity standard,
identity verification occurs, resulting in the experience of positive emotion. However,
when these two variables are incongruent, identityveification occurs, leading to
negative emotion. Identity neverification may be positive (i.e., when an individual
surpasses his or her standard) or negative (i.e., when an individual fall short his or her
standard). Identity theory proposes that in either cagggtive emotion will be
experienced, creating a greater motivation to reduce theaoaespondence between
input and identity standard meaninghis identity theory argument that negative
emotions are experienced notwithstanding the direction of theerification derives
from the interruption theory of stress (Mandler, 1982)e theoryproposes that negative
emotions are experienced when normal action and/or thought processes are interrupted
(Burke & Stets, 2009).

Linking this argument to identitsheory, identity nosverification may be viewed
as a form of interruption to the continuously operating identity processes (i.e., a system
involving various components and phases from activation up to verification) resulting in
negative emotional respondésr reviews see Burke, 1991d). Thus, even when an
individual 6s identity is verified in the
identity processnegative affective reactions are produced. In the present research, | focus
specifically oninvestigating the emotions related to naerification in the negative

direction.
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The fifth element in the perceptual control system is the output to the
environment . The output refers to the ind
noncorrespondece between input and identity standard meanings. In a situation-of non
correspondence between input and identity standard meanings, output will be adjusted
with the objective of changing input meanings to match the identity standard meanings.
These adjustents may be in the form of whatever behaviors individual can engage in,
assuming no significant situational constraints exist, with the goal of resolving the non
correspondencEStets & Serpe. 2013)dentity theory proposebe perceptual control
identity process as an unconscious and relatively automatic process that becomes
conscious if and when a n@orrespondence between si@isituation meanings and
identity standard meanings becomes large (Stets & Serpe. 2013).

A perceptual control system perspctive of the relationship betweernterpersonal
mi streatment and targetés ident.i
Identity Standard

In the perceptual control framework presented here | argue that interpersonal
mistreatment relates to identity through a perceptual feedbackt@wacterized by four
key phases: the identity activation phase, the comparison phase, the affective response
phase, and the enacted behavior phasasistent with identity theory, | recognize the
i mportant fundament al r odtaadard in toig peteptoay 1 ndi v
control system. Specifically, | acknowledge that individuals bring these identity meanings
into the social interactions within which the acts of interpersonal mistreatment are

perpetrated.

25



Identity Activation Phase

Identity adivationreferstont he process by which an i de
subsequently controlled by an individual [
strive to find situations where they can actively maintaingruencdetweertheir
identity meanings and their seili-the-situation identity (Carter, 2013Btets & Serpe,
2013). An identity is activated when aspects of the situgtiomptpertinent knowledge
structures in memory (i.e., the individual
increase the accessibility of t-domept dentity
(Carter, 2013).

An idea central to the understanding of the identity activation processristibe
of multiple identities. This notion of multiple identities dex$ from the work of James
(1890) who propogkthat individuals have multiple selves, each of which relates to the
different people who come to know the person in a particular way (cf. Stets & Serpe,
2013). Multiple identities are categorized into the ¢hmeain bases of identities: person,
social (or group) and role identities.

Although research suggests that the person, social, and role identities often
intersect and cannot be easily separated in situations (Stets & Serpe, 2013), empirical
research indiates thatontextual cues may activate a specific identity (e.g., Carter,
2013). The activation of givenidentity provides a motivation toward intentions and
behavior (e.g., Aquino et al., 2009; Carter, 2013jhe identity activation phase of the
percetual controlsystemmodel presented here, | adopt a broad perspective of the

multiple identities proposition and propose relationships between the experience of
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interpersonal mi streatment and thrée of th
That is, | argue that the nature of the interpersonal mistreatment experienced will involve
situational cues indiceig what specific identity is most likely activated. As discussed
previously, identity theory argues that different identities are activipending on the
situational cues inherent in that social context. These situational cues are interpreted by
the individual, who relying on shared symbols and cultural meanings identifies the
identity that should be enacted in that situation (Stets &€a81011)In other wordsby
promptingparticular meanings attached to a giv@entity, cues in the social interaction
increases the accessibility that identity in that situationconsequently activating
(Carter, 2013).

Presentlyresearch has yet to provide empirical support of the notion that
experienced interpersonal mistreatment poses implications for different identity bases.
However, recent research in the area has begun to allude to this possibility (e.g., Leiter,
2013).Forexample, m his discussion on the roots, emotional impacts and further
consequences of workplace incivility (a form of interpersonal mistreatment), Leiter
arguedhat such acts of interpersonal mistreatment can impact identity in two ways. The
firstimpact s on the individual 6s work rol es. H e
to have the effect of conveying the message that others with whom the individual relates

as he/she enacts his/her role identity, do not perceive the individual in the saa®e way

2 Researcton multiple identitiesuggests thanore than onélentity canbe activated in a situatiandthat
multiple identities may work in concert in the identitgrification procesg¢e.g., Burke &Stets, 2009
Deaux, 1992; 1993; Stets, 199backnowledge this notion in the research presented here by exploring
whether (diferent) acts of interpersonal mistreatmarg associated with the activation of the multiple
identities examined here. However, as my main focus in the present researchvsgtigation of the
activation and subsequent impact of such experienceaabrokthe threebase ofidentity (i.e., person,
social and role)l proffer no hypotheses on this idededvethis to future research
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he/she does. Moreover, interpersonal mistreatment challenges the viability and salience
of working relationships. The second i mpac
According to Leiter, workplace incivility challenges social identity by redegjinire
individual negatively (e.g., implying that he or she is not sufficiently significant to
deserve attention). Leiter reasons that the various forms of incivility that clearly demean
the individual (e.g., direct criticism, mocking, or sarcasm) redgfm only the
relationship between the perpetrator and target, but also redefines both parties to others in
the social group who witness the interaction.

Extendingthe abovdine of research to the investigation presented herein, |
hypothesize that sodiaues inherent in interpersonal mistreatment interactions will
activate the person, social and role identities of the individual targeted by such behaviors.
Regarding the social identity, | expect that cues in the interpersonal mistreatment
interaction tlat suggest to the individual that he/she is not perceived as being like one of
the groupto which the individual belongsill increase the accessibility of the social
identity in that situation. For instance, sicivolving social exclusion frorthe groupmay
activate the social identity asntay trigger the meanings which the individual attaches to
being a member of the group.

With respect tahe role identity | expect that cues in acts of interpersonal
mi streat ment t hat r erhaace efthe role whiclehe/she at¢upiasd u a |
will prompt identity meanings that the individual attaches to that role, consequently
activating thatole identity in that situation. Fanstancean act of interpersonal
mistreatmenthat suggests incompetence or a failure to meet the expectations of the

i ndi vi dua lmaysactivate thiparticdamwerk roleidentity.
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It is alsoreasonable to expect that interpersonal mistreatment similarly negatively
relates to th@erson idetity base For instancean act of interpersonal mistreatment
challenginpp t arget 6s intellectual capacity coul
identity relating to intellectual competence.

Althoughl could not find anyempirical evidencén support of myargumenthat
certain acts of interpersonal mistreatment may be characterised as being imbued with
varied cues that activate the person, social and role identities held by the indevidual,
review ofcommonly used measuretthe different foms of interpersonal mistreatment
provide support fothis propositionFor instanceitems from interpersonal mistreatment
measures such as fABelittled you or your id
being incompetento (botompegée¢ntbad( adabesigem
may be argued to relate ttee work role identity. In another instance, measures such as

ATal ked bad about you behind your backo (s

derogatory remar ks a landerfed] gr fspréad] (umorscabouti | i t y)
youo (bullying) can be viewed as relating
such as fAlnsulted youodo (social wundermining
showed | ittl e i n(tienrceisvti liint yy)o ura nodp ifinTiadnkoe d d

can be viewed as relating to person identity.

In sum | hypothesize:

Hypothesis la: Workplace mterpersonal mistreatment will be associated
with the activation of the tar

Hypothesis 1b: Workplace interpersonal mistreatmemtl be associated
with the activation of the tar
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Hypothesis 1c: Workplace interpersonal mistreatmemitl be associated
with the activation of the tar

The Camparison Phase

The second phase of the perceptual control feedback loop involves a perceptual
comparison of thendividualdb s i dent ity standard -mthd hi s or
situation identity (given the act of interpersonal mistreatment) tordete whether both
components are congruent. If congruence is perceived, the identity is viewed as verified;
however, if incongruence occurs between th
her perception of selh-the-situation identity, the idertii is perceived as nerified. In
other words, identity verification occurs whirere is congruengétets & Serpe, 2013).

Previous research on identity verification suggests a variety of factors infigenc
this process (for a review see Burkesgets, 2009ncludingthe social context (e.g.,
Carter, 2013; Stets & Carter, 2011; Stets & Harrod 200dxamine the influence of
social contexts on individualsdé identity p
interpersonal mistreatment orffdrent identity bases. Specificallytheorizethatacts of
interpersonal mistreatment will be pervaded with cues that suggest negative meanings
about the activated identity. ex pect that the comparison be
standards (with resgds toactivated person, social and role identjtiend their
perceptions about othersdé vi dadentitgriont hem i n
verification Regarding the person identity, | expeftir examplethat identity meanings
related to espoused positive vales., being honestnd/or intelligentwill not be
verified when compared to cues inherenteartainacts ofinterpersonal mistreatmetitat

suggest otherwise (e.g., dishonesty/or not intelgeni. Similarly, for the social
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identitylexpectf or i nstance, that tmeaningsmdicatmg dual 6 s
attachmenand belongingneds the groupwith which the individual identifiesvill not
be verifiedwhen compared to the cues fragats of interpersonal mistreatment that
suggest otherwisg.g., exclusiorirom the groupor notcontributing to the groypAs
well for the role identit, | expect, for instancéhatthe individual who experiencests
of interpersonal mistreatmetitatsuggest hisincompetenein his work role would most
likely perceive negative necorrespondence between his/her identity meanings and self
in-the-situatior? reflected in the negative interaction.
The expectation that interpersonal mistreatment wilhii®ied withnegative
cuesabout the i ndivi éudsdussed alzowein lingveth researchd ent i t
thatindicatesthe nature of such expences to be negatir reviews see Bowling &
Beehr, 2006; Hershcovis, 2011).
In sum, | hypothesize:
Hypothesis 2a: Workplace interpersonal mistreatmemitl be positively
associated with the newerification of the person identity.
Hypothesis 2b: Workplace interpersonal mistreatmemitl be positively
associated with the neverification ofthe ar get 6 s s oc i
identity.
Hypothesis 2c: Workplace interpersonal mistreatmemitl be positively

associated withthenemer i fi cati on of t he
identity.

% Some research suggests that people may not necessarily always have a posioreself(e.g.,
Robinson& Smith-Lovin, 1992;Swann,Pelham& Krull, 1989;Swann, HixonSteinSerouss& Gilbert,
1990;Swann Wenzlaff& Tafarodi,1992. For instanceit is possible that a personaynnot, for various
reasons, see himséiérselfas competerdnd deserving of respect, or may take on negative identity
meanings such dwing dishonesiNevertheless, research, indicatiestfor the most partpeoplehave, and
strive to maintain positive identities (Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Bies, 1999; Brockd@&8, Bteele, 1988;
Tajfel & Turner, 1985)I focus on this latter perspective in developing my arguments.
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Emotional Response Phase
The term affect is used to refer to a broad range of feelings that individuals
experience which are in the moment, strartge affective responses (Watson & Clark,
1984). Positive affect (e.qg., joy) is associated with events that enable the achievement of
an individual 6s goal s, whereas negative af
events that thwart the fulfill ment of the
According to identity theory, emotion, a key component of the perceptual control
system, signals the extent to which corresp
standards, and his or her perceptions ofisefhe-situation (Burke, 199, 1996, Stets,
2006). In essence, the verification process of identities is connected torehotio
outcomes that help guide the process (Burke, d99Ivo main dimensions of emotion
are theorized to occur within this system: positive emotions and negative emotions.
Whereas positive emotions arise when there is continuous correspondence between the
individual 6s identity st an-thdhegitimton,and hi s o
negative emotions arise when there is-norrespondencén the present research, |
focus specifically on investigating the emotions related tevaaification in the egative
direction.
Identity theory posits thaiegativeemotions arise in all cases where there is a
|l ack of alignment between the individual 6s
of seltin-the-situation Identity nonverificationmay be viewd asa form of interruption
to the continuously operating identity processes (i.e., a system involving various
components and phases from activation up to verification) resulting in negative emotional

responses such as distress or anxiety (for reviewBisde, 1994).
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Empirical research testing emotional responses as outcomes of identity non
verification provides support for the proposition, For instance, Burke and Harrod (2005)
found that compared to partners who experienced spousal identity venifi¢htbse who
experienced spousal identity noarification reported negative emotiot@milarly, in a
test of the emotional consequences of identity-venification, Ellestad and Stets, (1998)
found thatidentity nonverification was associated with the experience of negative
emotions.

Researcliocused specifically on identity threat in other contexts other than
interpersonal mistreatmealtsoprovides further support for thabove hypothesized
identity threatemotions relationshign general, research in tlaeeahas linked identity
threat to a variety of affective responses (e.g., Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000; Major &
O6Brien, 2005; Ysseldyk, Matheson & Ani s ma
Gordin, 2003). In particular, research indicates that individuals respond emotionally,
particularly in anger, to identity threat (e.g., Bies, 1999; Gilligan, 1996; Steele, 1988). For
instance, Ysseldyk et al. (2011) found that religious identity threat e\amkbdsadness
and anger, particularly for individuals with a strong intrinsic religious orientation. In
another study that investigated the mechanisms by which appraisals of harm to a salient
group identity resulted in offensive behavior, Mackie et al. Q20@und thaanger and
fearmediatedhis relationship.

Thus,drawing from thetheoretical and empiricaésearch discussed above, |
propose thatthenemer i fi cati on of the individual ds p
given interpersonahi str eat ment will Dbe positively re

emotional response. For each identity base, | expect that the indwidogkrceives a
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negative reflected appraisaill be likely to experience a negative emotional response to

the nonverification of his/her activated identities. That iBypothesize that:

Hypothesis 3a: Thenorver i fication of the targeto
the experience afiorkplace interpersonal mistreatment
will Dbe positively awssoci ated
emotionalresponse.

Hypothesis 3b: Thenoaver i fication of the target @

experience ofvorkplace interpersonal mistreatmenil be
positively associ aemetidnalwi t h t ar
response.

Hypothesis 3c Thenoaveri fication of the targetC
experience ofvorkplace interpersonal mistreatmenill be
positively associ aemetidnalwi t h t ar
response.

Enacted Behavior Phase

As | noted earlier, research findings reported in the emotion literature indicate that
emotions influence individual sé judgement
Zeelenberg & Pieters, 2006). Emotions provide information about problems that have to
be dealt with, and motivate individuals to behave in ways to solve the problems (de
Hooge, Zeelenberg & Breugelmans, 2007; Zeelenberg & Pieters, 2006).

In thefourth phase of the perceptual contsylstemframeworkproposecdere, |
hypothesizehat theindividualés negativeemotional respondellowing thenon
verification of hs/her person, social and role identities givgarpersonal mistreatment
will motivate his/herbehavioral responseAccording to identity theory, negative

emotions experiencedlfowing identity nonverification will create the motivation to

reduce the incongruity between the reflected appraisals (i.einseltiation; Stets, 2006)
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and identity standard meanings. This motivation may result in vacamyrstiveand
behavioralctions that facilitate correspondence (Stets & Serpe, 2013).

Overall,whatever the behavioral option chosen in response to identity non
verification,the goal of behavior change in the perceptual control system of identity
theory is to control perceptioiiStets & Burke, 2005). That is, behavior change is aimed
at the better alignment of perceptions of the-gseHituation witht h e i n didestityd ual 6 s
standards (Stets, 2006).

Studies examining the relationship between emotions aroused followingydentit
nonverification, and individual s behaviors
Stets & Burke, 2005a; Stets & Tsushima, 2001). For instance, in ateatdgxamined
the relationship between indiviyhonal s nega
verification and theisubsequentesponses, Stets and Tsushima (2001) found that non
verification of groupbased identities was related to anger that lasted longer, and that the
aroused emotions led to behavioral responses (e.g., seeking soomat,samgp physical
aggression) for individuals who experienced+venification of their rolebased
identities

Drawing from the theoretical and empirical research discussed dbove,
hypothesize thahe norcongruence between the meanings the individual attaches to
his/her person, social and role identities, and the meanings he/she perceives to be
reflected in the experience of interpersonal mistreatment will result in negative emotions
thatin turn,willmot vat e t he individual 6s behaviors i
these identities, | expect thiliei n d i v negaiivae endosional responsethe identity

nontverification of will mediate the relationship between identity-werification and tke
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individual 6s bEhaviodiaVi dealp o s s kefactitatingi or s wi
the alignment of the perceived seifsituation meanings with his or her identity
meanings. In other words, thdsehaviorswill be aimed at restoring identityevification

and/or preventing future discrepancies (Stets & Burke, 200Bt)s, | hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 4a: Tar get 6 emaie@response will mediate the
relationshipbetweenthenemer i f i cati on of 't h
person identity and targetéds b
Hypothesis 4b: Tar get 6 emaie@response will mediate the
relationship betweenthenaner i f i cati on of t h
soci al i d e n tehavigral mspahses.ar get 6 s b
Hypothesis 4c: Tar get 6 emaiengresponse will mediate the
relationship betweenthenaner i f i cati on of t h
work role identity and targeto

Investigating Discrete Emotional Responsesdentity, Identity Non -Verification and
Identity Centrality

The hypothess proposed earlier (hypothess3, 3b, and 3con the emotional
outcomes of identity nemerification in the experience of interpersonal mistreatment
focuses on negative affect, a lggrorder dimension of emotion (Watson & Clark, 1997,
Tellegen, Watson, & Clark, 1999). Howevempirical evidence from recent research
(e.g., Bunk & Magley, 2013uggest the efficacy of identifying tepecific discrete
emotiong(e.g., anger, sadnessaf, guilt, disgustyomprising this general feeling of
negative affect, and examining what further ramifications these emotions pose for targets
of mistreatment Research examining these different discrete emotions aroused following
individual®d e x peeofiritegparsonal mistreatment indicate an association between
such emotionsndvarious target outcomes including increased turnover intentions and

absenteeism, indirect aggression against instigators, and reeegpgBunk & Magley,
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2013;Crossley, P08 Kabat, 2012; Lee & Elkins, 2013; Porath & Pearson, 2012; Wright
& Fitzgerald, 2007).

In its examinatiofof the relationships between identity Reerification and
individual sé6 emoti onal rfuetlepopostierstwoaf dent ity
which areparticularly germane to the current reseaFitst, identity theory proposes that
the nonverification of the different types of identities an individual takes on in a social
interaction, significantly predicts the emergence of indigidlus 6 di scr et e emot
responses (e.gsadness, shame, guilt, depressktets, 2006; Stets & Burke, 2005b).
Secondjdentity theory further proposes that a variety of facsoish acharacteristics of
the nonverified identity (e.g.identity centrality)are suggested as playingiafluencing
roles in the noted relationshiffer reviews see Stets & Burke, 2005b; Stets, 2006).

Identity centralityrefers to how important setfoncept elements (e.g.,
dispositions or identities) are to individeagRosenberg, 1979; Stets & Serpe, 2013).

Identity centrality focuses on the internalized significance of an identity (e.g., Stryker &
Serpe, 1994 T he mor e t h e -viemisstaked ith anadenbity, the radref
important it is for tle individual o get verification for that identity (Burke & S$2009.
Whenthis identity isnot verified, the individual will feel worse given that the identity is
very important to the self (Cantwell, 2018n individualwho places greater importance
upon a focaldentity compared to other identities, can be expected to be sensitive to
identity-related information that may impact on that ident8yryker & Serpe, 1994)
Given theabove notedignificantrole played by identity centralitpyi ndi vi dual s

identity processed expect that its examination in the context of my researchusatul

* The discussion in this section draws mainly from Stets and Burke (2005I8tets(2006).
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in providingfurtherinsight intothe psychological dynamics of th@erpersonal
mistreatmenidentity relationship as hypothesized in this dissertation

In linking identity centrality to emotions experienced in identity processes,
identitytheoryar gues t hat 1 ndivi dual svérificationoof i on al r
different identities will vary depending on the centrality of the-werified identity.
Specifically, the theory argues that less intense emotions are more likely to be felt when
the nonverified identity is less central to a person whereas more intense emotional
responses are more likely when the wvenified identity is high in centrality (ke &

Stets, 2009; Stets & Burke, 2005b).
Discreteemotional responses to newerification of the person identity

Regarding the nomerification of the person identity, identity theory proposes that
the individual will experience feelings ranging froadaess to depression (Stets &

Burke, 2005b). Themotionsexperienced armfluenced by how central the identity is to

t he i ndi woncept.a8Spegifically wherf the person identity is low in centrality,
the individual would experience sadness, whereas feelings of depression would emerge
when the person identity is high centrality.

Sadness and depression following +vamification of a person identitydentity
theory predicts that because the per-son id
concept if is more likely to beactivated across situations,@sland groups) and as such,
more likely to invoke greater commitment (more people know the individual in terms of
the characteristics of the person identity), its-merification will elicit strong emotions
such as sadness and depresgstats & Burke, Q05b). Sadness is an emotional response

to negative events that are considered asniratable (Frijda, Kuipers, &er Schure,
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1989).The core relational theme in the experience of sadness is il&voicable loser
helplessness about losghichunder scores the individual 6s
eliminate the harmBonanno, Goorin & Coifman, 200&8.A. Smith & Lazarus, 198).
Sadness is experienced when the individiglsan event as having low problem
focused coping potential, andhagative future expectancy (C.A. Smith & Lazarus,
19R8). Feelings of sadness can deteriorate into depression (Boeaah@008).

Feelings of depression involve an intessasef sadnessvhich is accompanied
by the withdrawal from and/or loss of imést in activities one previously enjoyed
(American Psychiatric AssociatipB017).A key mediating mechanism through which
sadness may result in depression is rumination (Bonanno et al., 2008). Research indicates
that rumination is a significant predictof depression (Just & Alloy, 1997; Spasojevic’
& Alloy, 2001) and reduced psychological functionivgdde, Vogel, Liao & Goldman,
2008).

Consistent with identity theory hlypothesizeéhat the norverification of the
person identity resulting from integpsonal mistreatment will elicit feelis@f sadness
anddepression Furthermore, | expect that identity centrality will moderate these
relationships such that the relationships will be stronger depending on how central the
identity is to the individual.

Regarding the effect on sadnessxpectthat the hypothesized relationship
between identity nowerification and sadness will be stronger when the activated person
identity is of low centrality than when the identity is of high centraligxpect thathe
individual will experience a sense of loss of the real self in that social exchange because

the meanings he or she attaches to that core person identity are not perdbiaed in
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social interactionAs well,the individualmay experienca sense of helplessness
regardinghis/her ability to restore the loss so experiend¢adthermorethe individual
may perceive that there is nothing he or she can do to ensure the successful verification of
his or her person identity in the future resutin feelings of sadneskloweverbecause
theactivated persoitentityis of low centralitythe emotion experienced will be milder
compared to other stronger emotions such as feelings of depression.
With respect to its eddemeasdion, |expectihatdi vi du
situations where the nererified person identity is of high centrality, timelividual may
report stronger emotional responses such as feeling depressed. This is because he or she
will be particularly sensitive to negatiwapacts on that identitysfryker & Serpe, 1994),
and will be more likely to focus keenly on understanding whayghkrson identity was
not verified. Research indicates that rumination over interpersonal mistreatment may play
a significant role in maintaining negative mood states following such events
(McCullough, Bono, & Root, 2007; Worthington & Wade, 1999). Thuxressequence of
this rumination over the neverification of the person identity may be the experience of
depression.
In sum, | hypothesize:
Hypothesis &: The nonverification of a person identity given the
experience ofvorkplace interpersonal mistreaemtwill be
associated with feelingsf sadness.
Hypothesis 5b: The relationship between identity reerification and
sadness will be significantly stronger when the-menfied

identity is of low centrality compared to when the identity is
of high centrality.
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Hypothesis5c: The nonverification of a person idenyi given the
experience ofvorkplace interpersonal mistreatmenmill be
associated with feelings of depression.
Hypothesis5d: The relationship between identity nreerificationand
depression will be significantly stronger when the-non
verifiedidentity is of high centrality compared to when the
identity is of low centrality.
Discrete emotional @sponses taon-verification of the social identity
Identity theory argues that the verification of a social identity signals that the
individual is similar to, and belongs with others in the group; thus, leading to feelings of
selfworth, acceptance, and inclusion by others in the group (Stets, @06 Burke,
2000;Stets & Serpe, 2013). However, the naification of a social identity suggests
the threat of rejection from the group, leadingititdvidual to experience emotions
associated with the negative evaluation of the self for not meetirmxpleetations of
others (Stets, 2006). According to identity theory, these emotional effects will vary
depending on the centrality o-6oncephe soci al
Specifically, it is proposed that when the naarified social identy is low in centrality,
the individual would feel embarrassment, whereas, when theerdied social identity
is high in centrality, the individual would feel shame.
Embarrassment and shame following namification of a social identitydentity
theay proposes that the narerification of a social identity will invoke feelings of
embarrassment argthame. Embarrassments def i ned as fAan aversiv
mortification, abashment, and chagrin that

1995; p. 22). Shame is defined as "a heightened degree e¢@edicious selawareness,

or selfattention: our consciousness is filled with self and we are aware of some aspect of
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self we consider innocuous or inadequate” (Izard, 1977; p. 28&ough traditiomlly
conceptualized as fundamentally the same emotion save for deayaiifferences (e.g.,
intensity, duration, and the nature of the involvement of the self; for a review see Crozier,
2014), embarrassment and shame have been shown in more receah yésder
distinct, but related emotions (e.g., Keltner & Buswell, 1996; Miller & Tangney, 1994;
Tangney, Miller., Flicker & Barlow, 1996a
Embarrassment involves both a sense of inadequacy in the self, as well as the
perceptions of threat coming froothers due to nonconformity with social expectations
(Bethell, Lin & McFatter, 2014). In general, events triggering embarrassment may signal
t hat something is wrong (e.g., a given <cha
be carefully examinedidden, or changed) (Tangney et al., )9Embarrassment may
be caused by normative public deficiencies (Miller 1992; Tangney et al.2)1996
awkward social interactions, or being conspicuous (Tangney et alg)1996
The experience of shame maybetue t he i ndi vi dual 6s perc
has failed to meet his or her personal standard, or the loss of approval of a significant
ot her due to the failure to meeHartzt19®;, si gni
Tangney, 1992a). No one syiec situation produces shame; rather, shame arises from the
individual 6s interpretation of the event (
Identity theory argues that the experience of embarrassment or shame following
the nonverification of a social identity depesdn how central the social identity ie
the individual's selfefinition. This proposed differential effect may be on account of the
differences in intensity and duration of these emotionsttandxtent to which the self is

involved.
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Regarding intensityresearch suggests that shame is a more intense (Buss, 1980;
Ho, Fu, & Ng, 2004), graver aradmore shattering emotion (Taylor, 1985) that can have
devastating consequences (Babcock, 1988). Alternately, embarrassment is less shattering
and painful (Zahaviz010), and milder compared to shame (Rochat, 2009; Scheff, 1994).
With respect to duration, shame has been found to be more persistent (Buss, 1980, 2001),
prolonged (Scheff, 1994) and enduring (Miller, 1996), posing deleterious implications for
individual® soci al i dent i tsteenZ(bdywood, 20022 @hkréas a n d
embarrassment imore transient (Buss, 1980; Scheff, 198dhavi, 2010)Thus, even
when a social identity is low in centrality, the individual can still be expected to
experience@me negative affect in response to its+venfication. However, the
negative affect experienced may not be as intense, or last as long as that experienced by
another individual for whom the nererified identity is of high centrality. In the former
casethe individual may experience embarrassment, while in the latter case, the
individual may experience shame.

Based upon the foregoing reasonihigypothesize that:

Hypothesis &: The nonverification of a social identity given the
experience ofvorkplace interpersonal mistreatmenill be
associated with feelingsf embarrassment.

Hypothesis 6b: The relationship between identity nroerification and
embarrassment will be significantly stronger when the-non
verified identity is of loveentrality compared to when the
identity is of high centrality.

Hypothesis 6¢ The nonverification of asocialidentity given the

experience ofvorkplace interpersonal mistreatmenill be
associated with feelings of shame.

43

S



Hypothesis 6d: Therelationship between identity nemerification and
shame will be significantly stronger when the +venified
identity is of high centrality compared to when the identity
is of low centrality.
Discrete emotional responses mon-verification of role idertity
Identity theory proposes that the verification of a role identity signifies the
individual 6s skill and competence because
other in that role (Stets & Serpe, 2018cording to identity theoryheverification of a
role i dentity increases feel i npghewewrdtheef fi ca
nonverification of a r ol e-ciodhesrctiiotuys weinolt i iomvs
of guilt and discomfort that are associated with asefsaving behaved in a way that
contributed to the lack of verification of the identity, and with the motivation to seek
ways to restore verification and prevent futnogverification According to identity
theory, when the nowerified role identity $ low in centrality, the individual would feel
discomfort, whereas, when the reerified role identity is high in centrality, the
individual would feel guilt.
Guilt and discomfort following the nererification of a work role identity
Identity theory poposes that the nererification of a role identity will invoke feelings
associated with the perception that one has behaved in a way which resulted in the failure
to meet onebs role expectations, and as su
roleidentity is of low centrality, the individual may experience a sense of discomfort
following nontverification, whereas the nererification of a role identity of high
centrality will result in a sense of guiis noted earlier when individuals take oroée

identity, they assume selfieanings and expectations associated with the role and behave
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in ways that symbolize and preserve these meanings and expectations (Stets & Burke,
2000; Thoits & Virshup 1997). Thus, it is reasonable to expect that wheahetintéy
meanings held by an individual are not confirmed in a social interaction, he or she will
experience inward focused feelings related to not meeting the expectations of the role
such as guilt, or at the very least, some degree of discomfort.

Discomfort has been conceptualized as a general negative emotion that is
associated with a sense of uneasiness or some degree of anxiety (e.g., Izard & Tyson,
1986). Scant theoretical and empirical research on the discrete emotion of discomfort has
been caducted.

Guilt is activated when individuals assume d®¢me for the occurrence of a
negative event (C.A. Smith & Lazarus, 1993; Tangney & Dearing, 2002). Although the
experience of guilis produced when individuals appraise their behavior as failure, it
focuses not on the gl obal self as fAbado,
that resulted in the failure, and is associated with a motivation to seek corrective action
(Lewis, 2008).

Identity theorypredictsthat when a social exchangeich as interpersonal
mistreatmensignals to the target that he or she is not perceived by others as
demonstrating the meanings attached to the rolentinddual may evaluate his or her
behavior or some aspect of himself or herself to determine what role he or she played in
causing the othgrerpetratoto behave in a way that led to the ngarification of the role
identity meanings held by the target. This appraisal may result in ttidéemiing of
discomfort when the role identity is of low centrality or guilt when the role identity is of

high centrality.
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In sum | hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 7a: The nonverification of arole identity given the experience
of workplace interpersonal mistreatmeniil be associated
with feelings of discomfort.

Hypothesis 7b The relationship between identity nreerification and
discomfort will be significantly stronger when the non
verified identity is of low centrality coraped to when the
identity is of high centrality.

Hypothesis &: The nonverification of arole identity given the experience
of workplace interpersonal mistreatmemill be associated
with feelings of guilt.

Hypothesis 7d The relationship betweadentity nonverification and guilt
will be significantly stronger when the nweerified identity
is of high centrality compared to when the identity is of low
centrality.

Taking a closer look:retaliation, reconciliation and avoidancebehavioral respongs
to identity non-verification following interpersonal mistreatment

One research guestion that has become a topic of interest to organizational

scholars and practitioners alikencernsvhat factors influencendividual® c hoi ce of
behavioral responsés experienced interpersonal mistreatment in the workplace (i.e.,

harmful behaviors such as revenge, retaliation, versus other types of behaviors such as
reconciliation) (Barclay, Whiteside& Aquino, 2014). Variouspsychological and

organizational facterhave beeh ound t o i nf | chaceafleehaviorali vi du al
(e.g.,retaliation reconciliation and avoidanceesponse to interpersonal mistreatment

includingpersonality (Emmons, 2000), blaragributions anémotions (e.g.Crossley,

2008 Porath &Pearson, 2012
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Overall, although the research discussed above has advanced our understanding of
di fferent factors that influenchke individua
experience of interpersonal mistreatment, it can be argued that igentigsses vae
been largely overlooked by research in the drite empirical research has considered
the relationship betweenterpersonainistreatmenti n d i v idehttieslarsdo
i ndi v engagenierd id retaliation, reconciliation or avoidanagesponse tthe
experience of interpersonal mistreatment.
In thefollowing section | examine how the experience of identity-merification
arising from interpersonal mistreatment, arouses specific emotions in targets,
consequently influencing their choices of retaliatory, reconciliatory, and avoidance
behaviors. Recall that tlaigning of perceptions of seifi-thes i t uat i on wi t h on
identity standard is at the core -of indivi
verification. That is, the objective of in
activations of the geen identity will result in identity confirmatiomotwithstanding
situational disturbances caused by others, past actions of the self, or other situational
influencegBurke & Stets 1999).
Predicting targetsdo behavioral responses
Behavioral responses g&adness and depressidtesearch indicates that an
important adaptive effect of sadness is the promotion of personal reflection (Lazarus,
1991). The experience of sadness leads to an inward focus, promoting resignation and
acceptanceBonanno et al., 2008zard, 1993; Lazarus, 1991; Stearns, 1993).
important aspect of the emotional experience of sadness is the notion that nothing can be

done to set the situation right (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). Applying these notions in its
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propositions, identitgheory argues that the inward focus of sadness and depression helps

to motivate the changes in identities and behaviors that will lead to future success in

verification (e.g., Stets & Burke, 2005b). Thus, in the context of the present research, |

expect that targets who experience sadness following theveoification of their person

identity due to interpersonal mistreatment, will adopt coping behaviors that will still

allow him or her enact the identity in other social interactions. In particular, tetze

the mistreatmentarget wouldsocially withdraw from the offender with the objective of

minimizing the identity disconfirming experiences, whilst still being able to enact the

identity in other social interactions.

Regarding the coping responseshe feelings of depression experienced

foll owing i nter pe rverdicatooh of thie person ideamtitym simitary s n o n

expect that the target wilould socially withdraw from the offender with the objective

of minimizing the identity discoimiming experienceslhis is in line with prior research

indicating that a key outcome of rumination associated with depression is the dissolution

of social relationships (e.g., see Nceldneksema, 199 NolenHoeksema, Wisco &

Lyubomirsky,2008).

Hypothess 8a: The experience of sadness following the-non
veri fication ofywilde get sbé6 pe
positively associated with
behavior.
Hypothesis 8b: The experience of depression following the-non

verificationo f t ar g dadergitfwillbe r s o n

positively associated with
behavior.
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Behavioral response tanarrassment-eelings of embarrassment have been
linked to a variety of outcomes includiagear of negative evaluation from others,-self
consciousnessieuroticism, and greater negative affect, (foexaew se€langney,
Stuewig & Mashek2007) Research also indicates that feelings of embarrassment are
associated with conformity and reconciliatory behaviors aimed at winning approval and
re-inclusion fromothers (e.g.Cupach & Metts 1990, 1992; Miller 199@pplying these
research findings, | expect thatlividualswho experience embarrassment following the
nontverification of their social identity newerification due to interpersonal
mistreatment, wiladopt reconciliatory behaviors with the goal of gainingnausion
from others. That is:

Hypothesis 9 The experience of embarrassment following the non

veri fication ofywilllempastvelys 6 soci a
associated with targetsd recon

Behavioral responses to experienshdme Research has found feelings of
shame to be associated with different outcorfars(review see Tangney et al., 200
see also review in Tangy & Dearing 2002). There appears to be two different
perspectives on the outcomes of shame in the literature. On the one hand, shame has
been found to be associated watbense of worthlessness and powerlessness, and
avoidanceébehaviors aimed at denyingiding, or escaping the shame inducing situation
(Tangney et al., 209. For instance, in a study investigating the structural and
phenomenological dimensions of embarrassment, shame, and guilt experiences, Tangney
et al. (1998@) found that respondentshw reported feelings of shame were more likely to

avoid or hide from such situations and were less inclined to admit any wrong doing. On
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the other hand, some research has found a strong linkage between shame and anger. For
instancestudies (e.gAndrews,Brewin, Rose & Kirk, 2000Bennett, Sullivan & Lewis,
2005;Harper & Arias 2004Tangney & Dearing 2002) have found that in a bid to escape
painful feelings of shame, shamed individuals are more likely to externalize alame
anger outward foexperiences leading to the feeling of shame and as a result may be
more likely toenga@ in destructive behaviors such as direct physical, verbal, and
symbolic aggression, indirect aggression (e.g., harming something important to the target,
talking behindk he targetdés back), as well as vario
(Tangney et al., 200).

Given thatthe present researcims togain a broad understanding of emotions
associated with the nererification ofindividual®d | dent i t i esssibld expl or
outcomes discussed above. That is, | hypothesize that:

Hypothesis10a: The experience of shame following the-werification of
target s 6 ywilbeipesitively associated with

A

targetsd avoidance behavior.

