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Abstract
This purpose of this study was to examine the effect that englggreder might have on
performance ratings. Specifically, it was thought that neggterformance episodes,
such as aggressive behavior, might have less of an effect mrnpantce ratings for
males compared to females because males have a stereotygiegpinore aggressive.
Additional hypotheses examined how different types of negativierpegance affected
perceptions that the employee was behaving according to their géedegrand whether
people judged male and female aggressiveness differently. Toetlds 134
undergraduate students participated in a 2 x 3 design experimaet thbg read about a
hypothetical server in a restaurant who had committed various veedahaviors at
work. The results were, for the most part, not significant. Thepgion was that there
were some slight group differences in how well the employedsel various conditions

fit their gender ideal.
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Chapter One
Introduction

Stereotypes have long been a popular topic of study in social psgghol'hey
are considered by some to play a critical component in deternonielg attitudes. One
model of attitudes, the tripartite model, posits that stereotypestre cognitive
component that contributes to prejudicial attitudes (Devine, 1989). Reaesearchers
studying organizations have begun to study stereotypes and their effibetsvorkplace.
These stereotypes have included attitudes related to agélémkens, 2005; Posthuma
& Campion, 2009), ethnicity (e.g. Cocchiara & Quick, 2004), and genderG®rman,
2005; Heilman & Chen, 2005).

By their nature, stereotypes can have a profound effect on @anjzebeliefs and
interpretations of what they see around them. Heilman and her colleaguexaisneed
the effects of gender stereotypes in terms of workers beindizehdor success on
gender-inconsistent tasks, both for men (Hielman & Wallen, 2010) antew (Heilman
& Okimoto, 2007; Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs, & Tamkins, 2004). They have also
examined how specific gender stereotypes can influence perceptioesmbyee
behavior at work, finding that women who performed discretionary,isltribbehaviors
at work were rewarded less than men due to a stereotype thahvanenexpected to be

helpful, whereas men are not (Heilman & Chen, 2005).
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These lines of research have examined several areasfofhparce, yet have
failed to examine the influence of gender stereotypes on the intgipneof negative or
deviant behaviors in the workplace. If we consider job performanegnts of Rotundo
and Sackett’s (2002) conceptualization, then these behaviors would laesttiypk that
needs to be examined in relation to gender stereotypes. Theil statés that job
performance is made up of three components: task performance, digaaiza
citizenship behavior (OCB; Organ, 1988), and counterproductive work beh@whiB;(
Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). The research cited above has addresstddiseoé gender
stereotypes in the perception of the first two components of job penfiae; however,
attention to their effect on the perception of counterproductive work lmekawas been
lacking.

The purpose of this proposed study is to fill the gap in the egistisearch by
examining how gender stereotypes might influence perceptions ofecproductive
work behaviors in the context of a hypothetical performance apptasgda Given that
performance appraisal can be seen as person perception or judgmepetific context
(i.e. at work), it seems reasonable that stereotypes, withettfeat on attitude formation
(Devine, 1989), would influence appraisal judgments. In order to devatoppecific
hypotheses for the proposed study, the literature on gender stescogfpeant to
common counterproductive work behaviors will be examined below, followednyre
detailed discussion of the counterproductive work behavior construct.

Gender and Aggression
Males are commonly associated with the trait of aggressisenkds a central

feature of the male stereotype that shows up both in Americagtys@€rodi, Macaulay,
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& Thome, 1977; Kaukiainen et al., 2001; Oswald & Lindstedt 2006; WillianBe&nett,
1975), as well as other cultures around the world (Gilmore, 1990greddypes
occasionally have the stigma of being too broadly applied and oweraleing to a
demographic. However, in this case, there is an abundance othed®srsupports the
idea that males are generally more aggressive than fe(eale€agly & Steffen, 1986;
Lindeman, Harakka, & Keltikangas-Jarvinen, 1997). These studies exaspows of
actual aggressive behavior rather than attitudes or perceptions aieutand
aggressiveness. This difference in aggressive behavior has also fdaged in
organizational contexts (e.g. Hershcovis et al., 2007). Howevenvilhibe discussed
further in a later section.

The link between gender and aggression has been examined withial sever
different domains. In meta-analyses of the developmentadtliter addressing reports of
aggression in children, boys have been found to engage in more verbal amchlphy
aggression than girls, although there is a tendency for gigsgage in slightly more
indirect aggression (Archer, 2004; Card, Stucky, Sawalani, &lLig008). However,
some authors have noted that not all of the studies in these metseanalay be using
the same operationalization for some of the types of aggressgrSfeector, in press).
As mentioned above, Eagly and Steffen (1986) showed that for adults inankn-w
settings, men tended to act more aggressively than women, espiecialhysical forms
of aggression and situations where aggression is required. However, it is nsethieata
men are always more aggressive than women, in contrast to the psiptgatype about
male aggression. As suggested by previous authors (e.g. Spegboess), it is more

likely the case that the context of aggression must be takemagotmunt when drawing
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conclusions about the aggressiveness of men versus women. For exathn@elomain
of intimate partner violence (IPV; violence within intimateatgnships), O’Leary et al.,
(1989) followed a sample of newlywed couples for the first 30 monthsaofage, and
found that the incidence of engaging in this particular type of violermsemuch higher
for women than for men.

Importantly for the current study, Felson and Feld (2009) conductecai@tiaty
study where participants read reports of physical aggressionhichwihe level of
aggression was held constant across conditions, and the gender of bgfirése@a and
victim and their relationship (either spouses or acquaintanceshaaipulated between
conditions. The authors found that male on female violence was fkehg to be
condemned, considered serious, and judged worthy of calling the poligeotbthe act,
especially when they are described as being married. Conditioaie the male was
attacked by the female were judged as less serious, an@desuless agreement that the
incident should be reported to the police, showing that people will inteh@eame act
differently depending on whether it is a man or women perforniiagattion. This is
particularly relevant to the current study, as it is also @xam whether or not people
will judge the same aggressive act differently depending on the mehttee employee
performing the behavior.

