
 

Social Undermining in the Police 
and Military Context:   
A Cross-Cultural Comparison 
 
Michelle K Duffy, University of Kentucky USA 
Daniel C Ganster, University of Arkansas USA 
Milan Pagon and Branko Lobnikar, College of Police and Security Studies, 
University of Maribor, Slovenia 

 

This research investigated the hypothesis that the level of undermining perceived 

within the work group would moderate the relationship between individual 

perceptions of supervisor undermining and employee outcomes (e.g. well-being and 

employee deviance).  Drawing on social information processing, counter-factual  

thinking, and referent cognition theory, it was predicted that the relationship 

between individual undermining perceptions and outcomes would be stronger when 

there was a corresponding low level of group-perceived supervisor undermining.  This 

two way interaction prediction was supported for several outcomes among a large 

sample (N=737) from the national police force in the Republic of Slovenia and 

replicated among a sample of soldiers (N=381) from the US Army National Guard.  

Implications of the research and future research directions are addressed. 

 

Research consistently demonstrates that interpersonal relationships and interactions 

are critical determinants of employees’ attitudes, behaviours, and well being.  

Historically, this research focused on positive social interactions (O’Leary-Kelly, 

Duffy & Griffin, 2000).  This body of research suggests that negative interactions are 

consistently related to critical workplace and personal outcomes (e.g. see Tepper, 

2000) and are often more potent predictors that positive interactions. 



 

In our previous research (Duffy, Ganster & Pagon, 2002), we investigated the effects 

of a specific form of negative interpersonal behaviour, social undermining, on an 

array of individual outcomes including organizational commitment, psychological and 

physical health and behavioural intentions.  In that study, we found that  

1) perceptions of supervisor and co-worker undermining were strongly associated with 

employee outcomes; 2) undermining was more strongly related to outcomes than 

social support; and 3) that social support exacerbated the negative effects of 

undermining when support and undermining came from the same source (e.g. 

supervisors).  While informative, this study (and others like it) is limited in that it 

only begins to open the black box – i.e. it falls short of exploring how being the 

target of negative social interactions is experienced in light of the undermining 

experience of others in the work group,  we begin this process here. 

 

The primary objective of this paper is to explore the interactive effects of individual-

level supervisor undermining perceptions and group-perceived perceptions of 

supervisor undermining in relating to employee outcomes. 

 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

 

Social Undermining 

 

The dictionary defines undermining as behaviour that “weakens, injures or impairs, 

often by degrees or imperceptibly” (American Heritage College Dictionary, 1993; 

p.147).  In keeping with this construal, in this paper social undermining refers to 

behaviour intended to hinder, over time, the ability to establish and maintain 

positive interpersonal relationships and reputation.  Social undermining is a specific 

form of broader workplace constructs such as employee deviance and antisocial 

behaviour.  We focus in this research on undermining behaviours from immediate 

supervisors.  Subordinates often choose supervisors as exemplars and interactions with 

supervisors are therefore salient and critical in forming impressions of the 



organization, attitudes about one’s job, and intentions to behave in different ways.  

Research also consistently demonstrates that interactions with supervisors can have 

significant effects on subordinates’ physical and mental health. 

 

While some research has investigated the main effects of undermining behaviours on 

individual outcomes (e.g. Duffy et al., 2002; Tepper, 2000; Vinokur & Van Ryn, 1993), 

how individuals react to undermining in light of the undermining experiences of close 

co-workers has yet to be empirically investigated.  Social information processing 

theory suggests that people use available information from their social environment to 

interpret the events around them and to help understand the behaviour of others and 

its consequences in the organization (e.g. Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978).  Furthermore, 

previous researchers have argued that individuals will receive similar social cues from 

their group members what will guide them in determining whether or not their 

behaviour and the behaviour of others in the work environment, is acceptable or not 

(e.g. Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998).  However, an open question is the consequence 

of experiencing a phenomenon such as social undermining when others in the work 

group do not share the same experience.  This possibility is explored below. 