Hypothesis 1®: Theexperience of shame following the naerification of
target s 6 ywilbeipasitively associated with

A

targetsod retaliatory behavior.
Behavioral response to experiencadlig Empirical evidence on the outcomes of
the experience of guilt inditas that such feelings are associated with the motivation to
take corrective action to repair the failure (Lewis, 2008; for a review see Tangney et al.,
2007). These corrective actions may include apologies and attempts at undoing the
consequences ofealbehavior (Tangney et al., 200TConsistent with these research

findings, Ihypothesizeéhat the feelings of guilt associated with the +venification of a
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social identity will motivate the target of interpersonal mistreatment to engage in
reconciliatory behaviors.
Hypothesis11: The experience of guilt following the reerification of
t a r gdetidendity will be positively associated with
t ar g et ciid@oryrbehaviom
In light of limited theoretical and empirical research on the discrete emotion of
discomfort | am unable to present specific hypotheses regarding its predictive influence
on the target ds be hvarVdatonochtierolee@esnpyonse t o t he
Nevertheless, given its proposed relevance to the noted relationship, this discrete emotion
is empirically examinedExamination of Figur@ reveals the various hypothesized

relationships investigated in this dissertation.

Researchboundary conditions

At this point, before delving into a more detaitiidcussiorof myresearch
studies | believe it is pertinerdind important t@addreskey boundary conditions ahy
research. | identify twoelatedboundary conditions in my research. Firstly, although |
argue that social cues inherent in the experience of interpersonal mistreatment trigger or
activate different identities, in the research program reported here, | do fuEtermine
what these sodi@ues comprise. Past research (e.g., Burke & Franzoi, 1988) suggests
that identity activation is a function of the way one conceptualizes or labels the situation.
For exampl e, onebs perceptions of the situ
situation) have been found to influence which identity is activated in that situation (e.g.,
Burke & Franzoi, 1988). With this in mind, | adopt a methodology in which study

responderst identify which of the three identitias most relevant given the situation
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described or experienced (Sted2 and 3, and explore the processes associated with
whichever identitys identified byresponders.

The second boundary condition (which is linked to the first) is that my fecus
not to determine which specific act of interpersonal mistreatment is linked to the non
verification of a specific/given identity. Again, given research indigahat identity
activation depends on the indi vtuadon,any 6s i nt
approach to exploring the suggested interpersonal mistreaireernity activation
relationshipis to allow individualsto determine which identitis most relevant in that
context. Furthermore, taking a broader approach in my examinatioantitydactivation
allows me to explore the notion of the activation of multiple identities as suggested in the
literature

As noted earlier, tonducted 3 studies in this dissertation. In the first study (Study
1), | developed and conducted several validation analyses of three identity meanings
scales. This was because to tests my hypotheses, it was pertinent to first identify the
identities that would be the focus of my investigation and to develop a means of
measuing the meanings individuals attach to each of these identities. | selected identities
theorized as representatives of the person, social and role identity bases (i.e., one identity
per identity base}-ollowing the development and validation of these iiigmeaning
scales, | conducted Study 2 (a vignetesign study) and Study 3 (a diatgsign study)
which each provided the opportunitygmpiricallytest the research hypotheses. In the

next sections, | report on each of these studies.
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Figure2. Graphical illustration of the hypothesized emotional and behavioral effects of the identitgrifmation of activated
identities following the experience of interpersonal mistreatment
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CHAPTER FOUR
Study 1
The Development andvalidation of the Selfrespect (person) identity scale, Worker
(role) identity scale and Tearamember (social) identity scale

In Study 1, my goal was to create identity meanings stad¢sneasure the
meanings individuals attach to identities examimetthis dissertation. To do this, I first
had to identify the identities that would be the focus of my investigation.
Identity selection

Identity theoryresearch{e.g., Burke & Franzoi, 198&erpe, 198)indicates that
identities become activated in salcsituations hawvig meanings that are relevant to the
identitiesd form or base. That is, identit
triggers individual s identity standard me
identity withintheindv i d ual 6 s -oconcepk(Canter, 2618)1 f

Consistent with this view,selecteddentities that thoughtare more likely to be
Apri medo because their meanings are releva
social context in which interpeysal mistreatment occurs. To test ge¥son identity
processes in the experience of interpersonal mistreatment, | focussattiespect
person identity. | conceptualize the sedpect identity as representing the degree to
which individuals saw themselves as good and deserving of respect, praise, or attention.
Person identitieshat have beeaxamined in the literature indei ndi vi dual s 0
characteristics (e.g., how controlling, dominant masterful and moral is the person; Stets
1995a; Stets & Burke 1994, Stets & Carter 2011, 2012), or what the person values

(Hitlin, 2003).
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Regardng the social identity, | examine tleorkgroup social identityl recognize
that respondents may identify with differe
i mmedi ate workgroup and/ or oneds organi zat
identities may become active in a situation involving intespeal mistreatment.
However, in general, extant research on interpersonal mistreatment examines
interpersonal mi streatment in the context
my investigation | focus on this social identity representing the etdemhich
individuals see themselves agrolpei ng a memb
Finally, regarding the role identity, | focus on the worker role identity. The
worker identity represents the set of meanings an indivattedhed to himself/herself
while enacting the role of worker in his/her workplace. Typically, individuals experience
interpersonal mistreatment in the workplace as they fulfil their roles as workers in their
workplace.
Study | was conducted in four phases: Phases |, Il, lll, @¥nthIPhase 1]
generatedhe various items to be used to create the1i®sfhect person identity, Team
member social identity, and Worker role identity meanings scales. Subsequently in Phase
I, the items were subjected to further reduction. In Phaskedtinducted an exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) with the goal of uncovering the underlying factor structures of each
the lists of items generated to that point. Finally in Phase 1V, | conducted various
analyses aimed at validating the scales creatémiviolg the EFA including
confirmatoryfactor analyses (CFA), and assessing the convergent and critelated

validity of each of the scales. Each of these phases is described in more detail below.
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Phase I: Item generation
Method

The goal of Phasewas to generate the initial listings of identity meanings items
that would comprise the three identity meanings scales to be used in subsequent analyses.
| followed an inductive approach to generate the items for the three separate identity
meanings scalas interest.

Respondentand ProcedureRespondermstwere recruited through the Amazon
Mechanical Turk (Mturk) data collection service. MTurk is an online system operated by
Amazon.comwhich provides ordemand and inexpensive online access to a divexse p
of online researchesponderst from across the glob&6odman, Cryder & Cheema,

2013) Past research indicates that samples recruited through MTurk are comparable to
traditional samples (Goodman et al. 2013) and that data obtained through thisareeans
as reliable and valid as those obtained through traditional internet survey methods
(Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 20111

Two separate samples (Sample 1 and Sample 2) were recruited. Data from Sample
1 were used to generate items for the-Bedpecpersonidentity meanings scaland the
Workerrole identity meanings scalayhereas Sample 2 was used to generate items for
the Teanmembersocialidentity. To ensure that the items on the team member identity
meanings analyzed in the study were from oagpondents who had indicated that they
were indeed currently in teams, only the responses from these responderssiecteel
and subsequently analyzed.

To recruit respondents, recruitment advertisements were posted on the Mturk

website. These recruitmeadlvertisements are referred to as Human Intelligence Tasks
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(HIT). Each recruitment HIT included the link to the relevant survey and instructions to
respondents regarding the process for completing the survey questionnaire. Specifically,
respondents werafiormed that when they clicked on the survey link provided on the
HIT, they would be taken to the Qualtrics websiteere the relevant survey
guestionnaire was hoste@ualtrics is a useiriendly webbased survey tool useful for
conducting survey researakvaluations and other data collection activitRaspondents
were also informed thabllowing successful completion of the survey questionnaire,
theywere to return to the HIT where they would enter a unique code generated by
Quialtricsto indicate thathey hadsuccessfully completed the survey.

| restricted bottSample 1 and Samplet@ respondents residing in the United
States, with an approval rating (i.e., approval rating by other researchers for whom
respondents had completed syén the past) of 99% or higher, and who had a HIT
approval rating (i.e., number of HITS respondents had successfully completed) of 500
HITs or higher. Furthermore, | restricted the HITs so that an MTurk worker completed
the HIT only once. BecauskeHIT recruiting respondents tBample 2 was recruited
after the HITrecruiting respondents for Samplel hdded an additional qualification that
prevented workers who had completed the previous HIT from participating in the second
HIT. Both MTurk HITs askedpecifically for currently employed workers. A restriction
was built into the surveys so that a respondent who indicated that he/she was not working
was not allowed to complete the surveglso restricted each Qualtrics survey so that
only oneHIT per IPaddress was allowed.

Sample 1 comprised 199 currently employed workers residing across the United

States of America (US) who provided data on thersslpect (person) and worker (role)
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identity meanings. Of those reporting demographic data, 108 werd5de2& %), 91

were female (45.73%) with approximately 39% falling within the 21 ye& years age
range. The sample was made up of primarily Caucasians (71%) with small portions of
Asian or Asian American (11%), Black or African American (5%), Hispanlcatino

(9%), and other nationalities (4%).

Sample 2 was made up of one hundred currently employed workers residing in the
USwho provided data on the team member (social) identity meanings. The sample
comprised 54 males (54%) and 46 females (46%) wiphcagmately 41% falling within
the 21 year 30 years age range. Additionally, 75 (75%) identified as Caucasian, 5 as
Asian or Asian American, 10 as Black or African American, 6 as Hispanic or Latino, 1 as
Native American or Alaska Native, 1 as HawaiiarOther Pacific Islander and 2 as other
nationalities.

Respondents in both samples represented a wide array of occupations. The
predominant occupational fields in sample 1 included retail (12%), computer (11%),
customer service (10%), education (9%), s&#0), and food service (5%), and in
sample 2 was computer (10%), sales (8%), education (7%), retail (7%), healthcare (6%),
and manufacturing (6%). Respondents in Sample 1 completed Survey #1 in this phase;
whereas respondents in Sample 2 completed Seidey

Both Surveys 1 and 2verestructured as followd=irst, respondents were
presented with the informed consent page which provided further details on the study and
the suvey they were about to completeeX, respondents were asked whetiremot
theywere working fulltimeand wheher they were working in teamsollowing this, the

key concepts under studydentity and identity meaningswere defined for
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respondentsSample Zespondents who completed Survey #2 vedseprovided the
definition ofa team/workgroup (see Appendix A for both surveysluding definitions
provided)

Next, the studyds definitions of each i
were then asked to list in an opended response format in the sppcevidedthe
different adjectives (words) that described how they saw themselves with respect to each
of the identitiesRespondents were encouraged to provide as many adjectives as they
thought captured how they saw/viewed themselves with respect to the given identity.
Each sirvey included several attention checks. These were in the form of questions with
commonly accepted answers; however, respondents were asked to select the wrong
answer . For instance, respondents were ask
Although weall know the sky is usually blue, please select pink so we know you are
payi ng aliwad options werenprovidedpink and blug and respondents who
selected Ablued were automat i Oamogragphicst opped
information was collected at the end of each surizagh respondent who completed the
survey was compensated $2.00US.

Responses from the two survegsulted in the identification of 311 adjective
descriptiondor the Selfrespect identity264 adjectivedescriptiongor the Worker
identity, and 286 adjectiveescriptiondor the Team member identitifollowing
procedures fronpast research (e.g., Aquino & Reed, 2002)hich an inductive

approach was used to create research scalks fegemeasuingi ndi vi dual s6 i de

®These surveys were used to measure other variabteslevant to this current research. The surveys
provided in Appendix A have been edited without these items.
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(e.g., the moral identity)acontent analysis of the adjectives descriptions was conducted
in which undisputed, synonymous descriptions were combféatulty member and |
separately conductetlé content analysi3he only instruction provided for the content
analysis washat only adjectives that were very closely related were combined.

Following the separate analyses, theultyme mber and | revi ewed eac
suggested combinations. In cases where there isagrdement on whether adjectives
should be combined, those adjectivesseleft uncombinedThe content analysis reduced
the number of adjectives descriptions to 1&3the Selfrespect identity, 167 for the

Worker identity, and 168 for the Team memlaamitity. To further reduce the number of
adjective descriptions to be subjected to an exploratory factor analyses, adjectives
repeated by at least 1@sponderst were selected:his cutoff point was chosen as it

allowed for the inclusion of as many adjeetdescriptions of the meanings respondents
indicated they attached to each of the three identities under Bindylists of 35

adjectives for the Seliespect identity, 33 adjectives for the Worker identity, and 15
adjectives for the Team member idgntvere createdbr each of the three identities

being investigatedA review of these reduced lists showed that some adjective
descriptions occurred in two or all three of the final lists. Past research indicates the
possibility of such an outcome, arguing that such results may not be a consequence of a
misattribution of dentity meaning; rather, may be due to an overlap of identity meanings
(e.g., Reitzes & Burke, 1980; Turner & Shosid, 1976). These final sets of adjective
descriptions are not viewed as exhaustive sets of adjective descriptions that capture the
meaningshat every single person attaches to their-8=pect, Worker and Team

member identities. It is conceivable, that a different sample may have provided data that
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yields a variety of slightly different ad]j

meaning. Nevertheless, it is pertinent to note that the adjective descriptions were
generated using an inductive approach and were acknowledged by a reasonably large
proportion of respondents as being characteristic of the identities under study.
Furthermore, dosequent analyses provided additional support for the list of items
generated.
Phases Il and IlI: Further item reduction and Exploratory factor analyses

Past research measg the selfmeanings of any identity (e.g., BurkeT&lly
1977;Carter, 2010; Carter & Stets, 20@ets & Biga 20035tets & Carter, 20)thas
used a bpolar desigrwherebyadjective descriptions of said identity are placed in-a bi
polar scale andespondergtareasked to identify where they would place themselves o
the scale. | adopted this approach in this study. Consequently, it was pertinent to
determine the counter adjectives that best matched the identity meanings adjective
descriptions generated in Phase | prior to data collection in Phase Il.

As a firststep, | reviewed the definitions of each adjective. Niesxamined
various potential synonyms suggested by a variety of sources (e.g., the Mé&teiaster
Dictionary and Thesaurus,d) in a bid to choose those adjectives that | felt best captured
the caunter meanings of each the identity meaning items generated in Phase |. Following
my review and examination, | created three distingiddar scales comprising the
identity meanings items from Phase |, and my proposed counter meanings items. Next,
these ilsts of items were provided to three academic subject matter e{@BHEs)to
review and indicate their agreement or disagreement with each counter meanings item on

the three listsThese three SMEs are possess doctorate degrees in English, Management
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andStatistics, have published papers in academic journals, and have served in various
capacities professionally including as associate editors of academic jpumeéssity
professors, rred have expert experience in writing a variety of written work inicigd
business cases and proposals. The SMite vequested to suggest possible alternatives
to the itemson each ofthe threeseparatdi-polar scalesConsensus was indicated for
most of the items. However, there was disagreement over a few items oaléise sc
Following further discussions, on these items, complete consensus was achieved on all
items. Thethreefinal bi-polar scales are presented in ApperigliXhese three bpolar
scales were included in thargeys administered in Phase Il. Phaseslits were
subsequently used in Phase IIl.
Phase II: Further item reduction
Method

Respondestand Procedurelhe recruitment approach used in Phase | was also
used in Phase Il. Three different samples were recruited and data collected in each of
thesesamples (Samples 1, 2 and 3) were used to conduct further item reduction of the
three distinct sets of adjective descriptions generated in Phase |, and to conduct three
separate EF8 ef the thus reduced sets of adjective descriptiBasause Sample 2 was
recruited after Sample 1, and Sample 3 was recruited after Sample 2, | added the
gualification in each subsequent Mturk HIT which prevented workers who had completed
previous HITs from participating in subsequent HITs. All MTurk HITs asked specifically
for currently employed workers.

Respondents in SamplectmpletedSurvey #1in which theyprovided data that

was used in the item reductiohthe Selrespect identity meanings items. Respondents
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in Sample 1 also provided data used in the EFA of the Team member identity meanings
items.

Sample Zespondents complet&iirvey # in which theyprovided data that was
used in the item reduction of the Worker identity meanings items. Respondents from
Sanple 2 also provided data that was used in the EFA of the@&gdect person identity
meanings items.

Finally, data fronrespondents iBample 3vho complete®urvey 8 wereused
in the item reductionf the Team member identity meanings iteBasmple Jespondents
also provided data used in the EFA of the Worker identity meanings items.

Sample 1Sample 1 provided data that was used in the reduction of the Self
respect identity meanings scale itefins., Survey #1)This sample comprisezir9
currently employed workers residing in the US of which 156 (55.9%) were male and 123
(44.08%) were femald&kesponderstage distribution was as follows: approximately
50.89% (n=142) between 21 years and 30 years old, 30% (n=102) between 31 year and
40 yeas old, 13.26% (n=37) between 41 years and 50 years old, 6.45% (n=18) between
51 and 60 years old, 1% (n=3) above 60 years old and less than 1% up to 20 years old..
The sample was made up of primarily Caucasians (76%; n=212) with a smaller number
of other aces including 9% (n=26) Asians or Asian Americans, 7.9% (n=22), Blacks or
African Americans, 1% (n=14), Hispanic or Latinos, 2 Middle Easterners, 1 Native
American or Alaska Native, and 2 mixed raesponders. The major occupational
fields in sample Included computer (13%), retail (12%), sales (10%), arts and

entertainment (10%), food service (8%), and education (7%), with 54.8% (n=153)
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occupying nommanagerial positions, 21.2% in first level supervisory positions, and
approximately 24% (n=67) in mitilto executive level positions.

Sample 2Respondemstin Sample 2 wer@90 currently employed workers
resident in the US who provided data that was used in the reduction of the Worker
identity meanings scale iterfise., Survey #2)Of this group, 53.45%n=155) were
males and 46.55% (n=135) were females. Furthermore, 112 (38.62%) fell within the 31
years to 40 years age range, 102 (35.17%) within the 21 years to 30 years age range, 36
(12.41%) within the 41 year to 50 years age range, 32 (11.03%)%i-t68 years age
range, 6 (2%) above 60 years and less than 1% up to 20 yedResenderst 6
identified races included 218 (75.17%) as Caucasians, 29 (1%) as Blacks or African
Americans, 21 (7.2%) as Hispanic or Latino, 15 (5%) as Asians or Asian Amgrit
Middle Easterner, 2 Native American or Alaska Native, 2 Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander and 2 as other racBespondestheld varied positions with 180 (62.07%)
occupying normanagerial positions, 18.62% (n=54) in first level supervisory pasitio
and approximately 19.31% (n=56) in middle to executive level positions. Diverse
professional fields were represented in sample 2 including computer (12%), education
(9%), healthcare (9%), sales (9%), retail (9%), and food service (7%).

Sample 3Two hundred and ninety six currently employed-téSident workers
were recruited foSample 3and completed Survey #Blowever, seventeaesponderst
in this survey failed one attention check after providing data used in the reduction of the
Team member idenyi meanings scale items. Consequently, demographic information on
theseresponderst was not obtained. Nevertheless, their responses were retained and used

in the items reduction analyses. Of the remaining two hundred and seventy nine
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responders, 142 (50.%) wer e mal es and 137 (49.10%) we
distribution included, 39.42% (n=110) in the 21 years to 30 years age range, 33% (n=92)
in the 31 years to 40 years age range, 14.34% (n=40) in the 41 year to 50 years age range,
9% (n=25) in tle 5% 60 years age range, 4% (n=10) above 60 years old, and less than 1%
(n=2)up to 20 years olRespondest 6 wer e predominantly Cauca:
with other races represented as follows; 26 (9.3%) Asians or Asian Americans, 21 (7.5%)
Blacks or Afican Americans, 15 (5.4%) Hispanics or Latinos, and 3 mixed race
respondentResponderstwere from widganging industries including education (9%),
retail (9%), food service (7%), manufacturing (6%), computer (6%), and sales (5%) and
held positions in &rious levels in their organization including 128 (45.9%) in-non
managerial positions, 66 (23.7%) in first level supervisory positions, and approximately
85 (30.47%) in middle to executive level positions.

The following is a summary of the structure atk of the three surveys
administered in Rase Il. krst, respondents were presented with the informed consent
page which provided further details on the study and the survey they were about to
complete Next respondents were asked whetbenotthey wee working fulltimeand
wheter they were working in teams. A restriction was built into all surveys so that a
potential respondent who indicated that he/she was not working was not allowed to
complete the survey. Furthermore, because Survey #3 was desigrodidct data on
Team member identity meanings, potential respondents who indicated that they were not
currently working in a team were not allowed to comp&terey#3. Subsequently hie
key concepts under studiye., identity and identity meaninysvere defined for

respondentsRespondents from SamplevBo completed Survey3#vere provided the
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definition of a team/workgroupNext, respondents were providedh e st udy 6s def i

of the pertinentdentity and the associated final list of adjectivescigptions for that

particular identitywhich was previously created in Phas&heywere givennstructions

to review the list and using the space provided, write down the ten adjectives from the list

that they think best characterized the varimgzanings they attach to the relevant

identity. Similar to the survey administered in Phaseathesurvey included several

attention checkdDemographic information was collected at the end of each sukliey.

surveys were designed to be forced responsieas@espondents had to answer each

survey questiorEach respondent who completed the survey was compensated $2.00US.

MeasuresThe three separate sets of adjective descriptions generated in Phase | to

measure the Setespect, Worker, and Team memlagritity meanings were used in

Phase Il (see AppendB). Following the approach in Phase |, the main concepts under

investigationi identity and identity meaningswere first defined foresponderst after

which responders were asked the questions on tthegntity meanings. The stem

guestions used in the item reduction phase began with the definition of each identity

(responderstin Survey #3 were provided the definition of a team/workgroup) after which

responderstin each survey were presented withrilated list/set of identity meanings

items generated in Phase I. They were then askddlibeing question:
The list below comprises various adjectives that may be useful in
describing your Selfespect person identity/Worker role identity/Team
membersocial identity. Please review the list and using the space provided
below, write down the TEN adjectives from the list that you think best

characterize the various meanings you attach to yourself when you think
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of yourself as a good person deserving respgeaise, or attentio/
worker in your job /as member of your wegkoup/workt e a mé . Pl eas e
note that you must select TEN adjectives from the list.
Results] selectedhe ten most repeated items from each kstlowing a review
of the items in each scalihe six most repeated items were selected to form the final
scalestems that were subsequently subjected to ERAs approach to choosing the
most repeated items to form the scale is consistent with past research thadteas cre
identity meanings scad€Reitzes & Burke, 1980 See AppendixC for the final bipolar
scales comprising the adjective descriptions of the identity meanings attached to-the Self
respect Team member, and Worker identities
Phase IlI: Exploratory factor analyses
Data for the EFA ef the various identity meanings scales were collected from
the three separate samples recruited in Phase II.
Method
Sample 1Data fromSample 1 above were used to conduct the EFA of the Team
member identity meanings. Only data froesponderst who indicated that they were
currently working in a team were used in the EFA analyses. Two hundred and fifty
responderst in this sample indicatefidt they belonged to a team. Of thesgponders,
145 (58%) were males and 105 (42%) were fe
included, 52% (n=130) in the 21 years to 30 years age range, 28% (n=70) in the 31 years
to 40 years age range, 13.6% (n=34thim 41 year to 50 years age range, 6% (n=15) in
the 51 60 years age range, and less than 1% (n=1) above 60 yedRestnderst 6

were predominantly Caucasian (n=190; 76%) with other races represented as follows; 25
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(1%) Asians or Asian Americans, 19€%) Blacks or African Americans, 13 (5%)
Hispanics or Latinos, 1 Middle Eastern, and 2 other r&espondestwere from wide
ranging industries including education (12.4%), retail (12%), healthcare (11.2%), food
service (10%), finance (9.2%), and maridaing (8.8) and held positions in various
levels in their organization including 128 (51.2%) in fimanagerial positions, 57
(22.8%) in first level supervisory positions, and approximately 65 (26%) in middle to
executive level positions.

Samples 2 and. Responderstin Samples 2 and 3 discussed above provided data
used in th€eFA the Selfrespect and Worker identity meanings scale iterapectively
The relevant demographic information was the same as described previously.

MeasuresThe three separate sets of adjective descriptions produced in Phase I
were used to measure the Sel§pect, Worker, and Team member identity meanings in
Phase Il (see AppendiR). As in the previous two phases, the main concepts under study
T identity and identity meanings were first defined foresponders, following which
responders were asked the questions on their identity meanings. As noted previously,
when measuring i ndi v redausiesearoh (8.gd Stetd & cartgr, me a n i
2010)has followed a survey design in whiksponderst are asked to consider a set of
adjective descriptions provided in a bipolar adjective scale and indicate where they would
place themselves on the sc&espondest6 answer s on sucbedscal es
from 1 ton where 1 indicates agreement with one bipolar adjectivenamdicates
agreement with the other bipolar statement. Thaotar scales administered in Phase II
had responses that ranged from 1 to 7, where 1 indicated agreement withotare bip

adjective, 7 indicated agreement with the other bipolar statement, and 4 placed the
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respondenin between the two adjectives. For each survey, the stem questions on the
identity meanings began with the definition of the relevant identgponderstin
Survey #3 were provided the definition of a team/workgroup) andrésgonders were
asked:
Think about how you would describe yourself as a person who is good and
deserving of respect, praise, or attention (i.e., a person withesekct)/
as a workr as you perform the role of a worker in your jab/a member
of your workgroup/workteam as you interact with other employees who
are members of your woiggroup or team. Then consider each of the
adjective descriptions provided in the bipolar adjectiv@e below and
indicate where you would place yourself on the scale.
Results| conducted @rinciple Axes Factor Analysigvith Varimax rotation on
each of the identity meanings scale. Requltss i n g citeionghe nuiker of
factors determined by the number of eigenvalues equal to a value greater than one)
showed a ongactor solution for each set of items used to measure the identity meanings
attached to each identity. Thatém SeltrespectTeam member and/orker identity
meaningscaledndicate highly acceptable levels of internal consistency reliability with
Cronbachos c¢ o e86f98 and. & nmespedielp Tabl® presehts the three

6-item scale items, means, standard deviations, and faeidings.
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Table 3. Means, Standard deviations and Factor Loadings from the exploratory fac
analyses of the Setespect Person identity meanings scale, Team member Social ic
meanings scale, and the Worker role identity meanings scale

Mean SD Factor Loading
Self-respect person
identity meanings scale
Competent:Incompetent 1.70 0.80 0.76
Hardworking:Lazy 2.02 1.20 0.73
Intelligent:Unintelligent 1.86 0.92 0.57
Honest:Dishonest 1.80 0.99 0.73
Dependable:Not dependab 1.75 0.95 0.78
Fair:Unfair 1.80 0.92 0.71
Team member social
identity meanings scale
Competent:Incompetent 1.67 0.99 0.83
Hardworking:Lazy 1.86 1.21 0.85
Useful_Useless 1.85 1.20 0.77
Reliable:Unreliable 1.69 1.03 0.84
Helpful:Unhelpful 1.73 1.01 0.79
Contributing:Non 1.76 1.05 0.86
contributing
Worker role identity
meanings scale
Hardworking:Lazy 1.72 0.96 0.78
Competent:Incompetent 1.48 0.84 0.77
Reliable:Unreliable 1.49 0.91 0.75
Efficient:Inefficient 1.69 0.94 0.69
Intelligent:Unintelligent 1.73 0.99 0.74
Capable:Not capable 1.49 0.86 0.83

Phase IV Scale validation
Method
Respondestand ProcedureThe sample for all scale validation analyses

(includingconfirmatoryfactoranalysis convergent, and criterierelated validity
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analyses) was recruited through MTurk using a similar process used in the previous
phases. To ensure that a different set of MTadponders were recruited for these
analyses, | added an additional qualification that prevented workers who had completed
previous HITs from participating in the current survey HIT. The HIT required only
currently employed workers. A restriction was built into the survey so that potential
responders who indicated that they did not meet this requirement were prevented from
completing the survey. | restricted the sampleegponderst residing in the United
States, with an approval rating of 99% or higher, and whahapproval rating
indicating thathey had successfully complet&d00 or moreHITs.

Data were collected from 2&mployeesTwo responderst completed over 60%
of the survey but failed the final attention check and so did not provide all required
demographic data. Howevéehe responsgsrovided to that point were retained and used
in the scale validation analyses. Of the 2&Jponders, 23 indicated that they were not
currently working in a team. Consequently, their responses were not used in the
subsequent analyses. The final samplesisted of 258esponders, resident throughout
the US. Of those who successfully completed the survey, 144 were male (55.81%). The
age range of the sample is as follows: 36.43% indicated their age as between R1 years
30 years, 32.94% as between 31 géaf0 years, 17.83% as between 41 ye&@d years,
8% as between 51 yedr$0 years, 3% above 60 years and 1.5% between 18 years to 20
years old. Approximately 80% of tlesponderst identified as Caucasian, 8.2% as Black
or African American, 5.45% assfan or Asian American, 4.3% as Hispanic or Latino,
approximately 2% as of mixed race, ancedpondenidentified as Native American or

Alaska Native. Fifty percent of tiresponderst occupied nomanagerial positions,
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23.6% in first level supervisory pitisn, and 26.36% were in positions ranging from
mid-level management to executive level positions.

The survey was structured as follows. First, respondents were presented with the
studydés informed consent pangttheywddeenworking t hey
fulltime and whether they were working in tearfsllowing this, the key concepts under
studyi identity and identity meaningswere defined for respondenubsequently, the
three identity meaningspiolar scales were presentied completon. These were used
to measur e r espon drellwing thesel drevidedotitenyressatcla nd ar d s
scales used to measure the various constioictse in the scale validity analyses.

Several attention checks were included in this survey. esein the form of

guestions on different well known nursery rhymes. Respondents were provided and

nursery rhyme and asked questions related to it. They were then asked to select the

answer that is contrary to the generally accepted answer. For insespmmdents were

asked the questi on, (spaceltoragswmaswhiee adsnow?2 | e | am
The answer is fleece. To know if you are paying attention, please select the second
option. o0 The two options pr ovihaselectedver e wo o
Awool 06 were automatically stopped from com
information was collected in between questions. Each respondent who completed the

survey was compensated $2.00US. All surveys were designed to be forced response so
thatrespondents had to answer each survey question. Each respondent who completed the

survey was compensated $6.00US.
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Confirmatory factor analyses

MeasuresThe three separateit®@m identities meanings scales created in Phase
[Il were used to measure the Sedkpect, Worker, and Team member identity meanings
in Phase IV (see Append®). Following a similar approach used in the previous phases,
the main cacepts under studyidentity and identity meaningswere defined for
responderst. Each of the three main questions on identity meanings began with the
studyobés def i niRespanderstwere therhasked tacensitier theyset of
adjective desgptions that formed each bipolar adjective scale and indicate where they
would place themselves on the scales. Responses ranged from 1 to 7, where 1 indicated
agreement with one bipolar adjective, 7 indicated agreement with the other bipolar
statement, and placed theéespondenin between the two adjectives.

ResultsA CFA was performed with AMOS 24.0. | tested a thfaetor model
with the items from the Setespect identity, Worker identity, and Team member identity
meanings scales loading on theirpestive latent factors. Each of the latent variables
were allowed to correlate. Furthermore, given that each of the scales included items that
were repeated in two or all of the scales, the measurement errors of these items were
allowed to cevary. Correléing measurement errors is an acceptable practice for dealing
with similarly worded items in a CFA (e.g., Brown, 2015). The resuffingsquare
value=323.37 (124, n=258p = .000. The CFI and the Tlndicesyield adequate fit
with values of .935 an®20, respectively. Past research recommends CFl and TLI values
close to .95 (e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999). The RMRD39, and RMSEA- .08, p =.000, 95

CI1[.06, .090], indicating adequate fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Steiger, 1990).
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To compare whether all the identity meanings items are better represented as
tapping a single underlying construct, | also tested aacter model. Similar to the
analyses done for the thrésctor model, the measurement errors of similar items were
allowed to correlate. The resultabihi square value was 534.61 (127, n=2%8)000.

The CFIl and the TLI values were .868 and .841, respectively while the RMR was .05 and
RMSEA was .112p =.000, 95 CI [.102, .122]. | conductedhi-square difference test
(Satorra, 2000; Satorra & Bentler, 1999) which better approximaté&hirerjuarevalues
underpotential departures fromormality. The threefactor model yield a better fit

compared with the orfactor model, as indicated bystatisticallysignificantChi square
change, 62 ( 3,p<00tQ@verall)these resutsldemoBskate initial

support for the discriminant validity of the three identity meanings scales.

The three identity meanings scales watggisticallysignificantly correlated (see
Table4). However, this is not surprising given the previously noted overlap in the
meanings individuals attached to the three separate iderffitiels scale showegtry
good internal consistency reliabyliestimatesvith Co n b a ¢ h 6 s.85.87@nd®E o f
for the Selfrespect 1 =37.12 SD=4.32, Team member\| =37.81 SD=4.43 and
Worker M =37.7Q SD=4.50 identity meanings scalgsespectively. These CFA results

are in line withand crossvalidatethe findingsl obtained fronthet hr ee EFAG s .
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Table 4. Mean, standard deviation and correlations among the three identity meanings sc

Mean SD 0 1 2 3
Selfrespect person identity _
1 meanings scale 3712 432 0.85
Team member sociaentity 79
2 meanings scale 3781 443 0.87
Worker role identity meanings 81" 84
3 scale 37.70 450 0.90

**_Correlation is significant at the
0.01 level (2tailed).
Convergent validity

To provide additional evidence of construct validitgssessedonvergent
validity by investigating the correlations betweha three studyleveloped étem
Identity meanings measures asttiermeasuregappeaing to tap into gnilar construcs.
A literaturesearch yielded very limited optiof@r alternative measures that could be
used to assess the convergent validity ofS#lérespect, Worker, and Team member
identity meanings constructs. In particukatimited number ofmeasuresvere located
thatcould be used to assess the $edpect, and Worker identity meanings. Past research
on identity meanings (e.g., Asencio 2011, 2013; Asencio & Burke 2011; Stets & Harrod
2004) has, in situations where no appropriate identity meanings measure was available
used a study created single item question
Consequently, in line with this literature, | developed twitetin measures for each of the

three identities under study and used these in my convergent validity analyses
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Method

Measuresl assessedt convergent validity of the Sekspect identity meanings
scale by examining the correlations between thigeBn scale, and one measure found in
the literature: the Seliespect subscale of the comprehensdiegnostic version of the
Severity Indices of Personality Problems gelbort questionnaires{PP;de Viersprong,
n.d The SIPP181lselir espect subscale measures the ind
he/she is worthy, and to know that others or theviddal himself/herself have no right
to harm him/her physically or emotionally. Given the similarity in the definitions of this
construct and t hesped identityeneanings constiugtdl expested af
moderate to significant correlation teten both variables. | also used two different study
developed questions in my convergent analyses of thee3gléct Identity meanings
scale.

The first question agldresponder#tto indicate how theyiewedthemselves
usinga 10Gpoint scale where 1 As a person who is good and deserving of respect,
praise, or attentigrand 10 = As a person who is NOT good and who is NOT deserving of
respect, praise, or attentiohh e st udy 0 s -tegpéctidentity was provldd s e | f
prior to the question. Thisale item was reverse coded so that a higher score indicated a
positive Selfrespect identityThe second questionkesiresponders on a scale of 1 to
10 (1= not at all so and 10=very much so)rtdicateto what extent he/srsaw
himself/herself as a pgon who is good and deserving of respect, praise, or attefkien
first question is consistent with the approach adoptefiseycio (2013ywho used a

similar wordedquestion to measure tiseminal identity and the worker identitylhe
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second questiorsiconsistent witlstets and Harrod (2004)easursofr e spondent s 6
worker, academic and friend identities.

| assessethe convergent validity of thBeam member identity meanings scale by
examining the correlations between thigedn scale, and two constructs that have been
used by past research to assess individual
Wade and Williams (1986) group identificat scale, and the Riordan and Weatherly
work-group identification scale. Furthermore, | assessed the correlations between the 6
item scale and two different study developed questions. Again, these questions were
similar to those used to assess the-&sibect person identity meanings as described
above; however, the focus was on the team member identity.

The convergent validity of the Worker identity meanings scaleassssseldy
examining the correlations between thigedn scale, and two different stydeveloped
guestions. These questions were similar to those used to assess-thspeelperson
identityand Team member social identity meaniageve however, the focus was on
the worker identity. In addition, | assessed convergent validity oMbwker identity
meanings scale by examining its correlations with a measuespdnderst work
centrality. The Wrk centrality scaleMiller, Woehr & Hudspeth, 2002neasures the
degree of i mportance wor k pl asRemen,M994).neds I
Al t hough not specifically a measure of ind
into some of the meanings individuals associate with performingdheerrole.

