
  

 

Abstract—This study's aim is to search out if the performance 

level is a factor for being victimized by their colleagues. We 

argue that high performers tend to experience covert forms of 

victimization (implicit aggression) from colleagues, whereas low 

performers tend to experience overt forms of victimization 

(explicit aggression). We further contend that both forms of 

victimization decreases the performance level. Additionally the 

moderating effect of self-efficacy between victimization and 

performance is examined. 

The research conducted in Istanbul by using convenient 

sampling method on employees in various sectors.  Results from 

data collected at 2 time points from 582 individuals support the 

proposed model. The findings shows that persons with high 

performance were victims of implicit aggression where low were 

victims of explicit aggression, and covert or overt victimization 

was decreasing the performance of the employees. It was also 

determined that the self-efficacy has a moderating role 

concerning this matter. 

 
Index Terms—Aggression, victimization, self-efficacy, 

performance.  

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Day by day, we learn from media reports that both physical 

and mental violence are increasing by degrees [1].  Despite all 

these reports and news about violence, organizational 

violence and victimization have not become one of the main 

subjects of psychology yet [2]. Due to the increase of 

discussion of this matter in scientific literature and popular 

media, now it is known by many that this is an important 

social problem [3]. 

Worker's violent, offending and unjust behavior to each 

other is an important issue that threatens work safety and 

peace, which has to be dealt by organization managers 

particularly [4]. In organizations, verbal abuse, threat and 

sabotage occur more frequently and cause the workers to 

suffer from psychological trauma.  

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

A. Violative Behavior, Aggression, and Victimization 

In the field of management and working psychology, 
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notions like "workplace aggression", "workplace violence", 

"workplace abuse", "victimization", "harassment", "mobbing 

and bullying" are often used synonymously. These notions' 

common ground is containing matter of violence in 

workplaces [5].   Some researcher state violative behaviors as; 

a) bullying, b) insolence, c) coerciveness, d) enmity, e) 

aggression, f) bright and clinical talents that are hard to work 

with. Hence, there is not a common agreement among the 

researchers on defining the concepts of aggression and 

violence.  

The concept of aggression may be defined in various ways 

and used in different ways [6]; enmity, hurting, physical 

attack, mental attack, bullying, intimidation, and 

environmental attack [7].  

Despite the diversity and confusion in naming the concept, 

the results are coherent in terms of defining the concept [8]. In 

literature; there are many different theories in evaluating 

aggression, especially workplace aggression. Most prominent 

theories of this matter are Evolutional Theory, Loyalty 

Theories, Social Learning Theory, Social Cognitive Theory 

and Socio-Cultural Theories [9]. Constant and repetitive 

exposure of negative behaviors on workers is named and 

defined as aggressive behaviors. Organizational aggression 

actually represents social and organizational conflicts and 

disagreements [10].  

Violative behaviors are defined as individuals' attempt to 

hurt and harm the ones they work with [11]. Where 

victimization is defined as one's temporary or constant 

exposure to one or more persons' violative behavior [12-13]. 

As a result of violative behaviors, individuals feel inefficient 

and inadequate in defending themselves [14]. Thus, there is a 

cause and effect relation between voilative behaviors and 

victimization. If an individual feels a frailty and frustration, 

there is victimization. In other saying, victimization is a 

worker's perception of being violated incessantly [15]. Thus, 

victimization has two sides; reality and perception. The 

difference between reality and perception about aggression 

and victimization may appear and vary from individuals' 

information processing course, their ways of seeking 

knowledge about these matters, and exaggerating the chance 

of being victimized [16]. 

B. Implicit and Explicit Aggression  

Within this theory, we will focus on degrees of effect of 

explicit and implicit aggression on workers who show high 

and low performance. For instance, the explicit behaviors are 

threats, abuses, rudeness‟s, and the implicit ones are 

hindering and not informing [17]. 

Considering the wide researches on victimization results, 

there may be workers that negatively affect the work 

performance. Therewithal, considering meta-analyses about 
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workplace victimizations [18], the work performance will be 

evaluated and victimization will be focused on, according to 

the performance measurements which put forth that if the 

situations are caused by supervisor or otherwise. Yet, these 

data‟s will prove that the results are secreted or show only the 

victimizations that are caused by supervisors. These 

meta-analytic proofs show that victimization only affects the 

work performance slightly. Nevertheless, the studies are very 

few and caused some reasons. For instance, Porath and Erez 

(2007) stated that one single rude behavior may harm the 

individual's cognitive processes and therefore damage the 

performance [19]. 