Multiple studies have shown that men report engaging in more woekplac
aggression than women (e.g. Baron et al., 1999; Hershcovis et al., 2007|ihdFeds-
Stewart, Major, & Justice, 2001), providing at least some judiificdor the aggressive
stereotype discussed above. For example, Hershcovis et al.’s (2@0Kplace

aggression meta-analysis found that gender was a stronger predighoerpérsonal-
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5
directed aggression than organizational-directed aggression, altheadber gpredicted
both types in a path analysis model based on their meta-anaistiks. Additionally,
Spector (in press) reports data from an unpublished study that sougbtitess this
relationship using a further differentiated typology of CWB. Ialkeported performing
more overall CWB, interpersonal CWB, abuse, and relational aggresgide, there
were no gender differences for more organizationally direct¥@8<such as sabotage or
theft, as well as for physical aggression, although the authos tlosecould have been
due to the low incidence of this type of aggression reported in the sample.

One stream of research has examined aggression as a methassetrmanhood
after being faced with a gender threat to one’s masculiBaggon et al., 2009; Vandello
et al., 2008; Weaver, Vandello, Bosson, and Burnaford, 2010). These authorsrconside
manhood to be both an elusive and tenuous concept, such that it is both taffattdin,
and difficult to maintain (Vandello et al., 2008). Again, this concegns to be
universal, in that it is present across a wide array of culan@sd the world (Gilmore,
1990). Their research demonstrated that men whose manhood had beeneithreate
more likely to have aggression on their mind (using implicit worthgetion tasks;
Vandello et al., 2008) and be more likely to engage in physically sgjgeebehavior
(punching a pad; Bosson et al., 2009). Thus, it appears that aggrasaiamiversal,
implicit, and deeply ingrained component of masculine identity, abodebayond the
stereotypes that people associate to male proclivities for aggression.

Aggression at Work
Aggression in the workplace has been studied in several contextdyybibself,

and as an example of a specific type of counterproductive work behdResearchers
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studying work aggression have been careful to differentiaternt fshysical violence at
work. Events of physical violence at work, such as shootings or hdstageg, are often
given wide coverage by the media, and as such are assumed twéeammon than
they actually are. However, it is likely that aggressiowak more often takes the form
of minor, verbal, or indirect confrontations. Supporting this idea, BaronNauehan
(1996) examined what types of aggressive behaviors were reportedofterst by
employees in organizations. They hypothesized that since aggrés$iaviors at work
would both take place in front of an audience and open up the acttaliation, covert
aggression that disguised the identity of the aggressor was likdélg more common.
They found that verbal, passive (causing harm via withholding aanacggressive
behaviors were reported at much higher frequencies than physiteé aggressive
behaviors.

These authors later proposed a model that sought to differentisteebe
different types of work aggression, which they defined as “sfloy individuals to harm
others with whom they work, or have worked, or the organizations iohwthey were
previously employed” (Neuman & Baron, 1998, p.395). Using exploratoryrfact
analysis to analyze aggressive behaviors previously identifiee iiite¢hature, they found
that three factors seemed to emerge: expressions of ho@ilityridicule, harassment,
obscene gestures), obstructionism (e.g. causing delays, intes@ting/ork), and overt
aggression (e.g. theft, threats, physical violence). ThetWstfactors seem to mostly
represent verbal and passive aggressive behaviors, respectivegy thvéhlast consists
mostly of physical, active forms of aggression. In accordante tve research cited

above, the prevalence data they report show that the first yypas tof aggressive

www.manaraa.com



7
behavior in the model are more common occurrences than the behavtbes omert
aggression factor (Neuman & Baron, 1998).

The definition of work aggression above is very similar to definitmnsimilar
constructs including workplace deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 1995), tietalia
(Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), and counterproductive work behavior (Sackett, Sy@etor
et al., 2006). These definitions all stress that the behavionstean¢ional, voluntary, and
cause harm to the organization and/or its members. Some definitiaaskodggression
are somewhat broader, including such concepts as abusive supervigiddi{ehell &
Ambrose, 2007), while some conceptualizations of counterproductive work behavior
have been expanded to include sabotage, withdrawal, and theft behaviogpéetgr et
al., 2006). However, aggression remains a key aspect of most thedoes
counterproductive work behavior. The next section will discuss sewavdkels of
counterproductive work behavior that emphasize aggressive behaviors.

Models of CWB

There have been several models of counterproductive work behaviandivatei
aggression as a central component. One of the most popular is Robinddenaett’s
model of workplace deviance (1995). They used multidimensional scathgiques to
develop a typology of what they termed workplace deviant behaviorordiog to their
analysis, deviant workplace behavior varies along two dimensions anukcaassified
into four categories. The first dimension reflects the seri@ssoe harmfulness of the
behavior, and was termed the minor vs. serious dimension. The second aiimensi
reflects whether the behavior is targeted towards and harmfaotlidduals or targeted

towards and harmful to the organization. Thus, this dimension wasdahtdepersonal
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vs. organizational deviance. Crossing these two dimensions resufted categories of
deviant workplace behavior. The minor organizational categorylakased production
deviance, and included such behaviors as leaving early and intentionakiyngvsiow.
The serious organizational category was labeled property deyiand included such
behaviors as sabotaging equipment and stealing from the company. minbe
interpersonal category was labeled political deviance, and incluadd b&haviors as
showing favoritism and gossiping about coworkers. Finally, the sembeipersonal
category was labeled personal aggression, and included such bebhawabal abuse
and stealing from coworkers.

Another popular model of counterproductive work behavior that focuses
aggression is the frustration-aggression model (Fox & Spector, 1999hisImodel, a
frustrating event occurs when one’s goal-directed work behavioteisupted, and there
iS no opportunity to achieve that goal through a different set ofvimka Once this
happens, there is a chance that the employee will respond behgwotialsome form of
aggression. However, there are several affective responsesdtiate the relationship
between the occurrence of a frustrating event and negative bedlaeiactions, such as
frustration and job dissatisfaction. These affective responsemfiuenced by several
individual difference variables, including locus of control, traixiaty, and trait anger.
The model hypothesizes that those individuals who are have an ékteusaof control
and high levels of trait anxiety and anger are more likely t@ hreegative behavioral
reactions to frustrating events at work.