Results and DiscussioRegardingevidencefot he di f ferent scal es
validity, the Selrespect identity meanings sc#estatisticallysignificantly related to the

selfrespect subscale of the SIRP8 { = .53, p < .00]) (Cronbacld alphafor the SIIR
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118=.90), and the two study devegled kitem questions assessing Baf-respect
personidentity  =.60, p< .00 and ¢ = .38, p < .00]) respectivelythe Team member
social identity meanings scakestatisticallysignificantly related to the two study
developed 4dtem questionsr(=.41, p< .00) and ¢ =.62 p < .00]) assessing the team
member identity, as well as toe Brown et al. (1986) group identification scéte= .40,

p <.00) andthe Riordan and Weatherly woegtoup identification scalg = .39, p <
.00]) (with Cronbaclé alphasequal t0.88 and .860or the two scalg respectively)and
theWorker identity meanings scale watsttisticallysignificantly related to the two study
developed 4dtem questionsr(= .31, p< .00] and ¢ =.61, p < .00]) assessing the
worker identity, as well as wittheWork centrality scal¢r = .27, , p <.001).

Criterion -related validity

To provide further evidence of construct validity | examined the critegtated
validity of each of the #tem identity meaningscales. Specifically, | investigated
whether each scale correlaite theoretically applicable ways with measured outcomes
examined. The main goal indoingtiss o est abl i sh the beginning
nomological networKCronbach & Meehl, 1955; iiHkin, 1998)
Method
Measures| examined the correlations betwebe Selfrespecpersondentity
meanings scajend the moral identity meanings scale (Aquino & Reed, 2003; Carter,
2013 Stets & CarteR011) Researcland theorysuggests morality asantral concept
in the definition and understanding of sedkpect (e.g., Kristiansson, 2007; Niemi, 2012;

Roland & Foxx, 2003). Consequently, | expected a posstiatsticallysignificant
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correlation between the Moral identity meanings scale and theeSpect identity
meanings scale. Moral identity was measured using 12 bipolar characteristics:
caring/uncaring, unkind/kind, unfair/fair, helpful/not helpful, stingy/generous,
compassionate /hardhearted, untruthful/truthful, friendly/unfriendly, nowaaking
/hardworking, selfish/selfless, and principled/unprincipled. Past research (e.g., Stets &
carter, 2010; Carter, 2010) indicates this bipolar scale form as useful for measuring
i ndi vidual s& mo rRaspondemst\eeretasked yo consideach ohtiges .
adjective descriptions provide in the bipolar adjective scale and indicate where they
would place themselves on the scale. Responses ranged from 1 to 5, wheredsindicat
agreement with one bipolar characteristic, 5 indeatgeement withhte other bipolar
characteristic, and 3 plastherespondenin between the two bipolar characteristics.
Cronbaclé alphafor this scale= .90.

For the criteriorrelated validity of the Team member social identity meanings
scale | assessed the correlati@mtween the measure atedmhelping behavior. |
expected that espousing a positive Team member identity should be positively correlated
with altruistic behaviors towards other team members (i.e., team member helping
behavior)

Helping behavior directedt team members was measured using {iten®
altruism subkscale of the Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman & Fetter (1990)
organizational citizenship behavior scale. This scale measures discretionary behaviors
aimed at helping other team members with an orgéinizally relevant task or problern.
modifiedthe scale so that the recipient of the behavior was specified (i.e., on team

members rather than others in general). Respondents were asked the extent to which they
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engage in positive discretionary behaviarected at other members of their team.
Cronbaclé alpha=.90.

Finally, the criterionrelated validity of the Worker identity meanings scale was
assessed by examining the correlations between the scale and work ethicefMiller
2002) and workelatedcynicism (Andersson, 1996). Work ethic refers to a set of
attitudes and beliefs an individual holds concerning the essential value of work (Miller et
al., 2002) including the beliefs that hard work is crucial for success, that life is best lived
simply with little time spent on leisure, and that negative consequences arise from not
working hard (Townsend & Thompson, 2014). Given this description of work ethics and
what it entails, one may expect that high workethill be positively correlatedvith
posiive worker identity meanings. Work ethic was measured using titerh(Hard
Work subscale from the Miller et al. (2002) Multidimensional Work Ethic Profile
(MWEP). Cronbacld alpha= .92for this scale

Work-related cynicism refers to an attitude foundedhe belief/views that work
is oppressive and unfulfilling, that employees are not valued by their organizations, and
t hat most jobs do not deserve workersodo com
McMillion, 1990). | expected that positive worker identitiflvae negatively correlated
with work-related cynicism because the identity meanings attached to the worker identity
suggest a positive rather than negative attitude towards work. -iatkd cynicism was
measured using the Stern et al. (1986)k value scale. Cronbabhalpha=.83.

Results and discussionhe pattern of results follows the predictions stated above.
The Selfrespecpersonidentity meanings scale statisticallysignificantly and positively

related tahe moral identity meaningsale(r =.679, p < .00]). Team member identity
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meanings scalis statisticallysignificantly related to team member helping behavier (
.546 p < .00]. The Worker identity meanings scadestatisticallysignificantly and
positively related work ethi@r =.361, p < .00]) andstatisticallysignificantly and
negatively related taork-related cynicisnfr = -.381, p < .00J).
The correlations among each of the three identity meanings scales and the various
constructs discussed above are presentédhies 5, 6 and 7.

Table 5. Correlations among tBelf-respect identity meanings scale and
other constructs

Self-respect person identity

Meanings
Convergent validity constructs _
SIPR118 -53
Self-respect identity scalg 60°
Self-respecidentity scale2 38"
Criterion -related validity constructs ~
Moral identity meanings scale .68

**_Correlation is significant at the
0.01 level (2tailed).

Table 6. Correlations among the Team member social identity meanings sc
andother constructs

Team member social identity meanin
Convergent validity constructs

i

Group identification scale 40

Work-group identification scale 39°
Team member identity scale 417
Team member identity scake 62"

Criterion -related validity constructs

Team helping behavior .55

**_Correlation is significant at the
0.01 level (2tailed).
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Table 7. Correlations among the Worker role identity meanings scale and otr
constructs

Worker role identity meanings scale
Convergent validity constructs

*%

Worker identity scald 31
Worker identity scal® 61"
Work centrality scale 27
Criterion -related validity constructs ~
Work ethic '36**
-.38

Work-related cynicism

**_Correlation is significant athe 0.01
level (2tailed).

Study 1 Discussion

Overall, taken together, the pattern of correlations reported in Stagve
provide initial supportor the construct validity of the threei@m measures of the Self
respect, Worker, and Team member identity meanings scales. In the studies conducted
subsequently, | use these three identity meanings scales to test the various hypotheses
presented in thisisksertation.
Limitations and future research

One limitation of this study is that all tkeamples used in the study were drawn
from Mturk, a service that has been criticized for comprising individuals that are
considered professional survey takers who pay limited attention to surveys when
completing them (Goodmag@yryder & Cheema, 2013). To sure that respondents were
attentive to the survey, | included attention checks throughout the survey. Respondents
who failed these were precluded from continuing on in the survey. | also restricted the

survey which was hostedn Qualtrics so that only one response per IP address was
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allowed. Thus, if a respondent failed an attention check, he/she couldtake rthe

survey againNotwithstanding the above, future research is encouraged to test these
hypotheses in the field usimgsample not perceived by some to be professional survey
takers.

Theoretical and Practical implications

Although developed to test my proposed research hypotheses on the outcomes of
identity nonverification, these three scales can be used to advarttéheotry and
practice. Regarding its benefits to theory, | had noted earlier about the dearth of scales
t hat can be used t gespad deam manber, ardl Workedrolea | s 6
identity meanings. The scales created processes (e.g., idenfityatien and its
outcomesyelated to these particular identities.

With respect to practical benefits, the scales created indicate the meanings
individuals attach to their different identities. Having knowledge of these meanings may
help organizations idifferent ways. First, it may help organizations identify and
eliminate factors within the workplace that may threaten the meanings employees attach
to these identities (e.g., events/situations such as experienced interpersonal mistreatment
that suggesitemployees that they are not who they think they are). Second this
knowledge may aid organizations in efforts to proactieslgblework environments that
ensure that employees feel valued, consequently verifying how they view themselves. For
instance, implementing a workplace recognition system/program which acknowledges
and rewards empl oyeesd contributions can
meanings which may in turn, lead to positive employee outcomes (e.g., work

performance).
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CHAPTER FIVE
Study 2
A Vignette DesignStudy of the RelationshipshetweenExperienced Interpersonal
Mi streatment, Targetods I dentities, Em

Study2 is avignettebased studgesignedo test my research hypothesBsior
researchd.g.,Aguinis & Bradley, 2014; Evans et al., 20X¥8commends the use of
vignettes as a reasonable study design for res€auch as the current stygdyvhich
seeks to enhance experimental realism in its investigatignettes allowthe researcher
to investigte criterion variables (e.g., intentions, attitudes, and behaviors) while
manipulating and controlling the independent variablgguinis & Bradley, 2014)ln
this study, | test the various hypotheses related to overall identity activation, the
activation of the different identities, identity neserification, emotional responses and
behavioral outcomes (i.e., behavioral intentions). | also examine identity cerasadity
moderator othe relationship between identity ngarification andndividuald s
emotional responses.

Study2 was conducted in three phases. Phase | involved the development of the
vignettes to be used in the study. In Phasednductedh pilot test of the vignettes
Phase lliis where Iconducted the tesof hypotheses.

Phase Ii Vignette Development
Method

Respondestand ProcedureAs noted in Chapter two, several highly related

constructsareargued to describe interpersonal mistreatment, and their associated

measures have beantedin the literature To ensure that the study vignettes were based
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on a representative sample of acts of interpersonal mistreatment often measured by
research, we drew from 5 current scales used to measure 5 forms of interpersonal
mistreatment: social undermininD\ffy, Garster & Pagon, 2002orkplace incivility
(Cortina, Kabat~arr, Leskinen, Huerta & Magley, 2013), workplace bullyiBqmérsen,
Hoel & Notelaers, 2009workplace ostracism (Ferrit al.,2008), and abusive
supervision Tepper, 2000Q) See AppendiD for the lists of items comprising each of
these scales.

Next, | employedwo graduate (PhD level) studemsters who were asked to work
on their ownandto identify the most common behavioral items across the 5 measurement
scalesIn my discussions with thesaters, | explained the objectives of the exercise and
provided information on how to assess commonalities among the various scales of
interest. Each rater then worked on his/her own to identify the ileetto measure the
interpersonal mistreatment bef@s common to each interpersonal mistreatment scale.
Following numerougliscussionsa final list of 5 common interpersonal mistreatment
behavioral items was derived.

Although the wordings of the items from each scale varied, the underlying
understanding of the items was the same. The first item involved the perpetrator accusing
or making the target feel incompetent. The second item involved exclusion from others at
work. The third item involved the perpetrator addressing the target in unprofessional
terms publicly or making insulting or disrespectful remarks about the target. The fourth

item involved the perpetrator talking negatively about the target behind his/lkeiTbac

fifth item involved the perpetrator paying

opinions and/or ideas.
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Vignettes were not developed to link specific acts of interpersonal mistreatment to
the activation and newerification of a specifiedentity. Rather, the goal was to ensure
that a reasonable chance was provided to facilitate the activation of the three identities.
Three vignettes were developed for each of the 5 items to provide different contexts for
the interpersonal mistreatme(fior a total of 15 vignettes develope8§ome vignettes
referenced the word Ateamo because the int
a team context.

Furthermore] controlled for the source of the experienced interpersonal
mistreatment. This isecauserior researchndicakesthat the effects of interpersonal
mistreatment may vary depending on the squmith interpersonal mistreatment from
supervisors being associated with a stronger impact on targets than that from other
sources (e.g., cowoeks)(Hershcovis & Barling, 2010). Specifically, | focused on the
supervisor/team leader as the source of the interpersonal mistreatment experienced in the
vignettes.

| also controlled for the supervisor/team le@dsexby not identifying whether
the pepetrator was male or femaledid this to avoid the possibility théhe gender of
the perpetratomighti nf | uence i ndividual s6 responses
experience described in the vignette.

The fivebehavioralitems identified above, and the fifteen vignettes developed
above were subsequently subjected to further examination and refinement by two subject
matter expertsvho are actively engaged in theerpersonal mistreatment research
domain.These SMEs possessgpertise in vignette development and vignétised

studies in general.
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First, | reviewed the objectives of the study with these SMEs and explained how
the vignettes fit within the study. Next, | provided each SME with the list of common
items derived Y the doctoral student raters, as well the different vignette$ that
developedising these itemd$ach scholar was asked to evaluate the vignettes and
provide feedback on)(whether all common items in the five scales that identified were
correctly refleted in the vignettes, ani)(the validity of the vignettes. The SMEs were
asked to keep in mind the two considerations discussed eéjliegnettes were
developed to reflect instances of commonly occurring acts of interpersonal mistreatment
(and notto link particular acts of interpersonal mistreatment to the activation of, and the
subsequent newerification of a particular identity), and (ii) experiences described in the
vignettes should be concise and clear to ensure that respondents underastogdsvh
described.

Following detailed discussions with the SMEs, the selected five items were
confirmed as reflecting the common items on the five measures of interpersonal
mistreatment reviewed. Additionally, followirsgpveral iterations of the vignettdifteen
adequately constructed vignettes were developed for use in the StadyppendixF
andG respectively for thdéinal list of common measurement iterasid the final versions
of the fifteen vignettes thus developed
Phase IIT Pilot Test

| conducted gpilot test for two main reasons. Flystl wanted test whether the
vignettes developed in Phase | of St@ctivated at least one of the identities under
investigation. Secony, | wanted to assess whether the experience described in the

vignetteshad the potential to predidia¢ nonverification of the identities activatebh
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this case, | assessed the changes in respo

the vignetés and after they had read the vignettedecrease in the identity meanings

scores would indicate that respondents saw their identities reflected as less positive in that

social interaction involving interpersonal mistreatment.
Method
Respondest | recruitedthe pilot testsample using Mturk. The MTurk HIT asked

specifically for individuals over the age of 18 years, residing in the United States, who

were currently employed, and who were working in teams. A restriction was built into the

survey itself so that a potenti@gpondentwho indicated that he/she did not meet these
requirements was not allowed to complete the survey. The Mturk HIT was restricted to
only respondergt with an approval rating of 99% or higher, and who had a HIT approval
rating of 10000 HITs or higherincluded an additional qualification that prevented
workers who had previously completed any survey related to my dissertation from
completing the current survey. | also restricted the survey so thabmmaiyesponse per
IP address was allowed and r@sponderst were required to answer each question in the
surveys.

| collected @ta for the pilot test frorthirty five responderst who completed

fifteen vignettes each for a total of five hundred amenty fivevignettes completed. Of

theseresponderst, 20 (57.14%) were males antl5 (42.86%) wer e f emal es.

meanage was31.3lyears old (SDF.67). Seventy twger cent ofesponderst were
Caucasian with other races representeahaéollows; 3 (8.3%) Asians or Asian
Americans?2 (2.6%) Blacks or African Americangnd 5(13.96) Hispanics or Latinos

Different industries were represented in the sample includswgancd4.1%), retall
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(4.1%), healthcare2%), food serviced%), finance 2%), and manufacturin@o) and
held positionsn various levels in their organization includia@(55.6%) in non
managerial positiong (22.2%6) in first level supervisory positions, and approximagly
(22.2% in middle to executive level positions.

ProcedureThe survey questionnaitbosted byQualtricg was structured as
follows. Following the informed consent page and some demographic questions (e.qg.,
whetheror notthey were working fulltime and whether they were working in teams),
respondents were pr esent enttyandiddntittmeaningst udy o
Next, respondentsd identity standards for
assessedubsequently, each of the 15 vignettes was presented to respondents who were
asked to read the vignette and answer the queghianhfollowed.

The vignettes were presented in the same order for each respdient.
guestions followingeach otthe vignette were in the same order for each vigneftieer
reading a vignette, respondents were first asked to indicate to what arterperienced
described in the vignette made them uncomfortable. Next, they were provided a list of the
three identities under study and asked to select the most relevant in the situation
descri bed. Next, respondent saskingthdmltoect ed ap
report on their perception of how they thought the perpetrator in the vignette saw them if
they were the target in the interaction described.

Several attention checks the form of questions on different well known nursery
rhymeswere induded in this surveySpecifically, espondents were asked to select the
answer that is contrary to the generally accepted answer. For instance, respondents were

asked the questi on, (spaceltoragswmaswhiee adsnow?2 | e | am
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The answr is fleece. To know if you are paying attention, please select the second
option. o0 The two options provided were woo
Awool 0 were automati cal |y Burtleepdmeglaphicr om c¢com
informationwerecollected in between questions. All surveys were designed to be forced
response so that respondents had to answer each survey question. Each respondent who
completed the survey was compensated $6.00US.
Measures

Identity Meanings (i.e., identigtandards)ldentity meanings standard were
measured using the three separaite® identities meanings scales created in Siudy
measure the Setespect, Worker, and Team member identity meaniige main
concepts under studyidentity and identi meanings werefirst defined for
responderst. Each of the three main questions on identity meanings began with the
studyobés def i niRespandestwere therhasked tacensiter theyset of
adjective descriptions that formed each bipolgectd/e scale and to indicate where they
would place themselves on the scales. Responses ranged from 1 to 7, where 1 indicated
agreement with one bipolar adjective, 7 indicated agreement with the other bipolar
adjective and 4 placed theespondenin between the two adjectives. Applicable
negatively worded items were reversed codedrespondes 6 r esponses on al
were summed with a higher value indicating a more positiver&gtfect, Worker, and
Team member identity. The variables (called -$es$pect, Worker, and Team member
identity in the analysis), were then standardifa@nbaclé alphas for each identity
meanings scalareas follows: Selrespect person identity.89 Team member social

identity =.86 andWorker role identity =85.
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Experienced Interpersondistreatmentl employed he fifteen different
vignettes developed in Phase | to simulate experienced interpersonal mistreatment.
Identity activation To measure identity activation, definitions for the Se#fpect
person identy, Team member Social identity, and the Worker role identity were first
providedto responderst This was followed by thensuingp as sage: @A An i dent |
relevant to a situation if the situation evokes meanings that one associates with the
identity. Forexample, a situation that involves the opportunity to teach a child may make
the Aparent identityo relevant. A sitwuatio

may make t he Al eadeRespbndemtwerasabsequentlyaskedteel e v an

guestion APl ease indicate which of the thr
the experience described in the vignette a
the aboveo. Although more than apbemlevart t he

to the experience described in the vignette above, | ask that you indicate only the one you
feel i s MOST relevant. o0 The ifSeltrdspeoti ng f our
person identity,i() Worker role identity,i{i) Team member saali identity, andif/)
None of the aboveResponderstwho selected the last option were asked to write down
what identity they thought was applicable.

Following data collection, only three instances were recorded wéspenderst
indicated none of the tbe identities had been activated. In each of these cases, the
responderd indicated that the relevant vignettes had activated two of the three identities
under investigation simultaneously. Data related to these instances were discarded and

not used in theubsequent analyses.
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Reflected Appraisald his variable was measured using the three identity
meanings scales created in Stddyrhe survey was designed such that when a
respondenseleds a given identity as relevant in the vignette presented, hiydivected
to a subsequent survey page where he/she comfiletesflected appraisal question
specific to that particular identitiResponderstwere asked to respond to the following
guesti on, fY o uinshriathe éenstyesklected by tespordenas
relevant as the most relevant in the vignette described above. In this studyjngert [
the identity selected by thespondenas relevanitidentity representdrsert the
definition of the identity selected by tflespondenas relevant Assuming you were the
target as shown in the vignette, please consider each of the adjective descriptions
provided in the bipolar adjective scale below and indicate where you think your
supervisor/team | eader pl acdensfomthati n t he v
particular identity meanings scale were then presented. Applicable negatively worded
items were reversed codaddresponders 6 r esponses on all it ems
higher value indicating a more positive Sedgpect, Worker, and Teamember identity.
The reflected appraisal variable for eaginettewas then standardized. Cronbach
alphas for eacleflected appraisals scadeeas follows: reflected appraisal Sedfspect
person identity =82, reflected appraisal Team member social identityzandreflected
appraisal Worker role identity 94.

Identity Nonverification This construct was measured similar to past research
(e.g., Burke & Stets 2009; Carter, 2010; Stets & Carter, 2010). tigeotrverification
was computed for only those vignettes where an identity was deemed activated. The

standardized reflected appraisal was subtracted from the standardized identity standard
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measure to create the identity negrification variable for eactentity indicated as
activated. Each value was then squared so that a departure from 0O (either in a negative or
positive direction) represented a greater degree oi/edfication. Because reflected
appraisal was measured for each of the fifteen vighetiesented, identity nen
verification was also measured for each vignette. That isyaofication was assessed
fifteen times for each respondent.
Analyses

Prior to conducting the analyses discussed below, | split the sample into three
subsamples. Eacdubsample comprised all instances wherein a specific identity was
noted as activated. Thus, three subsamples were created represémsignces in
which the SeHrespect person identifp=261) Team member social identifg=141)
and Worker roledentity were each activat€d=122)

To assess whether the vignettes activated atdeastf the identities examined, |
conductedChi-square tests compag the observed number of times each idensity
activated against the expected frequehexamired the null hypothesis that those for
whom an identity was activated would be no different from those for whom the identity
was not activated. (i.e., a5l percent proportion}or each susample analyzed | that
tested whether the Seléspect persordentity, Team member social identity, and the
Worker role identity were each activated for a significantly large proportion of

respondents in the studyee Table 8 for further details on @ki-square tests.
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Table 8. Summary of results on &guareests of significance of identity activation
(Pilot Study)

Not Identity
activated activation G 2 p-value
Activation of Selfrespect person
identity
Expected frequency (50%) 130.5 130.5 261 0= 0.00
Observed Frequency (50%) 0 261 '
Activation of Team member social
identity
o)
Expected frequency (50%) 70.5 70.5 141 0=0.00
Observed Frequency (50%) 0 141
Activation of Worker role identity
Expectedrequency (50%) 61 61
122 =0.00
Observed Frequency (50%) 0 122 P

To testwhether thenterpersonal mistreatment dascribed in the vignettes
brought about a change ( aneahiegsscerd®s e) 1 n r es
identities noted as activated;dnduceda series of pairedample tess comparing
respondent s 6 (repdredhdrior to yeadsd therlsl vagnettdsl) and their
reported reflected appraisaéported after having redldevignettes- T2). | expected
that for each vignette, there would, lier at least one activated identigstatistically
significant difference between respondents
reflected appraisaht T2 (also measureding thesame identity meanings scal&éhree

separate sets of analyses were conducted on each of theuts@@aplesioted aboveln
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all, 44 pairedsamples-tests were runlo correct for familywise error rate, | used a
Bonferroni corrected alpha of .003 for each testuld not run a pairedamples t test for
vignette 13 in the Worker role identity sshmple because the sum of casgghts was
less than or equal to Tables9, 10, and 1Hetails the results of theests, broken down
by sulsample.
Results

Identity activation. Table 8 reports the results of tBhi-square tests assessing
identity activation in the pilot study. As the results show, acrosssedesample, |
rejecedthe null hypothesis because the results indicate that there is a significant
difference between those for whom the relevant identity was activated compared to those
for whom it was not activate@pecifically, for each of the subsalep (i.e., SeHespect
person identity, team member social identity, and Worker role identity subsamples) the
proportion of respondents for whom the relevant idefitityhat subsampleyas
activated wasignificantly greater than those for whom the val# identity was not
activated Consequently, | expected that the vignettes were adequate to use i2.Study

Change in identity meanings scoredAs the resultsn Tables 9, 10, and 1show,
each vignette did result in differeng@esdecrease) n r espondent sé i dent.i
scores pre and post reading the vignettes. These differences were statistically significant
for most vignettes. However, the difference in identity meanings scores for some
vignettes were not statistically significant &ome identities although statistical
significance was achieved for other identities for the same vighetténstance, the
difference inr e s p 0 n d gaspged identByanledningsoresat T1 and T2 fowignette

#7 was statistically significaniM= 18.25 SD=9.95 1t (11) = 6.36 p <0.001comparedo

95



the difference in respondentsd Worker rol e

same vignette (M%£0.0Q SD=7.12t (3) = 2.81 p=0.067
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Table9. Results of the Paireshmpled-test of nonverification scores Self-respect Person Identity

VIGNETTE PAIRS n MEAN SD t df p

1 Self-respect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand@dd) 11 35.09 4.95 6.98 10 0.00
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Refle&pgutaisal)- T2 11 16.55 4.59

2 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand&dd) 21 35.38 5.44 7.04 20 0.00
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal) 21 19.00 7.69

3 Selfrespect Persoldentity meanings score (Identity standard)l 19 35.11 4.47 9.14 18 0.00
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3a) 19 15.47 6.05

4 Self-respect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand@dd) 15 36.20 4.23 9.8 14 0.00
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal) 15 13.33 5.78

5 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand&dd) 16 35.94 5.03 8.10 15 0.00
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings sq®eflected Appraisah T2 16 15.50 6.42

6 Self-respect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand@dd) 2 39.50 3.54 3.9 1 0.19
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal) 2 16.50 6.36

7 SelfrespecPerson Identity meanings score (Identity standard) 12 35.92 5.53 6.36 11 0.00
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 12 17.67 5.76

8 Self-respect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand@dd) 16 35.38 4.83 9.68 15 0.00
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal) 16 13.69 5.39

9 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand&dd) 11 36.91 3.62 9.56 10 0.00
Selfrespect Person Identitgeanings score (Reflected Appraisal) 2 11 14.27 5.08

10 Self-respect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand@dd) 9 36.33 5.20 10.3 8 0.00
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3a) 9 12.11 6.13

11 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand&dd) 30 457 457 13.50 29 0.00
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 30 6.35 6.35

12 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Idestépdard) T1 24 35.75 4,95 10.9 23 0.00
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal) 24 19.21 5.46

13 Self-respect Person Identity meanings score (Identity standadd) 25 35.32 5.28 11.15 24 0.00
SelfrespecPerson Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 25 16.04 5.89

14 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand&dd) 26 35.58 5.04 12.2 25 0.00
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal) 26 13.23 5.67

15 Self-respect Person Identity meanings score (Identity standadd) 24 35.29 5.38 12.2 23 0.00
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 24 14.21 4.70
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Table 10 Results of th®airedsamples-test of nonverification scores Team Member Social Identity

VIGNETTE PAIRS n MEAN SD t df p

1 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standard) 4 32.50 5.45 4.18 3.00 0.03
Team Member Social Identity meanings sa®eflected Appraisah T2 4 14.25 3.95

2 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Identity standdid) 6 35.33 4.89 5.29 5.00 0.00
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal) 6 21.83 2.04

3 Team MembeBocial Identity meanings score (Identity standarti) 3 32.00 5.00 2.51 2.00 0.13
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraidal) 3 18.00 5.29

4 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standard) 2 36.00 141 6.25 1.00 0.10
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal) 2 11.00 7.07

5 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Identity standdid) 3 35.33 4.16 2.43 2.00 0.14
Team Member Social Identity meanirgrore (Reflected Appraisal)T2 3 16.67 9.45

6 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standard) 24 36.29 4.34 12.34 23.00 0.00
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal) 24 12.79 5.73

7 TeamMember Social Identity meanings score (Identity standard) 19 36.53 4.44 7.91 18.00 0.00
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal) 19 18.37 6.23

8 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standart) 16 36.75 4.04 13.23 15.00 0.00
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraidal) 16 10.50 5.09

9 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Identity standdid) 21 35.81 5.12 10.31 20.00 0.00
Team Member Socidtlentity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal)2 21 11.81 6.28

10 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Identity standdid) 16 36.06 4.45 10.03 15.00 0.00
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraidal) 16 12.38 5.94

11 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standard) 2 30.50 4,95 1.70 1.00 0.34
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal) 2 13.50 9.19

12 Team Member Social Identity meanings saddentity standard) T1 7 32.86 6.94 2.78 6.00 0.03
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal) 7 21.00 7.02

13 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standaitl) 9 38.00 2.55 11.64 8.00 0.00
TeamMember Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisad 9 13.00 5.32

14 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Identity standdid) 5 35.20 6.46 4.31 4.00 0.01
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal) 5 10.60 6.50

15 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standaitl) 4 33.25 4.79 3.85 3.00 0.03
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal) 4 16.75 3.86
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Tablell. Results of the Paireshmpled-test of norverification scores Worker Role Identity

VIGNETTE PAIRS n MEAN SD t df p

1 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaifid) 21 35.81 5.25 8.91 20 0.00
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 21 14,71 6.9

2 Worker Role Identity meanings score (ldentity standafid) 7 36.14 6.09 3.05 6 0.02
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 7 21.29 9.23

3 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaifid) 13 37.77 4.17 7.68 12 0.00
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal? 13 14.15 8.58

4 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaiid) 17 35.53 4.05 8.64 16 0.00
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflecégypraisal)- T2 17 12.41 7.75

5 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standafid) 16 35.88 5.34 9.21 15 0.00
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal? 16 12.19 6.08

6 Worker Role Identity meanings scdidentity standard) T1 9 35.22 5.89 3.97 8 0.00
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 9 16.89 8.94

7 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standafid) 4 32.00 5.48 2.81 3 0.07
Worker Role Identityneanings score (Reflected Appraisal)2 4 22.00 7.26

8 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaiid) 3 3200 3.61 149 2 0.28
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal? 3 19.00 12.12

9 Worker Roleldentity meanings score (Identity standard)L 4 33.00 3.56 2.05 3 0.13
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 4 17.75 11.56

10 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaiid) 10 33.5 5.06 4.04 9 0.00
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 10 17.1 8.35

11 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaiid) 2 31.5 0.71 1.13 1 0.46
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 2 23.00 9.9

12 Worker Role Identity meanings score (ldentity standafid) 4 35.90 6.45 2.18 3 012
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 4 22.9 5.97

13 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaiid)
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal?

14 Worker Role Identity meanings score (ldentity standafid) 4 32.00 3.46 1.59 3 0.21
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 4 20.00 12.96

15 Worker Role Identity meanings score (ldentity standafid) 7 36.43 3.99 554 6 0.00
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal? 7 14.71 7.23
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Discussioni Pilot study

| conductedhe pilot test to assess whether the vignettes developed for Bivethe
designed appropriately as to activate at least one of the identities under investigation. As
well, I conducted theilot study to assess whether the experience of interpersonal
mistreatment described in the vignettes had the potential to predict theenfination of
the identities activated. The results from the study showed that at least one identity was
activated bythe experience describedaach vignetteFurthermorefor all fifteen vignettes
in which an identity was activated, there
scores in T2Although in ®me cases this difference in identity meanings scores was not
statisticallysignificant forsome activatedentities,statistical significance in differences in
identity meanings scores was achieved for other identities activated bydhesgignettes
This wasdeemedhcceptable as ultimately, one of the goals noted previously was to ensure
that the experiences predictenhrverification, notwithstanding the identity activated.
Overall, the results from the study indicate adequate vignette d€sigaequently, the
vignettes were used in the test of the research hypotheses.

Phase Ill'i Main Test of Study Hypotheses

Method

Respondest Responderstwere recruited from the United States JUSing a
Quialtrics Panel (N=130Respondemstin the panel were required to be over the age of 18
years, residing in the US, working fulltime (35 hours or more) and working in &.téam

restriction wa built into the survey itseliosthat a potentialespondentvho indicated that

® The same definition of teamrsed in Studyl and the pilot tesivas used in recruiting paneispondents in
Study 2
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he/she did not meet these requirements was not allowed to complete the survey. | also
restricted the Qualtrics survey so that oo response per IP addresswiowed and all
responders were required to answer each question in the surveys.

Data were collected frorb51responderst who viewed the same fifteen vignettes and
answered the subsequent questions related to eawoh wfjnettes. Of thes2l responénts
were deleted for patterned responses to the survey. The final sample cotpoised
respondentdn total,responderst provided 1,950 responsé&3f this numberl5 were
responses in which the respondents indicatedchthratof the three identities were activated
and 3 were responses in which the respondents indicated that moteoftthe 3 identities
wasactivated Consequently, these were removed from the subsequent analyses discussed in
the next section leaving a finasponse set df,932responsesThe final overall sample of
responderscomprised5 (50%) males an®5(50%) f emal es . medmagewasa mp | e
39.61years old (SD£1.83§. Seventy eighper cent ofesponderst were Caucasian with
other races represented as follo@2%Asians or Asian American 5.4%Blacks or
African Americars and 7.7% werElispanics or LatinaDifferent industries were
represented in the sample includingprmation technology13.0®6), education(11.54%),
healthcareX0.77®x6), retail (9.23%), manufacturind9.23%), andfinance(5.38%).
Respondents helpositions in various levels in their organization includi@gs%6 in non
managerial position®.95% in first level supervisory position$6.15% in middle
managemengnd15.39% inexecutive level positions.

Procedure.The survey questionnaire was similar to that used in the pilot study.
However,unlike the pilot study survey, e s pondent sé6 emoti onal and

were also measurddr each vignette after reporg on their reflected appraisakili
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respondents read the 15 vignettes in the same order, and answered the related questions. The

survey included severaltahtion checks. Similar to Study 1, these were in the form of

guestions on different well known nursery rhymes. Respondents were asked to select the

answer contrary to the generally known answer. Demographic information was collected in
between vignettesPrior to data collection, several timed runs of the survey indicated that it

would takeat leas#45 minutes to complete the survey. This time was used by Qualtrics when

recruiting the final panel, to reject respondents who completed the survey too .quickly

Qualtrics was paid $23.00US for each respondent who completed the survey successfully.

Measures

Identity Meanings (i.e., identity standardig)entity meaning standasavere
measured using the three separaite® identities meanings scales createdtud$l to
measure the Setespect, Worker, and Team member identity meaniegpectively.
Following the same approach used in the Stydize main concepts under studidentity
and identity meanings were defined foresponderst Responderstwerethen asked to
consider the set of adjective descriptions that formed each bipolar adjective scale and to
indicate where they would place themselves on the scales. Responses range from 1 to 7,
where 1 indicateagreement with one bipolar adjective, 7 intisagreement with the other
bipolaradijective and 4 placetherespondenin between the two adjectives. Applicable
negatively worded items were reversed codedresponders 6 r esponses on
summed with a higher value indicating a moreitpes Seltrespect, Worker, and Team
member identity. The variables were then standard2ezhbaclé alphas for each identity
meanings scalare Seltrespect person identity 9, Team member social identity = .87

andWorker role identity =89.
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Experenced InterpersonaMistreatmentl! used he fifteen different vignettes
developed in Phase | to simulate experienced interpersonal mistreatment.

Identity activation To measure identity activatiohfirst provideddefinitions for the
Self-respect persoidentity, Team member Social identity, and the Worker role identity.
This was followed by the foll owing key pas
situation evokes meanings that one associates with the identity. For example, a sitagation t
involves the opportunity to teach a chil d
that involves the opportunity to take char
Respondest wer e subsequentl|l y as kwhidhoftheeghrequest i or
identities defined below is MOST relevant in the experience described in the vignette above.
|l f none is relevant, please select finone o
identities defined below may be relevant to the eérpee described in the vignette above, |
ask that you indicate only the one you fee
were provided:i] Seltrespect person identityij X Worker role identity,i{i) Team member
social identity, andiy) Noneof the aboveRespondestwho selected the last option were
asked to write down what identity they thought was applicable. Following data collection,
only three instances were recorded whresponderst indicated none of the three identities
had been actated. In each of these cases, rggponderst indicated that the relevant
vignettes had activated two of the three identities under investigation simultaneously. Data
related to these instances were discarded and not used in the subsequent analyses.

Reflected AppraisalsThis variable was measured using the three identity meanings
scales created in Study The survey was designed such that whesspondenselected a

given identity as relevant in the vignette presented, he/she was directed to a subseque
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survey page where he/she completed the reflected appraisal question specific to that
particular identityResponderst wer e asked to respond to the
selected theifisert the identity selected by trespondenas relevaritasthe most relevant
in the vignette described above. In this study, ymset the identity selected by the
respondenas relevantidentity representdrsert the definition of the identity selected by
therespondenas relevart Assuming you were thaitget as shown in the vignette, please
consider each of the adjective descriptions provided in the bipolar adjective scale below and
indicate where you think your supervisor/team leader places you in the vignette described
a b o Mtents from that particutadentity meanings scale were then presented. Applicable
negatively worded items were reversed codedrespondes 6 r esponses on al
summed with a higher value indicating a more positive-®sibect, Worker, and Team
member identity. The rifcted appraisal variable for eaglynettewas then standardized.
Cronbaclé alphas for eacteflected appraisals scadeeas follows: reflected appraisal Self
respect person identity .80, reflected appraisal Team member social identity = .87 and
reflected appraisal Worker roigentity = .93

Identity Nonverification This construct was measursithilar topast research (e.g.,
Burke & Stets 2009; Carter, 2010; Stets & Carter, 2010). Identityedfication was
computed for only those vignettedhere an identity was deemed activafBlde standardized
reflected appraisal was subtracted from the standardized identity standard neeeseatet
the identity norverification variable for each identity indicated as activated. Each value was
then squagd so that a departure from O (either in a negative or positive direction)

represented a greater degree of-menfication. Because reflected appraisal was measured
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for each of the fifteen vignettes presented, identity-vemification was also measureat f
each vignette. That is, nererification was assessed fifteen times for easpondent
Negative Emotional Responenonverification Negative emotional responsas
measured immediatefpllowing presentation ofach vignette. Fivdifferentemotionsi
anger, guilt, disgust, fear and sadrieggich are suggested by prior research (e.g., Kemper
1987;Lazarus,1991; Plutchik 1980; Smith & Lazarus, 1993) as primary negative emotional
responsewere provided to respondents. Respondents wereaiik@ to indicatasing a ¢
point scale ranging from 1 (not at kKely) to 7 (extremelylikely), howlikely it is they
would feeleach emotiorif they were the target described in the vignetReEsponses on all
five emotions wersummedogetherto create a scalevhich was then used tneasue
individual s gener al n e g at -vevifieatiaa tne higher thea | re
score, the more the individual sdé negative
Thesefive emotions have beaneasuredby research on both identity theory (Stets, 2005)
and interpersonal mistreatmestd.,Bunk & Magley, 2013)n the examination of negative
emotional responses to nearification, and reactions to interpersonal mistreatment
regectively Cronbacld alphas fomegative emotional response to identity tvenification
scale in the&Self-respect person identisulsample, the Team member social identity
sutsample, and the Worker role identsybsamplevere.78, .70, and.75, respectively.
DiscreteEmotionsIn additionto the five emotions used to form the negative

emotional response to nwerification scale discussed aboVv@lsomeasured othetiscrete

| conducted a Principiéxes Factor Analysis with Varimax rotation using these five emotions. Results (using
Kai seré6s rule: the number of factors determined by
showed support for a offactor solution.
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emotions pertinent to my investigatiorluding depression, embarrasnt, shame, and

discomfort.Respondents were asked how likely it was that they would feel a given emotion

if in-fact they were treated in the manner described inigrette Respondents answered

the question using apoint scale ranging from 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (extremely likely).