 

Counter-factual Thinking 

 

A major tenet of counter-factual theory is that “reactions to events require not only 

knowledge of what happened, but also a sense of what could have happened or what 

failed to happen” (Dunning & Maddey, 1995, p.103).  Indeed, research in the area of 

counter-factual  thinking suggests that people are naturally drawn to reflect on how 

things might be different in their lives (Niedental, Price, Tangney, Gavanski, 1994).  In 

doing so, people often imagine alternative realities – what are commonly referred to 

as counter-factuals.  In doing so, people often find themselves reacting, not as much 

to their present circumstances, but to a sense of what life could be and what is failing 

to happen in their own lives. 

 



Negative events in particular, like being the target of social undermining, are believed 

to stimulate imagined improvements of realities, referred to as upward counter-

factual s (Landman, 1995).  While upward counter-factuals are consistently associated 

with negative emotions (e.g. Sherman & McConnell, 1995), their effect on more distal 

outcomes (e.g. job attitudes) depends on whether or not the discrepancy between the 

actual situation and more positive counter-factual reality is perceived to be easily 

rectified.  The probability of “changing” the negative situation into the better one is 

referred to as mutability.  If the current negative situation (e.g. high levels of social 

undermining) is perceived to be easily mutated into the imagined improvement of 

reality, the current situation is likely to be perceived as more dissonant and, 

therefore, the outcomes more negative for the individual.  Recall that early 

conceptualizations of cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1954) posited that freedom of 

choice or change was a requisite condition of cognitive dissonance, i.e. those 

perceiving little possibility of situational changes feel little dissonant pressure.  Low 

mutability offers the target of social undermining little hope of achieving the 

imagined improvements in reality and therefore the consequences of the negative 

event are less salient. 

 

In determining the mutability of the situation, individuals must not only stimulate the 

counter-factual  alternative, they must also compare that alternative to what is 

known about present circumstances (Dunning & Maddey, 1995).  Individuals often 

choose co-workers and close group members, since tasks and outcomes are often 

interdependent, as salient social comparison individuals (Bandura, 1986; Folger & 

Cropanzano, 1998).  Thus, in the process of gauging the effect of being the target of 

supervisor undermining, an individual will likely create a counter-factual alternative in 

response (i.e., what it would be like not to be undermined at work by supervisor?).  In 

addition, the individual will also create a salient social comparison file that contains 

information concerning the outcomes of others in the work environment (Folger & 

Cropanzano, 1998) on the social undermining dimension, (i.e. are others also being 

undermined?) to help determine the mutability of the situation. 

 



In the case of the work group, an individual who finds that he or she is not alone as a 

target of supervisory social undermining behaviours will likely still generate the a 

positive imagined reality, but should evaluate the situation as less mutable, if the 

information regarding social undermining is processed from a “community of fate” 

perspective (“I'm being undermined, but so is everyone else”) – the likelihood of 

obtaining the imagined positive reality is low.  By way of contrast, being the target of 

social undermining when others seem to be immune from the negative behaviour 

creates a different and more potent dissonance building, counter-factual process.  An 

individual who feels singled-out as a target of social undermining from supervisors will 

engage in the counter-factual  process by creating the imagined reality, but in this 

case the probability of obtaining the desired imagery will likely seem much higher 

(i.e. more mutable).  According to counter-factual theory, the consequences of this 

type of situation are far more devastating to an individual’s emotional state.  While 

the former example places the individual in a far less mutable situation (“It would be 

impossible to change my reality since everyone is also being affected”), the latter 

creates the illusion of an imagined reality that is not nearly as hopeless. 

 

The preceding discussion lays a foundation for the examination of the social context of 

social undermining in the workplace.  Research clearly demonstrates that being the 

target of social undermining (and antisocial behaviours, more generally) is associated 

with poorer job attitudes, lower well-being and intentions to quit the organization.  