Finally, a more recent model of workplace aggression is thennghing

hypothesis of aggression (Frost, Ko, & James, 2007). This model fopusgyg on

on
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aggressive forms of counterproductive work behavior, and predictexplitit personal
beliefs about one’s aggressiveness interact with one’s implicit aggresssvieninfluence
aggressive behavior. According to the authors, even people who are aggdogssature
have a desire to adhere to the moral standards of society andimaifdvorable view of
themselves as moral, responsible members of society. Howeverditdurepancy
between their aggressive motives and self-perception motivegsraatonflict which
must be dealt with when the person acts aggressively. This pusltd that this conflict
is dealt with through the use of defense mechanisms, specifiadtipalization, in order
to justify aggressive behavior while still maintaining a positisense of self.
Rationalization allows the person to conceal from themselvasdésgre to inflict harm,
thereby sparing the person from the negative emotions (e.g. anxiety,tigatl would
result from seeing oneself as an aggressive person (p. 1301).

These models of counterproductive work behavior all include aggresswas a
key construct, highlighting its importance as a workplace phenomenémough a great
deal of research has been devoted to identifying the antecedevaskpface aggression
and counterproductive work behavior, these constructs are usually tesatédal
outcomes. Studies examining the reactions to and consequencek btkavior in the
workplace have been lacking, and the proposed study here is desigradtessahis
issue. However, first it is important to provide a brief revadv@ome of the antecedents
of aggressive and counterproductive work behavior that have been prevaanified

in the literature on this topic.
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Antecedentsof CWB

There have been several different categorizations of thesabbesiin the
literature (e.g. Neuman & Baron, 1998). One of the simplgsildgies is to separate
them into situational and individual antecedents, a method used inn& mest@-analysis
of workplace aggression (Hershcovis et al., 2007)

Situational. One of the most popular situational antecedents of counterproductive
work behavior examined in the literature is perceived unfairness. teis stidied in the
context of equity theory (Adams, 1965) and organizational justicee(@ezg, 1990). If
an employee perceives a difference in how rewards or punishmentdisributed
(distributive justice), how decisions about company policies are noadenacted
(procedural justice), or in how employees are treated byri@nization (interactional
justice), then it is possible that they may react by engagiregpunterproductive work
behavior. Indeed, several studies have shown that perceived ursaim#se part of the
employee will lead to greater workplace aggression (e.g. B&deoman, & Geddes,
1999; Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001). Several studies in the area batietaat work
have shown similar effects of perceived injustice at work (eaycl8y, Skarlicki, &
Pugh, 2005; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997).

Several other situational antecedents are worth mentioning itiorel#o
counterproductive work behavior. The first is the occurrendeusfrating events in the
workplace, as discussed in the previous section. To reiterateafistresulting from
interference with goal-directed behavior that precludes the gy hecomplished some
other way has been shown to lead to workplace aggression (Fox &oSpE299;

Spector, 1975). Interestingly, diversity in the workforce has been liggined to lead to
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greater workplace aggression, for several reasons. These hysatidade the fact that
having more people in the workforce who differ widely in demograptocsdd lead to
greater negative emotions due to decreased interpersonaltiattrand increased
difficulties in interpersonal communication, leading to greatestmmst, interpersonal
conflict, and aggression (Neuman & Baron, 1998). Some support f& hiypstheses
has been demonstrated in the past; increased diversity in the werkfascpositively
correlated with both experienced and witnessed workplace aggresaiam & Neuman,
1996). Finally, Neuman and Baron (1998) provide a discussion of how soama$ nor
could affect aggression in the workplace. For example, there bmag norm of
aggressive behavior in the workplace, a norm that encourages canpbgtween
employees, or the violation of important social norms could leadtabatery behavior
(p. 403).

Individual. In addition to the situational antecedents discussed above, multiple
individual level variables have been examined as antecedents torpoanhtietive work
behavior and workplace aggression. Some of these variables are uisphsstable
personality variables. For example, trait anger anddmaiiety have been found to have
positive effects on aggression in tests of the frustration-aggression modé&l Gfeector,
1999), and other research has shown that individuals with high levelsitadriger are
more likely to exhibit workplace aggressive behaviors than thoselovit levels of trait
anger (e.g. Douglas & Martinko, 2001). However, one study found onli sugaport
for trait anger and trait anxiety moderating between job stressnd CWB (Fox et al.,
2001), although the authors noted that this could have been due to the comesalpha

level used in the significance tests. The strongest suppohiefamportance of these two
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variables comes from a recent meta-analysis of work aggneasiich showed moderate
positive correlations between these traits and both interpersonal gadizational
aggression (Hershcovis et al., 2007). People characterized biypee A behavior
pattern are also more likely to report having engaged in workflggeession against
others (Baron et al., 1999). Similarly, Fox and colleagues havenstiat transient
negative emotions, which are less stable than dispositions, medeteslationship
between organizational constraints and behavioral responses of couhietme work
behavior (Fox & Spector, 1999; Fox et al., 2001).

Demographic variables have also been linked to counterproductive work
behaviors. Age has been found to negatively correlate with workpdacession (Baron
et al.,, 1999) and counterproductive work behaviors (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007)
Additionally, gender has repeatedly been shown to be related to aoekpgression, as
discussed above.

Proposed Study

The goal of the proposed study is to incorporate research on gerréetygtes
into the literature regarding counterproductive work behavior by ewagwhether the
cultural stereotype of male aggressiveness will influenegérceptions of and reactions
to interpersonal aggressive behaviors performed by men. Althoygically aggressive
behavior is less common in the workplace than other forms of aggrefiseomale
stereotype and idea of masculinity is more often associatdd phkiysical forms of
aggression (see discussion above). Thus, these aggressive behdivimrghvwe focus of
this study. While these behaviors are things that should be avoided)dtbe the case

that men who engage in such behaviors are simply following theosgpe of what men
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typically do, i.e. behaving aggressively. Thus, men’s ratimggedormance may suffer
less for exhibiting such behaviors compared to women who engagehnbghaviors.
Women would not be expected to behave in such ways toward other empneas,
fact, women who do may even be violating norm prescriptions thatatleesupposed to
be friendly and helpful toward others. Such violations are typicaitalzed (Cialdini &
Trost, 1998; Heilman & Chen, 2005), giving further weight to the ideahbat will be a
differential reaction to aggressive, interpersonal types of @&finding on whether the
behavior is being performed by a man or a woman, in line with previodsgs
showing that identical aggressive acts are judged differenpigrditng on the gender of
the actor (Felson & Feld, 2009). Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 1. Engaging in interpersonal, aggressive CWB will result in lower

ratings on performance evaluations and reward recommendations fornwome

compared to men.
Additionally, participants’ perceptions of the employee’s competera interpersonal
incivility will be measured to control for any possible effects the performance
variables.