The survey was designed in such a way thatéspondenindicated that a particular

identity was activated given the experience desdrih the vignette, the predicted emotions

of interest related to that particular identity were presefied sadness and depression for

the activated Selfespect person identity; embarrassment and shame for the Team member

social identity, and discoroft and guilt for the Worker role identjtyAdditional positive

responses such as excitement, empathetic and happy were measured following each vignette.

The positive emotions were filler items to disguise the particular emotions of interest.
Behavioralintentions Respondet wer e presented with the

several ways to respond to the experience described in the vignette above. Assuming you

were the target as shown in the vignette, consider the response options below and indicate

which yau would most likely take in response to the experience described in the vignette

aboveo. Five response oipDonothimgii) Aveid irgeraptiono vi d e

with my supervisor/team leader (depending on who was the perpetrator in thegyjgnett

Retaliate;iv) Report the incident to an organizational mediator (e.g., human resources or

someone superior to my supervisor/team leader)ypkohd a way to reconcile with my

supervisor/team leader. These response options relate to the stradveigies suggested by

past research as ways in which targets of interpersonal mistreatment cope with such

experiences (e.g., Aquino et al., 2001; Aquino et al., 2006; Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Bies &

Tripp, 1996; Bradfield & Aquino, 1999; Cortina & Magle3009; Porath & Pearson, 2012;
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Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; Skarlicki et al., 1999; Tripp & Bies, 199%jhough five
behavioral outcomes were measured, my focus was on the three key outcomes pertinent to
my argument$ avoidance, retaliation, and recondilm. The likelihood of engaging in
each behavioral response was measured usifgpan? scale ranging from 1 (not at all
likely) to 7 (extremely likely).

Identity Centrality.This variable was measured using the Harnk@er, Kumar,
Ortinau & Stock (2013) #Atem identity centrality scal&kesponderstwere asked to indicate
the extent to which they agree or disagree with seven statements on a specific identity. The
scale anchors range from 1 = strongly disagree to 7= strongly 8pgmondersd answer s
on the seven items were averaged to form one centrality measuespandentSample

statements include, fAMy identity i

identity is unimportant to my sense of what kind of persarol@onbackk alpha
for Selfrespect person identity centrality, the Team member social identity centrality, and
the Worker role identity centrality were.7.87, am .81, respectively.
Control variablesFour control variables were included as covariat¢le various
analyses conducted. These included three demographic varigeleder, ageand race

and respondentsdé gener al affective % espons

Research suggests that individuals may become targets of interpersonal mistreatment

8 Given the upleasantness of the experiences described in the vignette, it is conceivable that respondents may
experience affective reactions to the experiences described in general, separate from possible emotional
responses they may have when they placed themselks gole of the target of the mistreatment.

Consequently, | controlled for this general affective reactions by asking respondents to identify how
uncomfortable the described experience made them feel in general. One emotional outcome variable measured
in the Worker Role Identity models is discomfort. To differentiate between these two similar sounding

emotional responses, | linked the experience of discomfort tev@cfication specifically by asking

respondents to place themselves in the role of tigettand to describe the extent to which the experience

made them feel discomfort as a target of the interpersonal mistreatment described in the vignette.
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because of their gender, age, /andace €.g.,Cortina et al. 2001; Cortina, Kabgarr,
Leskinen, Huerta & Magley, 201Ejnarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Aquino & BradfielddB0)
Salin,2003a for a review see Bowling and Beehr, 200Bpnceivablyjndividuals who
perceive themselves bging targetdbecause of their gender, age and/or race may become
hyper vigilant aboupossiblerisks of victimization(Allen & Badcock 2003Kramer 1993
and may react more strongly to perceived interpersonal mistreatGwrgequentlyl
controlled for any such potential effed®eneral affective responsethe experience
described in the vignettgas measured by asking respondents the iquesio what extent
does the scenario described above make you uncomforfabkgsbndents indicated their
answers on a-point scale ranging from 1 (Not at all so) to 1 (Very much so).
Analyses

Following the same approach used in the pilot study, prsioonducting the analyses
discussed below, | split the sample into three separate subsamples with each subsample
comprising all instances wherein a specific identity was noted as activated. Thus, three
subsamples were created representing all instanedsich the SeHrespect person identity
(n=878) Team member social identitg=569) and Worker role identitgh=485)were each
activated Descriptive statistics, reliabilities and correlations among all study variables in

each subsample above are shawimables 12, 13, and 14.
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Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 Gender
2 Race 09
3 Age 4024 11.66 -.02 29"
4 General affective response to
vignette 6.18 120 .26° 06 117
5 Negative emotional response to
nonverification 465 148 .06 08 -o01 37
6 Sadness
508 184 20" 09 .08 .37 80"
7 Depression
449 202 .15 .02 .01 31 76" 69"
8 Identity Centrality
486 105 -.06 .04 13" .00 -07 -.07 -.04
9 Non-verification of Selfrespect
personldentity 258 4.46 -.08 -.01 -09" 107 32" 20" 25" -16"
10 Avoidance 407 211 .06 .01 -01 a4 25" 18 23 -13” 16"
11 Retaliation
3.08 200 -24 -147  -15° .00 16" .03 .04 -35° 29" 29"
12  Reconciliation
433 201 .00 .06 -.09 .06 317 24" 27" -.07 25" -16° 1717
Note. N = 878

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveliled).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.0é&vel (2tailed).

Tablel2. Means, standard deviations and correlations of study variaBkirespect person identity subsample (Study 2)
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Table13. Means, standard deviations and correlations of study variabézsn member social identity subsample (Study 2)

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 Gender
2 Race -19”
3  Age 38.18 12.10 -15° 137
4  General affective response to vignette 6.12  1.14 16" .10 127

Negative emotional response to non
5  verification 461 1.28 .06 .00 -.08 36"
6  Embarrassment 526 1.78 26" 14" -.08 32" 55"
7  Shame 4.40 2.05 127 .03 217 197 67" 55"
8 Identity Centrality 456  1.21 .02 -.04 .05 147 .09 .05 .18

Non-verification of Team member
9  social Identity 2.18 3.28 14 -.16 -02  -08 15" .05 11
10 Avoidance 413 211 .01 .00 -147 09 31 217 10 : 13"
11 Retaliation 3.26 2.05 =24 177 247 -07 27" .04 217 -19” 13" 36"
12  Reconciliation 442 2.01 .04 -0.07 -18° -08 .04 .06 217 aF .03 -23" .01
Note. N = 485

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltdled).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).
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Table 14. Means, standard deviations and correlatiosisidy variables Worker role identity subsample (Study 2)

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 Gender
2 Race 01
3 Age 39.85 11.56 -.14" .04
4 General affective response to vignet 597 125 28 18" 17"
5 Negative emotional response to nor

verification 459 136 .19° .08 -.02 39"
6  Discomfort 526 1.64 317 12° .08 48" 63"
7 Guilt 390 200 .00 .07 -177 12° 69 29
8  Identity Centrality 475 115 13 01 15° 290 24 26" 07
9 Non-verification of Worker role

identity 250 344 00 .00 -01 07 07 -08 .08 .01
10 Avoidance 409 203 .05 -08 -06 06 A7 .08 12 -17" o1
11 Retaliation 337 200 -07 -22° -1 -10 18" -09 .15 -32° 06 39"
12 Reconciliation 447 192 11 -02 -13° 08 22 15 290 12  -06 -14° .02
Note. N = 569

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levetigdled).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 levek@iled).
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Becausealata were collected at two levélsespondents (level 2 data) and their
responses to the vignettes (level 1 datalisedmixed modemultilevel modeling to test
thevarious relationships predicted in thieidy.A mixed modeknalysis is usefuh
addressing issues related to the assumption of homogeneity of regression in multilevel
datasets. This is because it accounts for correlated data and unequal vaicites a
very common occurrence in multilevel datasets involving for instanceotleetoon of
repeated measurements from survey respondents (Charlton, 2014; FieldMV2Re8).
model analyses is used in research involving contextual clustering of data (e.g., data from
students, clustered within schools) as well as in research invahtiagperson clustering
(e.g., repeated measurement of a construct, clustered within respof@aatipn,
2014;Hayes, 2006).

In this study, | conducted repeated measures mixed model analyses to test the
hypothesized relationships because data onutemes variables (levell) were
collected from respondents (level 2) more than once. Two Level 2 variahgsand
identity centralityi were granemean centered tiacilitate interpretation of the regression
coefficients. Intercepts were allowed t@wy; slopes were also varied with the exception
of binary variables. A full maximurhikelihood method was used. The covariance
structure was unspecifietitested the various hypotheses using two different statistical
programs useful for conductimgultilevel analyses: R and SPSSised the Lmer
function of the Lme4 package intRtest the following sets of hypothesét3a, H3b and
H3c; H5a, H5b, H5c, H5d; H6a, H6b, H6Cc and H6d; and H7a, H7baH@d17d With
theLmer, | was able to fit repeatesheasuresixed effectamodels to my data using an

unspecified covariance struce. Furthermore, with the Lmé@inction,| avoided issues
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of nonconvergence of modelahich sometimes occur when conducting mixed model
analyses sing SPSS

lusedSPSS 24ort he remaining analyses including
models. | usethe MLmed program for multilevel mediation analyses (Rockwood &
Hayes, 2017) to test the relationships predicted in the following hypothesegtit-&ta]
4c; H8a and H8b; H9; H10a and 10b; and H11. The MLmed is a computational macro for
SPSS useful for the fitting of a variety of multilevel mediation and moderated mediation
models.In the MLmed progranmby defaultall slope termsre fixed and theandom
effect covariance matrix is set as diagonal, so that variances are freely estimated and
covariances are constrained to zdRog¢kwood,2017).An advantage of these noted
defaults is that they increase the likelihood of convergence (Rockwood, Edidihgs
relating tothe main effect relationshipeporedbelow focuson the betweegroup
effectsresultsfrom these analysess this is the level at which my research hypotheses are
conceptualizedHowever, to provide a richer examination of the mediaelationships, |
report on both the withigroup and betweegroupindirecteffects results of each
mediated relationship.

Results

|l nvesti gat i n driofitoasdessingiiee thypdthesized relationships
regarding the effects of nererificationof each of the three identities under investigation
and the hypothesized outcomes, | tested th
investigation. This is in line with recommendations by past research (Hayes H06;
Thoman, & Tabata, 2010). | us#te mixed procedure in SPSS 24 which allowed me to

fit repeatedmeasures multilevel models to the data (Peugh & Enders, 2005) in my
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analyses of the various null models. In these null models, | testpdah@sitionthat
respondents do not differ from eaather, on average, on their reported svenification.
Three separate models (i.e., Sel$pect Person identity model, Team member Social
identity model, and the Worker Role identity model) were examined. In each of these
models, respondents were enterethe analysis as random. The null hypotheses were
assessed by cal muatclass correlgtiore(iCCline lCRovdseasséssed
using the formulal 0= 2 0/ (J2 0+ [J2 w), where [12 O is the intercept variance and
12 wthe estimated residual variance.

For each of the three models conducted the results sktatisticallysignificant
betweerrespondents difference in reported narmification of the related identity given
interpersonal mistreatmerior the SeHrespecperson identity model, the results were as
follows: [15.918/ (15.918 + 1.613) = 15.918/17.531 or 90.8%. The intercepts varied
significantly across respondents (Wald Z = 7.24,.001), consequently the null model
was rejected. With respect to the Teaenmber social identity model, the results were as
follows: [19.017/ (19.017+ .869) = 19.017/19.886 or 95.63%. The intercepts varied
significantly across respondents (Wald Z = 7.284,.001). Thus, the null model was
rejected. Finally, regarding the Workm®te identity model, the following results were
found: [6.724/ (6.724 + 1.249) = 6.724 /7.973 or 84.33%. The intercepts varied
significantly across respondents (Wald Z = 7.468,.001).Thus the null model was
rejected. Consequently, | proceeded wité tests of the various hypothesized

relationshipsTablel5 reports on the results of the tests of the null hypotheses.

114



Table b. Parameter Estimates for the null/baseline model examining respondent
differences on reported neserification of theSelfrespect Person Identity, Team
member Social Identity, and the Worker Role Identity

Selfrespect Person Identity

Fixed components
Intercept
Variance of random
components
Residual
Intercept Variance
(Respondents)
(- 2LL) 3414.29

Estimate

2.45

1.61

15.92

Std.
Error

0.37*%**

0.08***

2.08***

95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound Upper Bound

1.73 3.18

1.46 1.78

12.31 20.58

Team member Social Identity

Fixed components
Intercept
Variance of random
components
Residual
Intercept Variance
(Respondents)
(- 2LL) 1801.47

2.72

0.87

19.02

0.42***

0.06***

2.61***

190 3.54

0.75 1.00

14.53 24.8

Worker Role Identity

Fixed components
Intercept
Variance of random
components
Residual
Intercept Variance
(Respondents)
(-2LL) 2110.392

2.10

1.25

6.72

0.24%**

0.08***

0 . 90***

l.62 2.58

110 1.42

5.17 8.74

* p<.05. ** p<.01. ** p< .001.

To testH1a, H1b and Hlowhich predicted thanterpersonal mistreatment will

be associated

wi t h
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respectively, | conducted a series of Ghuare tests that compared the observed number
of times each identity was activated against tpeeted frequency. For each ssdmple
analyzed | tested whether the S&l§pect person Identity, Team member social identity,
and the Worker role identity were each activated for a significantly large proportion of
respondents in the study. | examineed thull hypothesis that those for whom an identity
was activated would be no different from those for whom the identity was not activated
(i.e., a 5050 percent proportion). Specifically, | examined whether the proportion of
respondents for whom the Se#kspect person identity, team member social identity, and
Worker role identity were activated was not different from the proportion of those
indicating that neither of these identities were activated for them given the experience
described in the vignetteable B reports on the results of these Glquare tests. As the
results show, across each s#ample, | reject the null hypothesis because the results
indicate there is a statistically significant difference between those for whom the relevant
identity was activated compared to those for whom it was not activated. AthasH1b

and H1c are supported.
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Table 16. Summary of results on &juare tests of significance of identity
activation (Main Study)
Identity not Identity

activated  activated  © 2 Pvalue

Activation of Selfrespect person

identity

Expected frequency (50%) 446.5 446.5 834.01 0=0.00
Observed Frequency (50%) 15 878

Activation of Team member social

identity

Expected frequency (50%) 292 292

Observed Frequency (50%) 15 485 4418 p=0.00

Activation of Worker role identity

Expected frequency (50%) 292 292
Observed Frequency (50%) 15 569

525.54 p=0.00

H2a, H2b and H2cexamined the relationships between experienced interpersonal
mistreatment and thenaner i f i cati on of the targetods per
Because respondents provided data on both their identity standard and reflected
appraisals for each vignt t e , I was abl e t werifcationsaoree r espo
for each vignette. However, to assess both the extent and direction of the differences
bet ween respondentsd identity standard (re
their reportedeflected appraisals (reported after having read the vignettes), | conducted a
series of pairedamplest est comparing respondentsd i den
reported reflected appraisal (T2) for each of the 15 vignettes read in the study. Three
separate sets of analyses were conducted on each of the three subsamples discussed
previously. Thus, altogether, 45 paireaimples-tests were runlo correct for

familywise error rate, | used a Bonferroni corrected alpha of .003 for eachabks 7,
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18 and B detail the results of thetésts, broken down by sample used. For each of the 15
vignettes the results indicate that how respondents saw themselves (i.e., their identity
standard) was statistically significantly different from how they $@mselves reflected

in each vignette. In each case, there was a decrease in the mean scores of their identity
meanings. Furthermore, the Etquared statistics reported for each vignette indicate a
consistently large effect size. Overall, these resuliswshow a reported decrease in

how positive respondents saw themselves following the experience of interpersonal
mistreamentdescribed in the vignettasdicate thenotvw er i f i cati on of r es
Self-respect person identity, Worker role identity, asam member social identity,

respectively
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Tablel7. Results of the Paireshmples-test of nonverification scores Self-respect Person Identity

VIGNETTE PAIRS N MEAN SD t df p Eta squared

1 Selfrespect Person Identity meanirsg®re (Identity standard)r1 54 37.15 6.01 7.18 53 0.00 0.49
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 54 23.28 12.28

2 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity standadd) 55 37.78 4.71 1220 54 0.00 0.73
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 55 20.62 8.79

3 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity standadd) 69 37.01 5.83 14.31 68 0.00 0.75
Selfrespect Person Identity meanirggore (Reflected Appraisal)T2 69 15.99 8.76

4 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand@dd) 52 37.88 5.63 12.63 51 0.00 0.76
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 52 15.48 9.11

5 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity standadd) 51 37.14 5.87 12.27 50 0.00 0.75
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 51 16.43 8.83

6 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings sdtaentity standard) T1 31 36.52 6.65 6.71 30 0.00 0.60
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 31 18.87 11.25

7 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity standadd) 49 37.37 5.49 9.65 48 0.00 0.66
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 49 21.35 9.07

8 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand@dd) 46 37.48 4.90 11.10 45 0.00 0.73
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings sd®eflected Appraisah T2 46 17.41 9.81

9 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand@dd) 42 37.74 5.19 11.27 41 0.00 0.76
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 42 16.64 8.97

10 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity standadd) 32 37.44 5.67 7.8 31 0.00 0.67
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 32 19.47 9.79

11 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Idestagpdard)} T1 89 37.93 3.91 19.80 88 0.00 0.82
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 89 16.79 8.20

12 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity standadd) 83 38.04 4.83 15.61 82 0.00 0.75
Seltrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 83 20.10 7.91

13 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand@dd) 72 37.83 5.02 16.71 71 0.00 0.80
Seltrespect Person Identity meanings s®eflected Appraisah T2 72 16.82 8.02

14 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity standadd) 69 37.70 472 15.% 68 0.00 0.79
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 69 16.03 8.59

15 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand@dd) 84 37.48 5.22 17.91 83 0.00 0.79
Seltrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 84 16.81 7.90
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Table 18. Results of the Pairesdmples-test ofnonverification scores Team Member Social Identity

VIGNETTE PAIRS N MEAN SD t df p Eta squared
1 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standard) 28 37.96 5.06 7.40 27 0.00 0.67
Team Member Social Identity meanings sd®eflected Appraisalh T2 28 21.71 10.44
2 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standdid) 29 38.17 4.06 8.63 28 0.00 0.73
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal) 29 20.72 10.86
3 TeamMember Social Identity meanings score (Identity standard) 13 38.46 5.52 4.16 12 0.00 0.59
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraidal) 13 22.54 12.9
4 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Idestaypdard) T1 19 36.79 5.03 4.96 18 0.00 0.58
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal) 19 21.05 13.07
5 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Identity standdid) 24 37.92 3.88 6.27 23 0.00 0.63
TeamMember Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 24 21.38 12.42
6 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standard) 66 38.44 3.88 19.74 65 0.00 0.86
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Refle&pgutaisal)- T2 66 13.88 9.00
7 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Identity standdid) 51 38.63 3.58 16.47 50 0.00 0.84
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraidal) 51 14.76 8.38
8 Team Membe6ocial Identity meanings score (Identity standarti) 54 38.7 3.33 22.87 53 0.00 0.91
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraidal) 54 11.41 7.42
9 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Identity standdid) 51 38.82 3.67 14.47 50 0.00 0.81
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal) 51 14.8 10.57
10 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standart) 51 38.82 3.67 16.11 50 0.00 0.84
Team Member Socidtlentity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal)2 51 14.8 9.83
11 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standard) 12 38.92 3.06 4.9 11 0.00 0.69
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal) 12 22.67 10.99
12 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standaitl) 24 37.79 3.19 9.74 23 0.00 0.80
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal) 24 20.92 7.32
13 Team Member Social Identitpeanings score (Identity standard)l 29 37.76 3.89 8.88 28 0.00 0.74
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprai3al) 29 20.72 9.50
14 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standaitl) 17 36.88 5.87 5.69 16 0.00 0.67
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal) 17 19.82 11.44
15 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standdid) 17 38.18 3.09 8.46 16 0.00 0.82
Team Member Social Identitpeanings score (Reflected Appraisal) 2 17 17.18 10.21
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Table 19. Results of the Pairedmples-test of norverification scores Worker Role Identity

VIGNETTE PAIRS N MEAN SD t df p Eta squared

1 Worker Role Identity meanings scdidentity standard) T1 46 38.24 4.66 12.& 45 0.00 0.78
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal? 46 17.13 9.57

2 Worker Role Identity meanings score (ldentity standafid) 46 36.7 7.21 6.82 45 0.00 0.51
Worker Roleldentity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal)2 46 22.8 10.42

3 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaiid) 46 37.72 5.81 8.8 45 0.00 0.63
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal? 46 19.59 11.48

4 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaiid) 57 37.79 5.59 13.72 56 0.00 0.77
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal? 57 14.93 9.71

5 Worker Role Identity meanings score (ldentity standafid) 54 37.87 6.07 12.38 53 0.00 0.74
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal? 54 15.96 9.71

6 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaiid) 32 36.31 6.66 7.3%6 31 0.00 0.64
Worker Role Identity meanings scdiReflected Appraisah) T2 32 20.34 9.25

7 Worker Role Identity meanings score (ldentity standafid) 27 35.37 7.19 5.08 26 0.00 0.50
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 27 22.81 9.29

8 Worker Roleldentity meanings score (Identity standard)L 31 36.19 8.26 6.09 30 0.00 0.55
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 31 20.61 10.6

9 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaiid) 37 36.41 7.59 7.8 36 0.00 0.63
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 37 18.35 9.29

10 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standafid) 46 36.91 6.87 10.43 45 0.00 0.71
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Refleciggpraisal)- T2 46 16.48 9.72

11 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaiid) 25 35.48 8.70 491 24 0.00 0.50
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal? 25 20.88 10.27

12 Worker Role Identityneanings score (ldentity standard)l 23 35.17 7.88 5.05 22 0.00 0.54
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal? 23 22.39 8.57

13 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaiid) 29 36.83 6.9 7.42 28 0.00 0.66
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal? 29 18.97 9.02

14 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standafid) 43 37.33 6.18 11.78 42 0.00 0.77
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 43 16.02 8.34

15 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaiid) 27 36.22 6.77 8.4 26 0.00 0.71
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal? 27 17.67 8.34
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| analyzedhree separate repeated measures mixed models in s@ftelda,
H3b andH3cwhichinvestigate the relationships between+we r i f i cati on of t
person, social and role identities and his/her negativationalresponse tthe non
verification Level 1 comprised the 15 vignettes used in the study and associated outcome
variables measured at this level, whereas level 2 comprised respondents and all
demographic variables measur@&tie four control variablediscussed earliavere
included as coviates in these analysedl variables were entered as fixegcept
respondentsvhich wereentered as randorin support of H3a, H3b, and 3c, resuitsm
Model 1, Model 2, and Modd respectivelyshowthat the norverification of the SeH
respect person ldentity modg(1,617.57 =5.39 p < .05 Team member social identity
F(1,237.05 =4.48 p < 0.05and Worker role identitf(1,447.43 =28.73 p< 0.001,

arestatisticallysignificantlyandpositively related to negativeamotionalresponseThe
pseuddR? (Peugh, 2010) for each respective model is as follows: for Mod@e82

(81.76%, Model 2, 0.31(30.89%), and Model 3).78(77.80%).Pseudo R? is calculated,

in accordance withPeugh2 0 1 0) , as the square of the cor
predicted values and the observed vallibgse results indicate thife nonverification

of the relevant identity in the model (i.e., Sedspect person identity, Team member

social identtyand Wor ker role i dentity respectivel
general affective response to the experience described in the vagestentdor

81.76%0f t he var i at dermerahegative affeciiye cespdneeModeld,

30.89% dthevariance n r e s pgenerdhegative ajfective response in Model 2,

and 77.80% of t he geeaerainegativeaffectiveresporeseMoaden dent s
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3. ICCsfor each respective modate.21 .67, and .T7. See Table20, 21, and22 below

for a summary ofhe aboveesults anestimates from each model.

Table 20 Estimates of fixed effects of neserification of Selfrespect person
identity on negative emotional responses to-werification

95% Confidence Interval

Estimat

Variable e Std. Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound

Age -0.008 0.009 -0.021 0.015

Gender 0.135 0.207 -0.271 0.542

Race 0.030 0.064 -0.094 0.155

Qeneral affective response to 0242  0.030%** 0.187 0.304

vignette

Nonverlflcafuon of Selfrespect 0042 0.020* 0.006 0.067

Persornidentity

2LL =-1086.®

Pseudo R? = 038

Note. N = 878.

*p < .05. **p < .01. **p < .001.

Table21. Estimates of fixed effects of naerification of Team member social
identity negative emotionaésponses to neverification

95% Confidence Interva
Variable Estimate Std. Error

Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Age -0.003 0.008 -0.020 0.013
Gender 0.103 0.199 -0.287 0.492
Race 0.004 0.058 -0.109 0.118
Qeneral affective response to 0234  0.045+* 0.147 0.322
vignette
Non-verification of Team 0.043 0.020* 0.003 0.083
member Social ldentity
2LL =-634.D
Pseudo R2=01
Note. N = 485.

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 22 Estimates of fixed effects abnverification of Worker role identity on
negative emotional responses to vemification

95% Confidence

Variable Estimate Std. Error Interval
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Age -0.008 0.008 -0.024 0.009
Gender 0.140 0.195 -0.242 0.523
Race 0.025 0.056 -0.084 0.134
G_eneral affective response tc 0265 0.039** 0.189 0.341
vignette
Nonverlflpatlon of Worker 0125  0.023*** 0.079 0171
role ldentity
2LL =-745.9
Pseudo Rz =0.7780
Note. N = 569.

*p < .05. **p < .01.***p < .001.

H4a, H4b and H4redict that negative emotional response due te non
verification of the person, soci al and rol
behavioral responses. As note previously, although research suggests various outcomes of
interpersonal mistreatent, my analyses focused on the three key behavioral outcome
variables avoidance, retaliation, and reconciliatiothat are pertinent to my research
hypotheses. To test whether negative affective responses were associated with each of
these behaviorsg,conducted three separate mediation analyses for each of the identity
subsamples for a total of nine relationships examined. The four control variables were
included as covariates in these analyses. The demographic variables were included as
level 2 covaiates whereas the general affective response to the vignette was included as a
level 1 covariate. Tables3224, and 25eport the results and estimates from the various
mediation analyses conducted for the Se#fpect person identity subsample, the Team

member social identity subsample, and the Worker role identity subsample, respectively.
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In support of H4a, the betwegmoup indirect effects results indicate that negative
emotional response to naerification of the selfespect person identity mediate the
relationships betweennener i f i cati on and r e sbp o= d@enOt3s40, i I
.05), retaliate again§t( = @<0285), and r ecpan@)thee wi t h (
perpetrator. These results indicate a positive relationRigults on the withigroup
indirect effects reveal statistically n@mgnificant relationships between nuoarification
and avoidnceb = M990, 02r,et al i anpryabtl rFrecOO&bl i at or
n.s behaviors.

For the Team member social identity, in partial support of H4b, the between
group indirect effectsesults shows that negative emotional response teverification
of the Team member social identity mediates the relationships between non verification
and respondent (& i=nfOe Ntd3M)N dmd avetiadlp at e ac
< .05) the perpetrator; however, it does not medraaelatioship between nen
verification and respon(dbent g the pedperatari on t o
These results indicate that negative emotional response 4eenifination of the Team
member soci al i dentity pngageainavdidanceeards pondent
retaliatory behaviors. Results on the witigioup indirect effects indicate that negative
emotional response to the nwerification of the Team member social identity does not
mediate the relationships between +vemification andavoidanc b = g, 00 2,
retaliating, (fand 0 e@00mWE2nY.i ati on (b =

With respect to the Worker role identity, contrary to what was hypothesized, the
betweenrgroup indirect effects results indicate that negative emotional resggomon

verification does not mediate the relationships betweervnerr i f i cati on and r
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intention to avoid b  =n.9rettaliate againgt b = Mg, ahd@r8concile with b =

.023,n.9 the perpetratorHowever, negative emotional resgerto norverification
predicted respondent s@b i = tpe.1081) &creconoile r et al i
with (b = p<3@)the perpetrator. These results suggest that negative emotional

response is not a mediator of the hypothesized raekttips. Results on the withgroup

indirect effects indicate a statistically significant relationship betweefrvanfication of

the Worker role identity, and r(ets pom.dCedd, s b
< .01), but not fothe intention to retaliate agair(stb  =n.s), ahd.reconcile witlf b - =

.004,n.9 the perpetrator.
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Table 3. Results of Mediation AnalysisEstimates of Indirect effects of nwerification of Selfrespect person identity ontbea v i or a l

intentions

through

target s

Independent variable

DV = Intention to Avoid the Perpetrator

DV = Intention to Retaliate against the Perpetrator

DV = Intention to Reconcile with the Perpetrat

b SE 95% CI ) SE 95% ClI b SE 95% CI
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound
Age -0.010 0.013 -0.036 0.015 -0.022 0.013 -0.047 0.003 -0.021 0.013 -0.047 0.005
Gender 0.103 0.298 -0.488 0.693 -0.914~ 0.291 -1.490 -0.339 -0.038 0.302 -0.636 0.559
Race -0.028 0.087 -0.200 0.145 -0.180 0.085 -0.348 -0.012 0.037 0.088 -0.137 0.212
General affective response to
Vignette 0.068 0.173 -0.275 0.412 -0.062 0.169 -0.3% 0.272 -0.025 0.175 -0.372 0.321
Non-verification of Self
respect person ldentity 0.015 0.038 -0.059 0.090 0.061 0.037 -0.011 0.134 0.039 0.038 -0.036 0.114
Negative emotional response
to nonverification 0.425* 0.131 0.166 0.685 0.350* 0.128 0.097 0.604 0.395 0.133 0.132 0.658
-2LL 5427.033 -2LL 5064.908 -2LL 5164.091
95% ClI 95% ClI 95% ClI
Estimate SE Lower Upper Estimate SE Lower Upper Estimate SE Lower Upper
Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound
Indirect Effect Through
Mediator
Within-group indirect effects 0.002 0.003 -0.004 0.009 0.002 0.003 -0.004 0.008 0.002 0.003  -0.004 0.009
Betweengroup indirect effects
0.034 0.015 0.008 0.068 0.028 0.014 0.006 0.059 0.031 0.015 0.007 0.065

Note. N = 878. CIl = Monte Carlo confidence interval.

*p < .05. *p < .01. **p < .001.
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Table 2. Results of Mediation AnalysisEstimates of Indirect effectsofnaner i f i cat i on

of

Team member

soci al

Il dentity

on behavi

Independent variable

DV = Intention to Avoid the Perpetrator

DV = Intention to Retaliate against tRerpetrator

DV = Intention to Reconcile with the Perpetrator

b SE 95% CI b SE 95% CI b SE 95% ClI

Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper

Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound
Age -0.022 0.013 -0.048 0.004 -0.025 0.012 -0.049  -0.001 -0.019 0.014 -0.046 0.007
Gender -0.038 0.317 -0.665 0.589 -0.845 0.297 -1.434 -0.256 0.095 0.329 -0.556 0.746
Race 0.008 0.090 -0.171 0.186 -0.191 0.085 -0.359 -0.024 0.028 0.093 -0.157 0.213
General affective response
to Vignette 0.039 0.186 -0.330 0.408 -0.314 0.174 -0.658 0.030 -0.132 0.193 -0.513 0.249
Non-verification of Team
member social Identity 0.047 0.039 -0.029 0.124 0.043 0.036 -0.027  0.113 0.014 0.039 -0.064 0.092
Negative emotional
response to nowerification 0.578** 0.151 0.276 0.873 0.555** 0.141 0.275 0.835 0.248 0.156 -0.062 0.557

-2LL 3039.683 -2LL 2833.862 -2LL 2967.245
95% ClI 95% CI 95% ClI
Estimate SE Lower Upper Estimate SE Lower Upper Estimate SE Lower Upper

Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound
Indirect Effect Through
Mediator
Within-group indirect 0.003  0.006 -0.008  0.017 0.005 0.009  -0.012  0.024 -0.002 0.005  -0.013  0.007
effects
Betwea-group indirect
effects 0.033  0.0162 0.006 0.068 0.03% 0.016 0.006  0.067 0.014 0.011 -0.003 0.040

Note. N = 485. CIl = Monte Carlo confidence interval.

*p < .05. *p < .01. **p < .001.
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Table 5. Results of Mediation AnalysisEstimates of Indirect effects of naerification ofWorker role Identityon b ehavi or al intentions through tar

DV = Intention to Retaliate against the

Independent variable DV = Intention to Avoid the Perpetrator Perpetrator DV = Intention to Reconcile with the Perpetratc
b SE 95% ClI b SE 95% ClI b SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Bound  Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound
Age -0.008 0.014 -0.036  0.019 -0.008 0.013 -0.032  0.017 -0.022 0.012 -0.046 0.002
Gender -0.015 0.337 -0.683  0.653 -0.491 0.303 -1.090 0.108 -0.092 0.296 -0.678 0.494
Race -0.038  0.091 -0.217  0.141 -0.215* 0.081 -0.376  -0.054 0.005 0.079 -0.152 0.162
General affective response to
Vignette 0.115 0.191 -0.263  0.493 -0.436 0.171 -0.774  -0.097 0.079 0.168 -0.253 0.411
Non-verification of Worker role
Identity 0.024 0.061 -0.096 0.144 0.068 0.054 -0.040 0.176 -0.044 0.053 -0.149 0.061
Negative emotional response t
nonverification 0.224  0.153 -0.078 0.527 0.515*  0.137 0.243 0.786 0.36r* 0.134 0.095 0.627
-2LL 3551.024 -2LL 3419.936 -2LL 3503.898
95% ClI 95% ClI 95% ClI
Estimate SE Lower Upper Estimate SE  Lower Upper Estimate SE  Lower Upper
Bound Bound Bound  Bound Bound Bound
Indirect Effect Through
Mediator
Within-group indirect effects 0.044+ 0.0153 0.017 0.076 0.015 0.012 -0.007 0.040 -0.004 0.013 -0.028 0.021
Betweenrgroup indirect effects 0.014 0.014 -0.006 0.047 0.032 0.021 -0.003 0.079 0.023 0.016 -0.002 0.060

Note. N =569. CI| = Monte Carlo confidenicgerval.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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H5a and H5bpredict respectivelythatthe nonverification of a person identity
would be associated with feelingésadnessandthat this relationship would be stronger
when the identity is of low centralitii5c and 5dpredict respectivelythatthe non
verification of a person identity would be associated with feelings depression, and that
this relationship would be stronger when the identity is of high centrabtyestthese
hypothesed analyzed? separatenixed modet. Model 1 assessdiaerelationship
between the norerification of the Selfespect person identity and sadness, and the
moderating role of identity centrality onighrelationship Model 2 testedherelationship
between the nowerification of the Selfespect person identity and depression, and the
moderating rolef identity centrality on tis relationship In addition to the predictor and
criterion variables, | also included the four study conteslables. Moreover, the Self
respect person identity centrality measure was included as a moderator in both models.
All variables were entered as fixed variables segpondergwere entered as a random
variable.Results from the mixed model analyses afddl 1 indicate that the nen
verification of the Selfrespect person identity staticallysignificantly positively
associated with experienced sadreds 741.49 =3.94 p < 0.05 however, the

interaction of norverification and identity centrality was nsiiatisticallysignificantly
related to sadne$¥1, 580.5 =0.08Q n.s The pseuddr?for model 1 is .7488

indicating that 74.88% of t hesscambe ance i n
accounted fobythenoav er i f i cat i on oespectges@gadendtgand s 6 Sel
respondent s 6 andgendra affective gegponsertoathe experience described

in the vignetteThelCC for Model 1lis .14.
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With respect taModel 2, esults from the mixed model analyses show that the
nonverification of the Selfespect person identity statisticallysignificantlyand
positively associated with experienced depresB{dn696.24) =. 4.19 p < 0.05.
However, the interaction of nererification and identity centralitis not statistically
significantly relatedo depression F(533.07 =0.39], n.s The pseudo Rfbr model 2 is
0.6959 indicating thahe nonverificationo f r e s p o0 rrabmect pesson idSndity, f
and respondent s 6 geperahaifective respogpse o the expesence a n d
described in the vigneteccountdor6 9. 59 % of t he variation in
depressionThe ICC for Model 2is .58.