To a person who shows high performance and has high 

social status and abilities, the colleagues will choose to show 

violence in an implicit way instead of explicit way. Likewise, 

if this high performing person is in a group study, the 

victimization will be more implicit and covered since it will 

affect the whole group. Within the context of our research, 

high performing workers' success and contributions should be 

cared for or should be motivated for camouflage [20]. Thus, 

the victimization will be more covered and implicit, and its 

effect will be lesser. 

For the low performance, the violence will be more explicit 

and distinct. When the workers try to change their behavior, 

the involvements will contain direct aggression and in 

addition to this, the leader's reaction will be more normal to 

these behaviors.  

C. Self-Efficacy  

Self-efficacy is one's personal confidence about succeeding. 

Self-efficacy is a belief of one's own, hence one can believe 

that he/she has more or less potential or capacity in 

succeeding [21]. Stated that an optimistic (not critically) 

self-evaluation is good for one's motivation for success [22]. 

Stated that if idea of self-efficacy reflected one's routine 

capabilities correctly, humans would be unsuccessful very 

rarely, but for the same reason they would not show effort in 

improving themselves. General self-efficacy understanding is 

about one's difficulties and it is emphasized that it is 

unchangeable compared to the other types of self-efficacy. In 

field of organizations, individuals' self-efficacy perception is 

an important factor that affects individual performance and 

organizational processes. Self-efficacy perception's most 

important effect is this notion's making one to explicate their 

future work performance better than their past work 

performance. If a victimized individual's self-efficacy is high, 

he/she will be affected from aggression (implicit or explicit) 

slightly [22]; their performance decrease due to victimization 

will not be too poignant. 

 

 
Fig. 1. Research model. 

III. RESEARCH METHOD 

A. Research Model 

The hypothesized model is shown in Fig. 1. 

B. Sampling Design 

This study was conducted in Istanbul by using convenient 

sampling method on employees in various sectors. Following 

Brislim‟s (1980) back translation procedure, the 

questionnaire was translated from English to Turkish and 

back translated by two English teachers, fluent in both 

languages [23]. The two translators worked independently, 

and only a few minor discrepancies in wording emerged and 

were resolved by translators as they talked through the 

differences. Two different questionnaires were distributed to 

employees at two time points T1 and T2 (one month after T1). 

A total of 1000 questionnaires were provided for distribution 

at time T1, of which 759 (75.9 %) were returned. After 

deleting the semi-filled ones 696 (69.6 %) questionnaires left. 

One month after T1 at time T2 the questionnaires were 

distributed to the employees who filled at time T1. Some of 

them refused to answer the questions for the second time. 

Anyway 582 (58.2 %) of the questionnaires returned, after 

deleting the semi-filled ones 548 (54.8 %) left. Then they 

were analyzed using SPSS statistical program and tested 

through hierarchical regression analyses.  

The demographic characteristics of participants were 

subjected to frequency analysis. 321 (58.6 %) of the 548 

participated employees were male. Mean of the respondents 

age is 31.96 (Std.Dev. = 15.18) and job tenure 8.21 (Std.Dev. 

= 3.22). 49.4 % of them have undergraduate degree, where 

50.6 % graduate degree. 

C. Measures 

The constructs in our study are developed by using 

measurement scales adopted from prior studies. Unless 

otherwise stated, responses to all of item in our survey were 

recodes on 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Scales were coded such that 

high values represented high level of the constructs. 

Individual performance was self-reported by employees at 

time T1 and T2. Each item of the questionnaire representing a 

dimension of individual performance: effort, quality, quantity, 

creativity, and extra work-related behaviors. Sample question 

“Overall quality of the work he or she does. This 

multidimensional measure assessed overall individual 

performance on different activities related to task 

effectiveness [24-25]. 

Victimization (T2). Respondents completed Glomb‟s 

Aggressive Experiences Scale (AES), in which five items 

assessed covert (implicit) aggression and five items assessed 

overt (explicit) aggression [26-27]. Employees reported how 

often they had been the target of a series of behaviors enacted 

by their group members during the previous 30 days. These 

10 items emerged from exploratory and confirmatory factor 

analyses of Glomb‟s (2002) original 20-item scale [28].  

Self-efficacy (T2). Jerusalem and Schwarzer„s 10 item 

General Self-Efficacy scale was used [29]. Turkish version of 

the scale was validated by Aypay [30].  

The questionnaire included also 4 demographic questions 

on age, gender, education, tenure.  

Self-Efficac

y (T2) 
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At the time T1 individual performance and victimization, 

and one month later at the time T2 individual performance, 

self-efficacy and demographics were asked. 