Because men who engage in aggressive behavior are more clokeiynfplthe
male stereotype, they may be perceived as more masculine thamhm&on’t engage in
these behaviors when given the opportunity. Additionally, women who do notmerf
aggressive behavior when given the opportunity, and instead exhibit a more
stereotypically feminine response such as quickly withdrawing thensituation, may be

perceived as more feminine because they are more closely followingke fetereotype.
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Thus:

Hypothesis 2. Men who engage in interpersonal, aggressive CWB will be seen as

more masculine than men who do not engage in these behaviors, whereas wom

who do not aggress but choose to leave the situation will be seeroras m

feminine than females who do engage in aggressive CWB.

One theory that has previously linked stereotypes with people’'s prignof
others is the shifting standards model (Biernat & Manis, 1994n&ieManis, & Nelson,
1991). This model states that people will use different standandsige members of
stereotyped groups on stereotyped dimensions based on the individual's group
membership. For example, when judging athletic ability, a woman would be eatipar
the (presumably lower) stereotyped standards of women, whereaswamdd be
compared to the (presumably higher) stereotyped standards ofenesn,when their
athletic ability was identically described.

Biernat and her colleagues have found this effect acrossedyafidomains and
stereotyped groups, including in a study that focused on athletity dbdt demonstrated
the effect just described (Biernat & Vescio, 2002). This stiodyd that male and
female athletes who were described as having the same |leatblletic ability were still
judged differently, with the women judged as exhibiting poorer athfeiformance.
Also, these effects have been found in situations where pantisi@ae judging the
competence of applicants, resulting in participants using lowedatds when judging
female or Black applicants compared to male or White applicaBisrngt &
Kobrynowicz, 1997). Finally, in the parenting domain, research has showwhba

mothers and father are described as being “very good” pareata,amen were judged
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to have performed more parenting behaviors, indicating that men have dtamdards
for what makes them good parents than women (Kobrynowicz & Bi€r@d@?,). Being a
parent has also been found to interact with gender when makingyengpibdecisions,
such that fathers are held to lower standards for good performamgaied to mothers
or men without children (Fuegen, Biernat, Haines, & Deaux, 2004).

Based on the research in support of this model and the fact that this study involves
the effect of stereotypes on performance, it is reasonable totdkpebecause there is a
stereotype for male aggressiveness, this might have an effedteostandards that
participants use when judging the aggressiveness of men versenwdra perform the
same aggressive action. Thus, men may be judged as less agghessiwv®men who
perform the same action, because it is more “out of charaftted woman to behave
aggressively. However, previous research has noted that shifimdpsds tends to have
a larger effect when objective judgments are used rather thigectve judgments
(Biernat & Manis, 1994; Kobrynowicz & Biernat, 1997). This is d&aese people can
interpret the subjective anchors on subjective scales like Likal¢ssaccording to the
differing standards for different subgroups, while objective ancbiorebjective scales
(such as behavioral anchored rating scales) have grounding in éxteahty, and
provide less room for individual interpretation of their meaning. Sihee Likert
responses used in this study are subjective based scales, thmg shéhdards effect
could be attenuated. In spite of this, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 3. Males who act aggressively will be judged as less aggretbsine

females who act aggressively, even when they are exhibiting iddveicavior.
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Design
This study is a 2 x 3 factorial between-subjects design, thihindependent
variables being the performance of CWB (control/no incident, leaaanky, aggression)

and sex of the target being rated. Participants will be rarnydassigned to each of the 6

conditions.
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Chapter Two
Method

Participants

Participants were recruited from an undergraduate introductogsychology
course at a large southeastern university. The students weredoffgroint of extra
credit added to their overall course grade in exchange foripatian in the study. The
initial sample was 140 students, but after accounting for missatey id some of the
surveys, the final sample was 134 students (52 male, 82 female)avé@tage age was
19.57 yearsSD = 1.65), and the average amount of work experience was 2.87 $ars (
= 2.22). Forty-eight point nine percent of the participants cladsifhemselves as
Caucasian, 6.7 percent African American, 29.6 percent HispanictiooL&1.1 percent
as Asian, and 3.7 percent as Other.
Procedure

Each participant was given a packet containing the researchiaisafer the
study. The packet contained the information sheet explaining tipegaiof the study,
supervisor comments about the employee’s performance, a warniag dbbut the
employee repeatedly being tardy for shifts, and finally thdysquestionnaires asking
participants to evaluate the employee on job performance, make recalatmons for
organizational rewards, give attribute ratings for the emplogde, their gender ideal

match, and finally report some demographic information about themsel@ployees

www.manaraa.com



18
in the leaving and aggression conditions received additional informabont dhe
employee, described below.

Independent Variable Manipulation

Sex of target employee. The sex of the employee to be rated were varied by the
name and personal pronouns in the performance episodes and employemtion
sheet.

CWB. All conditions included basic information about the employee, supervisor
comments about performance, and the warning letter about the emplteiness. In
the control condition, this was all the information the participagdsived. In the other
two CWB conditions, there was also an employee incident rej@sdribing how the
employee was faced with some critical comments about thete siff dress from a
coworker, and the employee’s reaction to those comments. In thegearidition, the
employee abruptly left work without telling their supervisor and dot return that
evening. In the aggression condition, the employee shoved the coworket agaalk
and stormed off into the kitchen.