Taken together, these resutdicate support for Hband HS by suggeshg that
when targeted witinterpersonal mistreatmewhich results in the nowerificationof the
Self-respect person identitindividualsare likely to feel sad and depresskdwever
contrary to H5b and H5dhe results suggest that identity centrality does not moderate the
extent to whichthese feelingare experienced.able26 provides further details on the

analyses including related estimates
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Table 26 Estimates of Fixed effects of neerification of Selfrespect person identity on targe
sadness and depression

MODEL DV = SADNESS
b SE 95% CI

Lower Upper

Bound Bound
MODEL 1
Age 0.009 0.011 -0.0124 0.0301
Gender 0.585 0.243 0.1086 1.0606
Race 0.069 0.074  -0.0752 0.2142
General affective response to Vignette 0.286** 0.043 0.2016 0.3698
Self-respect person identity centrality 0.038 0.137  -0.2293 0.3058
Non-verification of Selfrespect person
Identity 1.94% 0.620 0.0006 0.0986
Non-verification*Selfrespect person
identity centrality -0.007 0.025 -0.0564 0.0422
2LL = -1390.3

Pseudo R2 =0.7488

DV = DEPRESSION

b SE 95% ClI

Lower Upper

Bound Bound
MODEL 2:
Age -0.005 0.012 -0.0283 0.0191
Gender 0.455 0.271 -0.0767 0.9873
Race 0.009 0.082 -0.1528 0.1702
General affective response to Vignette 0.265** 0.051 0.1645 0.3655
Self-respect person identity centrality -0.035 0.154 -0.3372 0.2666
Non-verification of Selfrespect person
Identity 0.060 0.029 0.0026 0.1179
Non-verification*Selfrespect person
identity centrality 0.018 0.029 -0.0392 0.0760
2LL = -1545.6
Pseudo R? = 0.6959
Note. N = 878.

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
H6a and H6bpredictthatthe nonverification of a social identity would be
associated with feelingsd embarrassmentyith the relationship being stronger when the

identity is of lowcentrality H6¢c and H6dpredict respectivelythatthe nonverification
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of a role identity would be associated with feelingsttdmeand thathe relationship

being stronger when thdentity is of high centralityl testedthese hypothesdsy

analyzing 2 separate models. In Model é&xamined the relationship between the-non
verification of the Team member social identity and embarrassment, amddeeating

role of identity centrity on this relationship. In Model 2, | testele relationship

between the nowerification of the Team member social identity and shame, and the
moderating role of identity centrality onishrelationship Besides the predictor and

criterion variablesl also included the four study control variables in the analyses.
Furthermore, | included the Team member social identity centrality measure as a
moderator in both models. All variables in the 2 models were entered as fixed variables
except for the respoedts who were entered as a random variables.nonverification

of the Team member social identity is not statistically significantly related to experienced
embarrassmeni(1, 210.37) = 0.378).s Moreover, the interaction of nererification

with idenity centrality is not statistically significantly relatedgmbarrassmerii(1,

234.13) = 0.48n.s The ICC for Model 1 is .48. Likewisa Model 2, nonrverification of

the team member social identity is not statistically significantly related to Sidme
216.89) = 2.091n.s.Furthermore, the interaction of neerification and identity

centrality does not have a statistically significant effect on the experience of Bflame
248.22) = 0.63M:.s The ICC for Model 2 is .53. In sum, these results dpnavide

support for H&, H6b,H6c andH6d. Theseresultsandrelatedestimates can be found in

Table27.
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Table Z. Estimates of fixed effects of nemerification of Team member social identity on
targets' embarrassment and shame

DV = EMBARRASSMENT

MODEL 1
b SE 95% CI

Lower Upper

Bound Bound
Age -0.007 0.010 -0.0269 0.0134
Gender 0.950+* 0.245  0.4680  1.4321
Race 0.184* 0.072 0.0431 0.3242
General affective response to Vignette 0.248** 0.071 0.1073 0.3848
Teammember identity centrality 0.128 0.117  -0.1027 0.3578
Nonrverification of Team member soci:
Identity 0.017 0.028 -0.0376 0.0720
Nonrverification*Team member Social
identity centrality -0.017 0.024  -0.0633 0.0302
2LL =-853.8

MODEL 2 DV = SHAME
b SE 95% CI

Lower Upper

Bound Bound
Age -0.024 0.012 -0.0481 0.0007
Gender 0.428 0.299 -0.1572 1.0131
Race 0.094 0.087 -0.0770 0.2649
General affective response to Vignette 0.253* 0.081 0.0938 0.4119
Team member identity centrality 0.33« 0.142 0.0549 0.6127
Nontverification of Team member soci:
Identity 0.048 0.033 -0.0171 0.1131
Nonrverification*Team member social
identity centrality -0.023 0.028 -0.0778 0.0327
2LL =-919.4
Note. N = 485.

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

H7a and H7bpredictrespectivelythatthe nonverification of a role identity
would be associated with feelingbdiscomfort,and that this relationship will be
stronger when the identity is of low centrality7c and H7dpredict respectivelythat

the nonverification of a role identity would be associated with feelings of guilt, with the
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relationship being stronger when tldetity is of high centralityTo testthese

hypothesed, analyzed Zeparatenixed models with discomfort and guilt as criterion

variablesrespectivelyModel 1 assessdhe relationship between the neerification of

the Worker role identity and discomfort, atfié moderating role of identity centrality on

thisrelationship Model 2 testedhe relationship between the nwoerification of the

Worker role identity and gltj andthe moderating role of identity centrality tms

relationship In addition to the predictor and criterion variables, | also included the four

study control variables. Furthermore, Worker role identity centrality measure was

included as a moderatof each of the direct relationships between-werification and

the experience of each emotioto test whether identity centrality predicted the extent to

which the target felt these emotions. Except for respondents who were entered as a

random varible, all variables in the 2 different models were entered as fixed variables.
Contrary to my predictions in HiandH7b, results from the mixed model

analyses of Model 1 indicate that neither the-werification of the Worker role identity

F(1, 216.16) = 0.753).s nor its interaction with identity centralif(1, 243.95) = 1.002,

n.s are statistically significantly related to experienced discomfort. The ICC for Model 1

is 0.88. On the other hand, results from Model 2 shownthit/erificaton of the Worker

role i1identity is statistically significant

of guilt F(1, 323.39) = 11.4%) < 0.001. However the interaction of rearification and

identity centrality does not have a statisticallynsigf i cant and positive e
experience of guilE(1, 364.57) = 0.025%.s The pseud®?for Model 2 is 0.6689

indicating thatthenom er i fi cati on of respondentsd Work
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respondent s6 ¢ gendra affectigaraggmonse to the experieace akscribed

inthevignettemccount s f

0

r

66. 89% of

t he

v @he i

ance

ICC for Model 2 is .56. In summary, the results discussed above provide support.for H7

However, H7a, HF and H7d were not gyported.Theseresuts and relate@stimates can

be found in Table&

Table B. Estimates of fixed effects of newerification of Worker role identity on targets’

discomfort and guilt

MODEL

DV = DISCOMFORT

b SE 95% CI

Lower Upper

Bound Bound
MODEL 1
Age 0.004 0.009 -0.0135 0.0206
Gender 0.647** 0.200 0.2497 1.0324
Race 0.079 0.056 -0.0308 0.1881
General affective response to Vignette 0.395 0.055 0.2875 0.5033
Worker role identity centrality 0.199 0.111 -0.0196 0.4171
Non-verification of Worker role Identity 0.025 0.029 -0.0315 0.0815
Non-verification*Worker role identity
centrality -0.027 0.027 -0.0795 0.0257
2LL =-933.7

DV = GUILT
b SE 95% ClI

Lower Upper

Bound Bound
MODEL 2:
Age -0.03% 0.013 -0.0572 -0.0067
Gender -0.430 0.297 -1.0118 0.1524
Race 0.092 0.084 -0.0718 0.2555
General affective response to Vignette 0.205* 0.069 0.0707 0.3394
Worker role identity centrality 0.007 0.161 -0.3095 0.3226
Non-verification of Worker role Identity 0.133** 0.04 0.0560 0.2107
Nontrverification*Worker role identity
centrality 0.006 0.036 -0.0654 0.0771
2LL =-1060.0
Pseudo R2 = 0.6689
Note. N = 569.

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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H8a and H8h respectively, predidhatthe experience of sadness and depression
followingthenornv er i f i cati on of targetsd person i de
with targetso6 a&ovtestH& andh8b, | coneldctadv2iseparate
mediation analysesherel examined sadness and depression as mediators of the
relationship between nererification of the Selfespect person identity, and
respondent sé i nt ent.CanmaryttodH8, éndings ah the tveear-p er p e t
groupindirecteffects indicate thagadnessaesnot mediate the relationships between the
nontverification of the Selfespect person identity, ande s p o rinteetiont tsadoid
the perpetratofb = (h.9.Bimbarly, within-group indirect effects of sadness on the
relationshiparenot statisticallysignificant(b = (= @D.Hqwever, heresultsfrom
the second mediation analysedicate support foH8b with depression shown to
mediate the relationship betwetre nonverification of the Selfespect person identity
and respondentsd intefmtsF ol@p=Ddd)Sevesuitsshowhe pe
thatthe confidence interval does not contain zero, suggesting statistically significant
effects Within-group indirect effects of depression on the relationahgmot statistically
significant(b = n.9) Daliles29 and30report onthe aboveesults andhe related

estimates from each of mediation analyses.

*Typically, this result would be considered rsignificant given thathe pvalue(calculated using the
normaktheory testSobel testis above the cubff point normally cited as acceptable in research. However,
because th&ICCl does not contain zerd is considered significanThis argument is based on recent
researclie.g., Hayes Scharkow 2013 Preache& Selig, 2012 whichindicatesthat compared to other
methods (e.g., theormaltheory testSobel test)the MCCI methodis a more powerful test afignificance
whenassessingidirecteffectsbecause it maintairen adequat@ype | error rateFurther support of the
above assertion is provided bther researcfe.g., Altman, Machin, Bryant & Gardner, 2002; Gardner &
Altman, 1986; Greenland et al., 2016; du Prel, Hommel, Réhrig & Blettner, 2806) recommendshe

use of cofidence intervals as a better approach to assessing statistical significance particulaciliedso
close results (du Prel et al., 2009).
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Table . Estimates of indirect effects of neerification of targets' Selfespect person identity o
intention toavoidthe perpetratathroughtargetsexperiencegadness

DV = Intention to Avoid the Perpetrator

b SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Independent Variable
Age -0.014 0.013 -0.040 0.012
Gender 0.028  0.309 -0.584 0.640
Race -0.026  0.090 -0.204 0.152
General affective response to Vignette 0.182 0.182 -0.178 0.542
Non-verification of Selfrespect person Identit 0.040 0.038 -0.035 0.114
Sadness 0.180  0.117 -0.051 0.411
-2LL 6046.44
Estimate SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Indirect Effect Through Mediator
Within-group indirecteffects 0.001 0.003 -0.004 0.008
BetweenRgroup indirect effects 0.010 0.009 -0.003 0.032

Note. N = 878. Cl = Monte Carlo confidence interval.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 30 Estimates of indirect effects of neerification of targets' Selfespect person identity on
intention to avoid the perpetratitiroughtargets' experiencetkpression

DV = Intention to Avoid the Perpetrator

b SE 95% ClI
. Lower Upper
Independent Variable Bound Bglﬁ)nd
Age -0.011 0.013 -0.037 0.015
Gender 0.018 0.304 -0.584 0.619
Race -0.017 0.088 -0.191 0.158
General affective response to Vignette 0.156 0.171 -0.183 0.494
Non-verification of Selfrespect persoluentity 0.028 0.038 -0.046 0.103
Depression 0.248 0.100 0.048 0.447
-2LL 6353.652
Estimate SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Indirect Effect Through Mediator
Within-group indirect effects 0.001 0.003 -0.005 0.007
Betweengroup indirect effects 0.02r 0.012 0.002 0.050

Note. N = 878. CIl = Monte Carlo confidence interval.
*p < .05. **p < .01. **p < .001.

Hypothesis 9H9 predicts thatthie experience of embarrassment following the
nonverification of targetso6é6 soci al identi ti
reconciliatory behaviordlypically, research (e.g., Baron & Kenny, 1986) has suggested
that to establish a medeatrelationship, three direct effects relationships.(ithe
prediction of the outcome variable from each of the independent variable and the
mediator, in addition to the prediction of the mediator from the independent variable)
need to bestatisticallysignificant. However, recent research (etnao,Lynch & Chen,

2010 has disputed this argument. According to Zhao et al. the minimum requirement

needed to demonstrate a mediation relationshigsitatesticallysignificanta x b
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relationshipwhere he fAaod rel ationshi p i nsttistcaly medi at i
effect of the independent variable on the
to the effects of the mediator on the outcome varidh@sequently, although thesults
from the test of H6 show that naerificationwasnot el at ed t o targetso
embarrassmenttested the noted x brelationship for significance to ensure that a
possible mediation relationship was not overlookednducted a significance test of this
relationship using the Monte Carlo Methaat Assessing Mediation (Selig & Preacher,
2008) interactive tool available from the following website:
http://www.quantpsy.org/medmc/medmc.htm. This interactive tool uses the parameter
estimates and their associated asymptotic variances and covariacag]uiot random
draws from the joint distribution @ andb which are then simulated and the product of
these values computed. During the analyses, the above noted procedure is repeated a very
large number of time<20,000 times) and thesulting distribtion of the a b values is
used to estimate a confidence interval around the observed value dftegloesuls from
this testindicated astatisticallynon-significantrelationship(Monte Carlo confidence
interval MCCI) =-0.0037 to 0.005)1 Thus,H9 was notsupported

Notwithstanding the above resyltexplored the possibility that both
embarrassment (given interpersonal mistreatment), andtheeoni f i cati on of t
team member soci al identity maVYangyreddi ct t a
model in which | entered reported embarrassment and/afcation as predictors of
targetsodé reconciliatory behaviors. Resul ts
embarrassmerii(1, 446.00 = 1.73,n.snor nonverificationF(1, 249.0) =1.437,n.s are

statisticallys i gni fi cantly related to targetso r ecc«
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perpetratorThe ICC for this modeis .70. See Tabl&1 for more information on the

results of this model. Taken together, these results fail to support H9.

Table 31 Estimates of fixed effects of Embarrassment andvaoification of Team member

social identity on targetsitention toreconcie with the perpetrator

MODEL DV = Intention to Reconcile with the Perpetrator
b SE 95% ClI

Lower

Bound Upper Bound
Age -0.020 0.013 -0.0468 0.0059
Gender 0.101 0.326 -0.5367 0.7396
Race 0.024 0.095 -0.1610 0.2095
General affective response to Vignette -0.041 0.070 -0.1777 0.0953
Non-verification of Team member social
Identity -0.039 0.032 -0.1025 0.0247
Embarrassment 0.058 0.044 -0.0282 0.1434

2LL =-851.0

Note. N = 485.

*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001.

H10apredicts thathe experience of shame following the nanification of

targeté6 soci al identities wi

be

positively

whereasH10b predicts that such feelings of shame will be positively associated with

targetsodo r et &drlierdnowdirythelestiditbo/(se®pagd33d) that non

verificationis not statisticallysignificantly related to shamelowever, to ensure that a

potential mediation relationship is not disregarded, | assesseulitexta x b

relationshipas recommended by researZhdo et al., 2010)he test for significance

was conducted using the Monte Carlo Method for Assessing Mediation (Selig &

Preacher, 2008) interactive tool. Results indicataasticallynon-significanta x b

relationship for a mediation relationship withe s p 0 n d dionttosagoid th@ t e n

141

~

C



perpetratoas an outcom@MCCIl=-0.0053 to 0.0371).conducedsome exploratory

analysedy investigaing whethershame and nowerificationo f r es pgamdent s 6
member social identity predgtheir avoidance behavior. Tiest the relationship, |

analyzed a mixed mod@\lodel 1)with intention toavoidthe perpetratoas an outcome.

Results from Model 1 show that neither shdfk, 473.80) = 0.703.s nor non

verificationF(1, 239.66) = 1.813).s,predicsresponders® avoi dance behavi o
together, these resultsdicate a lack of support for H10Bhe ICC for this Modelis 0.64.

Seetable32 for a summary of estimates from this model.

Table32. Estimates of Fixed effects of shame andrtbe-verification of the Team member
social identityon targets' intention to avoid the perpetrator

MODEL DV = Intention to Avoid the Perpetrator
b SE 95% CI

Lower Upper

Bound Bound
MODEL 1
Age -0.022 0.014 -0.0493 0.0050
Gender 0.140 0.332 -0.5119 0.7911
Race 0.020 0.097 -0.1699 0.2090
General affective response to Vignette 0.018 0.078 -0.1347 0.1716
Non-verification of Team member social
Identity 0.047 0.035 -0.0213 0.1146
Shame -0.036 0.043 -0.1205 0.0485

2LL =-900.0

Note. N = 485.

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

To assess H10bonce again conductdbe test for significanc®r the indirecta
X brelationshipwith retaliation as the outcome varialfResultsfrom this test indicate a
statisticallysignificanta x brelationship(MCCI= 0.0008to 0.04811). Consequently, |

proceeded to test for a medidtelationship Findings from this mediation analyses,
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providesupport of H10b, with shame found to mediate the relationship betweparthe

verification of the Team member social identity aesippondersbintention toretaliae

against the perpetrat@® = .p& 1LBYBSee table 3for details of this mediation

analyses.

Table 3. Estimates of indirect effects of neerification of targets' Team member social
identity onintention toretaliae against the perpetratihroughtargets' experienceshame

DV = Intention to Retaliate against the

MODEL Perpetrator
b SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Age -0.023 0.013 -0.049 0.002
Gender -0.941 0.310 -1.554 -0.327
Race -0.216 0.0879 -0.390 -0.041
General affective response to Vignet -0.126 0.168 -0.459 0.207
Nonrverification of Worker role
Identity 0.055 0.037 -0.018 0.127
Shame 0.230 0.094 0.044 0.417
Estimate SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Indirect Effect Through Mediator
Within-group indirect effects -0.012 0.010 -0.033 0.004
Betweengroup indirect effects 0.02¢ 0.012 0.001 0.048

Note. N = 485. Cl = Monte Carlo confidence interval

*p < .05. **p < .01. **p < .001.

To testH11 predicing thatthe experience of guilt following the nerification

of targetsd rol e

I dentwittihe st awig dt shée

rpeocsa nd i

behaviors] conducted a mediaticemalysis wherebyexamined guilt as a mediator of

the relationship between naerification of the Worker role identity, amdspondersh

9See earlier discussion on the preference foMB€I approachversus the use ofpaluesto estimate

significane.
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intention to engage in reconciliatdoghaviors. Comairy to expedtions resultsfor both

the betweergroups b .84, n.9, and withingroupindirecteffects p = .9 sboiv,
that guilt desnot mediate this relationshippwever, guilt was found toositively
predictrespondersbintention to engage ireconciliatory behaviord( .34, p < 0.001).

In sum, these results suggest that although not a mediator of the hypothesized
relationshipthe experience ajuilt positivelypredictsengagement in reconciliatory
behaviorsTable34 provides a summary of other estimates from each of this mediation
analysis.

Table 31. Estimates of indirect effects of nemrification of targets' Worker role identity on
intention to reconcile with the perpetrator through targets' experienced guilt

Independent Variable DV = Intention to Reconcile with the Perpetrator

b SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Age -0.015 0.012 -0.039 0.009
Gender 0.068 0.288 -0.503 0.639
Race -0.022 0.077 -0.174 0.130
General affective response to
Vignette 0.162 0.149 -0.133 0.458
Nonrverification of Worker role
Identity -0.058 0.051 -0.159 0.043
Guilt 0.335** 0.083 0.170 0.500
-2LL 4132.83
Estimate SE 95% ClI
Upper
Lower Bound Bound
Indirect Effect Through
Mediator
Within-group indirect effects 0.006 0.007 -0.008 0.022
Betweengroup indirect effects 0.036 0.021 -0.001 0.083

Note. N = 569. Cl = Monte Carlo confidence
interval
*p < .05. **p < .01. **p < .001.
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Study 2 Discussion

The main goal of Stud® was to provide an initial test afly research hypotheses.
Specifically, | examined whethas argued earlier, experiendaterpersonal
mistreatmenactivates the three different identity bases (person, social and role)rand
doing so, whether such experiences result in identity threat in the form of the non
verification of identity meanings. Furthermore, in Study Two, | investigateexected
emotional and behavioral outcomes of this experienced identity tRreaeny, research
on the relationship between interpersonal mistreatment and identity acknowledges that
these experiences threaten identiggulting in subsequent negative outcomfegu{no &
Douglas, 2003; Douglas et al., 2008; Leary et al., 2006; LuSgenlik, 2008; Miller,
2001; Tedeschi & Felson, 199However, research to date has not tested the actual
processsinvolved in this experienced identity thregten interpersonal mistreatment
and how such processmay result in subsequent outcomes. St2idytends this line of
research, focusing on three main identities: The1®slbect person identity, Team
member social identity, and the Worker role idenf@yerall, results from this study
arguablyprovideseverainoteworthyfindings

First, results fronthe studyindicatethat interpersonal mistreatment activates each
of the three identities examined in the stublyat is, the different acts of interpersonal
mistreatment described in each of fifieen vignettes used in the studsre associad
with the activation of each of the three identiti€kis finding extendsrneviousresearch
by differentiating between the person, social and role identity bases and showing that

interpersonal mistreatment does relate to the three identity bases.
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Second, poviding supporfor past research on the interpersonal mistreatment
identity relationshige.g., Aquino & Douglas2003 my results &0 suggesthat
interpersonal mistreatment threateliféerentidentitiesthat comprisehe targed s -s e | f
concept The findings als@xtendpast researchny specifying a yet unexploredentity
threat procesk the nonverification of identity meaningi that expainsthe identity
threatening effects of interpersonal mistreatment. Across the three identitiesydbexre
statisticallysignificant reduction in identitgneanings scores indicating that during the
experience ointerpersonal mistreatmemdividualsperceive themselves in less positive
terms(i.e., reflected appraisalspmpared to how they view themselves (i.e., their
identity meanings standard3his finding supports prior research theorizing (e.g.,
Petriglieri, 2011) that identity threat may also be experienced as harm or potential harm
to the meanings one attachedts/her identities.

Third, findings from the study also show that agarification ofthe Self-respect
(person), Team member (social) and Worker (role) identities psedictd i v getharah | s 0
negative emotional response to interpersonal mistreatmstfinding isin line with
current research investigag the role of emotions in the experience of interpersonal
mistreatment (e.g., Bunk & Magley, 2013; Giumetti et al., 2013; Kabat, 2012; Porath &
Pearson, 2012; Sakurai & Jex, 2012). The finding sgaportgesearcton identity
theory (e.g.Burke & Harrod, 2005; Ellestad & Stets, 199&Jicaing thatnegative
emotions result from identity newerification.

Fourth,l found somesupport forthe predicted mediating role of emotions
wherebynegative enotional response mediatine relationship between identity non

verificationand behavioral responses. | examined three behaypiamaénsityoutcomes:
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avoidance, retaliation, and reconciliatidfy findings suggestthat n di vi dual s6 ge
negative emotional response mediate the relationships between therifmation of the
Self-respect person identity angspondersb avoi dance, retaliatory,
behaviorsNegative emotional response algasshown tomediate theelation$ips
between the nowerification of the Team member social identity and avoidance and
retaliatory behaviors. Howevermotional responseid not mediate the relationships
bet ween the Team member soci al i .drieadhytli ty an
did notfind that negative emotional response meditte relationshipbetween tha@on
verification of the Worker role identitgnd any of the three outcome variablEsken
together, heaboveresultsfrom the mediation analyses related to $edf-respect person
identity, and th&'eam member social identity suggest that negative emotional response
to nonverification given interpersonal mistreatment may not predict every behavior that
the target engages in in response to interpersonal misegatm
The results from the Worker role identity mediation analgsesurprisinggiven
thattheyrun contrary to what is generalBssumedi the literature on interpersonal
mistreatmentthatnegative affecinfluences a variety of outcomes includinghavioral
responses to interpersonal mesttment (e.gCrossley, 2008Kabat,2012).
Furthermore, it is not consistent with researchdemtity threat, and research wientity
theory whichbothindicate that negative emotions resultirgm identitythreat (in the
latter literature, identity threat in the formmdn-verification of identity influence
individual®behaviorde.g.,Mackie et al., 2000Stets & Burke, 2005b; Stets &

Tsushima, 2001)

147



A couple of possible reasonsay accountor thisresult First,it may be that
when it comes to the Worker role identity, behavioral responses may not be a simple pick
of one specific behavior that the target may engage in when responding to interpersonal
mistreatmentl had measured each behavior usingitem questions. Perhaps, a
measure comprising a listing of possible actions that one can take in response to
interpersonal mistreatment may yield other results consistent with the literature.
Moreover, it is possible thatdividualsmay choose othdrehaviors in response to
identity nonverification (e.g., reporting the perpetrator).

Additionally, it is possible that with the Worker role identity, there are other
factors that influence thextent to which identity threat followingterpersonal
mistreatmentffects emotionsind subsequeliehaviorsFor instanceif an identity is
of low centrality the mistreatment targehay appraise the s#tion as iconsequetnal
and may choose simply to ignore the perpetrator and do nothing in respoatsis,
identity centrality may moderate the degree of negative emotions experienced so that
when the identity is of low centrality, the target may not react behaviorally to the non
verification of that identity arising from interpersonal mistreatmdotwithstanding the
findings from the Work role identity mediation analyses, the resdtsating that
negative emotional responses mediates the relatigiséigeen th@onverification of
theSelfr espect person identit glat@ypyahd r espondent s
reconciliatory behaviors, arterelationships betweethe nonverification of the Team
member social identity and adaince and retaliatory behaviarsnerally support the
argument that negative emotional response mediates the relatibaskgen identity

nonverification (i.e., identity threat) anddividual®d s ubsequent behavior
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Fifth, moving beyond the higher order emotional response, findings from the
studyfurtherindicate that the noewmerification of identity also predicts specific emotions.
Of thevarious possible emotiorisat mayresult from identity notverification, |
examinedsix. Of these six emotionexamined, support was found for the hypothesized
relationships between identity nererification andthree of them. Specifically, theon
verification of Selfrespect person identity predicted experienced feelings of sadness and
depression; and the naerification ofthe Worker role identity predicted expereed
guilt. However, the nowerification of Team member social identity did not predict the
expected emotions of embarrassmentsrame. Similarly, the neverification of
Worker role identity did ngpredict feelingof discomfort.

Identity theory posgthat the norverification of social identities will result in
feelings of embarrassmeamnd shameand that the nomerification of role identities will
be associated with feelings discomfort €.g., Stets & Burke, 2005). Thus, it is
interesting thathese relationships were not supportedepossible reasofor these
results is thathesethreeemotions, although related to identity reerification, may not
be relevant in the context nbn-verificationarising fromexperienced interpersonal
mistreament.Future research is encouraged to examine other possible discrete emotions
that may be predicted by naerification ofthe Team member social identity and the
Worker role identity resulting from interpersonal mistreatm@nerall, although not all
the specified relationships hypothesized in this study were supported, the results provide
general support for the argument that identity-menfication does predict specific
emotions in targets beyond a general feeling of negative affect resultingxfperienced

interpersonal mistreatment.
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Sixth, identity centralitydid not moderate the relationships betweadamtity non
verification of each the identities examined, @agh ofthe discrete emotions
investigatedAgain, these hypothesized moderating effects are theoretical propositions
within identity theory.The consistentull resultssuggesa number of possible
explanations. istly, it is possible that the argued moderating effects do not apply to the
specific identities examined in this study (i.e., the SeHfpect person identity, the Team
member social identity, and the Worker role identi8§condly, and related to the
previous pointfor those emotions not predicted by neegrification, it is possiblethat if
these emotions are not relevant to the-werification occurring as a result of
interpersonal mistreatment, then the intemacgffect nay not hold.

The seventmoteworthyfinding from this studyconcernghe predicted
relationship betweenlenity nonverificationandbehaviors througthe mediating role
of emotions Althoughsupport for the hypothesized effects of identityvenification on
discrete emotions wasbtainedfor only three of the six emotions examined, the
possibility of mediatedelationshig was examined faall six emotions, in keeping with
current research (e.g., Zhao et al., 2010) that suggests the possibility of mediation even
whenstatisticallynon-significant relationships are found between the independent
variable and theutcome variable, as well as between the independent variable, and the
mediator variable. Results indicate that depression mediated the relationship between the
nonverification of the Selfespect person identity and avoidance behavior, and that
shame meiated the relationship between the namification of Team member social

identity and retaliatory behavior. Both effects were positive.
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The latter resulindicatingthatshamedoes play a mediating roie the
relationship between the noerification d Team member social identity and
respondenykxidaviar regates tirraygestiort had made earlighatshame
may not be relevant tidentity nonverification occurring in the context of interpersonal
mistreatmenbecause identity newerification did not predict shame, nor did identity
centrality moderate the relationship between identityvemnification and shamegwas
proposed and tested in El&nd H6¢d model 2; see page3). Oneplausibleexplanation
for obtaining theresulti ndi cati ng shamebés mediating rol e
not a direct relationship between identity narification and shame may be thia¢re
areother factorghat influence whether identity newerification predictshame irthe
context of interpersonal mistreatmeRbr instanceif the mistreatment target is in a
position of power over the perpetratandfeels shameas a result of the newerification
of hissTherTeam member soci@entity, given his/her positiome/shemayfeel
empowered enoudio retaliate against the perpetrator.

Aside from the above mentioned relationshtps, remaining hypothesized
mediaton relationships were not supportéithere are several possible reasons for these
results First, the items used to measure the behaviors were one items questions that did
not expand on the range of actions that the targetamagtin response to nen
verification given interpersonal mistreatment. Perhaps, a detedled and variedet of
behaviorsrelating toavoidance, retaliation and reconciliation may yield a different set of
results. Future research should consider exploring this ofgemand, identity theory
indicates that i ndi vi dwaerification ateglidd byither s i n r

desire taalign the meanings of their self in the situatwith their identity standards.
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Perhaps, the three options provided did not progia®ighclarity so that respondents
couldreadilysee how engaging in these behaviorghtensure thelgnment of their
reflected appraisals and their identity standdfdsure research in teashagart the
specific behaviors that comprise the three @arehing behaviors stigtl herein should
investigate whether these relationships hold for behaviatstisure the theorized
congruity between meanings perceived in the social exchange, and meanings held in the
mistreatment a r gddentity ssandard.
Exploratory analyses

| conducted somexploratory analyses exanmig whether norverificationof the
Team member social identignd embarrassmerdlatedtada ar get sd reconci | i
behavior even if not in a mediation relationstgpe pagel40-141). The results from the
mixed model analyses these relationships indicate that neither predicted reconciliatory
behaviors. This finding is pertinent to the previous discussion above regarding the
relevance of embarrassment as an emotion to consider in the experience of identity threat
given intepersonal mistreatmenthese results suggest that perhaps, embarrassment may
not be important in this conteXtonetheless, future research may consider examining
this emotion as it relates to the Reerification of other workrelated social identities &l
may be activated by interpersonal mistreatment in the workplace.
Theoretical and Fractical implications

Thisst udy presents several theoretical i m
findings support past research indingtthat interpersonal mistreatmentehtens the
identity of targetsThe results indicate statisticallysignificant relationship between

interpersonal mistreatmentand thewwe r i f i cati on of targetsod i
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of identity threat; Petrighri, 2011).This finding indicates the need for research to
continue to consider identity processes
mistreatment.

Second, this study extends current research on the interpersonal mistreatment
identity relationship by explicating how interpersonal mistreatment relates to identity
threat. Whereas past research &ssumeddentity threat in the form dhe devaluing
effect of interpersonal mistreatmentidentity, this study measured identity thraatl
found it to be experienced asactual differencéetweerthe meanings targets attached
to each activated identitgnd how they perceived themselves during the exprrief
interpersonal mistreatmenio the best of my knowledge, this is the first study to present
a more precise measure of identity threat as experienced in interpersonal mistreatment.
This further enablethe to examinsubsequent emotional and behavia@comes
resuling from identity threat, which reveaseveral theoretical and practical implications
associated with this form of edtity threat (discussed below). In light of thids
recommended that research continue to investigate identity thris@ context of
interpersonal mistreatment as doing so may hetperilluminate a phenomenon that
has been for a long timetlzeoreticablack box

Third, the findingconcerninghe mediating role negative emotions play in the
relationship between identity threat and behaviors provide support and extend research in
the area. As noted earlier, this notion hasen theorized by research exaimithe
interpersonal mistreatmerdentity threat relationshiphowever, empirical tesbf the
relationship is lacking in the literature. The current study addressed this research gap and

| found some suppothat negativemotions play a mediating role in the relationship
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between identitythe at gi ven experienced interpersone
subsequent behaviors.

In addition to providing support forripr research, findings from this study also
extend research in the area by indicating that different identity bases relaterendiff
behavioral responses from targ&esults from the study indicate that i) the fion
verification of the Selfespect person identity following experienced interpersonal
mistreatment is associated with the three behavioral responses examined oif} the n
verification of the Team member social identity following experienced interpersonal
mistreatment is associated with two of the three behavioral responses, whereas iii) the
nonverification of the Worker role identity following experienced interpersonal
mistreatment is not associated with any of the three behavioral outchsnested
previously, research investigating identity threat resulting from interpersonal
mistreatment has yet to explore whether different identity bases relate to difdegent
out comes. Thi proveld puetinynargupport forthis notgps.Overall,
results from this study indicates the need for the consideration of different identity bases
in the examination of the effects of identity threat related to experiemiggdersonal
mistreatment. Furthermore, it indicates the needdatinued research examining the
role emotions play ithis relationship

Fourth,related to the last point abowtlage current study buildsn previous work
by examining discrete emotionssulting from the identity threatening effect of
interpersonal mistreatment, and the behavioral outcomes arising from them. Although
limited support was provided, the results nevertheless provide supglort that identity

threat against different idatyt bases predict specific emotions in targets, and that these
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emotions relate to different target behavi@pecifically, these results suggest that when
the Selfrespect person identity is not verified, he/she may experience feelings of
depression leading him/her to avoid the perpetrator. Regarding theeriboation of the
Team member social identity, thesodts suggest that theistreatmentarget may
experience feelings of shame, leading him/her to retaliate against the perpetrator. These
findings reinforcethe meritsof conducting a more precise investigation of specific
emotions arising from identity that- as doing so may help shed light thie
extensiveness of thele thatidentity threat play$ollowing interpersonal mistreatment

Two key practical implicationarise from this researckirst, the findings
indicate, consistent with thetherresearch, that interpersonal mistreatment is a very
harmful workplace phenomenon that needs to be eradicated as much as is possible from
the workplaceThe arrentstudy also reveakthat suclexperiencesin threateninghe
differentidentitiestarges atach to themselvesayresult in negative emotions and
behaviors in the workplac&aken together, these findings suggest the need for
organizations to continueffort aimed amitigating theoccurrenceof interpersonal
mistreatment in the workplace

Sewond, by explicating the process through which interpersonal mistreatment
threatens identities thereby leading to other negative emotional and behavioral outcomes,
this study provides organizations wyheliminaryknowledgeconcerningstrategieshat
maybeimplemened to mitigate the noted effecEor instance, organizations msgek
waystover i fy empl oyees 6 isadteahempldyedridd up personah e wor
resources such as seffteem (an outcome of identity verification; e.g., StetBamke,

2014) which mayhelpmitigate thenegative outcomes ang in situations when an
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employee endures identity noerification due to interpersonal mistreatmedtuar
example, research indicates that employees who perceive that their organizaison hol
them in positive regard reparlativelyhigherlevels of organizational based selteem
(cf. Pierce & Gardner, 2004). Taking this into consideratoganizationwill do well to
ensure that their employees feel supported and valued (e.g., tlyoogteadership) as
doing so nay help employees build personal resources necessalgtate the potential
negative consequences arising from interpersonal mistreatment interactionayhat
threaten their identities.
Limitations and Future research

As with all research, there are several limitations tatheentstudy.In this
investigation, | tested a number of theoretical propositions from identity theory focusing
on the SeHrespect identity, Team member identity and Worker ide(pitgsented s
representing the 3 identity bakéarguedthese identitieare relevant in the experience
of workplace interpersonal mistreatment. Although some of these propositions were
supported, a number of them were not. It is possible that while a strongite@ate
can be made for my choice of these three identities, there may be other relevant identities
yielding results that affirm more strongly, the theoretical propositions of identity theory.