But research and theory concerning counter-factual thinking provides the logic to 

predict that the level of social undermining among others in the work environment 

may moderate the relationship between individual undermining perceptions and 

outcomes.  In particular, a high level of undermining (or high undermining climate) in 

the immediate work group may buffer the relationship since will serve to reduce 

mutability perceptions in the counter-factual process.  Conversely, low levels of 

perceived undermining among group members is expected to exacerbate the negative 

effects by creating a perception that improved imagined reality is achievable, 

therefore heightening cognitive dissonance.  Thus, we hypothesize the following: 

 



Hypothesis:  The relationship between individual perceptions of supervisor 

undermining and employee outcomes will be moderated by the group-perceived 

supervisor undermining.  The nature of this interaction will be such that the 

relationship between perceptions of undermining and employee outcomes will be 

strongest when group member perceptions of undermining are low. 

 

We view this examination as a point of departure for future investigations of these 

issues.  Therefore, we chose to examine a broad array of individual outcomes 

previously linked to undermining behaviours – including job satisfaction, 

counterproductive behaviours (active counterproductive behaviours and production 

deviance), intention to quit, trust in supervisor, justice perceptions and depression. 

 

 

STUDY 1 METHOD 

 

Sample 

 

The sample for this study was drawn from the national police force in the Republic of 

Slovenia.  Police stations were randomly selected from the list of all possible stations 

in the country.  Members of the research team visited the selected stations of three 

occasions (for each of the three shifts).  Selected officers were gathered in one room 

during work time where a 15-page questionnaire was administered.  Officers were told 

that the study was designed to collect information of the work lives, social 

interactions and work attitudes of police officers in the national force.  Participants 

were given confidentiality assurances; completed questionnaires were collected 

immediately.  The questionnaire was developed and compiled in English, 

independently translated into Slovene by linguists from the Interior Ministry of 

Slovenia, then back-translated to English by a member of the research team to ensure 

that the meaning of items had not changed in translation. 

 



A total of 841 subjects participated in this study.  Missing data reduced the analysis 

sample size to 737 from 42 police units.  In each unit, all responding officers reported 

to the same supervisor.  The majority of the sample was male (93%) with ages ranging 

from 18-55.  The average position tenure was about 4 years and under one’s supervisor 

was 2.5 years. 

 

Measures – Independent Variables 

 

Individual Supervisor Undermining.  Perceptions of supervisor undermining behaviours 

were assessed using a scale developed for this study.  Since the study of social 

undermining in the workplace has yet to be accomplished, it was necessary to develop 

a measure that marked specific types of social undermining behaviour relevant in the 

context.  Three specific steps were initially taken toward the end of generating an 

initial list of relevant undermining behaviours.  First, we reviewed existing social 

undermining instruments that have captured instances of undermining behaviours in 

non-work relationships (e.g. Lakey et al., 1994; Ruehlman & Wolchik, 1988; Vinokur & 

van Ryn, 1993).  Items from these measures were modified in several instances to 

yield relevant workplace undermining behaviours.  Second, using a review of the 

broader undermining literature as a backdrop, we generated additional items 

representative of the domain of workplace undermining.  Third, several months before 

the primary data collection, a focus group of Slovenian police officers was asked to 

generate a list of examples of actions that represented the broad domain of negative 

social behaviours in the workplace.  From this list of negative social behaviours, 

members of the research team identified and selected items that were consistent with 

the constitutive definition of undermining. 

 

The research team then engaged in several iterative steps to refine and focus the list 

of undermining items.  The resulting list included 35 supervisor undermining items.  

These items were administered tot he sample of Slovenian police officers.  Subjects 

were asked to rate how frequently they had encountered each undermining behaviour 

from their supervisor in the previous month.  The response options were 1 (never), 2 



(once or twice), 3 (about once a week), 4 (several times a week), 5 (almost every day) 

and 6 (everyday).  The coefficient alpha reliabilities for the resulting scale was .94. 

 

Group Perceived Undermining.  Following Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly (1998), we 

created the group-perceived variable as the mean of the supervisor undermining 

perceptions across all members of the group excluding the focal individual.  The result 

is similar to split-sample design where those providing information on the group-

perceived variable (all other members of the group) were different than the individual 

reporting the perceptions of undermining measure and the dependent measures.  

Perceptions of social undermining were aggregated by group (police unit) and the 

focal individual’s reports were then excluded.  Higher scores on this scale represent a 

higher level of supervisor undermining within the group. 