Manipulation Checks. Three questions serves as manipulation checks for the
study. They were “Has James ever behaved aggressively at’watk® James ever
arrived late for work?”, and “ Has James ever left workhia middle of a shift?”.
Participants responded either “Yes”, “No”, or “Don’'t Know”. Thegr& instructed to
select the third option if no information about that behavior was prekeiiige purpose
of these was to make sure the participants were payingiatteéatthe various types of

information about the employee presented in the study.
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Dependent Variables

Performance evaluation. Performance was measured with the three items used
by Heilman and Chen (2005). These items are: “Overall, how would ateuthis
employee’s performance over the past year?”, “In your opinion, how liket that this
employee will advance in the company?”, and “Give your assessihdm individual's
likelihood of success.” Each item was measured on a 7 point Lskate with 1
indicating either poor (first item) or very unlikely, and 7 indicgtaither excellent (first
item) or very likely. The reliability for this scale was- .84.

Reward recommendations. This variable was also measured with items used by
Heilman and Chen (2005). Participants were asked to give themmeendations for
three types of common organizational rewards (salary increasmofon, and bonus
pay). They were assessed on a 7 point Likert scale rangimglfr{vould definitely not
recommend) to 7 (wvould definitely recommend). The reliability for this scale was= .86.

Attribute ratings. Participants also rated how well two adjective attribugdesc
described the employee: competence and interpersonal incivilite adljectives for
competence were competent, productive, effective, and decisive, andjghivas for
interpersonal incivility were nasty, selfish, and manipulative. Mene assessed on a 7
point Likert scale ranging from 1ol a small extent) to 7 ¢o a large extent). The
reliabilities for these scales were = .80 (competence), and = .30 (interpersonal
incivility).

Aggressiveness. An adjective measure of the employee’s aggressiveness was

used to measure the aggressiveness of the employee. The asljesreeaggressive,
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mean, and rude. They were assessed on a 7 point Likert scalgriom 1 (o a small
extent) to 7 ¢o alarge extent). The reliability for this scale was= .86.

Gender ideal. The extent to which the employee was congruent with their gender
ideal (i.e. how masculine the males are/how feminine the feraadg was measured with
items created for this study. Issues have been brought up with pegidang scales
that measure gender identity (Palan, Areni, & Kiecker, 1999). tibddily, most
existing scales measure attitudes towards men, roles, or normseh rather than the
congruence of a specific individual's behavior with their gender id@dampson, Pleck,
& Ferrera, 1992). Thus, gender ideal was measured with tieras:itHow masculine
did James/Sarah seem to you?”, “How feminine did James/Segam to you?”, and “To
what extent did James/Sarah conform to the cultural ideals /behigender?”. In the
female employee conditions, the masculine item was reveosedsbefore the average
scale score was calculated, and in the male employee conditierfentinine item was
reverse scored before the average score was calculated. Thesedtenassessed on a 7
point Likert scale ranging from hdt at all) to 7 {very). The reliability for this scale was

o =.39.
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Chapter Three
Results
Testsof Statistical Assumptions

The first step in any statistical analysis is to exanwmether or not the data
meets the assumptions of independence of observations, normality, and heitgagfen
variance. As described in the procedure above, each participant resporibeir own
survey without any interaction with any other participant who eeaspleting a survey at
the same time. Thus, there is no reason to expect that thepéissuof independence
was violated for this data. This is generally considered shenaption whose violation
has the most serious consequences for the analysis (Stevens, 2008)inspartant that
this assumption should hold.

Because the tests for Hypothesis 1 were multivariate in natuvas necessary to
consider the multivariate aspects of the assumptions for noynaaltt homogeneity of
variance. Generally, if variables to not exhibit univariate nétyahen they won't
exhibit multivariate normality, although the existence of univariaormality is not
sufficient evidence by itself to conclude multivariate normal&tevens, 2009). PROC
UNIVARIATE NORMAL tests were conducted in SAS 9.2 to test unatar normality
using the Shapiro-Wilk statistic. The two dependent variablesrfdrpgence evaluation
and reward recommendation were examined within each of the 6 bndjtions (2

employee gender x 3 performance). The reward recommendati@bleashowed
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evidence of non-normality in the condition where a male employea t®nfrontational
situation (W = 0.90, p<.05). However, the performance evaluation variable did not
exhibit evidence of non-normality in this condition. The performanckiatian variable
did show evidence of non-normality in the condition where a femalgdogee left a
confrontational situationWf = 0.90,p < .05). However, the reward recommendation
variable did not exhibit evidence of non-normality in this condition. Nafnine other
conditions showed evidence of non-normality in either of the two depemdeables.
As mentioned above, these small instances of non-normality indltatenultivariate
normality does not exist.

Similar univariate normality analyses were performed on tindbate ratings of
competence and interpersonal incivility, gender ideal, and perceiveesaygness. All
of these variables were analyzed by group using the procedureedutéibove.
Competence showed no deviations from normality, and gender idealerhilited
evidence of non-normality in the condition where a female emelolet a
confrontational situationW§f = 0.85,p < .05). However, interpersonal incivility and
perceived aggressiveness exhibited substantial evidence of non-ipamediss most of
the study conditions. Interpersonal incivility exhibited non-normatitthe male control
(W = 0.84,p<.05) and leave conditions( = 0.89,p < .05), and in the female control
(W = 0.91,p<.05) and leave conditiong( = 0.90,p < .05). Perceived aggressiveness
also exhibited non-normality in the male contrdV (= 0.52,p < .05) and leave
conditions W = 0.82,p < .05), and across all of the female conditions (contokE
0.46,p < .05; leaveW = 0.68,p < .05;aggressW = 0.91,p < .05). These multiple

violations of normality raise some potential concern for the comeiasthat can be
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drawn from analyses on these variables. However, given thed thepartures from
normality are minor and moderately non-normal distributions can aippaiex a normal
distribution in groups as small as 10 to 20 (Stevens, 2009, p.221), theseviolatons
of the normality assumption should not have a large effect on theviiefjoanalyses
considering the group sizes in this study are all above 20.