Another limitationof this study is that although | acknowledged the notion of
multiple identities, | did not examine every possible way that identity threat relates to
multiple identities in the context interpersonal mistreatment. For insthditknot
investigate howdif er ent i dentities interact with ea

ensuing responses to identity reerification. Nevertheless, the findings on multiple
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identities activation following interpersonal mistreatment, lays an initial foundation for
furtherresearch on the topic.

| also note some methodological limitations of the current stDdg. such
limitation is that data were collected from a single source, a methodology often related to
the threat of common method bias (e.g., Podsakoff, MacKenzi& Paelsakoff, 2003).
Nevertheless, this was deemed the most appropriate apfooaesting my research
hypotheses as thedividual himself/herself is thenly realisticsource of information
concerningperceived threats to identity, and the emotionaltzetthvioral consequences
that may follow. Even so) implementedsomerecommende@rocedural remed(e.g.,
Podsakoffet al, 2003) to mitigate the possibility of the occurrence of common method
bias For example, &ssued respondentthat their responses wikmainanonymous,
and thathere are neight or wrong answers (thus encouraging them to answetigng
as honestly as possible)

Anothermethodologicalimitation relates to &ey criticism of vignettebased
studies Specifically,in the bid to enhance internal validithere is someacrifice of
external validity and generalizability (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014; Argyris, 1975; Scandura
&Williams, 2000). Consequently, while the results found in this study demonstrate
adeguate internal validity, future research would benefit from a test of the study
hypothesis in realvorld nonsimulated situationg-or instance, future research may
consider using a diary design study in which respondents report on their experiences of
interpersonal mistreatment and provide data on their actual emotions and behaviors
(rather than just behavioral propensity as | assessed in Studyd@yess this limitation

in Study3.
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A further methodological limitation of this study is tharployedone-item
measures to assess behavioral intentions. Doing so, may have resulted in a lost
opportunity to identify specific behaviors that may be predicted by identity non
verification. This may have contributed to some unsupported hypotheses. Future studies
seeking to replicate and/or further test our hypotheses may do well to use measures with a
broad range of behaviors.

Measuringhe likelihood of targets feeling certain emotions and engaging in the
noted behaviors examineaay also beonsidered limitation of this studyAlthough my
use of measures of individualsdé |ikely emo
obtain in the real world situation is consistent with the approach typically used by
research using vignettes (Evans et al., 2018 possible that in a realorld situation,
actual experienced emotions and behaviors may vary from what is reported in this study.
Indeed past research suggests this possibility (e.g., Jenkins, Bloor,Fischer, Berney, &
Neale, 2010; Kim, 2012; LudwickVright, Zeller, Dowding, Lauder & Winchell, 2004).
As such, future research exploring these relationships in the field is encouraged.

Further methodological limitations tie study include issues of vignette
response fatigue and carryover effects (Sniderd Grob, 1996) given respondents read
15 vignettes and completed related questions in the same order. To address these issues,
used different strategies recommended by research (e.g., Hughes & Huby, 2004;
O6Connor & Hirsch, 1 et@edaldifferentpointgintmegurvey, aci ng
including breaks irbetween vignettes in form of demographic questions and attention

checks that required respondents to focus on tasks unrelated to the vignettes.
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Furthermore, as noted earlier, predeterminisg aompletion time allowed
Quialtrics to reject responses from respondents who completed the survey quickly,
providing further assurance that respondents in the final sample were those who
completed the surveys attentively. Evenlgopk care to review eaaesponse in the
final sample in detail to identify and discard responses from respondents who provided
clear patterned responses.

Notwithstanding the limitations discussed above, this study presents several
opportunities for future researdfirst, dueto the length of the surveiymade use obne
itemmeasure$o assest a r dehavoral responses doing so, | mayavesacrificed
the opportunity to better tap into specific behaviors déinatpedicted by nosverification.
Future research may benefit from a more nuanced examination of behaviors resulting
from nonverification by providing more specific behavidics responderstto choose
from following identity non-verification.

Second, in this study, | focused on a sub$emotions that can potentially arise
in the experience of interpersonal mistreatment. Nevertheless, research has shown that
there a numerous emotional consequences associated with interpersonal mistegatment
identity threat related to interpersonaktneéatment (e.g., Bies, 19%Bowling & Beehr,
2006;Bunk & Magley, 2013; Gilligan, 1996; Macket al.,2 0 0 O ; Maj or & OOBT
2005Needham eal., 2005;Ysseldyket al., 2011 Yzerbytet al.,2003) Future research
is encouraged to examine how other @éord may apply in the relations examined in this
study.

Third, | had limited the source of the interpersonal mistreatment to the supervisor.

It is possible that interpersonal mistreatment from othercesye.g., coworkers) may
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reveal other effects not found in this stuByture researcthatis encouraged that
examines th&ariousrelationships investigated in thiéssertatiorin the context of
interpersonal mistreatmefitom ahersources in the workplace.
Conclusion

It is generallyassumedhn research that interpersonal mistreatment thredlens
identity of themistreatmentarget. Indeed, this assertion has enjoyed much acceptance
such that current research in the area has developed based on this assumption, without the
enpirical test of precisely how interpersonal mistreatrmeayt hr eat en t he t ar g
identity. Furthermore, current research examiniregroleidentity processes play in the
experience of interpersonal mistreatmieas yet to examinehether interpersonal
mistreatment impacts on different identitgseqi.e., person, social and role) and if so, to
explore theconsequences of these effediise current study addressindsegapsin the
literature by investigating the nererificationof identity meaningassociated with
t ar g e frespect fmesdn identity, Team member social identity, and Worker role
identity. My findings reveal that interpersonal mistreatment activates each of these three
identities (representing the three idenbgses: person, social and role), and that when
activated, interpersonal mistreatment threatens each of these target identities by not
verifying the meanings targets attach to each of these iderfitigeermore, findings
from this study indicatéhattag et s 6 e mo t i sometinhes preglist ppecific e s
behaviors thaindividualsmayengage in following the newerification of their identity
meanings. Overall, the findings from this study suggest that identity proceagptay
an integralpartinunde st andi ng the targetsd experience

Thus, as research on interpersonal mistreatment continues to dévslopportant that
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the role played by identity processes be considagthis may help shed further light on

this wolkplace phenomenon.
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CHAPTER SIX
Study 3
A Diary DesignStudy of the Relationships Between Experienced Interpersonal
Mi streatment, Targetods I dentities, Em
In Study 2I conducted a vignettgesign study tbest my research hypotheses.

Findings indicatd thatinterpersonal mistreatment activates each of the three identities
examined: the Selfespect person identity, Team member social identity, and Worker
role identity (representing the three identity bapesson, social and role). Moreover,
when activated, interpersonal mistreatment threatens each of these identities by not
verifying the meanings targets attach to each of them (i.e., their identity standard).
Furthermoremy findingsindicatedthat emotimal responses may play a role in
determining what kinds of behaviors targets engage in following theerfication of
their identity meanings.

Although Study?2 providesa good initial test of my research hypotheses, the
methodology used to assesssihéypothesesvignettebased studiesis not without its
limitations.As noted earlier, aanotabldimitation of vignette studies ithe sacrifice of
external validity and generalizabilityhile enhancing internal validity, (Aguinis &
Bradley, 2014; Agyris, 1975; Scandura &Williams, 2000). As a result, whilerdsailts
from Study?2 are based on a study that demonstrgbeslinternal validity,a replication
of these results reatworld nonsimulated situation&ould help advance the
generalizability of the studydés findings.

To address #habove notetimitation, | conducted a second stuelyamining

reactions to interpersonal mistreatmeBtudy3 - with the objective of replicating Study
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2 using actual/reaime experiences. To do this, | used a different research methodology
T an experiential sampling method (ESM). ESM is a research method that collects data on
the context and content of individual sdo ev
this methodbf data collection, asesponderst go about their daily activities, they are
asked to identify their current situations (i.e., context), and record their thoughts, feelings
and behaviors (i.e., content) after they oc@imat is, what is measuredistimed i vi dual 6 s
actual responses (behaviors, emotions and thoughts) in the sitiatierent forms of
media may be used to record the data including a computerized medium such as a
personal digital assistant (PDA) or using a paper and pencil method (BiBtetk
2009).

In addition to addressing the limitatioroted above, using the ESM aldtoeded
me the opportunity to address a methodological challpreggouslynoted to be facing
research on interpersonal mistreatment: how to reduce potentialiesat in the
investigation of the nature and effects of interpersonal mistreatment (e.g., Hershcovis,
2011;Jex, BurnfieldGeimer, Clark, Guidroz & Yugo, 2010). ESM allows the researcher
access toesponderdtin situ(i.e., in their natural settings), including access to
respondes & t hought s, f e erdreahtimeThis zemefittopstng ESMe ct i v e
in the examination aflentity processes has also been underscored by various identity
theory scholars (e.gBurke & Stets, 2009; Osborn & Stets, 2007; Stets & Serpe, 2013).

To my knowledge, only one study (Burke & Franzoi, 1988) has adopted this
methodology in the investigation of identity processes. In a study in which they used
electronic PDAs to investigateow particular meanings of particular identities are

selected in a situation, Burke and Franzoi (1988) argue that ESM repias@ciequate
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alternative technique to retrospective techniquesgspondenbbserver reports, which is
useful for investigatingocial science variables that are typically difficult to measure.
Method

Respondestand Procedurelhe sample in Study was recruited using Mturk.

This study was conducted in two Phas®sspondentecruitmentoccurredn Phase,|
whereas the diarstudy portion occurred in Phase An MTurk HIT was used to recruit
responderst TreMTurk HITpr ovi ded i nf or mat-based on t he
methodologyRespondemtwere informed ithe HIT that their participating in the study
would entail completinghe initial survey and five diary surveys over the course of 20
business daysubsequentlyni Phase II, respondents recruited in Phase | were contacted
using the MTurk Bonus option and invited to complete the daily diary surveys over 20
business days. vy day for 20 business days, respondents were sent a Anlotdine

diary survey to be completatiat day Respondents were asked not to complete the
survey for the day if they had not experienced interpersonal mistreatment that day.

The Mturk HITrecruited individuals over the age of 18 years, who were
employed fulltime (35 hours or more) and working in a tedars residing in the United
States. A restriction was built into the survey itself so that a poteesiapndentvho
indicated that he/shdid not meet these requirements was not allowed to complete the
survey. The Mturk HIT was restricted to omBsponderst with an approval rating of 99%
or higher, and who had a HIT approval rating of 5000 HITs or higher. | included an

additional qualificéion that prevented workers who had previously completed any survey

' The same definition of teamsed in Study One and the pilot tests used in recruiting panedspondents
in Study 2
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related tahis program of researdrom completing the current survey. | also restricted
the Qualtrics survey so that ordpe response per IP address was allowed and all
responders were required to answer each question in the surveys.

One hundred and ninety eigtesponderst completed the initial survey in Phase I.
Of this number, Bresponderst completed at least one daily diary survey. In 1G9,
diary entries were submitted this studyOf these, three were discarded freabsequent
analyses as the respondents indicated that none of the three idemtigastivated for
them in regards to the experience they repdfted

The final sample compriséib (56.70%) females andi2 (43.30%) males. The
meanage was35.7#ears old (SD%0.149. Seventy four per cenf cesponders were
Caucasian with other races represented as follB\28% Asians or Asian Americans,
9.28%Blacks or African American$.1%6 Hispanics or Latinos, arti1%other races.
Different industries were represented in the sample including ré&fe®l106), services
(10.3D%), information technology (8.25%), healthc#&re226), and manufacturing
(6.19%). Respondentiseld positions in various levels includidg§.49%6 in non
managerial positions, 25.%in first level supervisory positions, and approximately
24.7%% in middle toupperlevel managemerpositions.

Two main survey questionnaires were administered in S3udye design for
each phase of the study. Altlgfuseveral survey questionnaires were administered in

Phase 11, the design and structure wrsactly thesame at the different times.

21n each of these instancé® three respondents indicated that the experienced interpersonal mistreatment
activated two of the three identities simultaneously.
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In Phase I, when respondents clicked on the link, they were directedstd thed y 6 s
informed consent page for that surviigxt respondents were asked to create a unique
identifier code which was to be used to match all surveys submitted in StDdia3on
respondent sé identity meanings standards,
selfesteem were also collectedthis initial surveyFur t her mor e, responde
demographic information was collected in Phadéhe survey included several attention
checks. Each respondent who completed the initial recruitment survey in Phase | was
compensated $3.50US.

In Phase II, when respondents clicked on the link provided in the Mturk bonus
notification email, they were directed to
survey.Following this, theywere required to provide their unique identifier code before
proceeding to the daily survey itself. The structure of each diary survey was similar to
that of the vignette study except that respondents provided information on the actual
experience of interpersonal mistreatment for that Bagt, | provided Cortina and
Magl eyds (2003) definition of interpersona
provided a list of behaviors representing acts of interpersonal mistreatment identified in
the literature. Respondents were then asked to describe the interperstregitment
they had experienced that day in which they were the target. They were asked to provide
as much information as possible including what happened, who mistreated them+e.g., co
worker, supervisor), how long they had worked with this person, whittisevas the
first time this person had mistreated them, if this person had mistreated them previously,
what kind of mistreatment they had experienced from this person, and any other

information they felt would be relevant to shed more light on the emer described in
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their diary submission. Not all respondents provided the above information as required,
with majority of the respondents simply discussing the experience and nothing more.
Next, respondentsd refl ect ateasuepfr ai s al
their overall negative emotional reaction to the experience. Subsequently, their behavioral
responses were assessed, followed by measures of the specific emotional responses they
experienced in response to the negative interpersonal interdodp had described.
Respondents were paid $3.00US for each daily diary survey completed, for a total $15.00
if all 5 required surveys were submitted. Once a respondent provided the required total
five diary entries and was paid, he/she stopped recdivendaily invitation to participate
in the diary study.
Phase |
Measures
Identity Meaninggi.e., identity standardsRResponderst6 i dent ity meani
standards were measured in Phase | using the three sepieatadentities meanings
scales createah iStudyl to measure the Setéspect, Worker, and Team member identity
meaningsrespectively Cronbach alphas for each identity meanings scaieas
follows: Seltrespect person identity.¥9, Team member social identity = .91, and
Worker roleidentity =.89.
Identity Centrality.This variable was measured using the same scale used in
Study2. Identical to Study 2, altdentity centrality measures were gramean centred
because they are level 2 variablésonbaclo alpha for Selrespect persoidentity
centrality, the Team member social identity centrality, and the Worker role identity

centralityare.88, .95, and93 respectively.
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Control variables | controlled for the same variables as in StRdying the same
measured-However, | did notontrol for general affective response to the evesithe
experienced interpersonal mistreatment investigated in the current study is based on
actual experiencescontrolled fortwo individual differences that have been found to
playaroleinindividal s experience of interpersonal
negative affectivityNA) andself-esteem.

Research indicates that because of their tendency to focus on the negative
characteristics of themselves and their environment (Watson & Clark, T@@4NA
individuals are more likely to view somewhat negative and/or ambiguous social
information as threatening (Aquino & Thau, 2009; Aquina@l., D99; Shavit &

Shouval, 1977). In short, higdA people are viewed as possessing an amplified
sensitivityto threat (Aquino et al., 1999)

Regarding selesteem, research suggests that individuals with lowesedem
tend to report beintargetsof interpersonal mistreatment (e.ginarsen, Raknes &
Matthiesen, 19944arvey & Keashly 2003 atthiesen &Einarsen 2001; for a review
see Bowling & Beehr 2006It is plausible thathis tendencyn individuals with low seHl
esteem, and of high N# perceivehemselvesstargetsof interpersonal mistreatment
may lead to a heightened sensitivity to potemisMs (Allen & Badcock 2003; Aquino &
Thau, 2009}hat could result in stronger reactions to perceived interpersonal
mistreatment Consequently, | controlled for such effects.

Negative affectivitywas measured using the Watson, Clark and Tellegen (1988)
10-item Negative Affect Scale (PANAS). Sample items include various description of

negative emoti ons i n cCranlhclhnaphadorthe Negatieeb | e 6 an

168



Affectivity Scalefor each of the three subsamples wlge (Selfrespect person identity
subsample).92 (Team member social identity subsample), and .96 (Worker role identity
subsample).

Selfesteem was measured usithg Rosenberg (1965) safteem scale.
Respondents were provided a list of statemee#ding with their general feelings about
themselves and asked to useoint scale to indicate the extent to which they agreed
with each statement. Relevantitems wererevereed ed and t he responde
summed with a higher score indicating heglselfesteem. Cronbaéhalpha forthe self
esteem scalfor each of the three subsamples wér(Self-respect person identity
subsample),95(Team member social identity subsample), &idWorker role identity
subsample)

Given that both theegatve affectivity and selesteem measurese level 2
variables, theyvere both grananean centered prior to including in the various analyses
discussed in the subsequent sections.

Phase II
Measures

Experienced Interpersonal Mistreatmehis construct was measured by asking
responders to provide a written summary of their experiesweinterpersonal
mistreatment on that particular d@yver the course of@®businesslays) As noted
above responderst were asked to provide the diamtries only if they had experienced
mistreatment that day in which they were the target. Participating respondents submitted
at least one instance of experienced interpersonal mistreatment. The structure of each

diary submission was the same.
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Although respondents were asked to provide filrary submissions in totadver
20 business daythe actual numbers provided by respondents varied with some
providing just one submission, whereas others provide the requiratidiye
submissionsl numbered eactiary submission per respondent starting as follows: first
diarysub mi ssi on was number AT20, second as AT
five as ATespeThepselsion i dentity subsampl e
submissions (and asso@dtresponses) at T2, T3, T4, T5, andfElecting the times
this identity was activated for respondentdpwever, this was not the case for the Team
member social identity and Worker role identity subsamples. The Team member social
identity subsampleecopr i sed respondentsd diary submis:
at T2, T3 and T4 only, whereas the Worker
submissions (and associated responses) at T2, T3, T4 and T5 only.

Identity activationThe same approacatsed in Study 2 taentity activationwas
also used in Study 3. However, respondents were asked the question in the context of the
experience they describdebllowing data collection, only three instances were recorded
whereresponders indicated nonef the three identities had been activated. In each of
these cases, thiesponderstindicated that theeported experiencdsd activated two of
the three identities under investigation simultaneously. Datathese instances were
not used in thetudyanalyses.

Reflected Appraisal§he same approach used in Study 2 to identity activation,
was also used in Study 3. However, respondents were asked to answer the question with
reference to the experience they descrii¥dnbaclé alphas for eacheflecied

appraisals scalareas follows: reflected appraisal Sedfspect person identity.83;
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reflected appraisal Team member social identity = .94yeiftetted appraisal Worker
roleidentity = .95

Identity Nonverification This construct was measuredngsthe same approach
adoptedn Study2. The actual number of times that regrification was assessed for
eachrespondenvaried because the diary submissions provided by respondents varied in
number (this ranged from one to fid&ry submissions per respondexst noted earligr

Negative Emotional Response to namification Negative emotional resporsse
were measuredonsistent with the approach in StudyHbwever, respondents were
asked to indicate how they felt given the experea they had described in their diary
submissionCronbacld alphas for the Selfespect person identity subsample, the Team
member social identity subsample, and the Worker role identity subsare#a, .74,
and .79respectively.

Behavioral responsés interpersonal mistreatment, and Discrete Emotions
These were all measured using the same appsraployed inStudy 2 However,
instead ofndicatinghow they would feel or behavesspondentgere asked to indicate
how they felt and behaved in resgerto the experience they had described.

Analyses

Following the approach used in Stu@ybefore conducting the analyses discussed
below, thediary study sample was split into three subsamples with each subsample
comprising all instances wherein a specific identity was reported as actiVated.
subsamples were created representing instances in which threspel€t person identity

(n=134) Team nember social identityn=83) and Worker role identitfph=129)were
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each activatedescrigive statisticsaand correlations among all study variables are shown
in Tables 35, 36, and 37.

Given that Study is a replication of Studg®, albeit from an experiential
perspective, all analyses in Stuglwere conductedimilar toStudy2. In Study3 all
analysesvere conducted using SPSS 24. | conducted mixed model analyses to test H3a,
H3b and H3c; H§ H5b, H5¢c, H5d H6a, H6b, H6cand H@l; and H7a, H7b, H7cand
H7d. I used a full maximuntikelihood method, with a firsbrder auteregressive residual
covariance matrix fitted (e.g., Hox, 2010). The mediation analyses were conducted using
the MLMed statistical program in SPS8.its present fan, MLMed, can accommodate
a maximum of three leveél covariates in the analyseshus | included only the three
demographic variables as covariates in my mediation analyses.

Prior to testing my r esenodetsthathypot heses
respondents did not differ from each other, on average, on their reportednifaration.

The results from these models indicstatisticallysignificant betweemespondents
differences indentity nonverification (for each of the Setegect person identity, Team
member social identity, and Worker role identity). Consequently, | proceeded to conduct
the different analyses allomg me to test the various study hypotheses.

l nvestigat i ng |eéxamenedithrae keparateonddels (8eq-Self
respect Person identity model, Team member Social identity model, and the Worker Role
identity model). In each of these models, respondents were entered in the analysis as
random. The null hypotheses wereassesd by cal cul atraclasy each mo
correlation (ICC)Tables 38, 39 and 40 detail the results from these analysebeFor t

Selfrespect person identity model, the ICC is .82 or 82%. The intercepts vary statistically
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significantly across responderf&ald Z = 4.709p < .001), and so the null model was
rejected. For the Team member social identity model, the ICC is .64 or 64%. The
intercepts vary statistically significantly across respondents (Wald Z = 343501).

Thus, the null model was rejected. Finally, for the Worker role identity model, the ICC is
.71%. The intercepts varied statistically significantly across respondents (Wald Z =
4.458,p < .001). Therefore, the null model was rejected. Given thesdtsel proceeded

with the tests of the various hypothesized relationships.
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Table35. Means, standard deviations and correlations of study variaBkdbrespect person identity subsample (Study 3)

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 Gender
2 Race 24"
3 Age 36.91 10.40 .02 27
4  Negative affectivity 1.63 0.80 -.04 -.04 .02
5 Self-esteem 30.84  7.37 .04 .09 .07 -75°
Negative emotional responserton
6 verification 315 135 .14 .05 14 28  -01
7  Sadness 346 216 .06 .10 .16 22 -.02 69"
8 Depression 2.87 2.08 13 .06 13 36 -18 60" 64"
9 Identity Centrality 524 131 .36 .04 20 -.16 18 19 21 28"
Non-verification of Selfrespect person
10 Identity 1.86 2.68 .09 -13 -.13 .01 .02 34" 23" 29" 17
11  Avoidance 451 229 .03  -08 .02 19 -18 19 17 21 -.03 .09
12 Retaliation 1.96 167 -12 -22 -23" 13 -.03 12 -.02 .01 -17  -.05 -.05
13 Reconciliation 232 18 -10 -05 0.03 .00 .02 -.20 -10 .19 .00 .00 -21 22

Note. N = 134
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levettdled).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveHailed).
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Table36. Means, standard deviations and correlations of study variabéssn membesocial identity subsample (Study 2)

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 Gender
2 Race -.03
3 Age 3493 10.72 .14 A1
4  Negative affectivity 1.47 054 .04 -11 .05
5 Selfesteem 32.39 6.98 -.04 -13 .01 -64"
6 Negative emotional response to rrification  3.08 1.27 -17 -32" .15 A2 .04
7 Embarrassment 3.29 2.05 -.07 -26 .18 .05 -.03 517
8 Shame 2.37 1.89 -.15 -29" .00 .01 .00 54" 73"
9 Identity Centrality 433 179 -17 -21 -.04 -.19 .38" 33" 24 22
Non-verification of Team member social
10 Identity 205 3.00 -29° -18 -327 -.01 .00 .20 .06 .16 -.04
11 Avoidance 4.24 2.28 .16 -.06 .09 A1 -26 27 .10 12 -.01 -.05
12 Retaliation 1.66 1.36 .03 -.16 -12 .04 -.08 14 -09 -01 .01 14 19
13 Reconciliation 2.07 1.70 -.04 -.02 -.13 .01 .08 -26 -14  -16 .05 05 -.29° 0.19
Note. N =83

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveliled).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveHailed).
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Table37. Means, standard deviations and correlations of study varialesker role identity subsamp(&tudy 3)

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1 Gender
2 Race .06
3 Age 36.29 10.96 13 29
4 Negative affectivity 1.58 082 -04 -37 -13
5 Self-esteem 3254 6.19 02 37 21 -67"

Negative emotional response to non .
6 verification 3.21 1.47 .08 -.14 .06 .28 -.08

Discomfort 449 212 .00 .00 -01 .19  -10 58"

Guilt 215 1.68 -01  -31" -11 297 -11 60" 34"
9 Identity Centrality 502 1.46 17 .15 06 -25 25" 23" 23" .09
10 Nonrverification of Worker role identity 218 2.67 05 -28" -05 .13 -14 13 .10 .13 .06
11 Avoidance 396 2.25 14 -21 -06 .12 -.16 .16 260 .24 .04 .02
12 Retaliation 219 1.83 -06 -26 -10 .35 -19 20 .05 247 -.09 .01 25"
13 Reconciliation 236 1.79 02 -39 -10 327 -22  -12 -14 14 -15 11 .01 307
Note. N = 129

*, Correlation is significant ahe 0.05 level (2ailed).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveHailed).
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Table 3. Parameter Estimates for the null/baseline model examining respondent differ
on reported nowerification of the SelfespecPerson Identity

Self-respect Person Identity

Std.

0 .
Estimate  Error 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound Upper Bound

Fixed components
Intercept 218 0.37 1.444 2.921

Variance of random componen
Residual 1.70 0.30 1.199 2.406
Intercept Variance

(Respondents) 7.78 1.65 5.132 11.798

(-2LL) 595.716

Note. N = 134.

*p<.05 **p<.0l.*** p<
.001.

Table 3. Parameter Estimates for the null/baseline model examining respondent differ
onreported nofverification of the Team member Social Identity

Team member Social Identity

, Std. 95% Confidence Interval
Estimate Error
Fixed components Lower Bound Upper Bound
Intercept 2.05** 0.39 1.270 2.835
Variance ofrandom components
Residual 3.16** 0.79 1.932 5.155
Intercept Variance (Respondent 5.60** 1.63 3.162 9.900

(- 2LL) 397.647

Note. N = 83.
* p<.05.*p<.01. *** p<.001.
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Table40. Parameter Estimates fibre null/baseline model examining respondent differer
on reported nowerification of the Team member Social Identity

Worker Role Identity

Std.

0 !
Estimate  Error 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Bound  Upper Bound
Fixed components

Intercept 2.10* 0.310 1.485 2.724
Variance of random components

Residual 1.99*  0.346 1.412 2.795

Intercept Variance (Respondent: 4.90** 1.099 3.157 7.605

(- 2LL) 562.417

Note. N = 129.
*p<.05 *p<.01.*** p<.001.

Results

Hla, H1lb and Hlgrespectivelypredict that interpersonal mistreatment will be
associated with the activati on &imilatth e
the approach followed in Stu@y | testedH1a, Hlband H1lcby conducing a series of
Chi-square testsompaing the observed number of times each identity was activated
against the expected frequency. Specificdtly each sulsample analyzed tested
whether the Selfespect person Identity, Team memsecial identity, and the Worker
role identitywere eactactivated for atatisticallysignificantly large proportion of
respondents in the study. As the restdfgorted in Tabldlillustrate across each sub
sample, | rejeedthe null hypothesis the first set analysdsecause the results indicate
a statisticallysignificant difference between those for whom the relevant identity was
activated compared to those for whom it was not activateereforge Hla, H1b and H1c

weresupported.
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Table4l. Summary of results on Chguare tests of significance of identity activation

Identity not  Identity

activated  activated G 2 p-value
Activation of Selfrespect person
identity
Expected frequency (50%) 67 67 134 b= 0.00
Observed Frequend$0%) 0 134 '
Activation of Team member social
identity
Expected frequency (50%) 41.5 41.5 83 b= 0.00
Observed Frequency (50%) 0 83 '
Activation of Worker role identity
Expected frequency (50%) 64.5 64.5 129 0=0.00
Observed Frequency (50%) 0 129 '

H2a, H2b and H2¢respectively, predict that interpersonal mistreatment will be
positively associated with the neerification of the person, social and role identities. To
test these hypotheses, | conducted pas@dplest est s comparing respor
standardeported at T1 (Dag of the diary study) and their reported reflected appraisals
given each experience they described in their subsequent didigsubmissions (i.e.,
T2, T3, T4, T5 and T6). As in Study 2, | expected that there would be a statistically
significant difference between respondents
reflected appraisals (also measured using the same idenétynge scale) at T2, T3, T4,
T5 and T6. Three separate sets of analyses were conducted on each of thethree sub
samples.

Tables 4243 and44 provide summaries of the results of the pasathples-

tests, categorized by sislample used. As the resultsicate, across all sukamples,
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there was a statistically significant difference between how respondents saw themselves
at T1 (i.e., their identity standard) and how they saw themselves reflected during each
experience they reported on (i.e., at T2, T3,T®land T6). In each case, there was a
decrease in the mean scores of their identity meanings. Moreover, the Eta squared
statistics reported for daily diary submissions at each time point indicate a large effect
size. Overall, these results show that respgoe n t seépec§ &€darh member, and

Worker identities were not verified represented by a decrease in how positive they saw

themselves following the experience described in their diary submission.
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Table42. Results of th&airedsamples-test of norverification scores Selfrespect Person Identity

SUBMISSION PAIRS N MEAN SD t df p Eta squareq
1 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand@dd) 65 37.35 4.21 11.112 64 0.000 0.66
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprais&) 65 22.60 9.58
2 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity stand@dd) 37 37.22 3.78 11.411 36 0.000 0.78
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings sq&eflected Appraisah T2 37 20.14 8.41
3 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity standadd) 20 36.70 3.94 7.94 19 0.000 0.77
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprais@) 20 20.45 9.23
4 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Identity standadd) 9 35.11 4.43 6.455 8 0.000 0.84
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraia) 9 18.22 8.89
5 Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Idestagpdard) T1 3 37.00 5.00 11.674 2 0.007 0.99
Selfrespect Person Identity meanings score (Reflected Apprais&@) 3 15.33 5.51
Table43. Results of the Paireshmples-test of norverification scores Team Member Social Identity
SUBMISSION PAIRS N MEAN SD t df p Eta squared
1 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Identity staneldrt) 52 37.19 5.06 10.94 51.00 0.00 0.70
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraidal) 52 20.04 10.32
2 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standart) 21 36.57 4.76 9.70 20.00 0.00 0.82
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraida) 21 16.95 8.00
3 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldesti@ydard} T1 10 35.50 5.89 3.90 9.00 0.00 0.63
Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraiga) 10 18.50 9.13
4 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Identity standdid)
Team Member Sociatlentity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal)2
5 Team Member Social Identity meanings score (ldentity standaitl)

Team Member Social Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraigal)
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Table44. Results of the Pairesmples-test of nonverification scores Worker Role Identity

SUBMISSION PAIRS N MEAN SD t df p Eta squared
1 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaifid) 63 37.63 4.43 12.555 62 0.000 0.72
WorkerRole Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisalp 63 19.78 9.88
2 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaiid) 36 37.81 4.80 6.774 35 0.000 0.57
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 36 23.19 11.45
3 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standaiid) 19 38.37 5.21 8.707 18 0.000 0.81
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal 19 16.79 10.04
4 Worker Role Identity meanings score (ldenstgndard) T1 11 38.36 5.41 6.9 10 0.000 0.83
Worker Role Identity meanings score (Reflected Appraisal? 11 16.09 8.08
5 Worker Role Identity meanings score (Identity standafid)

Worker Role Identity meanings scdifeeflected Appraisah T2
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H3a, H3b and H3redict respectivelythatthenorw er i f i cati on of tlI
person, social and role identities given the experience of interpersonal mistreatment will
be positively associated with tthasgnet sé6 neg
approach as in Studd to analyzethree models in my test &f3a,H3b andH3c. All
variables were ented as fixed except respondemiso wereentered as random. In
support of H3aresults show that the narification of the Selfespect person Identity

F(1, 109.83) = 15.2% = 0.001, is statistically significantly and positively related to
negative emotional response. The pseRéPeugh, 2010) for this model is ([.888]2

=.7885) indicatingthahenorv er i f i cat i on oespedat gessgnadentdtg nt s 6§
andrespondendls gender, age, r ace  esteeapgaunifore af f ect
78.85% of t he v a ndgaiteiaffectiveirespond@Csfqr thia rdoglalis s 6

.50. Similarly, in support oH3b, resultsshow that the nomerification of the Team

member social identitif(1, 67.644) = 4.08) < .05, is statisticallysignificantlyand
positively related to negative emotional respoii$e pseuddr? for this model is

([.0.843]?2 =.7107Wwhich indicates thahenorv er i f i cati on of respond
member soci al identity, and respondentsd g
esteermaccountdor 71.0%6 of thevariance n r espondent sd negative
ICC for this modelis .37.

Howeve, contrary to H3c, the newverification of the Worker role identitly(1,
82.74) = 159.74n.sisnotstatisticallys i gni fi cantly related targe
response. ICC for this model was .44. See TaA8e46, and 4 below for a summary of

theseresults andhe estimates from each model.
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Table45. Estimates of fixed effects of naerification of Selfrespect person identity on
negative emotional responses to vemification

5 -
Std. 95% Confidence Interval

Variable Estimate o0 Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Age 0.008 |  0.012] -0.0172) 0.0325
Gender -0.377 0.246 -0.8708 0.1159
Race
Asian or Asian American 0.460 1.169 -1.8654 2.7845
Black or African American 1.428 1.148 -0.8544 3.7097
Hispanic or Latino 0.806 1.168 -1.5169 3.1295
Caucasian 1.256 1.103 -0.9358 3.4476
Other- Mixed -0.970 1.083 -3.1501 1.2095
Negative affectivity 1.049** 0.224 0.5993 1.4978
Self-esteem 0.075* 0.024 0.0273 0.1228
Nontverification of the Self 0.146** 0.037 0.0718 0.2200

respect person ldentity
Pseudo R2 = 0.7885

Note. N = 129.

* p<.05.*p<.0l. ** p<.001.

Table 4. Estimates of fixed effects of naerification of Team member social identity
negative emotional responses to +vemification

95% Confidence Interval

Variable Estimate ESr tr?).r Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Age 0.035 0.014 0.0073 0.0627
Gender -0.349 0.307 -0.9507 0.2519
Race
Asian or Asian American 2.012 1.232 -0.4504 4.4753
Black or African American 2.766 1.194 0.3833 5.1490
Hispanic or Latino 1.602 1.224 -0.8424 4.0466
Caucasian 1.349 1.124 -0.8928 3.5909
Other- Mixed 1.152 1.660 -2.1633 4.4668
Negative affectivity 0.322 0.355 -0.3725 1.0174
Self-esteem 0.021 0.029 -0.0357 0.0772
Non-verification of the Team member
social Identity 0.097 4421 0.0029 0.1919
Pseudo R2=0.7107
Note. N = 83

* p<.05. ** p<.01. ** p< .001.
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Table 4. Estimates of fixed effects of naerification of Worker role identity on

negative emotional responsestunverification

95% Confidence Interval

Variable Estimate Std. Error Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Age 0.018 0.016 -0.0136 0.0496
Gender -0.237 0.328 -0.8936 0.4196
Race
Asian or Asian American 0.245 0.482 -0.7121 1.2023
Black or African American 0.848 0.579 -0.3078 2.0034
Hispanic or Latino -0.065 0.671 -1.4070 1.2771
Negative affectivity 0.59% 0.280 0.0431 1.1540
Selfesteem 0.021 0.033 -0.0456 0.0869
Nonverification of the Worker 0.008 0.048 -0.0879 0.1034
role Identity
-2LL 977.108
Note. N = 129
*p<.05.*p<.0l. *** p<
.001.

H4a,H4b andH4c considersvhether negative emotional response due te non

veri fication of

t

he person,

soci al

and

behavioral responses. As with Stijymy focus in Stud was on three key behavioral

outcome variablek avoidance, retiation, and reconciliation that are relevant to my

research hypotheses. Because earlier results indista@sticallynon-significant

relationship between neverification of the Worker role identity and negative emotional

response to newerification, | conducted only two separate mediation analyses to test

whether negative emotional response medide relationships between the ron
verification of the SeHfespect person identity and the Team member social identity and
target so b edsaorieach cdthese idergtify subsamples, | examined

avoidance, retaliation, and reconciliation as outcome variables. A total of six mediation

relationships were examined. Tab#&sand49 report on the results amdlatedestimates
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from the various medimn analyses conducted for the S&l§pect person identity and
the Team member identity subsamples.

In partial support of H4a, the betwegroup indirect effects resultiemonstrate
that negative emotional response to-verification of the selfespect person identity
mediate the relationships between +vanification and retaliatiorb( = p<0.05% ,
however,itdesn ot medi ate the relati omaid ps with :
reconci | -0.6830,my bghafiobsResults on the withkgroup indirect effects

also indicatestatisticallynon-significant relationships between nwarification and

avoidancef = 0. 002, n. s)n.9,andrearciliatoty dr.§02,{.s . 00 3
behaviors.
For the Team member social identity, in partial support of H4b, the between
group indirect effectsesults show that negative emotional response tevaedfication of
the Team member social identity medsttee relationshipbetween non verification and
tar getcod ci | -i085tp'8 ¥ .12) béhavior Howevenegative emotional
response to newerification of the Team member social identiesnot mediatehe
relationship between neverification and avoidance behavigrsdb = g, athb@gh
itdoespr edi ct avoi dancp<.OB)ehaviors (b = .612,
Regarding thérypothesized mediatiane | at i ons hrefaliatary t h t ar get
behavioras the outcome variablewas unable to assess the indirect relationssiipg
MLmed because the variance for this outcome variable was very close to zero.