D. Findings 

First of all, to control for common method bias in line with 

the original-factor test was conducted, although the 

explanatory power of it is controversial and no single factor 

emerged in exploratory factor analysis (EFA) [31]. In line 

with Knight (1997), in international studies it is important “to 

evaluate the dimensionality of the scale” and to control for 

factor structure and loadings [32]. EFAs using Varimax 

rotation were conducted for variables. For exploratory 

research, a Cronbach‟s‟ α greater than 0.70 is generally 

considerate reliable [33].  

As can be seen from the Cronbach Alpha values reported in 

Table I, variables of our study are found to be reliable. 

 
TABLE I: MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, ALPHA COEFFICIENTS, AND CORRELATIONS AMONG STUDY VARIABLES 

Variables  M SD 1 2 3 4 5 

IP (T1) 5.35 1.27 (.89)     

OV(T1) 1.92 1.24 -.265*** (.91)    

CV (T1) 2.26 1.55 .126** .525*** (.93)   

SE (T2) 5.43 1.12 .320*** -.359*** -.088* (.94)  

IP (T2) 5.36 1.98 .304*** -.319*** -.250*** .423*** (.87) 

Note: Values on the diagonal represent alpha coefficients. 

IP: Individual Performance, OV: Overt Victimization, CV: Covert Victimization, SE: Self-Efficacy 
* p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001 (two-tailed tests); N=548 employees. 

 

Bivariate correlations between the variables involved in 

this research are reported in Table I, Overt/ covert 

victimization (T1) have a significant negative/ positive 

correlation with individual performance (T1) of the employee 

respectively (r = -.265, p < 0.001 and r = 0.126, p < 0.01) 

supporting Hypothesis 1a and b. 

 
TABLE II: HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION RESULTS 

Variables Individual Performance (T2) 

 Model 1 

β 

Model 2 

β 

Model 3 

β 

Model 4 

β 

Main effect variables 

OV -.260*** .319*** -.193*** .043 

CV -.113*    

SE   .353*** .436*** 

Interaction variables 

OV*SE    -.196*** 

CV*SE     

R2 .108 .100 .208 .214 

ΔR2 .108*** .100*** .108*** .006* 

Note: IP: Individual Performance, OV: Overt Victimization, CV: Covert 

Victimization, SE: Self-Efficacy 
* p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001  

 

TABLE II: HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION RESULTS (CONT.) 

Variables Individual Performance (T2) 

 Model 5 

β 

Model 6 

β 

Model 7 

β 

Main effect variables 

OV    

CV -.250*** .214*** .081 

SE  .404*** .477*** 

Interaction variables 

OV*SE    

CV*SE   -.239*** 

R2 .060 .221 .230 

ΔR2 .060** .161*** .009* 

Note: IP: Individual Performance, OV: Overt Victimization, CV: Covert 

Victimization, SE: Self-Efficacy 
* p <0.05, ** p <0.01, *** p <0.001  

 

In order to test the second hypothesizes the hierarchical 

regression analysis is conducted. As shown in Table II two 

variables are regressed individual performance (T2) of the 

employee linearly. Overt and covert victimization have 

moderate negative effect supporting the Hypothesis 2a and b 

(Model1).  

The interaction term was created by multiplying the overt 

victimization and self-efficacy and added in Model 4 to test 

the moderating effect (Hypothesis 3a) [34]. The results of 

Model 4 show a significant change in R-squared (ΔR = 0.006, 

p < 0.05). The moderating effect of self-efficacy on the 

relationship between overt victimization and individual 

performance of the employee (β= -.196, p<0.001) is 

statistically significant.  

The interaction term was created by multiplying the covert 

victimization and self-efficacy and added in Model 7 to test 

the moderating effect (Hypothesis 3b). The results of Model 7 

show a significant change in R-squared (ΔR = 0.009, p < 0.05). 

The moderating effect of self-efficacy on the relationship 

between covert victimization and individual performance of 

the employee (β= -.239, p<0.001) is statistically significant. 

 

IV. CONCLUSION 

Aggression and the subsequent results of victimization 

affect the workers negatively and cause their performance to 

decrease significantly. Violative behaviors which appear in 

various forms cause workers to lose efficiency, to show low 

performance, to leave their jobs and discontinuation, and 

cause physical and mental problems in individuals. It is 

beyond doubt that the organization managements are the ones 

who has the highest responsibility to hinder these situations. 

Organization leaders can hinder these situations by launching 

education programs, choosing personnel‟s more carefully. 

They can take measures by administrative instruments. In 

forming an efficient organizational system; high social peace, 

ease and safety are the keys of success. 
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