Because multivariate analyses are based on covarianceesatither than just
variances, the multivariate analogue of the homogeneity of variassumption is that
the covariance matrices should be homogeneous. Box’s M Tesbmsmonly used test
that examines this assumption by converting the M test gtatii either a chi-square or
F test. For this test, the null hypothesis is that the covariaratrices are equal. Using
SAS 9.2, this test for equality in covariance matrices of pmdace evaluation and
reward recommendation resulted in a test statistj¢ of 24.27,p > .05, indicating that
the covariance matrices are likely equal (or at least, tHengpbthesis of non-equality
cannot be rejected). Additionally, the test for competence ardp@rsonal incivility
resulted in a test statistic gt = 22.46,p > .05, allowing a similar conclusion for these
two variables. The variables of gender ideal and perceived apygmsss were
examined for the univariate assumption of homogeneity of varidmeeguse these
variables have separate hypotheses pertaining to them andatiif@earnconcerning them
will be univariate in nature. A Levene’s test for gender idesiilted in a statistic ¢¥(5,
129) = 0.50p > .05. This test examines the null hypothesis that the errianeas are
equal across groups, so this result indicates that this canngebide In the case of
perceived aggressiveness, the test resultfrfas129) = 13.38p < .05, indicating that

the assumption of homogeneity of variance does not hold for thidlaridlowever, if
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the number of participants in each condition are approximatelyathe fargest/smallest
< 1.5), the statistical analyses are robust to violations of $isisngption (Stevens, 2009,
p.227). The group sizes for each condition in the current study filmmge1 to 24, so it
is very likely that the violation of this assumption will not havéa@e effect on the
results. However, these minor violations of normality and homogeneity bais
considered when interpreting the results.

Manipulation Checks

The three questions that served as manipulation checks were inteémded

determine if the participants noted the instances of behavior #ratpresented in each
condition. Across all conditions, the employee was described as havmigtory of
arriving late to work. Accordingly, 131 out of the 134 participantsectly reported that
the employee had previously arrived late to work. In the mate famale leave
conditions, the employee was described as leaving work abrupthei middle of the
shift, and 38 out of 45 participants (male and female conditions oeshbrcorrectly
reported that the employee had done so. Finally, in the malefeamale aggress
conditions, the employee was described as acting aggressivelylsoavaoworker, and
39 out of 45 participants (male and female conditions combined) cgrreptrted that
the employee had done so. These results raise some concerdsgetiaa quality of
responses from those participants who did not answer the manipulatids cbe®ctly.
In order to examine this issue, all of the analyses describew bvetre repeated after
removing any participant who failed to respond correctly todrtlge three manipulation
check questions. The pattern of results was exactly thefearak of the statistical tests

in the study, so the full sample was maintained in the analyses described below.
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Demographic Effects

Because this study is concerned with gender effects, pretynamalyses were
conducted with participant gender as an additional independent vaneldeder to
determine if there are differences between men and womemein reactions to the
vignettes. Some previous research has shown that men were kebyetdi attribute
other men’s physical aggression to situational factors (e.gv&¥ed al., 2010), so it is
important to determine if participant gender should be included add#ioaal factor in
this study. In three way ANOVAs that included participant geradea third variable
(along with employee gender and performance condition), participant gender hathno m
effect or interaction effects on either the performance efraluaor reward
recommendation variables. Additionally, all of the demographi@bkas were entered
into a correlation matrix with all of the study variables {penance evaluation, reward
recommendation, competence, interpersonal incivility, gender idealceiped
aggressiveness). The only significant correlation in the matag that gender was
weakly related to competenae= -.18,p < .05), such females gave slightly lower ratings
of competence than males. To further examine any possible pantigender effects,
tests were conducted on all of the study variables with particiganter as the
independent variable. Similar to the results of the correlatenmallysis, competence was
the only variable to show an effed(132) = 2.1,p < .05), in the same direction as
described above. Given these minor results, none of the demographiegaviere

entered as control variables or additional independent variables in the followsipgesn
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Tests of Study Hypotheses
Performance rating variables. Means, standard deviations, and correlations

among the study variables are presented in Table 1. To examypathisis 1, a
multivariate analysis of variance was conducted to test focteffef employee gender
and CWB performance on the combination of the two dependent varjpblésrmance
evaluations and reward recommendations). The Wilks’ Lambda téististavas not
significant for either employee gendet € 0.99,F(1, 128) = 0.53p > .05), or the
employee gender x CWB performance interactiorr (0.99,F(4, 256) = 0.36p > .05).
However, the test statistic was significant for CWB perforoea(t = 0.86,F(4, 256) =
5.01,p < .05). Because employee gender had neither a main or interaffeet on the

two dependent variables, Hypothesis 1 was not supported.

Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among Dependent Variables

Variable M S D) 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Performance
Evaluation 3.95 1.14 (.84)
2. Reward

Recommendation 3.25 1.26 .75  (.86)

3. Competence 5.15 1.11 50* A45*%  (.86)

4. Interpersonal
Incivility 196 0.79 -.09 .04 -07  (.80)

5. Gender Ideal 4.71 1.06 A8 .23 18* .03 (.30)

6. Perceived

Aggressiveness 200 1.32 -30**23** -21* 62** .04 (.39)
Note. *p < .05, ** p < .01. Values along the diagonal are reliability scores for that
scale.
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In spite of the lack of support for the first hypothesis, additiamaVvariate
ANOVAs were conducted on each dependent variable separatelyaentordetermine
the nature of the multivariate main effect of performance. XA 2 ANOVA on the
performance evaluation variable resulted in an identical patienmesults, such that
employee gender did not have a significant main effié(, (129) = 1.04p > .05) or
interaction effect (2, 129) = 0.53p > .05). However, CWB performance still had a
significant main effect K(2, 129) = 8.00,p < .05). Post-hoc Tukey tests for the
performance conditions revealed that the control groups had highegsraof
performance evaluation than either of the two CWB performaramgg (leave, aggress;
see Table 2). A 2 x 3 ANOVA on the reward recommendation varaéddeexhibited an
identical pattern of results, such that employee gender did not hsigaificant main
effect F(1, 129) = 0.43p > .05) or interaction effectF(2, 129) = 0.53p > .05).
However, CWB performance again had a significant main eff/g@, (L29) = 9.53p <
.05). Post-hoc Tukey tests for the performance conditions reveaéedhth control
groups had higher ratings of reward recommendations than eithiie acfivo CWB
performance groups (leave, aggress; see Table 2).