Consequently, MLmed was unable to provide estimates for this relatiomsisp.

possibility is recognized in the MLmed gm@am which suggests setting the random

13 See previous discussion tire preference favlonte Carlo confidence intervals versusalues.
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intercept of the variable with close to zero variance as fixed to facilitate convergence.
However, even this remedy failed to resolve this issue. Consequearthylucted a test
recommended in the literature to demtrate mediatiofi.e., | assessed the significance
of thea x b relationshipof the mediation modgk.g.,Zhaoet al.,2010).

Results from these analyses shesiatisticallynonsignificant relationship
(MCCI=-0.0047 to 0.0501 indicating a lack o$upport for the hypothesized indirect
effect of identity norverification on retaliatory behavidhrough negative emotional
responses. | then explored whether-wernfication of the Team member social identity,
and negative emotional response predicab@hral reactionskResults indicate thaton
verification of the tar gest®std plreeadn ane mbarr g et
retaliatory breskaihatmegatigelemaotional @spanSe,predict
targetsdé retali ap=cbO)y behavior (b = .280,

Resultsfrom my test ofH3c (see pagé83-84) indicate that notverification of
the Worker role identity @esnot predict negative emotional response. Moreover, a test of
the indirecta x brelationshig indicates statisticallynon-significant relationshipfor each
behaviorakeaction: avoidance (MCCI9.027 to 0.0Z'7; retaliation (MCCI=-0.0206to
0.0244 andreconciliation(MCCI=-0.0356 to 0.0306)Consequently, I did not test
negative emotionaksponseo nonverification as a mediator betweglentity nor
verification and t aHogevdr,dcondustedrs@mexploatoayl respo
analysedy tesing whether norverification ofthe Worker role identity and negative
emotional response predidt ar get sd6 behavi or s. I analyzed
each of the three outcome variables: Model davaidance as the outcome variable,

Model 2 ha retaliation as the outcome variable, and ModelSSreeonciliation as the
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outcome variable. Reks indicatethat the norverification of the Worker role identity
doesnot predict avoidancié(l, 101.90) = 2.259).5 retaliatoryF(1, 104.05) = 2.235).5
and reconciliatory(1, 74.39) = 0.21'M.s behaviors. Similarly, negative affective
response aesnot predict avoidanceé(l, 101.23) = 1.549.s and retaliatory behaviors

F(1, 108.44) = 2.13'h.s however, it wastatisticallysignificantly negatively related to

reconciliatory behaviorg(1, 83.10) = 11.599 < .01. The pseuddr? for this model is

([.674)2 =.4543) indicating thahenonv e r i f i cati on of respondent
and respondentsé gender, a-g@gteemacaduEfgr negat i
45.43%0f thevariance n r e s precondliatorfbeh@vor can be explained biyhe
ICC for each respective model was .20, .45, and .17T 8lgle50 for further details on

the various models analyzed.
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Table 48 Estimates of Indirect effects of negrification of Selfrespect persoldentity on targets' behavigrresponsethrough negative emotional response

Independent variable

DV = Avoidance

DV = Retaliation

DV = Reconciliation

b SE 95% ClI b SE 95% ClI b SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound
Age 0.005 0.025 -0.045 0.055 -0.03% 0.018 -0.076 -0.002 0.027 0.020 -0.012 0.067
Gender 0.317 0.514 -0.711 1.346 -0.375 0.381 -1.137 0.387 -0.029 0.405 -0.837 0.778
Race -0.110 0.130 -0.370 0.150 -0.067 0.096 -0.258 0.123 -0.148 0.102 -0.351 0.056
Non-verification of Selfrespect person Identity 0.028 0.098 -0.166 0.222 -0.103 0.070 -0.243 0.037 0.026 0.076 -0.125 0.176
Negative emotionalesponse to newerification 0.308 0.213 -0.117 0.732 0.412 0.155 0.102 0.722 -0.209 0.166 -0.540 0.122
-2LL -2LL -2LL
977.108 861.450 897.907
95% ClI 95% ClI 95% ClI
Estimate SE  Lower Upper Estimate SE  Lower Upper Estimate SE  Lower Upper
Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound
Indirect Effect Through Mediator
Within-group indirect effects 0.005 0.033 -0.063 0.081 0.003 0.019 -0.035 0.045 -0.002 0.016 -0.039 0.030
Betweengroup indirect effects 0.058 0.044 -0.020 0.157 0.077 0.037 0.015 0.158 -0.039 0.034 -0.113 0.021

Note. N = 134. CIl = Monte Carlo confidence interval.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table #. Estimates of Indirect effects of nearification of Team member sotidentity ontargets' behavioral respongbsough negative emotional response

Independent variable

DV = Avoidance

DV = Retaliation

DV = Reconciliation

b SE 95% ClI b SE 95% ClI b SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper
Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound
Age -0.003 0.028 -0.059 0.053 -0.018 0.015 -0.047 0.011 0.000 0.018 -0.037 0.037
Gender 0.659 0.526 -0.397 1.715 0.312 0.289 -0.262 0.886 -0.129 0.354 -0.840 0.583
Race 0.069 0.146 -0.226 0.364 -0.026 0.078 -0.181 0.128 -0.083 0.095 -0.275 0.110
Non-verification of Team member social Identity -0.075 0.108 -0.292 0.143 0.047 0.058 -0.067 0.162 0.113 0.071 -0.030 0.256
Negativeemotional response to naerification 0.612 0.25 0.104 1.119 0.280 0.141 0.000 0.560 -0.477 0.173 -0.823 -0.132
-2LL -2LL
608.5944 558.0267
95% CI 95% ClI 95% ClI
Estimate SE  Lower Upper Estimate SE Lower Upper Estimate SE  Lower Upper
Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound Bound
Indirect Effect Through Mediator
Within-group indirect effects 0.009 0.050 -0.087 0.122 -0.008  0.043 -0.109 0.078
BetweenRgroup indirect effects 0.070 0.047 -0.001 0.176 -0.055 0.035 -0.136 0.000

Note. N = 83. Cl = Monte Carlo confidence interval.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 50 Estimates of fixed effects of nemerification of Workerrole identity, and
negative emotioal response to neverificationon targets' behavioral responses

MODEL DV = AVOIDANCE
b SE 95% CI

Lower Upper

Bound Bound
MODEL 1
Age 0.010 0.022 -0.0339 0.0545
Gender -0.573 0.455 -1.4881 0.3429
Race
Asian or Asian American 1.163 0.740 -0.3096 2.6360
Black or African American 1.074 0.832 -0.5900 2.7389
Hispanic or Latino 1.056 0.924 -0.8034 2.9163
Negative affectivity -0.250  0.395 -1.0445 0.5444
Self-esteem -0.058 0.048 -0.1541 0.0381
Nontverification of Worker role -0.124 0.083 -0.2880 0.0397
Identity
Negative emotional responsestonha 0.186  0.149 -0.1101 0.4812
verification of the Worker role
Identity
2LL = 555.204

DV = RETALIATION
b SE 95% ClI

Lower Upper

Bound Bound
MODEL 2:
Age -0.012 0.018 -0.0482 0.0243
Gender 0.096 0.375 -0.6579 0.8491
Race
Asian or Asian American 0.717 0.585 -0.4485 1.8835
Black or African American 0.015 0.678 -1.3437 1.3738
Hispanic or Latino 0.952 0.759 -0.5752 2.4792
Negative affectivity 0.666 0.326 0.0119 1.3206
Self-esteem 0.031 0.039 -0.0467 0.1095
Non-verification of Worker role -0.099 0.066 -0.2306 0.0324
Identity
Negative emotional responsestono  0.170  0.116 -0.0604 0.3998
verification of the Worker role
Identity
2LL = 489.560
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DV = RECONCILATION

b SE 95% ClI

Lower Upper

Bound Bound
MODEL 3:
Age 0.003 0.013 -0.0229 0.0289
Gender -0.278 0.270 -0.8232 0.2665
Race
Asian or Asian American 1.901 0.453 0.9974 2.8050
Black or African American 0.649 0.507 -0.3695 1.6667
Hispanic or Latino 1.638 0.541 0.5455 2.7298
Negative affectivity 0.750* 0.237 0.2717 1.2280
Self-esteem 0.034 0.030 -0.0267 0.0940
Nontverification of Worker role -0.026 0.055 -0.1345 0.0835
Identity
Negative emotional responses to no -0.326*  0.096 -0.5161 -0.1355
verification of the Worker role
Identity
2LL =471.300

Pseudo R2 =0.4543
N=129
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

H5a and H5bpredict,respectivelythatthe nonverification of a person identity
would be associated with feelings of sadness, and that this relationship would be stronger
when the identity is of low centralityH5c and H5dpredict respectivelythatthe non
verification of a person identity would be associated with feelings depression, and that
this relationship would be stronger when the identity is of high centreéityalyzed 2
separate mixed models in my st these sets of hypothesés Model 11 assessethe
relationship between the naerification of the Selrespect person identity and sadness,
and themoderating effect of identity centrality inigirelationship In Model 2, | assessed

similar relationshifg with experienced depression as tlwcome variableln addition to
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the predictor and criterion variables, | also included the five control variables as
covariates in the model. Furthermore, | included the-1®slbect person identity centrality
measure as a moderator in both models. Allabdes were entered as fixed variables and
respondergwere entered as a random variable. Providing support fartddbnot for

H5b, results from the mixed model analyses of Model 1 indsdaiat the norverification

of the Self respect person identity statisticallysignificantlyandpositively associated
with experienced sadneB§l, 116.63 =7.76 p < 0.01; however,the interaction of non

verification and identity centralitig not statisticallysignificantly related to sadneb§1,
130.38) = 0622 n.s The pseuddr? for this model i[.521]? =.2714)which indicates

that24.14 of t he v ar i afealimgsnofsadnessmrebs explaingdby thes 6
nonverificati orSelfoebpedt gessghalreddentsy and respond
age, rae, negative affectivity, and sebteemICC for Model 1 was .50. Results from

the mixed model analyses of Model 2 provédgport for H& and H5d Specifically, the
nontverification of the Selfespect person identity statisticallysignificantlyand

positively associated with experienced depresBidn 120.57) =9.83,p < 0.01.

Furthermore, the interaction of newrification and identity centralitig statistically

significantly related to depressiéifl, 133.061) = 8.4y < 0.01.The pseuddr?for this

model is([.909]? =.8263) indicatinghatthenonv e r i f i cat i on @eSpeste s p onc
person identity, and respondent s Gestgemmnder ,

accountdor 82.636 of thevariance n r e s p o n d e depressionfhel@dforngs o f

Model 2is .43.
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To facilitateinterpreation of theinteraction, a graph was produced as
recommended by research (Aiken & West, 19%hg graph below (sdegure 3)
illustrates the moderation effect of identity centrality. As the graph shows, the
relationship between nererification and the extent to whicespondersh e x per i enc e
depression depends on the extent to which theegplect identity is central to therget.
Specifically,when the Selfespect identity i®f high centralitytarges reported feeling
more depressaahder conditions of high neverification Table51 provides further

details on the various analyses above including related estimates.
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__________ - respect identity
1 —e — centrality
Mg
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Low Non-verification ofHigh Non-verification of
Self-respect identity  Self-respect identity

Figure 3. Tweway interaction effects of neverification of Selfrespect person identity
and Selfrespect person identity centrality on targets' experienced depression
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Table51. Estimates of fixed effects of narerification of Selfrespect persoidentity and
Selfrespect person identity centrality on targets' experienced sadness and depressio

MODEL DV = SADNESS
b SE 95% ClI
Lower  Upper
Bound Bound
MODEL 1
Age -0.005 0.023 -0.0521 0.0417
Gender -0.128 0.461 -1.0526 0.7956
Race
Asian or Asian American 1.983 2.055 -2.1019 6.0686
Black or African American 1.471 2.058 -2.6185 5.5604
Hispanic or Latino 1.492 2.095 -2.6748 5.6587
Caucasian 2.655 1.947 -1.2116 6.5223
Other- Mixed -0.385 2.465 -5.2634 4.4929
Negative affectivity 1.197 0.388 0.4200 1.9743
Self-esteem 0.079 0.042 -0.0054 0.1624
Self-respect person identity centrality 0.152 0.241 -0.3304 0.6337
Non-verification of Selfrespect person Identit 0.177* 0.067 0.0451 0.3086
Nonrverification*Selfrespect person identity 0.050 0.057 -0.0614 0.1621
centrality
Pseudo Rz =0.2714
DV = DEPRESSION
b SE 95% ClI
Lower  Upper
Bound Bound
MODEL 2:
Age 0.004 0.021 -0.0382 0.0464
Gender -0.369 0.417 -1.2016 0.4631
Race
Asian or Asian American 1.062 1.788 -2.4949 4.6180
Black or African American 1.618 1.785 -1.9326 5.1680
Hispanic or Latino 1.813 1.825 -1.8184 5.4446
Caucasian 2.201 1.682 -1.1425 5.5439
Other- Mixed -0.277 1.606 -3.6055 3.0521
Negative affectivity 1.242 0.352** 0.5379 1.9455
Selfesteem 0.021 0.038 -0.0547 0.0965
Selfrespect person identity centrality 0.029 0.218 -0.4054 0.4631
Non-verification of Selifrespect person Identit 0.176 0.056** 0.0650 0.2877
Non-verification*Selfrespect person identity 0.135 0.047** 0.0429 0.2274
centrality
Pseudo R2 =0.8263
N=134

*p < .05. **p < .01. **p < .001.
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H6a and H6bpredict respectivelythatthe nonverification of a social identity
would beassociated with feelings of embarrassment, with the relationship being stronger
when the identity is of low centraliti6¢c and H6dpredict respectivelythatthe non
verification of a role identity would be associated with feelings of shame, and that the
relationship being stronger when the identity is of high centrdlayestthese
hypothesed analyzed 2 models. Model 1, exanstiee relationship between non
verification of the Team member social identity and experienced embarrassment, whereas
Model 2 investigatethe same relationship with experienced shame as the criterion
variable.In addition to the predictor and criterion \dles, | also included the five study
control variables as covariates in the analyses. | also included the Team member social
identity centrality measure as a moderator in the two models. All variables in the 2
separate models were entered as fixed vimsadxcept forespondergwho were entered
as a random variable. Contrao/othH6a and H6bresults from Model 1 show that
neither he nonverification of the Team member social identifl, 67.97) = 2.661n.s
nor its interaction with Team membercsal identity centralityF(1, 50.62) = 1.744,.s
arestatisticallysignificantly related to experienced embarrassnmiémlCC for Model 1
was .91. However, in support of El&nd H6d results from Mode2, revealthat non
verification of the team member social idenstgtisticallysignificantly predics
experienced shantg1, 69.958) = 6.8091 < .05 and thathe interaction of non

verification and identity centralitgtatisticallysignificantly predics experenced shame

F(1, 59.754) = 7.095 < 0.01.The pseudd? for model2is ([.0.663? =.4384 which

indicaiesthat43.846 of the wvariation inmaypsspondentso
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accounted fobythenoav er i fi cati on of respondentsd Tea
respondent sdé gender, age ;estee@alhelCCforEagelt i ve a
2is .52.

Figure 4 displays the interactiofds the graphn Figure 4shows, theelationship
betweennotv er i fi cati on and the degree tsonwhich
the extent to which the Team member social ideritgntral to the targeSpecifically,
when theTeam member sociaentity isof high centraity, targets reportmore
experienced shamender conditions of high neverification | discuss these findings
subsequently. Tab2 provides further details on the various analyses above including

related estimates.
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Figure 4. Tweway interaction effects afonverification of Team member social identity
and Team member social identity centrality on targets' experienced shame
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Table 52 Estimates of fixed effects of nemrification of Team member social identity and
Team member social identity centrality tamgets' experienced embarrassment and shame

MODEL EMBARRASSMENT
b SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
MODEL 1
Age 0.05% 0.022 0.0089 0.0937
Gender
Male 0.100 1.817 -3.5157 3.7156
Female 0.119 1.827 -3.5165 3.7540
Race
Asian or Asian American 2.187 1968 -1.7321 6.1064
Black or African American 1.400 1.944 -2.4684 5.2682
Hispanic or Latino 3.826 1.945 -0.0462 7.6985
Caucasian 1.434 1.821 -2.1890 5.0566
Other- Mixed -0.589 2.640 -5.8428 4.6650
Negativeaffectivity -0.472 0.545 -1.5394 0.5954
Selfesteem -0.081 0.046 -0.1717 0.0093
Team member social identity centrality 0.188 0.171 -0.1462 0.5225
Non-verification of Team member social identit 0.122 0.086 -0.0463 0.2908
Non-verification*Team membesocial identity 0.043 0.045 -0.0445 0.1303
centrality
2LL =-166.0
SHAME
b SE 95% CI
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
MODEL 2:
Age 0.019 0.019 -0.0173 0.0552
Gender
Male 0.684 1.625 -2.5468 3.9154
Female 0.514 1.633 -2.7349 3.7625
Race
Asian or Asian American 1.286 1.747 -2.1888 4.7616
Black or African American 0.781 1.734 -2.6672 4.2301
Hispanic or Latino 3.151 1.728 -0.2876  6.5890
Caucasian 0.532 1.628 -2.7061 3.7711
Other- Mixed -0.362 2.355 -5.0454  4.3222
Negative affectivity -0.324 0.471 -1.2466  0.5992
Selfesteem -0.045 0.039 -0.1218 0.0314
Team member social identity centrality -0.023 0.146 -0.3083 0.2630
Nonrverification of Team member social identit  0.20F 0.077 0.0500 0.3515
Non-verification*Team member social identity 0.104* 0.039 0.0274 0.1803

centrality
Pseudo R2=0.4384

N=83
*p < .05, **p < .01. **p < .001.
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H7aand H7b respectivelpredictthatthe nonverification of a roladentity
would be associated with feelings of discomfort, and that this relationship will be stronger
when the identity is of low centralitplternately,H7c and H7dpredict respectively
thatthe nonverification of a role identity would be associateithweelings of guilt, with
the relationship being stronger when the identity is of high centrality. Ttheest sets of
hypothesed analyzed®? mixed models. Model 1 assessdtether identity centrality
moderated the relationship between identity-werr i f i cati on and respon
discomfortwhereas Model2 e st ed t he same relationship,
guilt as the criterion variablén addition to the predictor and criterion variables, | also
included the six study control iables. Furthermore, Worker role identity centrality
measure was included as a moderator in each mied=dpt forresponderswho were
entered as a random variable, all variables in the 2 models were entered as fixed
variablesResults from Model indicate that the newerification of the Worker role
identity doesnot predict experienced discomféitl, 109.03) = 2.99h.s However,

results show that newerification interact with identity centrality to predict discomfort
F(1, 109.25) = 4.573 < .05. The pseuddr?for model 1 is ([712?2 =.5069 which

indicates thathenorv er i f i cati on of respondentsd Wor ki
gender, age, race, negative affectivity, and-estéenaccountdor 50.6%b of the
variance i n r e sdsammfdrielrheiCC dor Modeblisi2h.gs o f
As Figure 5 illustrates (see Figure 5 beldhe relationship between non
verification and the degree to whiodsponderstexperienced discomfort depeswh the

extent to which the Worker role identitycentral to the targeln particular whenthe
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identityis of high centrality targes report feeling more discomfort in conditions of high
nontverification. This finding supports what was hypothesizethit identity centrality

was found to interact with identitynene r i f i cati on to predict re:
However the resultsndicatea contrasting influence wherediscomfort is predicted

when identity centrality is high and not I@8 hypothaged Thesefindingsare discussed

subsequently.
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Figure 5. Tweway interaction effects of neverification of Worker role identity and
Worker role identity centrality on targets' experienced discomfort

With respect to Model 2, neither thenverification of the Worker role identity
F(1, 7.101) = .876n.s, nor the interaction of neverification and identity centralitl(1,
10.280) = 1.425, n.sarestatisticallysignificantly related téhe experience of guiltThe
ICC for Model 2 was .3&Resultsfrom the two models including estimates can be found

in table53.
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Table53. Estimates of fixed effects of naerification of Worker role identity and
Worker role identity centrality on targets' experienced discomforgaitd

MODEL DV = DISCOMFORT
b SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
MODEL 1
0.009 0.019 -0.0299 0.0477
Age
Gender 0.010 0.411 -0.8123 0.8320
Race
Asian or Asian American -0.541 0.657 -1.8464 0.7639
Black or African American 0.314 0.734 -1.1508 1.7798
Hispanic or Latino -1.224 0.839 -2.9041 0.4553
Negative affectivity 0.700 0.346 0.0076 1.3914
Self-esteem -0.003 0.043 -0.0874 0.0823
Worker role identity centrality 0.130 0.185 -0.2368 0.4974
Nonrverification of Worker roledentity 0.134 0.078 -0.0212 0.2884
Nonrverification*Worker role identity 0.117 0.055 0.0086 0.2254
centrality
Pseudo R? =0.5069
DV = GUILT
b SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
MODEL 2
Age 0.005 0.016 -0.0291 0.0383
Gender -0.192 0.356 -0.9191 0.5347
Race
Asian or Asian American 0.592 0.569 -0.5470 1.7316
Black or African American -0.324 0.616 -1.5778 0.9308
Hispanic or Latino 0.809 0.756 -0.7306 2.3477
Negative affectivity 0.839* 0.290 0.2378 1.4394
Self-esteem 0.020 0.036 -0.0524 0.0933
Worker role identity centrality 0.122 0.149 -0.1790 0.4222
Non-verification of Worker role identity -0.284 0.303 -0.9980 0.4309
Nontrverification*Worker role identity 0.073 0.061 -0.0630 0.2096
centrality
2LL =525.474
N=129

*p < .05. **p < .01. **p < .001.
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To testwhether the experience of sadness and depression following the non

verification of

targetsbo

person identitd.i

behaviors as predicted HBa and H8h | conducted 2 separate mediation analyses

wherebyl examined sadness and depression as mediators of the relationship between

nonverification of the Self e s pect

Contrary to H8a and H8b, neghsadnesdh(

person

identity, and

= .9@a2depressiod = M9253,

mediate the relationships between the reegrification of the Selrespect person

identity, and

e s

t

a

t a r .dgrerthesniore,avithegrodpandiceet effecestioa vi or s

sadnes¢b = (h.s)@r@ depressiofb =

.9 hdicatethat neither emotions

mediate the relationship betweenrnore r i f i cati on a

nd t aTabjeet s 6

54 and55 provides a summary of estimates from each of these mediation analyses.

Table54. Estimate®f indirect effects of nowerification of targets' Selfespect persor
identity on targets' avoidance behavior through experienced sadness

Independent Variables

DV = AVOIDANCE

b SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Age 0.007 0.025 -0.043 0.058
Gender 0.449 0.513 -0.577 1.475
Race -0.109 0.131 -0.371 0.154
Non-verification of Selfrespect
person Identity 0.062 0.095 -0.127 0.251
Sadness 0.114 0.148 -0.182 0.410
-2LL 1107.166
Estimate SE 95% ClI
Upper
Lower Bound ngn d
Indirect Effect Through Mediator
Within-group indirect effects 0.007 0.026 -0.039 0.070
Betweengroup indirect effects 0.024 0.034 -0.038 0.097
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Table55. Estimates of indirect effects of neerification of targets' Selfespect
person identity on targets' avoidance behavior through experienced depression

b SE 95% ClI

Lower Bound Upper
Bound
Age 0.004 0.025 -0.045 0.053
Gender 0.300 0.507 -0.714 1.313
Race -0.112 0.129 -0.369 0.145
Non-verification of Selfrespect
person Identity 0.031 0.093 -0.155 0.216
Depression 0.253 0.137 -0.022 0.528
-2LL 6353.652
Estimate SE 95% CI
Upper
Lower Bound Bound
Indirect Effect Through Mediator
Within-group indirect effects 0.016 0.036 -0.048 0.103
Betweengroupindirect effects 0.053 0.036 -0.004 0.134

Note. N = 134. CI = Monte Carlo confidence
interval.
*p <.05. *p <.01. **p <.001.

Hypothesis 9The results from the test of Hfsee pagé96) indicatethat non
verificationis not rel ated to targetsd experience
requirement to test a mediation relationship was not{MeCI=-0.0128 to 0.0180
Thus, it was inappropriate to test tiypothesized mediatiaelationship inH9.

Notwithstanding theseesults, | investigated the possibility that both embarrassment and
thenonver i fication of targetsd team member so
reconciliatory behaviors. | analyzed a model in which | entered experienced

embarrassment and nwoaerification as predictors of reconciliatory behaviors. Results

from this model show that neither embarrassnréhf 75.91) = 1.13n.snor non

verificationF(1, 59.514) = 0.00).sarer el at ed t o targetsd reconic
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(ICC=.05). See Table6 for more information on the results of this model. Taken

together with the previous findings (i.e., H6a), the results from the above amalggest

a generalack of support for H9.

Table %. Mixed Model Analyses Examining the relationships between
Embarassment and neverification of Team member social identity, and

targetstreconciliatorybehaviors

MODEL RECONCILIATION
b SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
MODEL 1
Age -1.918 1.886 -0.0561 0.0178
Gender
Male -0.011 0.061 -0.1342 0.1131
Female 0.019 0.050 -0.0810 0.1198
Race
Asian or Asian American -0.277 1.803 -3.8679 3.3136
Black or African American -0.581 1.760 -4.0835 2.9219
Hispanic or Latino -1.189 1.804 -4.7785 2.4006
Caucasian -0.532 1.660 -3.8336 2.7698
Other- Mixed -1.921 2.443 -6.7827 2.9406
Negative affectivity 4.358 4.664 -0.4784 1.3501
Self-esteem 4.038 3.630 -0.0308 0.1115
Non-verification of Team member 3.854 6.813 -0.1335 0.1336
social identity
Embarrassment -9.999 9.415 -0.2845 0.0846
2LL =-159.0
Note. N = 83

*p < .05. **p < .01. **p < .001.

Hypothesis 10a anti10b. H10a predicts that the experience of shame following

thenonver i fication of targetso

avoidance behaviordH10b predicts that such feelings of shame will be positively

s oavi dlh

it dhe mgteit ts

associated with t arlgoaducted 2 sepatata madiatioroanajysed e h a v

wherebyl examined shame as a mediator of the relationships betweererification of
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Team member soci al identity and targetsod a
on the betweegroup indirect effects show that shame did not mediate the relationship
betweennotv er i f i cati on anbd =t am@y/ebdhlésly, thawithihm dance (
group indirect effectdicatestatisticallynon-significantresultsof shame as a mediator
of the relationships betweennrgne r i f i cati on aifbd =t am@phedtds,6 av o
retaliatory(b = .nQ Bebhaiprs.

Regardng the hypothesized mediagr el at i ons hrefliatary t h t ar get
behavior as an outcome, | encountered the same issue as in H4bl ates/enable to
assess the indirect relationship because the variance for the retaliation variable was very
close to ero. Assuch | followed the same approach used to test H4b aliResults
indicate astatisticallynonsignificanta x b relationship (MCCI=0.0130 to 0.02664
Thus, | concluded nemediation relationship, indicatinglack of support for H10l5ee

Table57 for more information on the above results.
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Table &¥. Estimates of indirect effects of neerification of targets' Team member social identity on targets' avoidance and retaliatory behaviors throt

experienced shame

Independent Variables

DV = AVOIDANCE

DV = RETALIATION

b SE 95% Cl

Lower  Upper
Bound Bound

-0.01 0.01 -0.04 0.02
0.25 0.29 -0.32 0.82
-0.06 0.08 -0.21 0.09

0.06 0.06 -0.05 0.18
0.09 0.10 -0.11 0.28

b SE 95% CI
Lower Upper
Bound  Bound
Age 0.013 0.027 -0.0421 0.0673
Gender 0.610 0.536 -0.4668 1.6858
Race 0.039 0.147 -0.2583 0.3358
Non-verification of Selfrespect person
Identity -0.051 0.109 -0.2698 0.1679
Shame 0.367 0.187 -0.0103 0.7444
-2LL 687.43
Estimate SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper
Bound  Bound
Indirect Effect Through Mediator
Within-group indirect effects 0.013 0.045  -0.067 0.120
BetweenRgroup indirect effects 0.041 0.040 -0.021 0.135

Note. N = 83. Cl = Monte Carlo confidence interval.

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Hypothesis 11Given that a test of H¥(see page200-201) showed thahon
verification was not related to targetsod e
a mediagdrelationship was not meMCCI =-0.0139 to 0.016g it was inappropriate to
testH11, which hypothesized that this guittould mediate the relationship between the
nonverification of the Worker role identity,
However, | investigated the possibility that both guilt and thevnenr i f i cat i on of
team member social identity predicttargg 6 r econci | i at ory behavi c
mediated relationship. | analyzed a model in which | entered experienced shame-and non
verification as predictors of targetsd rec
revealthat nonverificationF(1,80.652) =.197n.s di d not predict tarc
behavior; however the effect daskHtatigticallyl t on t
significantF(1, 104.37) = 3.92p = 0.05. ICC for this modas .26. See Tabl&8 for more

informationon the results of this model.
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Table 58 Estimates of fixed effects of experienced guilt and-wenification of
Worker role identity, on target®conciliatorybehavior
MODEL DV = RECONCILIATION
b SE 95% ClI
Lower Upper
Bound Bound

Age -0.002 0.014 -0.0290 0.0256
Gender -0.200 0.284 -0.7730 0.3729
Race
Asian or Asian American 1.935 0.478 0.9823 2.8884
Black or African American 0.334 0.525 -0.7197 1.3884
Hispanic or Latino 1.782 0.571 0.6291 2.9354
Negative affectivity 0.681**  0.252 0.1745 1.1880
Self-esteem 0.030 0.032 -0.0328 0.0938
Non-verification of Team member soci. -0.026 0.058 -0.1405 0.0892
identity
Guilt -0.165 0.083 -0.3296 0.0003
2LL =477.89
Note. N =129

*p < .05. **p < .01. **p < .001.

Study 3 Discussion

In Study3, | conducted a diary study in which | examined reactions to
interpersonal mistreatment. My objective in this study waspbcate Study 2 using
actual/real time experience$interpersonal mistreatmern this method oflata
collection, as respondents go about their daily activities, they are asked to identify their
current situations (i.e., context), and record their thoughts, feelings and behaviors (i.e.,
content) after they occur.

The results of Stud$ reveal severalesearch findingsFirst, | foundthat
interpersonal mistreatment activated the three different identities investigaied.
finding goes beyond the current literature on the interpersonal mistreattastity

relationship whicthas hitherto failed texamine the different identity bases in its

investigation of the i mpacts of i nterperso
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finding suggests a more complex relationship that requires consideration of the different
identities the target may hold amdplications interpersonal mistreatment poses for each
one.The subsequent discussion examines some of these implications.
Second, the resulsiggesthat interpersonal mistreatment threatens each of the
identities activated in the form of the nuarification of the meanings that the target
attaches to them. Specifically, | found tketgets reported having a less positive view of
themselves duringgompared to prior tdhe experience of interpersal mistreatment
This finding suggesthat there may badirect link betweersuchexperiencs, and the
nonverification oft a r @ditatedidenties
Third, findings from this study indicate thatidtity nonverification of the Self
respect person identity, and the Teaw@mber social identitgredictt ar get s®é negat i
emotional response. These findingsich are consistent with the results from Study 2,
provide support for past research
However,contrary to predigons(i.e., H3c) the nonverification ofthe Worker
role identity did not predict targetsodo neg
noteworthyas it goes against whattlseorized and has been empiricahtablished in
the literatu es on i dentity threat (e.g., Macki e e
Ysseldyk et al., 2011; Yzerbyt et al., 2003) and identity theory (e.g., Stets & Burke,
2005b; Stets & Tsushima, 2001). Furthermore, it differs fronsthdy 2findings where
| founda statisticallysignificant positive relationship between neegrification of the
Wor ker role identity, and targetsoé negatiyv
Several potential factors may have contributeth&éabovenconsistent result

regarding the relationshipebween identity nowerification of the Worker role identity,
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and the individual s 6 Firsty,gegdrding the cenfhairigiresuttsa | re
with Study2 findings, it is possible that the experiences that activated the Worker role
identity inthe field diary study may have been milder compared to the experiences
described in the vignettes in Stugly Thus, they may not haesokel as strong

emotional reactionsompared tdhe experiences described in Bedy 2vignettes.

Secondly, althoughit is generally accepted that identity threat/identity-werification

leads to negative emotions, perhaps in focusing more specifically on identity threat
processes in the context of interpersonal mistreatment as they relate to different identity
basesthe Study Jindings may have revealed that this generally accepted relationship is
not as direct as expectdalt may be subject to some boundary conditions. For example,
earlier, in discussing the results from Sty suggested that identity centrglinay

play a moderating role in this relationship such that in situations wherein theerifiad
identity is of low centrality, the milder the negative emotions experienced. Future
research is encouraged to investigate this possibility.

Fourth | foundthat negative emotional response to the-werification of the
Seltrespect person identifyositively predics retaliatory behavigrwhereas the negative
emotional response to the nwerification of theTeam member social identity
negatively relatedb reconciliatory behavioiThese findings are generally in line with
Study? findings that negative emotional response to thevasification of the Sel
respect person identity, and the Team member social identity peetltional responses
which in tun predictbehavior However, mlike results fronStudy2 which indicated a
broader range of behaviors predicted by ta

nonverification, Study 3illustratedthat negative emotional response predioarrower
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array oftarget behaviorsThis finding may be a demonstration of the difference between
what one would like to think he/she would do when faced with interpersonal
mistreatment, versus what one actually does when he/she experiences it. Moreover, given
thatthe experiences described in the vignettes that activated the different identities may
differ from the experience reported sponderstin the diary study, it may be that
different acts of interpersonal mistreatment, though activating the same ideatjt{ead
to different behavioral outcomes.

Fifth, | found general support for tleegumenthat the norverification of
identities predid certaintargetemotions. Specifically, the nererification of the Self
respect person identityas found tgredct sadness andepression. However, the ron
verification of the Worker role identityog¢snot predict guilt. This lack of support for the
predicted effectsofnem e r i f i cati on of targetsoé Worker
linked back to my previous situssiorregardingthe differences in the nature of the
experiences that activated the Worker role identitydsponderst across the two studies.
| had suggested that perhaps the experiences described in the vignettes neagkeal/e
stronger emotionand thismayat least partiallyaccount foithe discrepancy in findings
acrossstudies.

In Study 3 lalsoobtainedfindingsand support for predictionmeviously
unsupported in Stud¥. First, the nonverification of the Selfespect person identity was
found to interact with the centrality of
depressionSecondthe nonverification of the Team member social identitgs found
topredi ct t arhirg,éhecendrality of dnenfeam member social idgntvas

alsofound to moderate the relationship between identityverification and targets
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experience of shameinally, the centrality of the Worker role identityas found to
moderate the relationship betwesnv er i f i cat i on o fiderttitpandg et s 6 W
target soé exper $pecificaly,fooetch of these relatidnshipgolnd
that the extent to which the Seffispect person identity, Team member social identity,
and Worker role identity were central to targetgdictedwvhether, andhow much of
these emotions targets experienced.

Earlier in my discussion of Studresultsl had suggested that the lack of support
for nonverification effects oshame and discomfamayhaveemergedecause these
emotions may not be relevantthe context ofdentity non-verification arising from
interpersonal mistreatment. However, aside ftbenemotion oEmbarrassment vene
the findings are comparable across studiappears that shame and discomioay
indeedbe pertinent to understanding identity agarification (i.e., identity threat) in this
context.These esults suggeshowever thatidentity centrality may play a role in
determining theelevanceof shame and discomfart the face of identity non
verificatonThat i s, targetso expenaydependenhaonv s hame
central the notverified identity is to the target.

Sixth, results fronBtudy 3fail to providesupport for the mediating rofgayed by
specific emotions in theelationshig betweendentitynonv e r i f i cati on and t
behavioral responseln Study2 | found that depression mediatbe relationship
between the nowerification ofthe Sef espect person identity an
behavior. However, this finding wastnsupported irstudy 3. This conflicting result may
come down to simply the basic difference between what one may think he/she would do

in an ideal situation versus what one has to do in reality. That is, in a controlled
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hypothetical situation, it may keasier for targets to believe that if such a situation was to
arise leading to feelings of depression that they would more than likely avoid the
perpetrator. However, in the reabrld situation when faced with such experiences,
various factors may influee whether the target is able to avoid the perpetrator. For
instance, it may be a requirement of the job to maintain continuous interaction with the
perpetrator. In this case, the target may choose to engage in other behaviors that allow
him/her to cope wh the experience. Future research should consider examining other
possible behavioral responses to depression following identityenfication.

Similarly, | did not replicate the results from Stuglwhereshame was found to
play amediating role in th relationship between neserification ofthe Team member
social identityand targetSactualretaliatorybehavior Moreover, | did not find support
for shame as a mediator of the relationship betweervanfication of the Team member
social identity ad t a actualavadance behavior.