 

Measures – Dependent Variables 

 

Depression.  The NIMH Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale (CES-D) 

was used to assess levels of incumbent depression (Radloff, 1977) (α = .91).  This scale 

comprised 16 items that ask respondents to indicate their feelings about the future, 

themselves, their mood, and physical symptoms (e.g appetite and sleep) in the past 

week.  Scores can range from 1 (never) to 5 (all days), with higher scores indicating 

higher levels of depression. 

 

Production deviance.  This measure included 9 items adapted Skarlicki and Folger 

(1997), Raelin (1994) and Robinson and Bennett (1995).  A sample item is “I take 

extended breaks from work” (α = .88).  Respondents were presented with a list of 

possible behaviours and asked to indicate how often they engaged in the behaviours 

on a scale ranging from (1) never to (6) always. 

 

Active counterproductive behaviours.  This variable was assessed using a scale 

designed for this study.  The items were derived from the “counterproductive work 

behaviour scales” of Skarlicki and Folger (1997), Raelin (1994) and Robinson and 



Bennett (1995).  A research team police officer and assistant then evaluated the 

selected items.  The final scale comprised behaviours that are active and retaliatory 

in nature (e.g. stolen things from work) (8 items; (α = .89).  Response options were 

identical to those used for production deviance. 

Seeking a new job.  A three-item measure from Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins & Klesh 

(1983) was used ((α = .81).  A sample item is “I will probably look for a new job in the 

next year”.  Higher scores reflect a greater tendency to seek a new job 

 

Job satisfaction.  This measure was also assessed with a 3-item measure from 

Cammann et al (1983) was used (α = .79).  A sample item is “all in all, I am satisfied 

with my job”.  Higher scores reflect higher levels of job satisfaction. 

 

Measures – Control Variables 

 

It is important to control for factors that have been shown or hypothesized to 

influence either the independent or dependent variables of interest in organizational 

behaviour investigations.  In the present study, individual factors were identified as 

potential correlates of the study variables of interest based on a review of the 

relevant literature.  This, the control variables of age, tenure and the predisposition 

to experience negative affectivity (NA) were included.  NA is a potentially confounding 

variable that may influence the perception of social interactions at work as well as 

employee outcomes (e.g. Lakey & Cassady, 1990).  The size of the police unit was also 

included as it may relate to coordination and communication in the unit.  The 

inclusion of these variables in the analyses decreased the likelihood that any observed 

relationship between undermining and employee outcomes is confounded by these 

individual differences.  NA was measured using rh 10 NA markers from the Positive and 

Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark and Tellegen, 1998).  Subjects 

indicated how they generally felt on a 5-point scale ranging from (1) you usually do 

not feel this way to (5) you usually feel this way.  Internal consistency reliability for 

this scale was .87. 

 



STUDY 1 RESULTS 

 

Justification for Aggregation 

 

The appropriateness of aggregating individual level variables to the group level was 

evaluated through two procedures.  First, we performed a between group analysis of 

variance (ANOVA).  Results of this test demonstrated significant between group 

differences for group perceptions of undermining (F=55.34 , p < .001).  Next, we 

performed a within-group agreement analysis (George & James, 1993).  For this test, 

values above .70 are adequate.  In our study, group-perceived undermining values 

ranged from .73 to .98 with a mean of .91. 

 

Regression Results 

 

Table 1 presents the descriptive information for all variables, Table 2 presents the 

two-way interactions. 

 

Two-way cross-level interactions.  The hierarchical regression procedure involved 

entering the control variables on the first step, the two independent variables 

(individual- and group-perceived supervisor undermining) on step 2, and the two-way 

interaction between individual and group perceptions of undermining on the final 

step.  All variables were mean centred to reduce collinearity (Cohen & Cohen, 1983).  

As Table 2 shows, only individual perceptions of undermining accounted for significant 

variance in the outcome variables.  Aggregated levels of undermining failed to account 

for any of the variance in the dependent variables. 

 

Of greater importance, the two-way interaction was significant in predicting all 5 

outcomes.  Values representing plus and minus one standard deviation from the mean 

were used to generate the plotted regression lines for the interaction plots (Cohen & 

Cohen, 1983).  The form of the interactions conformed to our hypothesis in each case.  