Attributeratings. The attributes of competence and interpersonal incivilitewer
included in the study in order to act as covariates in the asalygessuming that
employee gender had had an effect, these variables would hawqserttsy been
included as covariates in order to remove the possibility thatamyoyee gender effects
were rooted in differences in perceived competence or interg@rscivility. However,
since employee gender had neither main nor interactive effedtseomain dependent

variables, this step was unnecessary. However, it is still tantoto note what effects
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the independent variables might have had on these attribute ratirgghis end, a
multivariate analysis of variance was conducted to test focteffef employee gender
and CWB performance on the combination of the two attribute ratougspetence and
interpersonal incivility). The Wilks’ Lambda test statisttas not significant for either
employee genderd(= 0.99,F(2, 128) = 0.63p > .05), or the employee gender x CWB
performance interaction(= 0.98,F(4, 256) = 0.66p > .05). However, the test statistic
was significant for CWB performancd € 0.83,F(4, 256) = 6.24p < .05).

Additional univariate  ANOVAs were conducted on each attribute variabl
separately in order to determine the nature of the multivariate maat effeerformance.
A 2 x 3 ANOVA on the competence variable resulted in the samermpatéscribed
above, such that employee gender did not have a significant nieat €1, 129) =
0.87, p > .05) or interaction effectF(2, 129) = 0.06,p > .05). However, CWB
performance still had a significant main effeE(4, 129) = 6.06p < .05). Post-hoc
Tukey tests for the performance conditions revealed that the conigdsghad higher
ratings of competence than either of the two CWB performgnmeps (leave, aggress;
see Table 2). A 2 x 3 ANOVA on the interpersonal incivilityi@hle resulted in a
similar pattern of results, such that employee gender did not haignificant main
effect (1, 129) = 0.42p > .05) or interaction effectF(2, 129) = 1.28p > .05).
However, CWB performance again had a significant main effg@, (L29) = 6.78p <
.05). Post-hoc Tukey tests for the performance conditions revealedhéhaggress
groups had higher ratings of interpersonal incivility than eithectmérol groups or the

leave groups (see Table 2).
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Gender ideal match. The second hypothesis was that male and female
employees would be rated as fitting more to the ideals of geader depending on the
type of CWB that they engage in. In order to test this, a 2 x 3 ANOVA was performed on
the gender ideal variable. There were no significant maircteffer employee gender
(F(1, 129) = 1.54p > .05) or CWB performancd-(2, 129) = 1.28p > .05). However,
the interaction effect was significari#(2, 129) = 5.67p < .05). Post-hoc Tukey tests to
clarify the nature of the interaction revealed that the mades chose to leave the
conflict situation were rated as conforming less to their gemda compared to the
other conditions, and that the females in the control group were satethEorming more
to their gender ideal compared to the other conditions. None of the atihheohditions
differed from each other (see Table 2). Thus, although Hypothegs 2ot supported,
this is an interesting pattern of results that will be addressed further irstusslon.

Percelved aggressiveness. In order to test the shifting standards hypothesis that
males who aggressed would be perceived as less aggressive thbas fetmo aggressed,
at-test was conducted to compare the perceived aggressivenesshstareen male and
female employees in the aggress conditions. The test showedhénat was no
significant difference in perceived aggressiveness between anal female employees
who aggressedt(@3) = 0.80,p > .05). Thus, Hypothesis 3 was not supported.
Additionally, a 2 x 3 ANOVA was performed on the perceived aggressegevariable to
examine any larger effects that the independent variables imiglet had on perceived
aggressiveness. These analyses resulted in a similar patteesults as the main
dependent and attribute variables, such that employee gender did nat signéficant

main effect F(1, 129) = 2.34p > .05) or interaction effecF(2, 129) = 0.10p > .05).
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However, CWB performance again had a significant main efféet (29) = 36.32p <
.05). Post-hoc Tukey tests for the performance conditions revealegusiagty that
the aggress groups had higher ratings of perceived aggressittearesither the control

groups or the leave groups (see Table 2).
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Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations of Study Variables by Condition

Condition Performance Reward Competence
Evaluation Recommendation
Employee CWB

Gender Performance n M S D) M D M D
Control 23 435 111 3.72 1.18 552 0.97

Male Leave 24 353 055 2.78 0.77 473 0.97
Aggress 22 3%l 090 3.0¢ 1.12 494 1.05

Control 22 462 117 4.0% 1.36 568 0.92

Female Leave 21 3.90 1.27 3.02 1.42 499 1.29
Aggress 23 3.63 1.36 2.99 1.23 504 1.23

Condition Interpersonal Gender Ideal Perceived
Incivility Aggressiveness

Employee CWB

Gender Performance n M D M D M D
Control 23 1.78 0.78 4.79 1.09 1.39 0.68

Male Leave 24 2.0 0.88 4.19 1.02 1.86 1.00
Aggress 22 220 083 4.94 1.11 3.2 157

Control 22 168 049 514 0.88 1.14 0.35

Female Leave 21 1.7 0.59 5.0Q 1.03 1.54 0.87
Aggress 23 233 0.88 4.35 0.98 299 144

Note. Higher means indicate higher scores on each of the study variables. Ratings

were done on 7-point Likert scales. Means within a column with different
subscripts differ significantly gt < .05.
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Chapter Four
Discussion

This study attempted primarily to show that the gender ofnaplayee would
influence that employee’s performance ratings. Specificdllwas hypothesized that
male employees would be rated better than female employe®s both committed a
physically aggressive act at work, due to the stereotypenthbits are generally more
aggressive than women. Thus, this sort of behavior would be seen a4ypioa” of
men, and their ratings would likewise suffer less from perfornthiegse behaviors.
However, the results did not support this hypothesis. The gender ahpiheyee did not
have any effect on the performance evaluation or reward recomioenddings, either
by itself or through an interaction with the level of CWB. TEhevere two CWB
conditions in addition to the control condition: one in which the employee &btefit
work after being criticized by a coworker, and one in which the @yepl shoved the
coworker in response to the (identical) criticism. There wamia effect for the CWB
conditions, such that the employees in the two CWB conditions recemed tatings on
the performance variables than the employees in the control condiltlbough the two
CWB conditions were not significantly different from each othEhis indicates that the
participants in these conditions were taking the additional infooma&tio account when

making their performance ratings, and that the manipulationsebatwonditions did
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have some effect on the performance ratings, such that emplelgegserformed more
CWB were rated lower on the performance variables.