Perhaps, other factors in the situation influenced whether targets engaged in
either of these behaviors. For instareenoted abovéhe target may be unable to avoid
the perpetrator in the workplace due to the reatid the position he or she occupies
relative to the perpetrator that requires continued interaction. Moreover, perhaps,
retaliation may not have been the ideal action to take because the perpetrator is in a
higher position compared to the targetar ofreprisal may influence whether the target
chooses toetaliate against the perpetrator seek otheoptionsfor addressinghe
experienced mistreatmef®.g.,reportingthe perpetrator).

Becausaeither guilt nor embarrassment were predicted by identity non

verification, and given thatatisticallynonsignificanta x b relationshipsieededo show
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mediation; Zhao et al., 2010¥lid not examine the hypothesized mediation relations.
However, | onducted analyses to test other potentially relevant relationships. These
findingsare discussed subsequently.
Theoretical implications

The results from this stugyrovidesupport for several propositions and findings
within the literatures on interpersonal mistreatment and ICT. With respect to the former, |
found support for past research findings (e.g., Aquino & Douglas, 2003) inditizat
interpersonal mistreatmentréatens the identity of targets. With regards to the latter, |
found, in line with pior research (e.g., Cart&2013; Stets & Carter, 201fhatsituational
cues in a social context may activate a specific identity. | also found, consistent with
researchn both literatures (e.gAndersson & Pearson, 199unk & Magley, 2013;
Burke & Harrod, 2005t eiter, 2013;Porath & Pearson, 2013tets & Tsushima, 2001
that identity threat is associated with negative emotional responses (both higher order
generahegative emotions and specific discrete emotions) that can prompt behavioral
responsesTaken togetherhese findings reiteratbeoreticaimplicationsnoted in Study
2 regarding the need for more precise investigations of identity threat @xpleeience of
interpersonal mistreatmeandthe consideation ofthe role of specific emotions in this
context

More specific to research on identity theory, | found, consistent with propositions
from identity theory (e.g., Stets & Burke, 2005b), thaniity centrality plays a role in
determining the extent to which individuals experience certain emotions. Specifically, the
more central a newerified identity is to the individual, the more intense the negative

emotion experienced by the target. Curmesearch on the interpersonal mistreatment
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identity threat relationship has yet to consider how individual differences with respect to
characteristics of targetsdé identities inf
mistreatmentThis finding suggests #h accounting for properties of the threatened
identity when investigating this consequence of interpersonal mistreatment, can help
better explain some of the effects found to be associated with identity threat.
Although findings from this study providmipport for past research, | also found
that some resultsochot supportor at leasprovide limited support foother findings
from previousresearch. For instandbge resultontheeffects of norverification of the
Wor ker r ol e i degative entotyonfootih geneaal pgative @motions, and
discrete emotiongun contrary to what is theorized in the literatures on identity theory
and identity threat (e.g, e . g . , Mackie et al., 2000; Maj o
Burke, 2005b; Stets & Tshima, 2001; Ysseldyk et al., 2011; Yzerbyt et al., 2003).
Furthermore, contrary to whattiseorizedby research on the interpersonal
mistreatment ar get 60 s i d e(ed. Antleysson & Pearson, A99&nd hap
been foundy researclonidentity theory (e.g.Stets & Burke, 2005a; Stets & Serpe,
2013; Stets & Tsushima, 200found limited support thategative emotional responses
mediate the relationship between identity threat (i.e., identityveofication in the latter
literature)and individual®behavioral reactiond hese results also are not consistent with
findings from Study 2.
Of coursea simple explanation fahe differences in findinglsetween these two
studiesmay at least be partially attributable to thethodological differences between
thestudies i . e., the use of hypot hedsigncstady si tuat.i

versus Study 306s di ar.Addsidnallydiydividualardiuct ed i n
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environmental/organizationéctorsmay havanfluened relationshipgxamined in
Study 3 This is pertinent when one considers thatdy3 wasconducted in the field
where there was minimal control of these possible factmrgpared to Stud® which
affordedcontrol oversuch possiblexternalinfluencing factors.Notwithstanding these
explanations, it is clear thairther research is needegaminng the relationships
between identitynomw er i fi cati on, emotions and target ¢
Limitations and Future research
Study 3 was designed to replicate my vignette study usisgmple of employees
who reported on their actual experiences. By using a diary design, this study overcomes
the issue of limited external validity often associated with vignette studies. Nonetheless,
this study is not without its limitations.
First, results are based on data collected from a single source. Consequently, there
is the risk of common method bias influencing study resdlising said that, this was
deemed the most suitable methodology fetitgy my research hypotheses given that the
only source of information on perceived th
emotional and behavioral consequences of such events is the individual himself/herself.
Even so, | implemented certain recosmded strategies for controlling common method
bias(egPodsakoff et al ., 2003) including allo
anonymous and informing respardsof this,andassuring respondents that there are no
right or wrong answers, thereby encouraging respondents to answer questions honestly.
Further to these strategiggyen the interaction effectbat were hypothesized afmlnd
in thestudy; it is lessprobablethatcommon method varianagefluencedtheresults

(Evans, 19857 otterdell et al., 2012Vall, Jackson, Mullarkey, & Parker, 1996).
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Secondthe sample was drawn from Mtuskkhich as noted earlier, &service
that has been criticized for comprising individuals that are considered professional survey
takersand who as such, tend to dayited attention to surveysuring completion
(Goodmaret al.,2013) Thepotential forreducedsurveyattentionwasmore likely to
have occurred when respondents compl#tedhitial recruitment survey which was
longerand more detailed (i.eSurveyonée andwhich was administered prior to the
shorter daily diary survey3o mitigate this riskattention checkswere included
throughouthe survey. Respondents who failed these wezeentedrom continuing on
in the surveyAdditionally, the Qualtrics survewas restrictedo that only one response
per IP address was allowedionsequentlya respondemho failed an attentiorcheck
was precluded frome-taking the surveyFurthermorein Survey one onlyl incorporated
jokesin-between questions to create a break for respondentsoshmgieting the survey.
Future researctesting these hypotheses in the field gsarsample not perceived by
some to be professional survey takers (e.g., an organizational s&srgriepuraged

Third, as with Study2, | made use of one itemeasure$o assess behavioral
responses to interpersonal mistreatm&hts mayhave resulted in thiemited support
found for thepredictabilityo f di scr et e emot i dulseresearchiar get s
encouraged to consider other measures of these behaviors that will allow for a more
precise examination of targets behavioi®feing identity threat due to interpersonal
mistreatmentFourth, given that this was a replication study, | examined the same subset
of discrete emotions as in StuglyThus, other emotions that may possibly be relevant to
identity threat in the experiea of interpersonal mistreatment remained unexamined.

This is a rich area for future research exploratirnure researcimay alscexamine the
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effects of other moderating factors on the relationships between identityenéoation
and target sod e nfuureresearsh.mayHrvestigatevehetiiansouece of
the interpersonal mistreatment influences this relationship.
Practical implications

Whereas Study 2 investigated individuals likely emotionallaithvioral
responses to identity nererification given interpersonal mistreatment, Study 3
investigated e s p o maduwalremati@ns and behaviors in response to identity non
verification. A key practical implication of this finding is that it provideganizations
with further knowledge about whataycause individuals to engage in negative
behaviors (e.g., avoidaneadretaliatorybehaviors) in the workplacé explicating the
identity nonverification as an antecedent to these behaviors, this finding suggests
opportunities for organizations to seek ways to reduce such behaviors in the workplace.
For one thing, this finding reiterates the need for organizatmeliminate interpersonal
mistreatment in the workplace as doing so may contribute to the reduction of such
negative workplace behaviors

Further to the above, the above finding on identitywomr i f i cati onds ef
i ndi vi dual s0 behayarssuggestimpliotly, khatthaveriéicationof
i ndi v idehuiesmay dave an opposite effect on negative behaviopsactical
implication of this notion is thairganizatioml efforts aimed at the verification of
emp !l oy erespect pSan idéntity, Team member social identity and Worker role
identity may aid in the reduction of or even the eliminatiosuwh behaviors in the
workplace s For i nstance, acknowledging empl oyee

throughanorganizational@cognition program may serve as an avahusugh which
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organizations cawerify the meaningemployeesttach to these identitie¥erifying

empl oyeesd i dent i tmayintumhetpmitiggts the efiectdf hons way
verificationarisingfrom other sources such asgativesocial interactions.

Exploratory analyses

Several hypotheses that were not suppostethe foundation for other
subsequengxploratoryhypothesesThe first exploratory analyses examined whether
emotional regonse to th@on-verification of thewWorker role identity predistt ar get s 6
behaviorsl foundthat t di d not predict targetsd avoid
however, it did negatively predict targets
for whom interpersonal mistreatment activated their Worker idesutithwho
experiencecdhegative emotionaremore likely not to seekeconciliation with the
perpetrator.

The second exploratory analyses | conducted tested whether the experience of
embarassment followingthenemer i fi cati on of targetsod Tear
predicst a r geednaliatorybehaviors. Results show that embarrassment did not
predict this behavior. This finding provides further rationale for the need to assess the
relevance of the emotion embarrassment to our understanding of identity threat given
interpersonal mistreatmemevertheless, further examination of this relationship is
neededAlternatively, other possible behavioral outcomes of embarrassment may be
examired for better understanding of the role this emotion plays in the interpersonal
mistreatmenidentity threatbehavioral response relationship

Thethird exploratory analyses examined whetbeilt and nonrverification of

t ar gMerkes roleidentitypredicst a r geedngliétorybehavior Findingsindicate
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that guilt does not. Again, future research is encouraged to further examine these effects
for a better understanding of the role guilt plays in the noted outcome and others.
Conclusion

Study 3 provides support faseverakpecific findings from Studg. Furthermore,
it provides support for the general finding that interpersonal mistreatment predicts
identity threat in the form of the nererification of the meanings targets attach to their
identities and that in doing so, presents otherdaching implications. Garall, findings
from this studysuggest the need for the continued investigation of interpersonal
mistreatmentidentity relationship, particularly in terms of the three identdgdsas
doing so will facilitate a better understandingltod role ofi n d i v idehtitiesIplaydn

their experience of interpersomalstreatment
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CHAPTER SEVEN
General Discussion

Due to thegrowing awareness of both the prevalencmtrpersonal
mistreatment in the workplacand its associated costs to individuals and organizations
there has been amcrease in research investigating the occurrentieiphenomenon
(Peterson, 2002)nterpersonal mistreatment has been linkedvaraety of negative
outcomes for employees and ultimately their organizations (for revievidosdag &
Beehr, 2006; Hershcovis, 2011; Keashly & Harvey, 2005; O'Katly et al., 2009.

Thus far, a myriad of factors influencing the experience of istsgnal
mi streat ment and the mechanisms through wh
experience have been identified in the literature (for reviewBeeting & Beehr, 2006;
Hershcovis, 2011)Nevertheless unanswered research questions remaintitulaa,
much remains to be understood ahtbiet relationship between the experience of
interpersonal mistreatment and identityth®lugh there has been much theorizing about
the i mportant role targetsd idelntities pla
mistreatment (e.g., Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Bies et al.,
1997; Caza & Cortina, 2007; Douglas et al., 2008; Leary et al., 2006; Leiter, 2013,
LutgenSandvik, 2008; Miller, 2001; Tedeschi & Felson, 1994; Thau et al., 2007), very
few empirical studies have been conducted assessing the precise characteristics of this
relationship Consequently, our understanding of thierpersonal mistreatmetta r get 0 s
identity relationship is limited.

In this dissertation, | have aimed to adgrdss limitation in the literature by

investigating some fundamental facetsheinterpersonal mistreatmentar get 6 s i den
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relationship. To do this, | conducted two separate studies where | examined the concept

of identity in terms of the three idéiytbased person, social and role identities (Burke

& Stets, 2009) and explored the links between experienced interpersonal mistreatment

and these bases of identity, and the implications such effects have in predicting other
target outcomes. First, bnducted a separate study (Study 1) to develop the three scales
used in my subsequent studies. In this study, | followed research recommendations for
best practices in the development of research scales (e.g., Hinkin, 1995, 1998). As a first
step, | usedrainductive approach in generating items for the three separate scales. Next,

| conducted EFA using three different samples. Results from these analyses yielded three
six-items scales. These three scales were then subsequently subjected to further scale

vd i dation analyses including CFA, and the
validity. The CFAG6s pr ovi-ileendcaléswithtrdsudts suppo
indicating three separate factors comprising six items each. Furthermore, ghegsitof

the scales criterion related validity provided further support for each scale.

Following the development of these scales, | proceeded to test my research
hypotheses by conducting two separate Studies using two different methodologies. First, |
conducted Study 2 which used a used a vignette design to examine the noted
relationships. Mxt, | conducted a third studyStudy 3i which used a diary design to
replicate and extend upon Study 2. In particular, Study 3 included reports of actual
mistreatment and subsequent reactiomgluding actual behavioral reactions as opposed
to behawral intentions (which was assessed in Study 2).

In both Studies 2 and 3 | investigated whether experiendasegbersonal

mistreatment resulted in the activation of, and-aerification of each of these identities.

222



Furthermore, | examined whetherthesé f ect s wer e associated wi
emotional and behavioral outcomes. Additionally, | explored the moderating role played

by a property of the identities investigatethe centrality of the identity and

investigated whether it predicted the ext® which targets experienced certain discrete
emotions. | examined six discrete emotions: sadness, depression, shame, embarrassment,
guilt, and discomfort. With respect to behavioral outcomes, | investigated three main
behavioral responses avoidancealiation and reconciliatior.used two different study

designs to investigate these relationshizdhle 59 provide anoverview of the results of

the tests of each hypothesis investigated in Studies 2 and 3.

Results from Studies 2 and 3 argugbtgvide several noteworthy findings. First,
across the two studies | found that interpe
social and role identitieFhis finding extendsnor research (e.g., Aquino & Douglas,

2003) by differentiating betwedhe person, social and role identity bases and showing
that interpersonal mistreatment does relate each of thinoughidentity is
conceptualized as comprising three main identity baseshe person, social, and role
identitieg research to dat@.g., Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Aquino & Douglas, 2003;
Chen et al, 2013; Leiter, 2013; Lutg&andvik, 2008has failed to investigate how
interpersonal mistreatment relates to each of these identityibassan aim to
understandingvhether itdmpacton each identity bases results in differengiaiotional
and behaviorabutcomes for the target.

Second, across both studies, | found thase identities when activated are
threatened by experienced interpersonal mistreatment in the faryediunexplored

identity threat process: the neerification of identity meanings. For each of the 3
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identities investigate(l.e., the Sekrespect person identity, Team member social identity,
and Worker role identityyespondents reported a statisliig significant decrease in their
identity meanings scores after experiencing interpersonal mistreatment.

Thisfinding indicaing that targets perceived themselves less positively when they
experienced interpersonal mistreatment compared to how theyhaewselvessupports
research theorizing (e.g., Petriglieri, 2011) that identity threat may also take the form of
harm or potential harm to the identity meanirgsithermore, this finding extends
current research on thelationship between interpersomal st r eat ment and i n
identitieswhich has hithertéocused mainly on the identity devaluing effects of
interpersonal mistreatment (e.g., Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Luggardvik, 2008).

Third, | found that negative emotional responses may r&suit the non
verification ofthet ar g e t 6 Is both Gtedies 2 andy3, | found that the identity-non
verification of the Selfespect identity and Team member identity was associated with
negative emotional responsemwever, the results for the Waar role identity were
mixed.In Study 2, | found that the nererification of the Worker role identity was
associated with respondents®6 negative emot
supported in Study 3.

This divergent finding although unexpectethy be explained by different
factors. First, perhapbe experiences that activated the Worker role identity idlidrg
study may have been milder compared to the experiences described in the vignettes
resulting in attenuated negative emotional respdrom the target. Second, it is possible
that there may be some boundary conditions to the generally accepted direct relationship

between identity threat and emotions. For example, characteristics of the identity itself
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may determine whether the targeperiences strong general negative emotions to the
identity threat arising from interpersonal mistreatment. For instance, if the identity is not
central to the target, he/she may not experience negative emotions to identity non
verification in that contex

Notwithstanding the mixed results obtained for the Worker role identity as
discussed above, the other results from the supported hypo#inesedine with research
on ICT which indicates that negative emotions result from identityveoification (e.g.,
Burke & Harrod, 2005; Ellestad & Stets, 1998)irthermore, they support research on
interpersonal mistreatment (e.g., Bunk & Magley, 2@Rssley, 2008Porath &
Pearson2012)indicaing that negative emotions result from the experience of
interpersonal mistreatment.

Fourth, | found some support for the hypotheses that negatiséons mediate
the relationships between identity roerifi c at i on and targelt 6s beha
investigated both a higher order emotional response (i.e., general negative emotional
responses) as well as discrete emotions predicted by identity theory to arise from identity
nonverification, as mediators e hypothesized relationships.

The results obtained were mixed with some hypotheses supported while others
were notWith respect to thenediating role of targebgieneral negative emotional
responses in the noted relationships, | found some support for these hypotheses in Study 2
with general negative emotional response shown to mediate the relationships between
identity nonverification of the Selfespect persoidentity and the Team member social
identity andsomebehavioral intentiondHowever, egative emotional response to the

nonverification of the Worker role identity does moediate this relationship witny of
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the three behavioral reactios.my replication investigation (i.eStudy 3, | found
(consistent with Study 2) that the nweerification of the Selfespect person identity and
the Team member soci al identities predicts
However, this effect was nagplicated for the nowerification of the Worker role
identity consequentl vy, I did not assess whethe
response mediates the relationship between the@iication of this identity, and
targetsdé behavioral responses.

There are several possible reasons for this lack of support. For instance, the target
for whom the Worker role was not verified may choose other behavioral reactions. As
well, perhaps the oritem measures used to measure behavioral intentiddisidy 2
may not have been ideal for assessing resp
the nonverifications of the Worker role identity. Additionally, other influencing factors
may have been at play including the centrality of the Worker role igeatihe target.

Regarding the mediating role of targets
relationships between identitynene r i f i cati on and targetso be
in Study 2 that the neverification of the Selrespect identity predicted two specific
emotions- sadness and depressiaend that depression mediates the relationship
betweenidenttynow er i fi cati on and targetsadsointenti c
found thatthenow er i fi cati on of the Worker role ide
guilt. However, contrary to what was hypothesized, guilt does not mediate the
relationship between identitynaner i f i cati on and t artgteet sé i nt

perpetrator.
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Findings from Study 2 also show that the +vamification of the Team member
social identity does not predict the two hypothesized emotions: embarrassment and
shame. However, results from subsequent exploratory analyses indicateatingat
predicts targetso6 intention to retaliate a
hypothesized relationships regardingrwe r i f i cati onds effects on
the mediating role played by these emotions were not supported, thioserha
supported provide initial support for the notion that certain emotions may mediate the
relationships between identityneane r i f i cati on and targetsd be
response to identity newerification.

Regarding specific target emotions3tudy 3 | replicated the finding from Study
2thatthenotv er i fi cati on -rodfs pencet tpaergsears 6i dSeen tfi t vy
sadness and depression. However, | did not replicate the mediation relationship found in
Study 2 in which depression mated the relationship between identity narification,
and respondentsd behavioral intentions (i
the target may not have the option to avoid the perpetrator and may actually have to
engage behavioraliy other ways. This may explain why a statistically +sagmificant
effect on respondentsd actual behavior (i

Similarly, I did not replicate the mediated relationship found in Study 2 in which
shame was found to miede the relationship betweenthernore r i f i cati on of t
Team member social identity, and their behavioral intentions (i.e., intention to retaliate
against the perpetratod. plausible reason for this inconsistent result may be that when
faced withreatlife situations that do not verify the Team member social identity,

resulting in shame, the target may have to contend with other factors controlled in the
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vignette design study which in turn, influences what behavior he/she engages in. For
instancefear of reprisal may dissuade the target from retaliating against the perpetrator,
especially if the perpetrator is of higher status compared to the target. In such a case, the
target may seek other avenues for addressing the experienced interpersoaaimast

(e.g., reporting the perpetrator). This may explain why the mediation relationship with
actual behaviofi.e., retaliating) was not statistically significant in Study 3.

Also conflicting with results from Study 2, | found that the +vemification of the
Worker role identity did not predict experienced guilt. This divergent finding may have
resulted from differences in the intensity of the type of interpersonal mistreatment the
targets in each sukample experienced. Specifically, the vignettes #dctivated the
Worker role identity may have evoked stronger emotions of guilt than the expeiirences
situ that activated the Worker role identity for respondents irliduey study.

Study 3 also revealed several new findings regarding the modeeéftict of
identity centrality. Whereas Study 2 did not find that identity centrality moderated the
relationships between identity neerification and the emotions experienced by targets,
Study 3 results provided support for these hypotheses. Specifidaliyd that identity
centrality interacted statistically significantly with the nagrification of the Selfespect
person identity, nowerification of the Team member identity, and nanmification of the
targetsod Wor ker r otbexperiedce of depresgiont shamp,arneld i c t
discomfort respectively. This interaction was such that the more central the identity was
to the target, the stronger the experience of that emotion.

A possible reason for this finding may be because | controllectifier

individual differences variables (i.e., negative affectivity andestéem) that have been
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suggested to influence outcomes of interpersonal mistreatdegming & Thau, 2009;
Aquino et al., 1999; Einarsen, Raknes & Matthiesen, 1994; Harvey &hKe2B803,
Matthiesen & Einarsen 2001; for a review see Bowling & Beehr 2006; Shavit & Shouval,
1977). Perhaps, because | did not controttiese factors in Study 2, they may have
attenuated any possible effects of identity centrality that may have dugoh ih that
study. Controlling for these factors in the current study may have facilitated a more
precise examination of the role identity centrality plays in the noted relationships.

Regarding the various hypothesized mediation relationships, asithe fone
supported hypothesis in Study 2 (i.e., depression mediated the relationship between non
verification of the Self e spect i dentity and targetsd avo
general lack of support for the various hypotheses predicting a nshitiobetween
identitynonver i fication and targetsé behaviors t
may be as a result of the way these behaviors were measured. | usednomeestions
in both studies. Perhaps, more support for these behavioral m#coay have been
achieved if more behavioral options had been provided in the studies. Nevertheless, the
one supported hypothesis in Study One suggests the possibility of the hypothesized
mediation relationships.

Finally, across Study 2 and Study 3, a eewof the pseud®2resultsfound for
models that were supported indicate a medium to large effect of identiyendination
(controlling for demographic and other individual differences factors) on both
individual s6 general emotional niens, thatn s e, a

in some cases were found to predict i ndivi
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their actual behaviors. This finding points to the significant influence the experience of
identity threat in the workplace may have on employees and tigainiaations.
Theoretical Implications

The findings from the studies conducted in this dissertation present important
implications for research on interpersonal mistreatment and suggest several opportunities
for future research. Firstly, the findingsrdonstratdnowexperienced interpersonal
mistreatment relates to identity threat (i.e., identity-werification). In doing so, these
studies provide much needed theoretically grounded empirical support for a generally
accepted, yet untested relationshigt ween i nterpersonal mi stre
identity.

A second theoretical contribution of the current research program is that it calls
attention to another form of identity threat in the context of interpersonal mistreatment:
identity nonverification. Thus far, extant research in the area has focused mainly on
interpersonal mistreatment as a devaluing influence on identity (e.g., Aquino & Douglas,
2003). The findings from present research indicate that identity threat can also take the
form of the nonverification of identity meanings individuals attach to their identities.

Third, this research advances the literature by examining the concept of identity at
a more fundamental or micanalytic level. That is, identity was explored in terms of
three bases: person, social and role. Prior empirical resgdaesmot differentiate
between identity bases in the investigation ofitiierpersonal mistreatmehtar get s 0
identity relationshipFindings from the present research reveal that interpersonal
mistreatmenmayimpactthethree identity bases foingt he t a rcgnegptps s el f

leading to differential outcomes. This finding suggests support for the argument that
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social exchanges involving the experience of interpersonal mistreatment are imtbued wit

cues that activate different identities. As such, future research on interpersonal

mistreatment will likely benefit from considering the unique roles each of these identity
bases play in targetsdé experiences of inte

A fourth theordéical contribution of the current research program is its explication
of the psychological mechanisms through which identity-venification ensuing from
experienced interpersonal mistreatment, is related to further target outcomes. |tested and
found syport for the argument that identity ngarificationi a proximal outcome of
interpersonal mistreatments related to the arousal of a higher order general negative
emotional response to identity narification. | also found that identity newerification
predicts specific discrete emotions. Furthermore, | found some support for the argument
that both the higher order general negative emotional response following identity non
verification, and specific discrete emotions experienced by targets folloafprm of
identity threat may play a mediating role in the relationship between theenication
of that i1dentity, and targetsod subsequent
behaviors) to the experience. Although the result was limite@vertheless suggests the
possibility the posited mediation relationships.

Fifthly, 1 found some support for the moderating role a key property of threatened
identity7 itscentralityi pl ays i n predicting targetsd emo
interpersonal mistreatment. Thus far, research on the interpersonal mistradengtyt
relationship has focused mainly on investigating the impacts of the assumed identity
threat that occurs from interpersonal mistreatment. The current studies shggiss

useful for research to begin moving beyond investigating the presumed identity threat
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outcomes of interpersonal mistreatment and its related effects, to the examination of other
characteristics of identity processes as doing so may help extendaerstanding of the
role of identity in targetso6 experiences o0
Practical Implications

The findings from the research presented in my dissertation isvaakey
practical implicationsFirst, research (e.g., Ramarajan, 2014) indicates that certain
changes in the workplace and society at large (e.g., growing globalization, diversity, and
communication technology) have made it easier for people to enact multiple identities in
the workplaceghat were previously not as salient in that contékts research reveals
that experiences such as interpersonal mistreatment in the workplace may not only pose
negative implications for these increasingly salient identities, but also for the orgamizatio
itself. Specifically findings frommy studesindicate that interpersonal mistreatment,
may threaten the different meanings targets attach to their identities and in doing so, may
result in negative emotions in the target, and possibly negative behawvtbe
workplace.This identification of identity nowerification as a possible psychological
health hazard in the workplace can help organizations develop precise strategies and/or
programs aimed at eliminating factors that contribute to its occurrendfor resources
that may contribute to or enhance the veri
workplace.

Second, by explicating the process through which interpersonal mistreatment
threatens identities thereby leading to other negative emotiothdledravioral outcomes,
this study provides organizations with preliminary knowledge concerning strategies that

may be implemented to mitigate the noted effects. For instance, organizations may seek
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ways to verify empl oye e sabempldyees buildtup personal n t h
resources such as seffteem (an outcome of identity verification; e.g., Stets & Burke,
2014), which may help mitigate the negative outcomes arising in situations when an
employee endures identity noerification due to iterpersonal mistreatment.

Third, the scales developed in Study 1 provide insights for organizations on some
of the specific meanings individuals attach to their-Betpect person identity, Team
member identity and Worker role identity and what happdrewthey are not verified.
Having knowledge of these precise meanings individuals may attach to their identities,
may help organizations to develop resources such as the proactive creation and
maintenance of an organizational culture that validates thie wdlemployees to the
organization, and that is characterized by mutual support and acceptance because these
may contribute to the verification of thei

Overall, the findings from this research add further voioghat has been found
in the literature on the fareaching deleterious consequences of interpersonal
mistreatment. These findings suggest the need for organizations to pay close attention to
the incidence of interpersonal mistreatment in the workplaceoandrease efforts
aimed at preventing or at the very least, attenuating the effects of such experiences on
employees.

ResearchLimitations

In this section | reiterate the principal limitations initially discussed in connection
with the individual studis.First of all, because the study was based orrsplirt data,
the possibility of common method bias effects cannot be ruled out (Podsakoff et al.,

2003). However, given that the variables of interest examined in this research comprise

233



internal cognitve and emotional states which are difficult or even impossible for others to
report on, subjective measures may be the most suitable alternative for data collection
(Schaubroeck, 1999, Spector, 1999).

A second limitation relates to the usetloé intentim-based measure of behavioral
responses in the vignette design study (i.e., Study 2). It can be argued that this type of
measure may have limited construct validity when compared with other behavioral
measures. Study Three was designed to address thetiimiin Study Two. That is,
respondents were asked to indicate what behavioral actions they engaged in following the
experienced interpersonal mistreatment.

A third limitation of this research concerns the idea of multiple identities and how
they operte in the context of experienced interpersonal mistreatment. Although the
current research acknowledges the notion that individuals have multiple identities, a more
precise investigation of the implications of having multiple identities that may be
impactel by experienced interpersonal mistreatment were not investigated in the two
studies presented herein. For instance, although | explored whether multiple identities are
activated when targets experienced interpersonal mistreatment, | did not investigate ho
the different identities when so activated, interacted with each other to determine
i ndividual sd ensui nwrificatos resoling feos exparienced e nt i t vy
interpersonal mistreatment (i.e., emotional and behavioral reactions). Nevertteless
present research findings indicating multiple identities activation following the
experience of interpersonal mistreatment lays an initial foundation for further research on

the topic.
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A fourth limitation of the present research is that the ddtaated across the two
studies may suggest causal relationships among the variables of interest; however, causal
inferences cannot be made due to theexperimental nature of the research.

Nonetheless, the current studies allow us to infer predictiséaeships that may be
causally substantiated in future research. | expand upon ideas for future research below.

Lastly, across the two studies conducted, | used one item measures to assess

behavioral intentions (Study 2) and actual behavior (Study83.may at least partially

account for the limited support found for the predictability of discrete emotions on

targetsd behaviors. Future research shoul d
behavior al options to meaandrecenciiamny get sé avo
behaviors.

Directions for Future Research

The findings of the current study, suggest several areas for future research. First
of all, | found that interpersonal mistreatment differentially impacted on the three
different bases of identities. | theorized that social cues inherent in differeof acts
interpersonal mistreatment triggered or activated different identities. Nevertheless, in the
research program reported here, | did not identify the precise nature of these social cues
and how they related to the processes involved. This represenitfuh dnea for future
research.

Second, in testing my research hypotheses, | did not determine which specific act
of interpersonal mistreatment is linked to the{venification of a specific/given identity.
Future research may want to examine whethel sulinkage can be made. For instance,

might an act of interpersonal mistreatment involving the exclusion of a target be linked
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onlytothenow er i fi cati on of the targetds soci al
influence this relationship?

Third, althaigh | acknowledged the idea of the activation of multiple identities in
a situation, 1 did not proffer any hypotheses considering how multiple identity activation
operates in the context of experienced interpersonal mistreatment in the workplace. This
alsorepresents a fruitful area for future research.

Finally, future research may also investigate other possible outcomes of identity
nontverification in the context of interpersonal mistreatment. In the current research, |
focused on t armpaonses andthreerbehtivioralmeadtions (iees avoidance,
retaliation, and reconciliation) to identity neerification. For instance, future research
may investigate the effects of identitymere r i f i cati on on i ndividua
organizational ammitment, turnover intentions and job satisfaction.

Conclusion

It is generally assumed in research that interpersonal mistreatment threatens the
identity of the mistreatment targ@t.g., Andersson & Pearson, 199@uino & Douglas,
2003; Bies, 1999; Lid, 1997; Leiter, 2013; Lind & Tyler, 1988ndeed, this assertion
has enjoyed much acceptance such that current research in the area has developed based
on this assumption, without the empirical test of precisely how interpersonal
mistreatment may threate t he targetso6é6 i dentity. Further
the role identity processes play in the experience of interpersonal mistreatment has yet to
examine whether interpersonal mistreatment impacts on different identity bases (i.e.,

person, soclaand role) angif so, to explore the consequences of these effects.
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| addressed these gaps in the literaturednducting a more precigavestigation of
the interpersonal mistreatmentar get 6 s i dent i ty investigaedi onshi p
whether interpersonal mistreatment threaterassr g e t s @n thie hren oftthie hon e s
verification of meanings targetdtachto them. | focused othree identities that comprise
t he t arcgnegpt®afrespecipdrsondentity, Team membegocialidentity, and
Workerrole identity. Furthermore, | examined emotional and behavioral outcomes of this
identity process.

Following a study in which | developed and conducted validation analyses of three
identity meanings scale which | used to measurentb@nings individuals may attach to
the Selfrespect person identity, Team member social identity, and Worker role identity, |
conducted two studsto test my research hypotheses.

Acrossthetwo studies conducted, | found thaterpersonal mistreatmenttavates
t ar g e frespéct femesdn fdentity, Team member social identity, and Worker role
identity, and that when activated, interpersonal mistreatment threatens each of these
identities by not verifying the meanings targets attach to each. Furthefmoiregs
fromthesestudesi ndi cate that targetsd negative emo
relationships between identitynene r i f i cati on and targetsodo av
retaliatory behaviors.

Overall, the above research findings extdralliterature on the interpersonal
mistreatment ar get 6 s i dentities relationship and
future research. Indeed, the current research addiss®e important research questions
regarding this relationship and reiteratiestargument thaidentity processes play an

integr al part targetsd experience of inter
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interpersonal mistreatment continues to gribvg important that the influence of identity
processes be considered in this context, because doing so may help shed further light on

this workplace phenomenon.
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Table 59. Overview of the results of the tests of each hypothesis gatestin Study 2 and Study 3

Hypotheses Study 2 Study 3
Statistic Significance level | Supported? Statistic Significance level|  Supported?

H1la: Interpersonal mistreatment wi G 2 p =0.000 Yes G 2 p =0.000 Yes
be associated with the activatioh
the targetods per
H1b: Interpersonal mistreatment wi G 2 p =0.000 Yes G 2 p =0.000 Yes
be associated with the activatioh
the targetds soc
Hl1c: Interpersonal mistreatment wi G 2 p <0.000 Yes G 2 p =0.000 Yes
be associated with the activatiof
t he t aridestitybs r ol
H2a: Interpersonal mistreatment wi| Series of paired Yes Series of paired Yes
be associated with the non samples-tests samples-tests
verification of the target' person conducted indicated conducted indicated
identity significart changes in significart changes in

identity meanings. identity meanings.
H2b: Interpersonal mistreatment wi Series of paired Yes Series of paired Yes
be associated with the non samples-tests samples-tests
verification of the target' social conductedndicated conducted indicated
identity significart changes in significart changes in

identity meanings. identity meanings.
H2c: Interpersonal mistreatment wi| Series of paired Yes Series of paired Yes
be associated with the non samples-tests samples-tests
verification of the target' rolelentity | conducted indicated conducted indicated

significart changes in significant changes in

identity meanings. identity meanings.
H3a: Identity nonverification of the | F(1, 617.57) =5.393 p <.05 Yes F(1, 109.83) = 15.22 p =0.001 Yes

person identity predicts Negative
emotional response
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H3b: Identity nonverification of the | F(1,237.05) =4.48 p<0.05 Yes F(1, 67.644) = 4.08 p<0.05 Yes
social identity predicts Negative
emotional response
H3c: Identity nonverification of the | F(1, 447.43) = 28.731 p<0.001 Yes F(1, 82.74) = 159.74 n.s No
role identity predits Negative
emotional response
H4a:Tar get 6 s n e g a|Avoidance:b=0.034; p<.05 Yes Avoidance:b = .058; n.s Partial Support
response will mediate the
relationship between the non Retaliation:b = 0.028; p<.05 Retaliation:b = .076; p<.05
verification of
identityard t ar get 6 s I Reconciliationb=.031 p<.05 Reconciliationb = - n.s
responses 0.039
H4b: Tar get 6 s n e g a|Avoidance:b =0.033; p<.05 Partial Support |Avoi dance: n.s Partial Support
response will mediate the
relationship between the non Retaliation:b = 0.032; p<.05 Retaliation: Results n.s.
verification of indicate a statistically
Il dentity and t ar|Reconciliationb= n.s non-significanta x b
responses. 0.014 relationship for a

mediation p=.12

relationship;

Reconciliationb -=

.055
H4c:Tar get 6 s ne g atAvoidanceib=.01; n.s Results indicate n.s No
response will mediate the statistically non
relationship between the non Retaliation:b = 0.032; n.s significanta x b
verification of relationships for the
identity and t ar| Reconciliationb=.023 n.s hypothesized
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responses.

mediation
relationships with
each of the three
behavioral responses
as outcome variables

H5a: The nonverification of a Fixed effect of identity p<0.05 Partial Support | Fixed effect of p<0.01 Partial Support
person identity given the experienc| nonverification: F(1, identity non
of workplace interpersonal 741.49) =3.94 verification:
mistreatment will be associated wit| n.s F (1, 114.63) =/.76 n.s
feelings of sadness. Moderating role of
Identity centrality:F(1, Moderating role of
H5b: The relationship between 580.56) = 0.080 Identity centrality:
identity nonverification and sadnes: F (1, 130.38) = 0.622
will be significantly stronger when
the nonverified identity is of low
centrality compared to whehe
identity is of high centrality.
H5c: The nonverification of a Fixed effect of identity p<0.05 Partial Support | Fixed effect of p<0.01 Yes
person identity given the experienc| nonverification: F(1, identity non
of workplace interpersonal 696.24 )=.4.19 verification: F (1,
mistreatment will be associated wit| n.s 120.57) =9.83 p <0.01

feelings ofdepression.

H5d: The relationship between
identity nonverification and
depression will be significantly
stronger when the neverified
identity is of high centrality
compared to when the identity is of

low centrality.

Moderating role of
Identity centrality:F(1,
533.07) = 0.391

Moderating role of
Identity centrality:
F (1, 133.061) = 8.40
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