Consider the case when depression is the variable.  When group-perceived 



undermining is low, there is a strong positive relationship between individual 

undermining perceptions and depression.  Conversely, the slope of the regression line 

is flat when group-perceived undermining is high.  The same pattern holds for active 

counterproductive behaviours.  Again, consistent with Hypothesis 1, there is a strong 

positive relationship between individual undermining perceptions and active 

counterproductive behaviours when group-perceived undermining is low.  The 

relationship is also positive, but much less pronounced when group-perceived 

undermining is high.  Finally, the job satisfaction results also support the hypothesis.  

As expected, there is a marked negative relationship between individual perceptions 

and satisfaction, but only when group-perceived undermining is low. 

 

 

STUDY 2 METHOD 

 

Sample 

 

Participants were 381 members of the US National Guard in a Midwestern State.  The 

group-perceived in this sample was the squad; the participants were from 94 different 

squads.  The research design generally paralleled the procedure in Study 1, except 

participants placed completed questionnaires in postage-paid envelopes and dropped 

them in the mail.  Members of the research team administered the questionnaire 

during work time and collected questionnaires upon completion.  Participants were 

given assurances of confidentiality and assured that participation was voluntary. 

 

Measures – Independent Variables 

 

Individual- and Group-perceived Social Undermining and Support.  The assessment of 

these variables was the same as that used in Study 1. 

 

 

 



Measures – Dependent Variables 

 

Trust in supervisor.  This variable was assessed with a 3-item scale (α = .79) created 

for this study.  A sample items is “To what extent do you have confidence and trust in 

your immediate supervisor”. 

 

Intention to quit.  A 3-item scale adapted for the national guard sample from the 

Cammann et al. (1983) scale.  A sample items is “I often think about quitting the 

guard” (α = .83) 

 

Justice.  These variables were assessed with scales adapted from the procedural (α = 

.88) and distributive (α = .83) justice scales used by Skarlicki, Folger and Tesluk 

(1999). 

 

Measures – Control Variables 

 

The cadre of control variables was identical to that used in Study 1 (age, tenure, 

squad size and negative affectivity) 

 

 

STUDY 2 RESULTS 

 

Justification for Aggregation 

 

Parallel justification analyses were also conducted in Study 2.  Between group 

differences were strongly for group perceptions of undermining (F=34.98, p < .01) and 

within-group agreement indices ranged from .68 to .96 with a mean of .88. 

 

 

 

 



Regression Results 

 

Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics for, and correlations among, the variables in 

this study.  The results of the two-way interactions are shown in Table 4.  The analytic 

approach was identical to that used in Study 1. 

 

Table 4 shows that two or the four two-way interaction terms were significant.  

Individual-level and group-perceived undermining significantly interacted in the trust 

in supervisor and intention to quit equations, but did not explain significant variance 

in the justice (procedural and distributive) equations. 

 

The form of the interactions was again consistent with our hypothesis.  For example, 

there is a marked negative relationship between individual-level undermining 

perceptions and trust in supervisor when group-perceived undermining is low, and a 

negative, but less definitive, relationship when group-perceived undermining is high.  

The relationships in the intention to  quit equation follow a similar pattern.  The slop 

of the line for low group-perceived undermining is strong and positive.  Although 

intention to quit is higher under high group-perceived undermining conditions (owing 

to the significant group-perceived main effect), the relationship between individual-

level undermining perceptions and intention to quit is only slightly positive. 

 

 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

Taken together, these studies highlight the importance of explicitly considering the 

social context when investigating social undermining in the workplace.  We found that 

group-perceived supervisor undermining, or the supervisor-undermining climate in the 

group, moderated the relationship between individual perceptions of undermining and 

employee outcomes.  In Study 1 and Study 2 the form of interaction of individual- and 

group-perceived undermining was such that the relationship between individual 

perceptions of supervisor undermining and outcomes was more pronounced when 



one’s co-workers did not perceive themselves to be targets of undermining from the 

same supervisor.  It is notable that this pattern of findings consistently emerged across 

two studies in different group contexts, in two different countries and cultures, and 

when different sets of employee outcome variables were used. 