However, the main manipulation that was hypothesized to have an aitedid
not was employee gender. There are several reasons wigptidshave happened in
this study. Although stereotypes have been found to have an efétatlies of task (e.g.
Hielman & Wallen, 2010) and citizenship (e.g. Heilman & Chen, 2005) pesioce, it
could be the case that stereotypes do not have an effect wheneenegak behaviors
are concerned, such that employees are penalized equally regaofiléheir gender.
However, this is unlikely, as Felson and Feld (2009) found significanegeiifterences
in regard to how participants interpreted aggressive behavior commgiien compared
to that coming from women, showing that stereotypes can indeed irdlgpenceptions
of negative behavior. It is more likely that the aggressive maiipuolavas not strong
enough to produce the effect. In the descriptions of the incideheiaggress condition,
the employee merely shoved the coworker who made the disparagiagk. However,
stereotypes regarding men and physical aggression are meneasfiociated with acts
such as hitting or punching, and studies in which physical aggressicexammed as a
tool to regain perceived manhood use these sorts of stronger aatiogisthan shoving
(e.g. Bosson et al., 2009). Thus, the hypothesized gender effectsregginé stronger
aggressive actions in order to manifest than the actions desdnbdiis study.

The second hypothesis was that the fictional employees woubdrseived as
behaving more in accordance with the ideal for their gender lmsedhich condition
was being presented. Specifically, the male employedimggress condition should

have been perceived as more masculine, and the female emplojleeseave condition
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should have been perceived as more feminine. However, this hypothesisot
supported. The men in the aggress condition were judged as mondingatitan the
other male conditions, and the women in the aggress condition were jusidedsa
feminine than the other female conditions, but these differences were not signifite
only significant differences were that the male employeescahbee to leave were rated
lower on the gender ideal variable while the female employe#®icontrol condition
were rated higher on the gender ideal variable. Thus, the mhteteft were judged to
be less masculine, and the females in the control condition were juolgeel more
feminine. In the first case, the fact that the male emptoyethe leave condition chose
to leave rather than stay and confront an insulting coworker coutllde®en seen as the
man not acting in a masculine fashion, since the stereotypipalngs would be for him
to get angry and confront the coworker in some way. Thus, avoidingittfzics
completely is seen as reflecting poorly on these employees’ masculinity

The second case is not as straightforward to interpret. Inotiteot condition,
the employees were presented as performing well, with theotexceof a couple of late
arrivals to work, an issue which had improved in the period before theatvas were
supposedly taking place. It is unclear why female employetss condition should be
rated as higher on gender ideal than any of the other conditions.mpheation is that
these women were judged as more feminine that women who perforhédrel
CWBs at work (and also as conforming more to their gertsl ithan any of the male
employees). Perhaps because women are expected to be moratompad a team

player than men (e.g. Heilman & Chen, 2005), the women who inconvenienced thei
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coworkers by either leaving in the middle of their shift orshgving one of them were
judged as conforming less to their gender ideal.

The final hypothesis was that the men in the aggress condition would be judged as
less aggressive than the women in the aggress condition, because peabpléfdrent
standards for this behavior due to the stereotype regarding malessiggness.
However, this hypothesis was also not supported. While the partxidahtrate the
employees in the aggress conditions as more aggressive than theouwididons, there
was no significant difference in aggressiveness ratings betivee male and female
employees in the aggress conditions (although the mean for tkeeag@giess condition
was somewhat higher, counter to the shifting standards hypothesl®se results
indicate that the aggress manipulation worked as intended. Given tipmogoments of
the shifting standards model have noted problems with detecting ffexts @hile using
subjective scales like the ones used here (Biernat & Manis, 198drymowicz &
Biernat, 1997), it is perhaps unsurprising that these effects failed to mamitieist study.
Limitations

There are several limitations to be noted in this study. Tise if that the
participants rating the performance were college undergradaatgsgre likely to have
not had much experience rating other’'s work performance. Howeverpysestudies
have had success using student participants for these types ofdagkbleilman &
Chen, 2005), so this may not be an issue of great concern. Alsojdheeta collected
at the end of the last day of class for the semester, spassble that students were not
devoting their full attention to the details of the scenarios predémtthe materials. This

could be an explanation for the low rate of agreement found in thgputaion checks,
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although the fact that the analyses performed with the problepsaticipants (in terms
of not noting the proper condition) removed resulted in an identical paiteresults
seems to alleviate this concern. In addition, the reliabilifbesa couple of the scales
were relatively low, specifically for the interpersonal ingtyiland gender ideal scales.
Since the interpersonal incivility was included for use as a @ieaand this analysis
proved unnecessary, this does not have a significant impact on the.résoltever, the
gender ideal reliability is worrisome, particularly because items in the scale were
created for this study. In spite of the low reliability, thegiable was the only one to
show differential gender effects. These results should perhaps Ipeatedrwith caution
given the psychometric issues with the scale.

Future Research

There are several avenues for future research that cadraven from the
limitations noted in this study. As suggested above, it is unlikely stereotypes can
have effects on judgments of some aspects of job performance and met sthéhis
topic warrants further study before any definitive conclusions shmildirawn about the
lack of influence of stereotypes on interpreting negative work behawerpreviously
mentioned, using a stronger aggression manipulation might be nedessargidate the
stereotype effect. Also, the shifting standards effect mighimbee pronounced if
objective scales are used to measure the aggressivenesseoffloyees. Finally, a
more reliable gender ideal scale should be created for usaure &itidies of this nature.
Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to expand previous research on the iaflofenc

stereotypes in interpreting task and citizenship performance thdo domain of
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counterproductive work behavior. Although the hypotheses of the study ne¢re
supported, there are still possible avenues for further reseatahigta prove fruitful in
demonstrating this effect. Further studies on this topic should focsisemgthening the

experimental manipulations, and improving the scales used to mehsudegendent

variables.
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