 

While we didn’t examine these issues here, another potentially interesting area would 

be to developing a parallel theoretical framework for examining the interaction of 

individual perceptions of social support and social support climates on a similar array 

of outcome variables.  Previous research clearly demonstrates that, because of their 

salience, negative events may carry more weight in the determination of attitudes and 

behaviours than positive events, but this would not preclude the existence of 

differential reactions to supportive environments in different social contexts.  

Although it would necessitate a different theoretical path, counter-factual  theory 

might also be useful in addressing these issues.  Downward counter-factuals (e.g. 

“Things could be worse”) are often used by individuals to make sense of their current 

situations and as a functional tool in dealing with negative and positive situations.  

The theoretical possibilities of being singled out for support in a non-supportive 

environment, and vice versa, intriguing. 

 

Limitations 

 

This study should be evaluated in light of its limitations.  Among these is the reliance 

on cross-sectional data.  While our predictions assume a certain causal sequence, we 

cannot rule out other causal explanations.  Although our theoretical framework leads 

us to propose that undermining precedes undesirable employee outcomes, the reverse 

is also possible.  For example, it is possible that counterproductive behaviours may, in 

effect, elicit undermining behaviours from supervisors.  This alternative hypothesis 

would be in keeping with the “victim precipitation” model of aggression that assumes 

that victims of aggression intentionally or unintentionally instigate some negative acts 

such as aggression (Aquino, Grover, Bradfield and Allen, 1999).  Research that 



observed the group context over different time periods would be useful in overcoming 

this limitation. 

 

Since individual undermining perceptions and the dependent variables were collected 

from a single source, the results could be challenged on common method grounds.  In 

this regard, however, common method variance does not provide a viable alternative 

explanation for the finding that the relationship varied over the level of a third 

variables (group undermining climate) and one that was collected from a separate 

source (other group members) (e.g. Duffy, Ganster & Shaw, 1998).  Another issue 

concerns the representativeness of the samples used.  While the response rates were 

very strong in both studies and the questionnaires were distributed at mandatory 

sessions it is possible that some self-selection bias may have occurred.  We were able 

to do some rough demographic comparisons with information supplied by the Guard; 

these did not reveal any major differences between responding individuals and the 

demographic composition of the units. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Despite the limitations of our study, we believe that this study clearly points to the 

importance of the group and social context win which undermining takes place.  This 

study has several notable strengths.  We applied a unique theoretical perspective 

(counter-factual thinking) to the study of negative behaviours at work; we analyzed 

the theoretical predictions in a large sample of working adults in the Slovenian police 

force and replicated the results among a sample of part time military personnel in 

another culture; and we extended the study of negative social behaviours from the 

level of the individual to include the broader social context.  As such, we hope this 

study provides a point of departure for more extensive research in this area. 
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Dynamics of Deviance within the Police 

 

TABLE 1 – Study 1 

 

Correlations and Descriptive Statistics among Study Variables 

 

 

 

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

1. Age   #           

2. Unit Size   -.01 #          

3. Tenure   .19** .01 #         

4. Negative Affectivity   -.08** -.01 -.03 #        

5. Individual – level Supervisor 

Undermining Perceptions 

   

-.10** 

 

.10** 

 

.05 

 

.26** 

 

# 

      

6. Group Perceived Supervisor 

Undermining 

  -.09** .22** .17** .04 .25** #      

7. Active Counterproductive 

Behaviours 

  -.03 -.02 .02 .03 .12** .06* #     

8. Production Deviance   -.03 .05 .00 .10** .24** .08* -.01 #    

9. Seeking a New Job   -.02 .02 -.06 .15** .22** .00 .06 .18** #   

10. Depression   .03 .05 .01 .47** .21** .03 .07 .18** .19** #  

11. Job Satisfaction   .13** -.03 .03 -.12** -.39** -.16** -.03 -.28** -.34** -.27** # 
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TABLE 2 – Study 1 

 

Hierarchical Regression Analyses 

 

 Depression Production Deviance Active 

Counterproductive 

Behaviours 

Seeking a New Job Job Satisfaction 

 Model Model Model Model Model 

 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

Control Variables                

Age .08** .09** .08** -.02 .00 -.00 -.03 -.01 -.02 .00 .02 .01 .12** .07* .08* 

Tenure .01 .01 .01 .01 -.02 -.02 .05 .04 .04 -.06** -.07 -.06 .00 .05 .05 

Unit Size .07* .07* .06* .07 .04 .03 .05 .04 .03 .03 .02 .01 -.05 .01 .01 

Negative Activity .48** .45** .44** .09** .03 .03 .08* .01 .00 .15** .10** .10 -.12** -.02 -.02 

Independent Variables                

               Individual-level Supervisor 

Undermining  .13** .19**  .22** .26**  .28*8 .32**  .21** .26**  -.37** -.40** 

               Group-level Supervisor 

Undermining  -.04 -.02  .02 .03  -.07 -.05  -.05 -.02  -.09 -.10** 

Two-way Interaction                

               Individual-level Supervisor 

Undermining   -.14**   -.10**   -.12**   -.15**   .08* 

               Group-level Supervisor 

Undermining                

Total R² .24** .25** .27** .01* .06** .07** .01* .08** .09** .03*8 .06** .08** .03** .18** .19** 

∆ R² Block .24** .01* .02* .01 .05** .01** .01* .07** .01** .03** .03** .02** .03** .15** .01* 

 

Notes:  *p<.05, **p<.01.  N==742.  Standardized regression coefficients are shown in columns marked Model 1, Model 2 and Model 3 
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TABLE 3 – Study 2 

 

Correlations and Descriptive Statistics among Study Variables 

 

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

1. Age 2.02 1.11 #          

2. Tenure 2.56 1.09 .71** #         

3. Squad Size 4.58 1.46 .08 .10* #        

4. Negative Affectivity 2.15 .87 -.05 .00 .03 #       

5. Individual – level Supervisor Undermining 1.79 .84 .02 .05 .09 .37** #      

6. Group Perceived Supervisor Undermining 1.80 .50 -.03 .00 .14** -.01 .16** #     

7. Trust in Supervisor 3.65 .93 -.01 -.02 -.02 -.26** -.49** -.11 #    

8. Intention to Quit 2.77 1.26 -.04 .01 .03 .31** .29** .10* -.25** #   

9. Procedural Justice 4.44 .67 -.07 -.09* -.03 -.26** -.39** -.12* .49** -.35** #  

 Distributive Justice 3.92 .85 -.13** -.15** -.03 -.26** -.33** -.05 .44** -.36** .72** # 
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TABLE 2 – Study 21 

 

Hierarchical Regression Analyses 

 

 Trust in Supervisor Intention to Quit Procedural Justice Distributive Justice 

 Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model Model 

 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

Control Variables             

Age -.03 -.02 -.03 -.05 -.06 -.06 -.04 -.04 -.04 -.15* -.15* -.15* 

Tenure .04 .04 .04 .00 .00 .00 -.08 -.07 -.07 -.06 -.06 -.06 

Unit Size -.03 .01 .03 .04 .01 -.01 -.02 .01 .00 -.01 .02 .01 

Negative Affectivity -.29** -.14** -.14** .34** .25** .24** -.27** -.17** -.17** -.30** -.21** -.22** 

 

Independent Variables 

            

 -.45** -.46**  .23** .24**  -.28** -.28**  -.24** -.24** Individual-level Supervisor 

Undermining             

 -.05 -.07  .08 .10*  -.08 -.07  -.03 -.02 Group perceived Supervisor 

Undermining             

Two-way Interaction             

            

  .09*   -.09*   -.03   -.02 

Individual-level Supervisor 

Undermining x Group perceived 

Supervisor Undermining             

Total R² .09** .19** .20** .35** .42** .43** .08** .16** .16** .13** .18** .18** 

∆ R² Block .09** .10** .01* .35** .07** .01* .08** .08** .00 .13** .05** .00 

 

              Notes:  *p<.05, **p<.01.  N==742.  Standardized regression coefficients are shown in columns marked Model 1, Model 2 and Model 3 


